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Internal v1: 2023-03-02

Abstract The nature of dark matter is still unknown

and an experimental program to look for dark matter

particles in our Galaxy should extend its sensitivity to

light particles in the GeV mass range and exploit the

directional information of the DM particle motion [1].

The Cygno project is studying a gaseous time projec-

tion chamber operated at atmospheric pressure with a

Gas Electron Multiplier [2] amplification and with an

optical readout as a promising technology for light dark

matter and directional searches.

In this paper we describe the operation of a 50 liter

prototype named LIME (Long Imaging ModulE) in an

overground location at Laboratori Nazionali di Fras-

ae-mail: gianluca.cavoto@roma1.infn.it

cati of INFN. This prototype employs the technology

under study for the 1 cubic meter Cygno demonstra-

tor to be installed at the Laboratori Nazionali del Gran

Sasso [3]. We report the characterization of LIME with

photon sources in the energy range from few keV to

several tens of keV to understand the performance of

the energy reconstruction of the emitted electron. We

achieved a low energy threshold of few keV and an en-

ergy resolution over the whole energy range of 10-20%,

while operating the detector for several weeks continu-

ously with very high operational efficiency. The energy

spectrum of the reconstructed electrons is then reported

and will be the basis to identify radio-contaminants of
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the LIME materials to be removed for future Cygno

detectors.

Keywords dark matter · time projection chamber ·
optical readout

PACS PACS 95.35.+d · PACS 29.40.Cs · 29.40.Gx

1 Introduction

A number of astrophysical and cosmological observa-

tions are all consistent with the presence in the Uni-

verse of a large amount of matter with a very weak

interaction with ordinary matter besides the gravita-

tional force, universally known as Dark Matter (DM).

The model of the Weakly Interacting Massive Particle

(WIMP)) has been very popular in the last decades,

predicting a possible DM candidate produced thermally

at an early stage of the Universe with a mass in the

range of 10 to 1000 GeV and a cross section of elastic

scattering with standard matter at the level of that of

the weak interactions [4] [5]. Hypothetical particles of

DM would also fill our Galaxy forming a halo of parti-

cles whose density profile is derived from the observed

velocity distribution of stars in the Galaxy. This pre-

diction calls for an experimental program for finding

such DM particles with terrestrial experiments. These

experiments aim at detecting the scattering of the elu-

sive DM particle on the atoms of the detectors, induc-

ing as experimental signature a nucleus or an electron

to recoil against the impinging DM particle. Nowadays

most of these experimental activities are based on ton

(or multi-ton) mass detectors where scintillation light,

ionization charge, or heat induced by the recoiling par-

ticles are used - sometime in combination - to detect

the recoils [6,7,8,9,10].

Most of these experiments however are largely un-

able to infer the direction of motion of the impinging

DM particle. While DM particles have a random direc-

tion in the Galaxy reference system. on the Earth a DM

particle would be seen as moving along the direction of

motion of the Earth in the Galaxy. This motion is given

by the composition of the motion of the Sun toward the

Cygnus constellation and the revolution and rotation of

the Earth. This is then reflected into the average direc-

tion of motion of the recoiling particles after the DM

scattering and it can represent an important signature

to be exploited to discriminate the signal of a DM par-

ticle from other background sources [11]. Therefore this

undoubtedly calls for a new class of detectors based on

the reconstruction of the the recoil direction, such as

the gaseous time projection chamber (TPC) [12,13,14,

15,16,17,18,19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26]. Moreover, while

the WIMP model for DM candidates has been tested

thoroughly by the current detectors down to 10 GeV,

extensions of sensitivity of these detectors to lower masses

- down to the GeV and below - are deemed fundamental

to explore new models predicting lighter DM particles

[27,28,29]. For this scope Cygno proposes the use of

light atoms as Helium or Hydrogen as target for DM.

For a DM in the range of 1 to 10 GeV mass the elastic

scattering of DM particle on these nuclei is producing

nuclear recoils with the most favourable kinetic energy.

In this respect the Cygno project aims to realize

an R&D program to demonstrate the feasibility of a

DM search based on gaseous TPC at atmospheric pres-

sure. The Cygno TPC will use a He/CF4 gas mix-

ture featuring a GEM amplification and with an optical

readout of the light emitted at the GEM amplification

stage [30,31] as outlined in [3]. Gaseous TPC based on

optical readout to search for DM were proposed and

studied before but with the use of a gas pressure well

below the atmospheric one (DM-TPC, [32,33,34,35]).

The Cygno project aims to build a 30–100 m3 detector

that would therefore host a larger target mass than a

low pressure TPC. Given the presence of fluorine nuclei

in the gas mixture Cygno would be especially sensitive

to a scattering of DM that is sensitive to the spin of the

nucleus. By profiting of the background rejection power

of the directionality, competitive limits on the presence

of DM in the Galaxy can be set, under the assumption

of a spin dependent coupling of DM with matter.

After a series of explorative small size prototypes

[36,37,38,39,40,41,42,43,44,45] proving the principle

of detecting electron and nuclear recoils down to keV

kinetic energy, a staged approach is now foreseen to

build a detector sensitive to DM induced recoils.

A first step requires the demonstration that all the

technological choices of the detector are viable. Before

the construction a 1 m3 demonstrator of a DM Cygno-

type detector, a 50 liter prototype - named LIME (Long

Imaging ModulE) - has been built and operated in an

overground laboratory at the Laboratori Nazionali di

Frascati (LNF) of INFN. LIME is featuring a 50 cm

long drift volume with the amplification realized with

a triple GEM system and the light produced in the

avalanches readout with a scientific CMOS camera and

four PMT. A Cygno-type detector will be modular

with LIME being a prototype for one of its modules.

Most of the materials and the detection elements used

in LIME are not at the radiopurity level required for

a real DM search. However they can be produced in a

radiopure version, treated to become radiopure or re-

placed with radiopure materials without affecting the

the mechanical feasibility and the detector performance

of the 1 m3 Cygno demonstrator.
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In this paper we summarize our experience with

the LIME prototype operated during a long campaign

of data-taking, conducted to primarily understand the

long term operation stability, to collect data to develop

image analysis techniques and to understand the par-

ticle energy reconstruction performance. These tech-

niques are including the reconstruction of clusters of

activated pixels due to light detection in the images, op-

tical effects characterizations, and noise studies. They

were mainly oriented to the detection of electron origi-

nated from the interaction of photons in the gas volume.

We usually refer to these electrons as electron recoils.

The energy response of LIME was fully characterized

in a range of few keV to tens of keV electron kinetic

energy using different photon sources, while a 55Fe X-

ray absorption length in the LIME gas mixture was also

evaluated.

Finally we report an analysis of the observed back-

ground events, induced by sources both internal to the

detector and external, in the overground LNF location.

2 The LIME prototype

The LIME prototype (as shown in Fig.1 and in Fig.2)

is composed of a transparent acrylic vessel inside which

the gas mixture is flowed with an over-pressure of about

3 mbar with respect to the external atmospheric pres-

sure. Inside the gas vessel a series of copper rings are

used as electrodes kept at increasing potential values

from the cathode to define a uniform electric field di-

rected orthogonal to the cathode plane. This field makes

the ionization electrons (produced by the charged par-

ticles in the gas) to drift towards the anode. A cath-

ode plane is used to define the lower potential of the

electric field while on the opposite side a triple GEM

stack system is installed. When the ionization electrons

reach the GEM, they produce an avalanche of secondary

electrons and ions. Interactions of secondary electrons

with gas molecules produce also photons whose spec-

trum and quantity strongly depends on the gas mixture

[31]. From the avalanche position the light is emitted

towards the exterior of the vessel. A scientific CMOS

camera (more details in Sect. 2.2) with a large field-of-

view objective is used to collect this light over a inte-

gration time that can be set from 30 ms to 10 s and to

yield an image of the GEM. Four PMT are installed

around the camera to detect the same light but with

a much faster response time. In the following we de-

scribe in details the elements of the LIME prototype.

The sensitive part of the gas volume of LIME is about

50 liters with a 50 cm long electric field region closed

by a 33×33 cm2 triple-GEM stack.

2.1 The gas vessel and the field cage

The gas vessel is realized with a 10 mm thick PMMA

box with a total volume of about 100 litres that is

devoted to contain the gas mixture used in the op-

eration. Inside the vessel a field cage produces a uni-

form electric field to drift the primary ionization elec-

trons originated in the interaction of charged parti-

cles with the gas molecules towards the amplification

stage. The volume is regularly flushed at a flow rate of

200 cc/min. The field cage has a square section, with a

side of 330 mm, a length of 488 mm, and consists of:

– 34 square coils, 10 mm wide, placed at a distance

of 4 mm from each other, with an effective pitch of

14 mm and electrically connected by 100 MΩ resis-

tors;

– a 0.5 mm thin copper cathode with a frame identical

in size to the coils described above;

– a stack of 3 standard GEM (holes with an internal

diameter of 50µm and pitch of 140µm, placed 2 mm

apart from each other and 7 mm from the first coils.

The detector is usually operated with a He/CF4

gas mixture in proportions of 60/40 kept few millibars

above the atmospheric pressure. This is therefore equiv-

alent to a mass of 87 g in the active volume.

The upper face of the vessel includes a 5 cm wide

and 50 cm long thin window sealed by a 150µm thick

ethylene-tetrafluoroethylene (ETFE) layer. This allows

low energy photons (down to the keV energy) to en-

ter the gas volume from external artificial radioactive

sources used for calibration purposes.

An externally controllable trolley is mounted on the

window and can be moved back and forth along a track.

It functions as a source holder and allows to move a ra-

dioactive source, kept 18 cm above the sensitive volume,

along the z axis from 5 cm to 45 cm far from the GEM.

On its base there is a 5 mm diameter hole that allows

the passage of a beam of photons by collimating it.

The face of the vessel in front of the GEM stack

away from the sensitive volume is 1 mm thick to allow

efficient transmission of light to the outside.

2.2 The light sensors

On the same side of the vessel where the GEM stack

is installed a black PMMA conical structure is fixed to

allow the housing of the optical sensors:

– 4 Hamamatsu R7378, 22 mm diameter photo-multipliers;

– an Orca Fusion scientific CMOS-based camera (more

dentails on [46]) with 2304 × 2304 pixels with an

active area of 6.5 × 6.5 µm2 each, equipped with
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Fig. 1 Drawing of LIME as seen from above. Square-shaped copper rings are used to create a field cage closed on one side by
the triple-GEM stack. The field cage is closed on the other side with respect to the GEM by a cathode plane. The position of
the four photomultipliers and of CMOS optical sensor are indicated. The acrylic gas vessel is enclosing the field cage and the
GEM stack.

Fig. 2 LIME vessel: the field cage is clearly visible with all
its copper rings mounted on the PMMA combs to support
them and with the cathode to close the field region.

a Schneider lens with 25 mm focal length and 0.95

aperture at a distance of 623 mm. The sCMOS sen-

sor provides a quantum efficiency of about 80% in

the range 450 nm-630 nm. In this configuration, the

sensor faces a surface of 35 × 35 cm2 and there-

fore each pixel at an area of 152 × 152 µm2. The

geometrical acceptance εΩ results to be 1.2 × 10−4.

According to previous studies [31,47], electro-luminescence

spectra of He/CF4 based mixtures show two main max-

ima: one around a wavelength of 300 nm and one around

620 nm. This second wavelength matches the range

where the Fusion camera sensor provides thew maxi-

mum quantum efficiency.

2.3 The Faraday cage

The entire detector is contained within a 3 mm thick

aluminium metal box. Equipped with feed-through con-

nections for the high voltages required for the GEM,

cathode and PMT and for the gas, this box acts as a

Faraday cage and guarantees the light tightness of the

detector. A rod is free to enter through a hole from the

rear face to allow movement of the source holder. On

the front side a square hole is present on which an op-

tical bellows is mounted, which can then be coupled to

the CMOS sensor lens.

2.4 Data acquisition and trigger systems

LIME data acquisition is realized with an integrated

system within the Midas framework [48].

The PMT signals are sent into a discriminator and

a logic module to produce a trigger signal based on a

coincidence of the signals of at least two PMT.

A dedicated data acquisition PC is connected via

two independent USB 3.0 ports to the camera and to

a VME crate that houses I/O register modules for the

trigger and controls.
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The camera can be operated with different exposure

times. The results presented in this paper are obtained

with a 50 ms exposure to minimize the pile-up from

natural radioactivity events.

The DAQ system has been designed and built in

such a way that it can also integrate digitisers for the

acquisition of PMT signal waveforms. In this way, for

each interaction in the gas, the light produced in the

GEM stack is simultaneously acquired by the high gran-

ularity CMOS sensor and by the four PMT. As it was

demonstrated in [40] this will allow a 3D reconstruction

of the event in the gas volume within the field cage.

In this paper we report the data analysis of the cam-

era images only.

2.5 High voltage and gas supply systems

The gas mixture, obtained from cylinders of pure gases,

is continuously flushed into the detector at a rate of

200 cc/min and the output gas is sent to an exhaust

line connected to the external environment via a water

filled bubbler ensuring the small (3 mbar) required over-

pressure. Electrical voltages at the various electrodes of

the detector are supplied by two generators:

– an ISEG ”HPn 500” provides up to 50 kV and 7 mA

with negative polarity and ripple < 0.2% directly to

the cathode;

– CAEN A1515TG board with Individual Floating

Channels supplies the voltages (up to 1 kV with 20

mV precision) to the electrodes of the triple GEM

stack

By means of these two suppliers, a constant electric

field was generated in the sensitive volume with a stan-

dard value of EDrift = 0.9 kV/cm and in the transfer

gaps between the GEM (about ETransf = 2.5 kV/cm),

while the voltage difference across the two sides of each

GEM is usually set to VGEM = 440 V for all the three

GEM.

3 Overground run

The measurements reported in this paper were realized

at the INFN LNF during the 2021 summer and au-

tumn. The detector was operated inside an experimen-

tal hall where the temperature was varying in a range

between 295 K and 300 K and the atmospheric pressure

between 970 and 1000 mbar for the entire duration of

the measurements. The typical working conditions of

the detector are reported in Table 1.

Table 1 Summary of the typical operating condition of
LIME during the data takings.

Parameter Typical value

Drift Field 0.9 kV/cm

GEM Voltage 440 V

Transfer Field 2.5 kV/cm

Gas Flow 12 l/h

PMT Threshold 15 mV

3.1 Instrumental effect studies

As a first study, we evaluated the instrumental non-

uniformity due to the optics system and to the elec-

tronic sensor noise.

3.1.1 Optical vignetting

With respect to the optics, we evaluated the effects of

lens vignetting, that is the reduction of detected light

in the peripheral region of an image compared to the

image center. For this purpose, we collected with the

same camera images of a uniformly illuminated white

surface. In order to avoid any possible preferiantial di-

rection of the light impinging the sensor, different im-

ages of the same surface are acquired by rotating the

camera around the lens optical axis, and we obtained

a light collection map on the sensor by their average.

This shows a drop of the collected light as a function of

the radial distance from the centre, down to 20% with

respect the center of the image, as shown in Fig. 3. The

resulting map was then used to correct all the images

collected with the detector.

3.1.2 Sensor electronic noise

A second study consisted in the evaluation of the fluc-

tuations of the dark offset of the optical sensor. These

are mainly due to two different contributions: readout

noise i.e. the electronic noise of the amplifiers onboard

of each pixel (less than 0.7 electrons r.m.s.) and a dark

current that flows in each camera photo-diode of about

0.5 electrons/pixel/s [49]. To obtain this, dedicated runs

were taken throughout the data taking period with the

values of VGEM set to 200 V. In this way the counts on

the camera pixels were only due to the electronic noise

of the sensor itself and not to any light. In each of these

runs (called pedestal runs) we collected 100 images and

we evaluated, pixel by pixel, the average value (pixped)

and the standard deviation (pixrms) of the response.

The light tightness of the detector is ensured by the
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Fig. 3 Light yield measured as a function of the radial dis-
tance from the center of the sensor, normalized to the one
at the center, using pictures of a uniformly illuminated white
surface.

Faraday cage. To check its effectiveness, we compared

the values of pixped and pixrms) in runs acquired with

laboratory lights On and with completely dark labora-

tory without finding any significative differences.

In the reconstruction procedure, described later in

Sec. 4.1, pixped is then subtracted from the measured

value, while pixrms is used to define the threshold to

retain a pixel, i.e. when it has a number of counts larger

than 1.1 pixrms .

The distribution of pixrms in one pedestal run for

all the pixels of the sensor is shown in Fig. 4 (top). The

long tail above the most probable value corresponds to

pixels at the top and bottom boundaries of the sensor,

which are slightly noisier than the wide central part. For

this reason 250 pixel rows are excluded from the recon-

struction at the top and 250 pixel rows at the bottom

of the sensor. The stability of the pedestal value and

of the electronics noise has been checked by consider-

ing the mean value of the distribution of pixped and of

pixrms as measured in the regular pedestal runs. Fig-

ure 4 middle and bottom show the distributions of the

two quantities in a period of about two weeks, showing

a very good stability of the sensor.

3.2 Electron recoils in LIME

A first standard characterization of the detector re-

sponse to energy releases of the order of a few keV

utilizes a 55Fe source with an activity of 115 MBq. 55Fe

decays by electron capture to an excited 55Mn nucleus

that de-excites by emitting X-rays with an energy of

about 5.9 keV, with an additional emission at around

Fig. 4 Top: distribution of pixrms in one pedestal run. Mid-
dle and bottom: average of pixped and pixrms, respectively,

as a function of time, for a period of two weeks of data taking,
as measured in the regular pedestal runs acquired.

6.4 keV. Given the geometry of the source holder and

trolley, the flux of the photons irradiates a cone with an

aperture of about 10◦. This means that in the central

region of the detector, the flux is expected to have a

gaussian transverse profile with a σ of about 1 cm.

Moreover, in order to study the energy response for

different X-rays energies, a compact multi-target source

was employed [50]. A sealed 241Am primary source is

selectively moved in front of different materials. Each

material is presented to the primary source in turn and

its characteristic X-ray is emitted through a 4 mm di-

ameter aperture. In Tab. 2 a summary of the materials

and energy of the X-ray lines is reported. The Kβ lines
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have an intensity that is about 20% of corresponding

Kα lines.

Table 2 X-ray emitted by the multi-target source.

Material Energy Kα [keV] Energy Kβ [keV]

Cu 8.04 8.91
Rb 13.37 14.97
Mo 17.44 19.63
Ag 22.10 24.99
Ba 32.06 36.55

Given the physics interest to the detector response

at low energies, the 55Fe source X-rays with E ≈ 6 keV

has been used to induce emissions of lower energy X-

rays in two other targets: Ti and Ca. The expected Kα

and Kβ lines are shown in Table 3. Given the exper-

imental setup to excite the Ti and Ca lines, also the

6 keV X-rays from 55Fe can reach the detector active

volume, resulting in the superposition of both contri-

butions.

Table 3 X-ray emitted by the additional custom targets ex-
cited by the 55Fe source.

Material Energy Kα [keV] Energy Kβ [keV]

Ti 4.51 4.93
Ca 3.69 4.01

The interaction of the X-ray with the gas molecules

produces a electron recoil with a kinetic energy very

similar to the X-ray energy. According to a SRIM sim-

ulation [51] in our gas mixture at atmospheric pressure

the expected range of the electron varies from about

250µm for a 4 keV energy to about 15 mm for a 40 keV

energy [3]. These electron recoils produce a primary

electron-ion pair at the cost of 42 eV [52,53,54] Along

the drift path longitudinal and transversal diffusion af-

fect the primary ionization electrons distribution. Once

they reach the GEM surface, these electrons start mul-

tiplication processes yielding an avalanche, producing

at the same time also photons that are visible as tracks

in the CMOS sensor image. These tracks from artificial

radioactive sources are shown superimposed to tracks

from natural radioactivity in a typical image ( Fig. 5).

The tracks are reconstructed as 2D clusters of pixels by

grouping the pixels with a non-null number of photons

above the pedestal level.

Once projected to the 2D GEM plane the spheri-

cal cloud of the drifting electrons from the 55Fe X-ray

interaction produces a ≈ 5 mm wide light profile along
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Fig. 5 Example of an image with natural radioactivity tracks
and luminous spots indicating the interactions in the gas of
6 keV X-rays produced by the 55Fe source. The 55Fe source
is located on the top of the sensitive volume and produces
spots along the y axis (see Fig.1 for the reference frame) of
the CMOS sensor (top). A zoom around one of these spots is
also shown (bottom).

both the orthogonal axes of the cluster. The exact span

of the profile depends on the running conditions of the

detector and on the z position of the X-ray interaction.

In the following we refer to the longitudinal (transverse)

direction as the orientation of the major (minor) axis

of the cluster, found via a principal component analysis

of the 2D cluster. The two profiles for a typical cluster

are shown in Fig. 6 with a Gaussian fit superimposed.

From these fits the values of σL and σT are obtained

along with the amplitudes AL and AT respectively In
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general for non-spherical cluster due larger energy elec-

tron recoil we determine and utilizes only the σT value.
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Fig. 6 Example of transverse (top) and longitudinal (bot-
tom) profiles of one luminous spot generated by the interac-
tions in the gas of 6 keV X-rays produced by the 55Fe source.
From the Gaussian fits the values of σT and σL are obtained
along with the amplitudes AT and AL respectively.

4 Reconstruction of electron recoils

The energy deposit in the gas through ionization is es-

timated by clustering the light recorded in the camera

image with a dynamic algorithm. The method is devel-

oped with the aim to be efficient with different topolo-

gies of deposits of light over the sensors. It is able to

recognize small spots whose radius is determined by the

diffusion in the gas, or long and straight tracks as the

ones induced by cosmic rays traversing the whole de-

tector, or long and curly tracks as the ones induced by

various types of radioactivity. Radioactivity is in fact

present in both the environment surrounding the de-

tector or in the components of the detector itself.

4.1 The reconstruction algorithm

The reconstruction algorithm consists of four steps: (i) a

zero suppression to reject the electronics noise of the

sensor (ii) the correction for vignetting effect described

in Sec. 3.1.1 and two steps of iterative clustering (iii) a

super-clustering step to reconstruct long and smooth

tracks parameterizing them as polynomial trajectories,

and (iv) a small clustering step to find residual short

deposits. The iterative approach is necessary for dis-

entangling possibly overlapping long tracks recorded in

the 50 ms time interval of the exposure of the camera.

As a further noise reduction step, the resolution

of the resulting image is initially reduced by forming

macro-pixels, by averaging the counts in 4×4 pixel ma-

trices, on which a median filter is applied, which is ef-

fective in suppressing the electronics noise fluctuations,

as it is described in more details in Ref. [55].

In order to first clean the picture from the long

tracks originating from the ambient radioactivity, the

iterative procedure of step (iii) is started, looking for

possible candidate trajectories compatible with polyno-

mial lines of increasing orders, ranging from 1 (straight

line) to 3 as a generalization of the ransac algorithm [56].

If a good fit is found, then the supercluster is formed,

and the pixels belonging to all the seed basic clusters are

removed from the image, and the procedure is repeated

with the remaining basic cluster seeds. The step (iii)

is necessary to handle the cases of multiple overlaps of

long tracks, as it can be seen in Fig. 7. It can be noticed

that in the overlap region the energy is not shared, i.e.

it is assigned to one of the overlapping tracks. In these

cases the tracks can be split, but the pieces are still

long enough not to mimick short deposits for low en-

ergy candidates of our interest for DM searches. When

no more superclusters can be found, the superclustering

stops, and the remaining pixels in the image are passed

to step (iv), i.e. the search for small clusters. For this

purpose, small-radius energy deposits are formed with

Idbscan, described in details in Refs. [57,55]. The ef-

fective gathering radius for pixels around a seed pixel

is 5 pixel long, so small clusters are formed. Finally,

the clusters from any iteration of the above procedure

are merged in a unique collection, which form the track

candidates set of the image.

The track candidates are then characterized through

the pattern of the 2D projection of the original 3D par-

ticle trajectory interacting within the TPC gas mix-

ture. Various cluster shape variables are studied, and

are useful to discriminate among different types of in-

teractions [55]. For example a clear distinction can be

made between tracks due to muons from cosmic rays

and electron recoils due to X-rays. Moreover, within a

given class of interactions, the cluster shapes are sensi-

tive to the detector response, for example gas diffusion,

electrical field non uniformities, gain non uniformities of

the amplification stages. Thus they can be exploited to

partially correct these instrumental effects improving

the determination of the original interaction features,

like the deposited energy, or its z-position, which can-

not be directly inferred by the 2D information.
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Fig. 7 Top: image with an exposure of 50 ms. Bottom: re-
constructed clusters after the two step procedure described
in the text.

4.2 The 55Fe source studies

The 55Fe source is able to induce interaction in the

gas mixture with an illumination of the entire vertical

span of the detector as shown in Fig. 8. Due to the

collimation of the source, only a slice in the horizontal

direction has a significant occupancy of 55Fe-induced

clusters.

Several variables are used for the track characteri-

zation: σT, the track length, the light density δ (defined

as the integral of the light collected in the cluster, di-

vided by the number of pixels over the noise threshold),

the RMS of the light intensity residuals of the pixels
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Fig. 8 Spatial distribution of the reconstructed clusters in
data collected with 55Fe source. Only clusters in the central
region of the GEM plane are selected to remove the noisier
regions of the sensor. The 55Fe source is positioned outside
the detector at high values of y.

Irms, and other variables described in more details in

Ref. [55].

A sample of clusters is obtained applying a very

loose selection, which resembles the one optimized in

Ref. [55]. Examples of the distributions for δ and for

σT of these clusters are shown in Fig. 9, while the spec-

trum of ISC, defined as of the sum of the detected light

in a cluster, is shown in Fig. 10 in a range below and

around the expected deposit from the 55Fe X-rays. The

distribution of ISC also shows a small enhancement at

around twice the energy expected by the 55Fe X-rays

corresponding to the cases when two neighbor deposits

are merged in a single cluster. This can happen be-
cause of the relatively large activity of the employed
55Fe source. The average size of the spot produced by

the 55Fe X-ray interactions is about 20 mm2.

The distributions show the data obtained in data-

taking runs both in presence of the X-ray source and

without it, in order to show the background contribu-

tion, after normalizing them at the live-time of the data

taking with the 55Fe source. The expected contribution

from fake clusters, defined as the clusters randomly re-

constructed by neighboring pixels over the zero-suppression

threshold, has been also estimated from the pedestal

runs, where no signal contribution of any type is ex-

pected. As can be seen from Fig. 10 (top), this contri-

bution becomes negligible for ISC& 400 photons.

4.3 Energy calibration

Despite the correction of the optical effects of the cam-

era applied before the clustering, the light yield associ-
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Fig. 9 Top: light density δ in the reconstructed clusters, as
defined in the text. Bottom: transverse dimension of the re-
constructed cluster σT. Black points represent data in pres-
ence of the 55Fe source, filled histogram represents data with-
out the source, while the red hollow histogram represents the
contribution from mis-reconstructed clusters from electronics
noise. The latter two are normalized to the live-time of the
data taking with the 55Fe source.

ated to a cluster ISC still depends on the position of the

initial ionization site where the interaction within the

active volume happened. Therefore the light yield ISC
must be converted in an energy Erec by a calibration

factor and then corrected to infer the original energy

deposit E.

The Erec dependence on the x–y position of the ini-

tial interaction can be affected by possible imperfect

correction of the vignetting effect, non uniformities of
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Fig. 10 Light integral ISC of the reconstructed clusters, as
defined in the text. Top (bottom): region below (around) the
expected energy peak from X-rays interactions from the 55Fe
source. Black points represent data in presence of the 55Fe
source, filled histogram represents data without the source,
while the red hollow histogram represents the contribution
from mis-reconstructed clusters from the electronics noise.
The latter two are normalized to the live-time of the data
taking with the 55Fe source.

the drift field and of the amplification fields, especially

near the periphery of the GEM planes, as shown in

Fig. 11.

Moreover, inefficiency in the transport of the pri-

mary ionization electrons due to attachment during their

drift in the gas would result in a monotonic decrease of

ISC as a function of z of the initial interaction. How-
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Fig. 11 Average light yield, ISC, for the clusters as a function
of the x–y position in the 2D projection, for data collected
with the 55Fe source positioned at a z = 26 cm.

ever, as shown in Fig. 12, a continuous increase of ISC
with the z of the initial interaction is observed.
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Fig. 12 Average light yield, ISC, normalized to its most
probable value, Impv

SC , for clusters reconstructed in presence
of the 55Fe source as a function of the z distance with respect
the GEM planes.

This effect can be interpreted in the following way.

During the amplification process, the channels across

the GEM foils are filled with ions and electrons pro-

duced in the avalanches, but thanks to their small size

they can rapidly drain. In recent years, however, several

studies [58] have shown that for high-gain (106–107)

operations, the amount of charge produced by a sin-

gle avalanche is already sufficient to change locally the

electric field. In general this has the effect to reduce the

effective gain of the GEM, causing a saturation effect.

This also makes the response of the GEM system de-

pendent on the amount of charge entering the channels

and - in the case of many primary electrons from the gas

ionization - on the size of the surface over which these

electrons are distributed. In LIME, the diffusion of the

primary ionization electrons over the 50 cm drift path

can almost quadruple the size of the surface involved

in the multiplication, thus reducing the charge density

and therefore reducing the effect of a gain decrease.

We think this to be the cause of the observed be-

havior of the spots originated by the 55Fe X-rays over

the whole drift region: the light yield ISC for spots orig-

inated by interactions farther from the GEM is larger

than for spots closer to the GEM. Thus, the overall

trend of ISC as a function of the z position of the ioni-

sation site therefore presents an initial growth followed

by an almost plateau region, as shown in Fig. 12.

These effects partially impact the observed cluster

shapes. However, they can be used as a handle, together

with the x–y measured position in the 2D plane, to infer

E. Since multiple effects impact different variables in a

correlated way, corrections for the non perfect response

to the true energy deposits have been optimized using a

multivariate regression technique, also denoted as mul-

tivariate analysis (MVA), based on a Boosted Decision

Tree (BDT) implementation, following a strategy used

in Ref. [59].

The training has then been performed on data recorded

with the various X-rays deposits described in Table 2

and Table 3. The target variable of the regression is

the mean value of the ratio ISC/I
mpv
SC , where the most

probable value Impv
SC is the most probable value of the

ISC distribution for each radioactive source. The per-

formance of the regression using the median of the dis-

tribution instead of the mean have been checked and

found giving a negligible difference.

The clusters were selected by requiring their σT to

be consistent with the effect of the diffusion in the gas

and their length not larger than what is expected for

an X-ray of energy E. In addition it is required that

ISC falls within 5σG from the expected E for a given

source, where σG is the measured standard deviation

of the peak in the ISC distribution (estimated through

a Gaussian fit). The background contamination of the

training samples after selection, estimated by applying

the selection on the data without any source, is within

1–5% of the total number of selected clusters.

The input variables to the regression algorithm are

the x and y coordinates of the supercluster, and a set

of cluster shape variables, among which the most rel-

evant are the ratio σT

AT
, Irms and δ. Variables that are

proportional to ISC are explicitly removed, in order to
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derive a correction which is as independent as possi-

ble on the true energy E. In order to be sensitive to

the variation of the inputs variables as a function of z,

and possibly correct for the saturation effect, data with

the 55Fe source have been collected with the source po-

sitioned at different values of z uniformly distributed,

with a step of 5 cm from the GEM to the cathode. The

data collected with the other sources of Tables 2 and 3

instead were only taken at z = 26 cm.

A sanity check on the output of the regression al-

gorithm is performed on the data without any source,

where the energy spectrum of the reconstructed clus-

ters extends over the full set of Kα and Kβ lines used

for the training. No bias or spurious bumps induced

by the training using only few discrete energy points is

observed.

The Kα line expected for the 55Fe X-rays, when

the source is positioned at z = 26 cm, is used to de-

rive the absolute energy calibration conversion, which

equals is approximately κ = 0.38 photons/eV. The

absolute reconstructed raw energy is thus defined as

Erec = ISC / κ. The absolute energy, after the mul-

tivariate regression correction described above, is de-

noted as E in the following.

The comparison of the distributions for the raw su-

percluster energy, Erec, and E, using data collected in

presence of the 55Fe radioactive source is shown in Fig. 13

for two extreme distances from the GEM planes, z =

11 cm and z = 41 cm. The improvement in the energy

resolution is substantial. The distribution after the cor-

rection shows a small tail below the most probable value

of the distribution, indicating a residual non-perfect

containment of the cluster, that systematically under-
estimates the energy and should be corrected by im-

proving the cluster reconstruction.

The efficacy of the MVA regression in correcting

for the saturation effect and other response non uni-

formities is estimated with the data sample collected

with 55Fe source. The Erec/E
mpv
rec and E/Empv distri-

butions are fit with a Crystal Ball function [60], which

describes their tails: f(E;mG, σG, α, n), where the pa-

rameters mG and σG describe the mean and standard

deviation of the Gaussian core, respectively, while the

parameters α and n describe the tail.

The average response is estimated with the fitted

value of mG. Its value, as a function of the z posi-

tion, is shown in Fig. 14 (top). The effect of the satura-

tion is only partially corrected through this procedure:

the consequence of the gain loss is reduced by about

15% in correspondence of the smallest distance tested,

z = 5 cm. Yet, this small improvement indicates that

it is possible to roughly infer the z position through a

similar regression technique, where the target variable
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Fig. 13 Comparison between Erec (open squares) and E
(filled circles) normalized by the most probable value of the
corresponding distribution for z = 26 cm, on data collected
with 55Fe source at a distance of z = 11 cm (top) or z = 41 cm
(bottom) from the GEM planes. A fit with a Crystal Ball
function, as discribed in the text, is superimposed to each
distribution.

is z, instead of E. This procedure will be discussed in

Sec. 5. The same procedure, applied on data samples

with variable energy and variable z position, would al-

low to build the model of the correction with larger

sensitivity to z, thus resulting in an improved correc-

tion of the saturation effect.

On the other hand, it is evident that the MVA re-

gression improves the energy resolution for any z, by

correcting effects distinct from the saturation. The stan-

dard deviation of the Gaussian core of the distribu-
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tion is estimated by σG, representing the resolution of

the best clusters. Clusters belonging to the tails of the

distribution, for which the corrections are suboptimal,

slightly worsen the average resolution. Its effective value

for the whole sample is then estimated with the stan-

dard deviation of the full distribution. The values of

both estimators are shown in Fig. 14 as a function of

the z position of the 55Fe source: for the clusters less

affected by the saturation (z & 15 cm) the RMS value

improves from ≈ 20% to ≈ 12%. The best clusters,

whose resolution is estimated with σG, have a resolution

smaller than 10% for z & 25 cm, when the saturation

effect is small.
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Fig. 14 Top: average energy response to X-rays from 55Fe
source, normalized to the most probable value of the distri-
bution of the sample with z = 26 cm, estimated from the
raw supercluster energy Erec (red points) and including the
correction with the MVA regression, E (black points), as a
function of the z distance from the GEM planes. Bottom:
energy resolution in the same data, estimated either as the
RMS of the full distribution (open squares) or from the fitted
σG of the Crystal Ball function described in the text (filled
circles), as a function of the z distance from the GEM planes.

4.4 Study of the response linearity

The energy response of the detector as a function of the

impinging X-ray energy is studied by selecting clusters

reconstructed in presence of the different radioactive

sources enumerated in Table 2, in addition to the large

data sample recorded with the 55Fe source positioned

at the same distance from the GEM plane. The data

used were recorded placing the radioactive source at

z = 25 cm. The average energy response of the latter is

used to derive the absolute energy scale calibration con-

stant. The distributions of the cluster energy E, for the

data collected with any of the radioactive sources used,

are shown in Fig. 15. The samples are selected with a

common loose preselection, and the spectra, normalized

to the live-time, are compared to the one measured in

data acquired without any source. This proves that the

shape of the background is common to all the data sam-

ples, thus will be estimated from this control sample in

what follows.

For each data sample a loose cluster selection, slightly

optimized for each source with respect to the loose com-

mon preselection, is applied to increase the signal over

background ratio. As it is shown in Fig. 10, the energy

spectrum of the underlying background from natural

radioactivity deposits is in general a smoothly falling

distribution, while the response to fixed-energy X-rays

is a peak whose position represents the mean response

to that deposit, while the standard deviation is fully

dominated by the experimental energy resolution. Devi-

ations from a simple Gaussian distribution are expected

especially as an exponential tail below the peak, due to

non perfect containment of the energy in the recon-

structed clusters.

The average energy response is estimated through a

fit of the energy distribution, calibrated using the one to

the 55Fe source, using two components: one accounting

for the non-peaking background from natural radioac-

tivity, and one for true X-rays deposits. The background

shape is modeled through a sum of Bernstein polyno-

mials [61] of order n, with n = [1 . . . 5]: the value of

n and its coefficients are found fitting the energy dis-

tribution of clusters selected on data without the 55Fe

source. The value of n is chosen as the one giving the

minimum reduced χ2 in such a fit. The signal shape

is fitted using the sum of two Cruijff functions, each

of one is a centered Gaussian with different left-right

standard deviations and exponential tails [62]. The two

functions represent the contribution of the Kα and Kβ

lines listed in Table 2: the energy difference between

the two (denoted main line and 2nd line in the figures)

is fixed to the expected value, thus in each fit only one

scale parameter is fully floating. The remaining shape
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Fig. 15 Spectra of the calibrated energy E for data collected in presence of the radioactive sources, placed at z = 25 cm,
listed in Table 2, compared to the spectrum of clusters reconstructed in a data sample without any source. The distributions
are normalized to the same live-time.

parameters of the Cruijff functions are constrained to

be the same for the two contributions, since they rep-

resent the experimental resolution which is expected to

be the same for two similar energy values. While the

energy difference between the main and subleading line

are well known, the relative fraction of the two contri-

butions f2 also depends on the absorption rate of low

energy X-rays by the detector walls, so it is left floating

in the fit, with the constraint f2 < 0.3. In particular the
55Fe source was separately charatecterized with with a

Silicon Drift Detectors with about 100 eV resolution on

the energy and the fraction of Kβ transitions was found
to be 18%. In the case of the Rb target, the range of

energy of the reconstructed clusters covers the region of

possible X-rays induced by the 241Am primary source

impinging the copper rings constituting the field cage of

the detector. Thus a line corresponding to Cu charac-

teristic energy is added: its peak position is constrained

to the main Rb Kα line fixing the energy difference

∆E = KRb
α − KCu

α to the expected value. Since only

a small contribution is expected from Cu with respect

the main Rb one, no KRb
β is added. The normalization

of the Cu component is left completely floating.

The response to X-rays with lower energies than the

6 keV emitted by 55Fe have been tested with the Ti and

Ca targets listed in Table 3. As discussed earlier, in this

setup an unknown fraction of the original 6 keV X-rays

also pass through the target, so the fit to the energy

spectrum is performed addding to the total likelihood

also the two-components PDF expected from 55Fe con-

tribution. While the shape for the four expected energy

lines is constrained to be the same, except the mean

values and the resolution parameters, the relative nor-

malization is kept floating. The shape of the natural

radioactivity background is fixed to the one fitted on

the data collected without source.

Example of the fits to the energy spectra in the data

with different X-ray sources are shown in Fig. 16 and

Fig. 17.

The estimated energy response from these fits, com-

pared to the expected X-ray energy for each source is

shown in Fig. 18. In the graph the contributions from

both Kα and Kβ lines are shown, because both compo-
nents are used in the minimization for the energy scale

in each fit. The two values are correlated by construc-

tion of the fit model. A systematic uncertainty to the

fitted value is considered, originating from the knowl-

edge of the z position of the source. Because of the effect

described in Sec. 4.2, a change in this coordinate results

in a change of the light yield: with the source positioned

at z ≈ 21 cm, data with 55Fe source (shown in Fig. 14)

allow to estimate a variation ∆E/∆z ≈ 2%/1 cm. An

uncertainty ∆z = 1 cm is assumed for the position of

the X-ray source, and the resulting energy uncertainty

is added in quadrature to the statistical one from the

fit.

5 Evaluation of the z coordinate of the

ionization point

The ability to reconstruct the three-dimensional posi-

tion in space of events within the detector allows, as
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Fig. 16 Energy spectra of reconstructed clusters in pres-
ence of different X-ray sources. Top: Ti source. Bottom: 55Fe
source (used also to estimate the absolute energy scale cal-
ibration throughout the paper). Blue dotted line represents
the background shape, modelled on data without any source;
red dotted line represent the Kα line signal model; red dotted
line represents the Kβ line signal model. The blue continuous
line represents the total fit function.

has been shown in [16], the rejection of those events too

close to the edges of the sensitive volume and therefore

probably due to radioactivity in the detector materials

(GEM, cathode, field cage). As shown in other work, the

optical readout allows submillimeter accuracy in recon-

structing the position of the spots x–y plane [36,37].

The z coordinate can be evaluated by exploiting the

effects of electron diffusion in the gas during the drift

path. The diffusion changes the distribution in space of

the electrons in the cluster produced by the ionization

and therefore it modifies the shape of the light spot

produced by the GEM and collected by the CMOS sen-

sor. Based on this, a simple method was developed for

ultra-relativistic particle tracks [63], relying on σT (see

for example Fig. 6).

We evaluated the z-reconstruction performance by

studying the behavior of several shape variables of the

spots produced by the 55Fe source, and therefore at a

fixed energy, as a function of the z coordinate of the

source (z55Fe in the following).
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Fig. 17 Energy spectra of reconstructed clusters in presence
of different X-ray sources. Top: Cu source. Bottom: Rb source.
Ag source. Bottom: Ba source. Blue dotted line represents the
background shape, modelled on data without any source; red
dotted line represent the Kα line signal model; red dotted line
represents the Kβ line signal model. The blue continuous line
represents the total fit function. As explained in the text, for
the Rb target, a component from the expected contribution of
Cu induced X-rays is added, represented by the green dashed
line.

The variable that showed a better performance is ζ

defined as the product of the gaussian sigma fitted to

transverse profile of the spots (see Fig. 6) σT and the

standard deviation of the counts per pixel inside the

spots Irms. Figure 19 shows on the left the distribution

of ζ of all reconstructed spots as a function of nine

values of z55Fe (in the range from 5 cm to 45 cm). For

each value of z55Fe the mean value of the distribution of

ζ is superimposed together with a quadratic fit to the

trend of these averages as a function of z55Fe.

As can be seen, although there are large tails in

all cases, the main part the spots provide values of ζ

increasing as z increases.

Shown on the bottom side of the figure there is

the distribution of the z residuals of the clusters re-

constructed from the measured ζ for a z55Fe value of

20 cm. The distribution of the residual was fit with a

Novosibirsk function [64] and from this fit, the value
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Fig. 18 Estimated average energy response versus the ex-
pected one from the Kα (black dots) or Kβ lines contribu-
tions. The uncertainties on each point represent the statistical
contribution and the systematic uncertainty arising from the
knowledge of the z position. The dotted line represents the a
perfect linear response of the detector.

Fig. 19 Top: distribution of the values of ζ (see text) in the
runs with the 55Fe source at different z55Fe. Bottom: distribu-
tion of the z-residuals at z55Fe = 20 cm with a superimposed
fit to the Novosibirsk function.

of the parameter Ω 1 was extracted. The Ω values ob-

tained for the nine datasets at the various positions are

plotted as a function of the nine z55Fe in Fig 20.

Fig. 20 Behaviour of the values of the Ω evaluated from
the Novosibirsk function on the residuals distributions as a
function of z55Fe with a superimmposed linear fit.

As can be seen, although the absolute uncertainty

worsens slightly as the distance of the spots from the

GEM increases, this method showed to be able to pro-

vide an estimate of z of 55Fe photons interactions, with

an uncertainty of less than 10 cm even for events occur-

ring near the cathode.

6 Study of the absorption length of 55Fe X-rays

From the above studies the overall LIME performance

is found to be excellent to detect low energy electron

recoils. We then analyzed the 55Fe data to measure the

average absorption length λ of the 55Fe X-rays. As we

have seen, the source mainly emits photons of two dif-

ferent energies (5.9 keV and 6.5 keV). For these two en-

ergy values the absorption lengths λ in a 60/40 He/CF4

mixture at atmospheric pressure were estimated (from

[65,66] to be 19.5 cm and 25.6 cm, respectively. A vari-

ation of the order of 10% of CF4 fraction reflects in a

variation of the λ value of about 2.0 cm. In particular,

an higher amount of CF4 results in a lower λ value.

A Monte Carlo (MC) technique was then used to

evaluate the spatial distribution of the interaction points

of a mixture of photons of the two energies (in the pro-

portions reported in Sec.4.4). Being the z coordinate

uncertainty relatively large, we used only the x and y

coordinates to infer λ. With this MC we then evalu-

ated the effect of the missing z coordinate information

on the measurement of λ. In this MC we took into ac-

count the angular aperture of the X-rays exiting the

collimator, estimated to be 20◦. For each simulated in-

teraction point, the distance d from the source (located

1Ω is defined as FWHM/2.36
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above the LIME vessel) was then calculated. From the

exponential fit of the d distribution, we obtained a sim-

ulated expected value of the effective absorption length

λeff = 20.4 cm.

In data we then studied the reconstructed d values

in runs taken with the 55Fe source at the nine different

distances from the GEM. Some variation of the recon-

structed value of λ as a function of the range of y stud-

ied was found, with large uncertainties in the regions

far from the GEM centre where optical distortions are

more important. For this reason, our study was carried

out eliminating the bands of the top and bottom 6 cm

in y.

The background distribution in the region of inter-

est was obtained from runs taken without the source.

The distribution of d values in this case was found to

be substantially flat. The distribution in 55Fe events

was then fitted to an exponential function summed to

a constant term fixed to account for the background

events.

To study possible systematic effects introduced by

the charge transport along the drift field, the recon-

structed λ was first evaluated at different 55Fe source

positions along the z-axis and shown in Fig. 21.

Fig. 21 λ values resulted from exponential fits to d distri-
bution in data taken with the 55Fe source at different z55Fe

positions.

Variations of the order of 3.0 cm around the mean

value, which is estimated to be 22.4 cm, are visible, how-

ever no clear systematic trend is present.

Figure 22 shows the distribution of the values of d

evaluated at all the z55Fe with a superimposed fit.

This analysis provides a value reasonably in agree-

ment with the expected one, given the statistical fluc-

tuations and possible systematic errors not accounted

here.

A more relevant result lies in the fact that in this

measurement no systematic effects due to the position

of the spots were revealed, either in the x–y plane of the

Fig. 22 Distribution of d with superimposed exponential fit
for all the data at all distance of 55Fe source from the GEM
plane.

image or versus z55Fe. This allows us to conclude that

the charge transport and detection efficiency within the

sensitive volume of the detector shows good uniformity.

7 Long term stability of detector operation

A DM search is usually requiring long runs of data-

taking of months or even years. This imposes the ca-

pability to monitor the stability of the performance of

the detector over time. We then evaluate the stabil-

ity of the LIME prototype by maintaining the detec-

tor running for two weeks at LNF. Without any direct

human intervention, runs of pedestal events and 55Fe

source runs were automatically collected. In two occa-

sions, data were not properly saved because of an issue

with the internal network of the laboratory.

The laboratory is equipped with a heating system to

keep the temperature under control. Therefore in this

period the room temperature was found to be quite sta-

ble with an average value of 298.7 ± 0.3 K. In the same

period the atmospheric pressure showed visible varia-

tions with an important oscillation of about 15 mbar in

the latest period of the test as it is shown on the bottom

in Fig. 23.

The average number of photons in the spots of 55Fe

X-ray interactions was evaluated and its behavior (nor-

malised to the initial value) is shown on the top in Fig.

24.

The detector light yield shows an almost constant

increase during the whole data-taking period. This be-

havior can be directly correlated with the variation of

the gas pressure as shown on the bottom of Fig. 24.

From the result of the superimposed linear fit, we

evaluated a light yield decrease of about 0.6% per mil-

libar due to the expected decrease of the gas gain with

the increasing of the gas density [67].
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Fig. 23 Atmospheric pressure recorded during the runs ac-
quired for the test on the LIME’s response stability.

Fig. 24 Behavior of the number of photons as a function of
elapsed time normalised to the initial value (top) and as a
function of the atmospheric pressure (bottom) with a super-
imposed linear fit.

8 Background evaluation at LNF

The data taken with the LIME prototype at LNF in

absence of any artificial source were analyzed. A num-

ber of interactions of particles in the active volume were

detected. The origin of these particle can be ascribed

to various sources, primarily the decays of radioactive

elements present in the materials of the detector itself

and of the surrounding environment and cosmic rays.

Those interactions are to be considered as a background

in searches for ultra-rare events as the interaction of a

DM particle in the detector. A first assessment of this

background is therefore necessary to understand how

to improve in future the radiopurity of the detector it-

self. Shielding against cosmic rays can be achieved by

operating the detector in an underground location (as

INFN LNGS) while the effect of the radioactivity of

the surrounding environment can be largely mitigated

by using high radiopurity passive materials (as water

or copper) around the active volume of the detector.

The analysis of the images reveals the presence of

several interactions that the reconstruction algorithm

is able to identify with a very good efficiency. Due to

the fact that LIME was not built with radiopure ma-

terials and given the overground location of the data-

taking, crowded images are usually acquired and an-

alyzed. Sometimes, because of the piling-up of two or

more tracks in the image, the reconstruction can lead to

an inaccurate estimate of the number of tracks. Because

the iterative procedure of the step (iii) of the recon-

struction, described in Sec. 4.1, when a long cluster is

reconstructed all the pixels belonging to it are removed.

This implies that in the next iteration the pixels in the

overlap region with another track are no more available

and the other overlapping track is typically split in two

pieces. This results in a number of reconstructed long

clusters systematically higher than the true one.

In Fig. 25 (top) the distribution of the number of

reconstructed super-cluster per image in a sample of

≈ 2000 images is shown. Each image corresponds to a

live-time (i.e. the total exposure time of the camera)

of 50 ms and these images were acquired in a period of

about 10 minutes. The requirement ISC> 400 photons is

applied on the minimal energy of the cluster, in order to

remove the contribution of the fake clusters, as shown

in Fig. 10 (top), which corresponds to a threshold of

E & 300 eV. This corresponds to an average rate of

detected interaction of r ≈ 250 Hz. Figure 25 (bottom)

shows the distribution of the energy sum for all the

clusters satisfying the above minimum energy threshold

in one image, defined as Sthr. The average Sthr per unit

time is ≈ 6.3 MeV/s.

During the data taking a 3x3 inches NaI crystal

scintillator detector (Ortec 905-4) was used to measure

the environmental radioactivity in the LNF location of

LIME. The lowest threshold to operate this NaI detec-

tor was 85 keV. A rate of 350 Hz of energy deposits was

measured. By scaling this NaI rate to the mass of the

LIME active volume a rate of 11 Hz is predicted. This

can be compared with the average rate of ≈ 20 Hz mea-

sured by counting the number of reconstructed cluster

with E > 85 keV in LIME whose distribution is shown

in Fig. 25 (middle). For this comparison we selected

only the clusters in a central region of the active vol-

ume where the signal to noise ratio is larger. This corre-

sponds to a geometrical acceptance of about 50%. This

demonstrated that at the LNF location only part of
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the contribution to background is due to the external

radioactivity.
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Fig. 25 Top: number of clusters reconstructed in each im-
age with a minimal threshold on the light yield to remove
fake clusters, ISC> 400 photons (corresponding to an en-
ergy E & 300 eV). Middle: number of clusters with energy
E > 85 keV reconstructed in each image. Bottom: distri-
bution of Sthr, sum of the energy for all the reconstructed
clusters in one image with energy E & 300 eV. The filled
histogram represents data without the source, while the red
hollow histograms represents the estimated contribution from
fake clusters. All the images have been acquired with an ex-
posure of 50 ms.

The overground location of the LIME prototype im-

plies that a significant flux of cosmic rays traverses the

active volume, releasing energy with their typical en-

ergy pattern of straight lines. This allows to define a

cosmic rays sample with excellent purity by applying

a simple selection on basic cluster shapes. The track

length can be estimated as the major axis of the clus-

ter and compared with the length of a curved path in-

terpolating the cluster shape. By requiring the ratio of

the these two variable to be larger than 0.9, straight

tracks are selected against curly tracks due to natural

radioactivity. Further requirements are the track length

being larger than 10 cm and the ratio between the σT
and the length lower than 0.1 in order to avoid tracks

with small branches due to mis-reconstructed overlap-

ping clusters. The ratio between the energy E associ-

ated to the cosmic ray cluster and its length can be

described in terms of the specific ionization of a mini-

mum ionizing particle. Using the standard cosmic ray

flux at sea level of ≈ 70 Hz m−2 sr−1 [68] we predict a

maximum rate of interaction in the active volume of ≈
24 Hz to be compared with a measured rate of ≈ 15 Hz.

The track length of the cosmic ray clusters recon-

structed by the camera images is in fact the x–y pro-

jection of the actual trajectory length in 3D of the cos-

mic ray particles. Therefore a MC simulation of the

interaction of cosmic rays with momenta in the range

[1−100] GeV in the LIME active volume taking into ac-

count their angular distribution has been carried out. A

comparison of the specific ionization evaluated on the

data and MC for the cosmic rays is reported in Fig. 26

showing a good agreement.
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Fig. 26 Distributions of energy divide by the total length, of
clusters identified as cosmic rays. Black points represent data,
filled histogram represents a Monte Carlo simulated sample.
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9 Conclusion and perspective

The search for DM particles requires a vast experimen-

tal program with different strategies being put forward.

A sensitivity to DM masses below 10 GeV might be use-

ful to test alternative model to WIMPs. Experimental

tools to infer the DM direction would represent a pow-

erful ingredient to reject background events in the con-

text of future DM searches. The Cygno project aim at

demonstrating that a gaseous TPC with GEM ampli-

fication and optical readout, operating at atmospheric

pressure with a He/CF4 mixture might represent a vi-

able candidate for a future generation of DM direct

searches with directional sensitivity.

In this paper we have fully described the calibra-

tion and reconstruction techniques developed for a 50

liters prototype - named LIME - with a mass of 87 g

in its active volume that represents 1/18 of a 1 m3 de-

tector. LIME was operated in an overground location

at INFN LNF with no shielding against environmental

radioactivity.

With LIME we studied the interaction of X-ray in

the energy range from few keV to tens of keV with ar-

tificial radioactive source. The use of a scientific CMOS

camera with single photon sensitivity allowed to iden-

tify spots of light originated by the electron recoil en-

ergy deposit in the active gas volume. A very good lin-

earity over two decades of energy was demonstrated

with a ≈ 10% energy resolution thanks a regression

algorithm exploiting at best all the topological infor-

mation of the energy deposits. A position reconstruc-

tion was possible in the plane transverse to the ioniza-

tion electron drift thanks to the high granularity of the

CMOS readout and with an algorithm based on the ion-

ization electrons diffusion to measure the longitudinal

coordinate.

Moreover the absorption length of 55Fe X-ray was

measured and found compatible with the expectation

demonstrating a good control of the uniformity and ef-

ficiency of the detector. Also during a more than a week

long data-taking a remarkable stability of the detector

was achieved.

Cosmic rays were also easily identified and their spe-

cific ionization results very compatible with the usual

prediction in gas.

An analysis of the events detected in absence of any

artificial source showed that the detected photon inter-

action rate (about 20 Hz) can be partly understood in

terms of the ambient radioactivity. However given the

long integration time (50 ms) of the sCMOS camera

the pile-up of interaction in the active volume can lead

to an overestimate of the number of interaction. This

implies the necessity to operate LIME in a shielded en-

vironment as INFN LNGS with a tenfold reduction of

the external background. This will reduce to a negligi-

ble levle the pile-up in images and will allow an assess-

ment of the level of radiopurity of the materials used

for LIME. This measurements will be the basis for the

design of a future Cygno DM detector.

In future a direct evaluation of the capability of

LIME to identify nuclear recoils induced by neutron will

be performed with dedicated calibration data-taking.

Given the performance of LIME in reconstructing in

details the topology of the energy deposit a very good

nuclear recoil identification down to few keV is foreseen

[55]. This will represent the fundamental element of a

competitive DM detector.
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ABSTRACT

Transition-edge sensors (TESs) have found a wide range of applications in both space- and land-based astronom-
ical photon measurement and are being used in the search for dark matter and neutrino mass measurements.
A fundamental aspect of TES physics that has not been investigated is the sensitivity of TESs to strong DC
electric fields (10 kV m−1 and above). Understanding the resilience of TESs to DC electric fields is essential
when considering their use as charged particle spectrometers, a field in which TESs could have an enormous
impact. Techniques such as x-ray photoelectron spectroscopy produce a high number of low-energy electrons
that are not of interest and can be screened from the detector using electrostatic deflection. The use of strong
electric fields could also provide a mass-efficient route to prevent secondary electron measurements arising from
cosmic radiation in space-based TES applications. Integrating electron optics into the TES membrane provides
an elegant and compact means to control the interaction between charged particles and the sensor, whether by
screening unwanted particles or enhancing the particle absorption efficiency but implementing such techniques
requires understanding the sensitivity of the TES to the resulting electric fields. In this work, we applied a
uniform DC electric field across a Mo/Au TES using a parallel pair of flat electrodes positioned above and below
the TES. The electric field in the vicinity of the TES was enhanced by the presence of silicon backing plate
directly beneath the TES. Using this arrangement, we were able to apply of electric fields up to 90 kV m−1 across
the TES. We observed no electric field sensitivity at any field strength demonstrating the capability to use TESs
in environments of strong electric fields.

Keywords: Transition-edge sensors, electric field, superconductivity, particle detection

1. INTRODUCTION

Transition-edge sensors (TESs) are highly-sensitive superconducting energy detectors with applications spanning
astronomical instrumentation,1–3 single photon detection,4,5 dark matter searches6,7 and neutrino mass mea-
surements.8 There is also growing interest in using TESs as massive particle calorimeters for electron or ion
measurements.9–12 With the expanding range of applications for this technology, it is important to be aware
of how the environments these detectors are used in may impact their performance. The sensitivity of TESs to
magnetic fields has been investigated13,14 but there has been little consideration of the effect of static electric
fields on TES operation. Understanding the sensitivity of TESs to DC electric fields is valuable when considering
the application of these devices to measuring charged particles, where the ability to use strong electric fields to
accelerate, screen or deflect charged particles would be highly advantageous.

Transition-edge sensors exploit the extremely sharp resistance-temperature dependence of a metal in its
superconducting transition window to provide high-resolution energy measurement of incident particles. In
operation, the TES is voltage-biased at a point within the resistive-superconducting transition. An electrothermal
feedback process maintains the device temperature by balancing absorbed power against reduced Ohmic power
dissipation. The corresponding change in the device current can be measured to determine the total energy
absorbed. A key factor in the versatility of TESs is the ability to decouple energy absorption and measurement
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into separate absorber and superconducting structures. This allows for a range of absorber designs, targeting
specific particles and energy ranges, all using the same detector technology.

However, as the TES is sensitive to the deposition of any source of thermal energy into the detector, there
remains the potential for the absorption and measurement of unwanted particles. For example, in space-based
measurements, cosmic ray events have been observed to be a considerable source of measurement noise.15 Alter-
natively, in electron spectroscopy techniques such as Auger and x-ray photoelectron spectroscopy, a high level of
low-energy electrons under 200 eV are present that are of no interest to the measurement.

One possible solution to preventing charged particles reaching the detector would be to integrate electrostatic
deflection into the TES absorber design itself but this would require the TES to be robust in the presence of
the resulting electric field. Such designs could also prove valuable for preventing the measurement of secondary
electrons from cosmic rays, for example. Alternatively, instead of screening charged particles, static electric fields
could be used to controllably shift the energy of charged particles reaching the TES, allowing one to shift the
energy range of interest for a particular experiment to align with the energy range of greatest detector energy
resolution.

It is not immediately clear whether static electric fields with the intensity required for these applications
would observably change the behaviour of TESs. While we expect that applying electric fields will have little
effect upon the superconducting components themselves, the electric fields could alter the operation of a TES
measurement, for example by coupling to two-level systems within the substrate changing the TES heat capacity.
There also remains the possibility of coupling between the TES and the field by previously unconsidered mecha-
nisms. Therefore, we investigated the electric field sensitivity of Mo/Au bilayer TESs to determine whether the
application of static electric fields to these devices observably alter the behaviour of these devices.

2. EXPERIMENTAL

SiN
Legs

Mo/Au
Bilayer

Nb
Contact

50 μma)

140 μm
∙

225 μm

500 μm

21 μm

Backing Plate

Bias Ground

Bias Plate

Device
Chip

TES

b)

Figure 1. a) Image of a suspended Mo/Au TES with backing plate pillar visible beneath, representative of design of the
10×10 µm device reported here. The inset shows an enhanced depth of field image of a different device with a backing
plate pillar visible underneath. b) Diagram of device and backing plate positions in relation to bias plate and ground.

TES electric field sensitivity was measured using voltage-biased 40/120 nm Mo/Au bilayer TESs and a Tc

of 200 mK. The TES was suspended on 225 nm thick micromachined silicon nitride membrane connected to the
thermal bath by four 50 µm long and 1.5 µm wide silicon nitride legs. Electrical contacts were made to the TES
using niobium leads. Fig. 1a provides an image of a representative TES; the device reported here has bilayer
dimensions of 10×10 µm. Further details of device design and fabrication are provided in Ref. 14.

The devices were cooled using an adiabatic demagnetisation refrigerator (ADR) with the sample temperature
regulated to 120 mK for the described measurements. TES readout was performed using two-stage SQUID
amplification.

The TES device chip was clamped to a grounded copper surface of the ADR cold stage with a backing plate
placed between the chip and the grounded circuit. A copper bias plate was attached to the clamp such that it was



held 140 µm above device chip, parallel to the TESs. The backing plate was made of silicon with pillars extending
204 µm into each device well, positioning the top of the pillar 21 µm from the device layer. This arrangement is
shown in Fig. 1b and an example of a backing plate pillar is visible in Fig. 1a. The top of each silicon pillar was
capped with 300 nm of niobium. This experimental arrangement was adapted from14 to perform these electric
field measurements.

The dielectric backing plate pillars have the effect of enhancing the electric field strength in the vicinity of the
device. Modelling the structure with parallel-plate capacitance between the bias and backing plates, the electric
field strength experienced by the TES, E, is

E = V
ε2

ε1d2 + ε2d1
, (1)

where V is the applied plate bias, ε1 and ε2 are the permittivities of vacuum and silicon, and d1 = 704µm
and d2 = 161µm are the distances from the top of the backing plate pillar to the bias plate and bias ground,
respectively. Using Eq. 1, at 20 V applied plate bias and relative permitivitty of 11.5 for low-temperature silicon,
the TES experiences 90 kV m−1 electric field strength.

3. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
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Figure 2. a) TES voltage-current relation measured at 120 mK bath temperature. b) TES power flow to bath plotted
against TES bias voltage measured. In both figures, measurements taken from 0 V to 20 V applied plate bias at 1 V
intervals have been overlaid with no clear effect of the plate bias at this scale.

Fig. 2a shows the TES voltage-current relation measured at 120 mK with applied bias plate voltages spanning
0 to 20 V. The TES was biased within its superconducting transition and so the device displayed finite resistance
and Joule heating. At equilibrium temperature, with no external energy absorption, Joule heating, Pv, and
power dissipation, Pb, from the TES to the bath must balance such that

Pv (VTES, T ) =
V 2

TES

R(T )
= Pb (T, Tb) , (2)

where VTES is the TES bias voltage, R(T ) is the temperature-dependent TES resistance and Tb is the bath
temperature. Fig. 2b shows the TES voltage-power relation calculated using Eq. 2. In both of these graphs, the
measurements at different electric field strengths from 0 to 90 kV m−1 have been overlaid with no clear differences
between the lines observable at this scale.

Fig. 3 shows the thermal power dissipation measured at a fixed TES bias point, shown by the vertical lines
in Fig. 2 as a function of plate bias voltage (Vplate). At this bias point, the TES displays half of its normal state
resistance. A small negative correlation was observed between the Pb and the applied plate bias. Additionally,
the measurements at 17 and 18 V biases were notably smaller than the rest of the measurements. Fig. 3b plots
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Figure 3. a) TES power flow to bath plotted against plate bias voltage from 0 to 20 V, measured at the normal-state
resistance (Rn/2) TES bias voltage. The error bars were calculated using a standard deviation of the measured tempera-
ture variation during each measurement. b) The data in (a) plotted against bath temperature with the Vplate colour scale
showing the applied plate bias.

the data from Fig. 3a but against measured bath temperature where a clear downward trend is also visible. The
anomalous readings at 17 and 18 V are the two datapoints visible over 121 mK.

The thermal power flow between the TES and the thermal bath can be modelled as

Pb (Tc, Tb) = K (Tn
c − Tb

n) , (3)

where Tc is the critical temperature, K is a constant determining the strength of the thermal conductance between
the TES and the bath, and n is a parameter dependent on the dimensionality of this thermal link. The gradient
of the dotted line in Fig. 2c was calculated using Eq. 2 and previously measured values of n, and K of 2.4 and
5.4 pW/Kn, respectively. The agreement between predicted and observed temperature dependence shows that the
anomalously low measurements at 17 and 18 V biases are demonstrably dominated by temperature effects and so
they were excluded from the gradient calculation in Fig. 2b, resulting in a gradient of -0.026±0.012 fW V−1. The
standard error of this linear fit is ±0.012 fW V−1 showing that the TES is far more sensitive to sub-millikelvin
changes in bath temperature than the electric field strengths below 90 kV m−1 and the observed trend in dP/dV
could have arisen from small drifts in bath temperature below the temperature measurement’s precision limit.

The results from Fig. 2 and Fig. 3 do not show any observable electrostatic effect but can be used to obtain
an upper bound on the relation between TES thermal conductivity G and electric field strength. Thermal
conductivity, G depends on K by the relation

G =
dP

dTc
= nKTn−1

c . (4)

If we assume that dP/dVplate from Fig. 3a is solely due to a linear dependence of K due to electric field strength,
the upper bound sensitivity of G to the applied field is calculated as (dG/dE) = 1 × 10−19 (W K−1)/(V m−1).

This value can be rewritten as a proportional change in G of G−1(dG/dE) = -0.07 (MV/m)
−1

.

With an upper bound placed upon the change in thermal conductivity, the sensitivity of the effective TES
response time, τeff, to electric fields places a limit on the change in TES heat capacity C to electric field strength.
The TES effective response time is given by

τeff =
nC

αG
, (5)

where α is a measure of the TES temperature-resistance gradient. Fig. 4a shows the measured TES response at 0
and 20 V plate bias. Both responses were modelled as exponential decays with fitted decay constants of 0.370 ms
and 0.368 ms. The standard error of these fits are ±0.002 ms, highlighting the similarity in the responses. It is
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Figure 4. a) TES response measured at 0 and 20 V applied plate bias. The inset provides the residual from subtracting
the 0 V and 20 V measurements. The red line shows the fitted response using a single exponential decay constant. b) The
maximum difference between two exponential decays with time constants differing by ∆τeff calculated using Eq. 6 for the
exponential fit in (a).

important to note that a single exponential decay constant does not fully characterise the TES response and so
additional uncertainty is present in the estimates of τeff that has not been accounted for. However, of interest
here is the possible change in τeff upon applying an electric field. If the observed time constant τeff is assumed
to differ at 0 and 20 V applied biases, the deviation in current between the two time response measurements,
represented by ∆I, is

∆I = A

(
exp

(
−t
τeff

)
− exp

(
−t

τeff + ∆τ

))
(6)

with the difference in response times represented as ∆τ , for a pulse starting at t = 0 with maximum amplitude
A. As no shift in TES response was observed, the magnitude of ∆τ must be constrained by the measurement
noise. One conservative estimate of this constraint would be to require that ∆I be smaller than the observed
RMS noise in the measurement. ∆I reaches its maximum value at

tm =
−τeff (τeff + ∆τ)

∆τ
log

(
τeff

τeff + ∆τ

)
. (7)

Fig. 4b shows the maximum deviation calculated using Eq. 6 and Eq. 7 between two exponential decays of the
form fitted in 4 when modifying one decay constant. The dashed horizontal line labelled σ represents the RMS
noise level in the TES response measurements. The upper bound deviation in τeff can be seen to be 33 µs,
corresponding to an 9% uncertainty in τeff. The constraint on τeff is an order of magnitude less restricting than
that placed on the thermal conductivity using Fig.2 and so can be largely attributed to a possible change in heat
capacity. Once more, assuming C varies linearly with applied field strength, a 9% change in heat capacity by
applying 20 V plate bias sets an upper bound of C−1(dC/dE) = ±1.0 (MV/m)

−1
on the sensitivity of TES heat

capacity to applied electric fields.

4. CONCLUSION

We have measured no observable effect of electric field upon TES behaviour up to 90 kV m−1. This null result
has been used to determine upper bounds upon the change of TES heat capacity and thermal conductivity in
the presence of a DC electric field. The relative changes in thermal conductivity and heat capacity are smaller
than -0.07 (MV/m)

−1
and 1.0 (MV/m)

−1
, respectively. These values are limited by measurement uncertainty

rather than any observable effect and so it is likely that significantly greater field strengths can be used with no
negligible impact on TES performance. This lack of sensitivity allows for the use of components with a strong
DC field to be used in the vicinity of operational TESs without the need for shielding. Such components would
be desirable when using TESs in the presence of charged particles, either to screen unwanted particles or enhance
absorption efficiency of charge particles of interest.
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Abstract

We propose a stronger formulation of the dispersive (or unitarity) bounds à la Boyd-
Grinstein-Lebed (BGL), which are commonly applied in analyses of the hadronic form
factors for B decays. In our approach, the existing bounds are split into several new
bounds, thereby disentangling form factors that are jointly bounded in the common ap-
proach. This leads to stronger constraints for these objects, to a significant simplification
of our numerical analysis, and to the removal of spurious correlations among the form
factors. We apply these novel bounds to B̄ → K̄(∗) and B̄s → φ form factors by fitting
them to purely theoretical constraints. Using a suitable parametrization, we take into
account the form factors’ below-threshold branch cuts arising from on-shell B̄sπ

0 and
B̄sπ

0π0 states, which so-far have been ignored in the literature. In this way, we eliminate
a source of hard-to-quantify systematic uncertainties. We provide machine readable files
to obtain the full set of the B̄ → K̄(∗) and B̄s → φ form factors in and beyond the entire
semileptonic phase space.
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1 Introduction

Rare B decays are decays of B mesons with small branching ratios of the order of 10−6 or less.
In the Standard Model (SM) these tiny rates are explained by the fact that they are loop-
mediated processes with CKM or GIM suppression. The fact that experimental measurements
of these rates are of the same order magnitude of the SM predictions already poses strong
indirect constraints on Beyond-the-SM (BSM) physics, most prominently in models where
these processes arise at tree level. This ability to pose strong constraints on BSM physics is
the same as discovery power [1].

A class of rare B decays that has been discussed extensively in over ten years of LHC
operations are the flavour-Changing Neutral Current (FCNC) exclusive processes of the type
b → s`+`−, such as B̄ → K̄`+`−, B̄ → K̄∗`+`−, and B̄s → φ`+`−. While the importance
of these measurements was clear and had been discussed before [2–7], a generalised interest
was driven by the “anomalies” observed starting from 2013 [8–19]. While the deviations in
the observables measuring lepton-flavour non-universality seem to be now more in agreement
with the SM, the deviations in the muonic observables are still puzzling. Independently of
this, the original motivations to study these rare decays have only been strengthened by the
sheer amount and the precision of the experimental measurements. These measurements will
clearly be one of the legacies of the LHC era.

On the theoretical side, efforts are focused on the control of hadronic uncertainties that
are crucial to the unambiguous interpretation of the data. All such exclusive b → s`+`−
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observables can be computed from a handful of decay amplitudes given by (see, e.g., [20])

AL,Rλ = N
[
(C9 ∓ C10)Fλ(q2) +

2mbMB

q2

{
C7FT,λ(q2)− 16π2MB

mb

Hλ(q
2)
}]

+O(αem). (1.1)

Here, q is the four-momentum of the lepton pair, L/R indicates the lepton chirality, λ is the
dilepton polarisation, Ci are Wilson coefficients of the Effective Field Theory (EFT) below the
weak scale, and F(T ),λ(q

2), Hλ(q
2) are respectively local and non-local hadronic form factors

(FFs). These hadronic FFs depend on the initial and final states and on QCD infrared scales,
and cannot be calculated in perturbation theory. Both types of FFs have been the subject of
intensive research [12,21–44]. Although the non-local type is considerably more complicated,
they can be written in terms of local FFs at leading power in an operator product expansion
(OPE) [36, 37, 39, 43]. Hence, understanding the local FFs precisely seems a more urgent
matter.

The FFs F(T ),λ are functions of the momentum transfer q2 and different determinations
of the FFs apply at different values of q2. For instance, determinations based on Light-Cone
Sum Rules (LCSRs) apply at low values of q2, while those based on Lattice QCD (LQCD)
calculations have (until recently) only applied to the high end of the q2 spectrum. Combining
all the known information on the FFs in order to be able to predict observables in any given
region of q2 thus requires to understand the q2 dependence. Fortunately, this q2 dependence
is simpler than the normalisation itself, and rigorous parametrizations of the q2 dependence
of the FFs can be derived from the fundamental principles of analyticity and unitarity [45].

These parametrizations are based on Taylor expansions of analytic functions, and while
rigorous, in real applications they must be truncated in order to feature a finite number of
parameters to be fitted. This truncation introduces a systematic uncertainty that is difficult to
assess. Fortunately, one can derive absolute bounds on some combinations of FFs integrated
over a kinematic region, by relating the exclusive to the inclusive rates and making use of a
dispersion relation. These bounds are called “dispersive” or “unitarity” bounds, and effectively
constrain the truncation error in specific parametrizations. The dispersive bounds have been
used within the so-called BGL and BCL parametrizations [46–48], and have been proven
extremely useful in B̄ → D(∗) [49] and Λb → Λ(∗) semileptonic transitions [50, 51].

The purpose of this paper is to revisit the parametrizations and the dispersive bounds for
B̄ → P̄ and B̄ → V̄ FFs. We shall demonstrate that a stronger version of the dispersion
bounds of Ref. [47] exists, and that the parametrization of Ref. [44] is advantageous when
below-threshold branch cuts appear. We will also apply these improvements to carry out a
dispersive analysis of B̄ → K(∗) and B̄s → φ FFs.

We begin in Sec. 2 with a detailed discussion of the theoretical framework, first defining the
FFs and the parametrizations, and then discussing the dispersive bounds and our improved
version. In Sec. 3 we present a complete numerical analysis where we fit the to the parameters
of our FF parametrization including the improved dispersive bounds. Our conclusions are
presented in Sec. 4. Supplementary material and a discussion of the polynomials used in the
parametrization are provided in App. A and App. B.
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2 Theoretical framework

In this section we provide the theoretical framework that we use to perform our analysis of
Sec. 3. In Sec. 2.1, we define the B̄ → M̄ form factors (FFs) starting from the corresponding
matrix elements. Then, we briefly review the FF parametrizations written in terms of the
conformal variable usually denoted by z, which have been commonly used in the literature.
In Sec. 2.2, we introduce the dispersive bounds, which constrain the parameters of certain
z parametrizations. We derive new improved dispersive bounds that supersede the common
ones of Ref. [47] by removing some of the spurious correlations among the FFs that arise
in dispersive analyses and by giving stronger constraints for some FFs. In Sec. 2.3, we give
an accurate description of the FF parametrization that we adopt, which is based on the
parametrization of Ref. [44] and allows for a straightforward implementation of the dispersive
bounds.

2.1 Form factor definitions and z parametrizations

Hadronic FFs are scalar functions of the momentum transfer squared q2 = (p − k)2 that
arise in the Lorentz decomposition of exclusive hadronic matrix elements. We define the
B̄ → P̄ (seudoscalar) or B̄ → V̄ (ector) meson FFs following the same notation as used in
Ref. [31], which relies on a commonly-used Lorentz decomposition. In this work we focus on
the B̄ → K̄, B̄ → K̄∗, and B̄s → φ transitions — which we collectively denote as B̄ → M̄ —
although both the definitions given below and our results of Sec. 2.2 and Sec. 2.3 can be used
for any B̄ → P̄ , V̄ transition. Note that we do not make any attempt here to account for the
instability of the vector meson [32].

The three local B̄ → P̄ FFs are defined by

〈P̄ (k)|JµV |B̄(p)〉 =

[
(p+ k)µ − M2

B −M2
P

q2
qµ
]
fB→P+ +

M2
B −M2

P

q2
qµfB→P0 , (2.1)

〈P̄ (k)|JµT |B̄(p)〉 =
ifB→PT

MB +MP

[
q2(p+ k)µ − (M2

B −M2
P )qµ

]
. (2.2)

The seven local B̄ → V̄ FFs are defined by

〈V̄ (k, η)|JµV |B̄(p)〉 = εµνρση∗νpρkσ
2V B→V

MB +MV

, (2.3)

〈V̄ (k, η)|JµA|B̄(p)〉 = iη∗ν

[
gµν(MB +MV )AB→V1 − (p+ k)µqν

AB→V2

MB +MV

− 2MV
qµqν

q2
(AB→V3 − AB→V0 )

]
, (2.4)

〈V̄ (k, η)|JµT |B̄(p)〉 = εµνρση∗νpρkσ 2TB→V1 , (2.5)

〈V̄ (k, η)|JµAT |B̄(p)〉 = iη∗ν

[(
gµν(M2

B −M2
V )− (p+ k)µqν

)
TB→V2

− qν
(
qµ − q2

M2
B −M2

V

(p+ k)µ
)
TB→V3

]
, (2.6)
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where η is the polarisation four-vector of the vector meson, and we abbreviate

AB→V3 ≡ MB +MV

2MV

AB→V1 − MB −MV

2MV

AB→V2 . (2.7)

The local currents JµΓ used above read

JµV = s̄ γµb , JµA = s̄ γµγ5b ,

JµT = s̄ σµαqαb , JµAT = s̄ σµαqαγ5b .
(2.8)

Throughout this work, we keep the q2 dependence of the FFs implicit, unless necessary. In
order to diagonalize the dispersive bounds (see Sec. 2.2), we introduce the helicity FFs

AB→V12 =
(MB +MV )2(M2

B −M2
V − q2)AB→V1 − λkin A

B→V
2

16MBM2
V (MB +MV )

, (2.9)

TB→V23 =
(M2

B −M2
V )(M2

B + 3M2
V − q2)TB→V2 − λkin T

B→V
3

8MBM2
V (MB −MV )

, (2.10)

where λkin ≡ λ(M2
B,M

2
M , q

2) = (M2
B−M2

M−q2)2−4M2
Mq

2 is the Källén function. The absence
of dynamic singularities at q2 = 0 and the antisymmetry of σµν under the exchange µ ↔ ν
imply the following relations

fB→P+ (0) = fB→P0 (0), AB→V0 (0) = AB→V3 (0), TB→V1 (0) = TB→V2 (0) . (2.11)

Due to the symmetries of the helicity amplitudes at the kinematical endpoint q2 = s− ≡
(MB −MV )2, there are two additional constraints on the FFs [52]:

AB→V12 (s−) =
(MB +MV )(M2

B −M2
V − s−)

16MBM2
V

AB→V1 (s−) , (2.12)

TB→V23 (s−) =
(MB +MV )(M2

B + 3M2
V − s−)

8MBM2
V

TB→V2 (s−) . (2.13)

These FFs are sensitive to infrared QCD scales and thus cannot be directly calculated in
perturbation theory. Lattice QCD (LQCD) provides a means to perform such non-perturbative
calculations. However, most of the presently available LQCD calculations for the FFs provide
results only in the high-q2 region of the semileptonic phase-space. Therefore, one needs to
either extrapolate the LQCD results to the low-q2 region or to combine them with results
obtained at low-q2 using other methods. In both cases a suitable parameterization of the FFs
is needed. In the absence of LQCD data at all or in parts of the phase space, an alternative
QCD-based method is the framework of light-cone sum rules (LCSRs). The LCSRs provide
estimates of the FFs at low q2, which can be used to anchor their parametrizations. Their
use incurs an irreducible systematic uncertainty due to the modelling of the corresponding
distribution amplitudes and the use of semi-global quark-hadron duality [53].

The most frequently-used parametrizations in the literature describing the B̄ → M̄ FFs are
the Boyd-Grinstein-Lebed (BGL) [46, 47], the Bourrely-Caprini-Lellouch (BCL) [48], and the
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Figure 1: Illustration of the relevant regions in momentum space of the FFs both
in the q2 and the z plane. The semileptonic (SL) region extends from q2 = 0 to
q2 = s− ≡ (MB − MM)2, the branch cut starts at q2 = sΓ, while the region for
q2 ≥ s+ is the one relevant for the dispersive bounds (see Sec. 2.2).

Bharucha-Straub-Zwicky (BSZ) [30] parametrizations. Even though the BSZ parametrization
was proposed more than thirty years later than the BGL one and is inspired by it, the former
has a much simpler form than the latter since it is not devised to implement the dispersive
bounds. For this reason, we first review the BSZ parametrization in this section in order to
introduce the relevant notation, while we discuss the BGL parametrization in Sec. 2.2 and
Sec. 2.3.

To understand how these parametrizations have been introduced, one first needs to un-
derstand the analytical structure of the B̄ → M̄ FFs. Due to on-shell particle production,
a FF arising from a specific current JµΓ contains a number of simple poles from QCD-stable
one-particle states, and develops a branch cut on the positive real axis for q2 ≥ sΓ, where
sΓ is the first multi-particle threshold. The dispersively bounded parametrizations BGL and
BCL are only valid in the particular case where sΓ coincides with s+ ≡ (MB + MM)2. We
note that sΓ = s+ holds for processes like B̄ → π or D → π, but it does not hold for the
processes considered in this work: B̄ → K̄, B̄ → K̄∗, and B̄s → φ. In fact, the vector and
tensor B̄ → M̄ FFs have sV = sT = (MBs + Mπ0)2 and the axial and axial-tensor B̄ → M̄
FFs have sA = sAT = (MBs + 2Mπ0)2. In order to deal with the case sΓ < s+, we use the
parametrization first proposed in Ref. [44], which we review in Sec. 2.3. A recent alternative
way to achieve the application of the dispersive bounds when sΓ < s+ is discussed in Ref. [54].

Following these considerations, we use the conformal mapping

q2 7→ z(q2) ≡ z(q2; sΓ, s0) =

√
sΓ − q2 −

√
sΓ − s0√

sΓ − q2 +
√
sΓ − s0

, (2.14)

where s0 is a free parameter that can be chosen in the interval (−∞, sΓ). It is convenient to set

s0 = (MB +MM)
(√

MB −
√
MM

)2
, which minimises |z| in the semileptonic phase space. The

transformation Eq. (2.14) maps the complex q2 plane onto the complex z plane. In particular,
the first Riemann sheet of the complex q2 plane is mapped onto the open unit disk centred
around the origin z = 0, and the second Riemann sheet is mapped onto the complement of
the closed unit disk. The branch cut connecting both sheets is mapped onto the unit circle.

6



We provide an illustration in Fig. 1.
The FFs are analytic functions of z on the open unit disk, except for a finite number of

simple poles due to the aforementioned on-shell one-particle states, and which can be easily
accounted for (see Sec. 2.3). Once the poles are removed, the resulting FFs can be expanded
in a Taylor series that converges for |z| < 1. This is the essence of all z parameterizations,
including BCL, BGL and BSZ. The latter parametrization reads

FB→MΓ,λ (q2) =
1

1− q2

M2
F

∞∑
n=0

cFn
[
z(q2)− z(0)

]n
, (2.15)

where FB→MΓ,λ is a B̄ → M̄ FF and MF is the mass of the lowest-lying one-particle state with
same spin, parity, and flavour quantum numbers as FB→MΓ,λ . These masses can be found in
Tab. 3 of Ref. [30].

The simple form of Eq. (2.15) makes this parameterization convenient and its conver-
gence in the semileptonic region is ensured by the analytic properties of the FFs. In any
phenomenological application, the parametrization (2.15) would be truncated at some order
n = N . However, it is not readily possible to estimate the truncation error, that is to estimate
the uncertainty due to the truncated terms with coefficients cn for n > N . To estimate the
truncation error, one needs to use additional constraints. These constraints can be obtained
using unitarity and analyticity, and are usually called dispersive (or unitarity) bounds. In
Sec. 2.2 and Sec. 2.3 we provide the derivation of these constraints, discussing both their orig-
inal form of Refs. [46,47], where they have been applied to B decays for the first time. Then,
we introduce our suggested modifications that strengthen these bounds and remove spurious
correlations between FF parameters.

2.2 Improved dispersive bounds

The application of dispersive bounds is commonplace for charged-current heavy-to-heavy tran-
sitions, such as B̄ → D(∗) [47, 55–57]. Their application to the local FFs in B̄ → K̄(∗) tran-
sitions has been discussed for the first time in Ref. [58]. In this work, we improve upon this
analysis in two ways. First, by analysing simultaneously the B̄ → K̄, B̄ → K̄∗, and B̄s → φ
transitions, and second, by strengthening the BGL-style bounds [46, 47] that were used in
Ref. [58]. To derive dispersive bounds for any of the B̄ → M̄ FFs, one commonly uses the
two-point correlation functions

Πµν
Γ (q) ≡ i

∫
d4x eiq·x 〈0|T

{
JµΓ (x)J†,νΓ (0)

}
|0〉 , (2.16)

where the currents JµΓ have been defined in Eq. (2.8). It is convenient to decompose the

tensor-valued correlator Πµν
Γ (q) in terms of scalar-valued functions Π

(i)
Γ (q2),

Πµν
Γ (q) ≡

∑
i

Sµν(i) (q) Π
(i)
Γ (q2) . (2.17)

One possibility is to use structures with definite total angular momentum J :

Sµν(J=1)(q) =

(
gµν − qµqν

q2

)
, Sµν(J=0)(q) =

qµqν

q2
. (2.18)
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This decomposition has been frequently used in the literature [47, 55, 58]. Its connection to
the total angular momentum J provides insights into the FFs’ properties. However, it is not
the most general decomposition possible.

In this article, we suggest to decompose the rank-two tensor in terms of a full set of
polarisation vectors ε(λ) ≡ ε(λ; q) for λ = t, 0,⊥, ‖. These polarisation vectors arise in the
description of a virtual vector boson with four-momentum q and form a basis of Lorentz
vectors. Our proposal then reads

Πµν
Γ (q) ≡

∑
λ,λ′

εµ(λ)εν∗(λ′) Π
(λ,λ′)
Γ (q2) . (2.19)

One readily finds that the quantities Π
(λ,λ′)
Γ vanish for λ 6= λ′. This is a consequence of

conservation of angular momentum of the (hypothetical) virtual vector boson described by
the vectors ε. Thus, we introduce the following short-hand notation for the diagonal terms:

Π
(λ)
Γ (q2) ≡ Π

(λ,λ)
Γ (q2) . (2.20)

As we show below, our proposed decomposition brings along a tangible benefit to our analysis.
In fact, it splits the contributions from B̄ → P̄ and B̄ → V̄ FFs into individual helicity-specific
bounds and hence it removes spurious correlations between FF parameters for a single exclusive
process. At the same time, it retains the correlations between helicity FFs across different
exclusive processes, e.g., between AB→K

∗
1 and ABs→φ

1 . To derive these improved dispersive
bounds, we work within the rest frame of the q momentum. We define the polarisation vectors
as

εµ(t) =
1√
q2
qµ =

1√
q2

(q0, 0, 0, |~q |) , εµ(0) =
1√
q2

(|~q |, 0, 0, q0) ,

εµ(⊥) = (0,−1, 0, 0) , εµ(‖) = (0, 0,−i, 0) .

(2.21)

It is easy to show that1

Π
(J=0)
Γ = Π

(t)
Γ , Π

(J=1)
Γ = Π

(0)
Γ = Π

(⊥)
Γ = Π

(‖)
Γ . (2.22)

Using that σµα is an antisymmetric tensor, one finds that Π
(t)
Γ = 0 for Γ = T,AT .

The discussion so far is only helpful if a connection can be made between the scalar
functions Π

(λ)
Γ as defined in Eq. (2.19) and the hadronic FFs. Key to this connection is that

the former fulfil a subtracted dispersion relation:

χ
(λ)
Γ (Q2) =

1

n!

[
∂

∂q2

]n
Π

(λ)
Γ (q2)

∣∣∣∣
q2=Q2

=
1

π

∞∫
0

ds
ImΠ

(λ)
Γ (s)

(s−Q2)n+1
. (2.23)

Here Q2 is the subtraction point and n is the number of subtractions, which is chosen a
posteriori such that the integral on the r.h.s. of Eq. (2.23) converges. On the one hand, the

discontinuities of Π
(λ)
Γ are known from a computation within a local OPE, and the results

are valid for Q2 � (mb + ms)
2. These results, denoted here as Π

(λ)
Γ

∣∣
OPE

, manifestly fulfil

1One way of seeing this is to use a complete set of projectors [P (λ)]µν = ε∗µ(λ)εν(λ).
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Eq. (2.22). We use the results provided in Ref. [58], which include perturbative corrections up
to next-to-leading order in αs for the dimension-0 term and power corrections due to operators
up to dimension 5. For convenience, we quote the numerical results of Ref. [58] in Tab. 1,
alongside further information.

On the other hand, unitarity of the S-matrix implies that the imaginary part of the func-
tions Πλ

Γ can be expressed as an infinite sum of exclusive hadronic matrix elements of the
currents JΓ (see, e.g., Refs. [47,55,58]):

Im Π
(λ)
Γ (s+iε) =

1

2

∑∫
H

dρH(2π)4δ(4)(pH−q)ε∗µ(λ)εν(λ) 〈0|JµΓ |H(q)〉 〈H̄(q)|J†,νΓ |0〉
∣∣∣
q2=s

. (2.24)

Here we sum over all hadronic states H with flavour quantum numbers S = −B = 1 and we
integrate over the corresponding phase space. For every state H, we can isolate a positive
semidefinite exclusive contribution to χ

(λ)
Γ , which we denote as χ

(λ)
Γ

∣∣
H

. These terms are not
expected to fulfil Eq. (2.22), since they can — in general — resolve the polarisation of the
incoming/outgoing virtual vector boson, but they still obey the relation

χ
(0)
Γ

∣∣
H

+ χ
(⊥)
Γ

∣∣
H

+ χ
(‖)
Γ

∣∣
H

= 3χ
(J=1)
Γ

∣∣
H
. (2.25)

Nevertheless, the one-particle contributions fulfil Eq. (2.22) since they cannot resolve the
polarisation of the incoming/outgoing virtual vector boson:

χ
(0)
Γ

∣∣
1pt

= χ
(⊥)
Γ

∣∣
1pt

= χ
(‖)
Γ

∣∣
1pt

= χ
(J=1)
Γ

∣∣
1pt
. (2.26)

For one-particle bound states H = B̄
(∗)
s , the contributions read

χ
(J=1)
V

∣∣
1pt

=
M2

B∗s
f 2
B∗s

(M2
B∗s
−Q2)3

, χ
(J=0)
A

∣∣
1pt

=
M2

Bs
f 2
Bs

(M2
Bs
−Q2)2

, χ
(J=1)
T

∣∣
1pt

=
M4

B∗s
(fTB∗s )2

(M2
B∗s
−Q2)4

.

(2.27)
The decay constants are defined as

〈0|JµV |B̄∗s (q, η)〉 = iMB∗sfB∗sη
µ, 〈0|JµA|B̄s(q)〉 = iqµfBs , 〈0|JµT |B̄∗s (q, η)〉 = iM2

B∗s
fTB∗sη

µ,

where η is the polarisation four-vector of the B̄∗s meson. Some comments are in order: we do
not include all known one-particle bs̄ states. Rather, we consider only bound states, i.e., only
states with masses below the current-specific threshold sΓ. This is necessary, since bs̄ states
above their respective threshold(s) are resonances within the two-particle spectrum. As such,
they emerge on the FFs’ second (or higher) Riemann sheets rather than the first sheets. As a
consequence, the resonances’ contributions are accounted for by contributions of the various
FFs, both two-particle FFs and those for higher multiplicities. In this way, we avoid double
counting of the resonances’ contributions.

If H is a two-particle state, the H-to-vacuum matrix elements can be related through
crossing symmetry to hadronic FFs. For this work, we restrict our analysis to the states
H = B̄M ≡ B̄K, B̄K∗, B̄sφ. The exclusive contribution χ

(λ)
Γ

∣∣
H

arising from H = B̄K are

χ
(t)
V

∣∣
B̄K

=
ηB→K

16π2

∞∫
(MB+MK)2

ds
λ

1/2
kin

s2(s−Q2)2

(
M2

B −M2
K

)2 |fB→K0 |2 , (2.28)
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χ
(0)
V

∣∣
B̄K

=
ηB→K

16π2

∞∫
(MB+MK)2

ds
λ

3/2
kin

s2(s−Q2)3
|fB→K+ |2 , (2.29)

χ
(0)
T

∣∣
B̄K

=
ηB→K

16π2

∞∫
(MB+MK)2

ds
λ

3/2
kin

(s−Q2)4

1

(MB +MK)2
|fB→KT |2 . (2.30)

The exclusive contributions χ
(λ)
Γ

∣∣
H

arising from H = B̄K∗ are

χ
(⊥)
V

∣∣
B̄K∗

=
ηB→K

∗

8π2

∞∫
(MB+MK∗ )2

ds
λ

3/2
kin

s(s−Q2)3

1

(MB +MK∗)2
|V B→K∗|2, (2.31)

χ
(t)
A

∣∣
B̄K∗

=
ηB→K

∗

16π2

∞∫
(MB+MK∗ )2

ds
λ

3/2
kin

s2(s−Q2)2
|AB→K∗0 |2, (2.32)

χ
(0)
A

∣∣
B̄K∗

=
ηB→K

∗

π2

∞∫
(MB+MK∗ )2

ds
λ

1/2
kin

s2(s−Q2)3
4M2

BM
2
K∗ |AB→K

∗

12 |2, (2.33)

χ
(‖)
A

∣∣
B̄K∗

=
ηB→K

∗

8π2

∞∫
(MB+MK∗ )2

ds
λ

1/2
kin

s(s−Q2)3
(MB +MK∗)

2 |AB→K∗1 |2, (2.34)

χ
(⊥)
T

∣∣
B̄K∗

=
ηB→K

∗

8π2

∞∫
(MB+MK∗ )2

ds
λ

3/2
kin

s(s−Q2)4
|TB→K∗1 |2, (2.35)

χ
(0)
AT

∣∣
B̄K∗

=
ηB→K

∗

π2

∞∫
(MB+MK∗ )2

ds
λ

1/2
kin

(s−Q2)4

M2
BM

2
K∗

(MB +MK∗)2
|TB→K∗23 |2 , (2.36)

χ
(‖)
AT

∣∣
B̄K∗

=
ηB→K

∗

8π2

∞∫
(MB+MK∗ )2

ds
λ

1/2
kin

s(s−Q2)4

(
M2

B −M2
K∗

)2 |TB→K∗2 |2. (2.37)

The contributions arising from H = B̄sφ can be obtained from those arising from H = B̄K∗

with obvious replacements. We assume that isospin symmetry holds for the transition FFs
discussed here. The isospin factor ηB→M is equal to 2 for B̄ → K̄ and B̄ → K̄∗ transitions,
while is equal to 1 for B̄s → φ.

The dispersive bound is now obtained by equating the OPE result and the unitarity relation
in Eq. (2.24):

χ
(λ)
Γ

∣∣
OPE

= χ
(λ)
Γ

∣∣
1pt

+ χ
(λ)
Γ

∣∣
B̄K

+ χ
(λ)
Γ

∣∣
B̄K∗

+ χ
(λ)
Γ

∣∣
B̄sφ

+ . . . . (2.38)
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Analogously, equating the OPE result and the unitarity relation for χ
(J)
Γ instead of χ

(λ)
Γ , one

obtains the common BGL dispersive bound:

χ
(J=1)
Γ

∣∣
OPE

= χ
(J=1)
Γ

∣∣
1pt

+ χ
(J=1)
Γ

∣∣
B̄K

+ χ
(J=1)
Γ

∣∣
B̄K∗

+ χ
(J=1)
Γ

∣∣
B̄sφ

+ . . . . (2.39)

Here, the ellipsis denotes the contribution of further states with the right quantum numbers,
such as ΛbΛ̄ or B̄Kππ. Since Π

(λ)
Γ is the matrix element of a self-adjoint operators, all indi-

vidual hadronic contributions are manifestly positive semi-definite. Therefore, Eq. (2.38) can
be turned into an inequality by simply dropping individual hadronic terms. Here, we drop the
terms represented by the ellipsis. Using our knowledge of χ

(λ)
Γ

∣∣
OPE

, Eq. (2.38) now provides

an upper bound on some positive definite integral involving at least one of B̄ → M̄ FF. This
inequality is commonly called the dispersive (or unitarity) bound. The dispersive bound as
expressed in Eq. (2.38) has two clear advantages with respect to the common one as expressed
in Eq. (2.39).
First, each FF of any of the transitions considered in this work obeys an individual dispersive
bound. This becomes apparent from the results shown in Eqs. (2.28)-(2.37), and it is one
of the major results of this work. Obtaining independent bounds for each hadronic FF is
beneficial also from a statistical perspective, since it removes spurious correlations between
the parameters of any two FFs that happen to contribute to a common bound of the form of
Eq. (2.39).
Second, although the OPE results cannot resolve between the polarizations λ = 0, ‖,⊥, we
find that the individual exclusive hadronic representations do. As a consequence, the dis-
persive bounds are stronger when they are formulated for the polarizations λ = 0, ‖,⊥.2 To
illustrate this statement, consider two FFs (e.g., AB→K

∗
1 and AB→K

∗
12 ) that contribute jointly

to a common correlator in the common decomposition of Eq. (2.18):

3χ
(J=1)
A

∣∣
OPE

> 3χ
(J=1)
A

∣∣
B̄K∗

= χ
(0)
A

∣∣
B̄K∗︸ ︷︷ ︸

∝|A12|2

+χ
(‖)
A

∣∣
B̄K∗︸ ︷︷ ︸

∝|A1|2

+χ
(⊥)
A

∣∣
B̄K∗︸ ︷︷ ︸

= 0

. (2.40)

Here, the contribution with λ =⊥ emerges only once baryon-to-baryon FFs are taken into
account [50, 51]. In the common setup of the bounds, the λ = ‖ term can overfluctuate, i.e.
exceed our proposed improved bound, as long as it either

• does not exceed the size allocated to the λ =⊥ term by the OPE; or

• is compensated by an underfluctuation of the λ = 0 term.

The latter can readily emerge, e.g., from anticorrelations amongst the FF parameters. In our
proposed setup, neither of these methods of evasion are successful, since each of the FFs is
individually bounded.

We conclude this section by emphasising that the improved dispersive bounds are not
the spurious effect of additional assumptions. Instead, they arise naturally when considering
the origin of the dispersive bounds from physical observables. The correlation functions Πµν

Γ

2Incidentally, the modified bounds also facilitate global analyses by disentangling FFs belonging to different
hadronic transitions.

11



χ
(λ)
Γ χ

(λ)
Γ

∣∣
OPE
× 102 Form factor Pole RF (mass, decay constant) [GeV]

χ
(t)
V 1.42 fB→K0 —

χ
(0)
V 1.20/m2

b fB→K+ B̄∗s (5.416, 0.2231(56))

χ
(⊥)
V 1.20/m2

b V B→K∗ , V Bs→φ B̄∗s (5.416, 0.2231(56))

χ
(t)
A 1.57 AB→K

∗
0 , ABs→φ

0 B̄s (5.367, 0.2307(13))

χ
(0)
A 1.13/m2

b AB→K
∗

12 , ABs→φ
12 —

χ
(‖)
A 1.13/m2

b AB→K
∗

1 , ABs→φ
1 —

χ
(0)
T 0.803/m2

b fB→KT B̄∗s (5.416, 0.236(22))

χ
(⊥)
T 0.803/m2

b TB→K
∗

1 , TBs→φ
1 B̄∗s (5.416, 0.236(22))

χ
(0)
AT 0.748/m2

b TB→K
∗

23 , TBs→φ
23 —

χ
(‖)
AT 0.748/m2

b TB→K
∗

2 , TBs→φ
2 —

Table 1: List of the functions χ
(λ)
Γ considered in this work with the corresponding

OPE results (taken from Ref. [58]), affected FFs, and sub-threshold poles. The
reference value for the b-quark mass is mb = 4.2 GeV. The parameters of the poles
are taken from Refs. [59–63].

introduced for the purpose of the bounds are related, by a dispersion relation and the optical
theorem, to certain kinematic moments of the inclusive cross section σ(e+e− → hadrons),
where the hadronic final state must feature S = −B = 1. The improved bounds proposed
here arise when considering kinematic moments of the cross section for polarized e+e− beams.
Clearly, our improved bounds can be applied in the same fashion to other transitions like
B̄q → D

(∗)
q .

2.3 Dispersively Bounded Parametrization

The dispersive bound of Eq. (2.38) is not written in a form that allows us to use it easily
in phenomenological applications. To express it in a more convenient form, the dispersively
bounded z-series parametrization has been developed [44, 47, 55, 58, 64]. In the following,
we revisit the parametrization of Ref [44] and propose minor modifications that improve its
usefulness and accuracy. To this end, we first briefly review the analytic structure of the
B̄ → M̄ FFs. As anticipated in Sec. 2.1, the FFs arising from a current JµΓ develop a branch
cut at the first multi-particle threshold, that is q2 ≥ sΓ. For vector and tensor FFs, this
threshold corresponds to the B̄sπ

0 pair production: sV = sT = (MBs + Mπ0)2. For axial and
axial-tensor FFs, simultaneous conservation of angular momentum and parity requires at least
two pions in the final state, leading to sA = sAT = (MBs + 2Mπ0)2.

By applying the mapping Eq. (2.14) to the dispersive representation of the two-particle
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contributions in Eqs. (2.28)-(2.37), we can rewrite Eq. (2.38) as

1 >
∑
B→M

+αB→M
Γ∫

−αB→M
Γ

dθ
∣∣∣F̂B→MΓ,λ (eiθ)

∣∣∣2 , (2.41)

where the sum runs over the transitions considered in this work and we abbreviate

αB→MΓ ≡ arg z((MB +MM)2; sΓ, s0) . (2.42)

In writing Eq. (2.41), we introduce the functions F̂B→MΓ,λ , which are related to the FFs FB→Mλ

as introduced in Sec. 2.1. Their definition reads

F̂B→MΓ,λ (z) = PF(z)φF(z)FB→MΓ,λ (z) , (2.43)

where PF is the FF’s Blaschke factor, and φF is the FF’s outer function. The Blaschke factors
PF are needed to cancel any simple poles in FB→MΓ,λ within the open unit disk in the z plane.
These poles are due to the bound states RF discussed in Sec. 2.2, listed in Tab. 1 alongside
the corresponding FFs. We define the Blaschke factors as

PF(z) ≡ z(s(z); sΓ,M
2
RF

) . (2.44)

The expressions (2.28)-(2.37), once normalised by their respective χ
(λ)
Γ

∣∣
OPE

, fix the norms of
the outer functions φF on the unit circle

|φF(z)|2 =

∣∣∣∣dzdθ dsdz
∣∣∣∣ NF ηB→M

32π2χ
(λ)
Γ

∣∣
OPE

λ
m/2
kin

sp (s−Q2)n+1
for s = s(z = eiθ). (2.45)

Here the parameters {NF , p, n,m} are FF-specific and listed in Tab. 2. Given that the modulus
squared of an outer function is fixed only for |z| = 1, there is some leeway in how to continue the
outer functions into the open unit disk. One requirement is that they be free of (kinematical)
singularities in the open unit disk. Another one is to choose their overall phase to be real-
valued on the real z axis, reflecting the fact that their corresponding FFs only develop a branch
cut at sΓ and their global phase can be chosen to be zero. Setting Q2 = 0, one obtains (see
e.g. Ref. [47, 58,64])

φF(z) =

√
NF ηB→M

32π2χ
(λ)
Γ

∣∣
OPE

(
λkin

−z(s, s−)

)m
4
(−z(s, 0)

s

)n+p+1
2

√
4(1 + z)(sΓ − s0)

(z − 1)3
. (2.46)

Since F̂B→MΓ,λ (z) is analytic on the open unit disk, it can be expanded in a Maclaurin series,

F̂B→MΓ,λ =
∞∑
n=0

bFn z
n . (2.47)

The BGL parametrization only works in the special case where sΓ = s+ ≡ (MB +MM)2, such
that αB→MΓ = π. This implies that

+π∫
−π

dθ
∣∣∣F̂B→MΓ,λ (eiθ)

∣∣∣2 =
∞∑
n=0

∣∣bFn ∣∣2 < 2π , (2.48)
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Form factor NF p n m

fB→P0 s+s− 2 1 1

fB→P+ 1 2 2 3

fB→PT 1/s+ 0 3 3

V B→V 2/s+ 1 2 3

AB→V0 1 2 1 3

AB→V1 2 s+ 1 2 1

AB→V12 64M2
BM

2
M 2 2 1

TB→V1 2 1 3 3

TB→V2 2 s+s− 1 3 1

TB→V23 16M2
BM

2
M/s+ 0 3 1

Table 2: Parameters of the outer functions of the B̄ → P̄ and B̄ → V̄ FFs, with
s± = (MB ±MM)2.

where the equality follows from the fact that the z monomials are orthogonal on the unit circle.
Since here we deal with the case where sΓ < s+, we follow Ref. [44] and expand F̂B→MΓ,λ (z)
in a series of polynomials pn(z) that are orthonormal on a symmetric arc on the unit circle
{eiθ : −αB→MΓ < θ < αB→MΓ }:

F̂B→MΓ,λ (z) =
∑
n≥0

aFn p
F
n (z) (2.49)

with

pFn (z) ≡ pFn (z, αB→MΓ ) ,

+αB→M
Γ∫

−αB→M
Γ

dθ pFm(eiθ)pFn (e−iθ) = δmn , (2.50)

and hence Eq. ((2.43)) can be written as

FB→MΓ,λ (z) =
1

PF(z)φF(z)

∑
n≥0

aFn pn(z, αB→MΓ ) . (2.51)

Here it suffices to say that pFn is a polynomial of degree n. Some mathematical properties of
these objects as well as a discussion on the convergence of the series aFn are relegated to App. B.
The advantage of using the expansion Eq. (2.49) is that the dispersive bound Eq. (2.41) —
including the one-particle contribution — can now be written in the simple form

χ
(λ)
Γ

∣∣
1pt

χ
(λ)
Γ

∣∣
OPE

+
∑
F

∑
n≥0

∣∣aFn ∣∣2 < 1, (2.52)

where the first sum runs over all the FFs FB→MΓ,λ .
To summarise, using unitarity and analyticity one obtains the dispersive bound Eq. (2.38).

The derivation of this bound is similar to the original derivation of Ref. [47], with the crucial
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difference that in our case FFs with different indices λ obey different dispersive bounds. Then,
applying a conformal mapping, we recast the bound Eq. (2.38) in the more convenient form
of Eq. (2.52). In doing this, we took into account the analytic properties of the FFs FB→MΓ,λ

and in particular the branch cuts that appear for q2 < (MB +MM)2 due to on-shell B̄sπ
0(π0)

states. These branch cuts have always been neglected for B-meson decays, which introduces
a hard-to-quantify systematic uncertainty. Here, we take them into account following the
procedure proposed in Ref. [44] for the non-local FFs in B̄ → M̄`+`− decays. The dispersive
bound Eq. (2.52) is an extremely powerful and model-independent constraint on the coefficients
of the expansion Eq. (2.49). In practice, it allows us to control the systematic uncertainties
due to the truncation of same expansion.

3 Analysis and results

3.1 Analysis setup

We now study the available theoretical data on the FFs within a Bayesian analysis. Its
central element, the posterior PDF P (~a |D), is a function of the data D and our parameters
~a ≡ (aF0 , . . . , a

F
N , a

F ′
0 , . . . , a

F ′
N , . . . ). We use the same value of N as the order of truncation of

the series Eq. (2.51) for each FF. The posterior definition

P (~a |D) =
P (D |~a)P0(~a)

Z(D)
(3.1)

involves our choice of the prior PDF P0(~a), the likelihood P (D |~a), and the data-dependent
normalisation (also called the evidence) Z(D).

We use different choices of fit model and prior. We label all our fits models by N ∈ {2, 3, 4},
the truncation order applying to all FFs. The choice of the prior PDF is motivated by the
weakest-possible form of the dispersive bound, i.e., |ak| ≤ 1 for all k. This prior factorises to

P0(~a) =
K=dim~a∏
k=1

U−1,+1(ak) , (3.2)

where U−1,+1 is the uniform PDF on the interval [−1,+1]. Since we have 17 independent FFs
and 9 end-point relations, the number of independent parameters is K = 17(N + 1)− 9.

We face two types of likelihoods in this analysis: linear constraints on the FF parameters
provided by LQCD and LCSR determinations; and quadratic constraints on the FF parameters
provided by the dispersive bounds Eq. (2.52). The linear multivariate Gaussian likelihoods
arising from a single hadronic transition are labelled appropriately, i.e., either B → K, B →
K∗, or Bs → φ. The data underlying each likelihood are summarised as follows:

B → K We use three LQCD analyses of the three B̄ → K̄ FFs. The underlying LQCD
analyses have been performed by the Fermilab Lattice and MILC collaborations (FNAL
+ MILC) [65] and by the HPQCD collaboration [33, 66]. Although an average of the
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FNAL+MILC and the 2013 HPQCD results is available from the flavour Lattice Av-
eraging Group (FLAG) [67], we choose to use the individual results rather than their
average here. This enables us to diagnose which of the individual analyses are in mutual
agreement. As indicated in the FLAG report, the FNAL+MILC and the 2013 HPQCD
analyses rely — at least partially — on the same underlying gauge ensembles. How-
ever, their overall uncertainties are dominated by systematic sources, rather than the
purely statistical uncertainty. Hence, we combine the results of both analyses under the
assumption that they are uncorrelated, just as has been done to obtain the FLAG aver-
age [67]. The third analysis, HPQCD 2022 [33], uses N = 2+1+1 gauge ensembles that
are statistically independent of the previous analyses. The results of the three analyses
are provided as multivariate Gaussian distributions in the parameters of a BCL expan-
sion [48]. We sample from each of these distributions and generate synthetic points for
the FFs at three q2 points, q2 = {17, 20, 23}GeV2 for the FNAL+MILC and the HPQCD
2013 analyses and q2 = {0, 12, 22.9}GeV2 for the HPQCD 2022 analysis. The different
distributions of the synthetic data points account for the different availability of LQCD
data that extrapolates to the respective continuum q2 values. The HPQCD 2022 results
provides for the first time access to an exclusive B̄ → K̄ form factor at q2 = 0.

The B̄ → K̄ FFs are also available from LCSR analyses with kaon distribution ampli-
tudes. The most recent results obtained in this framework are available from Ref. [68].
Compared to the LQCD results, these estimates feature large parametric uncertain-
ties and hardly-quantifiable systematic uncertainties. As a consequence, we do not use
these estimates to obtain any of our numerical results and only use them for illustrative
purposes and cross checks.

B → K∗ The full set of FFs is available from a LQCD analysis and a subsequent adden-
dum [69, 70]. The authors of that analysis have provided us with twelve synthetic data
points per FF, corresponding to the extrapolation of their LQCD ensembles. Corre-
lations between the FFs arising from (axial)vector and (axial)/tensor currents are not
presently available and can therefore not be accounted for in our analysis.

Beside from this LQCD analysis, numerical results for the full set of FFs are also available
from LCSR with B-meson distribution amplitudes [31]. The authors of this calculation
provide five synthetic data points at q2 = {−15,−10,−5, 0, 5} GeV2 for each FF, and the
full correlation matrix across FFs and data points are available. Following the argument
in our previous paper [20], we do not use LCSR with light-meson distribution amplitude
for FFs with vector final states.

Bs → φ The inputs are similar to the B̄ → K̄∗ ones. Refs. [69,70] provide the mean to create
two synthetic data points per FF, reflecting the smaller number of LQCD ensembles
for this transition. Ref. [44] provides LCSR estimates of these FFs using a previous
calculation published in Ref. [31]. Five synthetic data points including their correlations
are available at q2 = {−15,−10,−5, 0, 5} GeV2 for each FF.

The dispersive bounds discussed in Sec. 2.2 are labelled by their respective spin structure Γ
and polarisation state λ. The penalty for violating the dispersive bounds is implemented
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following Ref. [56]:

− 2 lnP (dispersive bound | rΓ,λ) =

0 if rΓ,λ < 1,

(rΓ,λ − 1)2

σ2
otherwise.

(3.3)

Here σ reflects the relative uncertainty on the computation of χ
(λ)
Γ

∣∣
OPE

, which is estimated to
be 10% [58], and rΓ,λ is defined as

rΓ,λ ≡ r1pt
Γ,λ + rB→KΓ,λ + rB→K

∗

Γ,λ + rBs→φ
Γ,λ =

χ
(λ)
Γ

∣∣
1pt

χ
(λ)
Γ

∣∣
OPE

+
∑
F

N∑
n=0

∣∣aFn ∣∣2 . (3.4)

The quantity rΓ,λ is the statistical estimator for the saturation of the bound with polarisation
λ for the current JΓ defined in Eq. (2.52).

Imposing the dispersive bounds as expressed in Eq. (2.39) makes a combined analysis of the
FFs worthwhile but also challenging. It is worthwhile since in the presence of the dispersive
bounds some of the parameterization uncertainties are shared among the fitted transitions. It
is challenging due the large number of fit parameters K, e.g., K = 59 in our nominal analysis
with N = 3. Our proposed decomposition of the correlator Eq. (2.19) renders the dispersive
bounds stronger (see Sec. 2.2). It also has an additional advantage at the level at which we
are working: in the absence of baryon-to-baryon FFs, our overall likelihood factorises, thereby
decoupling pseudoscalar-to-pseudoscalar from pseudoscalar-to-vector transitions. This allows
to perform a dispersively bounded fit for B̄ → K̄ transitions separately from a joint fit to
B̄ → K̄∗ and B̄s → φ transitions. Since a joint fit to the latter two involves only correlations
due to the dispersive bound, we can further simplify the analysis. Separating B̄ → K̄∗ and
B̄s → φ transitions into individual fits, we can achieve the results of the joint fit by re-weighting
their individual parameter samples with their dispersive bounds’ likelihood. Taking B̄ → K̄∗

as an example, the current-specific sample weight is computed as

w(rB→K
∗

Γ,λ ) =

∫
dr pBs→φ

Γ,λ (r) × P
(
dispersive bound for Γ, λ | r1pt

Γ,λ + rB→K
∗

Γ,λ + r
)
, (3.5)

where r1pt
Γ,λ and rB→K

∗

Γ,λ are the saturations of the corresponding bound due to the one par-

ticle and the B̄ → K̄∗ process respectively, and pBs→φ
Γ,λ is the PDF of the saturation due to

the B̄s → φ process. The global event weight is obtained by multiplying these statistically
independent weights,

wB→K
∗

=
∏
Γ,λ

w(rB→K
∗

Γ,λ ) . (3.6)

This procedure can be extended to account for other transitions, e.g., baryonic transitions.
It permits us to split the production of Monte Carlo samples for our joint analysis into three
individual samplings, one per transition, which facilitates the overall analysis significantly.

We carry out the fitting and sampling parts of our analysis using the open-source EOS

software [71] version v1.0.7 [72]. For each value of the truncation order N , we determine the
best-fit point and overall goodness-of-fit diagnostics. Our a-priori p-value threshold for an
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Goodness of fit

N = 2 N = 3

Transition χ2 d.o.f. p-value [%] χ2 d.o.f. p-value [%]

B̄ → K̄ 13.32 18 77.25 7.42 15 94.48

B̄ → K̄∗ 50.72 100 100 46.43 93 100

B̄s → φ 1.19 30 100 0.40 23 100

Table 3: Goodness-of-fit values for the fit models N = 2 and N = 3.

acceptable fit is 3%. We draw all posterior samples using the nested sampling algorithm [73]
as implemented in the dynesty software [74, 75]. The results are investigated in form of
posterior-predictive distributions for a variety of pseudo observables, including all of the FFs
and the relative saturation of the various dispersive bounds.

3.2 Numerical results

Our analysis is repeated for three values of the truncation order N ∈ {2, 3, 4}, as anticipated
in the previous section. In agreement with the literature [30,31,33,58,65,66,69,70], we already
find a good fit to all FFs at N = 2. The substantial uncertainties attached to both LQCD
and LCSR estimates of the FFs lead to local p-values close to 1 for both B̄ → K̄∗ and B̄s → φ
transitions; we find all local p-values to be in excess of 77%. 3 We summarise the goodness-
of-fit diagnostics for N = 2 and N = 3 in Tab. 3 and we consider the N = 3 analysis to yield
our nominal results. We find that higher truncation orders do not have an adverse impact on
the overall goodness of fit for nearly all individual likelihoods. However, in the case of B̄s → φ
the χ2 value is so low that increasing the truncation order beyond N = 3 can only lower the
local p-value.

We illustrate the results of our analyses at the hand of a representative subset of FFs in
Fig. 2. Plots for the full set of FFs are contained in the supplementary material [76], alongside
the EOS analysis file that has been used to obtain all numerical results shown in this section.
Using Eq. (2.52), we further compute the saturations of the full set of dispersive bounds and
present them in Tab. 4 and Fig. 3. We use this information later on to determine if the para-
metric uncertainties account for the truncation error.

We summarise our findings arising from the individual fits as follows:

Fit with N = 2 We confirm the observation of Ref. [58] that for this value of N most bounds
are not yet saturated and only play a marginal role in the fit. We can quantify this finding
by determining the saturation at 68% cumulative probability based on the samples’
posterior-predictive distributions. We find that only the bounds with (Γ, λ) = (V,⊥),

3Here the local p-value refers to the computation of the p-value of a single likelihood given its effective degrees
of freedom, i.e., the number of observations minus the number of fit parameters specific to this likelihood.
Neither the local p-values nor the global p-value account for the non-Gaussian effect of the dispersive bounds,
which we do not include in our discussion of the goodness of fit whatsoever.
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Figure 2: Selection of local B̄ → M̄ FFs. fB→K+ is multiplied by P (q2) = 1− q2/M2
B∗s

for legibility. Additional plots, including plots of the other FFs are provided as
supplementary material.

(A, ‖), and (T,⊥) exhibit a saturation of more than 50% at 68% cumulative probability,
while all other bounds are saturated at less than 40%. The bounds for (Γ, λ) = (V, 0)
and (V, t), which receive two-particle contributions only from B̄ → K̄ FFs, exhibit a
very low saturation below 10%.

Fit with N = 3 As shown in Tab. 3, increasing the truncation order leads to a decrease of
both χ2 and χ2/d.o.f. across all the transitions. Increasing the truncation order mostly
impacts the FF values and uncertainties at low and at negative q2, which is expected due
to the dominance of the LQCD information at high q2 values. Since the FF results in
the region of low and negative q2 are crucial for the estimation of non-local effects [20],
this behaviour raises concerns toward the uncertainty estimation for the non-local effects.

We observe that the saturations of the posterior predictive samples now peak at larger
values. We quantify this change by comparing the saturations at 68% cumulative proba-
bility for both N = 2 and N = 3 in Tab. 4. Although the bounds for (Γ, λ) = (V, 0) and
(V, t) increase slightly in their saturation, we still find them to be saturated well below
20% at 68% cumulative probability. All other bounds now reach substantial saturations
of 48% or larger.

Fit with N ≥ 4 For completeness, we also perform the fit with N = 4. We find that for all
transitions the minimal χ2 reaches a plateau, i.e., it does not significantly reduce as we
increase the truncation order. As indicated above, this inevitably leads to a lowering of
its local p-value as N increases. All bounds now exhibit a saturation of at least 50% at
68% cumulative probability.

We find that the average saturation of all bounds increases with increasing truncation order
N . We consider behaviour a feature of this form a global analysis. This is expected, since the
parametric uncertainties on the posterior predictions of the FFs start to accurately include
the extrapolation uncertainties. We find that this is achieved for N ≥ 3. Our interpretation is
supported by the “comparison”-type plots contained in our supplementary material [76]; see
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App. A. Nevertheless, two of the bounds exhibit low saturations below 20% even for N = 3,
which requires further discussion. The bounds at hand feature Γ = V and λ = 0, t and receive
only contributions from B̄ → K̄ FFs in our analysis.

In a general dispersively-bounded analysis, there is an intrinsic ambiguity in how to inter-
pret the fact that these bounds only receive comparatively small increases to their respective
saturation as we increase the truncation order.
On the one hand, the uncertainties attached to the theory estimates of the FFs might prevent
our fit model from accurately capturing details on the shape of the FFs, which can lead to
small saturations.4 In this case, the problem can be addressed by increasing the precision of
the FFs’ theory estimates.
On the other hand, our fit model might accurately capture the saturation. Hence the observed
low saturation values might be a physical feature of the responsible FFs. In this case, one
would expect that including further relevant two-particle transitions and transitions with even
higher multiplicities would drive the saturations to higher values.

In our analysis specifically, the data leads us to conclude that the second interpretation is
the correct one. We hence argue that including baryonic transition FFs in the analysis could
yield a significant impact of B̄ → K̄ FFs. As discussed above the bounds for (Γ, λ) = (V, 0)
and (V, t) are only weakly saturated even for N = 3. First, we have explicitly checked that this
is not leading to underestimated uncertainties in the FFs fB→K+ and fB→K0 , which are the only
FFs that contribute to these two bounds in our setup. Our check is performed by evaluating
these FFs for N = 4 at two phase space points: q2 = −5 GeV2 and q2 = +25 GeV2, since in
this scenario, these two bounds start to be saturated. The largest increase in the uncertainties
with respect to the scenario N = 3 is obtained for fB→K+ (−5 GeV2) and is of the order of
0.2%. This very small increase in the uncertainties can also be seen in the “comparison”-type
plots contained in our supplementary material [76]. It is in line with our conclusion that
N ≥ 4 is generally not needed to achieve an accurate estimate of the truncation error for all
other FFs, and therefore further supports our choice of N = 3 as the nominal fit. Next, we
compare our results with those of dispersively bounded analyses for baryonic transition FFs
as presented in Refs. [50, 51]. We find that in both of these analyses the saturation of the
Γ = V bound complements our results. Our interpretation of these findings is that the Γ = V ,
λ = 0, t bounds receive substantial contributions to their relative saturation from the baryonic
transitions. This points to a tangible benefit of analysing mesonic and baryonic transition FFs
simultaneously and might lead to even more precise predictions for the FF fB→K+,0 .

4 Conclusions

We propose novel dispersive bounds for local form factors (FFs) in B decays that improve
upon the commonly-used BGL bounds of Ref. [47] Our improved bounds exploit the fact that
the vacuum-to-vacuum correlator is not sensitive to the polarisation of the incoming/outgoing
virtual vector boson, while the exclusive two-particle contribution to the correlator’s hadronic
representation is. Following this consideration, we split the BGL bound for FFs with total

4Recall that in the strict BGL parametrization the fit parameters correspond to a series of derivatives of the
corresponding FF at the zero-recoil point. Hence, large saturations limit the magnitude of these derivatives
and vice versa.
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χ
(λ)
Γ

1-pt saturations [%]
2-pt sat. at 68% cum. prob. [%]

N = 2 N = 3 N = 4

χ
(t)
V — 6.6 14.4 59.5

χ
(0)
V 2.8± 0.2 2.6 3.8 51.5

χ
(⊥)
V 2.8± 0.2 68.9 82.1 87.3

χ
(t)
A 11.8± 0.6 33.4 69.7 77.9

χ
(0)
A — 10.2 71.3 85.9

χ
(‖)
A — 57.5 81.1 88.7

χ
(0)
T 4.7± 0.9 13.0 48.6 73.9

χ
(⊥)
T 4.7± 0.9 53.3 76.3 83.9

χ
(0)
AT — 39.2 79.5 88.5

χ
(‖)
AT — 29.8 75.7 86.9

Table 4: Relative saturations of the dispersive bounds due to the one-particle and
two-particle contributions. Two-particle contributions are shown for the different
truncation orders and the table shows the saturation at 68% cumulative probability.

angular momentum J = 1 into three different parts, one for each physical polarisation. As
a consequence, each FF of a single exclusive mesonic process now obeys a distinct dispersive
bound. This has two advantages. First, it makes the dispersive bounds more constraining.
This is possible since overfluctuations of one FF cannot be hidden by underfluctuations of
another FF. Second, it avoids the introduction of redundant correlations. These arise in the
common BGL-bound by merging contributions arising from different transitions or from dif-
ferent polarisations.

We apply our dispersive bounds by fitting a recently proposed parametrization to existing
theoretical data on B̄ → K̄(∗) and B̄s → φ FFs. This data is available from lattice QCD
analyses and light-cone sum rule calculations. The latter data is used to anchor the respective
FFs at low q2 whenever lattice QCD results for this region are unavailable. The proposed
parametrization is needed in our analysis due to the appearance of below-threshold branch cuts
in the FFs, generated by B̄sπ

0 and B̄sπ
0π0 states. These branch cuts have not been considered

in previous analyses, giving rise to unwanted and hard-to-quantify systematic uncertainties.
We obtain numerical results for the fitted parameters from a comprehensive Bayesian

analysis of the thee transitions B̄ → K̄(∗) and B̄s → φ. We provide the N = 2 results in a
machine readable form as supplementary material [76]. Our results include the central values,
standard deviations, and correlations of both the coefficients obtained in our framework and
the coefficients of the BSZ parametrization. The parameters within both parametrizations
follow multivariate Gaussian distributions to a good approximation, with relative perplexities
in excess of 95%. At the current level of precision on the estimation of the FFs describing
B̄ → K̄(∗) and B̄s → φ transitions, we find that at present a simplified series expansion à
la BSZ provides an accurate estimation of the FF uncertainties at positive q2, although this
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Figure 3: Saturations of the dispersive bounds due to one- and two-particle contri-
butions. The lines represent Gaussian-smoothed distributions of the saturations in
our samples that we combined following the discussion in Sec. 3.1. The shaded area
comprise the 68% probability interval for each scenario. The distributions are scaled
with arbitrary factors for readability.

may change once more and more precise lattice QCD results become available. However, at
negative q2, the coupled effect of a larger truncation order and the impact of the dispersive
bounds are already essential to correctly estimate the extrapolation uncertainties. This fact is
particularly important for the determination of the non-local FFs for these transitions since
at low and negative values of q2 they are proportional to the local FFs at leading power in
the light-cone OPE. Therefore, we conclude that our proposed approach is crucial for this
determination.

We emphasise that present and future lattice QCD analyses must fulfil the dispersive con-
straints. Hence we encourage the implementation of our framework to perform a posteriori
checks. Nevertheless, we caution that dispersive bounds should not be applied directly or
exclusively in theoretical calculations; doing so would prohibit their use in simultaneous FF
fits.

Our present analysis is both a benchmark of what is possible within the framework of
dispersively bounded FF parametrizations and a step stone towards more precise predictions
of the non-local FFs at negative q2. A key advantage of this framework is the possibility
of including further transitions in the analysis, in particular baryonic ones. We expect this
to lead to a reduction of the uncertainties of all the transitions considered within a global
analysis. Thus, we regard the work presented here as an important step towards a truly global
analysis of rare B-decay observables that simultaneously uses dispersive bounds to control all
systematic uncertainties, thereby advancing the precision frontier in indirect BSM searches.
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A Supplementary material

The full set of posterior samples and the EOS analysis files used to conduct the analysis
presented in this paper are made public as part of our supplementary material [76].

A.1 Additional figures

We provide the following types of figures in addition to the figures contained in this article:

overview These figures show plots of each FFs in relation to the inputs used within their
analysis. In the case of B̄ → K̄ FFs, we also illustrate the relation to LCSR results that
have not been used in the analysis. The names follow the pattern “TRANSITION FF.pdf”,
where “TRANSITION” can be either “BToK”, “BToKstar”, or “BsToPhi“ and “FF” can be
either “fp”, “f0”, “fT”, “V”, “A0”, “A1”, “T1”, “T2”, “T23“. We do not provide plots
for “A2” or “A12”, since one of them is redundant and the available constraints are not
consistently available for either choice.

comparison These figures show plots of the FFs as the envelopes at 68% probability based
on their posterior predictive distributions. Each figure shows plots of the FF in the
dispersively bounded fit for N = 2 and N = 3 as well as the results of an additional BSZ
fit for N = 2. In each plot, the FF is normalized to its central results of our nominal fit
at N = 3 and in the presence of a dispersive bound. Hence, these figures can be used
to infer the behaviour of the systematic uncertainty inherent in the extrapolation of the
adhoc BSZ parametrization and the size of the truncation uncertainty in the dispersively
bounded approach. The names follow the pattern “TRANSITION NFF.pdf”, where the
“N” is meant literally; see above for the possible values of “TRANSITION” and “FF”.

A.2 Form factor parameters

For N = 2, the effects of the dispersive bounds are too small to distort the distributions
of the posterior samples. The later can therefore be approximated by multivariate Gaussian
distributions to a good accuracy, with perplexities of 99.8%, 95.1% and 94.2% for B̄ → K̄,
B̄ → K̄∗ and B̄s → φ respectively. We provide these distributions for the three transitions that
are part of our analysis, both for the parameters arising in our parametrization and also for
the BSZ parametrization (i.e., the simplified series expansion of Ref. [30]). These distributions
are provided in the ancillary files GRvDV-parameters-N2.yaml and BSZ-parameters-N2.yaml

respectively.
Some comments are due on our results in the BSZ parametrization:

• We find overall a good fit to the available data even for N = 2, not unlike the case of
our dispersively bounded analysis.

• At present, this parametrization accurately covers the uncertainties for the dispersively
bounded analysis when we restrict the q2 interval to [0, s−]. This is a consequence of the
fact that in this region the uncertainties are presently dominated by purely parametric
sources and the truncation error is not (yet) relevant. It also strengthens BSM analyses
that rely on these FFs in this phase space and within this parametrization.
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• At q2 < 0, we start to see that BSZ parametrization does not faithfully capture the
uncertainty envelope of the dispersively bounded analysis. This is not unexpected, given
the fact that the truncation error becomes relevant for this type of extrapolation of the
available LQCD data. It gives rise to concern for the theory prediction of non-local form
factors, which are crucially reliant on this extrapolation. The biggest concern here is the
FF fB→KT , which shows deviations of the order of 10%.

B Orthonormal Polynomials

Our parametrization of the FFs involves orthonormal polynomials on the unit circle. For the
purpose of our analysis, orthonormality is defined with respect to the scalar product Eq. (2.50),
i.e., orthonormality with respect to integration over the arc Aα = {eiθ,−α < θ < α}. We
could not find a closed analytic formula for these polynomials in the literature. Instead, we
evaluate them recursively using the Szegő recurrence relation [77]:

ϕn+1(z) = z ϕn(z)− ρ̄n ϕ∗,nn (z), (B.1)

where ϕn is the nth orthogonal polynomial. We adopt here the common notation used in the
mathematical literature ϕ∗,nn (z) ≡ znϕ̄n(1/z̄) [77]. The coefficients ρn, known as the Verblun-
sky coefficients, uniquely define the set of polynomials and only depend on the integration
measure. In our approach the relevant integration measure is the constant Lebesgue measure
on the arc Aα.

Since this arc is symmetric under complex conjugation, the Verblunsky coefficients are real
numbers [77]. The orthonormal polynomials pn appearing in Eq. (2.49) are obtained using [77]

pn =
ϕn
||ϕn||

, ||ϕn||2 = 2π
n−1∏
k=0

(1− |ρk|2). (B.2)

Calculation of Verblunsky coefficients

The Verblunsky coefficients can be calculated by applying the Gram-Schmidt orthonormali-
sation procedure to the basis of monomials zk. A faster evaluation can however be obtained
recursively and does not require any analytic calculation. To illustrate our approach to this
evaluation, we first define Φn ≡ (ϕn(z), ϕ∗,nn (z))T , which fulfils the recurrence relation

Φn+1 =

(
z −ρn
−z ρn 1

)
Φn. (B.3)

This equation can be used to evaluate the orthogonal polynomials at any point z, provided
that the set of Verblunsky coefficient is known. To compute the later, we introduce two sets
of integrals,

In,k ≡
∫ α

−α
eikθϕn(eiθ)dθ and Jn,k ≡

∫ α

−α
eikθϕ∗,nn (eiθ)dθ. (B.4)

For any non-zero integers k, n one readily finds

I0,0 = J0,0 = 2α, I0,k = J0,k =
2 sin kα

k
, In,0 = 0. (B.5)
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Integrating Eq. (B.3) on the arc Aα yields(
In+1,k

Jn+1,k

)
=

(
1 −ρn
−ρn 1

)(
In,k+1

Jn,k

)
. (B.6)

The Verblunsky coefficient ρm can then be obtained by recursively filling the triangular ma-
trices In,k, Jn,k for k < n ≤ m and using ρm = Im,1/Jm,0. This method is implemented in the
open-source EOS software [71] used for numerical aspects of this paper.

Asymptotic behaviours

The asymptotic behaviours of the orthonormal polynomials have been studied in details, see
e.g. [78] and references therein. Using Eq. (1.7) of Ref. [79] and applying the transformation
θ′ = π − θ, we find that at large n,

ρn ∼ (−1)n cos
α

2
. (B.7)

This result can be used when diagonalising the matrix in Eq. (B.3) to obtain asymptotic values
for any z 6= 0. In particular one finds that at large n,

pn+2(1)

pn(1)
∼ 1 and

pn+1(−1)

pn(−1)
∼ − cot

α

4
< −1. (B.8)

The values of the polynomial thus form a finite alternating series at z = 1 and an alternating
and exponentially divergent series at z = −1, pn(−1) = O

(
(cot α

4
)n
)
.

Convergence of the form factor expansion

Following the approach of Ref. [80], we evaluate Eq. (2.43) at the branch point z(sΓ) = −1,(
PF(z)φF(z)FB→MΓ,λ (z)

)∣∣
z=z(sΓ)

=
∑
n≥0

aFn p
F
n (−1) . (B.9)

As shown in Eq. (B.8), the series pFn (−1) diverges exponentially with n. This, however, is not
an issue for the parametrization. The power series element of the parametrization is analytic
for |z| < 1. Moreover, this element is also finite at z = −1. By Abel’s theorem, the value at
z = −1 can be expressed as ∑

n

aFn p
F
n (−1) <∞ . (B.10)

Together with Eq. (B.8), this implies that the coefficients an must fall of sufficiently fast to
compensate the (exponential) rise of the values pn(−1) as a sequence in n.
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[78] M. Bello Hernández and G. López Lagomasino, Ratio and relative asymptotics of
polynomials orthogonal on an arc of the unit circle, Journal of Approximation Theory
92 (1998) 216.

[79] I.V. Krasovsky, Gap probability in the spectrum of random matrices and asymptotics of
polynomials orthogonal on an arc of the unit circle, International Mathematics Research
Notices 2004 (2004) 1249.

[80] W.W. Buck and R.F. Lebed, New constraints on dispersive form-factor
parameterizations from the timelike region, Phys. Rev. D 58 (1998) 056001
[hep-ph/9802369].

31

https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10536-1
https://arxiv.org/abs/2111.09849
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2017)112
https://arxiv.org/abs/1703.04765
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.89.094501
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.89.094501
https://arxiv.org/abs/1310.3722
https://doi.org/10.22323/1.214.0372
https://arxiv.org/abs/1501.00367
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10177-4
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10177-4
https://arxiv.org/abs/2111.15428
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7915652
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11222-018-9844-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11222-018-9844-0
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa278
https://doi.org/10.1093/mnras/staa278
https://doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7388523
http://dx.doi.org/10.5281/zenodo.7919635
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1006/jath.1997.3126
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1006/jath.1997.3126
https://doi.org/10.1155/S1073792804140221
https://doi.org/10.1155/S1073792804140221
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.58.056001
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9802369


Kaon Decays beyond the Standard Model

Stefan Schacht
Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Manchester,

Manchester M13 9PL, United Kingdom

We review a new method in order to determine the parameter η̄ of the Cabibbo-Kobayashi-
Maskawa matrix from K → µ+µ− decays, using interference effects in the time-dependent
decay rate. Furthermore, we discuss a new precision relation for the phase-shift of the time-
dependent oscillation. The new methodology enables the discovery potential of future time-
dependent measurements of K → µ+µ− decays for physics beyond the Standard Model.

1 Introduction

Even over 75 years after the discovery of the kaon in Manchester1, kaon physics is an exciting field
with many new developments. On the theory side, there has been a lot of renewed interest in the
decay K → µ+µ−, see recently Refs. 2,3,4,5,6,7,8. On the experimental side, recent developments
in rare kaon decays have been the 3.4σ evidence for K+ → π+νν̄ at NA62 9, an improved upper
limit on KL → π0νν̄ from KOTO 10, as well as new upper limits on B(KS → µ+µ−) 11 and
B(KS,L → 2(µ+µ−)) 12 from LHCb. Furthermore, recently, new ideas for the future of kaon
physics at CERN have been brought forward 13.

In this review, I focus on the recent idea to use the time dependence ofK → µ+µ− decays as a
probe for new physics2,3,7,8. First experimental studies of this idea have been presented in Ref.14.
The new idea is that we can in principle very cleanly measure Im(V ∗tdVts), or equivalently η̄,
from K → µ+µ−. We can do so by employing time-dependent interference effects. In this way,
K → µ+µ− is transformed into a third golden mode 15 along K+ → π+νν̄ and KL → π0νν̄
which are currently measured at NA62 16 and KOTO 10, respectively.

Our new method includes fK as the main hadronic uncertainty, so it is theoretically clean,
however it includes measuring the time-dependent interference effects, which are experimentally
challenging.

In Sec. 2 we present the main idea, giving us a new handle on the Wolfenstein parameter η̄.
In Sec. 3 we present another precision relation related to the phase shift in the time dependence
of K → µ+µ− decays. Constraints on new physics are briefly discussed in Sec. 4, before we
conclude in Sec. 5.

2 Separating Long- and Short-Distance Physics in K → µ+µ−

One of the long-term goals of the physics program of rare kaon decays is to determine the
unitarity triangle purely with kaon decays. This gives a crucial intergenerational consistency
check of the Standard Model (SM) and new ways to probe for new physics. A key issue for this
goal is the identification of observables with a theoretically clean sensitivity to CKM matrix
elements. In order to achieve that, we need methods with a theory error on the hadronic physics
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at the order of ∼ 1%. In K → µ+µ− we are currently not able to achieve such a theory precision
for the long-distance (LD) effects. The question is therefore how to extract the short-distance
(SD) physics from K → µ+µ− measurements.

In principle, the measurement of the branching ratio B(KS → (µµ)l=0), where the index
l = 0 indicates the angular momentum of the muons in the final state, provides such a clean
probe for SD physics. The reason is that, as a transition from a CP-even to a CP-odd state,
|A(KS → (µµ)l=0)| is a CP-violating amplitude. As such it has to a very good approximation
no contributions from long-distance (LD) physics. However, in practice final state muons with
specific angular momentum (µµ)l=0 and (µµ)l=1 are not available to us because in the decay rate
we measure their incoherent sum. The key question is therefore how to access B(KS → (µµ)l=0).

At this point it is instructive to take a step back and look at the anatomy of long- and
short-distance physics in K → µ+µ− in general: 3

• CP-conserving amplitudes: both SD and LD contributions.
CP-odd → CP-odd: |A(KL → (µµ)l=0)| ,
CP-even → CP-even: |A(KS → (µµ)l=1)|.

• CP-violating amplitudes: only SD contributions.
CP-even → CP-odd: |A(KS → (µµ)l=0)| ,
CP-odd → CP-even: |A(KL → (µµ)l=1)|.

• Relative phases: both SD and LD contributions.
ϕ0 ≡ arg (A∗(KS → (µµ)l=0)A(KL → (µµ)l=0)) ,
ϕ1 ≡ arg (A∗(KS → (µµ)l=1)A(KL → (µµ)l=1)).

In our discussion we neglect the small CP violation from mixing, i.e., we take the limit εK = 0,
which can however also be incorporated into the analysis as shown in Ref. 7. In the SM, the SD
operator does not generate a (µµ)l=1 state due to CPT, see, e.g., the appendix of Ref. 3, and
therefore |A(KL → (µµ)l=1)| = 0 and ϕ1 = 0. Because of that, we are left in total with four
theory parameters, one of which, namely |A(KS → (µµ)l=0)|, is purely due to SD physics. As
said above, we can cleanly calculate it in the SM 7,17,18,19

B(KS → (µµ)l=0) = 1.7 · 10−13 ×
(

A2λ5η̄

1.3 · 10−4

)
. (1)

The hadronic uncertainties from fK
20 as well as from higher-order QCD/EW corrections 7 in

the prefactor in Eq. (1) are at the level of ∼ 1%. The observable B(KS → (µµ)l=0) therefore
opens the way to a theoretically clean extraction of η̄, and importantly we can also calculate it
cleanly in models beyond the Standard Model (BSM).

Now, the solution to the problem how to access B(KS → (µµ)l=0) experimentally is as
follows. It consists in measuring the time dependence of K → µ+µ−, which can be written as 21

dΓ

dt
∝ CLe−ΓLt + CSe

−ΓSt + 2CInt. cos(∆mKt− ϕ0)e−
ΓL+ΓS

2
t , (2)

where CL,S are related to the KL,S decay rates, respectively, CInt. is due to the interference
between KL and KS decays and ϕ0 is the phase shift of the oscillation. Furthermore, Γ ≡
(ΓS + ΓL)/2 and ∆m is the kaon mass difference. For the example of a pure K0 beam, the four
experimental observables in Eq. (2) can be expressed as follows by the four theory parameters:

CL = |A(KL)l=0|2 , CS = |A(KS)l=0|2 + β2
µ|A(KS)l=1|2 , (3)

CInt. = |A(KS)l=0| |A(KL)l=0| , ϕ0 = arg (A(KS)∗l=0A(KL)l=0) , (4)

where βµ =
√

1− 4m2
µ/m

2
K0 . Consequently, we can completely solve the system and obtain 3

B(KS → (µ+µ−)l=0) = B(KL → µ+µ−) · τS
τL
·
C2

Int

C2
L

. (5)
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Figure 1 – The four solutions of Eq. (7) for ϕ0 (a) and their implications for the time dependence of a pure K0 (b)
or K̄0 beam (c). Figure reproduced from Ref. 8.

The comparison of Eq. (5) as extracted from future data with the SM result Eq. (1) enables
the extraction of η̄. This implies that it is crucial to obtain the interference terms in the time
dependence Eq. (2). We note that Eq. (5) is only valid in the limit of a pure K0 beam. In a
realistic scenario of a mixed K0/K̄0 beam, a dilution factor reduces the sensitivity by a respective
amount, see Ref. 3 for details.

3 A Precision Prediction for the Phase Shift

Apart from Eq. (5), there is one more precision relation for an observable of the time dependence
of K → µ+µ− that can be used for a SM test. The phase shift ϕ0 in Eq. (2) is related to a
known ratio of branching ratios as 8

cos2 ϕ0 = C2
QED ·

B(KL → γγ)

B(KL → µ+µ−)
, (6)

where C2
QED is a known QED factor. Eq. (6) implies the model-independent prediction 8

cos2 ϕ0 = 0.96± 0.02exp ± 0.02th , (7)

that can be tested with future measurements of the time dependence of K → µ+µ−. In Eq. (7),
the experimental error comes from the one of the involved branching ratios. The theory error
comes from higher order QED corrections and from additional intermediate on-shell contribu-
tions that give a small correction to the dominant two-photon contribution 22. Eq. (7) has
actually four model-independent solutions for ϕ0, each of which implies a different time evolu-
tion. We show these solutions in Fig. 1.

4 Constraints on New Physics

Although no measurement of the time dependence of K → µ+µ− is available, the LHCb con-
straint on the branching ratio 11

B(KS → µ+µ−) < 2.1 · 10−10 (8)

constrains relevant parameter space of new physics models already now, as is worked out in
detail in Ref. 5. Therein, in order to be conservative, the bound Eq. (8) is interpreted as a
bound on B(KS → µ+µ−)l=0, resulting in a lot of room for BSM physics to be tested 5

B(KS → µ+µ−)SM
l=0

B(KS → µ+µ−)l=0
≤ 1280 . (9)



However, scalar leptoquark or two-Higgs doublet models that saturate the bound Eq. (9) can be
constructed, at the same time being consistent with existing constraints, see Ref. 5 for details.
The decays K → µ+µ− and KL → π0νν̄, although sensitive to the same CKM matrix element
combination in the SM, are sensitive to different new physics operators in BSM models5. Future
updated bounds of the constraint Eq. (8) are important to probe the parameter space of BSM
models further.

5 Conclusion

The time dependence of K → µ+µ− gives two independent SM tests. The coefficient of the
interference term of the time-dependent decay rate is sensitive to B(KS → µ+µ−)l=0, which
in the SM is proportional to the Wolfenstein parameter η̄. The second SM test is given by a
precision relation of the oscillation phase shift, which is predicted model-independently up to a
four-fold ambiguity. The leptonic kaon decay mode K → µ+µ− turns out to be theoretically
clean and experimentally challenging, similar in that respect to the related decay modes K+ →
π+νν̄ and KL → π0νν̄.
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First measurement of the |t|-dependence of incoherent J/ψ photonuclear
production
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Abstract

The first measurement of the cross section for incoherent photonuclear production of J/ψ vector
meson as a function of the Mandelstam |t| variable is presented. The measurement was carried out
with the ALICE detector at midrapidity, |y| < 0.8, using ultra-peripheral collisions of Pb nuclei at
a centre-of-mass energy per nucleon pair

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV. This rapidity interval corresponds

to a Bjorken-x range (0.3–1.4)× 10−3. Cross sections are reported in five |t| intervals in the range
0.04< |t|< 1 GeV2 and compared to the predictions of different models. Models that ignore quantum
fluctuations of the gluon density in the colliding hadron predict a |t|-dependence of the cross section
much steeper than in data. The inclusion of such fluctuations in the same models provides a better
description of the data.

*See Appendix A for the list of collaboration members
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|t|-dependence of incoherent J/ψ photonuclear production ALICE Collaboration

The fundamental structure of protons, neutrons, and nuclei is described in terms of quarks and gluons by
quantum chromodynamics (QCD). A new phenomenon called gluon saturation—a dynamic equilibrium
between the production and annihilation of gluons—is predicted by QCD [1]. While the high-energy
limit of QCD has been found to be dominated by the gluon contribution in proton targets [2], experimen-
tal work is yet needed to determine the onset of gluon saturation [3]. Besides protons at high energy,
saturation is expected for large nuclei at even lower energies [4], thus the study of the structure of heavy
ions is an attractive area of exploration within the current collider experiments. To discover gluon sat-
uration in an unambiguous way, a comprehensive set of measurements is needed. Since gluons are
excitations of quantum fields, it is important to study the structure of nuclei not only through their aver-
age gluon distribution, but also by exploring the event-by-event fluctuations in the gluon density in the
colliding hadron [5]. The search for the onset of saturation has motivated the construction of dedicated
QCD facilities such as the future Electron–Ion Collider [6].

Photons are ideal probes to study the interior of nuclei. In this context, the diffractive photoproduction of
a J/ψ vector meson is of particular interest because of its sensitivity to both the average and the variance
of spatial distribution of the gluon field inside nuclei. In this process, a quasi-real photon emitted by one
of the highly Lorentz-contracted nuclei interacts via the exchange of at least two gluons with the other
nucleus, producing the J/ψ vector meson [7].

This process can be divided in two contributions: coherent and incoherent production. The former refers
to photon interactions with the colour field of the whole nucleus, and the latter to photon interactions with
only one nucleon inside the nucleus. The incoherent production can be further divided in the interaction
with a full nucleon or the interaction with sub-nucleon sized structures inside the nucleon; at HERA,
these two processes were called elastic and dissociative, respectively. In this paper the same convention
is followed. The square of the momentum transferred during the interaction, the Mandelstam variable
|t|, is related through a Fourier transform to the distribution of nuclear matter in the impact-parameter
plane. This implies that collisions with a large scattering object, such as the whole nucleus, occur at
small |t|, which for the case of Pb ions means |t|. 0.01 GeV2. In the same way, collisions with a small
object, like a nucleon, lead to larger |t| values, of the order of 0.1 GeV2. If there are collisions with even
smaller objects at a sub-nucleon scale, they would have even larger |t|. In the Good–Walker approach [8],
the coherent process is related to the average spatial distribution of gluons in the transverse plane, and
the incoherent case is related to its variance [9]. The applicability of this approach to LHC data has
some caveats discussed in [10]. A recent study using this approach [11] demonstrated the importance of
including fluctuations of spatial distributions of gluons to describe the |t|-dependence of the dissociative
cross section off protons measured at HERA [12]. Further work in this direction [13] revealed that the
energy dependence of the dissociative process provides another signature for saturation. When the gluon
saturation regime is reached, all gluon configurations in the proton appear similar, thus the cross section,
which is proportional to the variance of the gluon field, decreases as the energy increases. Note that
larger values of |t| are expected to be more sensitive to fluctuations, thus it is important to study the
energy dependence at different values of |t|.

Although the dissociative production of J/ψ off protons has been measured at HERA [12], until now this
process has not been measured using heavy-ion targets. Most of the experimental effort has been put on
coherent vector meson photoproduction. At high energies, this has been carried out using photon-induced
processes in ultra-peripheral heavy-ion collisions (UPCs) at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) [14–16].
In UPCs the two nuclei collide at impact parameters larger than the sum of their radii; in this case,
the only possibility they have to interact strongly is that a photon from the electromagnetic field of one
of the nuclei fluctuates into a quark–antiquark pair (or another more complex coloured state) which
interacts with the other nucleus. The diffractive photoproduction of a J/ψ vector meson at the LHC
has a very clean experimental signal with a sizeable cross section. The coherent photoproduction of
a J/ψ off the Pb nuclei has been measured at the LHC at two different centre-of-mass energies per

2
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nucleon pair,
√

sNN = 2.76 TeV and 5.02 TeV, by the ALICE [17–19], CMS [20], and LHCb [21]
collaborations. Together, these measurements cover a range in J/ψ rapidity of |y|< 4.5. More recently,
the ALICE Collaboration performed the first measurement of the |t|-dependence of the coherent J/ψ

photoproduction cross section [22]. The ALICE Collaboration also presented a measurement of the
cross section for incoherent J/ψ production at midrapidity [17].

Several theoretical models have been put forward to describe the existing vector meson photoproduc-
tion data with various degrees of success. In recent years, great theoretical interest has been given to
incoherent J/ψ photoproduction [23–26], and in particular to its |t|-dependence [27–29]. Theoretical
approaches that describe correctly the coherent production process differ widely in their predictions for
incoherent production, which is particularly sensitive to spatial fluctuations of sub-nucleon degrees of
freedom. Note that a better assessment of such quantum fluctuations would significantly improve the de-
termination of the initial stage of nuclear collisions at high energies, improving not only models related
to photon-induced vector mesons processes, but also a wide variety of heavy-ion physics models that
take such fluctuations as essential inputs [5].

In this Letter, the first measurement of the |t|-dependence of the incoherent photonuclear production of
a J/ψ vector meson is presented. The measurement was carried out in the rapidity range |y|< 0.8 using
UPCs of Pb nuclei at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV. Cross sections are presented in five |t| intervals in the range

0.04 < |t|< 1 GeV2, and compared to the predictions of four models discussed later on.

This analysis is based on the data set collected during the 2018 Pb–Pb data-taking period. It utilises the
same trigger and follows the same analysis strategy as in Ref. [22]. The luminosity of the analysed sample
is (232± 7) µb−1. The measured J/ψ mesons have a rapidity |y| < 0.8, corresponding to Bjorken-x
values within (0.3–1.4)×10−3, and transverse momentum 0.2 < pT < 1 GeV/c. In the kinematic region
studied here |t|= p2

T.

The J/ψ was reconstructed using its decay into a µ+µ− pair. The signature of these events is then
two tracks in an otherwise empty detector. The only other particles that may be present in such an
event are the products from the dissociation of the interacting nucleus; these particles would appear near
beam rapidities. The muons were measured with the central barrel detectors of ALICE [30, 31]: the
ALICE Inner Tracking System (ITS) [32] and the Time Projection Chamber (TPC) [33], both of them
covering the full azimuthal angle and surrounded by a large solenoid magnet producing a magnetic field
of 0.5 T. Any other activity in the event was vetoed by the V0 [34] and the AD [35], which are scintillator
based detectors consisting of two arms each, located at both sides of the nominal interaction point along
the beam axis. They cover the pseudorapidity ranges 2.8 < η < 5.1 and −3.7 < η < −1.7 (V0), and
4.8 < η < 6.3 and −7.0 < η <−4.9 (AD). Each arm of V0 and AD has a time resolution smaller than
1 ns.

The tracks were required to have opposite electric charges and to leave signals in both the ITS and the
TPC. Their pseudorapidity was constrained to |η |< 0.8 in order to have a large reconstruction efficiency.
The muons were identified by requiring an ionisation energy loss, measured in the TPC, compatible
with the muon hypothesis. For the momentum range of the muons in this analysis (0.5 to 3 GeV/c)
this criterion rejects completely the contribution from the electron decay channel. The two tracks were
required to form a common interaction vertex with a coordinate along the nominal beam line |zvtx| <
10 cm to have uniform acceptance.

The J/ψ yield, NJ/ψ , was extracted by fitting the muon-pair invariant-mass (mµµ ) distribution with two
contributions: a double sided Crystal Ball distribution [36] to represent the signal and an exponential
to describe the background. An unbinned extended likelihood fit was performed in each one of the
five |t| intervals. The left panel of Fig. 1 shows the fit to the total sample. The extracted J/ψ yield is
512±26 (stat.).
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Figure 1: Left: Invariant mass distribution of muon pairs (full symbols) and fit to a model (solid blue line, see
text). Right: transverse momentum distribution of muon pairs with 3.0 < mµµ < 3.2 GeV/c2 (full symbols) and fit
to a model (solid blue line) along with the different contributions to the fit (other lines, see text).

The J/ψ yield originates from three contributions: coherent and incoherent production, as well as feed-
down from ψ ′ diffractive photoproduction. The yield from incoherent production, Ninc

J/ψ
, was computed in

each |t| range as Ninc
J/ψ

= NJ/ψ/(1+ fC+ fD), where fC ( fD) is the ratio of the number of J/ψ from coher-
ent (feed-down) to incoherent production. These ratios were determined from a binned extended likeli-
hood fit to the transverse-momentum distribution of the J/ψ yield in the range 3.0 < mµµ < 3.2 GeV/c2.
The J/ψ yields were obtained by performing in each bin a fit to the invariant mass distribution, using
the model described above. The fit to the transverse-momentum distribution is shown in the right panel
of Fig. 1. The data were fitted to the sum of five templates. Four of them come from the STARlight
Monte Carlo [37] and describe the contributions of coherent and incoherent production of both J/ψ and
ψ ′, which are assumed to be transversely polarised. Note that the STARlight implementation of the inco-
herent process does not include the dissociative contribution. For this reason a fifth template was added,
which uses the H1 parameterisation of dissociative production off protons [12]. In this parametrisation,
the values corresponding to the H1 high-energy sample were used. Although the parameters were ob-
tained for free protons, they describe well the shape of the distribution, as shown in Fig. 1. The template
for coherent J/ψ production was tuned to describe the shape of data at low |t|. The normalisation of the
templates to account for feed-down was constrained taking into account the acceptance and efficiency of
each decay channel and the measured ratio R of the coherent ψ ′ to J/ψ cross sections [19], thus leaving
the normalisations of the templates describing coherent, incoherent and dissociative J/ψ photoproduc-
tion as free parameters. The value of R was assumed to be the same for the ratio of incoherent cross
sections, which has not yet been measured. The values for fC and fD are listed in Table 1.

The photonuclear cross section in each |t| interval was computed as

dσγPb

d|t|
=

1
2nγPb

Ninc
J/ψ

(Acc× ε)inc
J/ψ
×BR(J/ψ → µ+µ−)×L ×∆y×∆|t|

, (1)

where nγPb = 84.9± 1.7 is the photon flux at y = 0, obtained in the semiclassical formalism following
the prescription detailed in Ref. [38]; the branching ratio BR(J/ψ → µ+µ−) = (5.961± 0.033)% is
from Ref. [39]; the luminosity L = (232±7) µb−1 was determined using reference triggers with cross
sections measured in van der Meer scans [40]; and (Acc× ε)inc

J/ψ
is the acceptance times efficiency. This

last term is the product of three contributions. The first one takes into account the response of the detector
to the muon tracks; this contribution was obtained from generated STARlight events which were passed
through a simulation of the ALICE detector using GEANT 3.21 [41] and the full analysis chain. As
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Table 1: Measured cross sections, shown in the last column, and the numerical values used to compute them
according to Eq. (1). The uncertainties on NJ/ψ and (Acc×ε)MC are statistical; those on fC and fD are each corre-
lated systematic; those on the cross sections are (in this order) statistical, uncorrelated systematic, and correlated
systematic.

|t| (GeV2) NJ/ψ fC (%) fD (%) (Acc× ε)MC (%) dσγPb
d|t| (µb/GeV2)

(0.040,0.080) 128±12 9.4±0.8 81.9±11.7 3.39±0.03 21.8±2.1±0.3±2.1
(0.080,0.152) 127±12 0.024±0.002 36.0±4.9 3.03±0.02 19.1±1.9±0.3±1.5
(0.152,0.258) 85±10 0 9.3±1.0 2.49±0.02 13.1±1.6±0.4±0.9
(0.258,0.477) 86±11 0 4.9±0.4 2.04±0.02 8.1±1.1±0.1±0.6
(0.477,1.000) 86±11 0 2.7±0.2 1.57±0.02 4.6±0.6±0.1±0.3

shown in column (Acc×ε)MC of Table 1, the correction depends on |t| due to the trigger, which requires
tracks that are back-to-back in azimuth [22]. The second term contributing to (Acc× ε)inc

J/ψ
accounts

for veto inefficiencies due to pile-up of other collisions leaving a signal in AD or V0 and amounts to
0.940± 0.028. The third term corrects the yield for events lost because the dissociation of the nucleus
produces particles leaving a signal in the AD detectors; it amounts to 0.637± 0.024. These last two
factors are |t| independent, with the quoted uncertainty originating from the size of the control data
samples used to determine them.

The following systematic uncertainties were studied and their effect on the cross section is summarised
in Table 2. The upper and lower limits to the invariant-mass fits to extract the signal were varied as well
as the values of the tail parameters of the Crystal Ball distribution; the central values and variation of the
latter were obtained by fitting STARlight simulated events. The total effect on the cross section varied
in the different |t| ranges between 1% and 2.9%. Requiring |zvtx| < 15 cm, instead of |zvtx| < 10 cm,
produced an uncertainty up to 2.9%. The variation of the fC factor within the uncertainties yielded
by the fit to the pT distribution produced uncertainties in the measured cross section up to 0.4%. The
uncertainty on fD comes from the statistical uncertainty on the measured value of R and produces an
effect from 0.2% to 6.5%. The uncertainty on the luminosity has two contributions which were added
in quadrature: from the measurement of the reference cross sections in van der Meer scans (2.5% [40])
and from the determination of the live-time of the trigger used in this analysis (1.5%). The correction
for pile-up utilises an independent sample to obtain the dependence of pile-up on the average rate of
inelastic scattering; this dependence is linear and the corresponding uncertainty comes from a fit to these
data. The effect on the cross section is 3%. The probability of dissociation products leaving a signal
in AD was studied with an independent control sample as a function of the amount of activity around
beam rapidity. The propagation of the statistical uncertainty of the correction factors when applied
to this sample produces a 3.8% effect. The uncertainty of 2% per track on the matching of ITS and
TPC track segments was estimated from the difference between matching efficiencies in data and MC
simulations. Contributions from both tracks were added in quadrature, giving a total of 2.8%. The trigger
efficiency uncertainty was determined using control data samples and amounts to 1.3%. The uncertainty
on the branching ratio was taken from Ref. [39]. The uncertainty on the photon flux was estimated by
varying the nuclear radius parameter of the Woods–Saxon distribution in Pb, used in the Glauber model,
according to neutron-skin measurements [42] and amounts to 2% [22]. All uncertainties except for the
signal extraction and the selection on |zvtx| are correlated in |t|.

The cross sections for the incoherent photoproduction of J/ψ vector mesons in ultra-peripheral Pb–Pb
collisions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV as a function of |t|measured at midrapidity, |y|< 0.8, are listed in Table 1

and depicted in Fig. 2.

The measurements are compared to the work of two groups. Each of them provides two predictions:
one including only the elastic interaction with single nucleons, and another where a dissociative-like
component is contained. The models are framed in the Good–Walker picture, which naturally considers

5



|t|-dependence of incoherent J/ψ photonuclear production ALICE Collaboration

Table 2: Summary of the identified systematic uncertainties to the cross section. The numbers in parentheses
denote a range of values in the different |t| intervals. Except for the first two uncertainties, all others are correlated
in |t|.

Source Uncertainty (%)
Signal extraction (1.0,2.9)
Selection on |zvtx| (0.0,2.9)

fC (0.0,0.4)
fD (0.2,6.5)

Integrated luminosity 2.9
Veto inefficiency due to pile-up 3.0

Veto inefficiency due to dissociation 3.8
ITS-TPC tracking 2.8
Trigger efficiency 1.3
Branching ratio 0.6

Photon flux 2.0

all possible configurations of the hadron participating in the interaction. The model by Mäntysaari and
Schenke (MS) [27] includes saturation through the IPSat model [43] and offers two predictions. In one,
sub-nucleon fluctuations are not considered (MS-p), whereas in the other the proton is composed of
three hot spots whose positions in the impact-parameter plane change event-by-event and fluctuations
in the saturation scale are introduced (MS-hs). The model by Guzey, Strikman, and Zhalov (GSZ) [29]
expresses the incoherent cross section as the sum of an elastic and a dissociative part (GSZ-el+diss),
both parameterised from HERA data, multiplied by a common factor representing shadowing—the fact
that the gluon distribution in nuclei is not just the sum of gluon distributions in constituent nucleons, see
e.g. Ref. [44]—computed within the leading-twist approximation [45]. The inclusion of the dissociative
component is interpreted by the authors within a Good–Walker approach as due to quantum fluctuations
of the target. When the dissociative part is excluded (GSZ-el), the differential cross section is suppressed
in the region of larger |t|. The uncertainty bands reflect the uncertainties on the parameters of the leading-
twist approximation.

When comparing the data with the model predictions, as shown in Fig. 2, two aspects should be con-
sidered: the normalisation, mainly linked to the scaling from proton to nuclear targets, and the |t|-
dependence, driven by the size of the scattering object. None of the models describe both aspects of
data. With regards to the normalization, it is worth noting that the same models must also describe the
coherent cross section [19], hence a global scaling factor, such as what would be obtained by using a dif-
ferent prescription for the wave function [46], would not necessarily improve the agreement of the model
with both the coherent and incoherent cross sections. As for the |t|-dependence of the cross section, the
predictions of both theory groups substantially improve after the inclusion of sub-nucleon fluctuations,
which modify the |t|-dependence by making it less steep.

The cross section integrated over the interval 0.04 < |t| < 1 GeV2, measured in the rapidity region
|y|< 0.8, is σγPb = (7.82±0.39±0.57) µb, where the listed uncertainties are statistical and systematic,
respectively. The corresponding cross sections, in µb, for the models are 7.4, 11.8, 2.3±1.0, and 4.1±
1.8 for MS-p, MS-hs, GSZ-el, and GSZ-el+diss, respectively.

In summary, the first measurement of the incoherent photonuclear production of J/ψ is presented in this
letter. The measurement was carried out at midrapidity, in a range corresponding to Bjorken-x within
(0.3–1.4)× 10−3, in Pb–Pb UPCs at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV. Cross sections for five ranges in |t| within

0.04 < |t| < 1 GeV2 are reported. None of the models describes both the absolute normalization and
the |t|-dependence observed in the data. However, a reasonably good description of the measured |t|-
slope is achieved when the predicted dependence is softened by the inclusion of scattering structures
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Figure 2: Cross section for the incoherent photoproduction of J/ψ vector mesons in ultra-peripheral Pb–Pb colli-
sions at

√
sNN = 5.02 TeV measured at midrapidity. The uncorrelated uncertainty (statistical and systematic added

in quadrature) is indicated with the vertical bar, while the correlated uncertainty by the grey band. The width of
each |t| range is given by the horizontal bars. The lines show the predictions of the different models described in
the text. The bottom panel presents the ratio of the integral of the predicted to that of the measured cross section
in each |t| range. The relative uncertainties on the ratios calculated from GSZ are 45%.

at a sub-nucleon scale. These results confirm the importance of sub-nucleon fluctuations to describe
the measured incoherent J/ψ process at high energies, representing the first experimental step to use
the quantum fluctuations of the gluon field to search for saturation effects in heavy nuclei. In addition,
this measurement, when confronted to models, demonstrates that the contribution of the dissociative
component to the total incoherent cross section depends on |t|. Thus, future analyses shall study the
incoherent production of J/ψ as a function of rapidity and |t| [47]. Finally, this analysis, together with
recent measurements [18, 20], indicate that new or improved theoretical models are needed to describe
simultaneously the energy and |t|-dependence of both the coherent and the incoherent processes of J/ψ

photoproduction, to gain a better understanding of saturation effects at a more fundamental level.
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23 Dipartimento di Fisica dell’Università and Sezione INFN, Cagliari, Italy
24 Dipartimento di Fisica dell’Università and Sezione INFN, Trieste, Italy
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Abstract
We discuss a novel detection technique for millicharged dark matter that makes use of existing light-shining-through-

wall (LSW) experiments searching for massive dark photons. Since millicharged particles interact with both the visible

and dark sectors, a small background of such particles enables the search for visible signals even in the limit of a massless

dark photon. Furthermore, for sufficiently large couplings, a small dark matter subcomponent consisting of millicharged

particles can have a terrestrial abundance that is significantly enhanced with respect to its galactic abundance. We

leverage this fact to show that in certain parts of parameter space, future runs of the LSW Dark SRF experiment can

be used to set the strongest limits on millicharged relics.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The mystery that is the nature of dark matter (DM) remains unsolved despite many decades of theoretical

and experimental advances. An intriguing possibility is that DM could be at least partially composed of par-

ticles with extremely small fractional charges under electromagnetism, commonly referred to as “millicharged

particles” (mCPs). Although no mCPs have been observed, there is strong motivation for their existence,

as they naturally arise in various string theory compactifications and minimal dark sector extensions to the

Standard Model (SM) involving a gauged U(1)′ symmetry [1–10] and could also play a role in explaining recent

experimental anomalies [11–18]. The boson of this U(1)′, referred to as an A′ or dark photon, may possess

a kinetic mixing with the SM photon, parameterized by a small dimensionless parameter ε. In simple field-

theoretic models, this arises from loop diagrams involving fields charged under both the SM and dark sectors,

leading to mixings of ε ∼ 10−6 − 10−3 [1], but much smaller mixings are possible and have been explicitly

constructed [7, 9, 10, 19]. As a result, particles directly charged in the dark sector under the A′ appear as

effectively millicharged under normal electromagnetism.

Many experiments have been conducted in an attempt to detect mCPs with effective charge greater than

∼ 10−4 [20]. These have all turned up null results, leading to a number of proposals to search for mCPs

with even smaller charges and heavier masses [21–31]. Despite being very feebly-coupled to normal matter,

the long range of the interaction enhances the mCP-SM scattering cross-section in the non-relativistic limit.

As a result, throughout much of the parameter space, a millicharged DM (mCDM) subcomponent rapidly

thermalizes with the Earth’s environment, cooling down to terrestrial temperatures of 300 K ∼ 25 meV [32, 33].

Terrestrial direct detection experiments with eV − keV energy thresholds are thus largely insensitive to such

DM subcomponents, motivating the consideration of other approaches [31–38]. This shedding of kinetic energy

also implies a drastic modification to the mCDM phase space; analogous to a “traffic jam,” conservation of

flux implies that the terrestrial density of thermalized mCDM is drastically enhanced compared to its average

galactic density [32, 33, 39–45].

The large density and small kinetic energy of such particles makes them ideal candidates to search for in

direct deflection experiments [46, 47]. As first pointed out in Ref. [46], it is possible to induce collective effects

in the background fluid of particle-like DM, which can be leveraged to improve detection prospects in the low

momentum-transfer regime. In this work, we investigate mCDM signals arising from such collective effects

in light-shining-through-wall (LSW) experiments. As shown in Fig. 1, such a setup consists of two identical

radio-frequency (RF) cavities separated by electromagnetic (EM) shielding. One cavity is loaded in a resonant

mode at frequency ω ∼ 1 GHz. Inside this emitter cavity, the resulting electric field generates a perturbation

in the mCDM density that sources dark electric fields capable of penetrating through the shielding. The

dark electric fields couple to mCPs inside a second detector cavity, causing them to oscillate and source visible

electric fields that are then resonantly detected. This effect relies on the presence of a kinetically-mixed A′, but

unlike direct LSW searches for dark photons, does not decouple in the massless A′ limit. Although massless

dark photons do not directly couple to the SM in vacuum, mCPs interact with both sectors, giving rise to rich

phenomenology even in the case that the U(1)′ symmetry remains unbroken [48–50]. Furthermore, we find

that for coaxially-aligned cavities in the far-field limit, it is ideal to employ transverse electric modes, which is

suboptimal for typical setups searching for signals arising from massive dark photons in absence of a mCDM

background [51–54]. Regardless, it is still possible to reinterpret existing limits from experiments performed at

CERN and FNAL [51, 53] to place new bounds on mCDM. In this work, we also compute the projected reach

of a future experiment dedicated to enhancing the sensitivity to mCDM. Our main results are summarized in

Figs. 3 and 4, which show that future runs of the Dark SRF experiment [53] can probe orders of magnitude of

new parameter space.
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FIG. 1. Cartoon of an LSW experiment with an mCP-induced signal. An emitter cavity is loaded with EM energy in
a resonant mode, which causes mCPs in the cavity to oscillate. The mCP oscillations generate a small dark current
j′em as given in Eq. (18). The invisible radiation sourced by this current excites the same mode in a shielded receiver
cavity (Eq. (21)), leading to a resonantly-enhanced signal power (Eq. (22)).

The remainder of this study is organized as follows. In Section II, we give a brief overview of mCDM models

coupled to massless dark photons. In Section III, we discuss mCDM signals in LSW experiments. Section IV

presents existing limits and the estimated sensitivity of current and future LSW experiments. We conclude in

Section V.

II. MODEL OVERVIEW OF MILLICHARGED PARTICLES

We consider a DM subcomponent consisting of mCPs (denoted as χ), with an effective charge of qeff � 1

under normal electromagnetism. In this section, we give an overview for how such interactions can arise. If

electric charge is quantized, as expected if U(1)EM originates from the breaking of a Grand Unified Theory,

the simplest realization of mCPs arises from the kinetic mixing between U(1)EM and an unbroken dark U(1)′.

The Lagrangian of the theory is then

L ⊃ −1

4
FµνF

µν − 1

4
F ′µν F

′µν +
ε

2
Fµν F ′µν − eAµ jµ − e′A′µ j′µ , (1)

where A(′)µ are the gauge fields, F
(′)
µν the field strengths, e(′) the gauge couplings, and j(′)µ the current

densities, such that a prime denotes a dark sector quantity. The signals discussed in this work dominate over

existing LSW searches for massive dark photons (see, e.g., Ref. [55] and references within) in the limit that

the mass is mA′ � 1/Lexp, where Lexp is the typical size of the experimental apparatus. Therefore, here and

in the following we take the A′ to be massless. The transformation A′µ → A′µ + εAµ brings the kinetic terms

into a canonical form to leading order in ε� 1, such that in this new basis Eq. (1) becomes

L ⊃ −1

4
FµνF

µν − 1

4
F ′µν F

′µν −Aµ
(
e jµ + ε e′ j′µ

)
− e′A′µ j′µ . (2)

Note that the dark photon field solely couples to the dark sector current. In other words, massless dark photons

do not directly couple to SM sources. As a result, typical LSW searches are usually thought to lack sensitivity

to a massless A′. However, this is not the case if mCPs are present. This can be seen by noting that the SM

photon couples to both the SM and dark sector current densities, with the latter interaction suppressed by ε.

3



Thus, dark sector particles χ directly charged under the A′ couple to the SM photon with an effective charge

qeff ≡ ε e′/e . (3)

Since dark currents couple to both sectors, the invisible mode indirectly couples to SM currents if it first

interacts with an EM-charged mCP background.

This decoupling in the massless limit can also be understood by phrasing the choice of basis in terms of the

(A,A′) plane and the SO(2) symmetry of the kinetic terms. Absent of mCPs (j′µ = 0), Eq. (1) implies that

the coupling to jµ identifies a preferred direction in the (A,A′) plane, but since the rest of the Lagrangian

is SO(2) symmetric, there is no physical meaning to this specific direction; we can rotate it at will without

changing the rest of the Lagrangian. An observer will call “the SM photon” any linear combination of fields

that couples to jµ. This is why the massless invisible mode is unobservable in vacuum. Alternatively, in this

language it is simple to see that the massless invisible mode is instead observable in the presence of mCPs

(j′µ 6= 0). In this case, there are two preferred directions in the (A,A′) plane, given by the linear combinations

of fields that couple to jµ or j′µ. A rotation in the (A,A′) plane does not change the scalar product between

these two directions, so one can calculate basis-independent quantities such as the degree to which the linear

combination of fields that couples to jµ also couples to j′µ. Hence, for j′µ = 0 we have access only to a single

vector and will never know if it is embedded in a plane. But if j′µ 6= 0, we can perform measurements that

reveal the existence of a second vector in the (A,A′) plane and thus of the plane itself. The same reasoning

can also be applied to the well-studied example of a massive dark photon absent of mCPs; in this case, the

massive A′ is observable even if j′µ = 0 because jµ and mA′ specify two preferred directions in the (A,A′)

plane.

The lightest dark sector particles χ directly charged under the A′ are absolutely stable and are therefore

natural DM candidates. In the simplest of cosmologies, such particles arise as DM subcomponents in the form

of thermal relics. For effective charges larger than qeff & 10−7× (mχ/GeV)1/2, electron annihilations ee→ χχ

thermalize mCPs with the SM sector in the early universe, where mχ is the mCP mass. Such mCPs generically

constitute a small fraction fDM of the total DM energy density, since freeze-out through χχ → A′A′ easily

depletes the thermal mCP abundance to f
DM
∼ 10−8×(mχ/GeV)2 (1/e′)4. Such cosmologies in which the dark

sector efficiently equilibrates with the SM at a temperature below ∼ 1 GeV predict a sizable relativistic density

of dark photons, which is tightly constrained by early universe probes of additional dark radiation [49, 50].

Such bounds are weakened for heavier mCP masses, since the two sectors decouple at temperatures T ∼ mχ;

if this occurs at early enough times, the multiplicity of SM mass thresholds heats the SM relative to the

dark sector, decreasing the relative density in dark radiation. These bounds are also evaded in cosmological

scenarios predicting exponentially small values of fDM , where the reheat temperature of the universe TRH is

significantly smaller than the mass mχ. In this case, the dark sector never fully thermalizes with the SM in

the early universe, yielding f
DM
∼ (αem qeff)2 e−2mχ/TRH mχmpl/(TRH Teq) � 1 [35], where mpl is the Planck

mass and Teq ∼ 1 eV is the temperature at matter-radiation equality.

As a reference point for the experimental signals considered in this work, we can consider a model of mCDM

with mχ & few × MeV, where χ is a small fraction of DM, f
DM
� 1. For such masses, we can invoke a

small reheat temperature TRH to evade cosmological bounds on dark radiation. Small mCDM subcomponents

are observable in the laboratory today because interactions with terrestrial matter can significantly enhance

their local density n⊕χ compared to their mean number density throughout the galaxy n
(gal)
χ ∼ O(1) cm−3 ×

fDM (GeV/mχ). Specifically, for qeff � 10−7 × (mχ/GeV)1/2, galactic mCPs bombarding the Earth rapidly

equilibrate to terrestrial temperatures after scattering with nuclei in the atmosphere and crust. Various

dynamics tied to this process can give rise to large local overdensities. For instance, “strongly-coupled” mCPs

much heavier than ∼ 1 GeV accumulate on Earth over geological timescales, since their characteristic thermal
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velocity is well below the terrestrial escape velocity. More generally, the large collision rate with normal matter

increases the residence time spent by mCPs. Therefore, as such particles diffuse past the surface, eventually

escaping the Earth entirely or settling into hydrostatic equilibrium elsewhere, conservation of flux implies a

local enhancement to their density. Such effects have been studied in Refs. [32, 33, 39–45], which have showed

that the terrestrial mCDM density can be as large as n⊕χ ∼ O(1015) cm−3 × f
DM

.

A dedicated analysis of the formation of terrestrial mCP densities (required to map fDM onto n⊕χ ) is beyond

the scope of this work. We calculate limits and projections on the laboratory density nχ of mCPs instead of f
DM

,

remaining agnostic regarding the formation of such a population and possible modifications from mCP self-

interactions. Beyond simplifying the study, there are various reasons to remain agnostic. First, we will focus

exclusively on mCP densities many orders of magnitude smaller than the density of normal matter, in which

case the timescale associated with self-interactions is often longer than the time it takes for such terrestrial

densities to develop [32]. Furthermore, processes in the early universe or at late times may lead to a sizable

mCP asymmetry, such that some of these interactions are forbidden. For instance, for qeff & me/min (mχ,mN )

negatively-charged mCPs efficiently form bound states with atomic nuclei N , such that the freely propagating

mCP population on Earth consists dominantly of positively-charged particles [35, 44]. The signal we discuss

here remains observable even in the case of an asymmetric population of mCPs.

III. LIGHT SHINING THROUGH A WALL

LSW experiments searching for direct signals of dark photons include ALPS [56–58], CROWS [51], and

Dark SRF [53]. In this work, we show that these same searches are also sensitive to mCPs, and, furthermore,

that this sensitivity can be enhanced with small modifications to the experimental geometry. We solely focus

on LSW setups employing RF cavities, since this technology has been firmly established by the CROWS

experiment, and will be developed to a much greater degree by the Dark SRF collaboration in the coming

years.

A. Review of Massive Dark Photon Signals

CROWS and Dark SRF search for massive dark photons by first driving fields of amplitude Eem ∼ 10 MV/m

and frequency ω ∼ 1 GHz in an emitter cavity. The SM photons source a dark photon field, which travels

unimpeded into a shielded receiver cavity, exciting a small visible EM field of the same frequency. In Ref. [52],

it was pointed out that cavities driven in the TM010 mode in a longitudinal arrangement (where the cavities

are aligned along the polarization axis of the electric field) have optimal sensitivity to ultralight dark photons.

This result will be useful also in our setup. To understand it we can follow Ref. [59] and rewrite the

interaction between the dark photon and the ordinary photon in the original gauge basis such that

L = −1

4
FµνF

µν − 1

4
F ′µν F

′µν − eAµ jµ − εm2
A′ A′µA

µ . (4)

Dark photons are emitted as in Fig. 2, with an amplitude

Mi→f+A′ = ε em2
A′ (jµ)if 〈Aµ, Aν〉 ε′ν . (5)

Here, (jµ)if is the current matrix element between initial and final states, 〈Aµ, Aν〉 is the photon propagator

in the cavity, and ε′ν the emitted dark photon polarization. The cavity walls break translational invariace,
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A A′εm2
A′

jµ

FIG. 2. Leading diagram for the emission of a massive kinetically-mixed dark photon A′ from a SM electromagnetic
current jµ.

giving the photon an effective mass that corresponds to the normal modes (labelled by n) of the EM field in

the cavity. In Coulomb gauge (∇ ·A = 0), we have

〈Ai, Aj〉 =

∞∑

n=0

δij
ω2 − ω2

n

, 〈A0, A0〉 = 0 ,

where ωn are the wavenumbers of the normal modes of the cavity (eigenvalues of ∇2). Using the well-known

expressions of ε′ν for a massive vector, we can conclude that in the limit of interest (mA′ � 1/Lcav), longitudinal

modes A′L are emitted with a higher rate than transverse ones A′T ,

Γi→f+A′
L
∝ ε2 m

2
A′

ω2
, Γi→f+A′

T
∝ ε2 m

4
A′

ω4
, (6)

where our expressions are valid for ω > ω0, such that ω0 is the lowest-lying mode of the cavity ω0 ∼ 1/Lcav.

This reverses the intuition of emission in vacuum where Γi→f+A′
L
∝ ε2m2

A′/ω2 and Γi→f+A′
T
∝ ε2. Thus,

in the limit that mA′ � ω ∼ 1 µeV, the longitudinal LSW arrangement has optimal sensitivity to massive

dark photons. On resonance (ω ' ω0), the finite widths of the modes need to be to included in Eq. (6),

〈Ai, Aj〉 ∼ δij(ω2 − ω2
0 − iωω0/Q0)−1, but this does not modify the overall scalings of Γi→f+A′

L
∼ ε2m2

A′ and

Γi→f+A′
T
∼ ε2m4

A′ .

B. Massless Dark Photons in a Millicharged Plasma

Similar signals arise for massless dark photons provided that there is an ambient density of mCPs, even

though there is no mass splitting between the visible and dark transverse modes. Qualitatively, this originates

from the plasma mass of the dark photon induced by the mCP density in the cavities. However, this does not

constitute a physical mass and care must be taken when recasting the reach of LSW experiments to mCPs.

For simplicity, we will take the mCDM to be equally dense in the emitter and receiver cavities. In principle,

this need not be the case if the two cavities are kept in separate environments with different temperatures,

which can alter the local mCDM density in either location. More generally, our adopted values of nχ should

be interpreted as the geometric mean of the mCP density in the two cavities.

Before providing a detailed derivation of such signals, we first give a heuristic discussion of the effect, working

in the basis of Eq. (2) in which χ couples to both visible and invisible fields. In the emitter cavity, mCPs are

accelerated by the driven electric field Eem, setting up a dark current oscillating at the same frequency with

amplitude j′em ∼ (e′nχ/mχ) (eqχEem/ω). This dark current sources a dark EM field of E′em ∼ j′em/ω, which

penetrates into the receiver cavity, accelerating the mCPs contained there and inducing a visible current of

jrec ∼ (eqχnχ/mχ) (e′E′em/ω). This visible current thus resonantly excites the receiver mode to a level of

Esig ∼ Qjrec/ω ∼ Qε2 (ω′p/ω)4Eem , (7)
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where

ω′p ≡
√
e′ 2 nχ/mχ (8)

is the in-medium dark plasma frequency as sourced by the mCP background. Comparing Eq. (7) to the signal

from massive dark photons in Eq. (6), we see that the mCP-induced signal scales similarly to setups measuring

the transverse mode of a massive A′, with the dark plasma frequency ω′p playing the role of an effective dark

photon mass. We now substantiate this estimate with a detailed calculation.

An effective coarse-grained description of a dense mCP background is that of a fluid. The equations of

motion of this mCP fluid can be derived starting from the non-relativistic Boltzmann equation,

df±
dt
' 1

mχ
C[f±] , (9)

where f± is the phase space density for positively- or negatively-charged mCPs and C[f±] is the collision

operator. The LHS of Eq. (9) models the evolution of phase space elements arising from density/temperature

gradients and background fields, whereas the RHS incorporates additional effects from, e.g., collisions between

mCPs and nuclei or other mCPs. In the presence of background visible or invisible electric fields E and E′,

the time-derivative in Eq. (9) can be expanded as

df±
dt
' ∂f±

∂t
+ v± ·

∂f±
∂x
± 1

mχ

(
eqeffE + e′E′

)
· ∂f±
∂v±

, (10)

where v± is the χ± particle velocity. In Eq. (10), we have ignored magnetic fields since their effect is suppressed

in the non-relativistic limit. Using this in Eq. (9) and taking the first moment over the mCP phase space yields

∂tV± + (V± · ∇)V± +
∇P±
n±mχ

' ± 1

mχ

(
eqeffE + e′E′

)
+
m2
χ

n±

∫
d3v±
(2π)3

v± C[f±] , (11)

where n±, V±, and P± are the number density, bulk velocity, and pressure of the positively- or negatively-

charged mCP fluid. In general, the collision term C[f±] includes contributions from scattering processes

involving same-charge and opposite-charge mCPs. However, when integrated over the velocity as in the last

term of Eq. (11), only scattering between oppositely-charged particles contributes, since interactions between

identical particles do not change the overall bulk velocity V± of either the positively- or negatively-charged

fluid.

In evaluating the LHS of Eq. (11), we have ignored terms arising from higher-order viscosity moments of the

mCP phase space. This is justified in the limit that the mCP phase space is well-approximated by a boosted

Maxwellian, whose only moments are nχ (the monopole) and V± (the dipole). Indeed, since in the parameter

space of interest the ambient matter efficiently thermalizes the mCPs before they enter the cavity, higher-order

moments (e.g., quadrupole, octupole, etc.) are parametrically suppressed by the large mCP-atomic scattering

rate [60]. Under this same approximation and also taking the bulk velocity to be small compared to the thermal

velocity (V± ∼ eqeffE/(mχω) �
√
Tχ/mχ), the collision term on the RHS of Eq. (11) has been evaluated in

Refs. [61–64] within the context of DM-baryon scattering in the early Universe.1 These results can be easily

1 Note that for a receiver cavity cooled down to Tcav = 10 mK, the approximation V± �
√

Tχ/mχ does not hold for sufficiently
large couplings. In this case, the exact form of the collision term is modified compared to Eqs. (12) and (13). However, this
does not affect our results since collisions have a negligible impact on the signal within the entirety of our parameter space, as
discussed below Eq. (17).
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adapted to incorporate χ+ − χ− and χ± − atomic scattering to give

∂tV± + (V± · ∇)V± +
∇P±
n±mχ

' ± 1

mχ

(
eqeffE + e′E′

)
− Γχ (V± −V∓)− ΓSM (V± −VSM) . (12)

Above, Γχ and ΓSM are the relevant momentum-exchange rates from mCP self-scattering and scattering with

SM matter, respectively,

Γi '
µχi

3mχ v̄2
0

ni 〈σT v3
rel〉 , (13)

where i = χ or i = SM, vrel is the relative velocity between χ and the target scatterer, µχi the χ− i reduced

mass, and σT the momentum-transfer cross-section. The brackets correspond to a thermal average over vrel

with the distribution

frel(vrel) =
1

(2π)3/2 v̄3
0

e−v
2
rel/2v̄

2
0 , v̄0 ≡

√
Tχ/mχ + Ti/mi , (14)

with species i at temperature Ti.

We reduce Eq. (12) further still by making several additional simplifying approximations. First, the low

density of normal matter inside the RF cavities implies that Γχ � ΓSM. Second, we drop the terms involving

(V± · ∇)V± and ∇P± since both are higher-order in the non-relativistic (small temperature) limit. Also note

that such gradient terms are additionally suppressed if the emitter cavity is driven in its lowest-lying transverse-

magnetic mode, in which case the visible electric field E is spatially uniform and is thus not expected to lead

to significant spatial gradients in the mCP phase space. With these simplifications, Eq. (12) reduces to

∂tV± ' ±
1

mχ

(
eqeffE + e′E′

)
− Γχ (V± −V∓) . (15)

The electric fields in Eq. (15) are sourced by the oscillating driven modes of the emitter cavity. Taking these

to be oscillating with frequency ω, Eq. (15) can be solved for the dark mCP current,

j′ = e′ (n+V+ − n−V−) ' − i
ω

(e′/eqeff)ω2
pE + ω′ 2p E

′

1− 2iΓχ/ω
, (16)

where we took n+ = n− = nχ/2 and defined the mCP contribution to the SM plasma frequency

ωp ≡
√

(eqeff)2 nχ/mχ . (17)

Note that Eq. (16) implies that j′ is suppressed in the strong-coupling limit, Γχ � ω. Numerically, we find

that this is not the case and that Γχ/ω � 1 in all of the parameter space of interest. Thus, we set Γχ → 0 in

Eq. (16). In this case, the dark electric field sourced by j′ is E′ ∼ j′/ω. For sufficiently large dark coupling, this

dark electric field can backreact on the mCPs, inhibiting growth of the current j′. To see when this occurs, take

the mCP current to be initially excited by the visible field of the emitter cavity, i.e., j′ ∼ (e′/eqeff)ω2
p E/ω.

Thus, the dark field sourced by this current is E′ ∼ (e′/eqeff) (ωp/ω)2E. From Eq. (16), we see that this

contribution dominates over that of the visible field if ω′p & ω. Note that this agrees with the intuition that if

the timescale for the mCP fluid to screen the emitter cavity, ∼ 1/ω′p, is longer than the oscillation timescale

∼ 1/ω of the driven cavity, then backreactions can be ignored. We have checked that ω′p . ω for all of the

parameter space of interest, in which case we can ignore such processes.

Eq. (16) can also be used to determine the corresponding dark charge density ρ′, which is related via

continuity ρ′ = (i/ω)∇ · j′. Hence, at the level of these approximations, the dark current and charge induced
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in the emitter cavity are

j′em ' −
i

ω

(eqeff e
′ nχ

mχ
Eem + ω′ 2p E

′
em

)
, ρ′em '

eqeff e
′ nχ

mχ

∇ ·Eem

ω2 − ω′ 2p
, (18)

where we used that ∇ ·E′em = ρ′em. Note that since ∇ ·Eem = ρ+O(ε) vanishes in the interior vacuum of the

cavity to leading order in ε� 1, non-zero dark charge density ρ′em can only be induced in the cavity walls. The

dark charge and current densities in Eq. (18) source an oscillating invisible EM field emanating from the emitter

cavity. In particular, using Eq. (18) in the standard form of the wave equation, (∇2 +ω2)E′em = ∂tj
′
em +∇ρ′em,

this field is

E′em(x, t) = −eqeff e
′ nχ

4πmχ
eiωt

∫

em

d3x′
e−ik|x−x

′|

|x− x′|
[
Eem(x′) +

1

ω2 − ω′ 2p
∇∇ ·Eem(x′)

]
, (19)

where the integral is performed over the volume of the emitter cavity and we defined the wavenumber

k =





√
ω2 − ω′ 2p (ω′p < ω)

−i
√
ω′ 2p − ω2 (ω′p > ω) .

(20)

Note that for ω′p � ω, E′em is exponentially suppressed, as expected from the heuristic discussion above.

This invisible field propagates unattenuated into the receiver cavity where it drives a corresponding visible

mCP current density, which is determined analogously to Eqs. (16) and (18),

jrec = eqeff (n+V+ − n−V−) ' −i eqeff e
′ nχ

ωmχ
E′em . (21)

This visible mCP current jrec acts as a source of SM EM fields, and thus can resonantly excite the receiver

cavity tuned to the same frequency, depositing a total signal power of [65]

Psig '
Q

ω

∣∣ ∫
rec
d3x E∗rec · jrec

∣∣2
∫

rec
d3x |Erec|2

, (22)

where Erec(x) is the spatial profile of the excited receiver cavity mode and the integrals are performed over the

volume of the receiver cavity. Note that we have not included the effect of an associated mCP visible charge

density ρrec in Eq. (22); although it can produce small irrotational electric fields, it cannot excite resonant

cavity modes, which are purely solenoidal [66–68].

C. Calculation of the Millicharged DM Signal for a Pair of Cylindrical Cavities

Eqs. (19), (21), and (22) can be evaluated for any choice of cavity geometry and emitter mode. Here, we

evaluate these expressions for two different representative mode choices in a setup involving coaxially-aligned

cylindrical cavities of radius R and length L separated by a distance d� R,L. In particular, we calculate the

signal power in the case that both cavities are operated in either the TM010 or TE011 mode. In cylindrical

coordinates, the electric fields profiles in either configuration are given by

Eem,rec(x) = Eem,rec ×
{
J0(α0ρ/R) Θ(z) Θ(L− z) ẑ (TM010)

J1(α1ρ/R) sin (πz/L) φ̂ (TE011) ,
(23)
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where ρ ∈ [0, R], z ∈ [0, L], Eem,rec controls the normalization of the respective field, and α0 ' 2.40, α1 ' 3.83

are the first zeroes of J0, J1, respectively. In the first line of Eq. (23), we have included the Heaviside step

functions Θ enforcing that the EM fields are confined to z ∈ [0, L] in order to account for the discontinuity in

the electric field at the cavity endcaps located at z = 0 and z = L. The corresponding resonant frequency of

either mode is given by ω = α0/R and ω =
√

(α1/R)2 + (π/L)2 for TM010 and TE011, respectively.

Let us begin by evaluating the invisible field generated by mCPs in an emitter cavity driven in the TM010

mode. Taking the emitter cavity to span z′ ∈ [0, L], the relevant factor in the integrand of Eq. (19) is

Eem(x′) +
1

ω2 − ω′ 2p
∇∇ ·Eem(x′) = Eem J0(α0ρ

′/R) ẑ
(

1 +
1

ω2 − ω′ 2p
∂z′
[
δ(z′)− δ(z′ − L)

])
, (24)

where the factor involving delta functions in the expression above arises from the step functions in Eq. (23) and

effectively incorporates the presence of the mCP density ρ′ generated in the emitter cavity near the endcaps.

Using this in Eq. (19), the invisible field sourced by mCPs in the emitter cavity is approximately

E′em(x, t) ' eqeff e
′ nχ

α0mχ

e−ikz (1− eikL)

(kz)2
ĒemR2 eiωt ẑ , (25)

in the far-field limit z � R,L, where Ēem = EemJ1(α0) is the RMS volume-averaged emitter field and we

assumed that k > 0 (corresponding to ω′p < ω). Using the above expression in Eqs. (21) and (22) yields the

signal power deposited into the receiver cavity placed a distance d� R,L away,

Psig(TM010) ' 64π
(eqeff e

′ nχ
α0mχ

)4 QĒ2
emR6

d4 Lω3 k6
sin4 (kL/2) . (26)

Instead, for cavities operated in the TE011 mode, ∇·Eem = 0, such that the second term in the integrand of

Eq. (19) can be dropped. In the far-field limit, we find that the invisible field sourced by mCPs in the emitter

cavity is approximately

E′em(x, t) ' π2H1(α1)

2
√

2α1

eqeff e
′ nχ

mχ

e−ikz (1 + eikL)

z
Ēem

R2 L

π2 − k2 L2
eiωt φ̂ , (27)

where Ēem = Eem |J0(α1)| /
√

2 is the TE011 RMS volume-averaged emitter field. Comparing Eqs. (25) and

(27), we see that the TE011 configuration leads to enhanced fields in the far-field limit, since E′em ∝ 1/z,

instead of E′em ∝ 1/z2 as in the TM010 configuration. For the TE011 driven mode, the corresponding signal is

then evaluated to be

Psig(TE011) ' 4π9
(eqeff e

′ nχ
α1mχ

)4 QĒ2
emR6 L3

d2 ω3 (π2 − k2 L2)4
H4

1 (α1) cos4 (kL/2) . (28)

The enhancement of the TE011 configuration in the far-field limit is to be expected. Just as in normal

electromagnetism, if the dark photon is massless then E′em is dominantly emitted in directions transverse to

the direction of the oscillating dark current j′em, which in turn is aligned with the polarization of the driven

emitter’s electric field Eem. Thus, the “longitudinal” TM010 configuration has suppressed sensitivity in the

far-field limit. However, as we show below, since d ∼ 1/ω in typical RF LSW experiments, this amounts to

only a small penalty in sensitivity, and as a result both setups have comparable sensitivity to the mCDM

coupling qeff.

In our estimates above, we have only investigated coaxially-aligned cavities, finding that the signal in a TE

configuration is enhanced compared to that of a TM setup in the far-field limit. We expect similar conclusions

to hold for different choices of the cavity alignment. For instance, in the alternative case that the cavities
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are instead kept parallel and separated in the radial direction, then TM modes involve electric fields which

are purely transverse (with respect to the axis connecting the two cavities), while TE modes possess both

transverse and longitudinal components. Hence, applying the lessons learned from the above examples, we

would expect both mode choices to possess optimal scaling in the far-field limit. Indeed, an explicit calculation

confirms this intuition, although we do not present the detailed analysis here.

As discussed near Eq. (7), the signal power scales as Psig ∝ (eqeff e
′ nχ/mχ)4 = ε4 ω′ 8p . Interpreting the

dark plasma frequency ω′p as an effective dark photon mass, we see that this result is analogous to direct

signals of transverse massive dark photons in the absence of an mCP background, shown in Eq. (6). In

such searches, the unoptimized “transverse configuration” scales as Psig ∝ ε4m8
A′ , whereas the optimized

“longitudinal configuration” scales instead as Psig ∝ ε4m4
A′ . However, this analogy is imperfect, as ω′p does

not constitute a true mass for the dark photon. Indeed, neither of the mCP signals scales as Psig ∝ ε4ω′ 4p . The

origin of this difference is that the plasma frequency and a true mass both modify the dispersion relation of

the transverse mode in a similar manner, i.e., (ω2 − k2)A′T = (m2
A′ + ω′ 2p )A′T , whereas the modifications are

entirely different for the longitudinal mode when k 6= 0, (ω2 − k2)A′L =
[
m2
A′ + (1− k2/ω2)ω′ 2p

]
A′L.

IV. EXISTING CONSTRAINTS AND FUTURE SENSITIVITY

The expression for the signal power in Eqs. (26) and (28) can be used to estimate existing limits and future

sensitivity of LSW experiments to a terrestrial density of mCDM. We begin by recasting the result of the

Dark SRF experiment, which set its first limits in a recent pathfinder run [53]. Dark SRF employs two coaxial

elliptical cavities operated in the TM010 mode. In our calculation, we approximate these cavities as cylinders

with radius R ' 10 cm and length L ' 5 cm, separated by a distance of d ' 50 cm, with the emitter cavity

driven with an RMS-averaged field of Ēem ' 6 MV/m, and the receiver cavity possessing a loaded quality

factor of Q ' 3 × 1010. This pathfinder run placed a limit on the signal power in the receiver cavity of

Psig ' 2.5× 10−16 W. From Eq. (26), we estimate that this places an existing limit of

qeff . 0.1×
(

1

e′

)(
mχ

1 GeV

)(
106 cm−3

nχ

)
. (29)

Future runs of the Dark SRF experiment will strengthen this sensitivity. The most notable planned improve-

ments are increased frequency matching between the emitter and receiver cavities (a mismatched frequency

in the pathfinder run limited the attainable signal power by roughly five orders of magnitude), larger quality

factors, and reduced noise. To estimate the reach of a future experiment, we take the same experimental

parameters as assumed above, except we assume an average field of Ēem ' 25 MV/m, a quality factor of

Q = 1012, and take the limiting noise to be arising from thermal occupation of the EM modes. In this case, if

the emitter field’s phase is actively monitored, an optimized signal analysis leads to an effective noise power

of Pnoise ' T/tint [52], where T = 10 mK is the temperature of the receiver cavity, and tint = 1 yr is the total

experimental integration time. Setting Psig = Pnoise, we estimate a future sensitivity of

qeff .

(
1

e′

)(
mχ

1 GeV

)(
106 cm−3

nχ

)
×
{

2× 10−6 (TM010)

6× 10−7 (TE011) .
(30)

In the first and second lines in the expression above, we have assumed that the cavities are operated in

the TM010 or TE011 mode, respectively, which shows that a TE configuration results in an O(1) enhanced

sensitivity to the mCP coupling. We also note that the CROWS experiment operated in the optimized

configuration, employing coaxially-aligned cavities in the TE011 mode [51]. However, this does not result in a
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FIG. 3. The future sensitivity (blue lines), as in Eq. (30), of Dark SRF to mCPs with a laboratory number density of
nχ = 103 cm−3 (left) or nχ = 106 cm−3 (right), fixing e′ = 1 and taking the cavities to be operated in the optimal
TE011 (solid) or the sub-optimal TM010 (dashed) mode-configuration. Limits from collider searches and SN1987A are
shown as shaded grey regions. Model-dependent bounds from modifications to the cosmological expansion rate are
shown as solid and dotted gray lines. Limits from ion traps [31] for nχ = 103 cm−3 (106 cm−3) are also shown in the
left (right) panel. Note that ion traps and Dark SRF are not sensitive to qeff & 0.1, since in this case mCPs are not able
to penetrate typical laboratory devices [31]. Above the dotted dark red line, mCP relics rapidly thermalize in Earth’s
atmosphere and crust before encountering terrestrial direct detection experiments. Below the solid light red line, qeff is
not sufficiently large for mCPs to thermalize within any region of the Earth.

competitive limit compared to that derived from Dark SRF in Eq. (29), since the mild enhancement due to

the TE mode is not sufficient to overcome the penalty of the smaller quality factor and field strength.

The projected sensitivity of Dark SRF is shown as solid (dashed) blue lines in Figs. 3 and 4, assuming an

experimental setup consistent with the second (first) line of Eq. (30). In Fig. 3, we illustrate the reach in qeff as

a function of the mCP mass mχ, fixing the dark gauge coupling to e′ = 1 and the ambient mCP density within

the cavities to either nχ = 103 cm−3 (left panel) or nχ = 106 cm−3 (right panel). As discussed in Section II,

this density can be parametrically different from the galactic density and average mCP density near Earth’s

surface, since nχ depends both on the density and temperature of the surrounding environment [33]. We discuss

this in more detail below. Note that in our projections, we have adopted a noise temperature of T = 10 mK,

which corresponds to the temperature of the receiver cavity; the emitter cavity, which contains large driven

fields, can only be feasibly cooled to T ∼ 1 K. Hence, our adopted values of nχ should be interpreted as

the geometric mean of the mCP density in both cavities. Also shown in solid gray are existing limits from

accelerators [21, 22, 29, 70, 71], observations of SN1987A [27], and anomalous heating in ion traps [31].2 In

Fig. 4, we instead show the mCP parameter space spanned by the charge qeff and laboratory density nχ, fixing

e′ = 1 and mχ = 10 MeV (left panel) or mχ = 10 GeV (right panel). From Figs. 3 and 4, we see that LSW

signals of mCPs have a more favorable scaling than other techniques for smaller masses.

2 We have chosen to show ion trap limits assuming a comparable fixed density within the trap itself. We thank Hari Ramani for
providing the corresponding limits for us here, which have been appropriately modified from those presented in Ref. [31].
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FIG. 4. As in Fig. 3, but fixing mχ = 10 MeV (left panel) or mχ = 10 GeV (right panel) in the parameter space
spanned by nχ and qeff. Dark SRF projections are shown as blue lines. Compared to Fig. 3, we also show existing
limits recast from the recent Dark SRF pathfinder run (light blue) [53] as well as optically-levitated nanospheres [69].

Model-dependent cosmological limits are shown as either solid or dotted gray lines in Fig. 3. Additional

dark radiation in the form of mCPs and dark photons may unacceptably alter the expansion rate in the early

Universe. This is usually parametrized as an increased effective number of neutrino species Neff. Within

parameter space bounded by the contour labelled “Neff(χ),” mCPs efficiently thermalize in the early universe

and directly modify the expansion rate during the time of nucleosynthesis [72]. Within the dotted contour

labelled “Neff(A′),” mCPs can indirectly lead to observable modifications to Neff, since upon thermalizing with

the SM bath they generate an appreciable density in dark photon radiation via χχ → A′A′ [49, 50]. Such

bounds are weakened for mχ & 1 GeV, in which case the relative contribution of the A′ density is reduced once

the SM decouples from the dark sector at temperatures T . mχ, before numerous mass thresholds in the SM

heat the visible sector compared to the dark radiation. However, these limits are alleviated in non-standard

cosmologies. For instance, reheat temperatures of the universe as small as Treheat ∼ 5 MeV are compatible

with standard nucleosynthesis [73–75], yet can be invoked to prevent the thermalization of mCPs heavier

than this scale. In this case, non-thermal mechanisms can give rise to a substantial density of mCPs with

mχ & 10 MeV, alleviating the bounds labelled as “Neff(A′).” While low reheat temperatures do not prevent

the thermalization of sub-MeV mCPs, alleviating the bounds labelled “Neff(χ)” is possible for models in which

the millicharge sector’s coupling to SM matter is suppressed at large densities and early cosmological times

(see, e.g., Refs. [76, 77]).

Above the dotted dark red line labelled “D.D. ceiling” in Fig. 3, mCP relics rapidly thermalize in Earth’s

atmosphere and crust before encountering terrestrial direct detection experiments searching for DM-SM scat-

tering [34]. Hence, above this contour, scattering-based direct detection searches are not sensitive to such

strongly-coupled DM subcomponents, since the particles present in such detectors do not have sufficient en-

ergy to scatter and deposit signals above threshold. Below this line, the sensitivity of these experiments

depends on the particular value of the galactic mCP density n
(gal)
χ , which can be orders of magnitude smaller
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than the fixed laboratory density nχ. For instance, for 1 GeV . mχ . 100 GeV, laboratory overdensities

in cryogenic detectors can be as large as nχ/n
(gal)
χ ∼ 1018 [33]. Using the formalism developed in Ref. [33]

to translate between nχ and n
(gal)
χ and the various direct detection limits presented in Ref. [34], we find that

direct detection experiments can place limits on minimal models in the parameter space below the red dotted

line in Fig. 3 for mχ . 1 GeV and mχ & 100 GeV, corresponding to where n
(gal)
χ is typically only a few orders

of magnitude smaller than nχ. However, we note that such bounds are alleviated for mχ . 1 GeV in non-

minimal models where mCPs weakly couple to an additional long-ranged force, resulting in larger terrestrial

overdensities for sub-GeV masses [78]. Finally, below the solid light red line labelled “inefficient thermaliza-

tion” in Fig. 3, qeff is not sufficiently large for mCPs to thermalize within any region of the Earth [33]; thus,

in assuming large terrestrial overdensities, we are restricted to consider couplings above this contour.

In Fig. 4 we only show the constraints/projections for Dark SRF up to values of nχ where ω′p ∼ ω/10. From

the discussion in Section III B, it is evident that when ω′p approaches ω, some of the simplifications we have

made no longer apply. We also see from Eq. (19) that when ω′p & ω, the invisible dark field produced in the

emitter cavity will be exponentially suppressed at distances d & 1/ω′p. As a result, the Dark SRF sensitivity

will rapidly deteriorate for higher values of nχ inside either cavity.

V. CONCLUSION

Additional U(1)′ gauge groups that are kinetically-mixed with the visible photon are motivated both by

ultraviolet completions of the Standard Model as well as by their ability to provide a natural dark matter can-

didate. Dark states that are directly charged under this additional gauge group would appear as millicharged

particles (mCPs) under electromagnetism. It has previously been shown that if their effective charge is suffi-

ciently large, the thermalized terrestrial abundance of such mCPs can be far greater than the average galactic

density, but would have gone undetected by standard direct detection experiments, motivating alternative

experimental techniques.

Although direct signals of dark photons decouple in the massless limit, indirect signals may still arise in

an mCP background. In particular, we have shown that the light-shining-through-wall (LSW) Dark SRF

experiment at FNAL [53], operated to search for massive dark photons, also has sensitivity to similar signals

of massless dark photons arising from EM-induced disturbances of mCP dark matter subcomponents. Owing to

the nature of the signal, the optimal geometry for the fields in the emitter and receiver cavities is one in which

the electric fields in both cavities are transverse. This is unlike typical LSW searches for massive dark photons

in which case the longitudinal arrangement is optimal. However, although the longitudinal configuration has

suppressed sensitivity to mCPs in the far-field limit, the typical separation of the cavities in LSW experiments

is such that this only results in an O(1) penalty in sensitivity to the mCP charge qeff. The scaling of the

experimental sensitivity is such that future runs of the Dark SRF experiment can set the best limits on mCPs

in certain regions of parameter space, particularly at low masses and small terrestrial abundances.
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Detection of axion dark matter heavier than a meV is hindered by its small wavelength, which
limits the useful volume of traditional experiments. This problem can be avoided by directly detect-
ing in-medium excitations, whose ∼ meV − eV energies are decoupled from the detector size. We
show that for any target inside a magnetic field, the absorption rate of electromagnetically-coupled
axions into in-medium excitations is determined by the dielectric function. As a result, the plethora
of candidate targets previously identified for sub-GeV dark matter searches can be repurposed as
broadband axion detectors. We find that a kg · yr exposure with noise levels comparable to re-
cent measurements is sufficient to probe parameter space currently unexplored by laboratory tests.
Noise reduction by only a few orders of magnitude can enable sensitivity to the QCD axion in the
∼ 10 meV− 10 eV mass range.

Introduction.— Despite constituting roughly 27% of
the energy density of the universe [1], the fundamental
nature of dark matter (DM) remains elusive. Of the
theoretically motivated DM candidates, the QCD ax-
ion is particularly remarkable since its existence would
also solve the longstanding strong CP problem [2–5]. A
generic feature of QCD axion DM models is a coupling
between the axion field a and electromagnetism,

L ⊃ −1

4
gaγγ aF

µν F̃µν = gaγγ aE ·B . (1)

In the presence of a static magnetic field B0, the inter-
action in Eq. (1) converts an axion to an oscillating elec-
tromagnetic field [6]. Directly detecting this field is the
underlying principle of many ongoing and planned exper-
iments [7]. Traditional detection schemes utilize cavities
with electromagnetic modes resonantly matched to axion
masses of ma ∼ (10−6− 10−5) eV, as motivated by post-
inflationary misalignment production and a standard cos-
mological history [8–12]. However, searches across a
larger parameter space are motivated by alternative pro-
duction mechanisms [13–33] and axions that couple to the
Standard Model similarly to the QCD axion but with-
out the strict connection between coupling strength and
mass [34–44].

Cavities are an exceptional tool to search for axion
DM. However, they are fundamentally limited in the ax-
ion mass that they can probe. This is because the axion
mass must be matched to a resonant frequency of the
cavity, which are inversely related to its size. There-
fore, to resonantly search for higher axion masses, the
cavity must be prohibitively small, limiting the total ex-
posure. Recent strategies to boost exposure to high-mass
axions include non-resonant detection of single-photons
in a large volume dish antenna [45], and modifications to
the photon’s dispersion relation in dielectric [46–48] or
plasma [49–51] structures tuned to a specific mass.

∗ aberlin@fnal.gov
† ttrickle@fnal.gov

While these searches are focused on photon detection,
another possibility is to directly detect the in-medium ex-
citations in crystal targets involving, e.g., electrons [52–
80], phonons [76, 77, 81–87], and magnons [82, 88–92].
Since the energy of these modes (∼ meV− eV) is not set
by the target size, but rather by the physics of the local
environment, they are ideal for high-mass axion searches.
Furthermore, the manufacturing of low-noise targets and
the technology required to detect single quanta of such
excitations is at the forefront of the DM direct detec-
tion community and is thus an active area of develop-
ment [93]. In particular, current experiments, such as
CDEX [94], DAMIC [95–100], EDELWEISS [101–103],
SENSEI [104–106], and SuperCDMS [107–109], utilize
eV-scale electronic excitations in Si and Ge targets. More
novel targets with sub-eV electronic excitations have also
been proposed, such as narrow gap semiconductors [110],
Dirac materials [61, 63, 65, 69–72], spin-orbit coupled
materials [57, 79], and doped semiconductors [73]. Addi-
tionally, phonon excitations have been studied in a wide
variety of target materials [76, 80, 82–85, 111], includ-
ing GaAs and Al2O3 as planned for the TESSARACT
experiment [112].

In this Letter, we demonstrate that the entirety of these
ideas can be used to search for the axion-photon coupling
in Eq. (1), provided that the target can be placed inside
a magnetic field, thus creating a “magnetized medium.”
In particular, we show that in a magnetized medium the
inclusive axion absorption rate into in-medium excita-
tions is directly related to the dielectric function. While
certain signals of axion DM have previously been found
to be related to the dielectric function on a case-by-case
basis, we show here that this is universal. This is im-
portant both experimentally, since the dielectric can be
measured, and theoretically, because it broadly captures
the absorption rate into any in-medium excitation, ab-
stracting away from calculations specific to any single
excitation. This allows us to easily evaluate the sensi-
tivity of various materials, as well as identify a larger
scope of relevant signals that have previously been over-
looked, such as low-energy electronic excitations. Below,
we begin by deriving the absorption rate with two meth-
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FIG. 1. Projected sensitivity to electromagnetically-coupled axion dark matter, for a kg · yr exposure of various targets inside a
10 T magnetic field. Solid colored lines assume negligible backgrounds, and dotted colored lines assume a dark count (DC) rate
of RDC = 1010/kg · yr. Targets utilizing single-phonon excitations include GaAs (light blue) and Al2O3 (purple) (proposed for
the TESSARACT experiment [112]), as well as SiO2 (turquoise). The Si (dark green) and Ge (light green) targets correspond to
single-electron excitations currently searched for by the CDEX [94], DAMIC [95–100], EDELWEISS [101–103], SENSEI [104–
106], and SuperCDMS [107–109] experiments. Doped Si (Si∗, pink) [73] and ZrTe5 (red) [57] correspond to novel targets
utilizing low-energy electronic excitations. Shaded gray regions are existing limits derived from horizontal branch (HB) star
cooling [113], the CAST helioscope [114, 115], and searches for a→ 2γ decays by the MUSE [116], HST [117], and VIMOS [118]
telescopes. Also shown as gray lines are projections from the IAXO (solid) [119], BREAD (dashed) (assuming DCs of ∼ 104

or <∼ 1 for masses below or above ∼ 100 meV, respectively, over 103 days) [45], and LAMPOST (dotted) (assuming ∼ 10 DCs

per 106 s run and ∼ 104 runs) [48] experiments. The orange band denotes the range of couplings and masses as motivated by
the QCD axion.

ods. The first derivation involves self-energies, analogous
to calculations performed in the context of direct detec-
tion experiments; the second is provided within the lan-
guage of classical axion electrodynamics. These deriva-
tions provide complementary ways to understand the un-
derlying physics. We then discuss the projections shown
in Fig. 1, which illustrate the promising ability to explore
new, high-mass, QCD axion parameter space.

Absorption Rate.— Before deriving the rate for axion
absorption in a magnetized medium, we begin with a
synopsis of the final result for isotropic targets. The total
axion absorption rate, per unit exposure, is given by

R '
(
gaγγ B0

ma

)2
ρ

DM

ρT

Im

[ −1

ε(ma)

]
, (2)

where ρ
DM
' 0.4 GeV/cm3 is the local axion DM energy

density, ρ
T

is the mass density of the target, and ε(ma)
is the dielectric function evaluated at energy ω = ma and
momentum deposition q = 0, appropriate for absorption
kinematics (q � ω) which are assumed throughout. The
simplicity of this expression derives from the separability
of the axion absorption process as a+B0 → E followed by
absorption of the corresponding electric field.1 The for-
mer process is governed by the strength of the external

magnetic field and gaγγ , while the latter is determined
by the dielectric function, independent of both the axion
physics and, in the q � ω limit, the magnetic permeabil-
ity. This separability is advantageous since, in princi-
ple, the dielectric function of the target can be measured
directly. In the absence of measurement, this parame-
terization is useful as a bridge between particle physics
and first principles condensed matter calculations. First
principles calculations are a useful tool to understand
the contributions of individual excitations, which cannot
be understood from a measurement of the inclusive di-
electric function. However, this generally ceases to be
a problem when the various excitations are sufficiently
separated in energy.

The idea of relating the dielectric function to the DM
absorption rate into in-medium excitations has been used
for other DM models [52–54, 56, 79, 80], as well as in
calculations of the DM absorption rate into in-medium
photon states [50, 51, 120]. For example, for kinetically-
mixed dark photon DM, A′, the absorption rate into in-
medium excitations is [52, 56, 80]

R ' κ2 ρDM

ρ
T

Im

[ −1

ε(mA′)

]
, (3)

where κ is the kinetic-mixing parameter andmA′ is theA′
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a a

B0 B0

FIG. 2. An illustrative Feynman diagram for the axion a
self-energy in a magnetized medium. The optical theorem
relates the imaginary part of this diagram to the axion ab-
sorption rate. The external magnetic field B0 is represented
as a background source, and the shaded “blob” represents any
in-medium modifications to the photon propagator (e.g., from
electron and phonon excitations).

mass. The similarity between the dark photon absorption
rate in Eq. (3) and the axion absorption rate in Eq. (2)
is immediately clear. As a result, for DM particles of the
same mass, the sensitivity to electromagnetically-coupled
axions can be simply rescaled via the mapping gaγγ B0 ↔
κma, corresponding to

gaγγ ∼ 10−10 GeV−1 ×
(

κ

10−14

) (
ma

meV

)(
T

B0

)
. (4)

We now turn to the details of the calculation, begin-
ning with a self-energy treatment similar to Refs. [53, 56,
121], then turning to an alternative derivation employing
classical equations of motion, similar to Refs. [87, 122].

Self-Energy Calculation.— The starting point of the self-
energy derivation is the optical theorem, which relates
the absorption rate of a particle to the imaginary part of
its self-energy. The self-energy can then be computed by
summing over all the relevant Feynman diagrams. The
Feynman diagram for axion absorption in a magnetized
medium is shown in Fig. 2; the vertex Feynman rule is
derived from the Lagrangian in Eq. (1), and the pho-
ton propagator is modified due to the presence of the
medium.

Following Refs. [53, 56, 121], instead of directly com-
puting the diagram in Fig. 2, we identify the diagrams
which mix the axion and photon, and those which do
not. If the axion and photon mix, the in-medium fields
are those that diagonalize the 2× 2 self-energy matrix of
a and A. The diagonalizing fields â and Â (the axion-like
and photon-like fields, respectively) are a linear combi-
nation of a and A. The probability of axion absorption
per unit time is then related to the self-energy of â,

Γ ' − 1

ma
Im

[
Πaa +

∑
λ

Πλ
aA Πλ

Aa

m2
a −Πλ

AA

]
, (5)

1 This description is appropriate for the axion masses of interest
here, such that the target size is much larger than the skin-depth

∼
(
ma Im

[√
ε
] )−1

. In this case, the effects of boundary condi-
tions (arising from, e.g., the finite size of the target or external
electromagnetic shielding) can be ignored [51, 123, 124].

written in terms of the unmixed self-energies of the a,A
fields, Πaa and ΠAA, respectively, and the mixing terms,
ΠaA, ΠAa. Πλ

AA is the self-energy of A projected onto
the λth polarization eλµ, defined to diagonalize Πµν

AA:

Πλ
AA = −eλµ Πµν

AA e
λ
ν . Πλ

aA is the self-energy mixing a and
A, projected onto the same photon polarization vector,
i.e., Πλ

aA = −eλµ Πµ
aA.

In the absence of direct axion couplings to electrons,
the only non-zero self-energies (ignoring vacuum pro-
cesses) are Πµν

AA and Πµ
aA. Furthermore, since the Ward

identities (QµΠµν
AA = QµΠµ

aA = 0, where Qµ = (ω,q))

relate the temporal and spatial components, only Πij
AA

and Πi
aA need to be computed. The photon self-energy

is determined by the dielectric tensor εij through Πij
AA =

−ω2(1 − εij). Note that the spatial component of the
photon polarization vectors diagonalize the dielectric ten-
sor, εij =

∑
λ ελe

i
λe
j
λ, where ελ ≡ eλi ε

ij eλj , such that

Πλ
AA ' ω2(1 − ελ). The axion-photon self-energies

are determined by the term in Eq. (1) involving the
vector potential which, after integrating by parts, is
gaγγ ȧA · B0. The mixed self-energies are then given
by Πi

aA = igaγγmaB
i
0 = −Πi

Aa. Substituting ΠAA and
ΠaA into Eq. (5), and taking the q → 0 limit, results in

Γ ' g2aγγ
ma

∑
λ

(eλ ·B0)
2

Im

[ −1

ελ(ma)

]
. (6)

This expression can be further simplified in the limit of
an isotropic target. The dielectric of an isotropic target
is independent of polarization, ελ = ε, and the photon
polarization vectors are the standard transverse eµ± =

(0, q̂±) and longitudinal eµL = (q, ωq̂)/
√
Q2 ones, where

q̂± are two vectors mutually orthonormal to q̂. The sum

over polarizations can be performed using
∑
λ e

i
λe
j
λ = δij .

Applying these approximations, Eq. (6) simplifies to

Γ ' (gaγγ B0)2

ma
Im

[ −1

ε(ma)

]
. (7)

The rate per unit exposure R in Eq. (2) is then obtained
by multiplying Γ by the number of axions in the target
and dividing by the target mass.

Classical Equations of Motion.— Alternatively, the ab-
sorption rate can be derived using classical axion electro-
dynamics. Throughout, we will implicitly work in Lorenz
gauge. Our starting point is the wave equation for the
vector potential, which is approximately ε ∂2tA ' ja,
where ja = gaγγ ȧB0 is the axion effective current and ε
is the dielectric tensor. This equation is trivially solved
for A by switching to momentum space and projecting
onto the photon polarization vectors eλ, which deter-
mines the corresponding electric field to be

E ' −gaγγ a
∑
λ

(eλ ·B0)

ελ
eλ . (8)
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The rate for axion absorption is governed by the axion
equation of motion, which is approximately

(∂2t +m2
a) a ' gaγγ E ·B0 , (9)

with E given by Eq. (8). The probability per unit time
for axion absorption is determined by solving for the
imaginary component of the axion frequency in Eq. (9),
Γ ' Im(−ω2)/ma. This leads to a result in agreement
with Eq. (6).2

Projected Sensitivity.— The sensitivity of a variety
of targets is shown in Fig. 1, assuming a kg · yr expo-
sure and B0 = 10 T. In our estimates, we demand
N > 3

√
1 +NDC + δ2N2

DC , where N = RMT t and
NDC = RDCMT t are the the number of signal events
and dark counts (DCs), respectively, RDC is the DC rate,
MT is the target mass, t is the exposure time, and δ ≤ 1
is the systematic uncertainty in the DC. In the absence
of background, NDC � 1, the sensitivity to the axion-
photon coupling scales as gaγγ ∝ (MT t)

−1/2. If back-
grounds are instead significant, NDC � 1, the reliance
of the signal on B0 allows these DCs to be directly mea-
sured by removing the magnetic field, thereby suppress-
ing systematic uncertainties, δ � 1. In the statistically-
limited regime, δ � 1/

√
NDC, an observable signal only

needs to overcome Poisson fluctuations in noise, such
that gaγγ ∝ (RDC/MT t)

1/4. Below, we begin by dis-
cussing the sensitivity of various targets assuming neg-
ligible backgrounds, and then proceed to examine the
impact of currently measured noise sources.

For ma
>∼ eV, enough energy is deposited to excite an

electron across the ∼ 1 eV band gap in standard semi-
conductors, such as Si and Ge, which is then read out by
drifting the charge to a sensing output. This is the op-
erating principle of many ongoing experiments, such as
CDEX [94], DAMIC [95–100], EDELWEISS [101–103],
SENSEI [104–106], and SuperCDMS [107–109]. In our
estimate of the signal rate in Eq. (2), we use the mea-
sured dielectric functions of Si and Ge from Ref. [127],
and do not incorporate multi-phonon responses at lower
energies [80] since these are subdominant to the single-
phonon responses of the polar materials discussed below.
As shown in Fig. 1, background-free Ge targets have the
potential to be the best laboratory-based search for the
QCD axion for masses greater than that probed by the
CAST helioscope [114, 115] and smaller than that probed
by astrophysical searches for a→ 2γ decays [116–118].

2 A similar calculation yields the kinetically-mixed dark photon
absorption rate. To leading order in κ, the approximate equation
of motion for the visible vector potential is ε ∂2t A ' −κm2

A′A
′,

where we have employed the visible/invisible field basis in which
A and A′ are coupled and decoupled from Standard Model
sources, respectively (see, e.g., Refs. [125, 126]). Analogous to
the axion case, the A equation of motion can be solved for in mo-
mentum space, and then substituted into the equation of motion
for A′, (∂2t + m2

A′ )A
′ ' −κm2

A′A, whose imaginary frequency
component determines the absorption rate of Eq. (3).

While the energy of electronic excitations is limited to
∼ eV scales in standard semiconductors, novel targets
have lower ∼ meV electronic excitations. For example,
Dirac [61, 63, 65, 69–72] and spin-orbit coupled materi-
als [57, 79] have small bulk band gaps. One such tar-
get that falls under both categories is ZrTe5; while its
Dirac character is somewhat debated [57], the presence
of its small band gap has been firmly established [128].
However, since its dielectric response has not been ac-
curately measured, we adopt the first-principles calcula-
tion performed in Ref. [57]. In addition to pure targets,
doping is another method to create electronic states be-
low the band gap. Recently, Ref. [73] studied Si doped
with phosphorus as a candidate target, using an analytic
model for the dielectric response consistent with measure-
ments [129, 130]. In Fig. 1, we rescale their quoted dark
photon sensitivity, using the mapping described above.

Phonon excitations [76, 80, 82–85, 111] in the ∼ (1 −
100) meV energy range have also been studied as an
avenue to detect axions [82, 87]. The results shown in
Fig. 1 are consistent with the first principles calculation
done in Ref. [82]. We have chosen to focus on GaAs,
Al2O3, and SiO2 targets, as they are of active investiga-
tion in the sub-GeV DM community; the first two are cur-
rently planned for the TESSARACT experiment [112],
and SiO2 has also been identified as an optimal target for
light DM scattering [76]. The measured dielectric data
for these targets in the phonon energy regime is taken
from Ref. [80].

Backgrounds.— The sensitivity of detectors focused on
readout of single-electron excitations are currently lim-
ited by DCs [93]. The SENSEI experiment [105, 131],
utilizing a Si Skipper CCD detector, is the current state-
of-the-art for measuring charge from single-electron ex-
citations. Recent measurements indicate a DC rate of
108/kg · yr and 106/kg · yr for energy ranges of <∼ 4.7 eV
and ∼ (4.7 − 8.3) eV, respectively, and rates consistent
with zero for larger energies. Assuming that similar back-
ground levels in the two-electron bin can be achieved in
a Ge based detector, noise reduction by three orders of
magnitude (RDC ∼ 103/kg · yr) is necessary to attain
sensitivity to the QCD axion at eV-scale masses. Similar
noise levels, but at much lower energies, are also neces-
sary for doped Si and ZrTe5 targets to attain sensitivity
to the QCD axion at ∼ 100 meV masses.

Calorimetric detectors (e.g., SuperCDMS CPD [132],
which measures phonons produced from single-electron
excitations) have registered significantly higher noise lev-
els, RDC ∼ 1010/kg · yr. As an estimate of the back-
grounds that will contaminate sensors based on detec-
tion of single-phonon excitations, we assume RDC =
1010/kg · yr and δ <∼ 1/

√
NDC for the dotted colored

lines shown in Fig. 1. If the DCs are reduced to just
∼ 108/kg · yr at ∼ 100 meV energies, an Al2O3 or SiO2

target can be sensitive to the QCD axion at couplings
smaller than that bounded by considerations of stellar
energy loss.
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While their origin is unknown, noise levels are gener-
ally peaked towards smaller energies [133]. Recent work
has focused on progressing the understanding of such
backgrounds. For instance, it has been calculated that a
subdominant fraction of DCs arises from secondary ra-
diation generated by high-energy tracks [134] and pho-
tons [135] in low-threshold charge and phonon detectors,
respectively. Additionally, a bulk of eV-scale phonon
backgrounds in superconducting calorimetric detectors
has recently been shown to emerge from cooling-induced
micro-fractures in auxiliary detector components [136].

The setup investigated in our work differs from previ-
ously proposed applications of these targets in the use
of a large external magnetic field, whose dominant ef-
fect will be disrupting detection technology based on su-
perconducting devices (measurements of typical semicon-
ducting sensors have found minor changes to their oper-
ation when exposed to ∼ 1 T magnetic fields [137]). For
example, transition edge sensors (TES) (the main tech-
nology for reading out single-phonon excitations in the
TESSARACT experiment) are not operative in >∼ µT
magnetic fields [138]. However, there is a strong depen-
dence on the direction of the magnetic field relative to the
face of the TES. Additionally, if the region of bulk tar-
get within the external magnetic field can be physically
separated from the superconducting detector, these prob-
lems can be avoided. Other complications arising from,
e.g., additional radioactive components or Lorentz-force
induced mechanical stress may also be introduced. A de-
tailed investigation of these effects is beyond the scope
of this work and these will also need to be confronted
in other axion experiments operating in the meV − eV
energy range [45, 48]. However, we do not expect fun-
damental roadblocks in this approach since ∼ 10 T mag-
netic fields only change electronic energies at the level of

∼ meV, well below the energies investigated here.

Discussion.— The past decade has seen a meteoric rise
in target proposals to hunt for sub-GeV DM. In an exter-
nal magnetic field these targets are also powerful probes
of axions in a mass range that is notoriously difficult
to explore, corresponding to ma ∼ 10 meV − 10 eV.
Searching for axions with these targets has the intrin-
sic advantage of directly utilizing all future experimental
improvements in background reduction, an effort which
has assiduously driven direct detection experiments to
incredible precision in recent history. The axion absorp-
tion rate in a magnetized medium can be simply written
in terms of the measurable dielectric function, encoding
all in-medium responses. This synergizes with future de-
velopments towards optimizing the energy loss function
of the material, Im(−1/ε), as well as further study into
other novel low-energy excitations, such as axion quasi-
particles [139, 140] or chiral phonons [141].
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Search for EFT in associated top production

Sergio Sanchez Cruz on behalf of the CMS Collaboration

Physik-Institut
Universität Zürich Winterthurerstrasse 190,

8057 Zürich, Switzerland

A search for new physics in top quark production with additional final-state leptons is per-
formed with 138 fb

−1
of proton-proton collision data at

√
s = 13 TeV. We use the framework

of effective field theory to parametrize potential new physics effects in terms of 26 dimension-
six EFT operators. The data are divided into several categories based on lepton multiplicity,
total lepton charge, jet multiplicities, and b-tagged jet multiplicities. Kinematic variables are
used to extract limits simultaneously on the associated set of Wilson coefficients.

1 Introduction

We present a search for physics beyond the Standard Model (BSM) in the framework of Effective
Field Theories (EFTs) using a dataset of proton-proton collisions at

√
s = 13 TeV collected

by the CMS Collaboration 1 between 2016 and 2018, which corresponds to a total integrated
luminosity of 138 fb−1. The measurement2, uses different modes of top production in association
with additional leptons and supersedes previous results by the CMS in the same channel 3

performed using a partial dataset. This updated measurement constrains more EFT operators
with an improved analysis strategy and using the largest dataset available.

EFT searches are most useful in a scenario in which the true BSM theory lays just above the
experimentally reachable energy scale. In those cases, while BSM particles cannot be directly
produced, they generate new interactions that may be observable at lower energy. These inter-
actions can be parametrized as additional operators Oj to the Standard Model (SM) Lagrangian
as if it were an expansion in terms of inverse powers of the ultraviolet (UV) energy scale Λ,

Leff = LSM +
∑
j

cj

Λ2Oj , (1)

where cj are the Wilson coefficients (WCs) that regulate the strength of the new interactions.

Aiming to be agnostic to the nature of the ultraviolet (UV) theory, we follow a bottom-up
approach, looking for deviations that may provide hints on its characteristics and energy scale,
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Table 1: List of WCs included in this analysis.

Operator category WCs

Two heavy quarks ctϕ, c−ϕQ, c3
ϕQ, cϕt , cϕtb , ctW , ctZ , cbW , ctG

Two heavy quarks two leptons c
3(`)
Q` , c

−(`)
Q` , c

(`)
Qe , c

(`)
t` , c

(`)
te , c

S(`)
t , c

T (`)
t

Two light quarks two heavy quarks c31
Qq , c38

Qq , c11
Qq , c18

Qq , c1
tq , c8

tq

Four heavy quarks c1
QQ, c1

Qt , c
8
Qt , c

1
tt

interpreting these potential deviations as non-zero values of the WCs. We consider 26 indepen-
dent operators simultaneously, described in Tab. 1 following the LHC Top WG conventions 4.
We have chosen a set of operators that affects significantly the cross section or kinematics of the
signal processes populating the phase space under study (ttH, tt``, tt`ν, t``q, tHq and tttt).

These processes, which typically involve interactions playing a prominent role in several
BSM scenarios, have a clear experimental signature giving raise to events with several leptons
in the final state. While each of these processes has been studied individually 5,6,7,8,9,10,11, we
cannot simply reinterpret the individual measurements in terms of the WCs for two reasons.
First, since several of these processes have similar kinematic properties, such measurements are
performed in similar and overlapping phase spaces, complicating a statistical combination of the
measurement. Secondly, each of the measurements considers the rest of the processes of interest
as backgrounds that have the properties predicted by the SM. Instead, any UV theory could
modify the properties of several of these processes simultaneously, invalidating this procedure.

Instead, we choose to constrain the WCs by evaluating their effect on the number of expected
events for all signal processes using Monte Carlo simulations. This approach, besides overcoming
the limitations described above, allows accounting for EFT effects in signal acceptance and in a
fully differential way.

2 Event selection and classification

The event selection is designed to build phase space regions where the BSM effects are enhanced
and can be characterized in terms of the WCs we consider. Firstly, we select events with at
least two same-sign or three leptons (electrons or muons), jets, and b-tagged jets in the final
state. We make use of the dedicated lepton selection developed in7 to discriminate signal leptons
coming from W and Z boson decays from those coming from different origins. The topology
with an opposite-sign lepton pair is typically dominated by tt production and may be covered
in dedicated searches 12. Selected events are then classified based on their topology, building
regions that are enriched in the different signal processes, as described in Tab. 2.

In the 2`ss region we build regions enriched (depleted) in tttt production by selecting events
with three or more (less than three) b-tagged jets. Events are further classified on the sum of the
lepton charge, to profit from the charge asymmetry of the tt`ν signal. Events with exactly three
leptons are classified between those with a dilepton pair candidate compatible with a Z boson
(on-Z) and those without such a candidate (off-Z). On-Z regions are enriched in tt(Z → ``),
while off-Z regions receive contributions from non-resonant tt`` and tt`ν, hence the latter are
split per sum of the lepton charge. Events in all categories are further categorized according to
their jet multiplicity.

Finally, events are classified based on variables associated with the kinematic properties
of the event, allowing us to profit from the fact that BSM contributions may populate a phase
space different from the SM ones. By construction, we cannot optimize the choice of this variable
optimally for all operators simultaneously, however, we found a good compromise by pursuing
the following approach.

All the categories in the 3` on-Z region contribute dominantly to the sensitivity to the ctZ



Table 2: Event selection and classification into the different signal regions.
Event category Leptons m`` b tags Lepton charge sum Jets Kinematic variable

2`ss 2b 2 No requirement 2 > 0, <0 4,5,6,≥7 pT(`j0)
2`ss 3b 2 No requirement ≥ 3 > 0, <0 4,5,6,≥7 pT(`j0)
3` off-Z 1b 3

∣∣mZ −m``

∣∣ > 10GeV 1 > 0, <0 2,3,4,≥5 pT(`j0)

3` off-Z 2b 3
∣∣mZ −m``

∣∣ > 10GeV ≥ 2 > 0, <0 2,3,4,≥5 pT(`j0)

3` on-Z 1b 3
∣∣mZ −m``

∣∣ ≤ 10GeV 1 No requirement 2,3,4,≥5 pT(Z)

3` on-Z 2b 3
∣∣mZ −m``

∣∣ ≤ 10GeV ≥ 2 No requirement 2,3,4,≥5 pT(Z) or pT(`j0)

4` ≥4 No requirement ≥ 2 No requirement 2,3,≥4 pT(`j0)

coefficient, except for the 3` on-Z 2b region with 2 and 3 jets, which contributes dominantly to
the sensitivity to c31

Qq and c38
Qq through their effect on tZ+b production. In the former categories,

we classify events according to the pT of the Z boson candidate. In the remaining categories,
we classify events using the pT(`j0) variable. This variable is constructed by considering the
vectorial sum of the momenta of all pairs of jets and leptons (pairs of jets, pairs of leptons, and
pairs formed with a jet and a lepton) in the event, keeping the pair with the largest pT.

3 Signal and background modeling

As described above, since discriminating kinematically several of the signal processes is not
possible, we estimate the contribution from the signal processes under any BSM scenario using
Monte Carlo simulations. From equation (1), we conclude that the amplitude for any process will
receive SM contributions in addition to BSM contributions proportional to the corresponding
WC. Since the cross section and the yields are proportional to the amplitude squared, for any
category, we can write the number of expected events as

ni = nSM,i +
∑
j

li,jcj +
∑
jk

qi,jkcjck, (2)

where the first term corresponds to the SM contribution, the second to the interference
between the BSM and SM contributions and the third is the pure-BSM contribution and the
sums run over the set of WCs. Each of these contributions is estimated with a single Monte
Carlo set of samples, generated assuming non-zero values of the WCs to ensure they populate
the full phase space, and EFT effects are estimated using the reweighting techniques. 13.

We consider leading order (LO) samples for all the samples, using the dim6top model 4 to
incorporate the EFT contributions. For ttH, tt``, and tt`ν production we include an additional
parton in the final state computed in the matrix element using the MLM scheme. In addition to
improving the modeling of the different signal processes at large jet multiplicity, such diagrams
introduce new production modes significantly impacting the dependence of the WCs on these
processes.

Even if most processes in our selection are accounted for as signals susceptible to being
affected by BSM effects, other processes have a residual contribution to the signal regions.
These processes are not significantly affected by the operators that we study and are assumed
not to receive sizable BSM contributions. The dominant background in the three- and four-
leptons regions is WZ and ZZ production, respectively. We estimate these processes using MC
simulations that we validate in dedicated control regions. Additional contributions to all the
regions may stem from events containing misidentified leptons or electrons whose charge has been
mismeasured and are estimated from dedicated control regions in data, following the procedure
described in 7.
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Figure 1 – Number of events in the fitted regions compare with the estimation of the signal and background before
(top) and after (bottom) the fit is performed.

4 Statistical analysis and results

We use the likelihood fit to set limits on the WCs. The likelihood considered is built as

L =
∏
i

P (ni |νi(c, θ))
∏
j

p(θj |θ̃j), (3)

where ni, νi are the number of observed and expected events in each category, respectively.
The latter is a function of the WCs, c, and the nuisance parameters, θ, that parametrize the effect
of the systematic uncertainties. P is the probability mass function of a Poissonian distribution
and p is the prior pdf for the nuisance parameters. νi is a quadratic function of the WCs as
shown by equation 2.

The number of observed events in each category is shown in Fig. 1 before and after a
maximum likelihood fit has been performed. A good agreement is seen of data with the pre-
and post-diction, showing good compatibility of data with the fitted model and with the SM.

We extract limits on the WCs under two different sets of assumptions: one in which all WCs
are considered as free parameters that are profiled in the fit and another one in which we extract
limits on one or two WCs assuming the rest are zero. Figure 2 shows the limits obtained on the
26 WCs we study along with the likelihood function as a function of c1

tt , both under the two
different assumptions. Two-dimensional confidence regions are also shown as a function of ctϕ

and ctG, profiling over the rest of WCs.
The different regions used in the analysis contribute differently to the sensitivity of each

WCs. Table 3 shows a simplified picture of the categories that dominate the sensitivity to
each WC. Four fermion operators can be easily mapped to regions of the phase space that they



contribute to: two heavy quark two lepton operators are predominantly constrained by the 3`
off-Z, as they contribute dominantly to non-resonant tt`` and tt`ν production; four heavy quark
operators are constrained by the 2`ss region with 3 b-tagged jets, as it is enriched in tttt events.
There are two types of two heavy two light quark operators affecting tt`ν and t``b production,
respectively, that are constrained by the 2`ss and 3` on-Z regions. Two heavy quark with boson
operators are constrained uniformly by all regions, except for those involving the top-Z coupling,
which are predominantly constrained by the 3` on-Z region.

Table 3: Summary of categories that provide leading contributions to the sensitivity for subsets of the WCs.

Grouping of WCs WCs Lead categories

Two heavy two leptons c
3(`)
Q` , c

−(`)
Q` , c

(`)
Qe , c

(`)
t` , c

(`)
te , c

S(`)
t , c

T (`)
t 3` off-Z

Four heavy c1
QQ, c1

Qt , c
8
Qt , c

1
tt 2`ss

Two heavy two light “tt`ν-like” c11
Qq , c18

Qq , c1
tq , c8

tq 2`ss

Two heavy two light “t``q-like” c31
Qq , c38

Qq 3` on-Z

Two heavy with bosons “tt``-like” ctZ , cϕt , c
−
ϕQ 3` on-Z and 2`ss

Two heavy with bosons “tZq-like” c3
ϕQ, cϕtb , cbW 3` on-Z

Other two heavy with bosons ctG, ctϕ, ctW 3` and 2`ss

Assuming particles in the UV theory have couplings to the SM of the order 1 (WCs∼1), we
can translate the limits shown in figure 2 to limits on the energy scale of UV theories generating
different kinds of interactions. Thus, these results allow us to exclude UV theories generating
two heavy quark two lepton interactions up to 800 GeV to 1 TeV; theories generating two
heavy quark with boson interactions up to 300 GeV to 1 TeV; theories generating four heavy
quark interactions up to 700 GeV to 1 TeV, and theories generating two heavy two light quark
interactions up to 1 to 3 TeV, all depending on the gauge structure of the UV theory.

5 Summary and outlook

We have performed a search for BSM physics in top quark production in association with
additional leptons. These processes can be affected by several BSM scenarios that we parametrize
in a model-agnostic way using the EFT framework. Assuming new physics couples naturally to
the SM, we set limits on the presence of theories generating different kinds of interactions at
energy scales up to between 300 GeV to 3 TeV.

References

1. CMS Collaboration, JINST 3 (2008) S08004
2. CMS Collaboration, CMS-PAS-TOP-22-006
3. CMS Collaboration, JHEP 03 (2021) 095
4. Aguilar-Saavedra, J. A et al. arXiv:1802.07237
5. CMS Collaboration, Eur. Phys. J. C 81 (2021), 378
6. CMS Collaboration, arXiv:2208.02686. Accepted by JHEP
7. CMS Collaboration, Phys. Rev. D 99 (2019) 092005
8. CMS Collaboration, arXiv:2208.06485. Accepted by JHEP
9. CMS Collaboration, JHEP 03 (2020) 056

10. CMS Collaboration, JHEP 02 (2022) 107
11. CMS Collaboration, arXiv:2303.03864. Submitted to PLB.
12. CMS Collaboration, Phys. Rev. D 100 (2019) 072002
13. O. Mattelaer, Eur. Phys. J. C 76 (2016), 674

https://arxiv.org/abs/1802.07237
http://arxiv.org/abs/2208.02686
http://arxiv.org/abs/2208.06485
http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.03864


10− 8− 6− 4− 2− 0 2 4 6 8 10
]

2
 [TeV

2
ΛWilson coefficient / 

c 31Qq × 5

c 38Qq × 5

c 11Qq × 5

c 1tq × 5

c 18Qq

c 8tq

c 1tt

c 1QQ

c 8Qt

c 1Qt

c tW

c tZ

c tφ ÷ 5

c −φQ ÷ 2

c tG × 2

cbW

c 3
φQ

cφtb

cφt ÷ 2

c
3(ℓ )

Qℓ

c
−(ℓ )

Qℓ

c
(ℓ )

Qe

c
(ℓ )
tℓ

c
(ℓ )
te

c
S(ℓ )
t

c
T(ℓ )
t

Others profiled (2σ)

Others profiled (1σ)

Others fixed to SM (2σ)

Others fixed to SM (1σ)
CMS

Preliminary

 (13 TeV)
1

138 fb

2− 1.5− 1− 0.5− 0 0.5 1 1.5 2
0

2

4

6

8

10

c 1tt /Λ
2
[TeV

−2
]

N
L

L
∆

2

CMS Preliminary  (13 TeV)
1

138 fb

0.8− 0.6− 0.4− 0.2− 0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8

ctG/Λ
2
[TeV
−2
]

10−

0

10

20

30

40

c
tφ
/Λ
2
[T
e
V
−
2
]

CMS Preliminary  (13 TeV)
1

138 fb

Figure 2 – Left: confidence intervals on the WCs measuring all of them simultaneously (black) and assuming the
rest are zero (red). Upper right: likelihod function as a function at c

1
tt under the two hypotheses. Lower right:

two-dimensional confidence regions as a function of ctϕ and ctG, profiling over the rest of WCs.



Direct Searches at CMS

Joseph Reichert, on behalf of the CMS Collaboration
Laboratory for Elementary-Particle Physics, Cornell University,

Ithaca, NY 14853, USA

Several of the CMS experiment’s latest results on direct searches for new physics are presented.
In particular, an emphasis is made to highlight the new models, unexplored final states, and
innovative tools for discovery that these searches focus on.

1 Introduction

One of the primary goals of the CMS experiment 1 is to perform searches for new phenomena,
in pursuit of potential discoveries of beyond standard model (BSM) physics. This work details
only a few of the >30 new BSM search results that CMS has released since last year’s Moriond
QCD conference, while other contributions to these proceedings cover most of the other new
searches 2,3,4,5,6,7. As many searches for BSM have already been performed at the LHC over the
past 10+ years, it is crucial that we continue to pursue innovative and novel ideas for discovering
BSM physics, which has been an important focus for many of these searches. Note that all
searches presented in this work are based on the Run 2 (2016–2018) dataset collected by CMS
at
√
s = 13 TeV.

2 Searches in photon-based final states

2.1 Search for an additional Higgs boson in the low mass diphoton final state

This search 8 is designed to follow-up on an excess previously observed at mγγ = 95 GeV in the
2012 and 2016 CMS datasets 9. The search relies on dedicated boosted decision trees (BDTs)
to identify photons, select the primary interaction vertex, and to separate signal events from
background. In particular, due to the proximity in mass to the Z boson peak, the search
has important backgrounds due to electrons that mimic the signature of a photon. These are
suppressed via stringent electron vetoes and a requirement that the tracks associated to the
primary interaction vertex be inconsistent with that typical of Z → ee. The diphoton invariant
mass distribution, which is used to extract signal, is shown in Figure 1 (left). The excess at
mγγ = 95 GeV, while still present in the full Run 2 dataset with a global significance of 1.3σ, did
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not grow with luminosity, as seen in Figure 1 (middle). Inclusive limits are set on the product
of cross section and branching ratio of this additional Higgs boson decaying to photon pairs at
95% confidence level (CL) at the level of 15–75 fb for masses in the range 70–110 GeV.

2.2 Search for exotic Higgs decays to a Z boson and a light axion-like particle

This first-of-its-kind search10 for exotic Higgs decays to a Z boson and a light axion-like particle
(a, or ALP) is designed to probe ALPs decaying to two photons in the mass range 1–30 GeV.
Due to the large boost of the ALP, the photons tend to overlap, which requires modifications to
the photon identification criteria used in the search. The search also employs a BDT based on
event kinematics, the mass hypothesis of interest, and photon identification quantities to reject
background. The m``γγ distribution is used to extract signal in the mass window 115–135 GeV,
and background events are estimated via fits performed in the mass sidebands (95–115 GeV and
135–180 GeV), as seen in Figure 1 (right). No significant excesses are observed, and limits are
set at the 1–20 fb level on the product of cross section and branching ratio at 95% CL.
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Figure 1 – Low mass diphoton search 8: mγγ distribution of selected events, along with a fit of the signal-plus-
background model under a signal mass hypothesis of 95.4 GeV (left). The observed local p-values for an additional
Higgs boson decaying to photon pairs, as a function of mH , are shown for 2016, 2017, 2018, and their combination
(middle); the most significant excess has a global significance of 1.3σ. H → Za search 10: m``γγ distribution of
selected events (right), along with a fit of the background distribution based on a convolution of a falling spectrum
background function with a step function and a Gaussian; these convolutions are necessary to model the turn-on
of the m``γγ distribution due to the 10 GeV photon transverse momentum requirement used in the search. The
115–135 GeV mass window is used to extract signal, while the remaining mass ranges are used as sidebands for
determining the background. This is shown for ma = 30 GeV, and a unique background fit and signal extraction
is performed for each ma hypothesis considered.

3 Searches for long-lived particles

3.1 Search for inelastic dark matter via displaced muons and missing transverse momentum

This search11 targets a model with two inelastically-coupled dark matter states that interact via
a dark photon (A′). The mass splitting between the two dark matter states tends to be small,
which means the heavier dark matter particle has a long lifetime before decaying to the stable,
lighter dark matter state and an off-shell A′. The off-shell A′ decays to fermion pairs; here, the
signature of interest is a pair of soft, displaced muons. As the standard muon reconstruction
is inefficient at large production distances, a displaced reconstruction relying on tracks formed
entirely in the muon chambers is also used in the search; this displaced algorithm provides an
efficiency of roughly 95%, compared with an efficiency for the standard algorithm of 60% (0%)
for a 20 cm (1 m) displacement. Event kinematics, muon isolation criteria, and muon transverse
impact parameters are used to suppress and estimate backgrounds. The search categorizes by
the number of displaced muons that match in ∆R to a standard muon (0-, 1-, or 2-matches),



where fewer matches is indicative of larger displacements. Across these three categories, a total
of 2.2±0.7 background events are predicted, which is consistent with the observation of 2 events
in data. Limits are set on a wide range of dark matter masses, mass splittings, interaction
strengths, and the product of cross section and branching ratio, as shown in Figure 2 (left).
This is the first search for inelastic dark matter at a hadron collider.

3.2 Search for long-lived heavy neutral leptons using a displaced jet tagger

This search 12 targets heavy neutral leptons (N) produced in W boson decays, in scenarios with
small N masses or couplings leading to long lifetimes for N . The final state consists of a prompt
lepton from the W decay as well as a displaced lepton and a displaced jet; a dedicated deep
neural network (DNN) is used to tag the displaced jet. The search categorizes events based
on the lepton flavors and charges, the ∆R between the displaced lepton and displaced jet, and
the displaced jet transverse impact parameter significance. Displaced objects are calibrated via
standard model sources such as γ → ee and displaced J/ψ → µµ decays, and backgrounds are
estimated via sidebands of the tagger score and the invariant mass of the two leptons and the
displaced jet. No significant excesses are seen, and limits are set at 95% CL on the N mass and
the coupling strength between N and e, µ, or τ leptons, as seen in Figure 2 (middle). Limits
are set on both Dirac and Majorana heavy neutral leptons, as well as mixed coupling scenarios
among the three lepton generations.

4 Searches for heavy resonances

4.1 Search for W’ bosons decaying to a top and a bottom quark in leptonic final states

This search 14 for W ′ → tb, with t → `νb, uses the known W boson mass to constrain the
neutrino momentum. This, along with several other criteria, is used to reconstruct the top
quark kinematics and subsequently fully reconstruct the W ′ mass. Due to the two b quarks
expected in the final state, events with no b-jets are used as a background-dominated control
region, while the signal regions are binned based on the b-jet pairings with the top quark or the
W ′. Backgrounds are estimated via mass sidebands in data. Figure 2 (right) shows the m``νj

distribution in the signal region with two b-jets and a muon; overall, a 2.6σ local (2.0σ global)
excess is seen at 3.8 TeV for a narrow W ′ with right-handed chirality. Limits are set at 95%
CL on a range of masses, chiralities, and widths (up to 30%, for the first time), and the search
provides the most stringent limits on W ′ → tb to date.

4.2 Search for Higgs boson pair production in the bbWW final state

This search 15 for resonant Higgs boson pair production in the X → HH → bbWW final
state benefits from the large Higgs branching ratio to b quarks and W bosons, as well as the
high lepton trigger efficiency, but has large tt̄ backgrounds to contend with. A set of mass-
parameterized DNNs are used with a Lorentz Boost Network as a pre-processor to compute
useful input variables. The DNN score distributions are used to extract signal, as well as a
heavy mass estimator in the dilepton channel which determines the most likely mass of the X
resonance, after accounting for neutrinos. For a spin-0 resonance, limits are set on the X → HH
cross section at 95% CL for mX in the range 250–900 GeV at a level of 20 fb to 7 pb. The
search is additionally performed for spin-2 resonances and for non-resonant production of Higgs
boson pairs.

5 Summary

This work reports on several searches for BSM physics performed at CMS using the full Run 2
dataset. Stringent limits are set by CMS on a number of models and final states 16,17; however,
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there are many reasons to be optimistic about the future. Several mild excesses have been seen,
which will benefit from larger datasets during Run 3 and the HL-LHC to distinguish statistical
fluctuations from new physics. Furthermore, the CMS Collaboration is continuing to develop
novel ideas and innovations in pursuit of a BSM discovery.
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Abstract: In our previous paper [1] we have constructed a five-dimensional fully

anisotropic holographic model supported by Einstein-dilaton-three-Maxwell action that

reproduced some essential features of the “heavy quarks” model. However, that model

did not describe the magnetic catalysis (MC) phenomena expected from lattice results

for the QGP made up from heavy quarks. In this paper we fill this gap and construct

the model that improves the previous one. It keeps typical properties of the heavy

quarks phase diagram, and meanwhile possesses the MC. The deformation of previous

model includes the modification of the “heavy quarks” warp factor and the coupling

function for the Maxwell field providing the non-trivial chemical potential.
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1 Introduction

Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD) is a theory that describes strong interactions be-

tween subatomic particles such as quarks and gluons. Complete description of the

QCD phase diagram in a parameter space with temperature, chemical potential, quark

masses, anisotropy, magnetic field etc. is a challenging and very important task in high

energy physics. Standard methods to do calculations in QCD such as perturbation no

longer work for the strongly coupled regime of this theory, while the lattice theory has

problems with non-zero chemical potential calculations. In particular, to study physics

of the strongly coupled quark–gluon plasma (QGP) produced in heavy ion collisions

(HIC) at RHIC and at the LHC, we need a non-perturbative approach [2–4].

According to the results of experiments with relativistic HIC, it is believed that a

very strong magnetic field eB ∼ 0.3 GeV2 is created in the early stages of the colli-

sion [5–8] . Therefore, the magnetic field is an important parameter that characterized

the QCD phase diagram that we expect to get from experiments with relativistic HIC

[9–11]. Studying QCD in the background of magnetic field has received much atten-

tion recent years, also because of such interesting phenomena as chiral magnetic effect

[12, 13], magnetic catalysis (MC) [14, 15], inverse magnetic catalysis (IMC) [16, 17],

physics at early Universe [18, 19], and dense neutron stars [20]. Therefore, investigation

of the magnetic field effect on the QCD features and in particular its phase diagram is

very interesting and crucial for better understanding of the QCD theory. In addition,

such an investigation has been considered via lattice calculations [21–24]. For more

information and detailed reviews the interested reader is referred to [10, 15] and ref-

erences therein. In particular, many holographic QCD models have been developed to

investigate the effect of magnetic field on the characteristics of QCD [25–42].

The enhancement effect of the magnetic field on the phase transition temperature

is known as MC phenomenon, the opposite effect is called IMC. The lattice calculations

show that for small chemical potential there is substantial influence of magnetic field

on the QCD diagram structure. This influence essentially depends of quark mass – for

small quark mass IMC takes place, meanwhile for heavy quark mass MC occurs. In

this context note that lattice calculations predict different types of phase transitions

even for small chemical potential and zero magnetic field – for light quark we have a

crossover, and for heavy quarks a first-order phase transition. The holographic QCD

models for heavy and light quarks constructed in [37, 43–47] reproduce these features

of phase diagrams at small chemical potential and predict new interesting phenomena

for fined chemical potential, in particular, the locations of the critical end points. In

– 2 –



our previous papers [48], see also [29], where the light quark holographic model with

non-zero magnetic field is investigated, it has been shown that IMC takes place. Our

paper [1] shows that for heavy quark holographic model [44] still has IMC, and not

MC, that contradicts with lattice zero chemical potential calculation. This indicates

that one has to modify the heavy quark holographic model [1].

In this paper we fill this gap and construct the heavy quark model that improves

the previous one [1, 44, 49]. Our new model keeps typical properties of the heavy quarks

phase diagram, and meanwhile possesses the MC. The main goal of the improvements

is to get the phenomenon of MC in holographic description of the heavy quarks’ first

order phase transition scenario with external magnetic field. For this purpose we can

consider additional z4- [50] or/and z5-terms [51] into the exponent warp factor. In par-

ticular, in this holographic model we considered the additional z4-term to produce the

MC phenomenon. We’ve found that a special coefficient for z4-term allows to produce

MC phenomenon.

As we have emphasized in the previous papers [44, 45, 52], there is a reason to in-

troduce one more parameter that characterises the QCD phase diagram an anisotropy

parameter. Non-central HIC produces anisotropic QGP, and the isotropisation time is

estimated as 1–5 fm/c ∼ 10−24 s [53]. Anisotropic holographic models to study QGP

have been considered in [52, 54–63]. One of the main purposes to consider anisotropic

models is to describe the experimental energy dependence of total multiplicity of parti-

cles created in HIC [64]. In [52] it has been shown that choice of the primary anisotropy

parameter value about ν = 4.5 reproduces the energy dependence of total multiplicity

[64]. Note that isotropic models could not reproduce it (for more details see [52] and

references therein). In addition, it is very interesting to know how the primary (spa-

tial) anisotropy can affect the QCD phase transition temperature. Note also that there

is another type of anisotropy due to magnetic field and its effect on the QCD phase

diagram is a subject of interest.

In this work we set up a twice anisotropic model for “heavy quarks”. In fact,

we consider 5-dim Einstein-Maxwell-dilaton action with three Maxwell fields: the first

Maxwell field sets up finite non-zero chemical potential in the gauge theory, the second

Maxwell field provides the primary spatial anisotropy to reproduce the multiplicity

dependence on energy, and the 3-rd Maxwell field provides another anisotropy that

originates from magnetic field in the gauge theory. We use an anisotropic metric as an

ansatz and solve Einstein equations and the fields equations self-consistently. The cen-
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tral question of the current investigation is the form of the warp factor able to provide

the MC phenomenon within the constructed holographic model. This our consideration

shows a phenomenological character of bottom-up holographic models [1, 4, 44–46, 48–

51, 65–94], that is different with top-down holographic models [95–99].

This paper is organized as follows. In section 2 we present a 5-dim holographic

model to describe a hot dense anisotropic QCD in the magnetic field background. In

section 3 we introduce an appropriate warp factor able to produce MC phenomenon in

this holographic model and obtain the first order phase transition for the parameters

of model. In section 4 we review our main results. This work in complemented with

Appendix A, where we solve EOMs, and Appendix B, where we present expressions for

the blackening function derivatives, gauge coupling functions and dilaton potential.

2 Holographic Model for three Maxwell Fields

Let us take the Lagrangian in Einstein frame used in [1]:

L =
√
−g

[
R−

f0(φ)

4
F 2
0 −

f1(φ)

4
F 2
1 −

f3(φ)

4
F 2
3 −

1

2
∂µφ ∂

µφ− V (φ)

]
, (2.1)

φ = φ(z), (2.2)

electric anzats F0: A0 = At(z), Ai=1,2,3,4 = 0,

magnetic ansatz Fk: F1 = q1 dx
2 ∧ dx3, F3 = q3 dx

1 ∧ dx2 ,
(2.3)

where φ is the scalar field, f0(φ), f1(φ) and f3(φ) are the coupling functions associated

with Maxwell fields Aµ, F1 and F3 correspondingly, q1 and q3 are constant “charges”

and V (φ) is the scalar field potential. In this paper, we considered F0, F1 and F3 as

first, second and third Maxwell fields, respectively1.

Note that while solving we do not actually get f0(φ), f1(φ), f3(φ) and V (φ) de-

pendencies, but obtain f0(φ(z)) = f0(z), f1(φ(z)) = f1(z), f3(φ(z)) = f3(z) and

V (φ(z)) = V (z). The reason is that φ(z)-expression is rather complicated, so the

analytic expression for the inverse function z = z(φ) can’t be written down. There still

remains the possibility to get this function via approximation, but such a result can be

useful for a limited number of aspects only because of lack of accuracy.

1Also, we can add to our model a new Maxwell field F2 with magnetic ansatz F2 = q2 dx
1 ∧ dx3.
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Let us take the ansatz for metric in the following view:

ds2 =
L2

z2
b(z)

− g(z) dt2 + dx21 +

(
z

L

)2− 2
ν

dx22 + ecBz
2

(
z

L

)2− 2
ν

dx23 +
dz2

g(z)

, (2.4)

b(z) = e2A(z),

where L is the AdS-radius, b(z) is the warp factor set by A(z), g(z) is the blackening

function, ν is the parameter of primary anisotropy, caused by non-symmetry of heavy-

ion collision (HIC), and cB is the coefficient of secondary anisotropy related to the

magnetic field F (3). Choice of A(z) determines the heavy/light quarks description of

the model. In previous works we considered A(z) = − cz2/4 for heavy quarks [1, 44, 49]

and A(z) = − a ln(bz2 +1) for light quarks [45]. Note that, in this paper we fixed AdS-

radius to be L = 1.

Varying Lagrangian (2.1) over metric we get five Einstein EOMs:

Gµν = Tµν , (2.5)

where

Gµν = Rµν −
1

2
gµνR,

δSm

δgµν
= Tµν

√
−g (2.6)

and varying Lagrangian over fields we get fields equations

DµD
µφ+ V ′(φ) +

∑
i=0,1,3

f ′i(φ)

4
F 2
(i) = 0, (2.7)

∂µ(
√
−g fi F µν

(i) ) = 0. (2.8)

From ansatz for fields and metrics EOMs have been obtained in the Appendix A. Note

also that the equations from variation over F1 and F3

∂µ

(
−
√
− g fk F µν

(k)

)
= 0 , (2.9)

where k = 1, 3, are satisfied automatically and do not contribute into our system.

Investigation of the EOMs self-consistency (A.12–A.18) in the model shows that

just one of the equations is dependent and other EOMs are independent. In fact, system

(A.12–A.18) is self-consistent and (A.12) serves as a constraint.

3 Magnetic Catalysis for Heavy Quarks

Our goal is to correct and improve solution from [1] based on [50] to get magnetic

catalysis effect on the heavy quarks version of the phase diagram.
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3.1 Metric deformations

We consider the model constructed in [1] with the Lagrangian in the Einstein frame

(2.1) and its ingredients (2.2), (2.3) as well as the ansatz of the metric (2.4). In this

section, we want to compare geometry of [1] with the metric and the Lagrangian that

have been introduced in [50]:

ds2 = w2
E

[
− g(z) dt2 + g11dx

2
1 + g22

(
dx22 + dx23

)
+
dz2

g(z)

]
, (3.1)

g11 = ec1C(B)z2 , g22 = ec2C(B)z2 , (3.2)

L =
√
−g

[
R−

f(φ)

4
F 2 −

1

2
∂µφ ∂

µφ− V (φ)

]
, (3.3)

φ = φ(z),

electro-magnetic ansatz F : Aµ = (At(z), 0, 0, A3(x2), 0), µ = 0, 1, 2, 3, 4. (3.4)

Formally components At(z) (F00) and A3(x2) (F23) of the united electro-magnetic field

Fµν from [50] correspond to electric Maxwell field F 0
µν and first magnetic Maxwell field

F 1
µν from [1]. Magnetic component F23 acts along the x1-direction in (3.1), but it is

real magnetic field, not an effective source of primary anisotropy ν, as model [50] is

isotropic with magnetic field. As magnetic field (analogous to Fµν from [1]) has non-

zero component F23 and acts along the x1-direction, it influences g11 making it differ

from g22 and g33. Therefore we can say that for models [50] and [1] indexes 1↔ 3:

ec1(B)z2 ←→ ecBz
2

, c2 = 0. (3.5)

We also see that

wE =
L

z

√
b(z) ⇒ wEz

2 =
√
b z, L = 1. (3.6)

In [50] the coupling function f0 and warp factor are:

f0 =
z−(Rgg+

c1C
2

)z2

wEz2
,

wE =
ed(z)

z
,

(3.7)

where d(z) = − (Rgg/3) z2 − pz4, Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273, c1 = − 1. Therefore, via

simple comparison with [1] we have c↔ 4Rgg/3 = 4 · 1.16/3 = 1.54(6). In addition for

the coupling function f0 we considered

f0 = e−(Rgg+
cBq3

2
)z2

z−2+
2
ν

√
b

(3.8)
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in this research. We’ll leave cB as a model parameter to preserve an opportunity to fit

magnetic field back reaction on the metric (2.4).

3.1.1 Solution for A(z) = − cz2/4 − pz4

Varying the Lagrangian (2.1) over the metric and fields we get the EOMs described in

Appendix A.

Subtracting (A.17) from (A.16) we get the expression for the coupling function f3

f3 = 2

(
L

z

) 2
ν

bg
cBz

q23

(
g′

g
+

3b′

2b
−

2

νz
+ cBz

)
(3.9)

and rewrite equation (A.14) as

g′′ + g′

(
3b′

2b
−
ν + 2

νz
− cBz

)
− 2g

(
3b′

2b
−

2

νz
+ cBz

)
cBz −

(
z

L

)2
f0(A

′
t)

2

b
= 0.

(3.10)

To derive the exact solutions we just need to specify the warp factor. Our choice

for the warp factor is:

b(z) = e2A(z) = e− cz
2/2− 2pz4 , (3.11)

where c = 4Rgg/3, Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273 and solve system (A.12)–(A.18) with usual

boundary conditions

At(0) = µ, At(zh) = 0, (3.12)

g(0) = 1, g(zh) = 0, (3.13)

φ(z0) = 0, (3.14)

where z0 serves to fit the string tension behavior [45].

Equation (A.13) with (3.8) gives

At(z) = µ
e(2Rgg+cB(q3−1)) z

2

2 − e(2Rgg+cB(q3−1))
z2h
2

1− e(2Rgg+cB(q3−1))
z2
h
2

= µ

1−
1− e(2Rgg+cB(q3−1)) z

2

2

1− e(2Rgg+cB(q3−1))
z2
h
2

 .

(3.15)

For q3 = 1 and cB = C the result (3.15) coincides with the expressions (2.27) and (2.31)

in [50]:

At(z) = µ

(
1−

1− eRggz2

1− eRggz2h

)
. (3.16)
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Figure 1. Electric potential At(z) (A) and density ρ(zh)/µ in logarithmic scale (B)

for the “heavy quarks” case with (solid lines) and without (dashed lines) magnetic field,

q3 = − cB = 0, 2 (B); Rgg = 1.16, in units [z]−1 = GeV.

Density is the coefficient in At expansion:

At(z) = µ− ρ z2 + . . . =⇒ ρ = −
µ (2Rgg + cB(q3 − 1))

2

(
1− e(2Rgg+cB(q3−1))

z2
h
2

). (3.17)

Equation (3.10) with (3.8) and (3.15) gives

g(z) = ecBz
2

1−
I1(z)

I1(zh)
+
µ2
(
2Rgg + cB(q3 − 1)

)
I2(z)

L2

(
1− e(2Rgg+cB(q3−1))

z2
h
2

)2

(
1−

I1(z)

I1(zh)

I2(zh)

I2(z)

) , (3.18)

I1(z) =

∫ z

0

e(2Rgg−3cB) ξ
2

2
+3pξ4ξ1+

2
ν dξ, I2(z) =

∫ z

0

e

(
2Rgg+cB( q32 −2)

)
ξ2+3pξ4ξ1+

2
ν dξ.

(3.19)

We use the following formulas for temperature and entropy:

T =

√
gtt′ gzz ′

4π

∣∣∣
z=zh

=

√
g00′ g44

′

4π

∣∣∣
z=zh

, (3.20)

s =

√
gxx gy1y1 gy2y2

4

∣∣∣
z=zh

=

√
g11 g22 g33

4

∣∣∣
z=zh

. (3.21)

For the metric (2.4) and the warp factor (3.11) temperature and entropy can be written

as:
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T =
|g′|
4π

∣∣∣
z=zh

=

∣∣∣∣∣− e(2Rgg−cB)
z2h
2
+3pz4h z

1+ 2
ν

h

4π I1(zh)

×

1−
µ2
(
2Rgg + cB(q3 − 1)

)(
e(2Rgg+cB(q3−1))

z2h
2 I1(zh)− I2(zh)

)
L2

(
1− e(2Rgg+cB(q3−1))

z2
h
2

)2


∣∣∣∣∣,

s =
1

4

(
L

zh

)1+ 2
ν

e−(2Rgg−cB)
z2h
2
−3pz4h .

(3.22)
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Figure 2. Temperature T (zh) for different q3, cB = − 0.3 and µ = 0.2 (1-st line) and for

different cB, q3 = 1 and µ = 0 (2-nd line); ν = 1 (A) and ν = 4.5 (B); Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273,

in units [T ] = [zh]−1 = GeV.
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In Fig.2 (first line) we see that magnetic “charge” q3 affects the temperature func-

tion for the fixed magnetic coefficient cB value independently from primary anisotropy.

However, for zero chemical potential temperature has no dependence on the charge q3.

At fixed cB, increasing q3 decreases the temperature and naively shows that the phase

transition temperature decreases. On the other hand, (second line) magnetic coefficient

cB notably changes temperature behavior for the fixed q3 value independently from pri-

mary anisotropy as well. This leads to the idea used in other works to associate the

magnetic “charge” with the magnetic coefficient q3 = − cB.

To understand the role of pz4-term in the warp factor let’s consider the temperature

behavior for p = 0, 0.1, 0.2, 0.273 (Fig.3). Earlier in [1] we obtained a hypersensitivity

of the background phase transition from the magnetic field: for cB ∼ − 0.01 (for ν = 1)

it fully degenerates. Non-zero p makes the background phase transition in the magnetic

field more stable, allowing it to achieve more realistic values (in Fig.3 q3 = − cB = 0.2).

In Fig.4 temperature function for different chemical potential values and p = 0.273

in presented. Magnetic field amplification makes three-valued behavior of zh(T ) to

become monotonic and lowers the local minimum temperature. Entropy has usual

behavior (Fig.5) and the inverse magnetic catalysis can be expected again. To make
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Figure 3. Temperature T (zh) for different p, µ = 0 (A), µ = 0.3 (B), µ = 0.6 (C), µ = 1 (D);

ν = 1, q3 = − cB = 0.2, Rgg = 1.16, in units [T ] = [zh]−1 = GeV.
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Figure 4. Temperature T (zh) for different µ, q3 = − cB = 0 (1-st line), q3 = − cB = 0.2 (2-nd

line), q3 = − cB = 0.5 (3-rd line) and q3 = − cB = 1 (4-th line); ν = 1 (A) and ν = 4.5 (B);

Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273, in units [T ] = [zh]−1 = GeV.

this sure let us consider a free energy function

F = −
∫
s dT =

∫ ∞
zh

s T ′dz. (3.23)
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Figure 5. Entropy s(T ) in logarithmic scale for different q3 = − cB, µ = 0.2 (1-st line) and

for different µ, q3 = − cB = 0.2 (2-nd line); ν = 1 (A) and ν = 4.5 (B); Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273,

in units [T ] = GeV.

The result for the first order (background) Black Hole-Black Hole (BH-BH) phase

transition or Hawking-Page-like phase transition originating from the free energy is

presented on Fig.6 and confirms the inverse magnetic catalysis effect. As to the pz4-

term effect, in Fig.7 we can clearly see that larger p-value prevents the background

phase transition degeneracy with the magnetic field amplification. Note that for non-

zero chemical potential we should integrate to second horizon zh2 and for µ = 0 we

obtain zh2 =∞.

Thus our choice of (3.11) as a warp factor to deform the metric did not possess the

MC phenomenon although could lead to good results for IMC. In the next section we

consider a new warp factor to produce the proper result for MC phenomenon.

3.2 Magnetic catalysis for A(z) = − cz2/4 − (p− cB q3)z4

In search of the MC phenomenon, we considered a new warp factor. It is important to

note that varying the Lagrangian (2.1) over the metric (2.4) we get the same equations
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Figure 6. Phase diagram for ν = 1 (green lines) and ν = 4.5 (blue lines) for qB = − cB;

Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273.
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Figure 7. Phase diagram for different p, qB = − cB = 0 (A), qB = − cB = 0.2 (B),

qB = − cB = 0.5 (C); ν = 1, Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273.

of motion (A.12–A.18) for different fields. Using the new warp factor

b(z) = e2A(z) = e− cz
2/2− 2(p−cB q3)z4 , (3.24)

– 13 –



where c = 4Rgg/3, Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273, one can solve system of EOMs (A.12–A.18)

with usual boundary conditions

At(0) = µ, At(zh) = 0, (3.25)

g(0) = 1, g(zh) = 0, (3.26)

φ(z0) = 0, (3.27)

where z0 serves to fit the string tension behavior [45].

It is very important to note that to possess the linear Regge trajectories for the

meson mass spectra in our model, in comparison with [50], we considered the kinetic

function (3.8) and the new warp factor (3.24). Then, at T = µ = B = 0 one can

produce linear mass spectrum m2
n = 4Rggn, in such a way that the parameter Rgg can

be fitted by Regge spectra of meson, such as J/ψ. Note also that the parameters Rgg

and p can be fixed for the zero magnetic field with Rgg = 1.16 and p = 0.273 [47, 91].

3.2.1 Blackening function

It is important to note that the EOM for the gauge field At(z) with a new warp factor

is the same as before, i.e. equation (3.15). Therefore, the equation (3.10) with (3.8),

(3.15) and the new warp factor (3.24) gives

g(z) = ecBz
2

1−
Ĩ1(z)

Ĩ1(zh)
+
µ2
(
2Rgg + cB(q3 − 1)

)
Ĩ2(z)

L2

(
1− e(2Rgg+cB(q3−1))

z2
h
2

)2

(
1−

Ĩ1(z)

Ĩ1(zh)

Ĩ2(zh)

Ĩ2(z)

) , (3.28)

Ĩ1(z) =

∫ z

0

e(2Rgg−3cB) ξ
2

2
+3(p−cB q3)ξ4ξ1+

2
ν dξ, (3.29)

Ĩ2(z) =

∫ z

0

e

(
2Rgg+cB( q32 −2)

)
ξ2+3(p−cB q3)ξ4ξ1+

2
ν dξ. (3.30)

The behavior of blackening function g in terms of holographic coordinate z is depicted

in the left panel of Fig.8 for different values of magnetic coefficient cB and different

primary anisotropy background, i.e. ν = 1 (green lines) and ν = 4.5 (blue lines). The

blackening function is monotonic, and larger values of magnetic coefficient cB corre-

spond to lower g values both in isotropic and anisotropic background. But comparing

isotropic and anisotropic backgrounds we see that for 0 < |cB| < 0.3 the blackening

function in the anisotropic case ν = 4.5 gets lower values than in the isotropic case

ν = 1, while for 0.3 < |cB| < 1 it is not sensible to different primary anisotropies. In

the right panel of the Fig.8 the effect of chemical potential on the blackening function
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Figure 8. The blackening function g(z) for different cB and ν, µ = 0 (A) and for different µ

and ν, cB = − 0.2 (B); ν = 1 (green lines) and ν = 4.5 (blue lines); Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273,

q3 = 5, zh = 1, in units [z]−1 = GeV.

for different primary anisotropy of the background is investigated. We see that for

the larger chemical potential the blackening function value decreases in both isotropic

and anisotropic background cases. But, for the fixed chemical potential the blackening

function value is smaller for larger primary anisotropy. Note also that for large values

of the chemical potential we have second black hole horizon. On both panels we fixed

the horizon radius zh = 1.

3.2.2 Scalar field

The scalar, i.e. dilaton field φ can be obtained from equation (A.15) 2 with the boundary

condition (3.27) imposed

φ(z) =

∫ z

z0

1

ξ ν

[
−4 +

2

3
ν
(

6 + (−3 cB(cB + 60 q3) + 4(45 p+R2
gg)) ξ

4 ν + 48Rgg

×(p− cB q3) ξ6 ν + 144 (p− cB q3)2 ξ8 ν + 3 ξ2(cB (2− 3 ν) + 6Rgg ν)
)] 1

2
dξ . (3.31)

Expanding the integrand of the dilaton field we have φ(z) ∼
∫ z
z0

√
ν − 1/ξ dξ.

Therefore, the dilaton field has no divergency at z0 = 0 in the case of primary isotropic

background ν = 1, while for anisotropic background a logarithmic divergency exists.

It is important to note that we generalize the boundary condition for the dilaton field

as φ(z0) = 0 [45, 92], where z0 can be some function of zh. The fact is that the

scalar field boundary conditions can affect the temperature dependence of the string

2This is a generalization of the method [100, 101] of reconstructing the dilaton potential, see also

[102–104]
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Figure 9. The dilaton field φ(z) for different cB, q3 = 5 (A) and different q3, cB = − 0.5

(B); ν = 1 (green lines) and ν = 4.5 (blue lines); Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273, z0 = 0.001, in units

[z]−1 = [φ] = GeV.

tension, i.e. the coefficient of the linear term of the Cornell potential. The string

tension should decrease with the temperature growth and becomes zero at the confine-

ment/deconfinement phase transition [105–107]. To preserve this feature and also avoid

divergences in anisotropic backgrounds we considered the dilaton boundary condition

as φ(z0) = 0. For special cases one can consider z0 = 0 [47] and z0 = zh [44].

Fig.9 shows that the scalar field is a monotonically increasing function of the holo-

graphic coordinate z both in primary isotropic and anisotropic cases, i.e. for ν = 1 and

ν = 4.5, but larger primary anisotropy shifts the dilaton curve up to larger φ-values.

Larger absolute value of magnetic coefficient cB and larger magnetic charge q3 make

φ(z) to grow faster (Fig.9. A and B respectively).

3.2.3 Coupling function f3

The function f3 that describes the coupling between the third Maxwell field F3 and the

dilaton field φ can be obtained from the equation

f3 = 2

(
L

z

) 2
ν

bg
cBz

q23

(
g′

g
+

3b′

2b
−

2

νz
+ cBz

)
. (3.32)

The exact formula obtained by substituting the blackening function, its derivative and

the new warp factor is presented in Appendix B. It is clearly seen that for zero mag-

netic coefficient cB = 0 the coupling function f3 is expectedly equal to zero as well. It’s

behavior depending on the holographic direction z is plotted in Fig.10. We see in the
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Figure 10. The coupling function f3(z) for different cB, µ = 0 (A) and for different cB,

µ = 0.2 (B); ν = 1 (green lines) and ν = 4.5 (blue lines); zh = 1.5, Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273,

q3 = 5, in units [z]−1 = GeV.

left panel that for zero chemical potential µ = 0 the coupling function f3 gets positive

and preserves the NEC both in isotropic ν = 1 and primary anisotropic background

ν = 4.5, however the behavior of f3 is different for isotropic and anisotropic cases. In

the isotropic background we see the decreasing monotonic behavior while holographic

direction z increases and in the anisotropic background the coupling function f3 demon-

strates a multivalued behavior with a local minimum and a local maximum. Note also

that for µ = 0.5 for larger magnetic coefficient (larger cB absolute values) f3 is not

positive everywhere beyond the fixed horizon zh. This is due to the fact that we need

to choose appropriate parameters in our theory and in particular the correct value for

the second horizon to have positive value for coupling function f3 (see the Fig.10.B for

the second horizon zh2 = 0.55 for ν = 1 and zh2 = 0.45 for ν = 4.5).

According to our boundary condition g(zh) = 0 expression can be simplified as

f3(zh) = 2

(
L

zh

) 2
ν cBzh

q23
b(zh) g

′(zh) > 0. (3.33)

At first horizon (the one that really matters) blackening function is decreasing, so

g′(zh) < 0 and temperature T (zh) = |g′(zh)/4π| is positive. If we also take cB < 0,

their product is positive, all the other multipliers in (3.33) are positive as well, therefore

f3(zh) > 0 for any negative cB in the zh interval we need for 0 < zh < zh2 , zh2 is the

second horizon, i.e. T (zh2) = 0.

In Fig.11 the third coupling function f3 in terms of dilaton field φ is displayed. It

demonstrates a nonmonotonic behavior, quite sensible to the magnetic field presence
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– larger cB absolute value leads to larger f3. Neither fixed horizon (Fig.11.A), nor

chemical potential (Fig.11.B) have no significant effect.

We also need to check the positiveness of the third coupling function f1 in our

model and this point is investigated in the next section.
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Figure 11. The coupling function f3(φ) different zh and cB, µ = 0.5 (A), for different µ and

cB, zh = 1 (B); ν = 4.5, Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273, q3 = 5, z0 = 0.001, in units [φ] = GeV.
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Figure 12. The coupling function f1(z) for different cB, µ = 0 (light blue) and µ = 0.5

(dark blue), the second horizon zh2 = 0.73, (A); for different cB, µ = 0.5, the second horizon

zh2 = 0.39 (B); ν = 4.5, zh = 1.5, Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273, q3 = 5, q1 = 1, in units [z]−1 =

GeV.
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Figure 13. The coupling function f1(φ) for different zh and cB, µ = 0.5 (A), for different µ

and cB and zh = 1; ν = 4.5, Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273, q3 = 5, z0 = 0.001, in units [φ] = GeV.

3.2.4 Coupling function f1

We can obtain f1 that is a coupling function between the second Maxwell field F1 and

the dilaton field φ from the equation

f1 = −

(
z

L

)1− 4
ν ecBz

2
b (ν − 1)

L q21 ν

[
2g′ + 3g

(
b′

b
−

4 (ν + 1)

3νz
+

2cBz

3

)]
. (3.34)

The exact formula obtained by substituting the blackening function, its derivative and

the new warp factor is presented in Appendix B. It is clearly seen that the coupling

function f1 is zero for ν = 1 according to the holographic dictionary the second Maxwell

field F1 serves for primary anisotropy of the background.

We plotted the coupling function f1 in terms of holographic coordinate z in Fig.12.

As it is shown in the left panel, f1 gets positive value for zero chemical potential µ = 0

(light blue) that is important for the Null Energy Condition (NEC) fulfillment in our

model. For perceptible value of chemical µ = 0.5 (dark blue) we see that the coupling

function f1 can be not positive for z < zh in magnetic field strong enough. Here it is

very important to take into account that for such a set of model parameters the second

horizon is shifted under the first one that we fix, and for z < zh2 the coupling function

f1 stays positive similar to the coupling function f3, thus NEC is respected. (see the

Fig.12.B for the second horizon zh2 = 0.39). We can show that f1 doesn’t break NEC.

This fact can be proven algebraically like it was done in [1]. According to our boundary
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condition g(zh) = 0 expression for f1 can be simplified as

f1(zh) = − 2

(
zh

L

)1− 4
ν ν − 1

L q21ν
ecBz

2
h b(zh) g

′(zh). (3.35)

At first horizon (the one that really matters) blackening function is decreasing, so

g′(zh) < 0 and temperature T (zh) = |g′(zh)/4π| is positive. As f1 has sense for ν > 1

only, all the multipliers in (3.35) are positive, so their product is positive, therefore

f1(zh) > 0 for any zh from the interval 0 < zh < zh2 , zh2 is the second horizon, i.e.

T (zh2) = 0.

For a completeness of the results presented the second coupling function f1(φ) is

also plotted in Fig.13. It turns out to be insensitive to the magnetic field for small

φ values and almost insesitive to the horizon even for large φ (Fig.13.A). Besides, the

magnetic field shifts f1 up to larger values, while the chemical potential, on the contrary,

downs to smaller values (Fig.13.B).
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Figure 14. The scalar potential V (φ) for different cB and zh, ν = 1 (A) and ν = 4.5 (B);

Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273, q3 = 5, µ = 0.5, z0 = 0.001, in units [φ]2 = [V ] = GeV2.
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3.2.5 Scalar potential

The equation of motion for the scalar potential V as a function of holographic coordi-

nate z can be obtained from the equation (A.18):

V (z) =
−1

4L2 ν2 b3

[
3 z2ν2g b′2 + 3 z ν b

(
3 z ν b′ g′ + 2 g((−3− 3 ν + 2 cB z

2 ν)b′ + z ν b′′)
)

+ 2b2 ((4 + (6− 3 cB z
2)2 ν + (4− 2 cB z

2 + c2B z
4)2 ν2)g

+ z ν((−4− 5 ν + 3 cB z
2 ν)g′ + z νg′′))

]
.

(3.36)

The exact formula obtained by substituting the blackening function, its first and second

derivative and the new warp factor is presented in Appendix B.

The scalar potential V as a function of dilaton field φ is described by equations

(3.31) and (3.36) and is depicted in Fig.14. Within the interval z ∈ [0, zh] that we

are interested in V (φ) is stable and has no crucial dependence either on the horizon

or on the magnetic field. More focus in the scale allows to see that the magnetic

field increases the absolute value of the scalar potential, while zh growth decreases it.

Primary anisotropy (Fig.14.B for ν = 4.5) shifts the scalar potential to larger absolute

values (Fig.14.A for ν = 1), causes a constant region to appear at small φ and then

makes V (φ) to decrease faster.

3.3 Thermodynamics

3.3.1 Temperature and entropy

Using the metric (2.4) and the warp factor b(z) = e− cz
2/2− 2(p−cB q3)z4 (3.24) one can

obtain the temperature and entropy from equations (3.20) and (3.21) respectively:

T =
|g′|
4π

∣∣∣
z=zh

=

∣∣∣∣∣− e(2Rgg−cB)
z2h
2
+3(p−cB q3)z4h z

1+ 2
ν

h

4π Ĩ1(zh)

×

1−
µ2
(
2Rgg + cB(q3 − 1)

)(
e(2Rgg+cB(q3−1))

z2h
2 Ĩ1(zh)− Ĩ2(zh)

)
L2

(
1− e(2Rgg+cB(q3−1))

z2
h
2

)2


∣∣∣∣∣,

s =
1

4

(
L

zh

)1+ 2
ν

e−(2Rgg−cB)
z2h
2
−3(p−cB q3)z4h .

(3.37)
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Figure 15. Temperature T (zh) for different cB, q3 = 5 (1-st line) and for different q3,

cB = − 0.5 (2-nd line); ν = 1 (A) and ν = 4.5 (B); Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273, µ = 0, in units

[T ] = [zh]−1 = GeV.

The behavior of the temperature T as a function of the horizon radius zh for

different values of magnetic coefficient cB (1-st line) and the magnetic “charge” q3 (2-

nd line) for different primary anisotropy ν = 1 (A) and ν = 4.5 (B) with zero chemical

potential µ = 0 is shown in Fig.15. The system temperature is obviously sensible to

changing of the magnetic field parameters in such a way that the temperature minimum

increases with the magnetic coefficient cB absolute value (Fig.15, 1-st line) and the

magnetic “charge” q3 growth (Fig.15, 2-nd line). Naively, it means that the Hawking-

Page phase transition temperature THP increases with the magnetic field in all the cases

considered. It is important to note that to investigate the magnetic field effect on the

phase transition temperature in the text below, we consider the magnetic coefficient

cB, although the magnetic “charge” q3 acts on the transition temperature in a similar
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Figure 16. Temperature T (zh) for different cB, q3 = 5 (1-st line) and for different q3,

cB = − 0.5 (2-nd line); ν = 1 (A) and with ν = 4.5 (B); Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273, µ = 0.3, in

units [T ] = [zh]−1 = GeV.

way. Note also that the primary anisotropy makes the temperature local minimum

to decrease both for various cB and q3. Therefore, one can expect the Hawking-Page

phase transition temperature THP to increase during the isotropisation process. But

to check this point and the BH-BH (or Hawking-Page-like) phase transition explicitly,

we need to calculate the free energy of the system.

Now, we consider the non-zero chemical potential as we need to include matter to

investigate the realistic QGP with high baryonic density. In Fig.16 the temperature

of the system T in terms of the horizon zh with the chemical potential µ = 0.3 for

different values of cB (1-st line) and q3 (2-nd line) is plotted. The temperature is still

very sensible to both magnetic field parameters, and the Hawking-Page phase transition

temperature THP increases. Primary anisotropy makes the temperature local minimum

to decrease again and therefore the Hawking-Page phase transition THP requires less
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Figure 17. Free energy F (T ) for different cB, q3 = 5 (1-st line) and for different q3, cB = − 0.5

(2-nd line); ν = 1 (A) and ν = 4.5 (B); Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273, µ = 0, in units [F ] = [T ] =

GeV.

energy. To investigate the process precisely we need to plot a free energy for different

chemical potential values.

3.3.2 Free energy and magnetic catalysis

To investigate the first order phase transition we start from the free energy F as a

function of temperature T consideration for different values of the magnetic field pa-

rameters cB and q3 at zero chemical potential. Regardless of the primary background

anisotropy (ν = 1 in Fig.17.A and ν = 4.5 in Fig.17.B) the free energy is a multivalued

function of temperature and at µ = 0 has two branches. One of them is positive but

asymptotically decreasing to zero, the other goes down into the region of negative values

sharply, almost vertically. The negative part of this branch describes the large stable

black hole, positive free energy values correspond to the small unstable black hole and

at F = 0 thermal gas is formed. Temperature at which a phase transition from small
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Figure 18. Free energy F (T ) for different cB, q3 = 5 (1-st line) and for different q3, cB = − 0.5

(2-nd line); ν = 1 (A) and ν = 4.5 (B); Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273, µ = 0.3, in units [F ] = [T ] =

GeV.

black hole to thermal gas known as Hawking-Page phase transition occurs is so called

Hawking-Page temperature, F (THP ) = 0. According to the holographic dictionary

this process corresponds to the first order phase transition in the 4-dim gauge theory.

To reveal the magnetic field effect on the free energy behavior and, consequently, on

the phase transition temperature THP , we increase the absolute values of the mag-

netic parameters cB (Fig.17, 1-st line) and q3 (Fig.17, 2-nd line). In both cases THP
grows, thus the magnetic catalysis phenomenon takes place for any primary anisotropy,

but in the background with higher primary anisotropy phase transition requires lower

temperature, like it was in previous works [1, 37–39, 48].

At a non-zero chemical potential there appears the free energy third (almost hor-

izontal) branch and a a closed structure called a “swallow-tail” appears (µ = 0.3 in

Fig.18). Its self-intersection point describes the transition from the confinement to the

deconfinement phase, and it’s temperature is marked as BH-BH temperature TBB. All
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1
2 = GeV.

other tendencies preserve: magnetic field parameters cB and q3 cause the phase tran-

sition growth while the primary anisotropy ν lowers it. This allows us to expect the

MC-effect to be general on the first order phase diagram. All these results are summa-

rized in Fig.19, where the phase transition temperature dependence on the magnetic

coefficient cB for µ = 0 (A) and µ = 0.3 (B) in the background with different primary

anisotropy; the results for various chemical potentials in primary isotropic case are

confronted in Fig.19.C.

To obtain the full picture of the first order phase transition the free energy and

consequently the temperature dependence on the chemical potential should be con-

sidered. At µ = 0 the temperature has minimum Tmin = T (zmin) (Fig.20.A). Black

hole solutions with zh > zmin (small black holes) are unstable, and the essence of the

phase transition lies in the collapse of such a black hole into a stable black hole with

zh < zmin (large black holes) with the same temperature. There is no black hole so-

lution for T < Tmin, therefore Hawking-Page phase transition occurs at THP ≥ Tmin.

At the very point Tmin a large stable black hole transforms into the thermal gas. This

point is clearly seen on the free energy plot as F (Tmin) = 0 (Fig.20.B).

For µ > 0 the function T (zh) also has a local maximum Tmax = T (zmax), where
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Figure 20. Temperature T (zh) for different µ (A) and free energy F (T ) for different µ (B);

ν = 1 (1-st line) and ν = 4.5 (2-nd line); Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273, q3 = 5 and cB = − 0.5, in

units [T ] = [zh]−1 = GeV.

zmax > zmin (Fig.20.A), and this leads to the “swallow-tail” appearance in the free

energy plot again (Fig.20.B). Temperature of the phase transition, i.e. the collapse

from a small unstable black hole to a large stable black hole, can be determined as

the temperature of the self-interaction point in the “swallow-tail” base of the F (T )-

curve. As the chemical potential increases both T (zmin) and T (zmax) decrease so that

the difference between them reduces and eventually disappears at some critical value

of the chemical potential. For example, in the magnetic field with cB = − 0.5 for

ν = 1 and ν = 4.5 it happens at µCEPHQ ≈ 0.94 and µCEPHQ ≈ 0.81 correspondingly
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Figure 21. The phase diagrams in the (µ, T )-plane for heavy quarks ν = 1 and different cB
(A) and for ν = 4.5 and different cB (B) and for different cB with ν = 1 (green line) and

ν = 4.5 (blue line) (C); Rgg = 1.16, p = 0.273, q3 = 5, in units [T ] = [µ] = GeV; the phase

diagrams in the (µ, T )-plane for light quarks (D) for comparison from [48].

(Fig.20.A). This process is reflected by the “swallow-tail” decrease on the free energy

plot (Fig.20.B). For µ > µCEPHQ the black hole temperature becomes a monotonic

function of the horizon and its free energy becomes smooth. Note that additional

details on this subject can be found in papers on previous considerations [1, 44, 45].

3.3.3 Phase diagrams

Phase diagram, i.e. the diagram of the confinement/deconfinement phase transition

displays the dependence of the phase transition temperature THP/BB on the chemical

potential as a curve called a first order (background) phase transition line on the (µ,T )-

plane. In the “heavy quarks” version of our holographic model the phase transition

line stretches over the interval µ ∈ [0, µmax], and the temperature in this interval drops

(Fig.21). The rightmost point of the curve with coordinates
(
µmax, T (µmax)

)
is called

a critical end point (CEPHQ for heavy quarks) and marks the free (not attached to the
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ν = 1 (µCEPHQ , TCEPHQ) ν = 4.5 (µCEPHQ , TCEPHQ)

cB = 0 (0.74, 0.52) cB = 0 (0.91, 0.27)

cB = −0.1 (0.85, 0.61) cB = −0.5 (0.81, 0.43)

cB = −0.5 (0.94, 0.76) cB = −1 (0.74, 0.50)

cB = −1 (0.93, 0.85) cB = −2 (0.62, 0.59)

cB = −3 (0.67, 1.00) cB = −4 (0.50, 0.70)

cB = −5 (0.33, 1.04) cB = −6 (0.36, 0.75)

cB = −5.5 (0.18, 1.04) cB = −8 (0.23, 0.79)

— — cB = −9.6 (0.06, 0.81)

Table 1. The critical end points for different cB with ν = 1 and ν = 4.5

axis) end of the phase transition line (dots on the right end of the T (µ)-curves).

First of all, we really see the MC effect in the background with any amount of

anisotropy. For ν = 1 CEP chemical potential µCEPHQ grows, cB > − 0.5, and then

drops to zero, cB < − 1, when full degeneracy of the phase transition line occurs,

cB ∼ − 6 (Fig.21.A). For ν = 4.5 µCEPHQ decreases only, and the phase transition line

shortens until complete disappearence at cB ∼ − 10, (Fig.21.B). We presented critical

end points for different cB with ν = 1 and ν = 4.5 in Table 1.

In both cases the THP/BB rise slows down with increasing magnetic field, before

the full degeneracy it stops and even turns back (light curves), so the small region of

the IMC appears at near-limit cB values, namely cB < − 1 for ν = 1 and cB < − 6

for ν = 4.5. But it is obvious that in the primary isotropic background the phase

transition degenerates at a magnetic field weaker than in the primary anisotropic one.

Besides for ν = 4.5 phase transition temperature is lower and drops faster as µ increases

(Fig.21.C). We can compare heavy quarks phase diagrams (Fig.21.A,B,C) that describe

MC and light quarks phase diagram (Fig.21.D) that presents IMC phenomenon [48].

4 Conclusion and Discussion

In this research we studied the influence of the magnetic field on the first order phase

transition temperature. For this purpose we used the “bottom-up” approach and chose

5-dim Einstein-dilaton-Maxwell holographic model with three Maxwell fields. We have

searched for a warp factor in this model that can be considered as a deformation of

metric providing the MC phenomenon for the heavy quark model [1]. In previous

paper [1] we investigated only the IMC phenomenon however in this research for the

particular warp factor we obtained MC phenomenon.
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• We presented new 5-dim exact analytical solution for anisotropic holographic

model.

• One of the important features of our holographic model is inclusion of two types

of anisotropy, i.e. the external magnetic field and the spatial anisotropy. Their

influences on the background physical properties such as background phase tran-

sition are investigated.

• Choosing the warp factor that deforms the metric executes a very important effect

in our model. The warp factor b(z) = e2A(z) = e− cz
2/2− 2pz4 leads to IMC, not

MC phenomenon.

• The required result, i.e. MC effect was achieved due to the warp factor b(z) =

e− cz
2/2− 2(p−cB q3)z4 for both Hawking-Page and BH-BH (Hawking-Page-like) phase

transition that set up the first order phase transition in 4-dim gauge theory.

• We also investigated the effect of primary anisotropy on the Hawking-Page and

BH-BH (Hawking-Page-like) phase transition and obtained that anisotropy de-

creases both THP and TBB for all values of magnetic field.

• We built the phase diagram, i.e. the phase trasition temperature vs chemical

potential for different magnetic field magnitudes and different primary anisotropy

values within the model constructed.

• Full degeneracy of the phase transition lines for the primary isotropic background,

ν = 1, occurs at weaker magnetic field (cB ∼ − 6) in comparison to the anisotropic

one, ν = 4.5 (cB ∼ − 10).

• It is important to note that for the limit non-zero chemical potential values we

need to consider the physical interval between the boundary and the second hori-

zon in this model in such a way that NEC to be preserved.

• It is expected that for the presented model near the first order phase transition

different quantities such as baryon density, entanglement entropy, electrical con-

ductivity have jumps that strongly depend on the model parameters (anisotropy,

magnetic field, chemical potential etc.) similar to previously considered models

[48, 79, 93]

• In [1, 44, 49, 108] the temporal and spatial Wilson loops were considered on the

background for heavy quarks with two types of anisotropy for the warp factor
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b(z) = e− cz
2/2. It would be interesting to study phase transition on this back-

ground with the extended warp factor. Also one can study the energy loss and jet

quenching on this background similar to [109]. Then we can obtain full confine-

ment/deconfinement phase transition structure that consists of phase transition

for Wilson loop and first order phase transition.
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A Equations of motion

Varying Lagrangian (2.1) over metric (2.4) we get 5 Einstein equations of motions:

00 : −

(
L

z

)3+ 2
ν
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2/2 b5/2g
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g′

2

(
3b′

2b
−
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4
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L
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 = 0,

(A.1)
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(
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 = 0,

(A.2)

22 : −
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+
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4
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bV

2

 = 0,

(A.3)
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33 : −

(
L

z

)1+ 4
ν
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2
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(A.4)
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(A.5)

We rewrite these 5 Einstein equations (remove factors in front of (A.1-A.5)) as:
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(A.6)
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(A.7)
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(A.8)
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(A.9)
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(A.10)
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where ′ = ∂/∂z.

We can see, that equations (A.6–A.10) have rather complicated form on the one

hand and include repeating combinations of terms on the other hand. For further

operating let us combine these Einstein equations into the linear combinations, thus

excluding the repeating terms and concentrating on the specific details. To do this we

use the following receipt:

(I) [11]− [00],

(II) [00]− [44],

(III) [11]− [22],

(IV) [11]− [33],

(V) [22] + [44].

(A.11)

Together with the variations over the scalar field and first vector field (Maxwell

field that serves a non-zero chemical potential and for which we have chosen the electric

ansatz) we get the following EOMs:

φ′′ + φ′

(
g′

g
+

3b′

2b
−
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+ cBz

)
+

(
z

L
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(
z
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∂φ
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(
L
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g

∂V
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= 0,

(A.12)

A′′t + A′t

(
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2b
+
f ′0
f0

+
ν − 2
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+ cBz

)
= 0, (A.13)
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z
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b
−
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z

L
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b
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+
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(
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ν
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4

2

)
+

b (φ′)2

3
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(A.15)

(III) 2g′
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)(
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(A.16)
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ν
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+
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= 0, (A.17)
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g
= 0. (A.18)

B Coupling functions f1, f3 and dilaton potential V

We can obtain the exact form of the coupling function f1 that is coupling function

between the second Maxwell field F1 and dilaton field φ by utilizing the equation (3.34)

and inserting the equation of g(z) (3.28) and take into account its derivative

g′(z) = − z
2+ν
ν e−

cB z2

2 +Rggz
2+3(p−cB q3)z

4

Ĩ1(zh)

[
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µ2 (cB(−1+q3)+2Rgg)

(
Ĩ1(zh) e

1
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2
h−Ĩ2(zh)

)
(e

1
2 (cB(−1+q3)+2Rgg)z

2
h−1)2 L2

]

+ 2 cB e
cBz

2
z

[
1− Ĩ1(z)

Ĩ1(zh)
+ µ2 (cB(−1+q3)+2Rgg)

(e
1
2 (cB(−1+q3)+2Rgg)z

2
h−1)2 L2

(
Ĩ1(zh)Ĩ2(z)− Ĩ1(z)Ĩ2(zh)

)]
. (B.1)

After some algebra, one can obtain

f1(z) = −2(ν − 1)

q21 ν
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(
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z
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4
ν e
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Ĩ1(z)
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×
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1
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(e
1
2
(cB(−1+q3)+2Rgg)z2h − 1)2 L2
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Ĩ1(zh)
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1
2
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]
, (B.2)

where Ĩ1(z) and Ĩ2(z) were defined in equations (3.29) and (3.30).
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The coupling function f3 that is coupling function for the third Maxwell field F3

dilaton field φ can be obtained by utilizing the equation (3.32). It can be done, by

inserting the equation of g′(z) (B.1) and take into account its derivative

g′′(z) = ecB z
2

(2cB + 4c2B z
2)

[
1− Ĩ1(z)

Ĩ1(zh)
+

µ2 (cB(−1 + q3) + 2Rgg)
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)]
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Ĩ1(zh)

]
. (B.3)

For the coupling function f3 we obtained

f3(z) = −
2 cB e

cB z
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)
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. (B.4)

The dilaton potential V (z) can be obtained using equation (3.36) by plugging the

blackening function g(z) (3.29) and the equations of g′(z) (B.1) and g′′(z) (B.3). After
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some algebra we have

V (z) =
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2 Ĩ2(zh)

)
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(B.5)
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Chapter 1
Testing Gravity in the Laboratory

Quentin G. Bailey

Abstract In this chapter we discuss recent work on precision Earth laboratory tests
of different aspects of gravity. In particular the discussion is focused on those tests
that can be used to probe hypothesis for physics beyond Newtonian gravity and
General Relativity. The latter includes tests of foundations like local Lorentz invari-
ance, Weak Equivalence Principle tests, short-range gravity tests, gravimeter-type
tests, and other frontier possibilities like the free-fall of anti-matter and searches for
non-Riemann gravity effects. The focus is on key results in theory, phenomenology,
and experiment in the last few decades. We describe the motivations for continued
interest in precision tests of gravity in the laboratory, including the possibility to
search for physics beyond General Relativity. Test frameworks for describing devi-
ations from General Relativity are emphasized, including ones based on effective
field theory, including allowing for generic violations of Lorentz symmetry, CPT
symmetry, and diffeomorphism symmetry.

1.1 Early history and motivations for testing gravity with
precision laboratory instruments

As laboratory experiments evolved during the renaissance to the current epoch, a
number of early experiments concerning the nature of gravity on Earth were con-
ceived. These early tests established some of the most important basic principles of
the currently accepted highly successful theory of General Relativity (GR).

Early work by Galileo established the universality of freefall for objects of dif-
ferent mass (and composition) using simple inclined planes (establishing that all
objects fall with the same local acceleration on the Earth’s surface when air resis-
tance can be neglected). Later, Newton’s universal law of gravitation confirmed this
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property as part of the nature of the gravitational force depending on the product of
the masses that attract one another, and the inverse square distance, often dubbed
the inverse-square law (ISL):

Fgrav =
Gm1m2

r2 , (1.1)

where G is Newton’s gravitational constant, m1 and m2 are the two masses and r
is the distance between the masses. The force points along the line between the
masses, and is consistent with Newton’s third law (so that the force of attraction on
mass 1 is equal and opposite to the force of attraction on mass 2).

As an ingeneous application of a torsion pendulum apparatus, Eötvös studied the
effect of the Earth’s gravity on laboratory sized masses of differing composition
[34]. The basic torsion balance consisted of a light horizontal beam suspended by a
metal wire. On one end of the beam, was suspended a mass, on the other end, another
mass with differing composition. (See figures 1,2 in [18] and the figure in [33]).
The null result otained for the relative acceleration on Earth’s surface of two species
with the same mass, confirmed to a high degree of accuracy the Weak Equivalence
Principle (WEP). This principle states that all bodies fall in a gravitational field with
the same acceleration. The experiment was improved upon in the intervening years
to the modern era e.g., [33].

The gravitational redshift effect of GR predicts that in the vicinity of a large
mass, like being on Earth’s surface, clocks will run at slower rates than clocks farther
from the Earth. For example a measured frequency shift for emitted light between
two locations in a static gravitational field is given by δν/ν = ∆U , where U is
the gravitational potential. In fact, near Earth’s surface a change in ticking rates of
clocks can be detected in sensitive tests (this is used routinely in GPS satellites for
precision navigation [11]). In the 20th century some early tests of the gravitational
redshift were key in verifying foundations of GR [139]. For instance, the classic
Pound-Rebka-Snider experiments in the early 1960s measured frequency shifts from
ascending and descending atomic emissions (gamma ray photons) using a 25-m
tower. [111, 112]. The 1965 measurement verified the redshift effect to about the
1% level. Further improvements in the modern era in redshift tests and motivations
for violations of the GR prediction are discussed in the next sections.

The precise measurement of the gravitational constant G represents another his-
tory of successive improvements, though not as striking as other measurements of
fundamental constants [143]. Many applications of Newton’s law of gravitation in-
volve orbital mechanics and observations. In these scenarios, in the the observables
that occur, the constant G is always paired with a mass as in GM. For instance, one
can see this from considering elliptical orbits around a central body M. The time
for one orbit T is given by Kepler’s third law, T = 2πa3/2

√
GM

. To extract a value for G,
one needs to separate G from the values of the masses involved, a task most readily
achieved by measuring the force of gravity in a laboratory setting [143]. Notable
early experiments measuring G include the classic torsion balance experiment by
Cavendish [23].
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Foundations of General Relativity include not only the WEP, but also local
Lorentz invariance, part of the Einstein Equivalence Principle. Local Lorentz invari-
ance holds that experimental results in a freely falling inertial frame are independent
or the orientation and the velocity of the laboratory.

Local Lorentz invariance was tested historically with the Michelson-Morley
experiment, which tested the assumption that electromagnetic waves propagate
through a medium, obtaining the classic null result [91]. While the Michelson-
Morley experiment established the isotropy of the speed of light, later tests, like
the Kennedy-Thorndike experiment in the 1930s [54], looked for dependence on
the laboratory velocity. With these tests and many others, local Lorentz invariance
has become the standard tested assumption for modern physics. However, we dis-
cuss below continued motivations for a plethora of ever more precise tests occurring
in recent decades.

1.2 Laboratory tests in the Modern era

Physicists worldwide have continued to test the inverse square law (1.1), as well
as search for laboratory-based signatures of General Relativity, and proposals for
physics beyond GR. In addition, modern precision metrology and Geophysics have
played a role in the development of sensitive instruments for mapping the gravita-
tional field of the Earth, like gravimeters. These instruments can also be used to test
gravity as discussed below.

Tests of WEP on Earth and in near Earth orbit have been steadily improved over
the last decades, as arguments about what physics beyond GR might look like have
pointed to possible WEP violations. Gravitational redshift tests have also been of in-
terest and undergone improvement. Local Lorentz invariance continues to be tested,
experiencing a recent boom in tests due to the motivation for searches for new
physics. Modern tests use all manner of precision instruments like resonant cavi-
ties and atomic clocks.

In principle, modern laboratory precision experiments on Earth include gravita-
tional wave observatories [3], albeit the focus there is on astrophysics. However, the
discussion of these tests is contained in several other chapters in this book, so we do
not go into details here.

Motivations

A key reason for the continued interest in developing ever more precise instruments
for testing gravity on Earth or in near Earth orbit comes partly from the develop-
ments in theoretical physics in the 20th and 21st century. We describe some major
areas below where theoretical ideas have pushed for new sensitive tests. This dis-
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cussion naturally includes tests of founding principles of GR, like local Lorentz
invariance, the latter topic with a long history and recent boom in activity.

1.2.0.1 Tests of Local Lorentz invariance

In the mid 20th century, phenomenological test models for Special Relativity (SR),
describing small deviations from SR, were developed using the idea of modified
Lorentz transformations. These modified transformations describe how to go from
a special reference frame where light propagation is isotropic to a “moving frame”
where anisotropy could be potentially detected. An early version was countenanced
by Robertson [113], while Mansouri and Sexl added to this early work in 1977 [84].
The result was a three parameter model, the “RMS” test model, with parameters α ,
β , and γ describing small deviations from the usual Lorentz transformation. Special
Relativity holds when these parameters vanish. While the RMS test model was a
bellweather for several decades, it was more recently shown that it has inconsisten-
cies when compared to field theory approaches [56].

Given the many tests of the 20th century, the main motivation for continued in-
terest in precision tests of Lorentz symmetry has come from a number of theoretical
works. For example, Kostelecký and Samuel showed that the vacuum of string field
theory might break Lorentz symmetry spontaneously [72]. Other ideas published in
the literature suggest the possibility of spacetime symmetry breaking through a va-
riety of mechanisms. For example, quantum gravity models [41], non-commutative
field theories [93, 21], and extra dimensions [102] can lead to observable Lorentz vi-
olation. More comprehensive reviews of the literature on mechanisms for spacetime-
symmetry breaking can be found in Refs. [85, 138, 87, 6, 129, 46].

Some other recent approaches for frameworks testing Lorentz invariance include
modified dispersion relations. This is motivated by approaches to quantum gravity
[8]. The dispersion relations typically take the form, for a particle with mass m, of
E2− p2−m2− L̃p p2E + ... = 0, where L̃p is of order of the Planck length. These
and other “kinematic” test equations have been used in astrophysics to constrain the
extra terms, like measurements of high energy photons, but care is required with
interpretations [52, 65]. For recent reviews of this type of analysis see [6, 81, 87].

In the late 90s and early 2000s, a new approach, involving the systematic de-
velopment of a fully dynamical effective field theory (EFT) framework for testing
relativity principles arose in a number of key publications [27, 28, 64, 57]. The ba-
sic premise is first that local Lorentz symmetry holds to a high approximation, so
any deviations are small. Such deviations then must be describable by the coupling
of a “matter” field to a generic background tensor field with components called
“coefficients for Lorentz violation”. An EFT framework that includes GR and the
Standard Model of particle physics, can allow one to systematically categorize all
possible terms that break symmetries like CPT and Lorentz symmetry. This descrip-
tion, as it turns out, can be matched to many proposed models for quantum gravity
and other ideas as well as test frameworks. Many tests have now been analyzed
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within the framework [65, 56, 69], as it allows cross comparisons between vastly
different tests (e.g., astrophysics versus Earth-laboratory tests).

The systematic description offered by the EFT framework includes possible
breaking of all spacetime symmetries. This includes local Lorentz symmetry, the
discrete CPT symmetry, and diffeomorphism symmetry (the latter relevant for grav-
ity and curved spacetime). The EFT framework allows comparison of measurements
across all possible precision tests with matter, light, gravity, and others.

Various observables for laboratory tests have been studied in this framework.
This includes short-range gravity tests [15, 121, 122], gravimeter measurements [94,
37], WEP tests [110], and redshift tests [49]. With the EFT framework, systematic
tests of local Lorentz invariance can be achieved in any conceivable experiment.
Results from any experiments probing the same “sector” can be compared for their
measurements of the coefficients. For instance, results from cosmic rays can be
compared with results from table-top tests with matter as described below.

Consider the electromagnetic sector of the EFT framework. This effectively con-
tains symmetry-breaking corrections to the Maxwell equations [64]. The basic La-
grange density for this sector assumed U(1) gauge invariance but breaks global
Lorentz symmetry and CPT symmetry [65]:

L =− 1
4 Fµν Fµν − 1

2 Fµν(k̂F)
µνκλ Fκλ + 1

2 ε
κλ µν Aλ (k̂AF)κ Fµν (1.2)

The symmetry breaking occurs when the system under study rotates or is boosted
with respect to the background coefficients and the coefficients are zero for perfect
spacetime symmetry (Lorentz and CPT). The framework in (1.2) yields the follow-
ing modified Maxwell equations in source-free space:

∇ ·D = 0,
∇×H−∂0D = 0,

where
D = E+2k̂AF×A+ κ̂DE ·E+ κ̂DB ·B,
H = B−2(k̂AF)0A+2k̂AFA0 + κ̂HB ·B+ κ̂HE ·E.

The coefficient matrices appearing are related to the underlying coefficients in the
Lagrange density as follows:

(κ̂DE)
jk =−2(k̂F)

0 j0k,

(κ̂HB)
jk = 1

2 (k̂F)
lmrs

ε
jlm

ε
krs,

(κ̂DB)
jk =−(κ̂HE)

k j = (k̂F)
0 jlm

ε
klm.

Thus the effects of Lorentz and CPT violation in vacuum loosely resemble behavior
in anisotropic media. The “hats” on the coefficients stand for general operators con-
sisting of a series of constant coefficients coupled with derivatives. In this sample
discussion here we confine our attention to the lowest order constant coefficients.
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Thus, (kF)
κλ µν contain 19 coefficients dimensionless coefficients, while there are 4

(kAF)κ coefficients with mass dimension M.
Numerous measureable modifications to electromagnetic tests can be calculated

from the results above. This includes shifts in resonant cavity frequencies [89], bire-
fringence and dispersion of photons [63, 64], modifications to electric and magnetic
fields in the laboratory [16], and many others [145, 131, 39]. Current limits from
some of the latest experiments and observations are discussed below in section
1.2.0.6.

Modifications of the matter sector have also been considered. Another place
where new physics, in the form of spacetime symmetry breaking observables, may
arise, is the Fermion sector of the EFT. The description is written in terms of a basic
complex-valued spinor field ψ , representing an electron, proton, neutron or other
fermion. The Lagrange density of the framework takes the form

Lψ = 1
2 iψΓν Dν

ψ−ψMψ, (1.3)

where
Γν ≡ γν + cµν γ

µ +dµν γ5γ
µ + eν + i fν γ5 +

1
2 gλ µν σ

λ µ , (1.4)

and
M ≡ m+aµ γ

µ +bµ γ5γ
µ + 1

2 Hµν σ
µν . (1.5)

Here aµ , bµ , cµν , dµν , eµ , fµ , gλ µν , and Hµν are fermion-sector coefficients for
Lorentz violation, ψ is the fermion field, and the γµ are the usual Dirac matrices.
Note that Dµ = ∂µ + iqAµ , is the covariant derivative in this context, with the vector
potential Aµ . Setting the coefficients to zero results in the Lorentz-invariant limit
reproducing the conventional Dirac lagrangian.

One can calculate the effect of the extra terms, using a Hamiltonian description,
on energy levels in atoms, and thereby construct experimental signals that can be
measured by sensitive clocks [59]. For example, relevant for atomic clocks the for-
mula for the extra piece of the hamiltonian can be written as

δh =− 1
m c jk p j pk + 1

2m2 b jσ
j p2 + ..., (1.6)

which displays the nonrelativistic contributions from the general case (1.3). The
ellipses includes contribution from the other coefficients. This result has been gen-
eralized to include additional “nonminimal” parts of the EFT [75, 76]. Clocks tests
are discussed further in the experiment section.

1.2.0.2 WEP tests, theory

There remains wide interest in precision tests of WEP in the modern era. Firstly,
sensitivities have vastly improved and measurements in space are now possible.
Recent results have confirmed the universality of freefall to a very high degree of
precision for different types of matter. The basic figure of merit often adopted is the
Eötvös parameter η given by
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η =
2|a1−a2|
|a1 +a2|

, (1.7)

where a1 and a2 are the accelerations of bodies 1 and 2. Of course, when WEP holds
η = 0.

Theoretical ideas abound that could produce a nonzero η for bodies with dif-
fering composition. For example, the authors in Ref. [35] showed that an extra
gravitational potential between two bodies could arise from exchange forces with
vector of scalar bosons from an unknown interaction. This would take the form
δV ∼ q1q2 exp(−r/λ ), where q1 and q2 are the charges of each body associated
with the new hypothetical force, r is the distance, and λ is the length scale of the in-
teraction. Other examples include WEP violations arising from string models [29],
chameleon fields [55], and more (see a summary in Ref. [139]).

One particularly interesting subset of the EFT framework, are the matter-gravity
coupling terms. These would be detectable in WEP-type tests, or tests with anti-
matter, where the freefall acceleration for two distinct types of matter is compared.
Kostelecký and Tasson in Refs. [73, 74] use the EFT framework to study the effects
of matter gravity couplings. The underlying results are based on a generalization
of the matter Lagrange density (1.3) to allow for gravitational interactions. With
spinors and gamma matrices present, one uses the vierbein formalism to incorpo-
rate them with gravity [136, 48, 57].

In an effective classical limit, where spin is averaged out, one obtains the follow-
ing effective action for a body B, which could be composed of several species of
particles:

SB =
∫

dλ
[
−mB

√
−(gµν +2(cB)µν)

dxµ

dxλ
dxν dxλ − (aB)µ

dxµ

dλ

]
. (1.8)

Here there are 10 coefficients for Lorentz violation contained in (cB)µν and there
are 4 in (aB)µ . Using a suitable model of a body B one can write these coefficients
in terms of coefficients for constituent species w. Usual, with “ordinary matter”
this includes w = e, p,n, for electron, proton, neutron. This increases the number of
coefficients by a factor of 3, and different bodies can have differing dependencies
on the constituent particle level coefficients [74].

Using this action (1.8), one can calculate observables for a number of distinct
tests. For example, the following modified Newton’s second law equation holds for
masses near the surface of a planet:

Fĵ = m ĵk̂ak̂, (1.9)

where ak̂ are the components of the laboratory measured acceleration and m ĵk̂ is the
inertial mass matrix. For example, Fĵ has components in all 3 laboratory direction,

Fẑ =−g[mT +2αaT
t̂ +2αaS

t̂ +(cT )t̂ t̂ +(cS)t̂ t̂ ]. (1.10)
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In this equation the coefficients aµ and cµν are evaluated on the local time t̂ direction
c, with superscripts T and S standing for the test and source body, respectively. The
constant α is a model-dependent constant that depends on the coupling of gravity
to matter. Meanwhile the inertial mass matrix is

m ĵk̂ = mT (1+(cT )t̂ t̂)+2mT (cT ) ĵk̂. (1.11)

The results (1.9)-(1.11) displays several interesting features. First, components
of the coefficients aµ and cµν show up in the expressions in the Earth lab frame.
However, assuming constancy of the coefficients in the standard Sun-centered Ce-
lestial Equatorial frame (SCF) (see figure 1.1 and discussion in 1.2.0.7), the signal
actually acquires a specific sidereal time dependent signature [59]. Furthermore, the
result indicates the possibility of differing rates of fall for species of matter, thereby
also breaking the WEP.

We mention in passing the WEP principle can applied to bodies bound by gravita-
tion and internal forces, which is the so-called GWEP or Gravitational Weak equiva-
lence principle as part of the Strong Equivalance Principle [139]. General Relativity
obeys this principle while alternatives can break it. We do not discuss this in de-
tail since tests of GWEP are typically beyond the Earth laboratory but the reader is
referred to the literature [100, 135, 124].

1.2.0.3 Non-Newton forces

Corrections to Newton’s laws, distinct from those arising in GR, have been proposed
based on explorations of candidates for unified theories of physics. One notable idea
came from a paper on the the hypothetical Dilaton particle coupling to gravity [40].
The dilation is the hypothetical Nambu-Goldstone boson associated with dilatation
invariance [22]. The coupling with gravity was shown to produce a modification of
the gravitational force at short distances. This, in part, led to “parameterizations” of
deviations from Newton’s inverse square law [7, 96].

The idea is that gravity could be modified by some new interaction (a new force
for instance) that would only show up on short distance scales (e.g., submilimeter).
The interaction resembled the Yukawa force from Quantum Field Theory for a mas-
sive particle mediator. A commonly used version is written in terms of a modified
gravitational potential energy between two masses

VYukawa =−
Gm1m2

r

(
1+αe−r/λ

)
, (1.12)

where α and λ are parameters to be measured controlling the strength and the length
scale of the new interaction, respectively.

Many proposed models of physics beyond the Standard Model and GR include
“force corrections” that take the form (1.12). The parameters α and λ can be
mapped to various constants and parameters in the proposed models. For exam-
ple, one key proposal was a “fifth force” hypothesis wherein the extra αe−rλ arises
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from an intermediate range coupling between the two masses that could depend on
baryon number or hypercharge [35].

Another phenomenological framework allows for variation in the 1/r2 falloff of
the Newtonian force. For instance, a power law expansion has been used:

Vpower =−
Gm1m2

r

(
1+∑

k

βk

rk

)
, (1.13)

with the various length dimension parameters βk describing the strength of the new
power-law force. This test model is motivated by proposals for extra dimensions of
space. For instance, the proposal of Ref. [10], involve the introduction of two extra
space dimensions on small length scales, which can thereby resolve the hierarchy
problem in particle physics.

More recently, using a general test framework described in section 1.2.0.1, it has
been shown that short-range tests could be of interest for probing certain kinds of
Lorentz violation. In the gravity sector of this framework there are terms beyond
GR that include possible Lorentz violation and diffeomorphism violation. The La-
grange density is a series taking the form L = LGR +L (4) +L (5) +L (6) + ...,
wwith each subsequent term containing couplings of background tensors tµνλ ... with
successively higher powers of spacetime curvature Rµνκλ and covariant derivatives
∇µ [15]. The superscript label indicates the mass dimension Md of each term. For
example, the leading symmetry breaking corrections from this framework can be
evaluated for weak-field gravity. They take the form of a Lagrange density written
in terms of the metric fluctuation hµν around a flat background [17, 66, 13]. This
series resembles

L ⊃ 1
4κ

sµκ hνλ Gµνκλ − 1
16κ

hµν(q(5))µρανβσγ
∂β Rρασγ + ..., (1.14)

with coefficients sµν and (q(5))µρανβσγ , and the constant κ = 4πGN . Here, Gµνκλ

is the linearized double-dual curvature tensor.
For short-range gravity tests, the effects of the mass dimension 6 terms can be

examined in the limit of weak fields. This yields a Newtonian potential energy be-
tween two point masses receives a correction δVLV given by

VLV(~r) =−GN
m1m2

|~r|3
k(r̂,T )

(
3
2 (keff) jk jk−9(keff) jkll r̂ j r̂k + 15

2 (keff) jklmr̂ j r̂k r̂l r̂m
)
,

(1.15)
where~r =~x1−~x2 is the separation vector for the point masses m1 and m2. The co-
efficients for symmetry-breaking (keff) jklm have length squared dimension and the
combination occurring has 14 a priori independent coefficients (the rotation invari-
ant (keff) jk jk vanishes. There is also a generalization of (1.15) for coefficients of
higher-mass dimension terms in the Lagrange density (e.g., higher powers of cur-
vature) [67]. For this particular result (1.15), a perturbative method has been used
where it is assumed that VLV is small compared to the Newtonian potential, or equiv-
alently, the accompanying force is smaller than the Newtonian force. This means
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experiments that can measure the nominal Newtonian force are more interesting
probes of (1.15), these are the ones in the lower right of the plot (1.4).

In addition to the result (1.15), recently it has been proposed that spacetime sym-
metry breaking could indeed lead to large forces on small length scales and still be
consistent with existing constraints [14]. For example, if one restricts attention to
isotropic coefficients in L (6), the exact modification to the Newtonian potential can
be calculated in terms of 3 combinations of coefficients in the action labelled k1, k2,
and k3. One particular special case takes the form,

VLV =−GN
m1m2

2|~r|
exp
(
− r

λ1

)[
cos
(

r
λ2

)
∓ (1+2χ)√

|1+4χ|
sin
(

r
λ2

)
,

]
(1.16)

where χ = (k2+k3)/k1. The second term in this expression shows that an arbitrarily
large non-Newtonian force could arise.

An interesting point about signals in (1.15) and (1.16) is that many of the same
coefficients for symmetry breaking can also be probed in astrophysical tests, like
gravitational waves. For example, in terms of coefficients in the underlying action,
k2 = (s(6)0kl0klmm + k(6)0k0klmlm)/15. In analysis of gravitational waves, one finds
an isotropic coefficient (k(6)I )00 controlling symmetry-breaking dispersion effects
[66, 90]. This coefficient can be expressed in terms of coefficients in the action as
(k(6)I )00 =

√
4π(s(6)0i j0i jkk/5+ k(6)0i0i jk jk/15+ ...) [14]. So there is an overlap of

coefficients controlling the effects in short-range gravity to those in gravitational
waves. The EFT thus allows comparison using tests “across the universe” hunting
for the same quantities [123, 43, 69].

1.2.0.4 Gravitational Redshift

Interest in the gravitational redshift tests has continued in the last decades. The
commonly used test equation inserts a parameter in front of the GR redshift term in
the expression for the frequency shift of an electromagnetic wave:

δν

ν
= (1+α)∆U, (1.17)

where ∆U is the difference in the gravitational potential difference between two
locations where the frequency difference δν is calculated. Models beyond GR that
produce a nonzero value for α involve assuming that the ticking rates of clocks may
vary with position (a violation of “Local Position Invariance”) [139]. For example,
consider using a modified action for charges and electromagnetic fields called the
“THµε” formalism. It has been shown that, for a range of values of the parameters
in the model, LPI is broken [137].

Considering the EFT described above, redshift tests are sensitive to different
forms of Lorentz violation mentioned. In Ref. [74], the description of the modi-
fication of gravity and matter due to Lorentz and CPT violation yields modifications
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to the GR redshift prediction. The ratio of the frequency of electromagnetic waves
between two positions (emission e and reception p) in the gravitational field above
the surface of a planet can be written,

νp

νe
= GNmS re− rp

rerp

(
1+

2α

mS (a
T )0 +(cS)00 +ξclock + ...

)
, (1.18)

where the ellipses include contributions from the sµν coefficients. The term ξclock
depends on the coefficients in the matter sector and varies for distinct types of
clocks. A separate calculation is required to determine the value of ξclock [49]. For
instance, for a clock based on the Bohr levels of hydrogen, ξBohr ≈−2(mp(ce)00 +
me(cp)00)/(3mp). Typically the value of GNmS must also be calibrated, for example
from orbital measurements. This can sometimes cancel the signal for the redshift
[50]. It turns out, however, for the expression (1.18), the combinations of coeffi-
cients in orbital tests signal are distinct so one can perform a “calibration” and still
have a measureable signal distinct from GR.

1.2.0.5 Variations in local value of g

As precise measurements of the Earth’s gravity field and the Earth tides have im-
proved over the 20th century, it became apparent that predictions of GR or modified
models might be tested with precision measurements on Earth, such as with state-
of-the-art gravimeters.

It was proposed in the 1970s to look for modifications to the local value of GN
with the Parametrized Post-Newtonian (PPN) framework [101]. The signal was writ-
ten as a variation in the Newtonian constant GN that could be measured in a labora-
tory:

∆GN

GN
=− 1

2 (α1−α3−α2)]w2− 1
2 α2(~w · n̂)2 + ..., (1.19)

where the PPN parameters α1,α2,α3 control the degree of Lorentz violation in the
metric-based framework [139]. With isotropy of PPN parameters assumed in a pre-
ferred frame like the CMB rest frame, ~w is the velocity of the laboratory through the
CMB and n̂ is the unit vector from the test mass to the Earth.

More recently it was shown in Ref. [17], that in a similar manner to the PPN
above, the variation in the local value of g could measure some of the coefficients
gravity sector of the EFT framework for testing spacetime symmetries. For instance,
in addition to (large) Newtonian tidal effects, Lorentz-symmetry breaking terms in
(1.14) result in extra variations in the locally measured value of g:

δg
g

= 1+ 3
2 sT T + 1

2 sẑẑ− sT ẑV ẑ
⊕−3sT JV J

⊕+ ..., (1.20)

where the coefficients sµν are projected along laboratory frame basis e ĵ, Here, T
and J refer to coordinates in the special frame described in 1.2.0.7, and V J

⊕ is the
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velocity of the Earth relative to the Sun. Gravimeter tests can measure combinations
of coefficients in sµν using (1.20), as detailed below in section 1.2.0.6.

1.2.0.6 Torsion and nonmetricity

The idea that GR could be modified to include torsion or nonmetricity is of general
interest in the gravity theory community [48, 98]. The interest in torsion is moti-
vated by work with models of gravity including spin as a source. It turns out certain
experiments designed to test Lorentz symmetry for matter on Earth can be sensitive
to the presence of spacetime Torsion and Nonmetricity. Thus this is another way for
a laboratory test to probe gravity indirectly.

The basic theory uses Riemann-Cartan spacetime or spacetime with nonmetric-
ity. For Riemann-Cartan spacetime, one defines the covariant derivative using

∇µ gνλ = 0,

∇ν e a
µ = 0,

(1.21)

where e a
µ is the vierbein, which can be used to incorporate spinor fields into the

theory. While the covariant derivative of a vector, for example, still takes the form

∇µ vλ = ∂µ vλ +Γ
λ

µα
vα , (1.22)

the connection can have an antisymmetric piece Γ λ

[µα] = T λ

µα
/2, where T λ

µα
is

the torsion tensor. On the other hand, broadening the usual “metricity” assumption
of (1.21) leads to the nonmetricity tensor Qµνλ = ∇µ gνλ .

Using an action approach with the veirbein to incorporate spinors, one can in-
clude the effects of torsion and nonmetricity for laboratory test particles. For in-
stance one can calculate the effects on trajectories and Hamiltonians relevant for lab
searches. Limits have now been placed on components of the torsion tensor and the
nonmetricity tensor in the laboratory [70, 80, 38]. These results take advantage of
the similarity between some torsion effects on matter, and the CPT and Lorentz-
violating terms in the action (1.3) using results from prior experiments using the
EFT framework [69].

Recent laboratory experiments

1.2.0.7 Local Lorentz Invariance tests

To probe the various types of hypothetical Lorentz violation, modern day Michelson-
Morley tests have been developed over the last decades with ever increasing sensi-
tivity. These typically involve the use of high precision resonant cavities at locations
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around the globe. Other precision tests with atomic clocks and other apparatus have
been performed.

In Table 1.1 we display a partial list of recent precision experiments focused
on testing Lorentz invariance for differing matter or fields in the Earth laboratory
setting. Note also, these tests are complemented by a vast number of astrophysical
tests on matter and photons (beyond the full scope of this article but see [69] for
a comprehensive list of recent tests and [139] for a list of tests going back 100+
years).

Table 1.1: A partial list of experiments in the last decades testing the local Lorentz
invariance foundation of General Relativity

Experiment Sector notable references

Cesium atomic clock matter (p,n) [141, 110]
Optical clock matter e [115]
Hydrogen maser matter [108]
29Ze and 3He masers matter n [20]
Optical cavity photon [104, 92]
Microwave cavity photon [82, 127, 97]
Spin-polarized pendulum matter [45]
Penning Traps matter [133]
Meson oscillation tests matter (K,B,D) [12, 1]
Neutrino experiments matter (νe,νµ ,ντ ) [5, 2]

Standard assumptions for experiments is to assume constancy of the coefficients
in an adopted standard reference frame of the SCF inertial coordinates [59, 64, 69].
For the time scales of most experiments (≤ 100 years), this system is inertial. The
coordinates are usually denoted with capital letters (T,X ,Y,Z) and the system is
depicted in Figure 1.1.

The coefficients in (1.2) have been measured in Earth laboratory experiments
involving resonant cavities. Precision resonant cavity tests in laboratories search
for variations in resonant cavity frequency as the Earth rotates and revolved with
with respect to the background coefficients. Focusing on the “mass dimension 4”
(kF)

µνκλ coefficients, the leading effects on the cavity frequency shift δν for an
optical cavity takes the form

δν

ν
= (−1

2
sin χ cos χ[3ε+(κ̃e+)

Y Z + ε−(κ̃e−)
Y Z ]+ ...)sinωT

+(−1
4

sin2
χ[3ε+(κ̃e+)

XY + ε−(κ̃e−)
XY ]+ ...)sin2ωT + ...,

(1.23)

where the ellipses includes contributions from a subset of the other coefficients in
kF . Here χ is the laboratory co-latitude, ω is the Earth rotation frequency, and ε+,ε−
are dependent on cavity properties [64].



14 Quentin G. Bailey

Fig. 1.1: Sun-centered Celestial Equatorial System. Figure used with permission
from Ref. [17].

Resonant cavity tests, including the ones in Table 1.1, have now measured a sub-
set of 9 dimensionless coefficients in (kF)

µνκλ to better than parts in 10−15−10−19.
This indicates of course that Lorentz invariance holds to an extraordinary degree for
photons. While ultimately this test framework does not provide predictions for the
sizes of the coefficients [68], one can compare this to a benchmark value of one
Planck mass suppression me/MPlanck ≈ 10−22.

It should be noted that one can directly compare measurements of coefficients
in these tests. For example, the c̃00 = mpc00 coefficient for the proton has been
measured with a Cesium fountain clock with no signal observed at the 10−15 level
[109]. This can be compared with limits obtained from high-energy cosmic rays of
order 10−22 [26, 56]. Note that for the latter limits, some assumptions are made
about astrophysical properties, and so they can be considered not as rigorous as a
controlled laboratory experiment.

1.2.0.8 Free-fall and gravity measurements

Precision tests on Earth in the last decades include a plethora of sensitive short-
range gravity experiments, modern laboratory WEP tests, and a vast collection of
gravimeter data (including gravimeters based on atom interferometers).

Local measurements of g on Earth with gravimeters can probe for possible WEP
and Lorentz violations. For example, one interesting state-of-the-art piece of equip-
ment is the atom interferometer apparatus, shown to be able to measure g with high
precision [107]. In figure 1.3 there is a schematic of the basic principle of the Mach-
Zehnder interferometer. In figure 1.2 there is a schematic of the apparatus.

The interferometer can measure the accumulated phase difference between the
two paths in 1.3. In a gravitational field this is ∆φ = k jg jt2, with t being the time
elapsed, g j being the local gravitational field, and k j the momentum transfer in the
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Fig. 1.2 The atom interfer-
ometer apparatus. Figure used
with permission from Ref.
[25].
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Fig. 1.3: A schematic diagram for the Mach-Zehnder interferometer. Figure used
with permission from Ref. [25].

beamsplitter. Experiments with atom interferometers worldwide have obtained as-
tounding precision [88, 130]. Measurements of coefficients in, for example, the re-
sult (1.20), have been performed. In the SCF, the signal takes the form

δg
g

= 1
4 (s

XX − sYY )sin2
χ cos(2ωT +2φ)+ 1

2 sXY sin2χ cos(2ωT +2φ)+ ...

− 1
4V⊕sTY (cosη−1)sin2

χ cos((2ω +Ω)T +2φ)+ ...,
(1.24)

where the ellipses includes other terms at other combinations of the Earth’s sidereal
rotation frequency ω and orbital frequency Ω . Here χ is the laboratory co-latitude
and η is the angle in Figure 1.1.

On the Earth, one has to carefully subtract large Newtonian tidal signals already
present. Once this is done, one can obtain constraints on 7 of the a priori indepen-
dent coefficients sµν at the level of in parts in 109 [94]. Improvement from analysis



16 Quentin G. Bailey

of a network of worldwide superconducting gravimeters has also been achieved
[119]. It should also be pointed out that constraints on sµν also exist in lunar laser
ranging [19] solar system [47, 78] and astrophysical tests [4] (see a review in [46].

Redshift tests performed since Pound and Rebka are numerous. See [139] for
an exhaustive review. Most notably, near-Earth rocket tests have tested α in (1.17)
to the level of parts in 105 [134, 32]. A measurement of the gravitational redshift
effect with an atom interferometer on Earth was reported in Ref. [95], achieving a
sensitivity of ≈ 10−8 on α , with some controversy ensuing [140]. Future missions
to improve sensitivities include using space-based clock missions like ACES and
STEP [116, 103].

In experiments, one can study the effects on two clocks with 3 types of redshift
tests. This include clocks at the same location moved around in the gravitational field
(“a null” type redshift test), the classic redshift test comparing clocks at different
locations, and synchronizing two clocks and having one move around a closed path
(“twin-paradox” type tests). In fact, a work using the different types of redshift
and gravimeter tests was used to constrain the EFT coefficients aµ for the proton,
neutron, and electron [49].

Modern WEP tests have improved sensitivities over original tests by orders of
magnitude. One of the best recent Earth based tests of WEP used a rotating tor-
sion balance comparing beryllium and titanium [117]. The near-Earth satellite test,
MICROSCOPE, has produced the strictest limits on WEP violation so far [132],
comparing titanium and platinum test bodies.

Regarding the modified force in (1.9), analysis of gravimeters worldwide can be
used to measure WEP/Lorentz violation parameters [37]. Analysis from MICRO-
SCOPE yields limits on coefficients for Lorentz violation that break WEP [110].
The best limits from this experiment on the aµ coefficients for the proton, neutron
and electron are of order 10−7 to 10−14 GeV , but they do not completely disentangle
the coefficients for these species. In some scenarios these coefficients could be of
order of a fermion mass (e.g. an electron mass of me = 10−3GeV ), thus these limits
push beyond those levels.

1.2.0.9 Short-range gravity experiments

In the figure below, recent results for the Yukawa parametrization (1.12) with dif-
ferent experiments are shown. Note that different types of short-range tests are de-
signed to probe different regions of the α −λ parameter space. These regions can
correspond with various model predictions or estimates of scales for which new
physics could be measured.

As indicated in Figure 1.4, there has been a long history of precision short-range
gravity tests [36]. We highlight an example with one of the (Huazhong University
of Science and Technology) HUST experiments [144]. This group uses a novel test
mass design which can probe the α parameter better at longer distances, and thus has
sensitivity to the Newtonian force. A sketch of the apparatus is shown in the figure
1.5. Limits from this test on the Lorentz violation quartic force terms in (1.15) were
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Fig. 1.4: The α−λ parameter space included the excluded regions in the upper right
corner. Figure used with permission from Ref. [79].

obtained. No new signal was found and the limits are of order 10−9 m2 on 14 of the
(ke f f ) jklm coefficients [121]. Improvements followed when combined with analysis
of another experiment [122].

Fig. 1.5 The design of the
HUST short-range gravity
experiment [121]. Figure used
with permission from the
authors of Ref. [121].
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A sharper sensitivity to the Lorentz violation signal in (1.15) can be achieved
with a novel striped design [120]. The latter feature is due to the sensitivity of the
signal relying on changes (derivatives) of the matter distribution. A rapidly varying
mass distribution enhances the effect. Figure 1.6 displays how the source and test
mass would be arranged in a torsion pendulum setup.

Other cutting edge experiments are indicated in the figure 1.4. Notable recent
tests include those by the Eötwash group [79], HUST [144], Decca [31], and Col-
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Fig. 1.6 A novel striped
mass distribution designed
to amplify sensitivity to the
signal in (1.15) [120]. The
source mass is Ws1 and the
test mass is Wt1. The figure
is used with permission of the
authors of Ref. [120].

Wt1
Ws1

orado [83]. For an exhaustive list and figures of many such tests see the review
article of short-range gravity tests in Ref. [96].

1.3 Frontiers

1.3.1 Non-Riemann gravity searches

There is general interest in beyond Riemann gravity searches like Torsion, non-
metricity and other non-Riemann gravity scenarios. We highlight here some in-
triguing new spin-dependent and spin-independent gravity couplings in the EFT
framework. The results show a host of effects that could distinguish a theory of
non-Riemann geometry from one based on Riemann geometry. Recently, in Ref.
[61], the phenomenology of the effects of non-Riemann geometry were calculated
in Earth laboratory experiments. The motivation for this consideration comes pri-
marily from the plethora of recent work on geometries beyond Riemann geometry,
most notably the Riemann-Finsler geometries [58, 77, 126, 71, 53, 118]. Basically
the idea of a Finsler geometry is that, in addition to a spacetime metric gµν , one can
define additional structures, such as background tensors, on a Finsler manifold [86].
Many of these Finsler geometries can be expected to produce effects analogous to
the EFT terms discussed below in the action.

An approach to generically identify such terms is to include in the EFT frame-
work, terms that appear to break the usual diffeomorphism invariance and are not
consistent with geometric constraints, like ∇µ Gµν = 0 [60]. We briefly discuss here
some examples of such terms, their effect on the acceleration of test particle in the
laboratory, and specific experiments that would be sensitive to such effects.

At the level of the Lagrange density terms in the EFT framework, Ref. [60] coun-
tenances extra terms (in addition to (1.3)) for a fermion in a weak gravitational field.
They take the form,
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L =−(m′L)µν hµν ψψ− (aL)κµν hµν ψγκ ψ + ...

− 1
2 (c

L
h)

κµνρ hνρ ψγκ i∂µ ψ + ...
(1.25)

These terms explicitly break diffeomorphism symmetry. To find the leading experi-
mental signals in Earth-laboratory tests of gravity, one calculates the effective non-
relativistic hamiltonian terms using a generalized Foldy-Wouthuysen transformation
(see Refs. [59, 74, 142]).

The results of the non-relativistic hamiltonian can be organized into different
classes of terms depending on whether they are spin-dependent, involve gravity
couplings to the local acceleration ~g, and involve powers of the momentum of the
particle ~p. The standard result is

H0 =
~p2

2m
−m~g ·~z− 3

4m
[~p2~g ·~z+~g ·~z~p2− (σ ×~p) ·~g]. (1.26)

This result has been previous discussed in, for example, Ref. [125].
The contributions from symmetry breaking, non-Riemann geometry terms, take

the form of a series of terms with subscripts {φ ,g,σ , p}. These subscripts indicate
the dependence on the gravitational potential φ , the acceleration ~g, the spin via the
Pauli matrices ~σ , and powers of momentum p j pk.... The full result in Ref. [61] is
lengthy and so we display here samples of each kind of term:

H = (kNR
φ )~g ·~z+ 1

2 (k
NR
φ p )

j(p j~g~z+~g ·~zp j)+ ...

+(kNR
σφ )

j
σ

j~g ·~z+ ...+(kNR
g ) jg j +(kNR

gp )
jk p jgk + ...

+(kNR
σg )

jk
σ

jgk +(kNR
σgp)

jkl
σ

jgk pl + ...

(1.27)

The coefficients are all labeled with NR which indicates they are the nonrelativistic
combinations of the coefficients in the original Lagrange density (1.25). Novel ef-
fects that show up here are terms that depend on the gravitational potential, terms
that modify the freefall acceleration of matter with and without spin, and terms that
would modify the gravity-induced phase shift in matter interferometers.

Experiments can probe many of the signals in the Hamiltonian above. Some
analysis has already been performed with Ultra-Cold Neutrons (UCNs) in the
qBOUNCE experiment [51], obtaining measurements, like |(kNR

φ
)n| < 10−3 GeV ,

indicating that surprisingly large violations of this type could still exist. Some other
experiments sensitive to effects from (1.27) include spin-polarized torsion pendula
[44], experiments measuring the acceleration of atoms with and without spin [128],
and neutron interferometers [30, 105].

1.3.2 Antimatter Tests

As a continuation of the theme of testing the WEP principle, some theorists have
countenanced the notion that antimatter could fall differently in a gravitational field
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(see for example, [42, 24, 99] ). Recent precision control of laboratory experiments
producing antimatter for a significant finite amount of time makes these tests pos-
sible. This makes precise measurements of differing rates of freefall for antimatter
and matter possible.

As an example, consider the experiment of the anti-hydrogen trapping ALPHA
experiment [9]. As a figure of merit, the best achievement so far is

Mg
Mi

< 75 (1.28)

at the 5% confidence interval. Nonetheless, the tests remain very challenging. Other
proposed tests include GBAR [106], for which dramatic improvements have been
forecast in simulations [114].

As a guide to how these effects might arise, first consider matter-gravity cou-
plings discussed above in the EFT. In Ref. [74] it was shown in a simplified model
(a subset of the EFT) that an anomalous acceleration for antimatter over matter
could occur if the coefficients aµ and cµν obeyed a special relation like

α(aw)T = 1
3 mw(cw)T T , (1.29)

where isotropy of the coefficients is assumed in a special coordinate system and w
runs over the species e, p,n. for antimatter, the sign of aµ changes while for cµν

it remains the same. Thus one can have the inertial and gravitational masses of
Hydrogen equal while for anti-Hydrogen they would not be equal, yielding anti-
matter falling with a different acceleration. This model can also be generalized to
include nonminimal terms in the EFT [75], so that the relation in (1.29) includes a
series of coefficients with different mass dimension. Furthermore, the non-Riemann
couplings discussed above could impact antimatter freefall experiments, in a similar
manner [62] but with the a priori independent coefficients of (1.25).
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58. V. A. Kostelecký, Phys. Lett. B 701 (2011) 137–143. doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2011.05.041.

arXiv:1104.5488.
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66. V. A. Kostelecký and M. Mewes, Phys. Lett. B 757 (2016) 510–514. ISSN 0370-2693.

doi:https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2016.04.040.

https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.95.084033
https://arxiv.org/abs/1612.08744
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.74.033016
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0607087
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.59.124021
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF00843750
https://arxiv.org/abs/2302.05077
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.092006
https://arxiv.org/abs/0808.2673
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.021603
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0606218
https://doi.org/10.3390/universe2040030
https://arxiv.org/abs/1610.04682
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.064049
https://arxiv.org/abs/1508.03478
https://doi.org/10.1103/RevModPhys.48.393
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.106.151102
https://arxiv.org/abs/1102.4362
https://doi.org/10.1088/1742-6596/264/1/012009
https://arxiv.org/abs/1009.2485
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2021.136640
https://arxiv.org/abs/2109.09982
https://doi.org/10.1063/1.2218214
https://arxiv.org/abs/gr-qc/0602075
https://doi.org/10.1142/S0219887814600329
https://arxiv.org/abs/1311.4770
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.42.400
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.171104
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.096006
https://arxiv.org/abs/1308.4973
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.69.105009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2011.05.041
https://arxiv.org/abs/1104.5488
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.60.116010
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9908504
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.103.024059
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.044054
https://arxiv.org/abs/2106.11293
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.044054
https://arxiv.org/abs/2106.11293
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.87.251304
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0111026
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.66.056005
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0205211
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.80.015020
https://doi.org/https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2016.04.040


1 Testing Gravity in the Laboratory 23
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Finite-volume pionless effective field theory (FVEFTπ/) at next-to-leading order (NLO) is used to
analyze the two-nucleon lattice QCD spectrum of Ref. [1], performed at quark masses corresponding
to a pion mass of approximately 800 MeV. Specifically, the effective theory is formulated in finite
volume, and variational sets of wave functions are optimized using differential programming. Using
these wave functions projected to the appropriate finite-volume symmetry group, variational bounds
from FVEFTπ/ are obtained for the ground state, as well as excited states. By comparison with the
lattice QCD GEVP spectrum, different low energy constants (LECs) are constrained. Relativistic
corrections are incorporated, allowing for the extractions of NLO LECs, as well as the leading
s-d-wave mixing term in the deuteron channel.

I. INTRODUCTION

Nuclear physics originates from the nonperturbative
dynamics of Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD), the the-
ory of strong interaction between quarks and gluons.
However, first-principles predictions of nuclear proper-
ties remain a complicated task. Lattice QCD (LQCD)
offers a systematically improvable approach to perform
calculations in QCD. In particular, recent progress in
the field has enabled computations in few-nucleon sys-
tems [1–15]. Nonetheless, achieving controlled calcula-
tions of many-nucleon systems in LQCD remains an open
problem, given the difficulties to overcome the signal-
to-noise problem and the growing computational cost of
Wick contractions in these systems.

Complementary to direct LQCD calculations of the
properties of larger nuclei, matching of LQCD to effective
field theories (EFTs) and nuclear many-body methods
provides another approach to describing the properties
of nuclei using first-principles QCD information. This
can be realized in several ways. One option is to match
infinite-volume extrapolated LQCD data to an EFT, and
then use LQCD instead of experimental constraints in
EFT and many-body pipelines [16–25]. A promising al-
ternative is to directly match finite-volume LQCD calcu-
lations to an EFT formulated in the same finite volume,
and then perform many-body computations within the
same EFT directly in infinite volume [26–30]. An impor-
tant advantage of the latter approach is that it avoids
the need for an infinite-volume extrapolation in LQCD
calculations, and makes maximal use of LQCD results at
fixed volume.

Pionless EFT (EFTπ/) is an effective theory for nucle-
ons that is valid at low momenta [31–38] (see Ref. [39]
for a recent review). The expansion parameter of EFTπ/
is k2/M2

π , where Mπ is the pion mass and k the nucleon
momentum, and its radius of convergence is set by the
t-channel cut, located at |k2| = M2

π/4. EFTπ/ can be
expressed as a tower of contact interactions between nu-
cleon fields each accompanied by a corresponding Low
Energy Constant (LEC), and it can be formulated both
in finite and infinite volume [17, 28, 29, 40]. With LECs

fixed by LQCD or experiment, calculations in EFTπ/ have
been performed for systems as large as atomic number
A = 40 [20].

In recent work, finite-volume EFTπ/ (FVEFTπ/) at lead-
ing order has been used [28–30] to analyze the LQCD
calculations of Ref. [6] (see also Refs. [2, 41–45] for other
works on EFTs in finite volume). By optimizing vari-
ational wave-function ansätze, the LECs of the theory
were obtained after matching finite-volume LQCD and
EFTπ/ energies and matrix elements. With that set of
LECs, infinite-volume predictions for systems of up to
six nucleons were evaluated. It was subsequently shown
in Ref. [30] that differential programming and machine
learning provide an efficient way of optimizing variational
wave functions.

This work further extends the application of FVEFTπ/,
and shows that it can be used to analyze a finite-
volume LQCD spectrum including excited states as well
as states in different irreducible representations of the
finite-volume symmetry group and with nonzero values
of the total momentum of the system. As such, it is
shown how FVEFTπ/ can be used as an alternative to
finite-volume multi-particle formalisms based on quan-
tization conditions [46–53]. Additional terms are imple-
mented in the EFT Hamiltonian with respect to previous
work [29, 30], specifically operators with up to two deriva-
tives and the first relativistic corrections. Following the
approach of Ref. [30], several sets of correlated Gaus-
sian wave functions are optimized. By matching to the
variational LQCD energy bounds from Ref. [1], the lead-
ing order (LO) and next-to-leading order (NLO) LECs
are obtained, and the effects of both the LO and NLO
couplings are found to be statistically significant. The
magnitude of the s-d-wave mixing term in the deuteron
channel is also bounded by consideration of differences
between energy levels in different irreducible representa-
tions of the cubic group.

This paper is organized as follows. Section II intro-
duces the necessary background to formulate pionless
EFT in a finite volume: Section II A describes the EFT
at NLO, Section II B introduces the Hamiltonian for-
mulation and the regularization of the interactions, Sec-
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tion II C discusses the variational approach to FVEFTπ/,
and Section II D provides a toy numerical demonstration
of the effect of the different terms of the Hamiltonian in
the variational spectrum. The application of FVEFTπ/
to constrain the LECs using LQCD data from Ref. [1]
is discussed in Section III, at LO in Section III A, at
NLO in Section III B, and including s-d-wave mixing in
Section III C. Section IV presents a conclusion and sum-
mary. Appendix A collects the necessary expressions to
evaluate the matrix elements of the Hamiltonian used in
this work.

II. PIONLESS EFT IN A FINITE VOLUME

Pionless EFT [31–38] describes the interactions be-
tween nucleons in an energy range in which no other
degrees of freedom are dynamical, i.e., pions, and other
meson and baryon resonances have been integrated out.
The radius of convergence of the EFT is limited by the
t-channel cut, which originates from processes where two
nucleons exchange a pion. Therefore, the relative mo-
mentum in the two-nucleon system is restricted to be in
the region |k2| < M2

π/4 for convergence.
In this section, the procedure to constrain LECs by

performing a direct matching of the energy levels between
LQCD and pionless EFT at NLO in a finite volume is
discussed.

A. Pionless EFT at NLO

The EFTπ/ Lagrangian including terms up to quadratic
order in momentum, and including at most two-nucleon
interactions, is given by [54]:

Lπ/ = LK + LLO
2 + LNLO

2 + Lsd2 + . . . . (1)

This Lagrangian describes both the deuteron, with spin
S = 1 and isospin I = 0, and the dineutron, with S = 0
and I = 1. Here, LK refers to the kinetic term, and
LLO

2 and LNLO
2 to the leading and next-to-leading s-wave

interactions. In addition, the s-d-wave mixing term for
the deuteron channel, Lsd2 , is also included, since it also
contains two derivatives and will affect the finite-volume
energies that are used in this work.

In the kinetic term, the first relativistic correction is
considered, given that the aim is to analyze excited states
in the two-nucleon spectrum:

LK = N†
(
iD0 +

D2

2MN
+

D4

8M3
N

+ . . .

)
N, (2)

where N is the nucleon field, MN is the nucleon mass, D0

is the temporal derivative and D is the vector of spatial
derivatives.

At LO, the interaction Lagrangian is given by

LLO
2 =− CS

(
NTPiN

)† (
NTPiN

)
− CT

(
NT P̄aN

)† (
NT P̄aN

)
,

(3)

where CS and CT are the LECs corresponding to the
deuteron and dineutron channel. Repeated indices de-
note summation. The deuteron and dineutron projectors
are defined as

Pi ≡
1√
8
σ2σiτ2, P̄a ≡

1√
8
σ2τ2τa, (4)

where σi (τa) are Pauli matrices in spin (isospin) space.
At next-to-leading order (NLO), the following terms

contribute

LNLO
2 =− C(2)

S

(
NTO(2)

i N
)† (

NTPiN
)

+ h.c.

− C(2)
T

(
NT Ō(2)

a N
)† (

NT P̄aN
)

+ h.c. ,

(5)

where h.c. denotes the Hermitian conjugate, C
(2)
S and

C
(2)
T are LECs, the operator

O(2)
i =

1

4

[←−
D2Pi − 2

←−
DPi
−→
D + Pi

−→
D2
]
, (6)

and Ō(2)
a is defined analogously for the dineutron chan-

nel with the replacement Pi → P̄a. In Eq. (6), the ar-
rows over the derivatives indicate whether they act on
the fields to the left or to the right.

Moreover, in the deuteron channel at NLO one must
include a term that mixes s and d waves:

Lsd2 = C(sd)
(
NTPiN

)† (
NTOklj N

)
T ijkl + h.c. , (7)

where C
(sd)
2 is the LEC that controls this mixing,

Oklj =
←−
Dk←−DlPj −

←−
DkPj

−→
Dl −←−DlPj

−→
Dk + Pj

−→
Dk−→Dl, (8)

and

T ijkl =

(
δikδjl − 1

3
δijδkl

)
. (9)

Finally, interactions of three or more nucleons can also
be included, but they will not be used in the present
work, which focuses on two-nucleon systems.

B. Hamiltonian for the EFT

In this section, the Hamiltonian formulation of the
EFT presented in Section II A is discussed. The Hamil-
tonian is constructed as

H =
∑
n

Kn +
∑
n<m

V2 (rnm) , (10)

where n,m ∈ {1, .., A} label the nucleons in an A-nucleon
system. Here, only systems of two nucleons are consid-
ered, and the sum n < m can only take one value. The
sum is thus omitted henceforth to simplify notation. Fur-
thermore, note that in two-nucleon systems, each two-
body isospin channel can be considered independently.
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The kinetic energy operator is

Kn = K(2)
n +K(4)

n =

[
− 1

2MN

−→
∇2
n −

1

8M3
N

(
−→
∇2
n)2

]
, (11)

where
−→
∇n is the vector derivative with respect to the co-

ordinates of the n-th particle, and
−→
∇2
n is the correspond-

ing Laplacian. In Eq. (11), K
(2)
n and K

(4)
n are implicitly

defined to be the nonrelativistic kinetic energy, and the
first relativistic correction, respectively.

The two-particle interaction potential, V2 (rnm), is a
function of the displacements between particles n and m,

rnm = rn − rm, where rn = (r
(x)
n , r

(y)
n , r

(z)
n ) labels the po-

sition of the n-th particle. The two-nucleon interactions
are regulated with Gaussian smearing [55]. In infinite
volume, the regulator is

gΛ(r) =
Λ3

8π3/2
exp

(
−Λ2|r|2/4

)
=

Λ3

8π3/2

∏
α∈{x,y,z}

exp

(
−Λ2

4
r(α)2

)
,

(12)

where Λ is a the regulator parameter, which can be re-
lated to a length scale r0 as Λ =

√
2/r0. This choice

constitutes a family of renormalization schemes for the
LECs in the Hamiltonian, and the concrete choice of Λ
(or equivalently r0) specifies the scheme.

At leading order,

V LO
2 (rnm) =CSP

′
i Pi gΛ (rnm)

+ CT P̄
′
a P̄a gΛ (rnm) ,

(13)

where the projectors P and P̄ act on the incoming state,
and the P ′ and P̄ ′ on the outgoing state. The s-wave
NLO potential is:

V NLO
2 (rnm) =

(
C

(2)
S P ′iPi + C

(2)
T P̄ ′a P̄a

)
×
[
gΛ (rnm)

(−→
∇n −

−→
∇m

)2
+
(←−
∇n −

←−
∇m

)2
gΛ (rnm)

]
.

(14)

Here, the right or left arrows above the ∇ operator indi-
cate whether it acts on the initial or final states, respec-
tively. Note that in the scheme used here, the derivative
operators never act on the Gaussian regulator function.
Finally, for the deuteron, the s-d-wave mixing term is
specified as

V sd2 (rnm) = C(sd)T ijkl P ′iPj×[
gΛ (rnm)

(−→∇(k)
n −

−→∇(l)
m

)2
+
(←−∇(k)

n −
←−∇(l)
m

)2
gΛ (rnm)

]
,

(15)

where ∇(k)
n is the k-th component of ∇n, i.e., the deriva-

tive with respect to r
(k)
n .

Finally, the Hamiltonian can be formulated in a finite
periodic box of side-length L. In practice, the only neces-
sary change involves the regulator, for which periodicity
can be imposed by summing over copies translated by
multiples of L in each spatial direction,

gΛ(r, L) =
Λ3

8π3/2
×∏

α∈{x,y,z}

qcut∑
q(α)=−qcut

exp

(
−Λ2

4

(
r(α) − Lq(α)

)2
)
.

(16)

Exact periodicity is achieved as qcut → ∞. In prac-
tice, the magnitude of contributions decays exponen-
tially with q(α), and in numerical calculations a finite
value of qcut is sufficient to compute results to any
given numerical precision. The finite-volume potential
is then given by Eqs. (13) to (15) under the replacement
gΛ(r)→ gΛ(r, L).

C. Variational approach

The variational method is a systematically improvable
approach to determining increasingly restrictive upper
bounds on some set of energies in a quantum system. For
the ground state, it proceeds as follows. Given a wave
function ansatz Ψ with some definite quantum numbers,
the expectation value of the energy for that wave func-
tion, E [Ψ], constitutes an upper bound of the ground
state energy E0 in that sector of quantum numbers:

E0 ≤ E [Ψ] =
〈Ψ|H|Ψ〉
〈Ψ|Ψ〉 . (17)

Note that for simplicity, internal quantum numbers such
as spin or isospin are kept implicit in the wave function.

This can be generalized to energy levels beyond the
ground state; given a set of ‘trial’ wave functions {Ψi}
with i ∈ {1, ..., Ng}, and solving the generalized eigen-
value problem (GEVP):

H v = λN v, (18)

where

[N]ij ≡ 〈Ψi|Ψj〉 , and [H]ij ≡ 〈Ψi|H|Ψj〉 , (19)

yields Ng eigenvalues λ1, ..., λNg , ordered by increasing
energy, which correspond to upper bounds of the lowest
Ng energy levels. Moreover, the eigenvector correspond-

ing to the i-th eigenvalue is ci = (c
(1)
i , ..., c

(Ng)
i ), which

can be used to construct an approximate wave function

for the corresponding state,
∑
j c

(j)
i |Ψj〉. This approx-

imation, i.e. a ‘variational’ wave function, should ap-
proach the true wave function as the set of trial wave
functions approaches a basis for the relevant Hilbert
space.
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1. Variational wave functions

In this section, the trial functions used in this work are
described. Following previous work [29, 30], a factoriza-
tion of the spin-isospin and the spatial parts is assumed:

|Ψ〉 = Ψ(x) |χh〉 . (20)

Here x (with components x
(α)
n ) describes the positions of

all particles in the three spatial dimensions, and h is a
generic label for spin-isospin quantum numbers.

The spin-isospin states for the two-nucleon systems are
chosen to be antisymmetric and given by:

|χd,Sz=+1〉 =
1√
2

[∣∣p↑n↑〉− ∣∣n↑p↑〉] ,
|χd,Sz=0〉 =

1

2

[∣∣p↑n↓〉− ∣∣n↑p↓〉+
∣∣p↓n↑〉− ∣∣n↓p↑〉] ,

|χnn〉 =
1√
2

[∣∣n↑n↓〉− ∣∣n↓n↑〉] .
(21)

Here n, p denote neutron and proton one-particle states,
and the superscript arrows correspond to the third com-
ponent of the spin. Moreover, |χnn〉 indicates the dineu-
tron channel, and |χd,Sz 〉 the deuteron channel with third
component of the two-nucleon spin Sz. Other spin-
isospin states not displayed here, e.g. |χpp〉, can be de-
fined analogously.

The spatial wave functions are assumed to factorize:

Ψ(x) =
∏

α∈{x,y,z}

Ψ(α)(x(α)). (22)

Then, correlated Gaussian ansätze are considered inde-
pendently for each component. In infinite volume, these
are

Ψ(α)
∞

(
A(α), B(α),d(α); x(α)

)
= exp

[
−1

2
x(α)TA(α)x(α)

−1

2

(
x(α) − d(α)

)T
B(α)

(
x(α) − d(α)

)]
,

(23)
where A(α), B(α), and d(α) contain the free parameters
of the ansatz. Specifically, A(α) and B(α) are Nn × Nn
real symmetric matrices where Nn is the number of par-
ticles, and d(α) is an Nn-component real-valued vector.
In finite volume, periodic boundary conditions are im-
posed by summing periodically-translated copies of the
wave function ansatz:

Ψ
(α)
L

(
A(α), B(α),d(α); x(α)

)
=

bcut∑
b(α)=−bcut

Ψ(α)
∞

(
A(α), B(α),d(α); x(α) − b(α)L

)
,

(24)

where b(α) is an integer-valued vector with Nn compo-
nents for each α. Similar to Eq. (16), exact periodicity

requires an infinite sum, but in practice each component
of bcut need only be large enough that Eq. (24) converges
to the desired numerical precision. Finally, to respect
Fermi statistics, the spatial wave function is forced to be
symmetric by summing over all possible permutations P
of the particles:

Ψsym
L (A,B,d; x) =

∑
P

ΨL (AP , BP ,dP ; x) , (25)

where A = (A(x), A(y), A(z)), and similarly for B and d,
and the permutation acts by swapping rows and columns
of the matrices and entries of the vectors. For example,(

A
(α)
P

)
mn

=
(
A(α)

)
P(m)P(n)

,(
d

(α)
P

)
n

=
(
d(α)

)
P(n)

,
(26)

where P(n) is the n-th element of the permutation P.
In summary, the finite-volume wave function ansätze

are a linear combination of Ng wave functions:

∣∣∣Ψ(h)
〉

=

Ng∑
i=1

ci

∣∣∣Ψ(h)
i

〉
, (27)

where the i-th term looks like∣∣∣Ψ(h)
i

〉
= Ψsym

L (Ai, Bi,di; x) |χh〉 ≡ Ψsym
L,i (x) |χh〉 , (28)

for each choice of spin-isospin quantum numbers, h.

2. Evaluation of matrix elements

In order to solve the GEVP in Eq. (18) given some
set of trial wave functions and thereby obtain variational
bounds on the spectrum, the matrix elements of both N
and H need to be evaluated. A convenient consequence
of the choice of a correlated Gaussians ansatz is that all
of the required matrix elements can be evaluated analyt-
ically, as they all reduce to multi-dimensional Gaussian
integrals.1 This section provides an overview of the nec-
essary pieces, while the explicit expressions are collected
in Appendix A.

In order to obtain variational bounds, the normaliza-
tion is needed

[N]ij = δhh′

∫
dx Ψsym

L,i (x)Ψsym
L,j (x). (29)

For notational simplicity, the h indices are omitted on the
left-hand side of this and the following equations. For the
Hamiltonian, several terms need to be evaluated:

[H]ij =
[
K(2) + K(4) + VLO

2 + VNLO
2 + Vsd2

]
ij
. (30)

1 See Table 7.1 in Ref. [56] for useful expressions in the context of
multi-dimensional Gaussian integrals.
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Here K(2) represents matrix elements of the nonrelativis-
tic kinetic energy:[

K(2)
]
ij

= δhh′

∑
n

∫
dx Ψsym

L,i (x)K(2)
n Ψsym

L,j (x), (31)

with K
(2)
n given in Eq. (11), and similarly for the first

relativistic correction, K(4). Next, VLO
2 is constructed

from the matrix elements of the LO potential:[
VLO

2

]
ij

= δhh′

∫
dx

Ψsym
L,i (x)〈χh|V LO

2 |χh〉Ψsym
L,j (x), (32)

with a similar expression for the NLO potential, VNLO
2 .

These terms do not mix spin or isospin components,
which is made explicit by δhh′ , indicating that the matrix
elements vanish unless all isospin/spin quantum numbers
are identical in the initial and final states. By contrast,
the expression for the s-d-wave mixing term mixes the
spin components of the deuteron:[

Vsd2
]
ij

=

∫
dx

Ψsym
L,i (x)〈χh′ |V LO

2 |χh〉Ψsym
L,j (x). (33)

By choosing a Cartesian basis for the spin compo-
nents, 〈χh′ |V sd2 |χh〉 is easily related to the T ijkl tensor
in Eq. (15).

After solving the GEVP in Eq. (18) to determine en-
ergy bounds and approximate eigenvectors, one can eval-
uate observables using variational wave functions, e.g.
matrix elements as in Ref. [29]. One observable that is
particularly useful in the classification of states is the the
total three-momentum P of the multi-particle system. In
a finite volume, P is quantized as (2π/L)n with n ∈ Z3,
and each value defines a “frame” such as, the rest frame
with P2 = 0. In LQCD spectroscopy, it is customary
to compute energy levels at several different definite val-
ues of P2. For this reason, it will be useful to evaluate
the expectation value of the P2 operator on the varia-
tional wave functions. For this, the following expression
is needed[

P2
]
ij

= δhh′

∫
dx Ψsym

L,i (x)P2Ψsym
L,j (x), (34)

where P2 = (
∑
n Pn)

2
, and Pn = −i∇n.

3. Optimization of the wave functions

Efficient use of the variational approach relies on hav-
ing wave function ansätze that have the flexibility to pro-
vide accurate representations of the eigenstates. These
can be difficult to construct, and efficient algorithms are
required to optimize the parameters of the trial wave
functions. In Ref. [30] it was demonstrated that differen-
tial programming and state-of-the-art machine-learning
optimizers can be powerful in this setting, outperform-
ing other approaches such as the Stochastic Variational

Method (SVM) [57] in the context of pionless EFT for
few-nucleon systems. This section outlines the relevant
features of the optimization procedure; further imple-
mentation details are as in Ref. [30].

The optimization procedure followed in this work tar-
gets the lowest eigenstate of a particular Hamiltonian.2

Thus, the nucleon mass, the volume of the box and the
values of the LECs are fixed at the beginning of the pro-
cess. Then, given a wave function ansatz of Ng correlated
Gaussians as in Eq. (27), the parameters to be optimized
are the set of real-valued ci, and the parameters in the
correlated Gaussians |Ψi〉, denoted generically as θ. The
energy of the trial wave function is given by

E [Ψ(θ)] =
c ·
(
K(2) + VLO

2 + VNLO
2

)
· c

c · N · c , (35)

where the chosen values for LECs are implicit in the
matrix elements of the LO and NLO potentials. The
value of E [Ψ(θ)] provides a bound for the ground-state
energy, and is minimized through the optimization pro-
cess, i.e., Eq. (35) is the “loss function”. The relevant
matrix elements are computed using the expressions in
Appendix A, and the sums present in Eqs. (16) and (24)
are evaluated up to qcut = 50, and bcut = (50, 50).

The same algorithm as in Ref. [30] is used to minimize
the loss. Automatic differentiation is utilized to com-
pute the gradients with respect to the parameters, with a
self-adaptive learning rate (see Appendix B in Ref. [30]).
The latter is required, since during optimization there
are almost-flat directions that require very large learning
rates. Other minimizers, such as Adam [58], do not ob-
viously perform better. Three examples of optimization
curves are shown in Fig. 1. In one case, a second dip of
the loss appears, which is a consequence of an almost-flat
direction.

In this work, the evaluation of the energy as the pri-
mary optimization target only includes the terms in the
Hamiltonian corresponding to K(2), VLO

2 and VNLO
2 . Once

the wave functions have been optimized, the parameters
of the ansätze are stored and it is possible to solve the
GEVP, as described in Eq. (18). In the GEVP, the effect
of K(4) and Vsd2 are also considered, but they are excluded
from the optimization, since obtaining the gradients for
the optimizer in these terms is numerically demanding.
Moreover, Vsd2 in the case of the deuteron channel mixes
different spin components, and so, one would require a
more complex set of wave functions. Including these ef-
fects in this manner is sufficient, since they are expected
to be perturbative.

Finally, as demonstrated in Refs. [29, 30], it is useful
to combine sets of Gaussians that have been optimized
independently, either with the same or different values

2 Other optimization approaches that directly target excited states
could be implemented, but are beyond the scope of the present
work.
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Figure 1. Examples of optimization of wave function ansätze
with Ng = 8 correlated Gaussians. Each of the three sets of
wave functions is optimized during 104 gradient steps and for
different LECs, as displayed in the legend.

of the LECs, when solving the GEVP. Indeed, in the
application described in Section III this leads to improved
bounds on both the ground state, and excited states. In
practice, to scan over the parameter space or to perform
fits, it is more useful to combine sets at different values
of the LECs.

4. Finite-volume symmetries

In a finite cubic volume, rotational invariance is bro-
ken to a discrete subgroup of transformations, the so-
called cubic octahedral group or its double-cover. Con-
sequently, finite-volume LQCD states enter in irreducible
representations (irreps) of this reduced symmetry group
rather than as states of well-defined angular momentum
(irreps of the rotation group). In addition, the preserved
symmetry may be further reduced to the little group cor-
responding to conserved vectors such as the total three-
momentum. To perform the appropriate matching, these
symmetries must also be considered in the FVEFT.

The wave function ansatz in Eq. (28) is in general not
covariant under cubic-group transformations. This sym-
metry can be easily imposed by performing a projection
over the appropriate symmetry group to arrive at a wave
function ansatz with the desired transformation proper-
ties:∣∣ΨΓ

〉
=

∑
Ri∈LG(P)

ζΓ(Ri) Ψsym
L,i (Rix) |DS(Ri)χh〉 , (36)

where LG(P) stands for “little group” and describes the
symmetry group in finite volume in a system with cer-
tain total momentum P, ζΓ(Ri) is the character of the
rotation Ri in the irrep Γ, and DS(Ri) is the representa-
tion of the rotation Ri corresponding to spin S. In the
rest frame, the little group is the octahedral group. For

nonzero total momentum, it is the subgroup of the octa-
hedral group that leaves the momentum invariant. The
set of irreps, rotations, and characters in the octahedral
group and little groups can be found, e.g., in Refs. [59–
61].

This work focuses primarily on states in the rest frame,
and the notation for irreps of Ref. [60] is used. For the
dineutron case, which is a spin singlet, the A1g irrep is
considered. This irrep couples dominantly to s-wave in-
teractions, and corresponds to states that are fully sym-
metric under any transformation in the symmetry group
(the trivial irrep). As a result, the matrix elements of
the Hamiltonian for those states depend only on CT and

C
(2)
T at NLO. This irrep thus can be used to constrain

these LECs. Notice that the rotation of the spin states
is trivial in this case.

In the deuteron case, the T1g irrep is considered, which
couples to interactions in channels with total angular mo-
mentum and parity JP = 1+, 3+, ... that are isosinglet.
This means that energy levels in this irrep are affected
by both s- and d-wave interactions, and can be used to

constrain the LECs CS , C
(2)
S and C(sd). Two ways of ob-

taining T1g wave functions are used in this work. First,
one can construct a fully symmetric spatial wave function
multiplied by a generic deuteron spin-isospin wave func-
tion as in Eq. (21). Second, arbitrary space-spin-isospin
wave functions can be projected following Eq. (36), for
which one needs explicit representation of rotations act-
ing on the spin DS(Ri), i.e. Wigner-D matrices for an
axial vector. The former approach will be used during
optimization and to constrain s-wave LECs, and the lat-
ter will be used to bound the magnitude of the s-d-wave
mixing term.

D. Numerical examples

In this section, numerical examples of the NLO effects
in the FVEFT method are explored, demonstrating how
the different terms in the Hamiltonian shift the energy
levels. In particular, examples are chosen to illustrate
the new features explored in this work: irrep projections,
relativistic corrections, and NLO terms in the potential.
It is also demonstrated how optimizing for the ground
state for a sufficiently large set of correlated Gaussians
leads to approximately optimized results for low-energy
excited states.

For these examples, the physical value of the nucleon
and pion masses are chosen, with a box of size MπL = 4.
Specifically,

L = 5.67 fm, MNL = 27.05 . (37)

For the regulator in the interaction potential, the scale is
set as r0 = 0.2 fm.
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Figure 2. Optimized energy bounds in the non-interacting
theory in finite volume for several states. No spatial symmetry
is assumed for the wave functions. The upper panel shows the
energy bounds organized by increasing energy from left to
right in units of EL as in Eq. (38). The lower panel shows the
calculated value of the squared total momentum of the system
in units of (2π/L)2. The shape and color of the markers are
also used to indicate the total momentum. These bounds
have been obtained by combining 5 different sets of Ng = 8
correlated Gaussians in a GEVP. They have been optimized
for about 2000 gradient steps at different values of the LO
coupling: CS = 0,±25,±50 MeV · fm3 (all other LECs are set
to zero). In the combined GEVP, CS = 0 is used.

1. Excited states and irreps

A clear illustration of the approach is provided in the
free theory, with all LECs set to zero, and in the nonrel-
ativistic limit i.e., with

[
K(4)

]
ij

= 0. For the dineutron,

the overall spin is zero and the behavior of the spin part of
the wave function is trivial. The solutions in the free the-
ory are exactly known. The momentum of each particle
is quantized by the periodic boundaries as pi = (2π/L)ni
with n ∈ Z3, and so the energy is:

E = EL
(
n2

1 + n2
2

)
, EL =

2π2

MNL2
. (38)

Note that several different values of ni result in degener-
ate energies. In addition, each level can be assigned to a
frame labelled by P2 = (2π/L)2d2, with d = n1+n2. For
instance, E = EL has a 6-fold degeneracy for a symmet-
ric spatial wave function, corresponding to n2

1 = 1 and
n2

2 = 0 (and the symmetric combination), where all states
are in a frame with overall momentum d2 = 1. Moreover,
E = 2EL has a 33-fold degeneracy, corresponding to (i)
12 states with n2

1 = 2 and n2
2 = 0 (and the symmetric

contribution) and d2 = 2, (ii) 6 states with n2
1 = n2

2 = 1
and d2 = 4, (iii) 3 states with n2

1 = n2
2 = 1 and d2 = 0,

and (iv) 12 states with n2
1 = n2

2 = 1 and d2 = 2.
A numerical example of variational bounds on energies

in this system obtained by the approach of Section II is

0
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Figure 3. Optimized energy bounds in the non-interacting
theory in finite volume for several states imposing that the
wave function is fully symmetric under permutations and in-
versions. The energy bounds are organized from left to right
by increasing squared total momentum, and with increasing
energy at the same momentum. Other notations are as in
Fig. 2. These bounds have been obtained by combining in a
GEVP three sets of Ng = 8 correlated Gaussians, optimized
at CS = 0.0,±50 MeV · fm3.

shown in Fig. 2. The results have been obtained by opti-
mizing 5 sets of correlated Gaussian ansätze with Ng = 8
at different values of the LECs as specified in the figure
caption, and then performing a combined GEVP with
all LECs set to zero. The upper panel shows the val-
ues for the energies in units of EL, and the lower panel
shows the overall momentum d2 in units of (2π/L)2. It
can be seen that the first levels with E = 0 and E = EL
are correctly reproduced, including their degeneracies. In
contrast, only a subset of the expected bounds for states
with true energies E = 2EL are close to that value. The
values of d2 for these states differ from integers because
the variational wave functions are contaminated by other
states. One could further improve on these bounds by
considering larger sets of optimized wave functions.

A second example is provided in Fig. 3, where the wave
functions have been projected to be completely symmet-
ric under permutations and inversions. This corresponds
to the A1g irrep for d2 = 0, while for d2 > 0 is equiva-
lent to projecting to the trivial irrep of the little group
of the moving frame. Here, 3 sets of correlated Gaussian
wave functions with Ng = 8 are optimized at different
values of the LECs as specified in the figure caption. In
this case, the bounds are much closer to the known free
energy levels than in the example of Fig. 2: the correct
degeneracies for the levels emerge at E = 2EL, and those
at E = 3EL are also partially reproduced. It is also in-
teresting to note that the first few levels with d2 = 0
and d2 = 1 are very well reproduced, but starting from
d2 = 2, significant deviation can be seen. Larger sets of
trial wave functions would also allow for further improve-
ments in the fidelity of the spectrum.
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Figure 4. Shifts in the variational energy bounds due to the
first relativistic correction. The y-axis is given in dimension-
less units such that the exact predictions for the shifts are
integers, see Eq. (39). All notation is as in Fig. 3, and the
same trial wave functions as used for the results in that figure
have been used.

2. Relativistic corrections

Next, the effect of the O(p4) relativistic correction in
the spectrum is explored, once again in the setting of the
free theory, for which the answer is exactly known. In
this case, the relativistic correction is expected to shift
the energy as

∆E(4) = − E2
L

8MN

(
n4

1 + n4
2

)
. (39)

Note that this breaks the degeneracy between some lev-
els. For instance, the 33 energy levels with E = 2EL
in the nonrelativistic limit become two different sets of
levels, 12 levels with ∆E(4) = −E2

L/(2MN ) and 21 levels

with ∆E(4) = −E2
L/(4MN ).

An example of the effect of the relativistic correction is
shown in Fig. 4. Here, the same set of correlated Gaus-
sians are used as in the results shown in Fig. 3, a projec-
tion to the fully symmetric wave function is performed,
and the relativistic correction

[
K(4)

]
ij

is included as a

part of the GEVP.3 The figure shows the shift of the
lowest few energy levels for d2 = 0, 1, 2 when adding
the relativistic term. This shift is correctly reproduced
to better than relative 2% accuracy for the lowest levels
with d2 = 0 and 1. In contrast, for d2 = 2 some discrep-
ancies can be seen. In particular, the shifts should be −2
and −4 in the units of the y-axis of the figure, and values
around −3 and −4 are found. This indicates that the op-
timized wave functions are contaminated by higher-lying

3 The relativistic correction could also be included during opti-
mization, but its effect is small and perturbative, and it is suffi-
cient to include it at the level of the GEVP.

states, which can also be seen in the fact that the state
with i = 6 has a value of d2 that is larger than 2.

3. Effect of the s-d-wave mixing term

A final numerical example is given for the deuteron
channel, where the s-d-wave mixing term in V sd2 con-
tributes to the spectrum in the T1g irrep.4 At second
order in perturbation theory, the effect of this term on
the ground state is expected to be

∆Esd = E −E
∣∣
C(sd)=0

∝ (C(sd))2 +O
[
(C(sd))4

]
, (40)

where ∆Esd is the shift due to the s-d-wave mixing term.
For higher excited states, other effects are possible. In
particular, in the free theory the state with d2 = 0 and
n1 = n2 = 1 in the T1g irrep has a 6-fold degeneracy:
A1g irrep in the spatial wave function combined with T1g

in spin, and Eg in the spatial part combined with T1g in
spin. These states are degenerate in the free theory. If
only the V sd2 term is added to the Hamiltonian, pertur-
bation theory on degenerate states can be used to show
that these levels acquire a shift proportional to |C(sd)|.
In contrast, if any other term in the potential, e.g. V LO,
is different from zero, these states will not be degenerate
at zero s-d-wave mixing and the effect of the LEC will
be quadratic.

To evaluate the effect of this term, 5 sets of Ng = 8 cor-
related Gaussians are optimized. Three different third-
component spin projections are applied to each set result-
ing in a 120× 120 matrix in the GEVP. The dependence
of the energy bounds on C(sd) is displayed in Fig. 5. The
linear and quadratic responses seen are as expected from
the arguments above.

III. CONSTRAINTS ON LECS FROM LATTICE
QCD

This section presents a FVEFTπ/ analysis of the spec-
tra of Ref. [1] for the dineutron and deuteron channels.
The goal is to obtain constraints on the values of the

LECs, CS/T , C
(2)
S/T and C(sd). In the LQCD calculation

of Ref. [1], the lattice spacing and the nucleon mass are

a = 0.1453(16) fm, aMN = 1.20467(57), (41)

and the spatial lattice extent is L/a = 32. Since the un-
certainty in both the lattice spacing and the nucleon mass
are much smaller than those in the two-nucleon energies,
they are neglected in this analysis. The energy bounds
used as constraints are given in Table I. In the deuteron

4 See Ref. [62] for a study of the effect of this term based on the
two-particle quantization condition.
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Channel Irrep Energy shifts (MeV)
deuteron T1g = A1g ⊗ T1g -3.4(7) 29.5(1.3) 71.5(1.4)
dineutron A1g -3.3(7) 30.7(1.2) 72.6(1.4)

TABLE I. GEVP energy bounds from Ref. [1] used in this work. “Energy shifts” refers to the difference between the LQCD
energy bounds and the two-nucleon threshold.
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Figure 5. Dependence of energy bounds of the ground and
excited states in the deuteron channel on the s-d-wave mixing
LEC C(sd). The lower panel corresponds to the ground state,
and the upper panel to the next excited states. The dashed
gray lines indicate exact solutions in the free theory. The
solid magenta lines are obtained by setting all LECs to zero
except C(sd), and the dashed blue lines by setting CS = −2.5
fm3· MeV and varying C(sd). The same five sets of Ng = 8
correlated Gaussians as in Fig. 2 are used.

channels, the levels in the T1g irrep that are dominated by
s-wave interactions are used. In the dineutron channel,
the A1g irrep is used. Only the energy bounds below the
t-channel cut and dominated by baryon-baryon operators
of Ref. [1] are used here. States above the t-channel cut
are outside of the range of validity of pionless EFT. The
GEVP states in Ref. [1] that are dominated by hexaquark
operators are not used in the analysis of this work, as new
degrees of freedom would be needed to describe them in
the EFT. It is important to note that the LQCD results
in Ref. [1] are themselves variational upper bounds on
the eigenvalues of the system, rather than estimates of
the corresponding energy levels. If the true eigenenergies
on the system were significantly below these bounds, the
extracted LECs would change.

A variational analysis is undertaken as detailed in Sec-
tion II, with five different sets of Ng = 8 correlated Gaus-
sians ansätze optimized at different values of the LO and
NLO coupling. The couplings are chosen such that they
span the region around the a posteriori fit values. For
example, for the scheme set by r0 = 0.2 fm, the LECs
are chosen in the range: CS/T ∈ [−50,−130] fm3· MeV

for the LO LECs and C
(2)
S/T ∈ [0,−2] fm5· MeV for the

NLO LECs. In each case, different groups of 5 sets of

Ng = 8 Gaussians optimized independently at different
values of the LECs produce equivalent results, with the
resulting difference in the energy bounds being at least
one order of magnitude smaller than the uncertainties in
the LQCD energy bounds in Table I.

A. Constraints on the LO couplings

A first analysis is performed using only the LO effec-
tive theory in each isospin channel. Here, the scheme of
the LECs is fixed by setting r0 = 0.2 fm, as in previous
work [30]. In this case, the analysis will be restricted
to the ground state since momentum dependence is ex-
pected to be more impactful for excited states. Given op-
timized wave function ansätze, matching to the ground
state LQCD energies constrains the value of the CS or
CT directly.

This analysis yields effective couplings

CS = −90(5) MeV · fm3,

CT = −91(4) MeV · fm3.
(42)

Here, the first relativistic correction is included, although
it makes very little difference compared to the uncertain-
ties of the LECs since the state is near threshold. Since
these LECs are very close, spin-dependent interactions
are subdominant with respect to spin-independent inter-
actions, as observed in Refs. [29, 30]. The difference in
these LECs compared with those obtained in the similar
analyses of Refs. [17, 28–30] is a result of the different
LQCD energy spectrum used in this work, namely that
of Ref. [1], rather than Ref. [6].

Having fixed the effective couplings by matching to
the LQCD ground-state energies, one can examine how
well excited states are described. This comparison is dis-
played in Fig. 6, where the dependence of the spectrum
on the LO LECs for the two isospin channels is com-
pared with the ground- and excited-state energy-bounds
from LQCD. As can be seen, after fixing the LO LEC
by matching to the ground state, excited states are not
correctly reproduced, and the disagreement is larger as
the energy of the state grows. This indicates that LO
EFTπ/ is insufficient to describe the LQCD results, and is
the motivation to extend the analysis to use NLO EFTπ/.

B. Constraints on the NLO couplings

Using the three energy levels in each isospin chan-
nel shown in Table I, the set of LO and NLO LECs,
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Figure 6. Comparison between FVEFTπ/ predictions and LQCD data for the finite-volume energies in the deuteron (left) and
dineutron (right) channels. The blue line shows the dependence of the variational spectrum predicted by FVEFTπ/ on the LO
couplings (the first relativistic correction is also included). Horizontal bands correspond to the energy bounds from Ref. [1]: the
orange band for the level used in the matching, and the red dashed bands for those not included in the fit. Dotted horizontal
grey lines correspond to the energies in the free theory (all LECs set to zero). The dashed black line is obtained by matching
the ground state of each channel, and the grey band indicates the 1σ uncertainty in the LECs (see Eq. (42)).

CS/T and C
(2)
S/T can be simultaneously constrained. Since

there are three levels and two parameters, this entails
a (correlated) fit with a single degree of freedom. The
first relativistic correction is included; excluding it re-
duces the fit quality by increasing the χ2 by about one
unit, and changes the best fit parameters by over 2 stan-
dard deviations. Statistical uncertainties in these fits are
propagated from the LQCD energies using the derivative
method. Explicitly, the covariance matrix (Vnm) of the
parameters pn can be obtained as

Vnm =

(
∂Epred

i

∂pn

(
C−1

)
ij

∂Epred
j

∂pm

)−1

, (43)

where Epred
i is the predicted energy level, and C is the

covariance matrix of the energies obtained from the data.

Fits to both channels using three different reg-
ulator schemes for the LECs are performed, i.e.,
r0 ∈ {0.2, 0.3, 0.4} fm. The results for the LECs in both
channels are given in Table II. As can be seen from the χ2,
all fits have a good quality. For the case of r0 = 0.2 fm,
the values of the LO couplings are significantly different
than those obtained in the analysis of the ground state
energies only; see Eq. (42). Moreover, the ground-state
energy is equally well reproduced.

Figure 7 provides a representation of the fit quality
for the case of r0 = 0.2 fm and both isospin channels.
Here, the blue lines correspond to the NLO FVEFTπ/
predictions as a function of the LO LEC, and with the
value of the NLO LECs fixed at their best fit result. The
agreement between the LQCD energy bounds, and the

FVEFTπ/ predictions is very good, as anticipated by the

low value of the χ2 in Table II.
A visualization of the constraints on NLO EFTπ/ from

the matching is provided in Fig. 8, where the confidence
intervals for the various LECs are shown. Due to the
correlations in the LQCD energies, the determinations
of the LECs in each channel are also significantly corre-
lated. Interestingly, the LECs in the deuteron channel
are significantly better constrained, even though the un-
certainties of the LQCD energy levels are approximately
the same. This results from the covariance matrix of the
LQCD energies being very different, even though the di-
agonal entries are of similar magnitude.

In considering fits using different FVEFTπ/ schemes
(different values r0), some scale dependence can be seen.
While most of the effect of changing the scale can be re-
absorbed by modifying the values of the LECs, the χ2

values in Table II and the shape of the 1σ ellipses in
Fig. 8 do vary with r0. This residual scale dependence
is expected, since the regulator induces mixing between
NLO terms and operators with a higher number of deriva-
tives. Nevertheless, in the range of values of r0 used here,
the p-values of the fits are in the region 0.5 to 0.8.

C. s-d-wave mixing in the deuteron

Finally, by including the term V sd2 in the potential in
the GEVP of the FVEFTπ/, the s-d-wave mixing coupling
in the deuteron channel can also be constrained from
the same set of LQCD energy bounds as used for the
analysis in the previous subsection. As the effect of C(sd)
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Figure 7. Visualization of the fits including the LO and NLO couplings at r0 = 0.2 fm for the deuteron (left) and dineutron
(right) channels. The blue lines show the variational spectrum predicted by FVEFTπ/ as a function of the leading order

couplings, while fixing the NLO LEC, C
(2)

S/T to its best fit value in Table II. The first relativistic correction is also included.

Horizontal orange bands correspond to the energy bounds from Ref. [1]. Dotted grey lines correspond to the energies in the free
theory. The dashed black line indicate the best fit result for the LO coupling, and the grey bands indicate the 1σ uncertainty

r0 (fm) CS (MeV · fm3) C
(2)
S (MeV · fm5) χ2

I=0 CT (MeV · fm3) C
(2)
T (MeV · fm5) χ2

I=1

0.2 -134(1) -1.07(7) 0.34 -129(8) -1.2(5) 0.55
0.3 -147(2) -0.46(5) 0.21 -146(8) -0.6(3) 0.42
0.4 -161(2) 0.25(5) 0.05 -162(7) -0.1(4) 0.43

TABLE II. Summary of the fit results including LO and NLO LECs for both isospin channels, and using three different schemes
for the LECs defined by the value of r0.
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Figure 8. One standard deviation confidence interval for the

LO (CS/T ) and NLO (C
(2)

S/T ) couplings obtained after fitting

three energy levels in each isospin channel. Results for three
different schemes are shown, as indicated by the value of the
scale r0 given above each set of ellipses. The ellipses with blue
stripes correspond to the deuteron channel, while red ellipses
denote the dineutron channel.

on these energy levels is quadratic, only its magnitude
can be constrained. Since the fits in Table II are of high
quality, there is no statistical necessity to include V sd2 ,
and so the effect of this coupling can only be bounded.

Instead of performing a fit with no degrees of free-
dom to constrain the magnitude of this parameter, the
χ2 function is used to bound its magnitude. Specifically,
given the best fit parameters in Table II at r0 = 0.2 fm,
and requiring χ2 < χ2

min +1, bounds the s-d-wave mixing
LEC as

|C(sd)| < 0.6 MeV · fm5. (44)

As can be seen, the bound is about a factor of 2 smaller

than the central value found for C
(2)
S .

Alternatively, one could consider using other energy
levels from Ref. [1] to constrain C(sd). For example,
those in the T1g irrep that have coupling to d-wave inter-
actions, e.g., resulting from states with nontrivial spin-
spatial coupling. The bounds on the energies of these
states in Ref. [1] lie below the non-interacting energies.
By contrast, the effect of C(sd) on those levels is always
repulsive, suggesting that this LEC cannot be the only
source of the negative shifts. It is thus clear that it
would be necessary to also include d-wave interactions
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in an analysis of these levels. The corresponding opera-
tors would contain four derivatives and are beyond the
scope of this work.

IV. SUMMARY AND OUTLOOK

This work demonstrates that EFTs formulated in a
finite volume can be used to analyze LQCD spectra of
two-nucleon systems. In particular, finite-volume pion-
less EFT has been applied to analyze two-nucleon GEVP
energy bounds obtained in Ref. [1] in the dineutron and
deuteron channels, yielding constraints on the LO and
NLO LECs of the EFTπ/ Hamiltonian.

This analysis makes use of several developments in the
usage of FVEFTπ/. First, it has been shown that it is pos-
sible to obtain variational bounds not only on the ground
state, but also on several excited states of the interacting
theory. Second, projection to irreducible representations
of the finite-volume symmetry group has been performed,
along with measurements of the total momentum of the
system. Combined, this allows excited-state energy levels
with definite quantum numbers to be mapped from lat-
tice QCD into variational bounds in the FVEFT. Third,
matrix elements of the first relativistic correction to the
FVEFTπ/ Hamiltonian have been computed, which is rel-
evant for analysis of excited states; omitting these cor-
rections reduces the fit quality and changes the best-fit
values of the LECs by over 2σ. Fourth, the effects of
operators with up to two derivatives, the NLO s-wave
term, and the s-d-wave mixing term have been studied.
The effects of the NLO operator in the Hamiltonian are
sizeable, and the corresponding LEC can be constrained
through the LQCD-FVEFTπ/ matching procedure. For
the partial-wave mixing term, the analysis yields only an
upper bound on its magnitude.

This works demonstrates that FVEFTπ/ is a power-
ful alternative to the Lüscher method [46] for analysis
of systems of nucleons. There are two main advantages.
On the one hand, the same scheme for the LECs of the
EFT can be directly used in finite volume and in infi-
nite volume—the later can allow for EFT calculations of

larger nuclei than can be studied in LQCD at the present
time. Second, FVEFTπ/ can be applied straightforwardly
to systems of three and more nucleons, provided that
LQCD spectra are available. By contrast, Lüscher-like
methods have only been derived for up to three parti-
cles [47–51]—see Refs. [63–66] for a review.

This application of FVEFTπ/ can be extended in several
ways. For instance, higher orders in pionless EFT can be
included. Moreover, other EFTs can be used, e.g., an
EFT for baryons with strangeness, or chiral EFTs. As
LQCD results become more precise and sophisticated, it
will be important to investigate these extensions.

Ultimately, there is great potential for FVEFT anal-
yses to extend the reach of LQCD calculations of light
nuclei to constraints of the binding energies and matrix
elements of larger nuclei than those that can be stud-
ied directly. Examples of important applications include
scalar matrix elements and the isotensor axial polarisabil-
ity [67], which are relevant for dark matter and neutrino
experiments [68, 69]. For this, direct constraints of LECs
from LQCD at physical quark masses are needed, includ-
ing those of three- and even four-body systems. This will
require progress in both LQCD calculations, as well as in
EFTs.
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Appendix A: Expressions for the matrix elements

Here, expressions for the matrix elements of the different terms in the Hamiltonian in Eq. (30) are provided (see
Section II C 2). For [N]ij ,

[
K(2)

]
ij

and
[
VLO

2

]
ij

, see Appendix C of Ref. [29]. Note that the matrix elements of the

potential and kinetic term are not labelled with superindices in Ref. [29], but are the same quantities as in this work.
Some results are reproduced here for completeness.

In the evaluation of matrix elements, fully symmetric wave functions are used—see Eq. (29). To simplify notation,
the sum over permutations is omitted here. For example, in the case of the normalization,

[N]ij =
∑
PP′

[NPP′ ]ij ≡
∑
PP′

[
Ñ
]
ij
, (A1)

that is, Ñ is short-hand notation for the permuted object.

http://iaifi.org/
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1. Normalization

Using the factorization of the wave function in each coordinate, the expression can be split as:[
Ñ
]
ij

=
∏

α=x,y,z

[
Ñ(α)

]
ij
. (A2)

Each term can then be evaluated as:[
Ñ(α)

]
ij

=

√√√√ (2π)Nn

Det
[
C

(α)
i;j

] ∑
b(α)

exp

[
−1

2
Ω

(α)
i;j

]
, (A3)

where Nn is the number of nucleons,

Ω
(α)
i;j′ =

(
Lb(α)

)
·A(α)

i ·
(
Lb(α)

)
+
(
Lb(α) + d

(α)
i

)
·B(α)

i ·
(
Lb(α) + d

(α)
i

)
+d

(α)
j ·B

(α)
j ·d

(α)
j −Ξ

(α)
i;j ·

[
C

(α)
i;j

]−1

·Ξ(α)
i;j , (A4)

and

Ξ
(α)
i;j = LA

(α)
i · b(α) +B

(α)
i ·

(
Lb(α) + d

(α)
i

)
+Bj · d(α)

j , (A5)

C
(α)
i;j = C

(α)
i + C

(α)
j , (A6)

C
(α)
i = A

(α)
i +B

(α)
i . (A7)

2. Nonrelativistic Kinetic term

The evaluation of the matrix elements of the kinetic term can be split in different summands corresponding to the
derivative operator for all particles in each direction:[

K̃(2)
]
ij

=
1

2MN

∑
α=x,y,z

[
K̃(2,α)

]
ij

∏
β 6=α

[
Ñ(β)

]
ij
. (A8)

In the previous equation, the factorization of spatial parts has also been used. The remaining piece is[
K̃(2,α)

]
ij

=

√√√√ (2π)Nn

Det
[
C

(α)
i;j

] ∑
b(α)

Θ
(α)
i;j (1) exp

[
−1

2
Ω

(α)
i;j

]
, (A9)

where 1 is an identity matrix and

Θ
(α)
i;j (M) = Tr

[(
A

(α)
i +B

(α)
i

)
·
[
C

(α)
i;j

]−1

·
(
A

(α)
j +B

(α)
j

)
· M

]
−
(
Y(α)
ij

)T
· M · Y(α)

ij , (A10)

where M is a generic matrix, and

Y(α)
ij =

(
A

(α)
j +B

(α)
j

)
·
[
C

(α)
i;j

]−1

·
(
B

(α)
i ·

(
Lb(α) + d

(α)
i

)
+A

(α)
i ·

(
Lb(α)

))
−
(
A

(α)
i +B

(α)
i

)
·
[
C

(α)
i;j

]−1

·B(α)
j · d(α)

j .

(A11)

3. Total momentum

The evaluation of the total momentum can be split in a similar way to the kinetic term:[
P̃2
]
ij

=
∑

α=x,y,z

[
P̃2,(α)

]
ij

∏
β 6=α

[
Ñ(β)

]
ij
, (A12)

and in fact, the expression is very similar:[
P̃(2,α)

]
ij

=

√√√√ (2π)Nn

Det
[
C

(α)
i;j

] ∑
b(α)

Θ
(α)
i;j (MP ) exp

[
−1

2
Ω

(α)
i;j

]
, (A13)

where MP is a matrix with all elements being unity, [MP ]nm = 1.
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4. Relativistic correction

The relativistic correction matrix elements can be split in several terms:

[
K̃(4)

]
ij

=
−1

8M3
N

∑
α=x,y,z

[
K̃(4,4,α)

]
ij

∏
β 6=α

[
Ñ(β)

]
ij
− 1

4M3
N

Nn∑
n=1

∑
α>β,γ 6=α,β

[
K̃(4,2,α)
n

]
ij

[
K̃(4,2,β)
n

]
ij

[
Ñ(γ)

]
ij
, (A14)

where
[
K̃(4,2,β)
n

]
ij

is related to the nonrelativistic kinetic term for a single particle:

[
K̃(4,2,α)
n

]
ij

=

√√√√ (2π)Nn

Det
[
C

(α)
i;j

] ∑
b(α)

Θ
(α)
i;j (MK,n) exp

[
−1

2
Ω

(α)
i;j

]
, (A15)

with [MK,n]lm = δlnδmn. Finally, the last piece:

[
K̃(4,4,α)
n

]
ij

=

√√√√ (2π)Nn

Det
[
C

(α)
i;j

] ∑
b(α)

(
6∑

w=1

K(4,n,α)
w,i;j

)
exp

[
−1

2
Ω

(α)
i;j

]
, (A16)

where

K(4,n,α)
1,i;j =

∑
klmo

[
C

(α)
i

]
nk

[
C

(α)
i

]
nl

[
C

(α)
j

]
nm

[
C

(α)
j

]
no

([e1]klmo + [e2]klmo + [e3]klmo) ,

K(4,n,α)
2,i;j =

((
B

(α)
i d

(α)
i + C

(α)
i Lb(α)

)2

n
−
[
C

(α)
i

]
nn

)((
B

(α)
j d

(α)
j

)2

n
−
[
C

(α)
j

]
nn

)
,

K(4,n,α)
3,i;j =

∑
kl

[(
B

(α)
i d

(α)
i + C

(α)
i Lb(α)

)2

n
−
[
C

(α)
i

]
nn

]
(C

(α)
j )nk(C

(α)
j )nl

(
(CΞ)k(CΞ)l +

[
C

(α)−1
i;j

]
kl

)
+

[(
B

(α)
j d

(α)
j

)2

n
−
[
C

(α)
j

]
nn

]
(C

(α)
i )nk(C

(α)
i )nl

(
(CΞ)k(CΞ)l +

[
C

(α)−1
i;j

]
kl

)
,

K(4,n,α)
4,i;j = −2

∑
klm

(C
(α)
i )nk(C

(α)
i )nl(C

(α)
j )nm

(
B

(α)
j d

(α)
j

)
n
D(α),i;j
klm

− 2
∑
klm

(C
(α)
j )nk(C

(α)
j )nl(C

(α)
i )nm

(
B

(α)
i d

(α)
i + C

(α)
i Lb(α)

)
n
D(α),i;j
klm ,

K(4,n,α)
5,i;j =

∑
k

−2

[(
B

(α)
j d

(α)
j

)2

n
−
[
C

(α)
j

]
nn

](
B

(α)
i d

(α)
i + C

(α)
i Lb(α)

)
n

[
C

(α)
i

]
nk

(CΞ)k

− 2
(
B

(α)
j d

(α)
j

)
n

[(
B

(α)
i d

(α)
i + C

(α)
i Lb(α)

)2

n
−
[
C

(α)
i

]
nn

] [
C

(α)
j

]
nk

(CΞ)k,

K(4,n,α)
6,i;j =

∑
kl

4
(
B

(α)
j d

(α)
j

)
n

(
B

(α)
i d

(α)
i + C

(α)
i Lb(α)

)
n

(C
(α)
i )nk(C

(α)
j )nl

(
(CΞ)k(CΞ)l +

[
C

(α)−1
i;j

]
kl

)
,

(A17)

and shorthand notation is used such that

(CΞ)k ≡
([
C

(α)−1
i;j

]
Ξ

(α)
i;j

)
k
, (A18)

as well as

[e1]klmo =
[
C

(α)−1
i;j

]
kl

[
C

(α)−1
i;j

]
mo

+ (l↔ m) + (l↔ o),

[e2]klmo = (CΞ)k(CΞ)l

[
C

(α)−1
i;j

]
mo

+ (k ↔ m) + (k ↔ o) + (l↔ m) + (l↔ o) + (l, k ↔ m, o),

[e3]klmo = (CΞ)k(CΞ)l(CΞ)m(CΞ)o,

(A19)

and

D(α),i;j
klm =

[
C

(α)−1
i;j

]
kl

(CΞ)m +
[
C

(α)−1
i;j

]
km

(CΞ)l +
[
C

(α)−1
i;j

]
ml

(CΞ)k + (CΞ)k(CΞ)l(CΞ)m. (A20)
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5. Leading-order potential

The matrix element for the LO potential can be split as:[
Ṽ2

]
ij

=
∏
α

[
Ṽ(α)

2

]
ij
, (A21)

where

[
Ṽ(α)

2

]
ij

=

√√√√ (2π)Nn

Det
[
C

(α)
i;j

]
√√√√ C̃

(α)
i;j

C̃
(α)
i;j + 2ρ

∑
b(α)

exp

[
−1

2
Ω

(α)
i;j

]

×
∑
q(α)

exp

[
−

ρ C̃
(α)
i;j

C̃
(α)
i;j + 2ρ

(
(CΞ)n − (CΞ)m − Lq(α)

)2
]
,

(A22)

with ρ = 1/(2r2
0) and

C̃
(α)
i;j =

([
C

(α)−1
i;j

]
nn

+
[
C

(α)−1
i;j

]
mm
−
[
C

(α)−1
i;j

]
nm
−
[
C

(α)−1
i;j

]
mn

)−1

. (A23)

Here n and m correspond to the indices of the particles that are interacting, see Eq. (10). For a two-nucleon system,
n = 1, m = 2. The opposite m = 1, n = 2 combination is included in the sum over permutation as in Eq. (A1).

6. Next-to-leading-order potential

The matrix element of the NLO potential can be computed as:[
ṼNLO

2

]
ij

=
∑
α

[
ṼNLO,(α)

2

]
ij

∏
β 6=α

[
Ṽ(β)

2

]
ij
, (A24)

where

[
ṼNLO,(α)

2

]
ij

=

√√√√ (2π)Nn

Det
[
C

(α)
i;j

]
√√√√ C̃

(α)
i;j

C̃
(α)
i;j + 2ρ

∑
b(α)

exp

[
−1

2
Ω

(α)
i;j

]

×
∑
q(α)

[
Tr

((
C

(α)
i + 2ρM(mn)

V

)
·
(
C

(α)
i;j + 2ρM(mn)

V

)−1

· C(α)
j · M(nm)

V

)
− (Y(α),Q

ij )T · M(nm)
V · Y(α),Q

ij

]

× exp

[
−

ρ C̃
(α)
i;j

C̃
(α)
i;j + 2ρ

(
(CΞ)n − (CΞ)m − Lq(α)

)2
]
,

(A25)

where n = 1 and m = 2 are used, and

Y(α),Q
ij =

(
A

(α)
j +B

(α)
j

)
·
[
C

(α)
i;j + 2ρM(mn)

V

]−1

·
(
B

(α)
i ·

(
Lb(α) + d

(α)
i

)
+A

(α)
i ·

(
Lb(α)

))
−
(
A

(α)
i +B

(α)
i + 2ρM(mn)

V

)
·
[
C

(α)
i;j + 2ρM(mn)

V

]−1

·B(α)
j · d(α)

j + 2ρLq(α)w(nm),

(A26)

with w
(nm)
k = δkn − δkm, and (M(nm)

V )kl = (δknδln + δkmδlm − δknδlm − δkmδln).
Note that in Eq. (14), two terms are needed where the derivatives act on different sides. The above expressions

correspond to the derivatives acting on the right side, and the other case is obtained by switching i ↔ j. Note that
because of the sum over permutations in Eq. (A1), it is not necessary to switch n↔ m.
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7. s-d-wave mixing term

The s-d-wave mixing term is computed as:[
Ṽsd2
]
ij

=
∑
αβγδ

T γδαβ
[
Ṽ(αβ),sd

2

]
ij
. (A27)

The component of the spatial part with identical indices is given by:[
Ṽ(αα),sd

2

]
ij

=
[
ṼNLO,(α)

2

]
ij

∏
β 6=α

[
Ṽ(β)

2

]
ij
. (A28)

The off-diagonal part (α 6= β):[
Ṽ(αβ),sd

2

]
ij

=
∑

k∈{m,n}

∑
l∈{m,n}

(
(M(nm)

V )kl
[
Ṽsd,(k,α)

2

]
ij

[
Ṽsd,(l,β)

2

]
ij

) ∏
γ 6=α,β

[
Ṽ(γ)

2

]
ij
, (A29)

and

[
Ṽsd,(k,α)

2

]
ij

=

√√√√ (2π)Nn

Det
[
C

(α)
i;j

]
√√√√ C̃

(α)
i;j

C̃
(α)
i;jP′ + 2ρ

∑
b(α)

exp

[
−1

2
Ω

(α)
i;j

]

×
(
Y(α),Q
ij

)
k

exp

[
−

ρ C̃
(α)
i;j

C̃
(α)
i;j + 2ρ

(
(CΞ)n − (CΞ)m − Lq(α)

)2
]
.

(A30)

Note that in Eq. (15), two terms are needed where the derivatives act on different sides. The above expressions
correspond to the derivatives acting on the right side, and the other case is obtained by switching i ↔ j. Note that
because of the sum over permutations in Eq. (A1), it is not necessary to switch n↔ m.

[1] S. Amarasinghe, R. Baghdadi, Z. Davoudi, W. Detmold, M. Illa, A. Parreño, A. V. Pochinsky, P. E. Shanahan, and M. L.
Wagman, (2021), arXiv:2108.10835 [hep-lat].

[2] S. R. Beane, P. F. Bedaque, A. Parreño, and M. J. Savage, Phys. Lett. B585, 106 (2004), arXiv:hep-lat/0312004 [hep-lat].
[3] S. R. Beane, P. F. Bedaque, K. Orginos, and M. J. Savage, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 012001 (2006), arXiv:hep-lat/0602010.
[4] S. R. Beane, W. Detmold, T. C. Luu, K. Orginos, A. Parreno, M. J. Savage, A. Torok, and A. Walker-Loud, Phys. Rev.

D 80, 074501 (2009), arXiv:0905.0466 [hep-lat].
[5] T. Doi, S. Aoki, T. Hatsuda, Y. Ikeda, T. Inoue, N. Ishii, K. Murano, H. Nemura, and K. Sasaki (HAL QCD), Prog.

Theor. Phys. 127, 723 (2012), arXiv:1106.2276 [hep-lat].
[6] S. R. Beane, E. Chang, S. D. Cohen, W. Detmold, H. W. Lin, T. C. Luu, K. Orginos, A. Parreno, M. J. Savage, and

A. Walker-Loud (NPLQCD), Phys. Rev. D 87, 034506 (2013), arXiv:1206.5219 [hep-lat].
[7] T. Yamazaki, K.-i. Ishikawa, Y. Kuramashi, and A. Ukawa, Phys. Rev. D 86, 074514 (2012), arXiv:1207.4277 [hep-lat].
[8] K. Orginos, A. Parreno, M. J. Savage, S. R. Beane, E. Chang, and W. Detmold, Phys. Rev. D 92, 114512 (2015), [Erratum:

Phys.Rev.D 102, 039903 (2020)], arXiv:1508.07583 [hep-lat].
[9] E. Berkowitz, T. Kurth, A. Nicholson, B. Joo, E. Rinaldi, M. Strother, P. M. Vranas, and A. Walker-Loud, Phys. Lett. B

765, 285 (2017), arXiv:1508.00886 [hep-lat].
[10] T. Yamazaki, K.-i. Ishikawa, Y. Kuramashi, and A. Ukawa, Phys. Rev. D 92, 014501 (2015), arXiv:1502.04182 [hep-lat].
[11] M. L. Wagman, F. Winter, E. Chang, Z. Davoudi, W. Detmold, K. Orginos, M. J. Savage, and P. E. Shanahan, Phys.

Rev. D 96, 114510 (2017), arXiv:1706.06550 [hep-lat].
[12] A. Francis, J. R. Green, P. M. Junnarkar, C. Miao, T. D. Rae, and H. Wittig, Phys. Rev. D 99, 074505 (2019),

arXiv:1805.03966 [hep-lat].
[13] B. Hörz et al., Phys. Rev. C 103, 014003 (2021), arXiv:2009.11825 [hep-lat].
[14] M. Illa et al. (NPLQCD), Phys. Rev. D 103, 054508 (2021), arXiv:2009.12357 [hep-lat].
[15] J. R. Green, A. D. Hanlon, P. M. Junnarkar, and H. Wittig, (2021), arXiv:2103.01054 [hep-lat].
[16] H. Kamada et al., Phys. Rev. C 64, 044001 (2001), arXiv:nucl-th/0104057.
[17] N. Barnea, L. Contessi, D. Gazit, F. Pederiva, and U. van Kolck, Phys. Rev. Lett. 114, 052501 (2015), arXiv:1311.4966

[nucl-th].
[18] J. Kirscher, N. Barnea, D. Gazit, F. Pederiva, and U. van Kolck, Phys. Rev. C 92, 054002 (2015), arXiv:1506.09048

[nucl-th].

http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.10835
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2004.02.007
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-lat/0312004
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.97.012001
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-lat/0602010
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.80.074501
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.80.074501
http://arxiv.org/abs/0905.0466
http://dx.doi.org/10.1143/PTP.127.723
http://dx.doi.org/10.1143/PTP.127.723
http://arxiv.org/abs/1106.2276
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.87.034506
http://arxiv.org/abs/1206.5219
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.074514
http://arxiv.org/abs/1207.4277
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.92.114512
http://arxiv.org/abs/1508.07583
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2016.12.024
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.physletb.2016.12.024
http://arxiv.org/abs/1508.00886
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.014501
http://arxiv.org/abs/1502.04182
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.114510
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.114510
http://arxiv.org/abs/1706.06550
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.99.074505
http://arxiv.org/abs/1805.03966
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.103.014003
http://arxiv.org/abs/2009.11825
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.103.054508
http://arxiv.org/abs/2009.12357
http://arxiv.org/abs/2103.01054
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevC.64.044001
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/0104057
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.114.052501
http://arxiv.org/abs/1311.4966
http://arxiv.org/abs/1311.4966
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevC.92.054002
http://arxiv.org/abs/1506.09048
http://arxiv.org/abs/1506.09048


17

[19] J. Carlson, S. Gandolfi, F. Pederiva, S. C. Pieper, R. Schiavilla, K. E. Schmidt, and R. B. Wiringa, Rev. Mod. Phys. 87,
1067 (2015), arXiv:1412.3081 [nucl-th].

[20] A. Bansal, S. Binder, A. Ekström, G. Hagen, G. Jansen, and T. Papenbrock, Phys. Rev. C 98, 054301 (2018),
arXiv:1712.10246 [nucl-th].

[21] S. Gandolfi, J. Carlson, A. Roggero, J. Lynn, and S. Reddy, Phys. Lett. B 785, 232 (2018), arXiv:1712.10236 [nucl-th].
[22] L. Contessi, A. Lovato, F. Pederiva, A. Roggero, J. Kirscher, and U. van Kolck, Phys. Lett. B 772, 839 (2017),

arXiv:1701.06516 [nucl-th].
[23] E. Epelbaum, H. Krebs, D. Lee, and U.-G. Meißner, Eur. Phys. J. A 45, 335 (2010), arXiv:1003.5697 [nucl-th].
[24] B.-N. Lu, N. Li, S. Elhatisari, D. Lee, J. E. Drut, T. A. Lähde, E. Epelbaum, and U.-G. Meißner, Phys. Rev. Lett. 125,

192502 (2020), arXiv:1912.05105 [nucl-th].
[25] T. A. Lähde and U.-G. Meißner, Nuclear Lattice Effective Field Theory: An introduction, Vol. 957 (Springer, 2019).
[26] W. Detmold and M. J. Savage, Nucl. Phys. A743, 170 (2004), arXiv:hep-lat/0403005 [hep-lat].
[27] R. A. Briceño and Z. Davoudi, Phys. Rev. D88, 94507 (2013), arXiv:1204.1110 [hep-lat].
[28] M. Eliyahu, B. Bazak, and N. Barnea, Phys. Rev. C 102, 044003 (2020), arXiv:1912.07017 [nucl-th].
[29] W. Detmold and P. E. Shanahan, Phys. Rev. D 103, 074503 (2021), arXiv:2102.04329 [nucl-th].
[30] X. Sun, W. Detmold, D. Luo, and P. E. Shanahan, Phys. Rev. D 105, 074508 (2022), arXiv:2202.03530 [nucl-th].
[31] D. B. Kaplan, M. J. Savage, and M. B. Wise, Nucl. Phys. B478, 629 (1996), arXiv:nucl-th/9605002 [nucl-th].
[32] D. B. Kaplan, M. J. Savage, and M. B. Wise, Phys. Lett. B424, 390 (1998), arXiv:nucl-th/9801034 [nucl-th].
[33] D. B. Kaplan, M. J. Savage, and M. B. Wise, Nucl. Phys. B534, 329 (1998), arXiv:nucl-th/9802075 [nucl-th].
[34] U. van Kolck, Nucl. Phys. A645, 273 (1999), arXiv:nucl-th/9808007 [nucl-th].
[35] P. F. Bedaque, H. Hammer, and U. van Kolck, Phys. Rev. Lett. 82, 463 (1999), arXiv:nucl-th/9809025.
[36] J.-W. Chen, G. Rupak, and M. J. Savage, Nucl. Phys. A653, 386 (1999), arXiv:nucl-th/9902056 [nucl-th].
[37] P. F. Bedaque, G. Rupak, H. W. Griesshammer, and H.-W. Hammer, Nucl. Phys. A 714, 589 (2003), arXiv:nucl-

th/0207034.
[38] P. F. Bedaque and U. van Kolck, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 52, 339 (2002), arXiv:nucl-th/0203055.
[39] H. W. Hammer, S. König, and U. van Kolck, Rev. Mod. Phys. 92, 025004 (2020), arXiv:1906.12122 [nucl-th].
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[59] M. Göckeler, R. Horsley, M. Lage, U. G. Meissner, P. E. L. Rakow, A. Rusetsky, G. Schierholz, and J. M. Zanotti, Phys.

Rev. D 86, 094513 (2012), arXiv:1206.4141 [hep-lat].
[60] C. Morningstar, J. Bulava, B. Fahy, J. Foley, Y. C. Jhang, K. J. Juge, D. Lenkner, and C. H. Wong, Phys. Rev. D 88,

014511 (2013), arXiv:1303.6816 [hep-lat].
[61] M. Dresselhaus, G. Dresselhaus, and A. Jorio, Group Theory: Application to the Physics of Condensed Matter (Springer

Berlin Heidelberg, 2007).
[62] R. A. Briceño, Z. Davoudi, T. Luu, and M. J. Savage, Phys. Rev. D 88, 114507 (2013), arXiv:1309.3556 [hep-lat].
[63] M. T. Hansen and S. R. Sharpe, Ann. Rev. Nucl. Part. Sci. 69, 65 (2019), arXiv:1901.00483 [hep-lat].
[64] A. Rusetsky, PoS LATTICE2019, 281 (2019), arXiv:1911.01253 [hep-lat].
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Precise determination of decay rates for ηc → γγ, J/ψ → γηc and J/ψ → ηce
+e− from

lattice QCD
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We calculate the decay rates for ηc → γγ, J/ψ → γηc and J/ψ → ηce
+e− in lattice QCD with u, d,

s and c quarks in the sea for the first time. We improve significantly on previous theory calculations
to achieve accuracies of 1–2%, giving lattice QCD results that are now more accurate than the
experimental values. In particular our results transform the theoretical picture for ηc → γγ decays.
We use gluon field configurations generated by the MILC collaboration that include nf = 2 + 1 + 1
flavours of Highly Improved Staggered (HISQ) sea quarks at four lattice spacing values from 0.15
fm to 0.06 fm and with sea u/d masses down to their physical value. We also implement the
valence c quarks using the HISQ action. We find Γ(ηc → γγ) = 6.788(45)fit(41)syst keV, in good
agreement with experimental results using γγ → ηc → KKπ but in 4σ tension with the global
Particle Data Group fit result [1]; we suggest this fit is revisited. We also calculate Γ(J/ψ → γηc) =
2.219(17)fit(18)syst(24)expt(4)QED keV, in good agreement with results from CLEO, and predict the
Dalitz decay rate Γ(J/ψ → ηce

+e−) = 0.01349(21)latt(13)QED keV. We use our results to calibrate
other theoretical approaches and to test simple relationships between the form factors and J/ψ
decay constant expected in the nonrelativistic limit.

I. INTRODUCTION

Decay rates of mesons via annihilation to photons, or
radiative transitions with emission of a photon, can in
principle provide stringent tests of our understanding of
the internal structure of these mesons from strong inter-
action physics. The strong interaction effects are parame-
terised by a decay constant or a form factor and these can
be calculated from first-principles using the techniques of
lattice QCD. The decay rates are free from the uncertain-
ties that arise in weak decay processes from sometimes
poorly-known Cabibbo-Kobayashi-Maskawa matrix ele-
ments. This means that the combination of accurate lat-
tice QCD and experimental results can directly test both
QCD and the Standard Model. An example is that of
the leptonic decay rate of the J/ψ meson via a photon.
The decay constant of the J/ψ was recently calculated
with an uncertainty of 0.4% (including effects from the
electric charges of the valence c quarks) giving a value
for Γ(J/ψ → e+e−) accurate to 0.9% [2]. The lattice
QCD result agrees well with the experimental average
which has an uncertainty of 1.8%. Here we study two
further processes of this kind for ground-state charmo-
nium mesons, ηc → γγ and J/ψ → γηc.

There are a few experimental results for the decay
width for J/ψ → γηc [3–6]; the Particle Data Group
(PDG) [1] gives a branching fraction of 1.7(4)% as an av-
erage of results from the Crystal Ball [3] and CLEO [4],
with the uncertainty increased by a factor of 1.5 to allow
for the tension between them. The average corresponds

aBrian.Colquhoun@glasgow.ac.uk
bchristine.davies@glasgow.ac.uk
cURL: http://www.physics.gla.ac.uk/HPQCD

to a partial decay width, Γ(J/ψ → γηc), of 1.57(37) keV.

Following early work in lattice QCD in the quenched
approximation [7] and including u/d quarks in the sea [8,
9], a result with a more realistic nf = 2+1 quark sea was
obtained [10]. Despite the varying numbers of sea quarks
the lattice QCD calculations consistently give values for
the partial decay width that are higher than the PDG
average [1] of the experimental results. Here we aim to
shed further light on this issue by improving the accuracy
from lattice QCD and including now u/d, s and c quarks
in the sea.

For ηc → γγ the experimental and theoretical picture
is less clear. The PDG [1] combines multiple sets of prod-
ucts of branching fractions involving ηc → γγ to obtain
a fit value for that branching fraction with a 7% uncer-
tainty (1.61(12)×10−4). Individual experimental results
are typically much less accurate than this, however. The
fitted branching fraction corresponds to a partial decay
width of 5.15(35) keV.

Lattice QCD calculations for ηc → γγ also show an un-
certain picture on the theoretical side. Early results in
the quenched approximation [11] and subsequent results
including u/d quarks in the sea [12, 13] gave results for
the decay rate with a central value much less than the
PDG fit value above. Another recent result from lattice
QCD that includes u/d sea quarks [14] gives a larger value
for the decay rate that is in agreement with the PDG fit
value, but with a 14% uncertainty. Here we significantly
improve the theoretical understanding of this decay rate
by performing the first 1%-accurate lattice QCD calcu-
lation of it, and we include a realistic sea quark content
(u/d, s and c).

The accurate determination of Γ(ηc → γγ) here,
along with HPQCD’s previous accurate determination
of Γ(J/ψ → e+e−) [2], allows us to test the relation-

ar
X

iv
:2

30
5.

06
23

1v
1 

 [
he

p-
la

t]
  1

0 
M

ay
 2

02
3

mailto:Brian.Colquhoun@glasgow.ac.uk
mailto:christine.davies@glasgow.ac.uk
mailto:http://www.physics.gla.ac.uk/HPQCD


2

ship between these two quantities expected at leading
order (LO) in nonrelativistic QCD (NRQCD). The ratio
of rates in NRQCD is [15]

Γ(J/ψ → e+e−)

Γ(ηc → γγ)
=

1

3Q2
c

(1 +O(αs) +O(v2/c2)) ≈ 3

4
.

(1)
Here Qc is the electric charge of the c quark in units of e.
Such a simple formula is possible because the hadronic
parameters, here the ‘wavefunction at the origin’, cancel
out at leading order. Sizeable radiative and relativistic
corrections could be expected to this ratio but there is
evidence in [15], calculating through O(α2

s), that there is
some cancellation between these corrections. Here we can
determine the ratio of these two decay rates accurately
and fully nonperturbatively, including the complete rela-
tivistic dynamics of the c quarks inside the mesons, using
lattice QCD. This allows us to assess how closely the re-
lationship of Eq. (1) is followed in full QCD.

For J/ψ → ηc decay our lattice QCD calculation in-
volves calculating a form factor as a function of the 4-
momentum transfer, q, between parent and daughter me-
son. The value of the form factor at q2 = 0 is the
appropriate one for the radiative decay of a J/ψ to ηc
accompanied by a real photon. Here we calculate the
form factor across the full q2 range and so can also pro-
vide predictions for the case with an off-shell photon, i.e.
J/ψ → ηce

+e−. The rate for the equivalent process for
the Ds meson, D∗s → Dse

+e− has been measured exper-
imentally [16]; these decays provide an additional test of
our understanding of meson structure in QCD.

A further simple leading-order relationship between
Γ(J/ψ → γηc), Γ(J/ψ → e+e−) and Γ(ηc → γγ) is sug-
gested in [17]. We can also test how well this works in
full QCD from our results.

We are able to perform these calculations accurately in
lattice QCD because we use the Highly Improved Stag-
gered Quark (HISQ) discretisation of the Dirac equa-
tion [18]. The HISQ action has particularly small dis-
cretisation effects and this means that c quark physics
can be handled accurately in lattice QCD on lattices with
moderate values of the lattice spacing [2, 10]. This in turn
means that a wide range of lattice spacings can be cov-
ered for accurate extrapolation to the continuum a → 0
limit. We use gluon field configurations generated by the
MILC collaboration that include u/d, s and c quarks in
the sea with lattice spacing values ranging from 0.15 fm
to 0.06 fm.

The paper is laid out as follows. In Section II we dis-
cuss the calculation of the rate for ηc → γγ using our lat-
tice QCD determination of the amplitude. This includes
first a discussion of the method, followed by a description
of the lattice calculation with HISQ quarks and then a
discussion of our results, including comparison to earlier
lattice calculations and to experiment along with tests of
expectations in the nonrelativistic limit. In Section III
we follow the same path through the calculation of the
rate for J/ψ → γηc and J/ψ → ηce

+e−. Section IV
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FIG. 1: Schematic diagram of the connected 3-point cor-
relation function between Oηc and two vector currents, see
Eq. (2). The lines between the operators represent c quark
propagators. We do not include any quark-line disconnected
correlation functions in our calculation.

summarises our results and gives our conclusions.

II. CALCULATING Γ(ηc → γγ)

A. Method

To determine the decay rate of the ηc to two pho-
tons, we need to calculate the matrix element between
the ηc and two on-shell photons (each with squared 4-
momentum, q2 = 0). The procedure for the calculation
is similar to that for a meson-to-meson transition form
factor except that we must take a weighted integral over
the time insertion point for one of the vector currents to
fix the energy of the final state to that of the required
photon.

We start from a standard lattice QCD 3-point function
constructed from c quark propagators on each gluon field
configuration and averaged over the ensemble, see Fig. 1,

Cµν(tγ1 , tγ2 , tηc) = (2)

〈0|jµ(q1, tγ1)jν(0, tγ2)Oηc(tηc)|0〉 .

Here

jµ(q1, tγ1) ≡ a3
∑

x

eiq1·xjµ(x, tγ1)

Oηc(tηc) ≡ a3
∑

x

Oηc(x, tηc) (3)

project out 3-momenta q1 and 0, respectively, and a is
the lattice spacing. jµ and jν are lattice vector currents,
cγµc and cγνc, and Oηc is a pseudoscalar or temporal
axial current operator that couples to pseudoscalar char-
monium states.

We can couple an external photon field to jµ by mul-
tiplying by a photon propagator [19, 20] so that

〈0|Aµ(q1, t0)jν(tγ2)Oηc(tηc)|0〉 = (4)

a
∑

tγ1

D(tγ1 − t0)Cµν(tγ1 , tγ2 , tηc) .
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D(tγ1 − t0) =
e−ω1(tγ1−t0)

2ω1
(5)

is the photon propagator in Euclidean time for a pho-
ton with 3-momentum q1, where ω1 = |q1|. The sum
in Eq. (4) is over all tγ1 on the lattice. The construc-
tion of Eq. (4) yields a 3-point function between a tower
of ηc states (at rest) created by Oηc at tηc and a pho-
ton at t0 induced by a vector current at tγ1 . The 4-
momentum transferred by the current is constrained by
energy-momentum conservation. If we choose

|q1| = ω1 =
Mηc

2
, (6)

where Mηc is the ηc mass, then for the ground-state ηc
this 3-point function encapsulates an ηc → γγ transition
with two real photons in the final-state. The ground-
state contribution to the 3-point function is

e−ω1(tγ2−t0)

2ω1
Fµν(ηc → γγ)〈ηc|Oηc |0〉

e−Mηc (tηc−tγ2 )

2Mηc

.

(7)
Fµν is the matrix element between ηc and γγ states that
will allow us to determine the decay rate.

To obtain Fµν from the 3-point function it is conve-
nient to first peel off the final-state photon by dividing
by the left-most factor in Eq. (7). Instead of Eq. (4) we
construct in practice

C̃µν =
a
∑
tγ1

e−ω1(tγ1−t0)/(2ω1)Cµν(tγ1 , tγ2 , tηc)

e−ω1(tγ2−t0)/(2ω1)

= a
∑

tγ1

e−ω1(tγ1−tγ2 )Cµν(tγ1 , tγ2 , tηc) . (8)

C̃µν(tγ2 , tηc) is now a 2-point function. Note that tγ1−tγ2
varies from −Nt/2 to +Nt/2 as tγ1 is varied. At the same
time we construct the standard 2-point function

Cηc(t, tηc) = 〈0|Oηc(t)Oηc(tηc)|0〉 . (9)

By fitting C̃µν and Cηc simultaneously we can determine
the contribution of the ground-state ηc to both 2-point
functions and use this to obtain Fµν(ηc → γγ).

The fit form for Cηc can be written as

Cηc(t, tηc) =
∑

n

a2
nf(En, t− tηc) (10)

where

f(E, t) = e−Et + e−E(Nt−t) (11)

and the ground-state energy, corresponding to n = 0, is
E0 = Mηc . The ground-state amplitude,

a0 =
〈ηc|Oηc |0〉√

2Mηc

. (12)

Likewise

C̃µν(tγ2 , tηc) =
∑

n

anbnf(En, tγ2 − tηc) (13)

with (see Eq. (7))

b0 =
Fµν(ηc → γγ)√

2Mηc

. (14)

For n > 0, the bn correspond to matrix elements between
excited ηc states and one on-shell and one off-shell pho-
ton.

Using parity and Lorentz invariance we can define a
transition form factor F (q2

1 , q
2
2) by1

Fµν ≡ εµνρσpρηcqσ1F . (15)

This equation makes clear that a non-zero result will only
be obtained (for an ηc at rest) if there is a component of
the (equal-and-opposite) spatial momentum of the two
photons that is orthogonal to the polarisation vectors
of both photons (which must themselves be orthogonal).
The specific configurations of momenta and polarisations
that we use will be described below. Here we are inter-
ested in determining F (0, 0) (i.e. with two on-shell pho-
tons) and so the kinematic factors in Eq. (15) mean that
F is obtained from b0 via

F (0, 0) = b0
2
√

2Mηc

M2
ηc

. (16)

The decay amplitude is given by

M(ηc → γγ) = 2e2Q2
cε
∗
1 · F · ε∗2

= e2Q2
cM

2
ηc |ε1 × ε2|F (0, 0) , (17)

allowing for interchange of the two photons and inserting
electric charge factors (Qc = 2/3 for the c quark) and
polarisation vectors. The decay rate is then

Γ(ηc → γγ) =
1

2

∑

spins

∫
dΩ

|M|2
64π2Mηc

= πα2Q4
cM

3
ηcF

2 . (18)

The factor of 1/2 above avoids double-counting the iden-
tical photons and there are two spin combinations for the
final-state, both with |ε1 × ε2| = 1.

In the next section we give more details of how we set
up our lattice calculation to determine F (0, 0).

1Note that [7] uses a normalisation for F that differs by a factor of
Mηc .
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TABLE I: Parameters for the MILC ensembles of gluon field configurations. The sets are numbered but also given a ‘handle’ to
distinguish them in the second column. The lattice spacing is determined from the Wilson flow parameter, w0 [21], and values
of w0/a are given in column 4, following the gauge coupling, β, in column 3. The physical value w0 = 0.1715(9) fm was fixed
from fπ in [22]. Sets 1 and 2, 3 and 4, 5, and 6 have a ≈ 0.15, 0.12, 0.09, 0.06 fm respectively. The number of lattice points in
space, Nx, and time, Nt, are given in column 5. Sea quark masses in lattice units are given in columns 6, 7 and 8. All the
configuration sets have equal-mass u and d quarks with mu = md = ml. Sets 1, 3, 5, and 6 have heavier-than-physical mass
ml such that ms/ml = 5 and sets 2 and 4 have ml close to the physical average of u and d quark masses. As described in the
text, we use valence c quark masses, given in column 9, that differ from the sea c quark masses, being more closely tuned to
the physical value. The εNaik parameter that accompanies amval

c in the HISQ action [18, 23] are given in the next column. On
set 3 we also include results from a deliberately mis-tuned valence c quark mass of 0.654, and denote this calculation as ‘3A’.
We use 1000 gluon field configurations from each set, with 2 time-sources on each configuration to increase statistics, except
for set 6 where we include only one time-source per configuration.

set handle β w0/a N3
x ×Nt amsea

l amsea
s amsea

c amval
c εNaik

1 very-coarse 5.80 1.1119(10) 163 × 48 0.013 0.065 0.838 0.888 −0.3820

2 very-coarse-physical 5.80 1.1367(5) 323 × 48 0.00235 0.0647 0.831 0.863 −0.3670

3 coarse 6.00 1.3826(11) 243 × 64 0.0102 0.0509 0.635 0.664 −0.2460

3A coarse 6.00 1.3826(11) 243 × 64 0.0102 0.0509 0.635 0.654 −0.2402

4 coarse-physical 6.00 1.4149(6) 483 × 64 0.00184 0.0507 0.628 0.643 −0.2336

5 fine 6.30 1.9006(20) 323 × 96 0.0074 0.037 0.440 0.450 −0.1250

6 superfine 6.72 2.8941(48) 483 × 144 0.0048 0.0240 0.286 0.274 −0.0491

B. Lattice Calculation

1. Ensembles and parameters

We use ensembles with Nf = 2 + 1 + 1 flavours of
dynamical HISQ sea quarks from the MILC collabora-
tion [24, 25]. Details of the ensembles are tabulated in
Table I. The six ensembles that we use give us four dif-
ferent lattices spacings, a ≈ 0.06, 0.09, 0.12 and 0.15 fm.
The sea u and d quark masses are taken to be the same
and denoted ml (l for light). Two ensembles, sets 2
and 4, have l quarks in the sea with the physical mass,
ml = (mu + md)/2, and the other four have heavier-
than-physical light quarks. This allows us to test the
dependence of our results on the mass of the sea light
quarks.

On these ensembles we calculate correlation functions
constructed from valence c quark propagators, also using
the HISQ formalism. The valence c quark mass values
that we use here are the same as those given in Table
I of [2]. These masses are more accurately tuned than
those of the c quark in the sea. The tuning is done by
comparing the result for the mass of the J/ψ meson ob-
tained on each ensemble to its physical mass from exper-
iment, as discussed in [2].

2. Correlation functions Cµν and Cηc

On the ensembles of Table I we calculate 2-point and 3-
point correlation functions, as described in Section II A.
The 3-point correlation function is that between a source
current that couples to the ηc and its excitations and
two vector currents, depicted in Fig. 1. Note that we
construct only one combination of quark propagators on

the lattice and determine F from that; the factor of 2 for
interchanging the photons is allowed for in Eq. (17). We
include only the quark-line connected diagram of Fig. 1.
There are quark-line disconnected diagrams (quark loops
connected only by gluons) that contribute but we ex-
pect their contribution to be small because the c quark
mass is large. We will estimate the systematic uncer-
tainty from neglecting quark-line disconnected diagrams
in Section II B 7.

The correlation function Cµν(tγ1 , tγ2 , tηc) (Eq. (2)) is
calculated using the standard sequential source tech-
nique. On timeslice tηc , we set up a random wall
source [26] from which two c quark propagators are cal-
culated. The first propagator, evaluated at timeslice tγ1
and multiplied by γµ, is used as the source vector for
another c quark propagator calculation. The result of
this calculation, the extended/sequential propagator, is
contracted with the second c quark propagator from tηc ,
inserting a γν before summing over indices, to obtain the
3-point function. The second c propagator from tηc is cal-
culated with an additional γtγ5 multiplying the random
wall source to achieve the quantum numbers of the ηc
when contracted. The 3-point correlation functions ob-
tained are averaged over all gluon fields in the ensemble.
We use 2 time-sources for tηc on each configuration (ex-
cept for set 6) to improve statistical accuracy. We take
µ, ν = z, x and take the photon momentum (discussed be-
low) to be in the y-direction to satisfy the requirements
for a non-zero result from Eq. (15).

Because we are using HISQ valence c quarks, the γ
matrices in the paragraph above become spatial-position-
dependent phases with which the sources and sinks are
patterned to achieve the required spin. We also have
to consider operator ‘taste’ [18], also represented by γ
matrices, and we must choose tastes for the different op-
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TABLE II: Twist θ used for the sequential propagator in Cµν
(Eq. (2) and Fig. 1) from which ηc → γγ form factor is ex-
tracted. The corresponding 3-momentum component is given
by aqy1 = θπ/Nx and given in column 4. For the LOCAL
set-up (local vector currents, top table) the twist is chosen to
achieve qy1 = Mphys,latt

ηc /2 with Mphys,latt
ηc given in Eq. (21).

For the ONE-LINK set-up (one-link vector currents, lower ta-
ble) the twist was chosen so that aqy1 = aM latt

ηc /2, i.e. half
the ηc meson mass on that ensemble.

LOCAL set θ aqy1

1 5.928 1.1640

2 11.598 1.1386

3 7.151 0.9361

4 13.976 0.9147

5 6.936 0.6809

6 6.833 0.4472

ONE-LINK Set θ aqy1
1 6.0759 1.1930

3 7.2399 0.9477

5 6.9866 0.6859

erators such that the product of the taste γ matrices
gives 1, for a non-zero correlation function. We want the
spin-taste representation of the two vector currents to be
the same (except for z ↔ x) for symmetry, and we want
to avoid point-splitting of the vector currents along the
y-direction in which the spatial momentum flows. Our
preferred set-up uses a temporal axial current for Oηc
with spin-taste in the standard notation (see, for exam-
ple, [18]) γ5γt⊗ γxγz and vector currents with spin-taste
γx ⊗ γx and γz ⊗ γz. In this case the two vector currents
are local and this has the advantage that they have no
tree-level discretisation errors. The temporal axial cur-
rent is one-link point-split in the y direction. Use of the
temporal axial current (rather than the pseudoscalar cur-
rent) avoids any temporal point-splitting. We will call
this the ‘LOCAL’ set-up, because of the nature of the
vector currents used. An alternative, that we will use as
a test on a subset of ensembles (sets 1, 3 and 5) is to take
all of the operators to be ‘tasteless’ i.e. with spin-tastes
γ5γt ⊗ 1, γx ⊗ 1 and γz ⊗ 1. Now the vector currents
have a one-link point-splitting along the x and z direc-
tions respectively and the temporal axial current has a
3-link point-splitting (from one corner to the opposite of
a cube). This is the ‘ONE-LINK’ set-up.

Calculating HISQ c quark propagators is numerically
relatively inexpensive and so we cover the full range of
values of tγ1 by calculating Cµν (Eq. (2)) for tγ1 from tηc
to tηc −Nt/2, obtaining the other values by periodicity.
This allows us to test the behaviour of the integral/sum
over tγ1 in Eq. (8). Results at all values of tγ2 are ob-
tained in the final contraction of the sequential propaga-
tor with that from tηc . This amount of calculation is not
in fact necessary, as we discuss below.

In ηc → γγ decay each photon carries away spatial mo-

mentum with magnitude Mηc/2 in the ηc rest frame. In
our calculation spatial momentum is inserted into the c
quark propagator that connects the operators at times-
lices tγ1 and tγ2 (the sequential propagator, see Fig. 1)
using twisted boundary conditions [27, 28]. This enables
us to choose any value of the spatial momentum, q1, us-
ing a twist angle θ. One photon will have momentum q1

and the other −q1. Given our vector current polarisa-
tions, q1 must have a y-component and we simply take
q1 to be in the y-direction. Its value is then related to θ
by

aqy1 =
θπ

Nx
(19)

where Nx is the number of lattice points in a spatial
direction. The kinematics that are specified in Eq. (6)
then require a twist angle of

θ =
aNxMηc

2π
. (20)

Since ω1 = |q1| and both of these quantities are set
in lattice units, photon 1 will be exactly on-shell. It is
harder to arrange for photon 2 to be exactly on-shell and
there will inevitably be a slight mis-tuning of the on-
shell condition for this photon. Its spatial momentum
has magnitude a|q1| and its energy is aM latt

ηc − aω1 in

lattice units, where M latt
ηc is the mass of the ηc obtained

on that ensemble from the lattice calculation. Photon 2
will only be on-shell if aω1 is exactly aM latt

ηc /2.
The mis-tuning depends on what value of Mηc is used

in determining the twist angle for q1. Various approaches
that are equivalent in the continuum limit are possible.
Here, for the LOCAL set-up, we choose to fix the Mηc

value used in q1 (Eq. (20)) to the value we obtain from
connected correlation functions in lattice QCD in the
physical continuum limit, since this corresponds to the
value to which our ηc masses will converge in that limit.
This value was obtained by calculating the charmonium
hyperfine splitting in [2] for both pure QCD and QCD
plus quenched QED. Here we use the pure QCD result,

Mphys,latt
ηc = 2.9783(11) GeV. (21)

This mass differs slightly (by 5.6 MeV or 0.2% of the
mass) from the experimental value [1]. The most likely
explanation for this is that it represents the impact
of quark-line disconnected correlation functions (not in-
cluded in the lattice calculation) that allow the ηc to mix
with lighter flavour-singlet mesons such as the η and η′.
The twists from Eqs. (19) and (21) used on each set are
given in Table II (top section). For the ONE-LINK set-
up we chose to test a different tuning, equivalent in the
continuum limit. In that case we determined aM latt

ηc for
that taste of ηc on that ensemble in a separate calculation
and then used that value in our choice for θ (Eq. (20)),
so that both photons 1 and 2 should be exactly on-shell
for each ensemble. The values for the twists used in that
case are given in the lower section of Table II.
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TABLE III: Vector current renormalisation constants, ZV (µ),
using the RI-SMOM scheme at µ = 2 GeV (µ-dependence
in this quantity is purely a lattice artefact and small here).
Values are taken from Tables III and VI in [29] where they
were calculated in pure QCD for each β value corresponding
to a group of ensembles in Table I. Here we give values for each
set (listed in column 1), but those with the same β value are
the same. Zγi⊗γiV (column 3) is the renormalisation constant

for the local current used in the LOCAL set-up and Zγi⊗1
V

(column 4) is the 1-link current renormalisation needed for
the ONE-LINK set-up. Note, in the latter case, that this is for
the 1-link tadpole-improved current constructed with a ‘thin-
link’ included. The tadpole-improvement factor u0, given by
the mean value of the gluon field Uµ in Landau gauge, is
listed in column 5. Since we use a 1-link vector current that
is not tadpole-improved, the renormalisation factor for the
ONE-LINK case is Zγi⊗1

V /u0.

set β Zγi⊗γiV (2 GeV) Zγi⊗1
V (2 GeV) u0

1 5.80 0.95932(18) 0.93516(16) 0.81960

2 5.80 0.95932(18) 0.93516(16) 0.82042

3 6.00 0.97255(22) 0.94966(20) 0.83461

4 6.00 0.97255(22) 0.94966(20) 0.83505

5 6.30 0.98445(11) 0.96695(11) 0.85248

6 6.72 0.99090(36) 0.97996(34) 0.87094

The accuracy with which photon 2 is tuned to the on-
shell point will be discussed further in Section II B 5. The
mis-tuning is small in both cases here (very small for the
ONE-LINK case) but we will take account of it in our
continuum/chiral extrapolation for F (0, 0). We will also
estimate and include an error associated with the fact
that Mphys,latt

ηc is not equal to the experimental value.

As well as Cµν (Eq. (2)) we also calculate the 2-point
correlation function Cηc (Eq. (9)) constructed from the

same Oηc operator used in Cµν . Fitting Cηc and C̃µν
(derived from Cµν , see Eq. (8)) simultaneously allows us
to determine the form factor for ηc → γγ.

3. Vector current renormalisation

We use a local vector current, γi⊗γi in our LOCAL set-
up and a 1-link γi ⊗ 1 current in our ONE-LINK set-up.
Neither of these currents is conserved, so we must mul-
tiply both by their multiplicative renormalisation factors
to match them to their continuum counterparts. Since
the vector current appears twice, this means multiplying
the raw lattice data for Cµν by Z2

V before determining

C̃µν .

We use ZV values calculated in the symmetric MOM
scheme (RI-SMOM) in [29]. These are calculated for
groups of ensembles with the same value of β (rather
than individually for each set) and are reproduced in Ta-
ble III. The values are very close to 1 for the HISQ action
and are obtained with an uncertainty of less than 0.4%.
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(tγ1
− tγ2
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FIG. 2: Rµν , defined in Eq. (22), as a function of tγ1 − tγ2 .
We use a fixed value for the separation between tηc and tγ2
of Nt/4. Results are given for the LOCAL set-up and plotted
in physical units for two values of the lattice spacing, corre-
sponding to very-coarse (set 1: a ≈ 0.15 fm) and superfine
(set 6: a ≈ 0.06 fm). Integrating Rµν gives b0 and hence F
(see Eq. (16)); note the narrow width of the region of support
for the integral. Oscillations are a result of using staggered
quarks. Their impact on the integral is a discretisation effect
- see Appendix A.
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FIG. 3: Fitted results for Flatt(0, q
2
2)/a obtained from C̃(t ≡

tγ2 − tηc) as a function of twidth, the half-width of the region
of time integration over tγ1 either side of tγ2 . Results are
given for the LOCAL set-up on set 1 (very-coarse, a ≈ 0.15
fm, fitting time range t = 6→ 20), set 3 (coarse, a ≈ 0.12 fm,
t = 7→ 27) and 5 (fine, a ≈ 0.09 fm, t = 9→ 40). Note the
steep rise of the results to a plateau.

4. Determining C̃µν

The 2-point function C̃µν(tγ2 , tηc) is constructed from
a weighted sum over all lattice time slices of Cµν as given
in Eq. (8), using aω1 = aqy1 as discussed in Section II B 2.
It is normalised so that the lattice vector currents match
those in the continuum as discussed in Section II B 3. In
Fig. 2 we plot a quantity proportional to the summand
of Eq. (8) to illustrate how the sum works. The quantity



7

plotted is

Rµν(tγ1 , tγ2) =
e−ω1(tγ1−tγ2 )Cµν(tγ1 , tγ2 , tηc)

a0e
−Mηc (tηc−tγ2 )

. (22)

This is plotted as a function of the time separation be-
tween vector current operators for a fixed value of tηc−tγ2
ofNt/4. We divide by exp(−Mηc(tηc−tγ2)) to remove the
time-dependence related to the ηc mass expected from
Eq. (13). The ηc mass used here is the one from the fit
to Cηc (Eq. (10)) (i.e. M latt

ηc ) . We also divided by a0,
which is the ground-state amplitude from this fit. This
means that the integral of Rµν is equal to b0 (Eq. (13))
up to excited-state contamination, which is very small at
this large value for tηc − tγ2 .

We see from Fig. 2 that Rµν is strongly dominated by
the region of tγ1 very close to tγ2 . This is because, once a
photon is emitted from the ηc, the resulting system is far
off-shell and decays exponentially fast in t. The region in
|tγ1 − tγ2 | for which the integrand is non-zero is less than
about 0.5 fm.

Because we use staggered quarks the integrand
has a component that oscillates in time. On sum-
ming/integrating, however, this component reduces to an
a2 discretisation effect, because the oscillations get closer
together on finer lattices, as we show in Appendix A. Dis-
cretisation effects of this kind are allowed for in our ex-
trapolation of our results for F to the a → 0 continuum
limit.

5. Fitting the correlators C̃µν and Cηc

We fit C̃µν and Cηc simultaneously to standard
staggered-quark fit forms for two-point correlation func-
tions. These are the same as those given in Eqs. (13)
and (10) except that there are additional terms that os-
cillate in time. The fit form for Cηc becomes

Cηc(t) =

Nn∑

n

a2
nf(En, t)− (−1)t

No∑

o

a2
of(Eo, t) (23)

with f(E, t) given in Eq. (11). The oscillating terms arise
from opposite parity states, all of which are heavier than
the ground-state ηc and decay faster in the large-time
limit. The fit-form for C̃µν given in Eq. (13) is likewise
extended to include oscillating terms from the same op-
posite parity states.

We use the corrfitter package [30] to fit our two-point
correlation functions, taking as parameters the loga-
rithms of the energy differences (to keep the energy levels
ordered) and the logarithms of the amplitudes. We take
the prior on the energy differences to be 0.5(2) GeV and
the prior width on the amplitudes an to be 20% and bn
(see Eq. (13)) 50%. All prior widths are orders of mag-
nitude larger than the uncertainties returned by the fit

TABLE IV: Results for Flatt(0, q
2
2) and Mηc in lattice units

obtained from our correlator fits (Eqs. (23) and (24)). The
top table shows results from our LOCAL set-up (with local
vector current), the lower table those from the ONE-LINK
set-up (with 1-link vector current). Column 5 gives the value
for q2

2 (q2 for photon 2) in lattice units from Eq. (25) (these
values are close to zero for the ONE-LINK set-up from the
way that the momentum twists were chosen). Set 3A for the
LOCAL case corresponds to a deliberately mistuned valence
c quark mass (see Table I). We fit the correlators for sets 3
and 3A simultaneously so that correlations between them are
fully taken into account.

LOCAL Set Flatt(0, q
2
2)/a aM latt

ηc a2q2
2

1 0.11294(24) 2.36833(41) 0.0964

2 0.115433(94) 2.321816(62) 0.1036

3 0.14031(19) 1.888089(94) 0.0300

3A 0.14096(20) 1.868562(95) −0.0067

4 0.143704(93) 1.845042(31) 0.0288

5 0.19163(22) 1.369825(55) 0.0110

6 0.29303(54) 0.897086(57) 0.0024

ONE-LINK Set Flatt(0, q
2
2)/a aM latt

ηc a2q2
2

1 0.08416(21) 2.38605(24) 0.0002

3 0.11649(22) 1.89533(13) −0.0001

5 0.17396(36) 1.371840(93) 0.0000

for ground-state values. We find χ2/dof <∼ 1 for all fits.2

Our final fits use 4 exponentials, i.e. Nn = No = 4 in
Eq. (23). We do not include results for values of t be-
low tmin in our fits where tmin/a varies between 6 and 9

depending on lattice spacing for C̃µν and is Nt/8 for Cηc .
The aim of the fits is to determine the ground-state

parameters corresponding to n = 0: E0, a0 and b0. From
b0 we can determine the form-factor for ηc → γγ us-
ing Eq. (16). This equation is derived from Eqs. (14)
and (15) and assumes that both photons are exactly on-
shell. As discussed in Section II B 2, photon 1 is exactly
on-shell but photon 2 is not. We must therefore modify
our determination of F from b0 to take account of this,
following Eq. (15). Instead of Eq. (16) we must use

Flatt(0, q
2
2)

a
= b0

√
2aM latt

ηc

aM latt
ηc aqyi

, (24)

where q2
2 is the q2 value for photon 2 and b0 is in lattice

units. aM latt
ηc is the value of the ηc mass in lattice units

given by E0.
Table IV gives our results for aM latt

ηc and Flatt(0, q
2
2)/a

on each set of gluon field configurations and for both

2We apply a standard procedure to avoid underestimating the low
eigenvalues of the correlation matrix and hence the uncertainty.
This is described in Appendix D of [31] which also discusses how
to determine χ2 reliably in that case by including additional noise;
we apply that method for χ2 here.



8

0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8
(amc)

2

0.00

0.02

0.04

0.06
T

as
te

sp
lit

ti
n

g
[ G

eV
]

M(γ5γt ⊗ 1)−M(γ5 ⊗ γ5)

M(γ5γt ⊗ γxγz)−M(γ5 ⊗ γ5)

M(γxγt ⊗ γ5γz)−M(γz ⊗ γz)

FIG. 4: Mass differences between different tastes of charmo-
nium mesons. The green squares show the difference between
the ηc meson used in our ONE-LINK set-up for ηc → γγ
and the ‘Goldstone’ (spin-taste γ5 ⊗ γ5) meson used in our
J/ψ → γηc calculation. The blue circles show the same dif-
ference for the ηc used in our LOCAL set-up. We also show
in red triangles the mass difference between the J/ψ interpo-
lated by γxγt⊗γ5γz (used for J/ψ → γηc, see Section III) and
the J/ψ interpolated by γz ⊗ γz whose mass in lattice units
we obtain from [2]. In all cases the mass differences are small
(less than 2% of the meson mass) and fall to zero as a→ 0 as
a discretisation effect.

the LOCAL and ONE-LINK set-ups. The results also
include those for a mistuned valence c mass on set 3,
denoted set 3A. Notice the small statistical uncertainties,
well below 1% in F/a and aMηc , typical of lattice QCD
calculations with heavy quarks. We include values for
the off-shellness of photon 2, q2

2 , given by

q2
2 = ((M latt

ηc )2−qy1 )2−(qy1 )2 = M latt
ηc (M latt

ηc −2qy1 ) . (25)

q2
2 is very close to zero in all cases, being at most 2%

of M2
ηc on the coarsest lattices for the LOCAL set-up.

We will discuss how we fit the results for F (allowing for
the off-shellness q2

2) to obtain a value for F (0, 0) in the
physical continuum limit in Section II B 6.

First we demonstrate that results can be obtained with
a sub-set of the correlation functions that we have calcu-
lated here. Figure 3 shows the results for F if we restrict
the range of integration over tγ1 to a time distance of
twidth either side of tγ2 . In keeping with Fig. 2, we see
that the result for F reaches its final value very quickly as
a function of twidth (in less than 1 fm). The sum over tγ1
could be truncated in this case with no loss of accuracy.
We perform the full sum here, however.

In Appendix B we further show that we can restrict
the fit of the two-point function C̃µν(t) to a set of specific
t ≡ tγ2 − tηc values rather than fitting the full t range.
Here, however, we use the results from our full fit.

As discussed in Sec. II B 2, we use different staggered
spin-taste representations for the mesons in different
parts of our calculations. Here we test that the different
representations agree in mass in the continuum limit. We

use an interpolating operator with spin-taste γ5γt⊗γxγz
for the pseudoscalar ηc meson in our LOCAL set-up and
γ5γt ⊗ 1 for our ONE-LINK set-up. In the study of
J/ψ → γηc, we instead take a γ5 ⊗ γ5 (Goldstone) in-
terpolator for the ηc meson. This latter spin-taste corre-
sponds to the lightest ηc in the taste-multiplet and the
one used, for example, in [2]. In Fig. 4, we compare the
masses of the different ηc tastes determined from our fits
to the suite of correlation functions that we have. The
plot shows that the mass differences between the differ-
ent tastes are very small, at most a few tens of MeV for a
meson with mass of 3 GeV. The mass differences vanish
in the continuum limit as expected for a discretisation
effect. In the next Section we show the impact that the
different spin-taste set-ups have on the determination of
F (0, 0) as a function of lattice spacing.

6. Taking the physical-continuum limit

To obtain a physical result for the form factor F (0, 0),
we fit our lattice data for F (0, q2

2) from Eq. (24) (given
in Table IV and plotted in Fig. 5) to a function that
accounts for discretisation effects and mistunings of the
sea and valence quark masses, as well as allowing for the
small amount by which photon 2 is off-shell. The data is
fit using the lsqfit package [32] and our fit form is

F
(t)
latt(0, q

2
2)

a
=

F (0, 0)

(1− q22
M2

pole
)
×

[
1 +

imax∑

i=1

κ
(i,t)
aΛ

(
aΛ(t)

)2i

+ κval,cδ
val,c + κsea,cδ

sea,c

+ κ
(0)
sea,udsδ

sea,uds
{

1 + κ
(1,t)
sea,uds(aΛ̃)2 + κ

(2,t)
sea,uds(aΛ̃)4

}]

(26)

where F
(t)
latt(0, q

2
2) is the lattice data with superscript t

denoting the taste, i.e. either the LOCAL (local vec-
tor) or ONE-LINK (1-link vector) cases. F (0, 0) is the
form factor in the limit of vanishing lattice spacing and
physical masses that we wish to determine. The factor
of (1 − q2

2/M
2
pole) allows us to adjust for the amount by

which photon 2 is off-shell with a simple one-pole param-
eterisation which was tested in [7, 12]. The pole form was
found to work well, with the pole mass Mpole taking a
value around the J/ψ mass. Here we will take Mpole as
a fit parameter, with prior 3.0(3) GeV. As discussed in
Section II B 4, our q2

2 values are close to zero here (see
Table IV) and the pole factor only has a small effect, at
most 2% on our coarsest lattices in the LOCAL set-up
and less than 1% in other cases.

Equation (26) takes discretisation effects into account,
mainly through the first non-trivial term in the square
brackets. These discretisation effects arise from the HISQ
action but also through the trapezoidal integration used
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FIG. 5: Data points show our lattice QCD results for the
ηc → γγ form factor, in red for the LOCAL set-up (with local
vector current) and green for the ONE-LINK set-up (with 1-
link vector current). The LOCAL points have been corrected
for the slight off-shellness of one photon (see text). The LO-
CAL points include one at a deliberately mistuned c quark
mass (open red square). The blue and pink bands show our
chiral/continuum fit to the points, applying Eq. (26) simulta-
neously for the LOCAL and ONE-LINK points. The fit bands
are plotted as a function of a at the physical quark mass point.
The physical result in the continuum limit is then shown by
the black star.

to determine C̃µν and the oscillating term contribution to
that integral (Appendix A). We allow for the size of these
discretisation effects to be set by scale Λ and include
terms up (aΛ2imax). Since we want to fit both the LOCAL
and ONE-LINK cases with the same fit form, although
they differ significantly in their discretisation effects (see
Fig. 5), we give them different Λ parameters and choose
Λ(t) using the Empirical Bayes criterion. This means
varying Λ(t) in fits to the two cases (with independent fit

parameters, κ
(i,t)
aΛ ) and taking the values that maximise

the Bayes factor [33]. We also allow for discretisation
effects coming from the sea in the final term, including
terms up to (aΛ̃)4. We take Λ̃ = 1 GeV in both cases

but use independent fit parameters, κ
(1/2,t)
sea,uds.

We allow for mistuning of sea and valence quark masses
in Eq. (26) with the terms containing δ. The mistunings
of the c valence and sea quark masses and the u, d and
s sea quark masses are expressed as

δval,c =
amval

c − amtuned
c

amtuned
c

(27)

δsea,c =
amsea

c − amtuned
c

amtuned
c

(28)

δsea,uds =
2amsea

l + amsea
s − 2amtuned

l − amtuned
s

10amtuned
s

(29)

respectively.

To tune the valence and sea c quark mass, we take

amtuned
c to be

amtuned
c = amval

c

(
M expt
J/ψ

MJ/ψ

)1.5

(30)

where M expt
J/ψ = 3.0969 GeV from [1], and lattice values

for aMJ/ψ are obtained from Table III in [2]. The power
of 1.5 is empirically chosen, based on the results from [2]
(the power is not 1, because of the binding energy inside
the J/ψ).

The tuned s quark mass is given by

amtuned
s = amval

s

(
Mphys
ηs

Mηs

)2

(31)

from leading-order chiral perturbation theory. amtuned
l

is found by dividing the value for mtuned
s in Eq. (31) by

the ratio [34]

mphys
s

mphys
l

= 27.18(10). (32)

For all except set 5 we use δmsea
uds/ms values from Table

I of [35]. For set 5 in Table I, values in lattice units for
Mηs are taken from [36] and the ‘physical’ value of the
ηs meson, 688.5(2.2) MeV, is taken from [22]. The ηs
is an unphysical pseudoscalar ss meson whose mass can
nevertheless be determined in terms of π and K masses
in lattice QCD. This gives a δsea,uds value of 0.0297(17)
for set 5.

Since the dependence of F (0, 0) on quark masses is a
physical effect it should be the same (up to discretisation
errors) for the LOCAL and ONE-LINK cases. We there-

fore take the κsea,c, κval,c and κ
(0)
sea,uds parameters to be

the same in the two cases when fitting them simultane-
ously.

The parameters to be determined by the fit are Mpole,

κ
(i)
aΛ for i = 1 to imax, κsea,c, κval,c, and κ

(j)
sea,uds for

j = 0, 1, 2. As discussed above, we take the parame-
ters to be independent for our two set-ups when they
correspond to discretisation effects, but otherwise take
them to be the same. For priors, we use F (0, 0) = 0.1(1),

Mpole = 3.0(3) GeV, κ
(i)
aΛ = 0(1) (except for i = 1 for

the ONE-LINK case where we take the prior to be 0(2)
from inspection of Fig. 5), κval,c = 0(2) (from compari-

son of results from sets 3 and 3A), κ
(k)
sea,uds = 0(1) and

κsea,c = 0.0(1) (since we expect the effect of c in the sea
to be minor). For our final fit we take the largest coef-
ficient for discretisation effects, imax = 3. Our preferred
fit is a joint fit to the LOCAL and ONE-LINK data, but
we obtain almost identical results from fitting simply the
LOCAL results.

Figure 5 shows our lattice results (now in physical
units) for both the LOCAL and ONE-LINK set-ups as
a function of squared lattice spacing. The lattice results
have been adjusted to correspond to the F (0, 0) on-shell
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FIG. 6: The value of F (0, 0) in the limit of vanishing lattice
spacing and physical quark masses obtained from variations
to our base fit. These include (from left to right) dropping
the coarsest and finest datasets, changing all the prior widths
in our correlator fits, changing all the prior widths in our
chiral/continuum fits and adding an additional normal and
oscillating exponential to our correlator fits. Note that the
values for Λ in Eq. (26) are fixed (see text) under these fit
variations.

point, i.e. Flatt(0, q
2
2) has been multiplied by the pole

term (1 − q2
2/M

2
pole). The uncertainty on the lattice re-

sults is dominated by the correlated uncertainty in the
value of the lattice spacing. Also shown is our continuum
fit using Eq. (26) to both sets of data simultaneously.
Notice that the discretisation effects are much larger in
the ONE-LINK case than in the LOCAL case. Using
the Empirical Bayes criterion [33] we find that the opti-
mal Λ is 0.10 GeV for LOCAL and 0.49 GeV for ONE-
LINK. The larger discretisation effects for ONE-LINK
are not surprising because the vector currents in that
case are 1-link operators with tree-level discretisation er-
rors. The LOCAL case, in contrast, uses local vector
current operators that have no tree-level errors at any
order in a. The bands plotted on Fig. 5 correspond to
the fit at tuned sea masses as a function of lattice spac-

ing, i.e. F (0, 0)[1+
∑
i κ

(i,t)
aΛ (aΛ(t))2i] (see Eq. (26)), with

imax = 3.
The result we obtain for F (0, 0) in the continuum limit

from the joint fit to the LOCAL and ONE-LINK results is
F (0, 0) = 0.08793(29) GeV−1 with a χ2/dof of 0.8. This
confirms that the LOCAL and ONE-LINK results can
readily be fit to a common continuum value, providing a
test that HISQ taste effects are purely lattice artefacts.
The result from fitting LOCAL alone is very similar, not
surprisingly because we have the best coverage of lattice
spacing and sea masses in that case and discretisation
effects are smaller than for the ONE-LINK case. In Sec-
tion II C we will discuss additional sources of systematic
error that must be accounted for in our final result.

First we discuss the stability of our fitted value for
F (0, 0) as we change details of our fits. This is shown in

Fig. 6, where we plot the value of F (0, 0) in the phys-
ical/continuum limit on changing some aspect of either
the correlator fits or the chiral/continuum fit. The pre-
ferred (base) fit described above is given on the left. Vari-
ations include making all the priors a factor of 2 smaller
or larger and dropping datasets at either end of the lat-
tice spacing range. We see very little variation in the
final answer under any of these variations, showing that
our result is robust.

7. Additional systematic uncertainties

As discussed in Section II A our lattice QCD calcula-
tion does not include quark-line disconnected contribu-
tions or QED effects. Here we estimate the size of these
and include an additional systematic uncertainty to allow
for them.

In [2] the small difference between the mass of the ηc
obtained from a lattice QCD calculation including con-
nected correlation functions only and the mass found in
experiment was interpreted as the effect on the mass
of missing quark-line disconnected correlation functions.
The Wick contractions for the disconnected correlation
functions include the annihilation of the ηc into gluons
and allow mixing between the ηc and other flavour-singlet
pseudoscalar states. The difference found in [2] amounted
to 0.2% of the ηc mass. A reasonable estimate of the
impact of these disconnected diagrams on the ηc wave-
function (which can be related to the decay amplitude to
γγ in the nonrelativistic limit) would then also be 0.2%,
giving a 0.4% uncertainty in the decay width. That this
is reasonable is confirmed by our fit, which includes the
dependence of F (0, 0) on the ηc mass and returns a co-
efficient for κval,c close to 1. This dependence is visible
in Fig. 5 and Table IV, comparing values for tuned and
mistuned mc.

We can also consider the impact of another class of
quark-line disconnected diagrams in which the ηc radi-
ates a photon before annihilating to gluons. The quark
loop generated from the gluons then also annihilates
to a photon. The impact of this diagram should be
very small, because of suppression both by powers of αs
and by quark mass effects since the sum of the electric
charges of the light quarks in the sea is zero. We there-
fore expect a contribution smaller than a relative size
of α2

sm
2
s/m

2
c ≈ 0.2%. This does not then modify our

estimate of the uncertainty from missing disconnected
diagrams as 0.2% from above.

The impact of the c quark’s electric charge on the de-
cay amplitude (also missing in our calculation) can be
estimated from the impact of QED on the ηc decay con-
stant, determined in [2]. This effect was 0.17%, so we
allow an additional uncertainty of 0.2% in F (0, 0) for
this. Further QED corrections to the decay width com-
ing from additional radiation are tiny since there are no
electrically charged particles in either the initial or final
states. By charge conjugation, the ηc can’t decay to γγγ,



11

TABLE V: Error budgets for our results for F (0, 0) and V̂ (0)
(discussed in Section III C). The top 7 entries come from our
fits to Eq. (26) and Eq. (48) respectively. The uncertainty
labelled ‘q2 dependence’ arises from the tuning to q2 = 0
in the F (0, 0) case and from capturing the q2-dependence in

the V̂ (0) case. The lowest 2 entries are additional system-
atic uncertainties from missing quark-line disconnected cor-
relations functions and QED effects. These are discussed in
Section II B 7 for F (0, 0) and in Section III B 3 for V̂ (0), where
the two sources of uncertainty are combined together.

F (0, 0) V̂ (0)

Statistics 0.17 0.29

w0/a 0.05 0.01

w0 0.25 0.07

a2 → 0 0.08 0.23

Valence mistuning 0.01 0.03

Sea mistuning 0.05 0.05

q2 mistuning 0.01 0.10

Missing ‘disconnected’ correlators 0.2 0.4

Missing QED 0.2 -

Total 0.43 0.56

so QED corrections to the decay rate would come from
ηc to γγγγ. This would be suppressed by a further 2
powers of α, and thus negligible.

Adding these two 0.2% systematic uncertainties in
quadrature gives an additional uncertainty of 0.3% in
F (0, 0) and 0.6% to the decay rate.

C. Results

We take our final result for the form factor for ηc → γγ
from the joint fit to the LOCAL and ONE-LINK cases,
giving

F (0, 0) = 0.08793(29)fit(26)syst GeV−1 (33)

which has a total uncertainty of 0.4%. The second uncer-
tainty in Eq. (33) comes from the additional systematic
uncertainties that we estimate in Section II B 7.

The error budget for this result is given in Table V. We
see that the dominant uncertainty is that from fixing the
lattice spacing using w0. The next most important uncer-
tainties come from statistics and from systematic errors
from missing quark-line disconnected diagrams and QED
effects.

We use our value for F (0, 0) in Eq. (33) and the formula
in Eq. (18) to find the decay width Γ(ηc → γγ). For
the ηc mass in Eq. (18), we use the experimental value
M exp
ηc = 2.9839(4) GeV (the average from [1]) since this

is a purely kinematic factor. We also take 1/α = 137.036
from [1], noting that the momentum scale for this decay
is a relatively low one. We obtain the decay width with
an uncertainty of 0.9% as

Γ(ηc → γγ) = 6.788(45)fit(41)syst keV . (34)

0.03 0.04 0.05 0.06 0.07 0.08 0.09 0.10

F (0, 0)[GeV−1]

HPQCD23

LMZ20

CLQCD20

nf = 2 + 1 + 1

nf = 2

FIG. 7: A comparison of full lattice QCD results for the form
factor F (0, 0) for ηc → γγ decay. The result obtained here
is denoted ‘HPQCD23’ (red asterisk, error bar same size as
symbol) and uses gluon field configurations that include nf =
2+1+1 sea quark flavours at four values of the lattice spacing
to determine a physical result. Earlier results use nf = 2
gluon field configurations at two values of the lattice spacing
(orange filled circles). The point denoted ‘LMZ20’ comes from
the physical value for the rate given in [14] and includes an
estimate of systematic errors. The point denoted ‘CLQCD20’
corresponds to the value quoted at the finest lattice spacing
used in [13] with no extrapolation to the continuum limit. The
red band carries our result down the plot for comparison.

Using the experimental value for the ηc total width of
32.0(7) MeV [1], this corresponds to a branching fraction
of

B(ηc → γγ) = 2.121(14)fit(13)syst(46)expt × 10−4 . (35)

The third uncertainty here is from the experimental total
width and it dominates over the lattice QCD uncertain-
ties.

D. Discussion

Figure 7 compares our result for the ηc → γγ form
factor for on-shell photons, F (0, 0) from Eq. (33), with
earlier lattice QCD results obtained on gluon field con-
figurations that include sea quarks. The values plotted
come from [14] (LMZ20) and [13] (CLQCD20) that both
work with twisted mass quarks on nf = 2 gluon field
configurations (i.e. including u and d quarks in the sea
but no s quarks) at two values of the lattice spacing. We
do not include the earlier value from CLQCD in [12] that
is superseded by [13]. CLQCD20 does not include a con-
tinuum extrapolation; we take the value as that quoted
for their finest lattice, renormalised to our definition of
F (0, 0) in Eq. (18). The uncertainty quoted does not in-
clude systematic errors. We take the continuum result
for the ηc → γγ decay rate quoted by LMZ20 to obtain
their value for F for comparison to ours. Because the
sea content is unphysical for the nf = 2 case, those re-
sults will not necessarily agree with ours; no uncertainty
is included in CLQCD20 or LMZ20 for missing s quarks
in the sea. Our result is larger than both of the earlier
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FIG. 8: A comparison of our lattice QCD result (HPQCD23,
red asterisk and red band) for the decay width Γ(ηc → γγ)
to experimental values taken from [1]. Blue circles denote de-
terminations of the product Γ(ηc → i)Γ(ηc → γγ)/Γtotal(ηc),
where the decay channel i is listed on the right. The values
plotted are derived from either single experimental results or
PDG average values from several experiments for the prod-
uct above, divided by the branching fraction B(i), again using
either a single result or the PDG average. Uncertainties are
combined in quadrature. The blue square denotes a determi-
nation from the product of branching fractions for J/ψ → γηc
and ηc → γγ from BESIII [37] combined with the PDG av-
erage for the branching fraction B(J/ψ → γηc). The blue
band shows the result of the PDG fit to the experimental
data shown here along with other results (e.g. for ratios of
branching fractions). The fit has a χ2 of 118 for 81 degrees of
freedom [1], reflecting the inconsistencies in the experimental
data seen above.

values with a tension exceeding 3σ. The two nf = 2 re-
sults from LMZ20 and CLQCD20 also disagree with each
other, however. Our value is obtained on nf = 2 + 1 + 1
gluon field configurations (i.e. with a realistic sea quark
content) at four values of the lattice spacing and includes
systematic errors for missing quark-line disconnected di-
agrams and QED. Our total uncertainty is much smaller
than that of the earlier values. Further lattice calcula-
tions with uncertainties comparable to ours are needed.

Figure 8 compares our result for Γ(ηc → γγ) to re-
sults from experiment. There is a lot of experimental
information that has a bearing on Γ(ηc → γγ), generally
obtained as products of branching fractions depending
on the method of ηc production and the decay mode ob-
served. The Particle Data Group [1] combine this infor-
mation to yield a fit value for Γ(ηc → γγ) of 5.15(35) keV.
This is shown by the blue band in Fig. 8. It is lower than
our lattice QCD result by 4.6σ, where we have combined
lattice and PDG fit uncertainties in quadrature (the PDG
fit uncertainty dominates) to obtain σ. This denotes very
significant tension between the Standard Model and ex-
periment, which could be taken as an indication of new
physics. The PDG fit returns a large χ2 of 118 for 81
degrees of freedom [1], however, and this calls into ques-
tion the reliability of both their central fit value and its
uncertainty.

Individual experimental results have much larger un-

certainties and a large spread of central values. Fig-
ure 8 shows values derived from results listed in [1].
The blue circles use values quoted in the section headed
‘Γ(i)Γ(γγ)/Γ(total)’, where the ηc is produced via two-
photon fusion in e+e− collisions and detected through
its decay to channel i listed on the right of Fig. 8. These
values are determined without reference to the PDG fit.
They use either the PDG average value (where one is
given) or the single experimental value (if there is no
average) for the product above. We then divide by the
branching fraction for channel i again using either the
PDG average or the single experimental value quoted,
if there is no average. Uncertainties are combined in
quadrature. We see a large spread of experimental val-
ues in Fig. 8, several of which are in significant (4σ)
tension with the PDG fit result. This is not surprising
given the χ2 value for the fit. Some of the low values
for Γ(ηc → γγ) seen are in disagreement with our result;
the values from the φφ and K+K−π+π− channels dif-
fer by an amount exceeding 6σ. On the other hand, the
experimental result using the KKπ channel is in good
agreement with our value, within 2σ. The KKπ channel
has been studied by several experiments because it has
a relatively large branching fraction. The value plotted
comes from an average of 8 different experimental results
for the product of rates (the average is dominated by
results from CLEO [38] and BaBar [39]) and 10 for the
branching fraction (where the average is dominated by
results from BESIII [40]). This gives a final result for
Γ(ηc → γγ) of 5.90(58) keV. The 10% uncertainty is the
smallest relative uncertainty for any channel.

We conclude that the experimental picture of ηc decay
is not yet a very coherent one. Further experimental re-
sults, with small uncertainties, will be needed to resolve
the issue of whether or not there is tension between exper-
iment and lattice QCD/the Standard Model for ηc → γγ
decay.

The filled blue square in Fig. 8 comes from a determi-
nation of the product of branching fractions for J/ψ →
γηc and ηc → γγ by BESIII [37] combined with the PDG
average for the branching fraction B(J/ψ → γηc) [1]. The
value agrees with our result, but has a large uncertainty.
We will discuss this further in Sec. IV.

We can also explore what our results imply about the
nonrelativistic nature of the c quarks inside the ηc. As
discussed in Section I there is a very simple relation-
ship between Γ(ηc → γγ) and Γ(J/ψ → e+e−) in LO
NRQCD (Eq. (1)). In Fig. 9 we compare this LO re-
sult, shown as a green dashed line, to our lattice QCD
value (red asterisk). The central value for the LO re-
sult (7.5 keV) uses Γ(J/ψ → e+e−) = 5.637(49) keV
from lattice QCD+QED [2] (this lattice QCD+QED re-
sult agrees well with the experimental average of 5.53(10)
keV [1] but has a smaller uncertainty). The LO NRQCD
central value is then 10% above our lattice QCD result.
Fig. 9 shows a ±30% error band in green around the
LO NRQCD central value to allow for sub-leading cor-
rections. The lattice QCD result, incorporating the full
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FIG. 9: A comparison of our lattice QCD result (HPQCD23,
red asterisk) for the decay width Γ(ηc → γγ) to values ob-
tained from theory calculations using NRQCD. The green
dashed line is the leading order NRQCD result from Eq. (1),
i.e. 4Γ(J/ψ → e+e−)/3 where we have taken the J/ψ leptonic
width from lattice QCD [2] (which agrees well with experi-
ment). The uncertainty in the LO NRQCD value from higher
order corrections is ± 30% and denoted by the green band.
The green points give results from higher-order calculations.
CM01 is from [15], determining QCD and velocity-expansion
corrections to the ratio of Γ(J/ψ → e+e−)/Γ(ηc → γγ).
FJS17 [41] calculates NNLO QCD corrections to the ηc → γγ
branching fraction through v2 order in the NRQCD velocity
expansion. BC01 [42] and BCK18 [43] calculate the inverse
branching fraction resumming QCD corrections in the large
nf limit. They give results from two resummation methods,
näıve non-Abelianisation (NNA) and background-field gauge
(BFG). We use the PDG average [1] for the ηc total width to
convert their branching fractions into a width for ηc → γγ.
The blue band repeats the PDG fit result shown in Fig. 8.

relativistic dynamics of the c quarks, falls well within this
30% band showing that the LO nonrelativistic approxi-
mation works well here.

The green points with error bars show results from
two different calculations in continuum NRQCD, going
beyond LO. In CM01 [15] higher-order QCD and rela-
tivistic corrections to Eq. (1) were added. The authors
find substantial O(30%) corrections from the two sources
but also see a large amount of cancellation between them.
They conclude with an estimate of a 10% upward shift of
Γ(ηc → γγ) compared to the LO expression, with a 5%
uncertainty. They warn, however, that missing higher-
order corrections might be substantial. The comparison
with our result in Fig. 9 shows this to be the case because
their 10% shift has taken them in the wrong direction
from the LO result and their 5% uncertainty is insuffi-
cient to cover the gap. Refs [44, 45] extend the analysis
of this approach but do not quote final values, concluding
that the theoretical uncertainties are very large for the
charmonium case.

FJS17 [41] calculates NNLO QCD corrections to the
ηc → γγ branching fraction through v2 order in the
NRQCD velocity expansion and concludes that NRQCD
factorisation does not work well for this case, given the
large value that they obtain for the branching fraction.
BC01 [42] and BCK18 [43] resum QCD corrections to the
inverse branching fraction in the large nf limit each using

0.0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6
a2
[
GeV−2

]
0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

f J
/ψ
/(
F

(0
,0

)M
2 J
/ψ

)

LO NRQCD

ms/ml = 5

Physical ml

Mistuned mc (3A)

FIG. 10: The ratio of J/ψ decay constant to F (0, 0) multi-
plied by the square of the J/ψ mass (red points) as a function
of squared lattice spacing using our F (0, 0) values for the LO-
CAL set-up (with a local vector current) and results from [2]
for fJ/ψ and MJ/ψ. The values for F have been corrected
for the slight off-shellness of one photon (see text). The blue
band gives our continuum fit (see text) and the black dotted
line gives the LO NRQCD result of 0.5 (Eq. (38)).

two different approaches, and allowing uncertainties for
missing color-octet contributions. We use the PDG aver-
age [1] for the ηc total width to convert their branching
fractions into a width for ηc → γγ. Given the large un-
certainties they have, all of their results agree and both
are in reasonable agreement with our value. It is clear,
however, that accurate results for Γ(ηc → γγ) are only
currently available using lattice QCD.

We can extend our comparison to the LO NRQCD
expectation by converting Eq. (1) into a relationship be-
tween the hadronic parameters F (0, 0) and the J/ψ decay
constant, fJ/ψ. Using

Γ(J/ψ → e+e−) =
4π

3
α2Q2

c

f2
J/ψ

MJ/ψ
(36)

along with Eq. (18) and Eq. (1) we see that the LO
NRQCD result implies

fJ/ψ

F (0, 0)Mηc

√
MηcMJ/ψ

=
1

2
(1 +O(αs) +O(v2/c2)) ,

(37)
independent of Qc. Since there is no distinction between
Mηc and MJ/ψ at this order in NRQCD, we can rewrite
this as

RfF ≡
fJ/ψ

F (0, 0)M2
J/ψ

=
1

2
(1 +O(αs) +O(v2/c2)) . (38)

RfF is now a simple combination of hadronic parameters
that we can calculate directly in lattice QCD.

Figure 10 shows our results for RfF as a function of
lattice spacing using F (0, 0) values for the LOCAL set-
up (which corresponds to our largest set of results in
Fig. 5). We take values of MJ/ψ and fJ/ψ from [2], not
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including the QED effects that are calculated there. We
also determine values for the mistuned mc case (set 3A)
from those results.

We obtain a value for the ratio in the continuum
limit at physical quark masses by performing a fit of
the same form as that in Eq. (26) to our lattice results
for fJ/ψ/[(1− q2

2/M
2
pole)F (0, q2

2)M2
J/ψ]. The values show

strong lattice-spacing dependence coming from the de-
cay constant results. This is because the annihilation of
a J/ψ meson is a very short-distance process (shorter dis-
tance than ηc → γγ where the energy is shared between
two photons). Using the Empirical Bayes criterion we
find a value for Λ for this fit of 0.86 GeV, larger than
that seen in either of the earlier fits shown in Fig. 5. Be-
cause of the larger discretisation effects we take imax = 5
(see Eq. (26)) for this fit. The result in the continuum
limit does not change between imax = 4 or 5. Notice
also that the results vary little between the tuned and
mistuned c quark mass in contrast to what was seen in
Fig. 5. From NRQCD we expect the result for the ratio
in Eq. (38) to depend on the (heavy) quark mass only
through sub-leading terms in the velocity expansion.

The result for the ratio of Eq. (38) that we obtain in
the continuum limit and at physical quark masses is

fJ/ψ

F (0, 0)M2
J/ψ

= 0.4786(57)fit(14)syst . (39)

Here we have added a second uncertainty of 0.3% to allow
for additional systematic errors in F (0, 0) as discussed in
Section II B 7, giving a total uncertainty of 1.2%. The
χ2/dof for the fit is 0.27. The result of Eq. (39) for RfF
is (only) 4.5(1.2)% below the LO NRQCD value of 0.5
given in Eq. (38).

This test of LO NRQCD is slightly different, although
equally valid, to that given in Fig. 9. This is why they
both result in a LO NRQCD value that is above the
lattice QCD result, even though the quantities tested
are inversely related to each other. The differences
arise from small effects that are ignored in LO NRQCD.
These include the differences in the scale of α used in
Γ(J/ψ → e+e−)3 and Γ(ηc → γγ) for the comparison in
Fig. 9 and the simplification of the combination of meson
masses in going from Eq. (37) to Eq. (38). Once both of
these effects are taken into account, the two comparisons
in Figs. 9 and 10 are consistent. Looking at either fig-
ure, we conclude that LO NRQCD is better than might
have been expected as an approximation here. This only
becomes clear with accurate lattice QCD results.

3The lattice QCD+QED result [2] for Γ(J/ψ → e+e−) uses α =
1/134.02, taking the scale of α to be MJ/ψ , appropriate to J/ψ
annihilation. See [2] for a discussion of how the scale of α affects
the agreement with experiment.

III. CALCULATING Γ(J/ψ → γηc)

A. Method

The J/ψ → γηc decay is an M1 electromagnetic meson-
to-meson transition. The rate is straightforward to de-
termine in lattice QCD. Using 3-point and 2-point cor-
relation functions, to be discussed below, we can calcu-
late the matrix element of the c electromagnetic current,
jµc = c̄γµc, between the initial J/ψ and final ηc states.
Note that, in keeping with Section II, we do not include
a factor of the electric charge in the current. The matrix
element can be parametrised by the form factor V̂ (q2) as

〈ηc (p′) |jµc | J/ψ(p)〉 =
2V̂
(
q2
)

MJ/ψ +Mηc

εµαβσp′αpβε
J/ψ
σ

(40)

where ε
J/ψ
σ is the polarisation of the J/ψ meson and q =

p− p′ is the 4-momentum transfer.

The decay width is then given by [7]

Γ (J/ψ → γηc) = αQ2
c

16

3

|k|3
(Mηc +Mψ)

2 |V̂ (0)|2 (41)

where V̂ is evaluated at q2 = 0 for an on-shell photon.
|k| takes the value

|k| =
(
Mηc +MJ/ψ

) (
MJ/ψ −Mηc

)

2MJ/ψ
(42)

corresponding to the spatial momentum of the ηc (or pho-
ton) in the J/ψ rest frame at q2 = 0.

It is convenient for us to use V̂ (q2) rather than the

more conventional V (q2) ≡ 2V̂ (q2) because in our lattice
QCD calculation we will compute only one of the two
diagrams that contribute identically. A photon can be
emitted by either the c or c constituent quarks of the
initial J/ψ meson and we will evaluate one of these two
cases.

Whilst the decay width to a real photon is a function of
V̂ (q2 = 0), we can also map out the q2 dependence of V̂
up to q2

max = (MJ/ψ−Mηc)
2. This is needed to compute

the width of the Dalitz decay Γ(J/ψ → ηce
+e−). We do

this by defining the ratio

Reeγ =
B (J/ψ → ηce

+e−)

B (J/ψ → ηcγ)
. (43)

The derivative of Reeγ with respect to q2, the squared
4-momentum of the virtual photon in J/ψ → ηce

+e−,
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FIG. 11: Schematic diagram for the connected 3-point cor-
relation function for the J/ψ transition to ηc via an electro-
magnetic current. The lines between the operators represent
quark propagators at the mass of the charm quark.

can be written in terms of the form factor V̂ (q2) as [46]

dReeγ
dq2

=
α

3πq2

∣∣∣∣∣
V̂ (q2)

V̂ (0)

∣∣∣∣∣

2(
1− 4m2

e

q2

) 1
2
(

1 +
2m2

e

q2

)

×



(

1 +
q2

M2
J/ψ −M2

ηc

)2

−
4M2

J/ψq
2

(
M2
J/ψ −M2

ηc

)2




3
2

.

(44)

By multiplying Reeγ by Γ(J/ψ → γηc) (determined
through Eq. (41)), we can then also find the decay width
Γ(J/ψ → ηce

+e−).

B. Lattice Calculation

We use the same gluon field ensembles and quark mass
parameters for this calculation as for ηc → γγ. These are
given in Table I.

1. Correlation functions

The matrix element given in Eq. (40) can be obtained
by computing an appropriate 3-point correlation function
on the lattice. This correlation function, summarised di-
agrammatically in Fig. 11, is similar in appearance to the
the correlator given in Fig. 1 used in the calculation for
ηc → γγ; the difference is that one of the vector operators
now couples to a cc vector meson. We consider only the
connected contribution to the decay J/ψ → ηcγ

(∗) which
comes from an insertion of a cγµc current onto one of
the two quark lines between the initial and final states.
There are two such diagrams which contribute equally;
we compute only one of them. We expect quark-line dis-
connected contributions to be very small here because of
the large mass of the c quark [7]. We will discuss the
uncertainty associated with neglecting these diagrams in
Section III B 3.

TABLE VI: Parameters for the correlation functions for the
decay J/ψ → γηc. The second column gives the set of twists
θ used for each lattice implementing twisted boundary condi-
tions in the (010) direction. The corresponding 3-momentum
component is given by qy = θπ/aNx (see Eq. (19)). Given the
x and z polarisations chosen for the J/ψ and vector currents
respectively this gives a non-zero matrix element in Eq. (40).
The twists are chosen to cover the kinematic range from zero
recoil to q2 = 0. The third column gives the different time sep-
aration between source and sink (T = tJ/ψ − tηc , see Fig. 11)
of the 3-point correlation function.

Set θ T

1 0.1750, 0.3031, 0.3914, 0.4631 15, 16, 17

2 0.6406, 0.9060, 1.1097 13, 14, 15, 16

3 0.2111, 0.2986, 0.3657, 0.4223, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21

0.4721, 0.5172, 0.5586, 0.5972

4 0.7719, 1.0918, 1.3373 17, 18, 19, 20

5 0.2423, 0.3427, 0.4197, 21, 24, 27, 30

0.4846, 0.5418, 0.5936

6 0.3774, 0.5338, 0.6538 33, 36, 39, 42

Our 3-point functions have three operator insertions,
two vector and one pseudoscalar, just as in the 3-point
function in Section II B 2. We use different spin-taste
combinations here, however. We take the γ5 ⊗ γ5 inter-
polator for the ηc meson, γxγt ⊗ γ5γz to interpolate the
J/ψ meson, and the local γz ⊗ γz operator for the elec-
tromagnetic vector current insertion [10]. As discussed in
Section II B 3, this allows us to use the very precise val-
ues from [29] for the multiplicative renormalisation ZV
for the local HISQ-HISQ vector current.

Spatial momentum is applied to the charm propagator
between the ηc operator and the vector current inser-
tion to give momentum to the ηc meson while the J/ψ
meson is always at rest on the lattice. As well as the
three-momentum necessary to achieve q2 = 0, the case of
an on-shell photon, we calculate correlation functions for
various other three-momenta of the ηc meson so that we
obtain results for a range of q2 values around q2 = 0. In
addition we calculate 2-point correlation functions corre-
sponding to the operator used for the J/ψ (at rest) and
for the ηc (at the spatial momentum values used).

As for ηc → γγ (see Sec. II B 2), we insert spatial mo-
mentum by using a twist angle. The twist values used
for each set are tabulated in Table VI. The twists are
chosen to broadly cover the full range 0 ≤ q2 ≤ q2

max =
(MJ/ψ − Mηc)

2. Given that we have chosen x and z
polarisations for the J/ψ and the vector current respec-
tively, then Eq. (40) requires the spatial momentum to
have a component in the y direction. In fact we take the
momentum to be parallel to the y-axis.

We calculate 3-point correlation functions for several
different values of the source-sink separation, T = tJ/ψ−
tηc (see Fig. 11). This improves the determination of
the ground-state to ground-state matrix elements that
we are interested in by giving a better handle on the
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TABLE VII: Results for the masses of the J/ψ and ηc mesons
from our combined two- and three-point correlator fits aimed
at determining the form factor for J/ψ → γηc decay. The ηc
meson here has spin-taste γ5⊗ γ5 and so has a different mass
to the values given in Table IV.

Set aM latt
J/ψ aM latt

ηc

1 2.43418(38) 2.331959(86)

2 2.38671(15) 2.287729(36)

3 1.94525(21) 1.876352(68)

3A 1.92625(21) 1.857007(69)

4 1.90225(7) 1.833910(22)

5 1.41616(13) 1.366980(46)

6 0.92973(12) 0.896714(42)

excited states present in the correlation function. The
values of T that we use are also listed in Table VI.

As in Section II B 2, we fit the 2-point correlation func-
tions to the form in Eq. (23). The 3-point functions (for
all T and momenta) are simultaneously fit to the stan-
dard form

C3pt(t = tγ − tJ/ψ, T = tJ/ψ − tηc) = (45)

Nn,Nn∑

i,j

aγxγt⊗γ5γzi e−EitVija
γ5⊗γ5
j e−Ej(T−t)

with the addition of terms that oscillate in time and in-
volve opposite parity states [10] that are not shown here.
The energies of the states with overlap onto γxγt ⊗ γ5γz
(the J/ψ and its excitations) are indexed by i, and the
energies of the states with overlap onto γ5 ⊗ γ5 (the ηc
and its excitations) are indexed by j. The energies and
the amplitudes ai/j are also parameters for the 2-point
correlator fits and this enables us to extract the param-
eters Vij .

Our fits account for four normal vector and pseu-
doscalar charmonium states in Eq. (45) (i.e. Nn = 4)
and four additional oscillating states for each. As for the
fit to Cηc described in Section II B 5, we drop 2-point
correlator data below tmin/a = Nt/8 when fitting. We
also drop 3-point correlator data below a tmin/a (and
(T − t)min/a) value of between 2 and 4, increasing as the
lattice spacing falls.

The ground-state to ground-state matrix element that
characterises the J/ψ → ηc transition is related to the
parameter V00 of Eq. (45) via

〈ηc|jµc |J/ψ〉
2

= ZV

√
2M latt

J/ψ

√
2Elatt

ηc V00, (46)

where M latt
J/ψ ≡ Ei=0 and Elatt

ηc ≡ Ej=0 and the
√

factors

are the relativistic normalisations of the states |J/ψ〉 and
|ηc〉 respectively. ZV is the multiplicative renormalisa-
tion factor for the local γz⊗γz vector current. The factor
of 1/2 present on the left-hand side above accounts for
the second Wick contraction (that contributes equally)

where the vector current insertion is placed onto the other
quark line connecting the initial and final states.
V̂ (q2) is then obtained from V00 using

V̂ (q2) =
M latt
J/ψ +M latt

ηc

M latt
J/ψq

y
ZV

√
2M latt

J/ψ

√
2Elatt

ηc V00 (47)

where qy is the component of the ηc momentum in the
y-direction, orthogonal to both the vector current and
J/ψ polarisations (see Table VI for the values used).

Table VII lists the values of the J/ψ and ηc masses in
lattice units given by our correlator fits on each ensemble.
These are the values used to determine V̂ in Eq. (47). In
Fig. 4 we compare the mass of the γxγt⊗γ5γz J/ψ meson
that we use for the study of J/ψ → γηc (from Table VII)
with the J/ψ mass from the γz⊗γz interpolator from [2].
The mass splitting between these two different tastes of
J/ψ is small (less than 20 MeV even on the coarsest
lattices) and disappears in the continuum limit, with the
mass of the γxγt ⊗ γ5γz J/ψ being larger. Fig. 4, also
compares the masses of the different tastes of ηc used
for our calculations. The J/ψ → γηc study uses the
γ5⊗γ5 (Goldstone) ηc and the ηc → γγ analysis uses two
different tastes, both of which are heavier. Here the taste-
splittings are 2–3 times larger than for the vector meson
but again disappear rapidly as (amc)

2 falls towards to
the continuum limit.

Table VIII then gives our results for V̂ (q2) on each
ensemble and for each value of the spatial momentum in-
serted. In the next section we describe how we fit these
results to obtain the function V̂ (q2) in the a→ 0 contin-
uum limit at physical quark masses.

2. Taking the physical-continuum limit

We fit our lattice results for V̂ , which we denote V̂latt

(see Table VIII), to the following function:

V̂latt(q
2) =

2∑

k=0

A(k)
( q2

(M latt
J/ψ)2

)k
× (48)

[
1 +

imax∑

i=1

κ
(i,k)
aΛ (aΛ)

2i
+ κ

(k)
val,cδ

val,c + κ(k)
sea,cδ

sea,c

+ κ
(0,k)
sea,udsδ

sea,uds
{

1 + κ
(1,k)
sea,uds(Λ̃a)2 + κ

(2,k)
sea,uds(Λ̃a)4

}]
.

This takes the same form as that for F (0, 0) in Eq. (26),
except that we must allow here for dependence on q2. We
do this through a truncated Taylor series in q2/M2

J/ψ,

MJ/ψ being the appropriate mass for a form factor in-

duced by a cc vector current. The coefficients A(k) for
each term allow the fit to adjust the mass away from
MJ/ψ if required. The q2 range is very small here (rel-

ative to M2
J/ψ), so we expect the form factor to be very

flat as a function of q2 and do not need many terms
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TABLE VIII: Our lattice results for V̂latt(q
2) on each ensemble from Table I and at each value of the momentum used. The

corresponding values of q2 are also listed, in lattice units. q2 is calculated from (M latt
J/ψ − Elatt

ηc )2 − q2 where the ground-state

J/ψ mass and ηc energy, M latt
J/ψ and Elatt

ηc , are obtained from the correlator fits and q2 is determined from the twist angles

imposed (see Table VI). M latt
J/ψ and M latt

ηc values are given in Table VII.

Set 1
a2q2 0.009220(74) 0.006762(74) 0.004301(74) 0.001843(73)

V̂latt(q
2) 1.834(38) 1.834(23) 1.833(18) 1.831(15)

Set 2
a2q2 0.005680(28) 0.001564(28) −0.002551(27) -

V̂latt(q
2) 1.858(12) 1.8520(91) 1.8478(76) -

Set 3

a2q2 0.003956(27) 0.003165(26) 0.002374(26) 0.001583(26)

V̂latt(q
2) 1.887(53) 1.881(38) 1.878(31) 1.875(27)

a2q2 0.000793(26) 0.000001(26) −0.000789(26) −0.001580(26)

V̂latt(q
2) 1.873(25) 1.872(23) 1.870(21) 1.869(20)

Set 3A

a2q2 0.004002(27) 0.003211(27) 0.002419(27) 0.001628(27)

V̂latt(q
2) 1.888(54) 1.880(38) 1.877(32) 1.874(28)

a2q2 0.000837(27) 0.000045(27) −0.000745(27) −0.001536(26)

V̂latt(q
2) 1.872(25) 1.870(23) 1.869(21) 1.867(20)

Set 4
a2q2 0.0020259(86) −0.0006190(85) −0.0032636(84) -

V̂latt(q
2) 1.8558(47) 1.8530(34) 1.8501(29) -

Set 5

a2q2 0.001833(12) 0.001247(12) 0.000661(12) 0.000075(12)

V̂latt(q
2) 1.854(14) 1.856(10) 1.8565(83) 1.8562(73)

a2q2 −0.000510(12) −0.001097(12) - -

V̂latt(q
2) 1.8555(66) 1.8547(62) - -

Set 6
a2q2 0004578(76) −0.0001746(75) −0.0008068(74) -

V̂latt(q
2) 1.873(13) 1.8723(93) 1.8704(79) -

in the polynomial. We include terms up to q4. The
J/ψ mass used in the q2/M2

J/ψ term is that obtained

from the fit (see Table VII). The fit form allows for inde-
pendent discretisation effects and quark mass mistuning
terms for each power of q2/M2

J/ψ (denoted by k). The

form of these terms is the same as in the fit function for
F (0, 0) in Eq. (26) and definitions for δ can be found in
Eqs. (27), (28) and (29).

We take priors of A(k) = 2(1). The choice is informed
by leading-order NRQCD where the rate for the radia-
tive transition depends on the wavefunction overlap be-
tween J/ψ and ηc modulated by a Bessel function. For
small momentum transfer and ignoring relativistic cor-
rections that generate spin-dependent differences in the
wavefunction, this wavefunction overlap is 1. Then we ex-
pect V̂ (0) ≈ 2 from comparing Eq. (5) of [47] to Eq. (41)
and taking mc ≈ Mηc/2 ≈ MJ/ψ/2. Our lattice QCD
calculation includes relativistic effects fully so it will give
a much more accurate result for V̂ (0) than this leading-
order nonrelativistic argument. How different the result
is, we will see below. The priors for A(k>0) encompass
q2-dependence following a pole form (1− q2/M2

J/ψ)−1.

As with the fit of F (0, 0) in Section II B 6, we test the
size of discretisation effects using the Empirical Bayes
approach. We do not expect large discretisation effects
here based on the nonrelativistic arguments above which
tell us that discretisation effects can only enter through
the small momentum transfer between J/ψ and ηc and

through small spin-dependent effects on the wavefunction
overlap. We find that the Bayes factor is maximised by
Λ = 0.12 GeV. This is close to the largest |q| value in the
kinematic range of the decay and so seems a reasonable
value to set the scale for discretisation effects.

Following Section II B 6 we take the priors κ
(i,k)
aΛ =

0(1), κ
(k)
val,c = 0(1) (little difference is seen between our re-

sults on sets 3 and 3A), κ
(k)
sea,c = 0.0(1) and κ

(j,k)
sea,uds = 0(1)

for j = 0, 1, 2. Our preferred fit takes the number of dis-
cretisation terms included, imax = 3.

In the limit of vanishing lattice spacing and physical
quark masses, the form factor is then given by

V̂ (q2) =

2∑

k=0

A(k)
( q2

M2
J/ψ

)k
. (49)

The value of MJ/ψ used here is that from experiment [1].
Note that our c quark mass is tuned so that our J/ψ
masses match that value (see Eq. (30)). In particular the
form factor at q2 = 0 needed to determine Γ(J/ψ → γηc)

via Eq. (41), V̂ (0), is simply given by the parameter A(0).

In Fig. 12, we plot our lattice results for V̂latt(q
2) from

Table VIII against q2 for each ensemble (upper plot).
The results show little dependence on q2, as expected.
Note that the statistical uncertainties on the points are
smaller for values at low q2 in comparison to those at
zero recoil. The statistical noise of the ηc correlators
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FIG. 12: Upper plot: Lattice results for V̂ (q2) plotted against
q2. The different colours denote the different ensembles used
(see Table I). The grey band gives the result, with ±1σ error
bars, from the fit to Eq. (48) evaluated in the continuum
limit at physical quark masses. Lower plot: Lattice results on
each ensemble interpolated to q2 = 0 using the continuum fit
result. The grey band gives the result from the fit to Eq. (48)
as a function of lattice spacing at physical quark masses.

increases with spatial momentum, but this is offset by
the increased value of V00 so that its relative uncertainty
falls. We also show the fit band in grey that corresponds
to the fit of Eq. (48) evaluated in the continuum limit
with physical quark masses (see Eq. (49)).

The lower plot of Fig. 12 shows the lattice results inter-
polated to q2 = 0 on each ensemble and plotted against
the square of the lattice spacing. The interpolation in q2

is done using the continuum result for the q2 dependence
of V̂ . The figure shows, again as expected, very little
dependence on the lattice spacing.

The value that we obtain from our fit in the continuum
limit and at physical quark masses is

V̂ (0) = 1.8649(73), (50)

with an uncertainty of 0.4%. The fit has a χ2/dof value
of 0.19. Our result is clearly distinguishable from the
leading-order NRQCD expectation of 2, indeed it differs
by 7.2(4)%. Before discussing additional systematic un-
certainties that need to be included, we first discuss the
stability of our result for V̂ (0) under changes to the pa-
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FIG. 13: The value of V̂ (0) in the limit of vanishing lattice
spacing and physical quark masses obtained from variations
to our base fit. These include (from left to right) dropping
the coarsest and finest datasets, changing all the prior widths
in our correlator fits, changing all the prior widths in our
chiral/continuum fits and adding an additional normal and
oscillating exponential to our correlator fits. Note that the
values for Λ in Eq. (48) are fixed (see text) under these fit
variations.

rameters of our fits.
We plot the impact on the value of V̂ (0) of changes to

either our correlator and continuum/chiral fits in Fig. 13.
Our preferred (base) fit described above is given on the
left. Variations include dropping datasets and changing
the priors by factors of 0.5 or 2.0. We see very little
variation in the final answer under any of these variations,
confirming that our result is robust.

3. Additional systematic uncertainties

In Section II B 7 we estimated the additional system-
atic uncertainty on F (0, 0) for ηc → γγ from missing
quark-line disconnected correlation functions and from
missing QED effects. Here we do the same for V̂ (q2).

As discussed in Section II B 7, the missing disconnected
correlation functions mean that there is a 7.3 MeV mis-
match between the ηc mass determined on the lattice in
the continuum limit (tuning the c quark mass so that
the J/ψ mass is correct) and that determined in exper-
iment [2]. In Section III B 2 we described how leading-

order NRQCD gives a result of 2 for V̂ (0) because it
ignores the spin-dependent differences between the J/ψ
and ηc wavefunctions. Our results, using a fully relativis-
tic approach, show that V̂ (0) differs from 2 by 7.2(4)% .
However, the missing disconnected correlation functions
mean that we are missing a small part of the effects that
generate a difference between the J/ψ and ηc (and re-
sult in their ‘wavefunction-overlap’ differing from 1). The
7.3 MeV shift is 6% of the mass difference between the
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J/ψ and ηc mesons (the hyperfine splitting). We might
therefore expect that the missing disconnected correla-
tion functions could generate a shift in V̂ of 6% of the
7.2% difference from 2, i.e. a 0.4% shift of V̂ .

An additional effect to be considered is the identifica-
tion of the value at q2 = 0. Because the lattice ηc mass
does not exactly match that in experiment, the q2 = 0
point will correspond to a slightly (6%) incorrect value
for the ηc spatial momentum, |q|. The q2 dependence

of V̂ is so small, however, that shifting the q2 value at
which we determine V̂ has negligible effect. Note also
that our results on sets 3 and 3A for V̂ (see Table VIII)
show almost no difference when we change the ηc mass
by 1% (see Table VII). A 1% shift in ηc mass is much
larger than the 0.2% shift coming from missing quark-
line disconnected correlation functions.

We conclude that a 0.4% systematic uncertainty in V̂
from missing quark-line disconnected correlation func-
tions is reasonable. This systematic uncertainty includes
the effect of the fact that the c quarks in charmonium
carry an electric charge. The hyperfine splitting was cal-
culated in [2] in lattice QCD+QED and the 7.3 MeV shift
between the lattice and experimental hyperfine splittings
quoted above includes this QED effect. The impact
of final-state QED interactions should be negligible for
Γ(J/ψ → γηc) because there is no electric charge in
the final state. We allow an additional uncertainty of
O(α/π) = 0.2% for higher-order QED corrections when
calculating Γ(J/ψ → γηc).

The systematic uncertainty from missing quark-line
disconnected correlation functions discussed above will
be largely independent of q2, since V̂ (q2) is such a flat
function over the kinematic range of the decay. This
means that it will cancel almost entirely in the ratio
Reeγ of Eq. (43). When we come to consider Γ(J/ψ →
ηce

+e−), however, we must allow a systematic uncer-
tainty for final-state QED interactions because of the
charged particles produced. We will take an O(α) ≈ 1%
systematic uncertainty for this.

C. Results

Combining our fit result of Eq. (50) with the additional
systematic error discussed in Section III B 3 we obtain a
final result of

V̂ (0) = 1.8649(73)fit(75)syst. (51)

The total uncertainty here is 0.56%. The error budget
is given in Table V and can be compared to that pre-
viously discussed for F (0, 0). The main sources of un-
certainty are somewhat different reflecting the fact that
this is a dimensionless quantity, less sensitive to w0, but
with larger statistical errors from fitting three-point cor-
relation functions and larger uncertainties from a2 and
q2 dependence. The relative total uncertainty is similar
in the two cases.
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FIG. 14: 3π/α× dReeγ/dq2 from Eq. (44) plotted against q2.
Note the log scale on the y-axis. The vertical dashed lines
mark the kinematic end-points of the integral at 4m2

e and
(MJ/ψ −Mηc)

2. The integrand for the case where V̂ (q2) is

set equal to V̂ (0), i.e. the form factor is taken to be completely
flat in q2, is visually indistinguishable from this.

We can use this value in Eq. (41) to determine the
decay width. For the kinematic factors of masses on the
right-hand side of the equation we use experimental aver-
age values from [1]. These give |k| = 110.9(4) MeV. Tak-
ing α = 1/137.036 [1], appropriate to the low moment-
transfer here, we obtain

Γ(J/ψ → γηc) = 2.219(17)fit(18)syst(24)expt(4)QED keV
(52)

The third error here is from the experimental hyperfine
splitting that appears in |k|. Since |k| is raised to the
third power in Γ this gives the largest single uncertainty
in the final answer. The fourth uncertainty is from ad-
ditional QED effects in the rate, as discussed in Sec-
tion III B 3. Our total uncertainty on Γ is 1.6%, adding
the four contributions in quadrature. Taking the total
J/ψ width as 92.6(1.7) keV from [1] gives a branching
fraction of

Br(J/ψ → γηc) = 2.40(3)latt(5)expt%. (53)

We have combined the two lattice uncertainties (from the
fit and from the additional systematics) into the first un-
certainty here. The second comes from the experimental
hyperfine splitting, the additional QED uncertainty and
from the J/ψ total width, combined in quadrature. It is
dominated by the error in the J/ψ total width.

Turning now to J/ψ → ηce
+e−, we plot the expression

in Eq. (44) for dReeγ/dq
2 as a function of q2 in Fig. 14,

taking out the normalising factor of 3π/α. The integrand
is very singular at low q2 values and requires some care
to integrate. It is cut off at the lower kinematic end-
point, 4m2

e. We find the integrated value to be (using α
= 1/137.036)

Reeγ = 0.00607958(34). (54)
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FIG. 15: A comparison of values of V̂ (0) from lattice QCD.
The result from the work here is labelled ‘HPQCD23’ (red
asterisk) and includes u, d, s and c quarks in the sea with
results at multiple lattice spacing values. The results with
u, d and s quarks are denoted with purple filled triangles.
‘HPQCD12’ used HISQ c quarks on gluon field configura-
tions including sea asqtad staggered quarks and two values
of the lattice spacing [10]. ‘Hadspec23’ used clover quarks
on anisotropic lattices at one value of the lattice spacing but
include an estimate of systematic errors in their quoted uncer-
tainty. ‘ETM12’ (filled orange circle) used the twisted mass
formalism with gluon field configurations including u and d
sea quarks only and four values of the lattice spacing [9]. The

blue band shows the value for V̂ (0) inferred from the average
experimental branching fraction [1]. The red band carries our
result down the plot for comparison.

From Fig. 12, we know that the form factor V̂ is very
flat with respect to q2 and we find that the integrand
is virtually indistinguishable if we replace the factor of
V̂ (q2)/V̂ (0) with 1.0. If we integrate Eq. (54) setting V̂
to a constant we obtain a value of 0.006078421(43) which
differs from that above in Eq. (54) by 0.02%.

Combining our results for Γ(J/ψ → γηc) and Ree in
Eqs. (52) and (54) respectively, we find the decay width

Γ(J/ψ → ηce
+e−) = 0.01349(21)latt(13)QED keV. (55)

The first uncertainty comes from the total uncertainty on
Γ(J/ψ → γηc) from Eq. (52). The second uncertainty is
the additional systematic error from QED effects such as
final-state interactions discussed in Section III B 3. Com-
bining the value from Eq. (55) with the J/ψ total width
gives a branching fraction

Br(J/ψ → ηce
+e−) = 1.457(23)latt(15)QED(27)expt × 10−4.

(56)

The third uncertainty is from the J/ψ total width.

D. Discussion

Fig. 15 compares our final result from Eq. (51) for the

form factor V̂ (0) needed to determine the rate for J/ψ →
γηc decay to earlier lattice QCD calculations including
different numbers of flavours of sea quarks. Our result is a
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Γ(J/ψ → γηc)[keV]

HPQCD23

KEDR14
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CBALL85

PDG av.

lattice QCD

experiment

FIG. 16: A comparison of our result for Γ(J/ψ → γηc) from
lattice QCD to values from experiment. The result from
the work here is labelled ‘HPQCD23’ (red asterisk). The
filled blue circles are results from individual experiments:
‘CBALL85’ is from the Crystal Ball [3], ‘CLEO08’ is from
CLEO [4] and ‘KEDR14’ is from KEDR [5] (plotting the
quantity denoted Γ0

γηc). The blue band shows the average
of the CLEO and Crystal Ball results [1]. The red band car-
ries our result down the plot for comparison.

big improvement in accuracy over the earlier calculations,
as well as having the most realistic sea quark content with
u, d, s and c quarks in the sea. We also show, as a shaded
blue band, the value of V̂ (0) of 1.57(18) inferred from
the average branching fraction for J/ψ → γηc of 1.7(4)%
and J/ψ width of 92.6(1.7) keV [1] using Eq. (41). We
see good agreement between the lattice results but they
are all higher than the value for V̂ (0) inferred from the
experimental rate. The experimental average branching
fraction has a large uncertainty, inflated by a scale factor
of 1.5 because of poor agreement between experiments.
This means that the tension with our lattice QCD result
is 1.6σ where σ comes from the experimental value.

We show more detail of the experimental picture in
Fig. 16. There we plot our result for Γ(J/ψ → γηc)
(from Eq. (52)) along with the three most recent exper-
imental results, from KEDR [5], CLEO [4] and Crystal
Ball [3]. Uncertainties quoted on the experimental values
are combined in quadrature. We also include the Particle
Data Group average value [1] which is an average of the
branching fractions from CLEO and Crystal Ball (that
we multiply by the average total J/ψ width). We see
that the Crystal Ball result is the lowest, over 3σ below
our value from lattice QCD. The KEDR result is much
higher, 2σ above our value. The KEDR analysis includes
some model dependence and they quote their result as
Γ0
γηc , which is the value we plot in Fig. 16. The CLEO

result is in between and in good agreement (within 1.5σ)
with our result.

Figure 17 shows a comparison between our lattice re-
sult for Γ(J/ψ → γηc) and a selection (not intended to
be exhaustive) of earlier theoretical results using different
techniques. It is clear that lattice QCD is able to pro-
vide a much more accurate result for this decay width
than previous approaches. A comparison is nevertheless
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FIG. 17: A comparison of our result for Γ(J/ψ → γηc)
from lattice QCD to a selection of values from other theo-
retical approaches. The result from the work here is labelled
‘HPQCD23’ (red asterisk). The left-pointing green trian-
gle labelled sum rules is an early result with this method
from [48]. Three values are given in the row labelled ’poten-
tials’ to encompass the range of results. The rightmost point
(green triangle) is from [47], the middle point (green circle)
is the starting point for a pNRQCD analysis from [49]. The
numbers plotted for these two cases have been updated to use
the current value for |k| (see text). The leftmost point (green
square) is from a relativistic quark model [50]. Two pN-
RQCD analyses are shown; the lower value (green diamond)
is from [51] using the weak-coupling limit and the upper one
(green circle) from [49] including corrections through α2

s and
v2 (this value has also been corrected to use the current value
of |k|). The right-pointing green triangle labelled ‘LCSR’ is
a recent result using light-cone sum rules from [52].The blue
band shows the experimental average of the CLEO and Crys-
tal Ball results [1]. The red band carries our result down the
plot for comparison.

useful to allow an assessment of these other approaches
for use in cases that are not as amenable to lattice QCD
calculations. Indeed here the experimental picture is not
at all clear and lattice QCD results can substitute for
an accurate experimental value in this assessment, as for
Γ(ηc → γγ) in Section II D.

We see in Figure 17 that theory results for Γ(J/ψ →
γηc) have covered a wide range (compared to the lattice
QCD results of Figure 15). A traditional approach has
been to use a nonrelativistic potential, but often these re-
sults are quoted with no error bars. In Fig. 17 we give two
results from nonrelativistic potentials. One, from [47],
takes the wavefunction-overlap between J/ψ and ηc to
be 1 and the other, from [49], is the leading-order result
for a pNRQCD analysis. To make a fair comparison with
our value, we have corrected both of these results to use
the value for |k| (see Eq. (42)) obtained from current av-
erage experimental masses [1] rather than the values they
used from earlier Particle Data Group reports. Since the
experimental average hyperfine splitting has changed by
several percent over time and |k| appears cubed in Γ,
this has some impact. These two nonrelativistic poten-
tial model results differ by 20%, bracketing our value,
and this reflects reasonably the range of results (com-
pare, for example, more recent values in [53]). The pN-

RQCD approach systematically adds correction terms to
this [49, 51]. We can see how this works most clearly
in the result of [49] since the size of corrections through
O(α2

s) and O(v2) are tabulated. The v2 corrections are
large but of opposite sign to those at O(αs) and O(α2

s).
Disappointingly we see, by comparing the two green cir-
cles in Fig. 17, that the net effect of these corrections
is to move the result further from our value rather than
towards it. Higher-order corrections are still likely to be
sizeable and the good news is that the uncertainty esti-
mates attached to the pNRQCD results means that they
are in good agreement with our value. In contrast a re-
cent result from light-cone sum rules [52] has significant
tension, over 3σ, with our value. The result from a rela-
tivistic quark model [50] also looks in disagreement.

Many years ago, Shifman [17] proposed a simple re-
lationship between the decay widths that we have cal-
culated here, based on J/ψ dominance of the vector cc
current. He gives

Γ(J/ψ → γηc) =
Γ(ηc → γγ)

Γ(J/ψ → e+e−)

2αM4
J/ψ

9M3
ηc

× (57)

(1− M2
ηc

M2
J/ψ

)3(1 +O(αs)) .

We can test this relationship with the accurate results
that we have from lattice QCD. It is easiest to do this by
converting this expression into a connection between the
hadronic parameters, V̂ (0), F (0, 0) and fJ/ψ. Eq (57)
becomes

V̂ (0) =
F (0, 0)

2fJ/ψ
MJ/ψ(MJ/ψ +Mηc)(1 +O(αs)) . (58)

In terms of the ratio RfF defined in Eq. (38) this reduces
to

V̂ (0)RfF =
MJ/ψ +Mηc

2MJ/ψ
(1 +O(αs)) . (59)

Our results for V̂ (0) from Eq. (51) and RfF from
Eq. (39) yield

V̂ (0)RfF = 0.893(5)V̂ (11)RfF . (60)

The expectation from the ratio of masses on the right-
hand side of Eq. (59) gives 0.982 using experimental av-

erages from [1]. This differs from our result for V̂ (0)RfF
by 10%, which is well within the leeway provided on the
0.982 by possible O(αs) corrections. In the nonrelativis-
tic limit, the mass ratio would simply be 1.0, and 0.982
is a slight improvement on this, in terms of being closer
to the full lattice QCD value that we obtain in Eq. (60).
Going further in the nonrelativistic direction, Eq. (59)

would reduce to the expectation that V̂ (0) = 2 (when
RfF is assumed to take the value 1/2), which in fact
works just as well in comparison to our results (since 2.0

differs from our value for V̂ (0) by 7%).
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We conclude from the comparison of our results to
other theory values that nonrelativistic approaches to
J/ψ → γηc work at the 10–20% level at leading-order,
but it is hard to improve on this by adding corrections.

Finally, we note that our result for Reeγ in Eq. (54)
agrees with that given in [54] using a simple ψ′ pole model

for V̂ (q2). This is not surprising since, as discussed in

Section III C, the result is insensitive to details of V̂ (q2)
over the short q2 range of the decay.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

We give improved lattice QCD results for the hadronic
matrix elements needed to determine Γ(ηc → γγ),
Γ(J/ψ → γηc) and Γ(J/ψ → ηce

+e−), These results
include u, d, s and c quarks in the sea for the first
time. The HISQ action gives us small discretisation er-
rors and we use a wide range of lattice spacing values
and sea u/d quark mass values for good control of the
physical-continuum limit. Our lattice QCD results now
have smaller uncertainties than the corresponding experi-
mental values. This means that new experimental results
with improved uncertainties could have considerable im-
pact as stringent tests of QCD.

Our results for ηc → γγ transform the theoretical pic-
ture for this decay. Our determination of the hadronic
form factor F (0, 0), defined in Eq. (15), is (repeating
Eq. (33))

F (0, 0) = 0.08793(29)fit(26)syst GeV−1 . (61)

This gives a decay width of

Γ(ηc → γγ) = 6.788(45)fit(41)syst keV , (62)

repeating Eq. (34). The first uncertainty comes from
the lattice calculation and the second is from remaining
systematic errors (see Section II B 7) from missing quark-
line disconnected diagrams and QED effects.

As discussed in Section II D, our result has 4.6σ ten-
sion with the PDG fit result of 5.15(35) keV [1]. The
PDG fit has a poor χ2 and the difficulty of determining
a reliable fit value and uncertainty from the wide range of
indirect experimental results that exist is clear in Fig. 8.
We believe that this fit needs to be revisited. Instead
our result for the decay width agrees within 2σ with the
value for the width of 5.90(58) keV obtained from the
PDG average [1] of a more restricted set of experimental
results, those for ηc production via 2-photon fusion using
the ηc decay mode to KKπ. This channel also has the
advantage of having the smallest relative uncertainty.

Our results, along with earlier 0.4%-accurate HPQCD
calculations of the J/ψ decay constant [2], allow us to
test how well earlier expectations using NRQCD work
when confronted with the results from a fully-relativistic
QCD calculation. Leading-order NRQCD gives a simple
relationship between F (0, 0) for ηc → γγ decay and the

J/ψ decay constant given in Eq. (37). We determine the
ratio (repeating Eq. (39))

RfF ≡
fJ/ψ

F (0, 0)M2
J/ψ

= 0.4786(57)fit(14)syst . (63)

The leading-order NRQCD expectation of 0.5 is not far
from this number, suggesting that there is significant
cancellation of the NRQCD higher-order corrections, ex-
pected to be individually of order 30% [15, 44, 45]. The
comparison of NRQCD calculations to our result is shown
in Fig. 9.

The relative success of the leading-order NRQCD ex-
pectation for the ratio above suggests that it may also be
used to predict ηb → γγ. We therefore expect that

Γ(Υ→ e+e−)

Γ(ηb → γγ)
=

1

3Q2
b

(1 +O(αs) +O(v2/c2)) ≈ 3. (64)

Using HPQCD’s lattice QCD results for Γ(Υ → e+e−)
of 1.292(37)(3) keV [55] we obtain the prediction

Γ(ηb → γγ) = 431(12)(86)eV . (65)

The second uncertainty allows for 20% variation from
missing higher-order radiative and relativistic correc-
tions. For the b case we expect the O(αs ≈ 0.2) cor-
rections to be larger than the relativistic corrections
(O(v2 ≈ 0.1)) and the cancellation of these may then
not work as well as in the c case. Indeed the authors
of CM01 [15] are quoted in [56] as determining a width
Γ(ηb → γγ) = 570(50) eV including corrections through
α2
s in continuum NRQCD to Eq. (64). A more re-

cent analysis [45] gives a similar central value but larger
uncertainty, with a decay width of 540(150) eV. This
would represent a larger correction to the leading-order
NRQCD result than seen in the c case but going in the
same (positive) direction. We saw from Fig. 9, however,
that the full lattice QCD result for Γ(ηc → γγ) is below
the LO NRQCD result rather than above.

Ultimately the SM value for Γ(ηb → γγ) will be re-
solved by an accurate calculation in lattice QCD. Now
that we have demonstrated the accuracy possible for the
ηc calculation using HISQ quarks we envisage increasing
the mass up towards the b and applying the techniques
used in [55] to do this. A prediction ahead of possible
experimental results from Belle II would be timely.

Our results for the form factor for the M1 radiative
transition J/ψ → γηc also represent a step up in accuracy
over previous lattice QCD results. We find a value for
the form factor at q2 = 0, repeating Eq. (51),

V̂ (0) = 1.8649(73)fit(75)syst. (66)

This gives a decay width, repeating Eq. (52)

Γ(J/ψ → γηc) = 2.219(17)fit(18)syst(24)expt(4)QED keV
(67)

The first uncertainty here comes from the lattice fit, the
second from additional systematic errors from missing
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0 1 2 3 4 5 6

Br(J/ψ → γηc)× Br(ηc → γγ)(×106)

HPQCD23

BESIII13

CLEO08

PDG av.

lattice QCD

experiment

FIG. 18: A comparison of our result for the product of branch-
ing fractions Br(J/ψ → γηc)×Br(ηc → γγ) from lattice QCD
to values from experiment. The result from the work here is
labelled ‘HPQCD23’ (red asterisk). The filled blue circles
are from CLEO [57] (labelled ‘CLEO08’) and BESIII [37] (la-
belled ‘BESIII13’). The blue band shows the average of the
CLEO and BESIII results [1]. The red band carries our result
down the plot for comparison.

quark-line disconnected correlation functions, the third
uncertainty is from the experimental average hyperfine
splitting that enters the kinematic factors converting the
squared form factor into a decay width (see Eq. (41)) and
the fourth from additional QED effects in the rate. For
the related Dalitz decay, J/ψ → ηce

+e− we predict

Γ(J/ψ → ηce
+e−) = 0.01349(21)latt(13)QED keV. (68)

repeating Eq. (55).
Our result for Γ(J/ψ → γηc) joins earlier lattice QCD

values in being higher than the experimental average
value [1] obtained from averaging results from Crystal
Ball [3] and CLEO [4]. The small uncertainty of our re-
sult makes the tension more compelling than before. Our
result is in 3σ tension with that from Crystal Ball but
agrees within 1.5σ with that from CLEO. See Fig. 16 for
the comparison.

We can use our results to calibrate other theoretical ap-
proaches (see Fig. 17) and also to test the suggested [17]

simple relationship between V̂ (0), F (0, 0) and fJ/ψ, by
determining (repeating Eq. (60))

V̂ (0)RfF = 0.893(5)V̂ (11)RfF . (69)

This is to be compared with 0.982 from Eq. (59), or 1.0
in the nonrelativistic limit. Once again we find that the
simple expectations work fairly well, at the ∼ 10% level,
but this does not of course provide the kind of accuracy
available now from lattice QCD, as we have shown here.

Finally, for an alternative perspective on the exper-
imental situation, we multiply together the branching
fractions we have determined for J/ψ → γηc and ηc → γγ
(in Eqs. (53) and (35)) and compare to direct experi-
mental determination of this product by CLEO [57] and
BESIII [37]. This comparison is shown in Fig. 18. We
see good agreement between the lattice QCD result and

the experimental values, particularly that from BESIII.
The experimental determinations have large uncertain-
ties at present but improvements here to provide more
stringent tests against lattice QCD would be very useful,
as we have stressed throughout this paper.
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Appendix A: Trapezoidal integration and oscillating
contributions

Here we discuss the accuracy of representing the inte-
gral over tγ1 in the continuum with a sum over lattice
times in Eq. (8) and the impact on this of the presence
of oscillating terms arising from the use of a staggered
quark formalism.

We want to approximate the integral

∫ ∞

−∞
f(t)dt (A1)

with a sum

a

n=+∞∑

n=−∞
(f(na) + (−1)ng(na)) (A2)

that includes a term oscillating in time through the factor
(−1)n. f and g are smooth functions, continuous at t =
0, that vanish in a well-behaved way as t→∞.

For the sum over f Eq. (A2) is using the standard
trapezoidal rule, which has a2 errors. For the sum over
g we combine three adjacent terms, reducing the sum to
even values of n only,

a

n=+∞,n even∑

n=−∞,n even

g(na)− 2g(na+ a) + g(na+ 2a)

2
(A3)

= a

n=+∞,n even∑

n=−∞,n even

[
a2

2
g′′(na+ a) + . . .

]
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Splitting the sum into two pieces, for positive and nega-
tive n, we have for positive n

a

n=+∞∑

n=0,2,4

[
a2

2
g′′(na+ a) + . . .

]
=

a2

4

∫
dt g′′(t)

= −a
2

4
g′(0+) (A4)

if g and g′ vanish at t → ∞. Negative n gives a similar
result, with opposite sign, so that we have a total for the
sum over g in Eq. (A2) of

a2

4

[
g′(0−)− g′(0+)

]
. (A5)

The result is a discretisation effect, proportional to the
discontinuity in the derivative of g at t = 0 but vanishing
as a→ 0 as a2.

We conclude that summing over lattice time slices to
obtain C̃µν (Eq. (8)) as an approximation to the time
integral that sets the photon on-shell introduces discreti-
sation errors proportional to a2 at leading order. These
come both from the trapezoidal integration implied by
the sum and from the oscillating terms in the correla-
tion function that arise from the use of staggered quarks.
Such discretisation errors are taken into account by our
fit to the results for the form factor as a function of lat-
tice spacing and removed in our result for F (0, 0) in the
continuum limit.

A toy model illustrates this further. We take f and
g to be single exponentials, f = exp(−Mn|t|) and g =
exp(−Mo|t|). For f we have

∫ +∞

−∞
dt e−Mn|t| ≈ a

+∞∑

j=−∞
e−aMnj

= a
(
− 1 + 2

∞∑

j=0

e−aMnj
)

(A6)

on the lattice. The left-hand side of Eq. (A6) evaluates
to 2/Mn. The sum on the right-hand side is a geometric
series, so we have

RHS = a
(
− 1 +

2

1− e−aMn

)
(A7)

=
2

Mn

(
1 +

(aMn)2

12
+O((aMn)4)

)
.

As expected the integral obtained in this manner is ac-
curate up to (aMn)2 errors.

We repeat this exercise for the oscillating exponential
to obtain

a
(
− 1 + 2

∞∑

j=0

(−1)je−aMoj
)

= a
(
− 1 +

2

1 + e−aMo

)

(A8)

=
1

Mo

( (aMo)2

2
+O((aMo)4)

)
.
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FIG. 19: Fitted results for Flatt(0, q
2
2), comparing values ob-

tained from our full fit with those that use a subset of time
separations, t, between source and sink in C̃µν(t). Results are
given for the LOCAL set-up on set 1 (very-coarse, a ≈ 0.15
fm), set 3 (coarse, a ≈ 0.12 fm, fit simultaneously with set
3A) and 5 (fine, a ≈ 0.09 fm); all values are in lattice units.
The values on the left give results from the full fit to all t
values except those discarded at early times (below tmin, see
text in section II B 5). The values on the right give fit results
for a selected 4, 5 or 6 t values. We see that uncertainties
close to that of the full fit are possible even with 4 t values.
Even and odd t values are needed and the spacing between t
values and range covered is adjusted as a function of lattice
spacing.

As expected the impact of the oscillatory contributions
vanish in the continuum limit as a2 and the result
matches that from Eq. (A5).

We reach the same conclusions about discretisation er-
ror from the toy model as from the more general f and
g functions of Eq. (A2).

Appendix B: Fitting a subset of ηc → γγ data

As remarked in Section II B 5, it is possible to obtain
accurate results for the ηc → γγ form factor with a lot
less numerical work than we have expended here. We
showed, in Fig. 3, that our results converge very rapidly
to their final value as a function of the twidth region over
with the 3-pt function is integrated to obtain C̃µν . Here
we provide another test that significantly reduces the
amount of computation needed.

Figure 19 shows the results obtained if we restrict the
fit of the two-point function C̃µν(t) to a set of specific
t ≡ tγ2 − tηc values rather than fitting the full t range.
The left-hand point shows the full fit that we use here and
the right-hand points show the results from selecting 4,
5 or 6 specific t values. We need a mix of even and odd t
values for an optimal fit because of the oscillating terms
from opposite parity states (see Eq. (23)). We must also
adjust the separation in lattice units between t values as
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the lattice spacing changes. On the very-coarse lattices
a separation of 1 is appropriate, whereas for coarse and
fine lattices a separation of 3 or 5 gives a better range
of t to reproduce the full fit. We conclude from Fig. 19
that we could obtain similar uncertainties to our full fit
by calculating correlation functions at only 4 or 5 time
separations tγ2 − tηc if these were well-chosen. This is
possible because lattice data is correlated as a function

of t. Usually lattice two-point functions are calculated
at all t values because there is no significant time sav-
ing in making a t selection. Here, because we actually
calculate a three-point function, working with selected t
values reduces the computational cost considerably and
we will make use of this in future. Here, however, we use
the results from our full fit.
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Constraining the chirally motivated πΣ− K̄N models

with the πΣ photoproduction mass spectra

A. Cieplý∗, P. C. Bruns

Nuclear Physics Institute of the Czech Academy of Sciences, 250 68 Řež, Czechia

Abstract

The paper presents a first time attempt on a combined fit of the K−p low-
energy data and the πΣ photoproduction mass spectra, performed without
fixing the meson-baryon rescattering amplitudes to a specific πΣ− K̄N cou-
pled channels model obtained from fitting exclusively the K−p data. The
formalism adopted to describe the photoproduction process is based on chi-
ral perturbation theory and employs a limited number of free parameters.
The achieved description of the photoproduction mass distributions is not
quite satisfactory, leaving a room for improving the photo-kernel construc-
tion, but still provides additional constraints on the positions of the Λ(1405)
poles. In particular, the presented models tend to limit the mass of the lower
pole and yield a larger width of the K̄N related pole at a higher mass.

Keywords: meson-baryon interactions, chiral perturbation theory, Λ(1405),
πΣ photoproduction

1. Introduction

The modern theoretical approaches to strangeness S = −1 meson-baryon
(MB) scattering, which are based on a combination of chiral effective La-
grangians with non-perturbative coupled-channel formalism, have been quite
successful in describing low-energy K−p data [1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7]. However, due
to the non-perturbative extension of the chiral amplitudes, the uncertainty
of the values of higher-order low-energy constants (LECs) in the effective
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Lagrangians, and the lack of data for processes like e.g. elastic πΣ scatter-
ing, there remains a substantial model dependence in the description of the
subthreshold antikaon-nucleon amplitude, and in particular in the determi-
nation of the pole position(s) of the subthreshold Λ(1405) resonance(s), see
[8, 9] for reviews on this subject. Even though it is probably fair to say that
most modern analyses agree that there are two poles on the complex-energy
surface related to the Λ(1405) [10, 11, 12], and the position of the narrow
resonance just below the K̄N threshold seems to be well fixed by the K−p
data, the position and nature of the assumed second resonance are still poorly
constrained. A possible way to reduce this model dependence was provided
by the measurement of the γp → K+πΣ photoproduction cross sections by
the CLAS collaboration. In [13], the πΣ line shapes in the Λ(1405) resonance
region were determined, and in [14], the K+ angular distributions were mea-
sured as well. The pole structure in the meson-baryon scattering amplitudes
is expected to influence the πΣ line shapes notably through the final-state
interaction (FSI) of the produced mesons and baryons, so that it should be
possible to rule out classes of models which are not consistent with the CLAS
data. The theoretical question is then how to implement the FSI given by
on-shell meson-baryon partial-wave scattering amplitudes in the two-meson
photoproduction amplitude. A pragmatic approach was followed in [15, 6],
where the elementary photoproduction amplitude was parameterized by a
large set of constants Cc(

√
s) (for each reaction channel c, and each bin of

the c.m. energy
√
s). Multiplying this by a meson-baryon loop function and

a unitarized coupled-channel meson-baryon scattering amplitude to describe
the FSI, one obtains a simple model parameterization for the full production
amplitude. Comparing the quality of fits to the CLAS data with this class of
models then allows to test the employed scattering amplitudes. The draw-
backs of such an approach are, of course, that it is hard to judge whether the
obtained fit results for the Cc(

√
s) make sense, and that one does not arrive

at a more detailed understanding of the full process. To achieve the latter,
microscopic models for the elementary photoproduction amplitude, based on
effective Lagrangians, have been developed [16, 17, 18] (see also [19, 20, 21]).
In a recent contribution [22], we have started our analysis of the CLAS data
by utilizing the formalism presented in [18] and the meson-baryon scattering
amplitudes constructed in [6, 23, 24], which were treated as a fixed FSI in
the formalism, i. e. these amplitudes were not refitted to the CLAS data to
allow for a test of their respective predictions. As it was found in [22] that
the FSI plays a major role in the description of the πΣ photoproduction mass
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spectra, it seems a natural next step to use the CLAS data to restrict the
parameter space of the πΣ− K̄N models by fitting the latter not only to the
K−p reactions data but also to the πΣ mass distributions. This is exactly
what we have done, and the results of our analysis represent the main content
of this paper.

In the next section, we shortly recall the formalism of [18, 22] to be
used in this contribution, and describe some minor modifications to it aimed
at a better consistency of the photoproduction model with the amplitudes
employed for the FSI. In Sec. 3, we present the results of our analysis in
detail, and in Sec. 4, we offer the conclusions drawn from those results.

2. Formalism

The MB coupled-channel models mentioned in the previous section pro-
vide us with partial-wave scattering amplitudes f c

′, c
`± (MπΣ) that describe the

transitions from channel c to channel c′, where the indices represent the
charged states of πΛ, πΣ, K̄N, ηΛ, ηΣ and KΞ, 10 channels in total. These
amplitudes are designed to be consistent with ChPT up to a fixed order
of the low-energy expansion and fulfill the requirement of coupled-channel
unitarity above the lowest reaction threshold. They are functions of the two-
body c.m. energy (invariant MB mass) MπΣ and projected on a total angular
momentum ` ± 1

2
and orbital angular momentum ` = 0, 1, 2, . . . . Consider-

ing the photoproduction reaction γp → K+MB as illustrated in Fig. 1, the
s-wave scattering amplitudes f0+ can be implemented to describe the final-
state interaction of the produced MB pair. It was shown in Refs. [18, 22] that

one can obtain four independent photoproduction amplitudes Ai(tree)
0+ (s,MπΣ)

that combine the structure functions contributing to the tree-level photopro-
duction amplitude M which is projected on the ` = 0 state of the πΣ pair.
Since the outgoing K+ can be treated effectively as a spectator particle in
the unitarization procedure, the FSI is then restricted to the S = −1 meson-
baryon subspace, the sector relevant for the formation of the Λ(1405). We
also note that the A amplitudes depend also on tK (the squared momentum
transfer from the photon to the outgoing spectator kaon) which we do not
show explicitly to keep the notation concise.

The unitarized photoproduction amplitudes for γp → K+MB are taken

3



Figure 1: Illustration of the final-state interaction (FSI) of the meson-baryon pair. M
represents the amplitude for the γp → K+MB without FSI, and T is the meson-baryon
scattering amplitude, which can be decomposed into partial waves f`±.

as the coupled-channel vector

[Ai0+(s,MπΣ)] = [Ai(tree)
0+ (s,MπΣ)]

+ [f0+(MπΣ)] [8πMπΣG(MπΣ)] [Ai(tree)
0+ (s,MπΣ)] ,

(1)

where G(MπΣ) is a diagonal matrix with entries given by suitably regularized
MB loop integrals, and the square brackets mark the vector or matrix char-
acter of the involved quantities in the MB channel-space. The MB = πΣ
entries of the vector Ai0+ can then be used to obtain the required s-wave cross

sections (see Eq. (2.9) in [22]). Our tree-level amplitudes Ai(tree)
0+ are con-

structed from 16M-structures representing the Weinberg-Tomozawa, Born,
and anomalous graphs adhering strictly to constraints arising from unitarity,
gauge invariance and chiral perturbation theory, see Refs. [18, 22] for details.

With the MB amplitudes fixed by a particular MB model the formalism
adopted in [22] does not contain any free parameter but was found lacking in
reproducing the experimental πΣ line-shapes and completely inadequate to
emulate the energy dependence yielding too large cross sections at higher en-
ergies. Thus, we have decided to introduce additional form-factors applied to
the photoproduction kernelM that also help with regularization of the inter-
mediate MB loop function connecting the photo-kernel with the rescattering
amplitude T and allow to vary to some extent the relative contributions of
the various MB states produced in the first step (prior to rescattering) of
the whole photoproduction process. This adds one additional regularization
scale βc for each channel c in a form factor gγc multiplying the photo-kernel
for this channel. These form factors are chosen of the same Yamaguchi form
as those entering our model for the FSI and denoted gc. Then the loop func-
tion entering Eq. (1) is taken as the analogue of the loop function in that
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model (compare Eqs. (7) and (8) in [25]):

Gc := −4π

∫
d3p

(2π)3

gc(p)g
γ
c (p)

q2
c − p2 + iε

= gc(qc)g
γ
c (qc)

[
(αc + iqc)(βc + iqc)

αc + βc

]
, (2)

where qc is the momentum for channel c = jb (meson j, baryon b) in the
c.m. frame of the MB pair (labeled by an ∗ in [18, 22]),

qc =
1

2MπΣ

√
(M2

πΣ − (mb +Mj)2)(M2
πΣ − (mb −Mj)2) , (3)

and

gc(p) :=
α2
c

α2
c + p2

, gγc (p) :=
β2
c

β2
c + p2

. (4)

Replacing gγc by gc, i.e. βc by αc, reduces Gc to the loop function used in
the construction of T [25, 24]. In addition, during our analysis we found out
that we need to introduce one more form factor for the outgoing spectator
kaon, gK+(qK), which was chosen to be of the same functional form, with
an adjustable regulator scale βK+ . This form factor influences mainly the
dependence of the effective photoproduction kernel on the overall c.m. energy√
s and was necessary to improve the earlier mentioned energy dependence

of the generated cross sections.
Finally, the formalism of [18] also provides amplitudes Ai1− which cou-

ple to the f c
′, c

1− (MπΣ) MB amplitudes. Unlike in [22], to make the present
analysis as complete as possible at this stage, we decided to include the
Ai1− amplitudes on the tree level, which yields a relatively small background
contribution. Concerning the p-wave MB form-factors applied to the photo-

kernel, we follow [26] and adopt gγ1c(p) := (1 + (p2/β2
c ))
−3/2

for the Ai1− pro-
jection of the kernel. Since we focus on the s-wave resonance sector and do
not foresee a significant MB rescattering in the 1− partial wave, the FSI is
neglected in this p-wave sector. While, in principle, the FSI is quite relevant
in the 1+ partial wave due to the existence of the Σ(1385) resonance, one
should point out that the effects caused by the latter resonance have already
been subtracted from the mass spectra of [13] to which we fit our models.
For these reasons, we leave the full treatment of the p-wave amplitudes Ai1±
for a future work.

3. Results and discussion

As we declared in the Introduction the purpose of the present work is
to provide additional constraints on the πΣ− K̄N coupled channels models

5



by using them in fits of the CLAS data on πΣ mass distributions observed
in the photoproduction reactions off proton. While in [22] several different
theoretical approaches were tested providing varied predictions for the FSI,
here we adopt the meson-baryon Prague model of Ref. [24] and re-fit its
parameters to the combined set of the experimental data composed of the
CLAS data (the π0Σ0, π−Σ+ and π+Σ− mass distributions at

√
s = 2.1 GeV

[13]) and the data on the K−p reactions (kaonic hydrogen characteristics
[27], K−p threshold branching ratios, and low-energy total cross sections to
eight MB channels), see [24] for a complete specification of the latter and
references to the experimental papers. The free parameters of the Prague
model are the LECs represented by the couplings of the NLO meson-baryon
chiral Lagrangian (four d-couplings, b0, and bF ) and six inverse ranges αc used
to regularize the MB loop functions. Some other parameters are kept fixed
at their physical values: bD = 0.1 GeV−1, meson decay constants Fπ = 92.3
MeV, FK = 1.193 · Fπ = 110.1 MeV, Fη = 1.28 · Fπ = 118.1 MeV, and MB
axial couplings F = 0.46, D = 0.80. This setting reduces significantly the
number of fitted parameters and speeds up the fits. In total, there are 12
parameters in the FSI sector represented by the T amplitude in Fig. 1 that
are to be fitted to the data. These are complemented by the βc and βK+

parameters introduced in the previous section to adjust the photoproduction
kernelM via the form-factors given by Eq. (4). Since the physical observables
at energies around the Λ(1405) region should not be affected by the virtual
MB channels opening high above the K̄N threshold, we fix their respective
β-scales to βηΛ = βηΣ = βKΞ = 650 MeV, a natural value for all four channels
and close to the rough estimates given by Eq. (2.13) in Ref. [22]. We also
assume that the β inverse ranges used in the p-wave form-factors can be set
equal to their s-wave counterparts. After completing our analysis, we checked
that allowing for reasonable variations of these pre-fixed scales does not have
a notable impact on our results. This leaves us with three βc and the βK+

scales to be fitted to the data bringing the total number of free parameters
to 16.

The Table 1 shows the observables we fit and the pertinent numbers of
experimental data. While the photoproduction mass distributions and the
K−p cross sections into different final state channels are treated separately,
we take the three branching ratios at the K−p threshold as one set of data.
One should also note that we include the new and very accurate data on the
π0Λ and π0Σ0 total cross sections measured by the AMADEUS collaboration
[28], the first data below 100 MeV/c kaon momentum that were not used in

6



previous fits of the πΣ− K̄N coupled channels models. The experiment has
added one new data point for each of the two final states that are relevant for
separating the isovector and isoscalar parts of the MB interactions. We also
mention that we decided to include in our fits only the CLAS data available
for the

√
s = 2.1 GeV c. m. energy as we want to see if the model can cope

with the energy dependence when applied to reproduce the data measured
at other energies. Each data set listed in Table 1 contributes to the total
χ2/dof with the same weight,

χ2/dof =

∑
iNi

Nobs(
∑

iNi −Npar)

∑
i

χ2
i

Ni

, (5)

where Npar denotes the number of fitted parameters, Nobs = 13 is a number
of observables, Ni is the number of data points for an i-th observable, and
χ2
i stands for the total χ2 computed for the observable. We use the MINUIT

routine from the CERN library of FORTRAN codes to minimize the χ2 per
degree of freedom defined by Eq. (5).

Table 1: Observables and numbers of pertinent experimental data included in our analysis.
The first three columns are for the πΣ photoproduction mass distributions, followed by
the kaonic hydrogen characteristics and the branching ratios, and the next 8 columns are
for the K−p→MB reactions.

CLAS data K−p threshold K−p cross sections all

π
0
Σ

0

π
−

Σ
+

π
+

Σ
−

at
om

B
R

s

π
0
Λ

π
0
Σ

0

π
−

Σ
+

π
+

Σ
−

K
−
p

K̄
0
n

η
Λ

η
Σ

0

to
ta

l

34 30 32 2 3 4 4 31 32 27 22 24 7 252

The results of our fits are shown in Table 2 presenting the values of the
fitted parameters and the achieved χ2/dof for four selected local minima
that represent models tagged as P0, P1, P2 and P3. In the first P0 model
the meson-baryon amplitudes used in the FSI were kept fixed, generated by
the Prague model specified in [24], and only the four β scales were varied.
Thus, the pertinent χ2/dof = 5.40 is higher and not directly comparable
with the values reached in the other fits. Having the LECs and α scales
fixed also means that the P0 model generates exactly the same results in the
sector of K−p reactions as the original Prague model of Ref. [24]. The other
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three models discussed in the current work were obtained while varying all
16 parameters, the P1 one representing a global χ2 minimum and P2 a local
minimum that we got while using the P0 model parameters as a starting
point for running the fitting procedure.

Table 2: The inverse regularisation ranges (in MeV) and NLO couplings (in GeV−1)
obtained in fits of the combined πΣ mass distributions and K−p data. The values marked
with an asterisk were taken from Ref. [24] and kept fixed in the P0 fit. In addition, we
have also preset the parameters bD = 0.100 GeV−1 and βηΛ = βηΣ = βKΞ = 650 MeV.
The last line provides the values of the χ2/dof.

parameter P0 P1 P2 P3

b0 0.525∗ -0.833 -0.596 -0.387
bF -0.077∗ -0.061 -0.106 -0.036
d1 -0.119∗ 0.835 -0.169 -0.084
d2 0.074∗ -0.275 0.037 0.001
d3 0.096∗ -0.637 0.026 -0.155
d4 0.556∗ 0.481 -0.529 -0.423
απΛ 400∗ 322 276 301
απΣ 509∗ 1118 480 647
αK̄N 752∗ 467 809 1109
αηΛ 979∗ 1217 500 1500
αηΣ 797∗ 500 500 558
αKΞ 1079∗ 778 815 1063

βπΛ 558 455 1500 1500
βπΣ 205 207 212 217
βK̄N 1393 606 1500 931
βK+ 930 1250 696 697

χ2/dof 5.40 3.34 4.41 4.72

The form-factors gc(p) play a role of channel filters either effectively en-
hancing or reducing the contribution that comes from photoproduction of
the intermediate MB pair, the channel c from which the rescattering FSI
kicks off. For large values of βc the form factor remains close to 1 while for
small values of βc the contribution of the pertinent channel is suppressed
above its threshold (and enhanced below it). We note that form-factors of
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the same design were introduced in [17], though there the authors opted for
a uniform regulator scale adjusted to the data, βc = βK+ = 511 MeV. In
our scheme, almost all the local minima we found with χ2/dof < 5 retain
βK+ ≈ 700 − 800 MeV and profess βπΣ values close to 200 MeV. The βK̄N
values appear much larger, often reaching the 1500 MeV limit we have preset
as a maximum for the parameter. This means that a πΣ photoproduction
is suppressed in the intermediate state, effectively enhancing the role of the
higher (in mass) Λ(1405) pole that couples more strongly to the K̄N channel.

In Table 3 we show the positions of the poles assigned to the dynamically
generated resonances Λ(1405) and Λ(1670). All poles are located at Riemann
sheets (RS) that are reached by crossing the real axis at the resonance mass
when going from the physical RS on the complex energy manifold. Adopting
the notation used e.g. in Refs. [11, 24], the poles z1 and z2 are located on the
[−,+,+,+] RS and the z3 pole on the [−,−,−,+] RS with the signs referring
to either physical (+) or unphysical (−) signs of the imaginary parts of the
meson momenta (in the two body MB c.m. system) for the isoscalar channels
πΣ, K̄N , ηΛ and KΞ (in this order of channel thresholds). It is anticipated
that the approaches based on the chiral meson-baryon Lagrangian generate
two poles for the Λ(1405) resonance [10, 11, 12], a feature in accordance
with the approximate SU(3) flavor symmetry [24]. Thus, it came to us as a
surprise that the P1 model does not follow the suit and does not generate
the z1 and z3 poles where one would expect them. To find out why the poles
disappear we followed the movement of the Λ(1405) poles while gradually
modifying the parameter setting from the P0 to the P1 one. The result
is that while the z2 pole smoothly changes its position from the P0 to the
P1 one, the z1 pole moves to lower energies, reaches the real axis and then
continues moving along it to end up at energy well below 1200 MeV, very
far from the physical region. In addition, a more closer examination of the
P1 solution also revealed that it generates an isovector pole at the energy
z4 = (1324,−1.84), quite close to the real axis on the [−,+,+,+,+] RS
(note, that there are 5 channels in the I = 1 sector). This pole leads to
a narrow spike in the MB amplitudes involving the isovector component
which we find unacceptable, as no such extremely narrow isovector s-wave
state is known in the energy region in question. Therefore, we deem the P1
solution as unphysical, though we keep it in the discussion of our results to
demonstrate the pitfalls one faces when fitting the model parameters to the
experimental data.

The Figure 2 shows the z1 and z2 pole positions in comparison with
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Table 3: The positions of the poles assigned to the dynamically generated Λ(1405) and
Λ(1670) resonances. The P1 model generates only one isoscalar pole in the physically
relevant region.

model z1 [MeV] z2 [MeV] z3 [MeV]

P0 (1353,-43) (1428,-24) (1677,-14)
P1 — (1421,-43) —
P2 (1347,-71) (1425,-46) (1725,-57)
P3 (1345,-58) (1425,-45) (1665,-7.1)

predictions of other πΣ − K̄N coupled channels approaches. There, the
z2 poles that couple more strongly to the K̄N channel and (usually) have
a higher mass are marked with filled-in symbols while their z1 cousins are
marked with the empty symbols of the same form. It is interesting to note the
clustering of the P1, P2 and P3 z2 pole positions at about the same complex
energy but with about twice as large imaginary part when compared with
the P0 model prediction (and those by other groups) that was based solely
on fits of the K−p reactions data. The predictions of the z1 position also
appear to be more constrained than in previous analyses aiming exclusively
at reproducing the K−p data. Although we show here only the P2 and P3
positions, we have checked that several other local minima with χ2/dof < 5
also generate the z1 resonance at a mass around 1350 MeV and width (with
a slightly more varied value) of about 120 MeV.

The reproduction of the experimental data at the K−p threshold is vi-
sualized in Fig. 3. In the left panel, we compare our results for the kaonic
hydrogen characteristics (the 1s level energy shift and absorption width due
to strong interaction) with those from several previous analyses [3, 23, 7].
On the right, we demonstrate how our models reproduce the three threshold

10



Figure 2: The Λ(1405) poles generated dynamically within the meson-baryon coupled
channels models. The predictions of the Kyoto-München (KM) [3], Bonn-Washington
(BW) [23] and Barcelona (BCN) [7] groups are shown for a comparison too.

branching ratios,

γ =
Γ(K−p→ π+Σ−)

Γ(K−p→ π−Σ+)
,

Rn =
Γ(K−p→ π0Λ)

Γ(K−p→ neutral states)
, (6)

Rc =
Γ(K−p→ π+Σ−, π−Σ+)

Γ(K−p→ inelastic channels)
.

There, the predictions of the other groups are not included to avoid over-
crowding the plots. In general, our description of the K−p threshold data
is good with only the P3 model predictions being several times more than
one standard deviation off the experimental values. It is worth mentioning
how exceptionally well the unphysical P1 model does when reproducing these
rather precise data.

Similarly, the Figure 4 demonstrates the quality of reproducing the low-
energy total cross sections for the K−p reactions. As the experimental data
mostly come from relatively old bubble chamber experiments with not too
restrictive error bars the theoretical models have usually no problem to de-
scribe them. The only exception is the new AMADEUS measurement [28]
that added a single data point at the lowest energy for the π0Λ and π0Σ0

cross sections. These new data are really important not only for their higher
precision but because they come in pure I = 1 and I = 0 channels enabling a
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Figure 3: The reproduction of the K−p threshold data. Left panel: The theoretical
predictions of the kaonic hydrogen 1s level energy shift ∆EN (1s) and width Γ(1s) caused
by strong interaction are shown for the same models as in Fig. 2. The rectangle areas cover
the regions within one standard deviation for the KEK [29], DEAR [30] and SIDDHARTA
[27] experiments. Right panel: The reproduction of the three threshold branching ratios
specified in Eq. (6). Here, the shaded areas display the intervals withing one standard
deviation off the experimental values.

better separation of isospin contributions in the MB coupled channels mod-
els. While working on our analysis we have found out that inclusion of these
new data has helped to eliminate several χ2 local minima of comparable qual-
ity to those we decided to keep. At the same time the impact of the new
data on the presented models was minimal, worsening the total χ2/dof by
just about 0.1 and not altering much the positions of the Λ(1405) poles or
any other results discussed here.

As one can see in Fig. 4 all considered models describe the K−p cross
sections about equally well, the only exception being the ηΛ reaction channel.
While in Ref. [24] the inclusion of these data helped us to get the Λ(1670)
pole under a better control, the addition of the CLAS data puts more weight
on the Λ(1405) energy region and the position of the Λ(1670) pole becomes
less constrained. This is reflected in Table 3, where the z3 pole energies
(besides the P0 model of [24]) do not relate well to the PDG values of the
Λ(1670) resonance: mass m ≈ 1675 MeV, full width Γ ≈ 30 MeV. It is
also nicely seen in Fig. 4, where the K−p → ηΛ peak at lowest energies is
reproduced perfectly only by the P0 model and to some extent by the P3
model. The P1 model does not generate the z3 pole at all (and no resonance
structure is formed) while the P2 model has the pole shifted to higher energies
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Figure 4: The K−p total cross sections.

and professing a much larger width, both features reflected by the pertinent
lineshape in Fig. 4. Leaving aside the ηΛ channel that opens at quite higher
energy we find it disturbing that the low-energy K−p data (including the
threshold ones) cannot clearly distinguish among models professing one or
two poles assigned to Λ(1405) as the unphysical one-pole P1 model describes
these data about equally well as the other two-poles models do.

Finally, we move our attention to the πΣ mass spectra in the photopro-
duction reaction on proton. In Fig. 5 we show how the considered four models
reproduce the CLAS experimental data [13] for the c.m. energies

√
s ≤ 2.3

GeV. We remind the reader that only the experimental data at
√
s = 2.1

GeV were used in our fits while the theoretical predictions are shown for all
energies reported by the CLAS collaboration with the exception of the high-
est energy

√
s = 2.4 GeV for which the emitted K+ momenta (|~qK | ≈ 717

13



MeV) are considered too high for an approach based on effective field the-
ory. Considering that our treatment of the photo-kernel, the M amplitude
in Fig. 1, is relatively simple and only four parameters (the β scales) were
fitted besides those already used in the πΣ − K̄N coupled channels model,
the description of the π0Σ0 and π+Σ− mass distributions is quite reasonable.
When compared with the results presented in [22] we managed to get under
control the energy dependence, i.e. the magnitude of the generated spectra.
To a large extent, this success is due to introducing the form-factor gγK+(p)
related to the kaon emission. Our attempts to work without this energy
moderator were not successful leading to too large cross sections at energies√
s > 2.1 GeV and smaller cross sections at

√
s = 2.0 GeV.

Figure 5: A comparison of the generated πΣ mass distribution with the CLAS data. The
subfigures are arranged in rows and columns according to the pertinent c.m. energy

√
s

and channel, respectively.
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We admit that our model fails to reproduce the π−Σ+ mass distributions.
This is quite in contrast with the relatively good reproduction of the π+Σ−

spectra and indicates that the adopted model misses some contributions that
would combine their isovector and isoscalar parts in a way to satisfy simulta-
neously the experimental data for both charged πΣ channels. We also have
no explanation why the π−Σ+ cross sections reported by the CLAS collab-
oration seem to start about 30 MeV above the threshold while our models
predicts a steep rise right from the threshold energy. This steep increase
is a common feature of all models discussed here, not only of the P1 one
that generates an unphysical isovector resonance with a mass close to the
πΣ threshold. The impact of this resonance on the π−Σ+ mass distribution
just causes a bump which can be noted in Fig. 5 slightly above the reaction
threshold. We also recall that our theoretical treatment of the photoproduc-
tion process revealed one characteristics in which the π−Σ+ is special. As it
was reported in [22] it is the only πΣ channel that has non-negligible mass
distributions already at the tree level, without employing the FSI. We have
checked that this is a result of positive interference between large contribu-
tions from several tree level graphs while in the other two πΣ channels the
same contributions practically cancel each other due to destructive interfer-
ence. However, it is unclear whether this feature could explain the difficulty
of reproducing the experimental π−Σ+ mass distributions that are dominated
by the FSI.

We close this section with emphasizing the relative simplicity of the
adopted formalism presented here. The number of parameters fitted to the
data is quite low and none of them is energy dependent. In is in contrast with
previous approaches to the γp → K+πΣ photoproduction that introduced
more graphs in the photo-kernel, including e.g. exchanges of vector mesons
[17] or triangle diagrams [20], and still had to fit much larger numbers of free
parameters (many of them energy dependent) to achieve a good reproduction
of the CLAS data. It is thus understandable that our current model does
not describe the CLAS data so well but our intention for the future is to
improve the photo-kernel by adding more contributions to it while keeping
the number of free parameters restricted and under control.

4. Conclusions

The main goal of the present work was to study whether the πΣ − K̄N
coupled channels models and positions of the poles generated by them can be
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constrained by performing simultaneous fits of the K−p data together with
the πΣ photoproduction data. Although we have not managed to bring the
calculated πΣ mass distributions into satisfactory agreement with the CLAS
data, especially in the π−Σ+ channel, we believe our results already demon-
strate the viability of the chosen approach and can provide a guidance for
future efforts in this direction. When compared with previous studies of the
πΣ−K̄N coupled channels system, that concentrated on the reproduction of
experimental data in the K−p reactions, including the CLAS photoproduc-
tion data in fits of the model parameters seems to lead to larger imaginary
part of the Λ(1405) pole that couples more strongly to the K̄N channel, a
feature that may relate well to an unexpectedly large absorption width found
for the K̄NN bound state [31]. It also appears that the πΣ mass distribu-
tions put additional constraints on the position of the lower mass Λ(1405)
pole that is more relevant for the πΣ photoproduction process. The local χ2

minima found in our work agree on the position of the higher mass pole at
z2 ≈ (1425,−45) MeV and the mass of the lower pole seems to be restricted
to the interval Re z1 ≈ 1350± 10 MeV. The best fit solution P1 yields only
one pole in the Λ(1405) region but was found lacking in several aspects and
deemed unphysical, in particular due to generating a narrow isovector res-
onance close to the πΣ thresholds. However, the fact that the P1 model
reproduces the K−p data about equally well as the other solutions should
make us wary when drawing conclusions when interpreting fits to experimen-
tal data that do not restrict sufficiently the theoretical models used in the
analysis. In this respect, we clearly need more new experimental data for the
K̄N reactions at as low kaon momenta as possible. We hope that the new
data reported recently by the AMADEUS collaboration [28] are just the be-
ginning and more precise low-energy K−p data will come in the near future.
We are also aware of the new experimental data on the π0Σ0 mass distribu-
tion that were measured by the GlueX collaboration, the preliminary results
were already presented in [32]. Unfortunately, these data come at

√
s > 3.6

GeV, an energy apparently too high for the ChPT treatment adopted in our
approach.

Since we were not able to describe sufficiently well the πΣ mass spec-
tra we intend to enhance the photoproduction formalism by implementing
contributions involving vector mesons (in particular K∗) as well as decuplet
baryons and additional resonances in the intermediate state. In this view
the current work can be regarded as a progress report that demonstrates the
capacity of the chosen approach, but the presented results should be taken
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with caution as a more clear picture will emerge with the more advanced
photo-kernel model.
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What if φ4 theory in 4 dimensions is non-trivial in the continuum?

Paul Romatschke1, 2

1Department of Physics, University of Colorado, Boulder, Colorado 80309, USA
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Traditionally, scalar φ4 theory in four dimensions is thought to be quantum trivial in the con-
tinuum. This tradition is apparently well grounded both in physics arguments and mathematical
proofs. Digging into the proofs one finds that they do not actually cover all physically meaningful
situations, in particular the case of multi-component fields and non-polynomial action. In this work,
I study multi-component scalar field theories in four dimensions in the continuum and show that
they do evade the apparently foregone conclusion of triviality. Instead, one finds a non-trivial inter-
acting theory that has two phases, bound states and non-trivial scattering amplitudes in the limit
of many components. This has potentially broad implications, both for the foundations of quantum
field theory as well as for the experimentally accessible Higgs sector of the Standard Model.

It is commonly thought that scalar field theory with
quartic interaction is quantum trivial in the continuum,
meaning that all n-point functions are Gaussian, or
equivalently, that the renormalized coupling vanishes in
the infrared.

The notion of quantum triviality dates back at least
to Wilson’s application of the renormalization group (cf.
Ref. [1] for a review). In a nutshell, a version of the
physics story for quantum triviality in scalar φ4 theory
in four dimensions goes like this: renormalizing the the-
ory, we find a positive β-function, so the renormalized
coupling always increases. Because of this, the renormal-
ized coupling in the UV must be bigger than in the IR.
We also want a UV fixed point for the theory, where the
coupling is finite. In the continuum, we need to push the
UV-cutoff to infinity, and since the coupling increases,
the renormalized coupling in the IR must vanish.

The renormalization group argument suffers from the
problem that the β-function in φ4 theory can usually
only be calculated in perturbation theory, precluding
statements about the interesting regime where the run-
ning coupling becomes large. In contrast, mathematical
proofs of quantum triviality in φ4 theory such as those
in Refs. [2, 3] use a mapping of field theory to the Ising
model which does not rely on perturbative expansions.

However, it should be recalled that the mathemati-
cal proofs of triviality are based on specific assumptions,
namely that the scalar field has only one or two compo-
nents (not more), that the interaction is polynomial and
that the bare coupling constant is positive.

While these seem innocent enough, they do not cover
the situations considered in this work.

In particular, I will consider the case of many scalar
fields (also known as the O(N) model), because this al-
lows for controlled calculations outside the usual per-
turbative regime. Also, I will allow for the possibility
that the coupling constant is non-positive. Naively, this
seems to violate all requirements of unitarity and positiv-
ity that are associated with “proper” quantum mechan-
ics. However, in a remarkable work Bender and Böttcher
[4] were able to show that non-positive couplings do lead

to positive-definite Hamiltonian spectra in quantum me-
chanics in what has become known as PT -symmetric
quantum mechanics. In fact, for non-positive, but PT -
symmetric Hamiltonians with quartic interaction, posi-
tivity has been proved [5] by noting that these naively
unbounded Hamiltonians are spectrally equivalent to or-
dinary (positive-definite) Hamiltonians.

Application of PT -symmetry to quantum field theory
is still in its infancy [6–9], but encouraging results for
non-positive coupling in the case of N-component fields
exist [10–12]. On a technical level, this is brought about
by contour-deforming the integral domain of the path
integral from the real to the complex domain, similar to
how analytic continuation of e.g. the Gamma-function is
introduced in mathematics.

For concreteness, I will provide calculations in the large
N limit of the O(N) model, corresponding to many copies
of the scalar field interacting with a quartic potential.
This theory has all the signs of being quantum trivial
according to the usual beliefs: it has strictly positive β-
function and a Landau pole [10, 13]. However, this theory
can be studied without using perturbation theory in the
large N limit, and thus evades the restriction to the small
coupling regime.

Rumor has it that the presence of a Landau pole, or
a point where the coupling constant diverges, is a fatal
flaw of continuum quantum field theory. How can a the-
ory with a divergent coupling be considered physical? To
address this criticism preemptively, let me remind read-
ers that the renormalized coupling constant is in general
not a physical observable in four-dimensional quantum
field theory. Instead, it enters physical observables in of-
ten quite complicated fashion, resulting in perfectly finite
and reasonable results for these observables even when
the coupling diverges[14]. I will present a detailed calcu-
lation showing that this is indeed what happens for the
O(N) model in the main part of this work.

For good measure, I will also study one-component φ4

theory with negative coupling on the lattice, using con-
tour deformation, in a modern twist of Symanzik’s pro-
posal a little while ago [15].
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CALCULATION

I consider an N-component scalar field ~φ =
(φ1, φ2, . . . , φN ) in d Euclidean dimensions with the Eu-
clidean Lagrangian density

LE =
1

2
∂µ~φ · ∂µ~φ+

1

2
m2

0
~φ2 +

λ0

N

(
~φ · ~φ

)2

, (1)

where m0 is the bare mass parameter and λ0 is the bare
coupling constant. The partition function for this theory
is given by the path integral over the fields,

Z =

∫
D~φe−SE . (2)

If find it useful to perform a Hubbart-Stratonovic
transformation of the path integral by inserting a path
integral over the auxiliary field ζ as

e−
∫
dx

λ0
N (~φ·~φ)

2

=

∫
Dζe−

∫
dx

[
i
2 ζ
~φ2+ ζ2N

16λ0

]
. (3)

As a consequence of this transformation, the path inte-
gral over the scalar field becomes Gaussian, and formally
be solved exactly so that Z =

∫
Dζe−NA with the action

A=
1

2
tr ln

[
−∂2 +m2

0 + iζ
]
+

∫
dx

ζ2

16λ0
. (4)

So far, everything has been exact, but since the re-
maining path integral cannot be solved in closed form,
one has to choose an expansion scheme in order to make
progress.

A common choice in quantum field theory is to resort
to perturbation theory in the coupling constant λ. In
fact, it seems that this choice is so common that some-
times researchers blur the distinction between quantum
field theory and perturbative quantum field theory. How-
ever, for the present purpose, this is not a viable choice,
because we will have to deal with situations where the
coupling constant is not small, thereby invalidating the
use of perturbation theory.

Fortunately, for the N-component scalar case, there is
a different expansion scheme in the form of 1

N in the
limit of N → ∞. Since this expansion scheme does not
involve the coupling constant, it is by construction non-
perturbative, so rigorous statements outside the regime
of perturbation theory are possible.

In the large N-limit, the path integral for the theory
can be solved exactly by method of steepest descent, lead-
ing to

lnZ = −NALO +O
(
N0
)
, (5)

where ALO is the action (4) evaluated at the saddle point
given by the condition δA

δζ(x) = 0. It is well-known [16, 17]

that the saddle point for this theory corresponds to a

imaginary-valued constant ζ(x) = −iz∗, with the saddle
point condition taking the form

z∗

8λ0
=

1

2

∫
dk

1

k2 +m2
0 + z∗

. (6)

It is easiest to deal with the momentum integral by using
dimensional regularization in d = 4− 2ε dimensions, but
I’ve come to realize that a significant fraction of readers
is mistrustful of dim-reg. For this reason, I regulate the
momentum integral here using a UV cutoff ΛUV.

It is important to point out that if ΛUV is kept finite,
scalar φ4 theory becomes a so-called effective (or cut-off)
theory. Most of the literature on this theory is based on
this effective theory approach, and there is little contro-
versy about effective φ4 theory being non-trivial.

However, this is not the route taken here. Instead of
keeping ΛUV finite, I will take this cutoff to infinity after
renormalizing the theory. This is necessary in order to
study φ4 not as an effective cut-off theory, but as a bona-
fide quantum field theory in the continuum.

In cut-off regularization, the saddle-point condition (6)
in four dimensions becomes

z∗

λ0
=

1

(2π)2

[
Λ2

UV + (m2
0 + z∗) ln

m2
0 + z∗

Λ2
UV

]
. (7)

Recognizing from (4) that the propagator mass involves

the combination m2
0 + z∗, I add

m2
0

λ0
to both sides of (7).

Renormalization of the saddle point condition then can
be achieved by the non-perturbative renormalization con-
ditions [16]

1

λ0
=

1

λR
+

1

(2π)2
ln

µ2

Λ2
UV

,
Λ2

UV

(2π)2
+
m2

0

λ0
=
m2
R

λR
, (8)

where λR(µ),mR(µ) are the renormalized coupling con-
stant and mass parameter of the theory and µ is the (fic-
titious!) renormalization scale. In terms of renormalized
quantities, the saddle point condition becomes

m2
0 + z∗

λR
=
m2

0 + z∗

(2π)2
ln
m2

0 + z∗

µ2
, (9)

which has two solutions m2
0+z∗ = 0, m2

0+z∗ = µ2e
(2π)2

λR(µ) .
As intended, these solutions are finite as long as λR is
finite, which guarantees a finite pole mass for the propa-
gator at leading order in the large N expansion.

Again, it should be stressed that the calculation is
based on a large N expansion scheme, so that in par-
ticular the renormalization conditions (8) are valid at
any value of the coupling, in particular in the non-
perturbative regime. The renormalization condition for
the coupling leads to the analytic form

λR(µ) =
1

1
λ0

+ 1
(2π)2 ln

Λ2
UV

µ2

, (10)
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FIG. 1. Exact renormalized running coupling in the contin-

uum limit of large N scalar (~φ2)2 theory. See text for details.

and the β-function

β =
∂λR(µ)

∂ lnµ2
=
λ2
R(µ)

(2π)2
. (11)

The β-function is positive for all real-valued couplings
λR(µ), suggesting that the running coupling λR(µ) al-
ways increases with increasing scale µ. Also, the only
fixed point where β = 0 is at λR(µ) = 0.

At the UV scale, λR(µ = ΛUV) = λ0 = λref . Fixing
λref > 0 to be some finite number at the UV scale, we
may ask what happens to the coupling in the infrared,
at some physics scale of interest µ2 = Q2 6= 0. However,
in order to access the continuum theory, we still need to
send ΛUV → ∞. According to the exact running (10),
we thus have in the continuum limit

lim
ΛUV→∞

λR(Q) =
1

1
λref

+ 1
(2π)2 ln

Λ2
UV

Q2

→ 0 . (12)

We seem to find that – in the continuum limit – the
infrared properties of the theory are necessarily trivial,
in the sense that coupling at any physically relevant scale
is zero. In a nutshell, we seem to have proven quantum
triviality for the N-component φ4 theory in the large N
limit, in complete agreement with results for N = 1 φ4

theory, cf. Refs. [1–3] for a very incomplete list.
But now let’s take a second look.
If we would like to keep the property that the coupling

λR(µ) is unchanged as the cut-off is removed ΛUV →∞,
this necessarily implies that

λ0 =
(2π)2

ln
Λ2

LP

Λ2
UV

, (13)

with ΛLP a fixed momentum scale, such that

lim
ΛUV→∞

λR(µ = Q) =
(2π)2

ln
Λ2

LP

Q2

(14)

is a positive coupling whenever Q2 < Λ2
LP.

This seems to contradict the earlier conclusion that
the infrared properties of the theory must be trivial, so
let’s find out how this happened. First, note that in the
continuum limit

lim
ΛUV→∞

λ0 → 0− , (15)

implying that the bare-coupling constant should ap-
proach zero in the continuum limit from below. Since we
know that the β-function of the theory (11) is always pos-
itive, and since the bare coupling is defined as the running
coupling evaluated at the cut-off scale λ0 = λR(ΛUV),
this would suggest that the coupling in the infrared has
to be smaller than λ0.

The standard interpretation, and the one that lead to
the earlier quantum triviality result (12) is that the only
way a coupling can grow from the infrared to the UV and
reach zero at the end is that the whole function is zero.

But that’s not what happens here.
The actual running coupling λR(µ) in the continuum

limit (14) is shown in Fig. 1. It is increasing in the whole
domain µ ∈ [0,∞), in agreement with the positive β-
function (11), but it is non-analytic at the momentum
scale µ = ΛLP where it possesses a Landau pole [13],
approaching zero from below in the UV.

Indeed, one of the assumptions that go into the all the
available quantum triviality proofs e.g. those in Ref. [3] is
that the bare coupling constant is positive, λ0 > 0. This
means that if one is willing to accept a negative bare
coupling constant in the UV, quantum triviality can be
avoided.

However, there is a price to pay.
The interacting theory has two unusual features: first,

there is a Landau pole where the coupling constant λR
diverges located at µ = ΛLP, and second, the coupling
constant is negative above the Landau pole λR < 0, sug-
gesting a potential for the theory that is unbounded from
below. I cannot resist pointing out that these unusual
features are shared with the non-relativistic field theory
of Fermions in a magnetic field interacting via s-wave
scattering, where the scattering length takes the role of
the coupling constant, cf. Fig. 2 in Ref. [18].

In the following, I will perform calculations for inter-
acting N-component scalar theory in the continuum limit,
in the presence of the Landau pole and the unbounded
potential, showing that despite the unusual features, the
properties of the theory are well-defined and reasonable.

SCATTERING IN CONTINUUM φ4 THEORY

One can test if continuum φ4 theory is trivial by check-
ing that the connected four-point function is Gaussian.
For this purpose, let me consider the connected and am-
putated 4-point function

Γ4 = −〈φa(x1)φb(x2)φc(x3)φd(x4)〉conn.,amp. , (16)



4

 0

 20

 40

 60

 80

 100

 0.5  1  1.5  2  2.5

σ
 x

 N
2
 Λ

2
LP

/(
4

 π
)3

Ecm/ΛLP

s-channel cross-section for O(N) model at large N

FIG. 2. Cross section in the s-channel for scattering in the

continuum limit of large N scalar (~φ2)2 theory. Note the pres-
ence of a bound state at E ' 1.84ΛLP. See text for details.

where 〈·〉 denotes the expectation value in the path in-
tegral representation and a, b, c, d index components of
the field φ. Using the auxiliary field formulation from
above implies that this expectation value is O(N−1) in
the large N limit. Since this is NLO in the large N limit,
this implies that the leading large N action is insufficient
for performing this calculation correctly, and the NLO
large N contribution in the action needs to be included.
Fortunately, the technology to include the NLO term in
the effective action is well developed, and in this case
only requires the relatively simple resummation level R2
[19]. R2 is defined by adding and subtracting a term

1

2

∫
dxdyζ(x)Π(x− y)ζ(y) , (17)

to the action (4). Working to leading order in large N
then leads to the self-energy Π(x) given by

Π(x) =
N

2
G2(x) , (18)

with G(x) the ~φ propagator which in Fourier space is
given by G(k) = 1

k2+m2
0+z∗

. The connected amputated

four-point function is given by a sum of s, t and u chan-
nel contributions, all of which have the same form. For
instance, the s-channel contribution is

Γ
(s)
4 (p) =

1
N

8λ0
+ Π(p)

, (19)

where p is the sum of the incoming momenta.
Again, it should be stressed that the expansion param-

eter is 1
N � 1, and not a small coupling expansion. If

doing a naive small-coupling expansion of Γ4, the 4-point
function would behave as Γ4 ∝ λ0

N , which vanishes in the
continuum because of (15), suggesting again quantum
triviality. However, this is an artifact of using perturba-
tion theory, because the non-perturbative result behaves
quite differently.

Evaluating the self-energy (18) as in Ref. [10], one finds
in the continuum limit

Γ
(s)
4 (p) =

(2π)2

N
8

(
(2π)2

λR(µ) + ln µ2e
M2 − 2

√
p2+4M2

p2 atanh
√

p2

p2+4M2

) ,
(20)

where M2 = m2
0 + z∗ = µ2e

(2π)2

λR(µ) = Λ2
LP at the non-

perturbative saddle when using (14).
From (20), it becomes clear that Γ4 is non-vanishing

in the continuum limit. This is also born out by the
scattering cross-section, which in the s-channel becomes

σ(s)(E) =
(4π)3

N2E2

∣∣∣∣∣1− 2
√

1− 4M2

E2+i0+ atanh 1√
1− 4M2

E2+i0+

∣∣∣∣∣
2 .

(21)
A plot of the s-channel cross-section is shown in Fig. 2.
From this plot,one can clearly see the presence of a bound
state with a mass of approximately 1.84 M, which is an-
other indication of non-trivial behavior of scalar φ4 the-
ory in the large N limit[20]. I expect that 1

N corrections
at R3 resummation level will turn the stable bound state
into a resonance, but calculating the width along the lines
of [21] is beyond the scope of this work.

Other observables of this theory are similarly well-
defined despite the presence of the Landau pole. For
instance, putting the theory at finite temperature one
finds that the low-temperature phase is separated from a
high-temperature phase by a second-order phase transi-
tion [10], and the thermodynamics are qualitatively sim-
ilar to that of real-world QCD [13].

φ4 THEORY WITH λ0 < 0 ON THE LATTICE

Instead of multi-component scalar fields, let me now
consider the case of a single scalar field with quartic in-
teraction, with partition function Z given by (2) with
N = 1. Since the previous arguments suggest that the
bare coupling parameter λ0 in the continuum limit should
be negative, the path integral is ill defined when the inte-
gration domain for the fields φ(x) are real. However, bor-
rowing from technology developed in the context of PT -
symmetric quantum mechanics, one can contour-deform
the integration domain to be complex. For instance, one
can contour-deform to the ’cone’ contour [12] such that
each field φ(x) is parametrized by

φ(x) = s(x)
(
e
iπ
4 Θ(−s(x)) + e

−iπ
4 Θ(s(x))

)
, (22)

where s(x) is taken to be real. (Note that smoother con-
tours for the same purpose exist, cf. [22]). It should be
pointed out that in terms of the real fields s(x), the ac-
tion is non-polynomial because of the distributional prop-
erty in (22), thereby evading the mathematical proofs for
quantum triviality and N = 1.
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With this complex reparametrization, one can dis-
cretize the theory on a hypercubic N3

σ × Nτ lattice
where Nσ, Nτ represent the points in the spatial and
temporal directions, respectively. In terms of the real-
valued discretized fields si, the lattice action SL is com-
plex, but symmetry guarantees that the partition func-
tion Z ∝

∫ ∏sites
i=1 dsie

−SL is real-valued. In addition,
on the complex cone the lattice action contains a term
SL ∝ −λ0

∑sites
i=1 s

4
i that guarantees that the discretized

path integral converges for λ0 < 0. Unfortunately, the
complex-valued action renders importance sampling of
the path integral unviable, but for low enough dimen-
sions the partition function is amenable to direct inte-
gration [23]. Choosing a bare mass parameter of m0 = 1
in lattice unites for simplicity, a plot of lnZ is shown in
Fig. 3 for Nσ = 2, 3 and Nτ = 1.

The observable shown in this figures corresponds to the

dimensionless pressure of the theory P (T )−P (T0)
T 4 = ∆ lnZ

V T 3 ,
where on the lattice with lattice spacing a the tempera-
ture is given by T = 1

Nτa
and T0 is some reference tem-

perature, which I arbitrarily choose here as corresponding
to λ0 = −2. Identifying a = 1

ΛUV
, one expects from (13)

that λ0 → 0− corresponds to the high temperature limit
of the theory. From the large N results from [10], one
expects ∆P

T 4 to first overshoot the Stefan-Boltzmann con-
stant, and then decrease with decreasing temperature,
which is indeed what is found in Fig. 3. Unfortunately,
the small lattice sizes prohibit the investigation of a pos-
sible second-order phase transition that characterizes the
large N result in [10]. Nevertheless, the results show that
it is in principle possible to study φ4 theory with nega-
tive coupling on the lattice and obtain non-perturbative
information in this fashion.

CONCLUSIONS

In this work, I boldly challenged decades’ worth of
physics intuition about the existence of scalar field theory
in four dimensions in the continuum.

I pointed out that mathematical proofs on the trivial-
ity of scalar field theory in the continuum do not cover
certain situations of interest, notably multi-component
scalar fields and non-polynomial action.

In this work, I have studied N-component scalar field
theory in the continuum and large N limits, finding a non-
trivial theory with interesting properties, such as a reso-
nance with a mass of ∼ 1.84 times the scalar mass. Since
mathematical proofs of triviality are limited to N ≤ 2,
my results do not contradict any rigorously proven the-
orems. Amusingly, this means that the Standard Model
Higgs field, which is N=4, would not be covered by trivi-
ality proofs, but possibly by the large N result I presented
in this work.

If results apply to the Standard Model Higgs, I predict
a (possibly broad) Higgs-pair resonance with a mass of
about M ' 1.84mH ' 230 GeV to be present in the
Standard Model.

Setting aside the case of multi-component fields, I have
also investigated the case of regular (one-component)
scalar φ4 field theory. Since this theory cannot be ac-
cessed in the large N framework, I have used direct nu-
merical simulations of φ4 theory with negative bare cou-
pling on the lattice. Limited by numerics, my results
for N=1 scalar field theory are too weak to make claims
about triviality of single component φ4 theory, but us-
ing contour deformation I found that the resulting non-
polynomial field theory can be studied numerically, with
encouraging results.

The implications of my result are possibly very broad,
as they directly impact the reigning EFT paradigm of
quantum field theory. Also, if scalar φ4 theory is nontriv-
ial in the continuum, so could be many more quantum
field theories, which in turn suggest that there is a whole
new class of quantum field theories that can be studied.
At the technical level, there are several extensions of this
work that should be explored in the future, such as cal-
culating 1

N corrections to the scalar bound state result,
and numerical experiments on much larger lattices for
the single-component scalar field.

A top priority, however, is to study how the results
presented here affect and possibly modify the electroweak
sector of the Standard Model of physics.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work was supported by the Department of Energy,
DOE award No DE-SC0017905. I would like to thank
Scott Lawrence for many illuminating discussions.



6

[1] K. G. Wilson and John B. Kogut, “The Renormalization
group and the epsilon expansion,” Phys. Rept. 12, 75–
199 (1974).

[2] J. Frohlich, “On the Triviality of Lambda (phi**4) in D-
Dimensions Theories and the Approach to the Critical
Point in D >= Four-Dimensions,” Nucl. Phys. B 200,
281–296 (1982).

[3] Michael Aizenman and Hugo Duminil-Copin, “Marginal
triviality of the scaling limits of critical 4D Ising
and φ4

4 models,” Annals Math. 194, 163 (2021),
arXiv:1912.07973 [math-ph].

[4] Carl M. Bender and Stefan Boettcher, “Real spec-
tra in non-Hermitian Hamiltonians having PT sym-
metry,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 80, 5243–5246 (1998),
arXiv:physics/9712001.

[5] Patrick Dorey, Clare Dunning, and Roberto Tateo,
“Spectral equivalences, Bethe Ansatz equations, and re-
ality properties in PT-symmetric quantum mechanics,”
J. Phys. A 34, 5679–5704 (2001), arXiv:hep-th/0103051.

[6] Carl M. Bender, Alexander Felski, S. P. Klevansky,
and Sarben Sarkar, “PT Symmetry and Renormalisation
in Quantum Field Theory,” J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 2038,
012004 (2021), arXiv:2103.14864 [hep-th].

[7] N. E. Mavromatos, Sarben Sarkar, and A. Soto, “PT
symmetric fermionic field theories with axions: Renor-
malization and dynamical mass generation,” Phys. Rev.
D 106, 015009 (2022), arXiv:2111.05131 [hep-th].

[8] Lukas Grunwald, Volker Meden, and Dante M. Kennes,
“Functional renormalization group for non-Hermitian
and PT -symmetric systems,” SciPost Phys. 12, 179
(2022), arXiv:2203.08108 [cond-mat.str-el].

[9] Wen-Yuan Ai, Carl M. Bender, and Sarben Sarkar,
“PT-symmetric -gϕ4 theory,” Phys. Rev. D 106, 125016
(2022), arXiv:2209.07897 [hep-th].

[10] Paul Romatschke, “A solvable quantum field theory
with asymptotic freedom in 3+1 dimensions,” (2022),
arXiv:2211.15683 [hep-th].

[11] Seth Grable and Max Weiner, “A Fully Solvable
Model of Fermionic Interaction in 3 + 1d,” (2023),
arXiv:2302.08603 [hep-th].

[12] Scott Lawrence, Ryan Weller, Christian Peterson,
and Paul Romatschke, “Instantons, analytic contin-
uation, and PT -symmetric field theory,” (2023),
arXiv:2303.01470 [hep-th].

[13] Paul Romatschke, “Life at the Landau pole,” (2022),
arXiv:2212.03254 [hep-th].

[14] For a very incomplete list of examples in various field
theories, cf. Refs. [21, 24–27].

[15] K. Symanzik, “A field theory with computable large-
momenta behavior,” Lett. Nuovo Cim. 6S2, 77–80
(1973).

[16] Moshe Moshe and Jean Zinn-Justin, “Quantum field the-
ory in the large N limit: A Review,” Phys. Rept. 385,
69–228 (2003), arXiv:hep-th/0306133.

[17] Paul Romatschke, “Simple non-perturbative resumma-
tion schemes beyond mean-field: case study for scalar
φ4 theory in 1+1 dimensions,” JHEP 03, 149 (2019),
arXiv:1901.05483 [hep-th].

[18] V Gurarie and L Radzihovsky, “Resonantly paired
fermionic superfluids,” Annals of Physics 322, 2–119
(2007).

[19] For definitions and applications of R-level resummation
schemes, see e.g. [17, 21, 28, 29].

[20] Note that my result is in full agreement with an earlier
calculation [30].

[21] Paul Romatschke, “Shear Viscosity at Infinite Coupling:
A Field Theory Calculation,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 127,
111603 (2021), arXiv:2104.06435 [hep-th].

[22] H. F. Jones and J. Mateo, “An Equivalent Hermi-
tian Hamiltonian for the non-Hermitian -x**4 poten-
tial,” Phys. Rev. D 73, 085002 (2006), arXiv:quant-
ph/0601188.

[23] G. Peter Lepage, “Adaptive multidimensional integra-
tion: VEGAS enhanced,” J. Comput. Phys. 439, 110386
(2021), arXiv:2009.05112 [physics.comp-ph].

[24] G. Parisi, “The Theory of Nonrenormalizable Interac-
tions. 1. The Large N Expansion,” Nucl. Phys. B 100,
368–388 (1975).

[25] Nissan Itzhaki, Juan Martin Maldacena, Jacob Sonnen-
schein, and Shimon Yankielowicz, “Supergravity and
the large N limit of theories with sixteen supercharges,”
Phys. Rev. D 58, 046004 (1998), arXiv:hep-th/9802042.

[26] I. R. Klebanov and A. M. Polyakov, “AdS dual of the
critical O(N) vector model,” Phys. Lett. B 550, 213–219
(2002), arXiv:hep-th/0210114.

[27] Paul Romatschke, “Finite-Temperature Conformal Field
Theory Results for All Couplings: O(N) Model
in 2+1 Dimensions,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 122, 231603
(2019), [Erratum: Phys.Rev.Lett. 123, 209901 (2019)],
arXiv:1904.09995 [hep-th].

[28] Paul Romatschke, “Simple non-perturbative resumma-
tion schemes beyond mean-field II: Thermodynamics
of scalar φ4 theory in 1 + 1 dimensions at arbitrary
coupling,” Mod. Phys. Lett. A 35, 2050054 (2020),
arXiv:1903.09661 [hep-th].

[29] Max Weiner and Paul Romatschke, “Determining all
thermodynamic transport coefficients for an interacting
large N quantum field theory,” JHEP 01, 046 (2023),
arXiv:2208.10502 [hep-th].

[30] L. F. Abbott, J. S. Kang, and Howard J. Schnitzer,
“Bound States, Tachyons, and Restoration of Symmetry
in the 1/N Expansion,” Phys. Rev. D 13, 2212 (1976).

http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/0370-1573(74)90023-4
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/0370-1573(74)90023-4
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/0550-3213(82)90088-8
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/0550-3213(82)90088-8
http://dx.doi.org/10.4007/annals.2021.194.1.3
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.07973
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevLett.80.5243
http://arxiv.org/abs/physics/9712001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/0305-4470/34/28/305
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0103051
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1742-6596/2038/1/012004
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1088/1742-6596/2038/1/012004
http://arxiv.org/abs/2103.14864
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.015009
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.106.015009
http://arxiv.org/abs/2111.05131
http://dx.doi.org/10.21468/SciPostPhys.12.5.179
http://dx.doi.org/10.21468/SciPostPhys.12.5.179
http://arxiv.org/abs/2203.08108
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.106.125016
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.106.125016
http://arxiv.org/abs/2209.07897
http://arxiv.org/abs/2211.15683
http://arxiv.org/abs/2302.08603
http://arxiv.org/abs/2303.01470
http://arxiv.org/abs/2212.03254
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/BF02788323
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/BF02788323
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/S0370-1573(03)00263-1
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/S0370-1573(03)00263-1
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0306133
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1007/JHEP03(2019)149
http://arxiv.org/abs/1901.05483
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.111603
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.127.111603
http://arxiv.org/abs/2104.06435
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1103/PhysRevD.73.085002
http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0601188
http://arxiv.org/abs/quant-ph/0601188
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.jcp.2021.110386
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/j.jcp.2021.110386
http://arxiv.org/abs/2009.05112
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(75)90624-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(75)90624-0
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.58.046004
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/9802042
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/S0370-2693(02)02980-5
http://dx.doi.org/ 10.1016/S0370-2693(02)02980-5
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0210114
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.231603
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.122.231603
http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.09995
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0217732320500546
http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.09661
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP01(2023)046
http://arxiv.org/abs/2208.10502
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.13.2212


Effect of spatially oscillating field on Schwinger pair production

Orkash Amat,1 Li-Na Hu,1 Mamat Ali Bake,2 Melike Mohamedsedik,3 and B. S. Xie1, 4, ∗

1Key Laboratory of Beam Technology of the Ministry of Education,

and College of Nuclear Science and Technology,

Beijing Normal University, Beijing 100875, China
2School of Physics Science and Technology,

Xinjiang University, Urumqi 830046, China
3College of Xinjiang Uyghur Medicine, Hotan 848000, China

4Institute of Radiation Technology, Beijing Academy

of Science and Technology, Beijing 100875, China

Abstract

Effect of spatially oscillating fields on the electron-positron pair production is studied numerically and

analytically when the work done by the electric field over its spatial extent is smaller than twice the elec-

tron mass. Under large spatial scale, we further explain the characteristics of the position and momentum

distribution via tunneling time, tunneling distance and energy gap between the positive and negative en-

ergy bands in the Dirac vacuum. Our results show that the maximum reduced particle number is about five

times by comparing to maximum number for non-oscillating field. Moreover, the pair production results

via Dirac-Heisenberg-Wigner formalism can be also calculated by using local density approximation and

analytical approximation method when spatial oscillating cycle number is large. Moreover, in case of large

spatial scale field, the position distribution of created particles could be interpreted by the tunneling time.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Schwinger effect is one of the fascinating nonperturbative phenomena in quantum electro-

dynamics (QED)[1–5]. This effect has not been yet observed directly in the laboratory as the

critical field strength Ecr = m2c3/e~ ≈ 1.3 × 1016V/cm (corresponding laser intensity is about

4.3 × 1029W/cm2, where m and −e are the electron mass and charge) is not feasible so far[6, 7].

With the rapid development of the laser technology, however, the forthcoming laser intensity[8, 9]

is expected to reach 1024 − 1026W/cm2 that has raised hopes of observing pair production in the

future [10].

The effects of spacetime-dependent inhomogeneous fields on the pair production is an inter-

esting issue for the studies in the strong field QED. We know that the different shapes of the

spatial or temporal part of field have different effects on the pair production, e.g., temporal Sauter

envelope[11], spatial Sauter envelope[12], temporal super-Gaussian envelope[13], spatial Gaus-

sian envelope[14] etc. Besides, the influence of different field parameters are also important, e.g.,

frequency chirp effect[15–17] and phase effect[18]. For the non-plane wave background field,

there are many studies for either some simple spatial inhomogeneous fields like of the cosine,

Sauter and Gaussian shapes[12–17] or some time-dependent fields with complicated temporal

shapes [19–22].

In Ref.[23, 24], the pair production in spatially oscillating fields is investigated, but spatial

part is the cosine or sine function since effects of more complex spatial oscillation fields on pair

production is still facing a theoretical challenging. For example, the momentum spectrum of the

created pairs need more detailed examination for those complicated spatially oscillating inhomo-

geneous field [25–27]. Among them there is a special case, in which the work done by the electric

field over its spatial extent (we denote it W) may be smaller than twice of the electron mass. In

this special case, however, the previous studies [28–31] are focused mainly on the fields with the

Gaussian-like shapes. To our knowledge, an effect of more complicated spatially oscillating inho-

mogeneous field on the pair production is still lacking enough research, therefore, it is necessary

to study the effect of spatially oscillating field in the specific W < 2mc2.

Under such circumstance, we intend to study and answer some of involving problems. For

example, what will happen to the distribution of pair production? Will the local density approxi-

mation (LDA) be applied to it? Is there any connection to existed rigorous solution analytically?

and so on. On the other hand, the tunneling picture has played a key role to the vacuum pair pro-
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duction beside of the multiphoton mechanism for the temporal oscillating field when ~ω 6 2mc2,

where ω is the field frequency [28], it has been seen from the study for some interesting fields

[32]. Thus, it would be also helpful to understand the results of present research from the view

point of tunneling time and distance.

Motivated by the factors mentioned above, therefore, in this paper, we investigate the vacuum

pair production when W < 2mc2. First we give a simple perspective picture which reveals mainly

the tunneling process. We further demonstrate its correctness for the pair production via different

numerical approaches and analytical approximation. We interpret why and how the electron-

positron pair can leave out from the vacuum. Moreover, we present and discuss the exact tunneling

distance and time of the created particle, which is employed to understand the characteristics of

the position and momentum distribution of created pairs. Finally, we show a relationship between

the position distribution and tunneling time by employing the worldline instanton (WI) approach.

It is necessary to give a simple introduction to some of the widely used and powerful tools

that can calculate particle distribution in spatial oscillating inhomogeneous fields. Among many

methods to investigate pair production, as far as we know, some important ones include the WI

technique [33–48], the real time Dirac-Heisenberg-Wigner (DHW) formalism [49–53], the com-

putational quantum field theory [54–58], the imaginary time method [59], the quantum Vlasov

equation (QVE) [60–64], the Wentzel-Kramers-Brillouin (WKB) approach [65–68], scattering

matrix approach [69–81], and so on. In particular, the DHW formalism allows us to investigate

the pair production for any background field, not limited to plane wave [13]. On the other hand,

due to the complex nature of the pair production under spacetime-dependent field, one can find

only a few analytical results for simple background modes [32, 82–85]. Hence, we have to adopt

numerical methods to study various natures of pair production. In present work, we will use the

DHW formalism as numerical approach.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we briefly introduce the vacuum description of

pair production process in spatial oscillating field. In Sec. III, numerical and analytical approaches

are introduced. In Sec. IV, we derive the analytical solution of the tunneling time for large spatial

scale via the WIF. In Sec. V, we give and discuss our numerical and analytical results, and inter-

pret the momentum and position distributions of created pairs. Meanwhile, we show the relation

between the tunneling time and position distribution, and explain the position distribution. Finally,

the summary is given briefly in Sec. VI.

We use the natural units (~ = c = 1), throughout this paper, and express all quantities in terms
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of the electron mass m.

II. PAIR PRODUCTION PROCESS IN SPATIAL OSCILLATING FIELD

The electron-positron will leave out of the vacuum after the particle jumps from any negative

high energy state at x+ = x + ∆x to any positive low energy state at x− = x − ∆x in the Dirac

semiclassical picture of the vacuum when the work W = e
∫

E · dx < 2mc2 as shown in Fig. 1.

The electron position distribution depends on the center-of-mass coordinate x [49], thus, we will

consider above transition probability of the particle at x in order to interpret the position and

momentum distributions of electron. Moreover, we can obtain the transition (tunneling) distance

d = x+ − x− = 2∆x, see Fig. 1. Note that this quantum jumping process includes the tunneling

process under an external spatial oscillating spacetime-dependent field. The energy gap between

the two energy bands ∆E is transformed into the created pair’s energy. From energy conservation

of this process, ∆E = Ee− + Ee+ , we can find the general relativistic relation under the pure external

field (does not include the pondermotive force [29, 31, 89]) as(
∆E
2

)2

= m2
∗ + q2, (1)

where m∗ is effective mass [86], q denotes a characteristic residual kinetic momentum of the out-

going particles from the tunneling process. According to our new perspective picture, the electron-

positron pair can escape successfully from the vacuum by jumping from the negative high energy

state to the positive low energy state when W < 2mc2. This is why the electron-positron pairs can

get out of the vacuum.

In order to better understand, we consider an example of spacetime-dependent spatially oscil-

lating electric field. In our case, we ignore particle momenta orthogonal to this dominant direction.

We choose Aµ (x, t) = (φ (x) f (t), 0, 0, 0). The electric field can be written in the following form

E (x, t) = εEcrg(x) f (t), (2)

where g(x) = cos (kx) e−
x2

2λ2 and f (t) = sech2 (ωt), ε is the peak field strength, Ecr denote the

critical field strength for electric and magnetic field, λ is spatial scale, k is the spatial wave number,

σλ = kλ is spatial oscillating cycle number. Accordingly, the corresponding scalar potential is

φ(x) = −

√
πλ
√

8
e−

1
2 k2λ2

(
erf

(
x − ikλ2

√
2λ

)
+ erf

(
x + ikλ2

√
2λ

))
. (3)
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FIG. 1. Plot for the Dirac vacuum under high spatial oscillating spacetime-dependent electric field, where

E±(x) = ±mc2 + φ(x) when W < 2mc2. The magenta and blue lines denote the E+(x) (minimum posi-

tive energy band) and E−(x) (maximum negative energy band) for the same center-of-mass coordinate x

respectively.

To better compare optimization schemes, we consider the external field which is the same

energy in the spacetime with different k, λ and ω. We define ε0 = ε = 0.5 for k = 0 case. The total

energy of the external field in the same 2-space volume V2 can be written as

E =
V2

2

∫ ∫
E2(x, t)dxdt = constant, (4)

If we fix the ω in the whole work, we can obtain the peak field strength for different k as

ε =

√
2

1 + e−k2λ2 ε0. (5)

In Fig. 2, areas A and B represent W > 2mc2 and W < 2mc2 cases respectively. Note that the

vacuum pair production in the area A is well understood in many previous works [29–31], but the

pair creation in area B need to further study. Hence, in the present paper we would like to focus

specifically in the area B to investigate the vacuum pair production when W < 2mc2.

III. NUMERICAL AND ANALYTICAL METHODS

A. DHW formalism

For studying the electron-positron pair production of vacuum in the background fields we write

the Lagrangian [30]

L
(
Ψ, Ψ̄, A

)
=

i
2

(
Ψ̄γµDµΨ − Ψ̄D†µγ

µΨ
)
− mΨ̄Ψ −

1
4

FµνFµν, (6)
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FIG. 2. Plot of the work W for k and λ. Areas A and B represent W > 2mc2 and W < 2mc2 respectively.

The magenta line denotes for W = 2mc2.

whereDµ =
(
∂µ + ieAµ

)
is the covariant derivative and correspondinglyD†µ = (

↼

∂µ− ieAµ). In order

to describe the dynamics of the particles, we need the Dirac equation(
iγµ∂µ − eγµAµ(r) − m

)
Ψ(r) = 0, (7)

and the adjoint Dirac equation

Ψ̄(r)
(
iγµ

↼

∂µ + eγµAµ(r) + m
)

= 0. (8)

The Dirac spinors Ψ, Ψ̄ and the vector potential Aµ (r) are the main ingredients in the DHW

formalism. Note that, the background is considered to be a classical one. Further, we introduce

the density operator as [30]

Ĉαβ (r, s) = U (A, r, s)
[
Ψ̄β (r − s/2) ,Ψα (r + s/2)

]
, (9)

where r, s denotes the center-of-mass and the relative coordinate of two particles. The Wilson line

factor is used to make the density operator gauge invariant under the U(1) gauge:

U (A, r, s) = exp
(
ies

∫ 1/2

−1/2
dξA (r + ξs)

)
. (10)

In order to perform numerical calculations, we use the DHW as the powerful tool in our study

due to it allows us to investigate vacuum pair production for inhomogeneous field [49]. This

method is well applied to the case of one spatial dimension, in which there are only four Wigner

components, S, V0, Vx and P for electric field E(x, t). The DHW equations of motion in this case
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of 1+1 can be written as [29]

DtS − 2pxP = 0, (11)

DtV0 + ∂xVx = 0, (12)

DtVx + ∂xV0 = −2P, (13)

DtP + 2pxS = 2mVx, (14)

where

Dt = ∂t + e
∫ 1/2

−1/2
dξEx(x + iξ∂px , t)∂px . (15)

In order to perform simulation more conveniently, we can define 4 Wigner components as

W0 = S,W1 = V0,W2 = Vx = V andW3 = P. So from the initial conditions given by the vacuum

solution for single particle

Svac (px) = −
2√

1 + p2
x

, Vvac (px) = −
2px√
1 + p2

x

, (16)

we have the modified Wigner components as

Wv
i =Wi −Wi,vac. (17)

Finally, we can calculate the particle number density at asymptotic times t f → +∞

n (x, px, t → +∞) =
Sv + pxV

v
x√

1 + p2
x

. (18)

The momentum and position distributions are given by

n (px, t → +∞) =

∫
dx
2π

n (x, px, t → +∞) , (19)

n (x, t → +∞) =

∫
dpxn (x, px, t → +∞) . (20)

And the total particle number is readily got as

N(t → +∞) =

∫
dpxn (px, t → +∞) . (21)

It is worthy to point out that for the convenient comparison we should cope with the reduced

quantities n̄(px, t → +∞) = n(px, t → +∞)/λ and N̄(t → +∞) = N(t → +∞)/λ under the same

energy.
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B. LDA

When the spatial variation scale is much larger than the Compton wavelength λ � λC, the

vacuum pair production can be locally described by fixing point x [29]. If we assume E (x, t) =

εEcrg (x) h (t) and can ε (x) = εEcrg (x) as effective field strength, where h (t) is an arbitrary time-

dependent function. We can obtain momentum and positron distributions by summing results for

homogeneous fields with different field strengths given as [29]

n̄loc (px, t → +∞) =

∫
dx
2π

n̄loc (ε (x) |px, t → +∞) , (22)

n̄loc (x, t → +∞) =

∫
dpxn̄loc (ε (x) |px, t → +∞) . (23)

n̄loc (ε (x) |px, t → ∞) can be found by using quantum kinetic theory at any fixed point x for a

time-depend electric field E (t) = ε (x) h (t) [29].

We choose time-dependent spatial homogeneous DHW method to find one particle distribu-

tion [90], and calculate the LDA result. The one-particle momentum distribution function n(p, t)

can be obtained by solving the following ten ordinary differential equations and the nine auxiliary

quantities Vi(p, t) := Vi(p, t), Ai(p, t) := Ai(p, t) and Ti(p, t) := Ti(p, t) [90]:

ṅ =
e

2Ω
E · V,

V̇ =
2

Ω3

(
(eE · p) p − eΩ2E

)
(n − 1) −

(eE · V) p
Ω2 − 2p × A − 2mT,

Ȧ = −2p × V,

Ṫ =
2
m

[
m2V + (p · V) p

]
.

(24)

Initial condition values are selected as n(p,−∞) = V(p,−∞) = A(p,−∞) = T(p,−∞) = 0 in order

to perform the calculation. We can further obtain the one-particle momentum distribution n(p, t).

It is worthy to note that, in our simulation, the Runge-Kutta method of 8(5, 3) order is used in or-

der to avoid unphysical results during numerical calculation, in which we used RelTol = AbsTol =

10−10 (where we have specified a relative RelTol as well as an absolute error tolerance AbsTol).

In order to calculate the various distribution with high accuracy, the lattice sizes have been set to

Nx × Npx = 8192 × 4096 and Nx × Npx = 16384 × 4096 for low and high spatial oscillating field.

Note that p (t = −∞) = p (t = +∞) = q in the time-depended Sauter pulse.
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C. Analytical approximation for large spatial scale

The result can be obtained analytically by replacing the field strength ε in the analytical

one-particle distribution solution with an effective field strength ε (x) = εEcrg(x) in spacetime-

depended field when the field spatial scale is large. For example, we can get the analytical

solution explicitly for E (x, t) = εEcrg (x) sech2 (ωt) by replacing ε in the QVE solution for

E (t) = ε sech2 (ωt) [89] with ε (x) as (refer to Eq. (99) of Ref. [84])

n (x, px, t → +∞) =
2 sinh

(
π

2ω [ 2e
ω
ε (x) + Q̃ (x) − Q (x)]

)
sinh

(
π

2ω [ 2e
ω
ε (x) − Q̃ (x) + Q (x)]

)
sinh

(
π
ω

Q̃ (x)
)

sinh
(
π
ω

Q (x)
) , (25)

where

Q̃ (x) =

√
m2 + p2

⊥ +

(
px +

2e
ω
ε (x)

)2

, (26)

Q (x) =

√
m2 + p2

⊥ +

(
px −

2e
ω
ε (x)

)2

. (27)

In the following we denote this treatment as the analytical approximation (AA) for large spatial

scale approach.

IV. TUNNELING TIME FOR LARGE SPATIAL SCALE

To interpret explicitly the features of the position distribution, one needs to introduce tunneling

time for spacetime-depended inhomogeneous field when the spatial variation scale is much larger

than the Compton wavelength λ � λC (slowly-varying-envelope approximation). The relationship

between tunneling time in the Minkowski space and Euclidean space has been investigated in

Ref. [32]. Tt is the tunneling time for any spacetime-depended inhomogeneous fields, x± are the

classical turning points, xmin
4 and xmax

4 are maximum and minimum of the fourth WI path x4 in the

Euclidean space, φ(x) is the potential of the field. From Ref. [32], we can know the definition of

the tunneling time, the time taken by the particle from x− to x+ in the barrier region is tunneling

time (quantum tunneling time). Further, we can achieve the tunneling time easily by performing

Wick-rotation in order to simplify the path integral via x4 = it, see Refs. [12]. The tunneling time

9



can be written as [32]

Tt = 2
(
xmax

4 − xmin
4

)
. (28)

If we choose the single-pulse time-dependent electric background

E(t) = Esech2(ωt). (29)

The WI paths can be obtained in the scalar or spinor QED [12]

x3(u) =
m
eE

1

γ
√

1 + γ2
arcsinh

[
γ cos (2πu)

]
, (30)

x4(u) =
m
eE

1
γ

arcsin

 γ√
1 + γ2

sin (2πu)

 , (31)

where u = τ/T , in which τ and T denote the proper-time and period of the WI path, γ = mω/eE.

Due to lack of analytical solution, it is hard to obtain the analytical solution of the tunneling

time directly under spacetime-depended inhomogeneous field. When the spatial variation scale is

much larger than the Compton wavelength λ � λC, we can use spatial slowly-varying-envelope

approximation. Thus, the tunneling time for spacetime-dependent field can be locally described

by replacing the ε in the analytical tunneling time solution under time-dependent field with ε(x) =

εEcrg(x). The tunneling time for our field could be obtained as

Tt (x) =
2
ω

arcsin

 γ(x)√
1 + γ2(x)

 , (32)

where

γ(x) =
m ω

e|ε (x) |
. (33)

Note that the tunneling time was obtained by using the WI technique [12], and obviously it is

based on the Bohm viewpoint [91].

V. RESULTS

Now, we begin to prove the correctness of our perspective picture by adopting numerical and

analytical methods. Here we use the DHW formalism, LDA and AA approaches.

The reduced total particle number achieved by the DHW, LDA and AA approaches is shown

as Fig. 3. Our results show that the maximum reduced particle number is about five times by

10
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FIG. 3. Plot of the reduced total particle number for the DHW (solid lines), LDA (dashed lines) and AA

(dotes) approaches with various k and λ when ω = 0.1 m.

comparing to that of [29], meanwhile, the maximum number corresponds to the parameter regime

that belongs to area A. Interestingly, however, the particle number when W < 2mc2 is still larger

than normal case (k = 0) in Fig. 3. On the other hand, the particle number when k , 0 is always

larger than that when k = 0, by the way, in which and area A, we would recover the result to the

Fig.2 of Ref. [29]. Furthermore, the total particle distributions and maxima obtained from the three

different approaches are approximately the same for appropriate λ. For example, when k = 0.1m,

the results of the three approaches are approximately the same for 5m−1 6 λ 6 +∞. This means

that the spatial oscillating effect on the pair production can be tender when spatial oscillating cycle

number is larger than two so that the LDA and AA are valid.

Although the approximate same reduced total particle number is obtained by the different three

methods of DHW, LDA and AA, it does not mean that the created pair experiences the same phys-

ical process. To see their differences, the momentum distribution is plotted in Fig. 4(a). While dif-

ferent approaches have different momentum distributions, they have almost the same area, which

leads to the same total particle numbers approximately. Now we can interpret it by using our

perspective picture mentioned in Sec. II, for example, the momentum corresponding to the max-

imum of the momentum distribution. As shown in Fig. 4(b), one notes that the electron in the

negative energy state jumps from the point A to the point B, and during this process, the energy

gap ∆E between A and B points would transform the energy to the created pair. At the same time,

the transition probability of the electron is the largest because the transition probability is propor-

tional to the energy gap ∆E and inversely proportional to the transition, i.e. tunneling, distance

11
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FIG. 4. Plots of momentum distribution (a), Dirac vacuum (b) and position distribution (c) when W < 2mc2.

The magenta, blue and green dashed lines represent the DHW, LDA and AA approaches, respectively, when

k = 0.1 m, λ = 300 m−1 and ω = 0.1 m.

d = xB − xA = 2∆x = π/k, where xB and xA are the positions of A and B points in Fig. 4(b). Thus,

the maximal energy gap could be found as ∆E = EB − EA ≈ 12.1014 m, where EB and EA denotes

the energy for A and B points in Fig. 4(b), respectively. Then we can obtain p ≈ ±5.96749 m

appropriately for x = 0 point by using Eq. (1). Surprisingly this value is just appropriately the

momentum corresponding to the maximum of the momentum distribution for LDA formalism,

i.e., ppeak ≈ ±5.97215 m in Fig. 4(a). We stress that although the momentum distributions of the

LDA and AA methods are exactly the same shape, but the LDA and AA methods do not include

the charge density as comparable to the DHW formalism where the charge density is present.

Another interesting feature is for the particle position distribution, shown in Fig. 4(c), could

be also understood via our perspective picture. From it one can find that the strong oscillation

occurs in the position distributions. To see the oscillatory phenomenon more clearly, we come

back to the Fig. 4(b) again and have an intuitive looking at the maxima and minima transition

12



probability at the center-of-mass coordinate x via our perspective picture. The essentials of these

oscillations is the connection between the distance for transition probability from the maxima

to minima around of x = Mπ/k, where M = 0,±1,±2,±3, ..., which corresponds to jumping

from peak to trough in Fig. 4(b), and the tunneling distance d = 2∆x = π/k. Obviously these two

distances are the same. Similarly, around of x = (1/2+M)π/k, which corresponds to jumping from

trough to peak in Fig. 4(b), the jump-transition has the same tunneling distance d = 2∆x = π/k.

This is why the oscillating effect appears in the position distributions. Of course, the results are

completely the same with the results achieved by adopting n̄(x, t) ∝ |εEcrg(x) f (t)|2 according to

Refs. [92, 93]. This illustrates again that our perspective picture and its interpretation are reliable.

Particularly note that it can not only offer the exact location (position) of the created particle, but

also explain the characteristics of the position distribution. We can also interpret the oscillating
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10

15

20

25

30

35

FIG. 5. Tunneling time for k = 0.1 m, λ = 300 m−1 and ω = 0.1 m.

effect in Fig. 4(c) by using tunneling time. An example of the tunneling time is shown in Fig. 5,

we can observe that an obvious oscillating effect of the tunneling time and its minima and maxima

corresponds to x = Mπ/k and x = (1/2 + M)π/k, respectively, with an interval of d = 2∆x =

π/k. Since the particle number is inversely proportional the tunneling time [32], we can find the

selfconsistent oscillating effect in the position distribution in the Fig. 4(c). This can be regard

as the another physical interpretation of the particle transition probability for every center-of-

mass coordinate x. It should be pointed out that our new perspective picture provide us tunneling

distance and the corresponding the tunneling time. On the contrary, the position of the created

pair can be determined theoretically by the tunneling time. For instance, the position x in Fig. 5 is

corresponding to the position x in the position distribution plotting of Fig. 4(c).
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VI. SUMMARY

Effect of spacetime-dependent spatially oscillating fields on the electron-positron pair produc-

tion is studied numerically and analytically while the work is smaller than twice the electron mass.

We further propose a new perspective picture for spatially oscillating fields when W < 2mc2. Un-

der large spatial scale, we explain the characteristics of the position and momentum distribution

through tunneling time, tunneling distance and energy gap between the positive and negative en-

ergy bands in the Dirac vacuum. Our results show that the maximum reduced particle number is

about five times by comparing to maximum number for non-spatial oscillation. We find that the

pair production results could be obtained by using LDA and AA when spatial oscillating cycle

number is larger than two. Finally, we show relationship between the position distribution and

tunneling time by employing the WI approach, and explain the position distribution.
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[43] C. Schneider and R. Schützhold, Dynamically assisted Sauter-Schwinger effect in inhomogeneous

electric fields, JHEP 02, 164 (2016).

[44] B. S. Xie, Z. L. Li, and S. Tang, Matter Radiat. Extremes 2, 225 (2017).
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[80] A. Golub, S. Villalba-Chávez, and C. Müller, Nonlinear Breit-Wheeler pair production in collisions

of bremsstrahlung γ quanta and a tightly focused laser pulse, Phys. Rev. D 105, 116016 (2022).

[81] A. J. MacLeod, P. Hadjisolomou, T. M. Jeong, and S. V. Bulanov, All-optical nonlinear Breit-Wheeler

pair production with γ-flash photons, Phys. Rev. A 107, 012215 (2023).

[82] N. B. Narozhnyi and A. I. Nikishov, Simplest processes in the pair-creating electric field, Yad. Fiz. 11,

1072 (1970) [Sov. J. Nucl. Phys. 11, 596 (1970)].

[83] E. Brezin and C. Itzykson, Pair production in vacuum by an alternating field, Phys. Rev. D 2, 1191

(1970).

19



[84] F. Hebenstreit, R. Alkofer, and H. Gies, Schwinger pair production in space and time-dependent elec-

tric fields: Relating the Wigner formalism to quantum kinetic theory, Phys. Rev. D 82, 105026 (2010).

[85] G. V. Dunne, Heisenberg-Euler Effective Lagrangians: Basics and Extensions, edited by M. Shifman

et al., From Fields to Strings Vol. 1 (World Scientific, Singapore, 2012), pp. 445-522.

[86] C. Kohlfürst, H. Gies, and R. Alkofer, Effective mass signatures in multiphoton pair production, Phys.

Rev. Lett. 112, 050402 (2014).

[87] P. Krekora, Q. Su, and R. Grobe, Interpretational difficulties in quantum field theory, Phys. Rev. A 73,

022114 (2004).

[88] C. Kohlfürst, Spin-states in multiphoton pair production for circularly polarized light, Phys. Rev. D

99, 096017 (2019).

[89] F. Hebenstreit, Schwinger effect in inhomogeneous electric fields, Ph.D. thesis, arXiv:1106.5965.

[90] A. Blinne and E. Strobel, Comparison of semiclassical and Wigner function methods in pair produc-

tion in rotating fields, Phys. Rev. D 93, 025014 (2016).

[91] R. Landauer and T. Martin, Barrier interaction time in tunneling, Rev. Mod. Phys. 66, 217 (1994).

[92] K. Y. Kravtcov, V. V. Dmitriev, S. A. Levenets, A. D. Panfyorov, S. A. Smolyansky, et al. The choice

of the optimal approximation in the kinetic description of the vacuum creation of electron-positron

plasma in strong laser fields, Proc.SPIE 10717, 1071702 (2018).

[93] I. A. Aleksandrov, A. D. Panferov, and S. A. Smolyansky, Radiation signal accompanying the

Schwinger effect, Phys. Rev. A 103, 053107 (2021).

20



ar
X

iv
:2

30
5.

05
90

3v
1 

 [
he

p-
ph

] 
 1

0 
M

ay
 2

02
3

Letters in High Energy Physics LHEP xx, xxx, 2018

Neutrino oscillations induced by chiral torsion

Riya Barick, Indrajit Ghose, Amitabha Lahiri

Satyendra Nath Bose National Centre for Basic Sciences, JD Block, Sector - III, Salt Lake, Kolkata 700106, INDIA

Abstract
Neutrino mixing is caused by the fact that neutrino flavors are not eigenstates of the free Hamiltonian.
This causes oscillations among different neutrino flavors. When neutrinos pass through a medium, weak
interactions produce different effective masses for neutrinos of different flavors, leading to a modification
of the mixing parameters. In curved spacetime there is an additional contribution to neutrino Hamiltonian
from a torsion-induced four-fermion interaction, which also causes neutrino mixing while propagating
through fermionic matter. We provide an outline of the calculation of this effect on neutrino oscillation.

Keywords Chiral Torsion, NSI, Neutrino Mixing.

1. INTRODUCTION

The Standard Model says that neutrinos are massless and
purely left-handed, described by two component Weyl spinors.
On the other hand, the disappearance or appearance of fla-
vors among neutrinos from various source – top of the at-
mosphere [1], the Sun [2], reactors [3], accelerators [4] and in
many other experiments [5, 6] point to neutrino flavor mixing
and oscillation, which is explained by the existence of neutrino
masses. This clearly indicates presence of physics beyond the
Standard Model. There are many ways to extend the Standard
Model to include massive neutrinos [7]. Different mechanisms
will have different consequences for neutrino oscillations [8, 9].

One kind of BSM physics that is not usually considered is
the interaction of fermions with spacetime geometry. Fermions
in a curved spacetime generate a spacetime torsion, which is
non-dynamical and can thus be integrated out, leaving a quar-
tic interaction term [10, 11]. Although gravity is a very weak
force, the freedom to choose coupling constants means that
the contribution of spacetime geometry on neutrino oscillations
may not be negligible. In what follows, we present a brief out-
line of a calculation for three flavors of neutrinos 1.

The layout of the paper is as follows. In Sec. 2 we provide
a very brief review of how fermions behave in spacetime and
then write how an effective quartic interaction arises. In Sec. 3
we calculate the modified mixing matrix for two neutrino fla-
vors, and then we do the same calculations for three neutrino
flavors in Sec. 4.

2. FERMIONS IN SPACETIME

Usually the geometry of spacetime is affected in presence of
matter. The effect of matter on bosons can be neglected for
small curvature, as in most of the physical phenomena. But the
case is different for a fermionic field. When a fermion passes
through a fermionic matter, a four-fermi interaction happens
there, which couples with fermions with different coupling
constants which are fixed by experiments.

Torsion Λµ
ab, is added to the Levi-Civita connection ωµ

ab,
in the 1st order formulation of Gravity, which uses tetrad fields,

1Based on talk delivered by Riya Barick at the International Conference

on Neutrinos and Dark Matter (NuDM-2022), Sharm El-Sheikh, Egypt, 25-28

September, 2022.

through the relation [12, 13]

Aµ
ab = ωµ

ab + Λµ
ab , (1)

where Aµ
ab is called spin connection. If we assume that Λ cou-

ples chirally to fermions, the equation of motion for Λ is

Λµ
ab =

κ

4
ǫabcdecµ ∑

i

(

−λi
Lψ̄iLγdψiL + λi

Rψ̄iRγdψiR

)

, (2)

which is clearly also its solution. Here κ = 8πG , while ea
µ

are the tetrad fields and e
µ
a are their inverse fields, defined by

ηabea
µeb

ν = gµν . If the tetrads are thought of as one 4× 4 matrix,
has determinant equal to the square root of the matrix determi-
nant, |e| =

√

|g| . Then we can put Λ back into the action to get
an effective quartic interaction term [10]

− 1

2

(

∑
i

(

−λi
Lψ̄i

Lγaψi
L + λi

Rψ̄i
Rγaψi

R

)

)2

, (3)

where the sum is over all species of fermions, and we have also

redefined the λ by absorbing
√

3κ
8 . We identify this term as the

torsional interaction term which is usually independent of the
background metric, but can modify it through Einstein equa-
tions. This results a curvature which is generally small enough
so that we can take it as a flat spacetime and do normal QFT cal-
culations. Here we want to point out one thing that we do not
get this term by extending or modifying GR, nor this is any spe-
cial effect of curved spacetime on a fermionic field but how or-
dinary fermions behave in a spacetime which is not flat. Along
with this interaction, Standard Model interactions are always
present – both will contribute to the calculations of neutrino
mixing.

We are mainly concerned about how neutrino oscillations
will be affected in presence of torsional four-fermion interac-
tion. We generally believe that matter effects suppress the ef-
fects of curvature on neutrino oscillations, even in regions of
strong gravity such as supernovae [14]. Here our approach is
completely different from ordinary gravitational effect because
of the dimensionful coupling constants λi

L,R which are not uni-
versal but can be fixed only from experimental observations.

3. TWO FLAVORS OF NEUTRINO

Let us first begin with two species of neutrinos passing through
normal matter of uniform density. It is the field in the mass ba-

1
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sis which couple to torsion, since torsion appears with the ge-
ometric connection. Interaction of neutrinos with background
is

−
(

∑
i=1,2

(

−λL
i ν̄iγaLνi + λR

i ν̄iγaRνi

)

)

×
(

∑
f=e,p,n

(

λV
f f̄ γa f + λA

f f̄ γaγ5 f
)

)

.

(4)

The sum includes only e, p, n because other fermions have neg-
ligible presence in the atmosphere or the Sun. In most situa-
tions the density of matter is not sufficient to cause high curva-
ture, so we can neglect the ωµ

ab term and do the calculations as
in case of a flat background. Like weak interactions, the back-
ground factor can be replaced by its average value by consid-
ering the forward scattering of neutrinos,

∑
f=e,p,n

〈

λV
f f̄ γa f + λA

f f̄ γaγ5 f
〉

(5)

If the background consists of non-relativistic fermions, the av-
erage becomes the number density. Thus the interaction term
is

−
(

∑
i=1,2

(

−λL
i ν̄iγ0Lνi + λR

i ν̄iγ0Rνi

)

)

ñ, (6)

Where ñ is the weighted number density of the background
matter, ñ = ∑ λV

f n f . We also consider maximal violation of chi-

rality, so λR
i = 0 for neutrinos. Then the contribution to the

effective Hamiltonian is

∑
i=1,2

(

λiν
†
i Lνi

)

ñ . (7)

The flavor eigenstates |να〉 can be written in terms of the mass
eigenstates |νi〉 as

|να〉 = ∑
i

U∗
αi |νi〉 , (8)

where the mixing matrix U =

(

cos θ sin θ
− sin θ cos θ

)

. We can now

write the Schrödinger equation for the neutrinos,

i
d

dx

(

ν1

ν2

)

=

[

EI +
1

2E

(

m2
1 0

0 m2
2

)

+

(

λ1 0
0 λ2

)

ñ − GF√
2
(nn − ne)

+
GF√

2
UT

(

ne 0
0 −ne

)

U∗
] (

ν1

ν2

)

, (9)

where the effect of weak interaction has also been included. Let
us define a torsionally modified mass-squared difference ∆m2

s
as

∆m2
s = ∆m2 + 2ñE∆λ , (10)

where ∆m2 = m2
2 − m2

1 and ∆λ = λ2 − λ1 . It can be shown
easily that the mixing angle in matter, modified by the torsional
four-fermion interaction, is given by [15]

tan 2θM =
tan 2θ

1 − D
∆m2

s cos 2θ

, (11)

where D = 2
√

2GFneE . By diagonalizing Eq.(9), we can find
the νe → νµ conversion probability

Pνe→νµ = sin2(2θM) sin2

(

∆m2
M

4E
L

)

, (12)

and the νe survival probability

Pνe→νe = 1 − sin2(2θM) sin2

(

∆m2
M

4E
L

)

, (13)

where for convenience we have written

∆m2
M =

√

(∆m2
s cos 2θ − D)2 + (∆m2

s sin 2θ)2 . (14)

Therefore we see that spacetime geometry modifies the
mass squared differences via Eq. (10) and mixing angle via
Eq. (11)and thus modifies the oscillation probabilities through
Eq. (12) and Eq. (13).

4. THREE FLAVORS OF NEUTRINO

In nature we have three species of neutrinos. Let us now con-
sider the effect of spacetime geometry, and thus torsional four-
fermion interaction, on mixing between three flavors of neu-
trinos. It is known that if more than two families of neutrino
exist, CP and T can be broken via complex elements of mix-
ing matrix [16, 17]. We follow the conventions of Particle Data
Group (PDG) and write the mixing matrix as [18]

U =





c12c13 s12c13 s13e−iδ

−s12c23 − c12s23s13eiδ c12c23 − s12s23s13eiδ s23c13

s12s23 − c12c23s13eiδ −c12s23 − s12c23s13eiδ c23c13





(15)
where cij = cos θij and sij = sin θij , where θij are the mixing
angles, δ is the CP-violating phase, and we have ignored Majo-
rana phases as we are dealing with Dirac neutrinos. The angles
θij are in the first quadrant and the CP-violation phase δ is taken
to be between 0 and 2π . Then U is conveniently expressed as
a product of rotation matrices Oij for rotation in the ij-plane
as [19]

U = O23UδO13U †
δ O12 , (16)

where Uδ = diag(1, 1, eiδ) . The Schrödinger equation is writ-
ten in the mass basis, similarly to Eq. 9,

i
d

dx





ν1

ν2

ν3



 =



E +
1

2E





m2
1 0 0

0 m2
2 0

0 0 m2
3



+





λ1 0 0
0 λ2 0
0 0 λ3



 ñ

− GF√
2

nn + UT





A 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0



U∗









ν1

ν2

ν3





(17)

where A =
√

2GFne . For uniform matter density or slowly
varying matter we can write in the flavor basis

i





ν̇e

ν̇µ

ν̇τ



 =



E′
0I +

1

2E
U∗





0 0 0
0 ∆m̃2

21 0
0 0 ∆m̃2

31



UT +





A 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0













νe

νµ

ντ



 .

(18)

We have used the definition

E′
0 = E +

m2
1 + 2λ1ñE

2E
− GF√

2
nn .

In order to find the eigenvalues of the resulting Hamiltonian,
we take the help of perturbation theory using a small parame-
ter. For this, we first define

∆m̃2
ij := ∆m2

ij + 2ñE∆λij , (19)
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where ∆m2
ij = m2

i − m2
j and ∆λij = λi − λj . Then Eq. (18) takes

the form

i
d

dt





νe

νµ

ντ



 =
∆m̃2

31

2E
O23U ∗

δ MU T
δ OT

23





νe

νµ

ντ



 . (20)

Here the matrices proportional to the identity matrix have been
suppressed as they will contribute to a common phase for all
neutrinos and thus has no effect on oscillation probabilities. We
have also written

M = O13O12





0 0 0
0 α 0
0 0 1



OT
12OT

13 +





Â 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 0



 . (21)

In these expressions, Â = 2AE/∆m̃2
31 and α = ∆m̃2

21/∆m̃2
31 are

dimensionless quantities. Now our main focus is to find out
the eigenvalues and eigenvectors of the resulting Hamiltonian.
Exactly diagonalizing a 3 × 3 matrix is quite difficult and thus
we need to apply some approximation method at this point [19,
20, 21]. We will assume that s13 and α are small parameters and
then find the transition probabilities at second order of these
parameters.

In order to find the mixing matrix, we will diagonalize M
by finding the eigenvalues and eigenvectors using perturbation
theory. Let us first decompose M into three parts containing
different powers of the small parameters α and s13 ,

M(0) =





Â 0 0
0 0 0
0 0 1





M(1) =





αs2
12 αs12c12 s13

αs12c12 αc2
12 0

s13 0 0





M(2) =





s2
13 0 −αs13s2

12
0 0 −αs13s12c12

−αs13s2
12 −αs13s12c12 −s2

13



 .

Using perturbation theory, it is straightforward to calculate the
eigenvalues µ and the eigenvectors v . Keeping terms up to the
second order in the small parameters α and s13 , we find the
eigenvalues

µ1 = Â + αs2
12 + s2

13
Â

Â − 1
+

α2 sin2(2θ12)

4Â
(22)

µ2 = αc2
12 −

α2 sin2(2θ12)

4Â
(23)

µ3 = 1 − s2
13

Â

Â − 1
. (24)

The Hamiltonian in Eq. (18) is related to M by a unitary trans-
formation as seen in Eq. (20). Hence, the energy eigenvalues of
the Hamiltonian are

Ei =
∆m̃2

31

2E
µi . (25)

The zeroth order eigenvectors are the basis vectors êi =




1
0
0



 ,





0
1
0



 ,





0
0
1



 . By using perturbation theory we can cal-

culate the higher order corrections to the eigenvectors as

v
(1)
i = ∑

i 6=j

M
(1)
ij

µ
(0)
i − µ

(0)
j

êj

v
(2)
i = ∑

j 6=i

1

µ
(0)
i − µ

(0)
j

(M
(2)
ij + (M(1)v

(1)
i )j − µ

(1)
i (v

(1)
i )j)êj .

We will rewrite Eq. (20) in terms of the diagonal matrix M̂ and
the diagonalizing matrix W, which diagonalizes M into M̂.

i
d

dx





νe

νµ

ντ



 =
∆m̃2

31

2E
O23U ∗

δ WM̂WTU T
δ OT

23





νe

νµ

ντ





=
∆m̃2

31

2E
U′∗M̂U′T





νe

νµ

ντ



 =
∆m̃2

31

2E
U′∗HU′T





νe

νµ

ντ



 .

(26)

Here U′, the new mixing matrix, is defined as U′ = O23UδW,
which is calculated to be

U′ =



















































1 − 1
2

α2

Â2 c2
12

s2
12

− α
Â

s12c12(1+
α
Â

cos(2θ12)) − s13
Â−1

(1− αÂ
Â−1

s2
12

)

− 1
2

s2
13

(Â−1)2

α
Â

c12s12(1+
α
Â

cos(2θ12))c23 (1 − 1
2

α2

Â2 s2
12c2

12)c23 − αs13
Â−1

Âs12c12c23

+
s13

Â−1
(1 − αÂ

Â−1
s2
12

)eiδs23 +αs13s12c12(1 +
1
Â
)eiδs23 +(1− 1

2

s2
13

(Â−1)2
)eiδs23

− α
Â

c12s12(1 +
α
Â

cos(2θ12))s23 −(1− 1
2

α2

Â2 s2
12c2

12)s23 +
αs13
Â−1

Âs12c12s23

+
s13

Â−1
(1 − αÂ

Â−1
s2
12)eiδc23 +αs13s12c12(1+

1
Â
)eiδc23 +(1− 1

2

s2
13

(Â−1)2
)eiδc23



















































.

(27)

Using this mixing matrix various transition probabilities can
be calculated quite easily. For example, the expression for the
amplitude of conversion of νe to νµ is

Aνe→νµ = 〈νµ| e−iHt |νe〉

=

(

α

Â
s12c12(1 +

α

Â
cos(2θ12))c23

+
s13

Â − 1
(1 − αÂ

Â − 1
s2

12)e
iδs23

)

e−iE1t

+

(

− α

Â
s12c12(1 +

α

Â
cos(2θ12))c23

)

e−iE2t

+

(

− s13

Â − 1
(1 − αÂ

Â − 1
s2

12)e
iδs23

)

e−iE3t . (28)

The conversion probability is given by Pνe→νµ = |Aνe→νµ |2.
Other conversion amplitudes (e.g. νe → ντ) can be similarly
calculated, leading to the corresponding conversion probabil-
ities as well as survival probability (Pνe→νe ). Our result ex-
actly matches with those found in [22, 23] if the torsional in-
teraction is set to zero. The amplitudes and probabilities for
νµ → νe , νµ → ντ , and νµ → νµ were shown elsewhere re-
cently [24], along with the difference from λ = 0 results. Fitting
these results to neutrino data should produce an estimate of the
coupling parameters λ.

It is important to recognize that it is not possible to obtain
bounds on λ from purely theoretical considerations. Since the
four-fermion interaction appears from the spin connection, it is
enticing to think of it as fundamentally gravitational and thus

3
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expect the couplings to be of size ∼ 1
Mp

. This is a red her-

ring. Four-fermion interactions arise in effective gauge theories
when the boson propagator ∼ 1

q2−M2 in an exchange process

is replaced by − 1
M2 in the low energy limit |q2| ≪ M2 . This is

what happens in Fermi’s theory of weak interactions, for exam-
ple. Here, the geometrical interactions do not appear in the low
energy limit of any theory – the contorsion field Λ ab

µ , which
was eliminated to produce these interactions, is not dynamical
and does not have a propagator. We have not quantized grav-
ity or spacetime, so the scale of quantum gravity is not relevant
here. The couplings should not change even at very high en-
ergy scales. When the couplings λ were redefined to absorb a
factor of κ , it was only for bookkeeping purposes, there was no
reason to take them to be small dimensionless numbers before
that. This torsional interaction is one kind of Non-Standard In-
teraction (NSI), so known bounds on various NSI coupling pa-
rameters should be compared with the parameters which ap-
pear here.

* The authors declare that there is no conflict of interest re-
garding the work reported in this paper.
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Abstract: We develop Standard Model Effective Field Theory (SMEFT) predictions of

σ(G G → h), Γ(h→ G G), Γ(h→ AA) to incorporate full two loop Standard Model results at

the amplitude level, in conjunction with dimension eight SMEFT corrections. We simultane-

ously report consistent Γ(h→ Ψ̄Ψ) results including leading QCD corrections and dimension

eight SMEFT corrections. This extends the predictions of the former processes Γ, σ to a

full set of corrections at O(v̄2
T /Λ

2(16π2)2) and O(v̄4
T /Λ

4), where v̄T is the electroweak scale

vacuum expectation value and Λ is the cut off scale of the SMEFT. Throughout, cross con-

sistency between the operator and loop expansions is maintained by the use of the geometric

SMEFT formalism. For Γ(h→ Ψ̄Ψ), we include results at O(v̄2
T /Λ

2(16π2)) in the limit where

subleading mΨ → 0 corrections are neglected. We clarify how gauge invariant SMEFT renor-

malization counterterms combine with the Standard Model counter terms in higher order

SMEFT calculations when the Background Field Method is used. We also update the pre-

diction of the total Higgs width in the SMEFT to consistently include some of these higher

order perturbative effects.ar
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1 Introduction

In this paper we calculate production and decay results of the Higgs boson in the Standard

Model Effective Field Theory (SMEFT) to O(v̄2
T /Λ

2(16π2)2) and O(v̄4
T /Λ

4).1 SMEFT per-

turbations to the SM predictions of σ(GG → h), Γ(h → AA) need to be characterized to

higher orders in the effective field theory (EFT) due to the relative sensitivity that these

(SM loop induced) processes carry to SMEFT corrections, compared to other (typically SM

tree level) processes [2–4]. This introduces a relevant numerical sensitivity to the treatment

of higher order corrections and interference effects in these processes in future (and current

[5–8]) global SMEFT fits. In addition, we report results in the mΨ → 0 limit for subleading

corrections up to dimension eight, and including one loop QCD corrections, for Γ(h→ Ψ̄Ψ).

To develop such SMEFT results in a reproducible manner, a clear calculation scheme

needs to be adopted for perturbative (~/16π2), and SMEFT operator (1/Λ) corrections. The

only known systematic approach in the SMEFT to fully define O(v̄4
T /Λ

4) corrections for the

mass eigenstate fields, with a characterization of the low n-point interactions that define key

experimental quantities (mass, mixing angles, coupling and canonically normalized fields)

is the geoSMEFT [9–12]. We use the geoSMEFT (see Appendix A) to define O(v̄4
T /Λ

4)

corrections in this work.

In Ref. [12], it was emphasized that the geoSMEFT – as it is a background field indepen-

dent formulation of the SMEFT expansion – encourages a class of perturbative corrections

to be calculated in a specific background field independent manner using the Background

Field Method (BFM) approach to gauge fixing. The operator and loop expansions are not

1Here v̄T is the electroweak scale vacuum expectation value, including higher dimensional operator correc-

tions [1], and Λ is the cut off scale of the SMEFT. G is the canonically normalised gluon in the SMEFT. A is

the canonically normalized photon field in the SMEFT.
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formally independent in SMEFT calculations – due to scheme dependence introduced by defin-

ing conventions in leading order results. The geoSMEFT and the BFM are, in this sense,

fundamentally linked when theoretical self consistency is demanded to subleading order(s).

The scheme dependence is unsurprising in principle, as higher order perturbative corrections

always carry a significant scheme dependence. However in the case of the SMEFT, scheme

dependence is not simply numerical. Formulated at the Lagrangian level, the SMEFT is based

on the freedom to redefine the theoretical description with operators being removed or intro-

duced by field redefinitions (or appropriate use of the Equations of Motion). As such, scheme

dependence in the SMEFT is also associated with operator basis dependence, and the specific

parameter dependence present in a calculation. This scheme dependence is also present in

the geoSMEFT, despite its background field independence, when the field space connections,

metrics, etc are expanded out to a particular order in 1/Λ in a particular operator basis.

In this paper, we extend/replace and update results in Ref. [12] by adding a class of

O(v̄2
T /Λ

2(16π2)2) corrections to σ(G G → h), Γ(h → AA) and Γ(h → G G).2 This upgrades

these results to include a full set of self-consistent and cross-consistent O(v̄2
T /Λ

2(16π2)2) and

O(v̄4
T /Λ

4) corrections at the observable level. We also report corrections to Γ(h → Ψ̄Ψ) up

to dimension eight and including the leading QCD corrections in the mΨ → 0 for subleading

corrections. Finally, we also update the calculation of the total Higgs width in the SMEFT

to include a full set of these corrections.

2 Framework of the calculation

Consider the perturbation due to a SMEFT operator to a dimensionless SM amplitude in an

on shell process (such as σ(G G → h) or Γ(h→ AA)):

A = 〈· · · 〉SM +
∑
i

C
(6)
i 〈· · · 〉v̄2T /Λ2 + · · · (2.1)

For three-particle on shell processes, such as 1 → 2 decays or 2 → 1 production, derivative

terms O(∂2/Λ2) are trivial within the SMEFT expansion so all corrections scale with v̄2
T /Λ

2.

Thus, each amplitude has a series of SMEFT corrections

Σn〈· · · 〉v̄2nT /Λ2n (2.2)

associated with operators in L(4+2n).

2v is sometimes used to denote the vacuum expectation value in the SM, and the bare version of this pa-

rameter is v0. The inferred vacuum expectation value will necessarily be v̄T when higher dimensional operators

are present, or v when such operator corrections are not present experimentally perturbing measurements. As

such, our use of v̄T and v is interchangeable in most results below.
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2.1 Terms retained in the calculation(s)

Due to a proliferation of superscripts and subscripts indicating the various expansions present

in these calculations, we introduce a more schematic notation. Amplitudes are expanded as

A =
∑
i,j

〈· · · | · · · 〉i(v2/Λ2)j . (2.3)

We generally use ∆ to indicate a loop correction while a power of δ is used to indicate a

SMEFT perturbation ∝ 1/Λ2 for more condensed notation, and to track the scaling of cross

terms in the expansions. In this work, we focus on improving the treatment of 〈FF|h〉0,1,2, and

〈h|FF〉0,1,2, where F = {G,A} compared to Ref. [12]. Each of the terms for the amplitudes

in this work scale as

〈FF|h〉1SM ∼ ∆, 〈FF|h〉2SM ∼ ∆2,

〈FF|h〉0O(v2/Λ2) ∼ δ, 〈FF|h〉0O(v4/Λ4) ∼ δ
2,

〈FF|h〉1O(v2/Λ2) ∼ δ∆ 〈FF|h〉2O(v2/Λ2) ∼ ∆2 δ,

and so on. Cross terms when the amplitude is squared scale as

〈FF|h〉1SM 〈FF|h〉1O(v2/Λ2) ∝ ∆2δ. (2.4)

In this work, we include the corrections 〈FF|h〉2SM and 〈FF|h〉1O(v2/Λ2) as defined above. The

first term leads to corrections of the order

〈FF|h〉2SM 〈FF|h〉0O(v2/Λ2) ∝ ∆2δ, (2.5)

which should be retained for consistency at the amplitude squared level when 〈FF|h〉1SM
×〈FF|h〉1O(v2/Λ2) terms are retained, as in Ref. [13]. Note that when constructing the inter-

ference term, one could choose to numerically retain the corrections of the order

〈FF|h〉2SM 〈FF|h〉1O(v2/Λ2) ∝ ∆3δ. (2.6)

If this choice is made to improve numerical accuracy for some Wilson coefficient dependence,

then a consistent calculation at the amplitude squared level should also retain the interference

terms

〈FF|h〉2O(v2/Λ2)〈FF|h〉
0
SM ∝ ∆3δ. (2.7)

We report a series of results below retaining different classes of terms to make the numerical

impact of the different sets of corrections clear. This class of corrections is particularly

sensitive to the combination of the SMEFT counterterms and the SM counterterms in a

consistent calculational scheme. See further discussion in Appendix A.2.
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3 Analytic results

To define the perturbative corrections to next to leading order (NLO), the infrared/ultraviolet

(IR/UV) divergences present in the perturbative expansions have to be canceled/subtracted

in some calculational scheme. Combining these results with SMEFT perturbations requires

some care. We reiterate and incorporate these results to fix notational conventions.

3.1 σ(GG → h)

We define the full amplitude for G G → h as [12]

AGGh = 〈GG|h〉1SM + 〈GG|h〉2SM + 〈GG|h〉0O(v2/Λ2) + 〈GG|h〉1O(v2/Λ2) + 〈GG|h〉0O(v4/Λ4) + · · ·
(3.1)

The two loop SM contributions to this amplitude are 〈GG|h〉2SM . The relevant results for

〈GG|h〉2SM are known and reported in Refs. [14–20].

The first careful study of interference with 〈GG|h〉0O(v2/Λ2) effects was reported in Ref. [2].

Results for 〈GG|h〉1O(v2/Λ2) are reported in many works, including Refs. [21, 22], in different

calculation schemes than used here. Renormalization results to dimension eight have started

to appear in Refs. [23–25] enabling O(∆ δ2) results to be developed, and recently results of

this order were reported in Ref. [26], also in a different scheme than used here.

One of the central points of this paper, is the need to combine input parameter extrac-

tions, and observables in a consistent calculational scheme up to O(δ2) and O(∆2δ). We

provide significant calculational details for our results to be reproducible including these

corrections.

3.1.1 〈GG|h〉1SM and 〈GG|h〉2SM results for σ(G G → h)

The top quark leading contribution to the SM amplitude is expanded in perturbation theory

as [14, 17, 18, 20, 27–30]

〈GG|h〉1SM = i δabKab
1

v̄
(0)
T

(
− s

µ̂2

)−ε(α0
s S

ε µ̂−2ε

4π
M

(0)
t,SM

)
. (3.2)

Here, a, b are the gluon colors with ε polarization vectors, γE is the Euler-Mascheroni constant,

and we have shifted to a MS renormalization introducing µ2 → µ̂2/S = µ̂2eγE/(4π) where

Sε = (4π)εe−ε γE to simplify finite terms. The factor Kab is

Kab ≡ εa(p1) · εb(p2) s/2− p1 · εb(p2) p2 · εa(p1), (3.3)

= −〈h|hGµνGµν |εaεb〉0/4. (3.4)

where p1,2 are the incoming gluon momenta with s = (p1 + p2)2 ≡ m2
h and Gµν is the field

strength tensor of the canonically normalized gluon field.
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The normalized, leading order partonic cross section in the SM then depends on (z =

m̂2
h/s) as

σSMLO (GG → h; z) ≡
σ̂SMLO (GG → h)

1− ε
z δ(1− z) (3.5)

where 〈GG|h〉0SM starts at one loop, so σSMLO (GG → h; z) scales as ∆2 and will be denoted

∆2σSMLO (GG → h; z) to emphasize this fact. Stated another way,

∆2σ̂SMLO (GG → h; z) ≡ π

4
lim
ε→0

∣∣CSMhGG∣∣2 , (3.6)

where CSMhGG is the Wilson coefficient of the operator hGaµνGaµν with normalization

∆CSMhGG = − α
(r)
s

v̄0
T 16π

(
− s

µ̂2

)−ε
M

(0)
t,SM . (3.7)

The corresponding cross section in the SMEFT has a modified Wilson coefficient, given by

CSMEFT
hGG = ∆CSMhGG +

C̃
(6)
HG

v̄0
T

+ · · · . (3.8)

An expression for M
(0)
t is given in Ref. [20] and is numerically3 in the mt →∞ limit [30]

∆CSM,mt→∞
hGG = − α

(r)
s

v̄0
T 16π

(
m̂2
t

µ̂2

)−ε
M

(0),mt→∞
t,SM ,

= − α
(r)
s

v̄0
T 16π

[
−4

3

(
1 +

π2

12
ε2 − ε Lm̂t +

1

2
L2
m̂tε

2 +O(ε3)

)]
, (3.9)

where Lm = log
(
m2/µ̂2

)
. The numerical term in this expression in the square brackets is

related to the function commonly defined and used in the literature A1/2(τt) = −1.37664 in

the exact top mass limit, where τt = 4m̂2
t /m̂

2
h = 7.59871. Similarly, Ref. [30] gives the exact

higher order expressions to build up

〈GG|h〉2SM = i δabKab

[(
− s

µ̂2

)−ε α0
s S

εµ̂−2ε

4π

]2
1

v̄0
T

M
(1)
t,SM , (3.10)

where 〈GG|h〉2SM scales as a ∆2 perturbation and

M
(1)
t,SM = MUV +MUV,m +MIR +Mfin +Mfin,s log

(
− s

µ̂2

)
. (3.11)

Each of the terms in the decomposition in Eqn. (3.10) given in Eqn. (3.11) is defined in

Ref. [30] and previous literature using a variety of calculation schemes; MUV,m corresponds

to UV poles and related finite terms canceled by UV mass renormalization, MUV corresponds

3A factor of four has been absorbed into this expression comparing to M0
LO in Ref. [20].
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to the remaining UV renormalization of the NLO result, and Mfin and Mfin,s correspond

to finite NLO terms, with the later multiplying the complete scale dependence in M
(1)
t,SM .

Finally, MIR corresponds to finite terms related to IR driven cancelations between these NLO

contributions to σ(G G → h) and σ(G G → hG). Results in the literature must be modified

into the background field method (BFM) to combine consistently with a BFM based SMEFT

calculation and counterterms (i.e. when using the geoSMEFT to define 1/Λn corrections).

We report the required modifications in the following sections.

3.1.2 NLO finite terms

We organise the NLO contributions by defining

〈GG|h〉2,FSM ≡ i δab
Kab

v̄0
T

[(
− s

µ̂2

)−ε α0
s S

εµ̂−2ε

4π

]2 (
M

(1)
t,SM −MUV −MUV,m −MIR

)
(3.12)

so that the UV and IR subtractions and cancelations, which have an intricate interplay in

these results are separately considered. The 〈GG|h〉1,FSM renormalized and IR subtracted finite

terms (so defined) are related to matching and running in the EFT. In the mt → ∞ limit,

the corresponding subset of terms is

〈GG|h〉2,FSM =
α

(r)
s

4π

[
11 + c1 ε+ (−β0 + c2 ε) log

(
−
m̂2
h

µ̂2

)]
〈GG|h〉1SM,ε→0, (3.13)

where β0 = 11Nc/3− 2nF /3, Nc = 3 and [30]

c1 =

[
−π

2 β0

12
+ 28 log(z) + 12 ζ3 −

40

3

]
, (3.14)

c2 =

[
−1

2
β0 log

(
−s
µ2

)
− 2β0 log(z) + 8

]
. (3.15)

Here log(z) = log(−s/m2
t )/2. The 11αs/4π factor in Eqn. (3.48) is recognised as the two

loop matching contribution to the mt → ∞ effective operator [14]. This non-log term was

included in Ref. [13]. The log term is an additional contribution present that is not captured

in the two loop matching contribution.4 This log dependence also is consistent with naive

expectations as the direct matching contribution at two loops needs to be augmented with

log terms due to running in the EFT. To further consistently improve these results beyond

Ref. [13] we must also improve the finite terms resulting from the UV and IR subtracted

cancelation between M
(1)
t,SM and the IR contributions from the process σ(G G → hG).5

4We thank Babis Anastasiou for confirming some typos in the literature result of Ref. [30] that are corrected

for here.
5The hat superscripts have a dual meaning, indicating a input parameter for the higgs mass and the use of

MS renormalization for the renormalization scale.
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Interference of 〈GG|h〉0O(v2/Λ2) with 〈GG|h〉2,FSM leads to the contributions

∆2δσ(G G → h)F

∆2σ̂SMLO (G G → h; z)
=
αs
2π

(11− β0 Lm̂h)
C̃

(6)
HG

v̄0
T ∆CSMhGG

,

= 6 (11− β0 Lm̂h) C̃
(6)
HG. (3.16)

The ε terms in c1, c2 interfere and generate constant finite terms in the 〈GG|h〉2SM 〈GG|h〉1O(v2/Λ2)

interference with the renormalization of the leading order cross section. These contributions

are

∆3δσ(G G → h)F

∆2 σ̂SMLO (G G → h; z)
= −3β0 αs

2π

(
Re[c1] + Re[c2]Lm̂h +

3π2 β0

2

)
C̃

(6)
HG. (3.17)

3.1.3 UV divergences

The renormaliation of the SM result has the remaining contributions

MUV +MUV,m =

(
− s

µ̂2

)−ε(Z2
mt

Zm2
h

τt
∂

∂τt

)
Z2
g ZĜ

Z
1/2

ĥ

Z
1/2
v

i δabKab
1

v̄
(r)
T

α
(r)
s

4π
M

(0)
t,SM . (3.18)

The result in Eqn. (3.18) has one overall power of
(
−s/µ̂2

)−ε
due to the conventional

choice in Refs. [20, 30], followed here, to organize the calculation in such a way that we

factorize the complete µ dependence in M
(1)
t,SM into the terms with ”fin” superscripts.

Here we have modified the notation of Ref. [20] to make the mass dimensions of the

corrections clearer.6 In the SM, the non-vanishing counter terms (proportional to the QCD

coupling) are Zg, ZĜ , Zmt – Zm2
h

does not have QCD corrections in the SM. The neglect of

Z
1/2

ĥ
, Z

1/2
v is trivial when only considering their lack of one loop QCD corrections, but when

considering EW corrections the use of the background field method introduces important

differences compared to alternate schemes. In the background field method, EW corrections

from Z
1/2

ĥ
, Z

1/2
v exactly cancel, including finite terms – a helpful simplification.

In Ref. [20, 21, 30] a MS renormalization scheme is chosen so that the mass counter term

is effectively given by

∆Zmt = −α
(r)
s

4π
CF

3

ε
, (3.19)

with CF = (N2
c − 1)/2Nc. We adopt this MS renormalization for the top quark mass in this

work. Note that in the BFM, the fermion fields are not modified and the counterterm is the

6〈GG|h〉1SM is a function of a dimensionless ratio in the bare masses (with 0 superscripts) τ0t =

4(m
(0)
t )2/(m

(0)
h )2. To make the mass dimensions of the corrections clearer and extend to the SMEFT more

easily, we choose to take a derivative with respect to τt more explicit. The correction comes about due to

Taylor expanding the perturbative corrections within Z2
mt

in the SM, which reduces to past results for the

SM, once correcting for a typo in Ref. [20] in Equation 7.6, which is missing a factor of mt in the numerator.

The notation agrees in the mass dimensions with Ref. [30].
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same and gauge independent. To use the results in Ref. [30] we need to account for the finite

terms in the renormalization of the leading order result. The explicit form of the finite terms

due to mass renormalization is given by

MUV,m =
6

ε
CF

(
− s

µ̂2

)ε
(m0

t )
2 ∂

∂(m0
t )

2

((
(m0

t )
2

−s

)−ε
〈GG|h〉1SM

)
(3.20)

which leads to a pure finite term, even in the mt → ∞ limit, that is effectively a matching

contribution to the leading order operator C
(6)
HG. The resulting correction is given by

∆2δσ(G G → h)ren,m

∆2 σ̂SMLO (G → h; z)
= 36× CF C̃(6)

HG. (3.21)

The form of Zg and ZĜ depend on the scheme and gauge chosen. In Ref. [20, 21, 30], the

combination of Z2
gZĜ leads to the effective renormalization to cancel the poles in the matrix

element

Z2
g ZĜ

(
− s

µ̂2

)−ε
i δabKab

1

v̄
(r)
T

α
(r)
s

4π
M

(0)
t,SM = −

[
α

(r)
s

4π

]2
β0

ε
(− s

µ̂2
)−εi δabKab

1

v̄
(r)
T

M
(0)
t,SM .

(3.22)

When considering the calculation in the mt → ∞ limit, a composite operator is present.

In the unbroken phase of the theory, the operator is H†HGµνGµν . The composite operator

renormalization is performed after the gluon wavefunction renormalization is subtracted. In

Ref. [21], and related works, both the gluon field and the composite operator are not further

renormalized due to the calculational scheme chosen, so this subtlety is rather irrelevant. The

full cancelation of the UV pole comes from the renormalization of the strong coupling as a

result.

In the BFM, the relationship between the QCD coupling and wavefunction renormaliza-

tion is µ2ε Z2
gZĜ ≡ 1, including finite terms. On the other hand, the composite operator, in

this case, gets its own renormalization counter term [1]

ZHG = 1− β0 αs
4π ε

+ · · · . (3.23)

which leads to the same net subtraction of UV poles. In the BFM, this renormalization occurs

with the SM matching contribution to the composite operator interfering with 〈GG|h〉0O(v2/Λ2)

and the CHG Wilson coefficient itself. This renormalization is given by

〈GG|h〉0O(v2/Λ2) → ZHG
C̃

(6)
HG

v̄T
〈GµνGµνh〉0. (3.24)

If the choice is also made, as in Ref. [21], to normalize the operator C̃
(6)
HG by factors of (g0

s)
2

explicitly, then the renormalization of the composite operator can again vanish, and a further

renormalization due to the extra factor of the strong coupling is introduced, again leading
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to the same net counter term being introduced. This subtlety potentially introduces some

confusion when comparing results in the literature if different normalizations, and calculation

schemes are not carefully defined.

The UV pole canceled by these counter terms also (accidentally) cancels against an IR

contribution with opposite sign. This renormalization introduces a contribution to the cross

section

∆2δσ(G G → h)ren

∆2 σ̂SMLO (G → h; z)
= −6β0

[
1

ε
+ 1− Lm̂t

]
C̃

(6)
HG. (3.25)

The finite term as ε→ 0 comes from the ε dependence in the SM amplitude interfered with.

3.1.4 IR divergences

For the IR divergences, it is well known that a universal form is present in the pole structure

for a renormalized one loop amplitude for the production of a Higgs boson from two massless

gauge bosons in the SM. The [31–33] dipole subtraction scheme allows one to write M(1)
t,IR

with a universal (scheme dependent) set of IR poles as [20, 30]

M(1)
t,IR =

−eε γE
Γ(1− ε)

[
2Nc

ε2
+
β0

ε

]
M

(0)
t,SM . (3.26)

in MS. The number of active flavors is Nf = 5. By definition, the IR physics before heavy

states are integrated out is the same as that in the SMEFT with a fixed set of matched Wilson

coefficients. The SMEFT contains additional local contact operator corrections to the SM

interaction terms that modify the UV. In principle, the presence of higher order local contact

operators can modify the IR radiation field present compared to the SM with a point like higgs

particle, leading to further modifications of this result at higher orders. This is the SMEFT

multipole expansion, reflecting possible Higgs substructure, see discussion in Ref. [34, 35].

In practice, this does not occur in the SMEFT to the level of precision we are interested in

calculating in this paper.

The interference of the remaining NLO contributions to G G → h

i δab
Kab

v̄0
T

[(
− s

µ̂2

)−ε α0
s S

εµ̂−2ε

4π

]2

MIR, (3.27)

with the tree level insertion of C̃
(6)
HG

7 gives the subtraction scheme dependent terms

∆2δσ(G G → h)sch.
∆2 σ̂SMLO,ε→0(G G → h; z)

= 6

[
− 6

ε2
+ 6

L+

ε
− 6

ε
− 14 + 3π2 − 3L2

+ + 6L+ + β0Lm̂h

]
C̃

(6)
HG.

(3.28)

7Here we introduced the notation L+ = Lm̂h + Lm̂t .
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Note that the IR poles are the same in the renormalization scheme used in Ref. [20, 21, 30]

and in the BFM. The corresponding SMEFT expression differs from the SM in finite terms as

the ε expansion of M
(0),mt→∞
t,SM is not squared. The log structure and constant terms differ in

the SMEFT and the SM, even though the IR pole structure is the same, as the higher order

terms in ε coming from the SM top sub-loop function are different.

Figure 1. QCD one loop contribution to G G → h.

Adding up all terms gives the NLO results from Fig. 1 of order ∆2δσ(G G → h)

∆2δσ(G G → h)

∆2 σ̂SMLO,ε→0(G G → h; z)
= 6

[
− 6

ε2
− β0

ε
+ 6

L+

ε
− 6

ε
+ β0 Lm̂t + 3π2 + 5− β0 − 3L2

+ + 6L+

]
C̃

(6)
HG,

(3.29)

Here we have suppressed common factors of δ(1− z) in the numerator and denominator.

The ε poles Eqn. (3.29) are all of IR origin. These poles cancel against poles in G G → hG in

the limit that the final state gluon is soft/colinear for any local contact operator of the form

hGaµνGaµν . There are finite term differences between the SMEFT and the SM involved in this

IR cancelation.

The G G → hG amplitude squared is shown in Fig. 2 and is a modification of results in

Ref. [14]

|A(G G → hG)|2 = (4π) 384α(0)
s |CSMEFT

hGG |2
(m̂8

h + s4 + t4 + u4)(1− 2ε) + 1
2ε (m̂4

h + s2 + t2 + u2)2

s t u
,

(3.30)

where ChGG is the coefficient of 〈h |G G〉0 and s, t, u here are the usual Mandelstam variables

for this 2→ 2 process. Expanding out to the linear in C̃HG interference term

∆δ|A(G G → hG)|2 =
768πα

(0)
s

v̄0
T

2Re

(
∆CSMhGG
µ2ε

C̃HG

)
(m̂8

h + s4 + t4 + u4)(1− 2ε) + 1
2ε (m̂4

h + s2 + t2 + u2)2

s t u
.

(3.31)

In the mt →∞ limit, this becomes (after renormalizing)8

∆δ|A(G G → hG)|2 =

(
Z2
mt

Zm2
h

∂

∂τt

)
Z2
g ZĜ

Z
1/2

ĥ

Z
1/2
v

ZHG
128(α

(r)
s )2 µ2ε

(v̄
(r)
T )2

(
1− ε Lm̂t + ε2

(
π2

12
+

1

2
L2
m̂t

))
,

×
(m̂8

h + s4 + t4 + u4)(1− 2ε) + 1
2ε (m̂4

h + s2 + t2 + u2)2

s t u
C̃HG. (3.32)

8Here we are dividing by a 1/2 that we explain below.
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Figure 2. G G → hG Required to cancel IR divergences in the two loop matrix element for G G → h.

Dropping higher order terms and using the BFM cancelation µ2ε Z2
gZĜ ≡ 1 simplifies the

result. Multiplying by d dimensional phase space,

dΦ2 ≡
1

8π
Sε eεγE

1

Γ(1− ε)

(
1

s

)ε [
1−

m̂2
h

s

]1−2ε ∫ 1

0
ω−ε(1− ω)−εdω (3.33)

and performing the color averaging and polarization sums yields

σ(G G → hG) =
1

512 s (1− ε)2
|A(G G → hG)|2dΦ2. (3.34)

Explicitly, while using the definitions in Appendix C for the plus distributions we find

∆2δσ(G G → hG)IR/σ̂
SM
LO,ε→0(G G → h) is given by

6

[
6

ε2
− 6

L+

ε
+

6

ε
+ 3L2

+ − 6L+ − π2 + 6

]
δ(1− z)C̃HG,

+6
[
(12 f1(z) (Lm̂h − log(z))− 11f1(z) + 11z) f1(z) + 11 (1− z)2 z

]( 1

1− z

)
+

C̃HG,

+ 144 f2
1 (z)

(
log(1− z)

1− z

)
+

C̃HG − 72 f2
1 (z)

[
1

ε
+ 1− Lm̂t

](
1

1− z

)
+

C̃HG. (3.35)

Here the distributions of the numerator have been included again that were suppressed

in Eqn. (3.29). Replacing the 1/(1 − z)+ distribution in favor of the Altarelli-Parisi (AP)

splitting function via Eqn. (C.4) results in

6

[
6

ε2
+
β0

ε
− 6

L+

ε
+

6

ε
+ 3L2

+ − 6L+ − π2 + 6

]
δ(1− z)C̃HG − 72 f2

1 (z) [1− Lm̂t ]
(

1

1− z

)
+

C̃HG,

+ 6
[
(12 f1(z) (Lm̂h − log(z))− 11f1(z) + 11z) f1(z) + 11 (1− z)2 z

]( 1

1− z

)
+

C̃HG,

+ 144 f2
1 (z)

(
log(1− z)

1− z

)
+

C̃HG − 36 z pGG(z)

[
1

ε

]
C̃HG. (3.36)
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We follow the splitting functions conventions of Ellis-Stirling-Webber [36] and introduce a

counter term to remove the residual 1/ε

∆2δσAPDRc.t ≡ 36 ∆2σ̂SMEFT
LO,ε→0 (G G → h)

[(
µ2

µ2
F

)ε]
(4π)ε

Γ(1 + ε)Γ(1− ε)2

Γ(1− 2ε)

[
1

ε

]
z pGG(z)C̃HG

(3.37)

where µF is a low renormalization scale for the Altarelli-Parisi splitting function, while µ

is the higher renormalization scale introduced for renormalizing the SMEFT perturbations.

Comparing to the literature, the Altarelli-Parisi function and counter term conventions differ

between references, in particular Ref. [14, 21, 36, 37]. At times, conventions/schemes are

unspecified.

The counter term is introduced proportional to the leading order SMEFT×SM inter-

ference, as it must be proportional to C̃HG. Formally, the resulting splitting function is a

SMEFT correction to the SM splitting function, since it depends on the Wilson coefficient

C̃HG. The introduction of the splitting function represents the factorization of the long and

short distance physics proportional to C̃HG. It is possible to modify the counterterm in-

troduced via the replacement 1/ε → 1/ε + 1 − Lm̂t . This choice simplifies the final answer

obtained, removing all Lm̂t dependence. As the evaluation of the resulting perturbation of

the cross section is done in fixed order perturbation theory with µ ∼ mh, the scale µ in the

SMEFT AP counterterm is in the end set to a large renormalization scale. Here we forgo this

simplification of the final results, and retain an explicit factor of 1− Lm̂t .
We also note that an alternate calculational scheme convention for dipole subtraction

to address Lm̂t dependence is used in Ref. [38], based on Ref. [39]. Essentially, this is a

rearrangement of Lm̂t in intermediate steps of the calculation Our use of results from Refs. [20,

30] to define the SMEFT corrections to the cross section is similar to (but distinct from)

Ref. [38, 39] in intermediate steps, in that the Catani one loop IR operator multiplies the

full ε series with Lm̂t dependence for the SM leading order cross section. The net real

emission result is consistent with some past literature, including Refs. [38, 40] once schemes

and calculational conventions are appropriately accounted for.

The final result with L+ is

6

[
6

ε2
+
β0

ε
− 6

L+

ε
+

6

ε
+ 3L2

+ + β0(1− Lm̂t)− 6L+ − π2 + 6

]
δ(1− z)C̃HG,

+ 6
[
(12 f1(z) (Lm̂h − log(z))− 11f1(z) + 11z) f1(z) + 11 (1− z)2 z

]( 1

1− z

)
+

C̃HG,

+ 144 f2
1 (z)

(
log(1− z)

1− z

)
+

C̃HG + 36 z log

(
µ̂2

µ2
F

)
pGG(z) C̃HG,

− 72 f2
1 (z) [1− Lm̂t ]

(
1

1− z

)
+

C̃HG +O(ε). (3.38)
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3.1.5 Combined NLO C̃
(6)
HG result

Combining the virtual and real emission, the poles in ε and the log squared terms exactly

cancel out. The final result is quite compact

∆2δσSMEFT

∆2 σ̂SMLO,ε→0

1

2 C̃
(6)
HG

= 12

[
π2 +

11

2

]
δ(1− z)− 66(1− z)3 + 144 f2

1 (z)

(
log(1− z)

1− z

)
+

,

+ 72 f2
1 (z) [L+ − log (z)− 1]

(
1

1− z

)
+

+ 36 z pGG(z) log

(
µ̂2

µ2
F

)
.

(3.39)

This expression is understood to define the numerical rescaling required to generate the NLO

result from the numerical value of the SM cross section. The limit ε → 0 is thus already

taken in determining the SM result, and the distribution in z is averaged over the parton

distribution functions in the SM result.

The full NLO results are different than those reported in Ref. [12] and should be under-

stood to supersede those results. The improvements of the calculation are multifold. The full

ε dependence results reported in Ref. [30] leads to modification of finite terms due to cross

terms in the 1/ε series and the top sub-loop used in the mt → ∞ limit. The calculation in

Ref. [12] used the two loop matching calculation onto the heavy top quark effective operator,

but this approximation to the full NLO matrix element in the mt →∞ limit cannot capture

a full set of log terms (and descendent finite terms) that are numerically relevant. In addi-

tion, the calculation in Ref. [12] neglected the full two loop matrix element interference with

the tree level SMEFT operator insertion, only retaining a (poor) approximation of the one

loop SM amplitude for interfering with the one loop contribution to the QCD matrix element

proportional to the operator CHG. Further, the cross section result

∆2δσSMEFT (G G → h) ∝
( αs

4π2

)2
C̃HG, (3.40)

has two contributions. The interference of

〈GG|h〉2SM × 〈GG|h〉0C̃HG , (3.41)

and the interference of

〈GG|h〉1SM × 〈GG|h〉1C̃HG . (3.42)

In the mt → ∞ limit, the leading order result for G G → h in the SM follows from the

same local contact operator that receives an additive SMEFT contribution from C̃HG. Each

contribution to the cross section can be built up with the full NLO virtual amplitude results

in Ref. [30]. As the same local contact operator is present in the virtual NLO result, and

the ε expansion of the SM leading order sub-diagram is properly accounted for, the two loop

result “descends one loop order” in the mt →∞ limit so that

lim
mt→∞

〈GG|h〉2SM
C̃HG

v̄0
T ∆CSMhGG

→ 〈GG|h〉1
C̃HG

. (3.43)
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Similarly,

lim
mt→∞

〈GG|h〉1SM ≡ 〈GG|h〉0C̃HG ×
v̄0
T ∆CSMhGG

C̃HG
. (3.44)

The rescaling differences in each of these individual expressions cancel in the interference of

the virtual terms. The real emission result is determined at the amplitude squared level in

Eqn. (3.31), where the same rescaling relationship is present in the mt →∞ limit. Combining

the two sets of interference terms with their corresponding real emission results leads to the

overall factor of 2 on the left hand side of Eqn. (3.39).9. Such relationships between results

is an example of the utility of the EFT approach. Equation. (3.39) needs to be added to the

terms in Appendix E taken (unchanged) from Ref. [12] and reiterated here for completeness

to build up the full NLO result.

The results of Ref. [12], like most SMEFT literature, report results in a mixed MS

like scheme with on-shell renormalization of αs combined with BFM calculational scheme

results. Here we calculate in a consistent fashion in the BFM, and report the first complete

calculation of this form in the literature in the SMEFT for this process (to our knowledge) in

the MS scheme. The factorization of the results into a AP splitting function still requires the

introduction of a counterterm explicitly introducing dependence on the lower µF scale in the

process. The β0 dependent log proportional to δ(1− z) is absent as the counterterms of the

background field gluon wavefunction renormalization cancels against the renormalization of

the strong coupling. This scheme dependence, and the ability to rewrite distribution terms

using Eqn. (C.5) should be noted when comparing results in differing schemes.

3.2 Γ(h→ GG)

The matrix elements for h → G G and G G → h are related by crossing symmetry. As in the

case of Higgs production, the O(α2
s) interference contributions for this decay are

〈h|GG〉2SM × 〈h|GG〉0C̃HG , (3.45)

and

〈h|GG〉1SM × 〈h|GG〉1C̃HG . (3.46)

Also analogously to G G → h, there are IR divergences cancelled by h→ G G G – determined

from the same matrix elements reported in previous sections via crossing symmetry – with

additional contributions from h→ Gq̄q in the soft-collinear limit.

Some contributions to this decay are unchanged from the results in Ref. [12] and are

reiterated in Appendix F. Here, we focus on presenting the differences compared to past

results due to the full two loop SM matrix elements now incorporated. We uniform calculation

9Note that the real emission result cancels the IR divergences in both of the interference terms leading to

the 1/2 in Eqn. (3.32).
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conventions in our Γ(h → G G) results with those in Section 3. The two loop amplitudes

explicitly presented in Ref. [30] are the key SM input, as in Section 3.

The leading order results for the decay Γ(h→ G G) follows from CSMEFT
hG G , with the decay

width depending on this Wilson coefficient as

ΓSMEFT (h→ G G) ≡
2 m̂3

h

π
|CSMEFT
hG G |2, (3.47)

leading to [28, 41]:

∆2 ΓSMmt→∞(h→ G G) ≡
(α

(r)
s )2 m̂3

h

72π3v̂2
T

, ∆δ Γ(h→ G G) ≡
α

(r)
s m̂3

h C̃HG
3π2v̂2

T

.

3.2.1 Γ(h→ G G) Virtual terms

We organize the NLO contributions as in the case of GG → h, defining

〈h|GG〉2,FSM =
α

(r)
s

4π

[
11 + c1 ε+ (−β0 + c2 ε) log

(
−
m̂2
h

µ̂2

)]
〈h|GG〉1SM,ε→0, (3.48)

leading to the contribution

∆2δΓ(h→ G G)F

∆2Γ̂SMLO (h→ G G)
=
α

(r)
s

2π
(11− β0 Lm̂h)

C̃
(6)
HG

v̄0
T ∆CSMhGG

,

= 6 (11− β0 Lm̂h) C̃
(6)
HG. (3.49)

The ε terms in c1, c2 again interfere and generate constant finite terms

∆3δΓ(h→ G G)F

∆2 Γ̂SMLO (h→ G G)
= −3β0 α

(r)
s

2π

(
Re[c1] + Re[c2]Lm̂h +

3π2 β0

2

)
C̃

(6)
HG. (3.50)

The net renormalization (using MS for the top mass dependence) again introduces a contri-

bution to the cross section

∆2δΓ(h→ G G)ren

∆2 Γ̂SMLO (h→ GG)
= −6β0

[
1

ε
+ 1− Lm̂t − Lm̂h

]
C̃

(6)
HG + 36CF C̃

(6)
HG, (3.51)

with an additional factor of Lm̂h (compared to Eqn. (3.25)) due to the d-dimensional two

body phase space dΦ2.

3.2.2 Γ(h→ G G) Real emission terms

The interference of the two loop, scheme dependent terms with the tree level insertion of C̃HG
gives

∆2δΓ(h→ G G)sch

∆2 Γ̂SMLO (h→ GG)
= 6 C̃HG

[
− 6

ε2
+

6(L+ + Lm̂h − 1)

ε
− 6L2

m̂h
− 6L2

+ + 3L2
m̂t

]
,

+ 6 C̃HG

[
6Lm̂h + 6L+ + β0Lm̂h +

9π2

2
− 20

]
(3.52)
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Leading to a net virtual interference result

∆2δΓ(h→ G G)

∆2 Γ̂SMLO (h→ GG)
= 12 C̃HG

[
− 6

ε2
+

6(L+ + Lm̂h − 1)− β0

ε
− 6L2

m̂h
− 6L2

+ + 3L2
m̂t

]
,

+ 12 C̃HG

[
−β0 + 6Lm̂h + (6 + β0)L+ +

9π2

2
− 1

]
. (3.53)

The real emission contributions are a combination of h → G G G in the soft limit and

h→ G q̄ q in the collinear limit. The former contribution is

∆2δΓ(h→ G G G)soft

∆2 Γ̂SMLO (h→ GG)
= 12 C̃HG

[
6

ε2
+

6(Lm̂t − 2L+ + 1) + 11

ε
− 9π2

2
+

119

2

]
,

+ 12 C̃HG
[
3L2

m̂t + 17Lm̂t − 12Lm̂tL+ + 12L2
+ − 34L+

]
, (3.54)

while the later is

∆2δΓ(h→ G q̄ q)col.
∆2 Γ̂SMLO (h→ GG)

= 12 C̃HG

[
−2NF

3ε
+
NF

3
(4L+ − 2Lm̂t − 9)

]
. (3.55)

Combining all terms we find

∆2δΓ(h→ G G)

∆2 Γ̂SMLO (h→ GG)
= 12 C̃HG

[
95

2
−

7Nf

3
− β0Lm̂h

]
. (3.56)

This result is consistent with the SM NLO result reported in Refs. [40, 42, 43]. See also

Refs. [38, 44].

3.3 Γ(h→ AA) two loop QCD corrections

The decay width is given by

Γ(h→ AA) '
m̂3
h

4π
|〈h|AA〉1SM + 〈h|AA〉2SM + 〈h|AA〉0O(v̄2T /Λ

2) + 〈h|AA〉0O(v̄4T /Λ
4) + 〈h|AA〉1O(v̄2T /Λ

2)|
2

(3.57)

All of the contributing terms except 〈h|AA〉2SM were defined in Ref. [12]. We reiterate these

results in Appendix G to make the paper self contained. For example, the leading order result

[27, 29, 45] is defined with the notation (τp = 4m2
p/m̄

2
h)

〈h|AA〉1SM =
−ĝ2 ê

2

64π2 m̂W

(
A1(τW ) +

∑
i

N i
c Q

2
i A1/2(τψi)

)
〈hAµνAµν〉0, (3.58)

The two loop QCD corrections we add in this work are reported in Refs. [16, 17, 46, 47]. The

QCD corrections are given by

〈h|AA〉2SM =
−ĝ2 α̂

(r) ê2

64π3 m̂W

∑
i

N i
c Q

2
i A1/2(τp)

[
CH1 (τp) + CH2 (τp) log

(
4 µ̂2

τpm̂2
h

)]
〈hAµνAµν〉0,

(3.59)
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where

A1/2(τp)C
H
2 (τp) ≡ 4τp [1 + (1− 2τp)f(τp) + τp (1− τp) d f(τp)/dτp] , (3.60)

and A1/2(τp)C
H
1 (τp) is lengthy and directly given in Ref. [17]. Note that our definition of

τp is the inverse of the definition used in Ref. [17]. Numerically, we update the SM result

including these corrections, thereby retaining the corresponding ∝ ∆2δ interference terms

〈h|AA〉2SM × 〈h|AA〉0O(v̄2T /Λ
2) (3.61)

in the expression for ΓSMEFT (h→ AA)/∆2ΓSM (h→ AA).

3.4 Γ(h→ Ψ̄ Ψ)

Defining the coupling of the Higgs to fermions with flavors p, r as

Lh,eff = −ghψ
pr
h ψ̄R

p
ψL
r

+ h.c. (3.62)

the decays to ψ = {u, c, d, s, b, e, µ, τ} are modified in the ∆, δ expansions as

Γ̄
(
h→ ψ̄pψp

)
=

∣∣∣∣gSMhψ
pp

+ δghψ
pp

+ ∆ghψ
pp

+ δ2ghψ
ppr

+ δ∆ghψ
pp

+ · · ·
∣∣∣∣2

8π |gSMhψ
pp

|2
Nψ
C M̄h

√
2ĜF M̂

2
ψβ

3,

(3.63)

where β ≡
(

1− 4M̄2
ψ/M̄

2
h

)1/2
. The pole masses of quarks and leptons inferred from experi-

mental results define input parameters M̂ψ and determine the SM Yukawa couplings through

the definition

Ŷψ = 23/4M̂ψ

√
ĜF . (3.64)

When all SM parameters are defined via a particular input parameter scheme, we denote

Γ̄→ Γ̂. Known results are

gSMhψ
pr

= δprŶψ
pr
/
√

2, (3.65)

δghψ
pr

=

Ŷψ
pr√
2

[
C

(6)
H,kin −

δG
(6)
F√
2

]
− 1√

2
C̃
∗,(6)
ψH
pr

. (3.66)

The geoSMEFT results in Ref. [10, 11] lead directly to

δ2ghψ
pr

=

Ŷψ
pr√
2

[
C

(8)
H,kin − C

(6)
H,kin

δG
(6)
F√
2

+ (
δG

(6)
F√
2

)2 −
δG

(8)
F√
2

]
− 1√

2
C̃
∗,(8)
ψH
pr

, (3.67)

− 1√
2

[
C

(6)
H,kin −

δG
(6)
F√
2

]
C̃
∗,(6)
ψH
pr

. (3.68)
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Note that, in the U(3)5 limit, C̃
∗,(6),(8)
ψH
pr

are proportional to Yψ
pr

. The appearance of the shift

in the measured value of the vev in muon decay, compared to the Lagrangian parameter

is δG
(6)
F ,δG

(8)
F . The appearance of this shift at tree level is consistent in the dependence

introduced due to the vev shift in the loop level SM decays via Eqn. (E.7).

For the SM decay at one loop (in QCD corrections), the results are given in Ref. [48] in

the limit β → 1 (and neglecting subleading effects further suppressed by mψ). Specifically,

[48, 49]

∆ghψ
pp
⊃ gSMhψ

pp

α
(r)
s CF
8π

(
17 + 6 log

(
µ̂2

m2
h

))
, (3.69)

δ∆ghψ
pp
⊃ ∆ghψ

pp
δghψ

pp
. (3.70)

The universal EW corrections to the vev extraction are also given by ∆ghψ
pp
⊃ −gSMhψ

pp

∆GF .

∆GF is defined in Eqn. (D.3). This leads to the simple expression for p = r

δΓh→ψ̄ψ

Γ̂SM
h→ψ̄ψ

= 1 + 2 Re

(
δghψ

pp

)
+

2 Re

(
δ2ghψ

pp

)
∆ghψ

pp

+ · · · (3.71)

for the decays to ψ = {u, c, d, s, b, e, µ, τ}. Non-factorizable corrections are present in the last

term and also introduce δ∆ effects through operator mixing. These corrections are relatively

suppressed by powers of mψ.

4 Scheme choice and Numerics

We report numerical results for σ(GG → h), Γ(h → AA), and Γ(h → GG). As SMEFT

corrections are determined to higher orders in the operator and perturbative expansions,

scheme dependence becomes a more relevant issue of concern for numerical accuracy. Scheme

dependence comes in three forms in the SMEFT: operator basis dependence, perturba-

tive/renormalization scheme dependence, and input parameter dependence. There is operator

basis dependence at each order in the O(1/Λ) expansion, and higher orders in O(1/Λ) also

depend on the scheme choice made at lower orders in O(1/Λ) [60]. We address this scheme

dependence by using the Warsaw basis [61], and the geoSMEFT formalism [9–11] for higher

order corrections in O(1/Λ).

For perturbative/renormalization scheme dependence, we renormalize in a mixed on shell-

MS scheme, use the BFM for gauge fixing, and a FJ tadpole scheme [62]. This approach is

consistent with the background field independence of the geoSMEFT formalism. For numer-

ical evaluations we use the on shell masses given in Table 1.
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Input parameters Value onshell mass Ref.

m̂Z [GeV] 91.1876± 0.0021 [50]

m̂W [GeV] 80.387± 0.016 [51]

m̂h [GeV] 125.15± 0.15 [50]

m̂t (MC/onshell) [GeV] 172.69± 0.3 [50]

m̂b (msbar) [GeV] 4.18± 0.03 4.92 [50, 52, 53]

m̂c (msbar)[GeV] 1.27± 0.02 1.51 [50, 52, 53]

m̂d (curr.-msbar)[MeV] 4.67± 0.48 [50]

m̂s (curr.-msbar)[MeV] 93.4± 8.6 100 [50, 53]

m̂u (curr.-msbar)[MeV] 2.16± 0.49 [50]

m̂τ (pole) [GeV] 1.77686± 0.00012 [50]

m̂µ (pole) [MeV] 105.6583755± 0.0000023 [50]

m̂e (pole) [MeV] 0.510−±1.5× 10−10 [50]

ĜF [GeV−2] 1.166 ·10−5 [54, 55]

α̂EW 1/137.03599084(21) [50]

∇α 0.0590± 0.0005 [56]

α̂s 0.1179± 0.0010 [50]

mα̂
W 80.36± 0.01 –

∇αm̂W 0.0576± 0.0008 –

Table 1. Input parameter values used. mα̂
W is the value of mW inferred in the {α̂, m̂Z , ĜF } scheme

using the interpolation formula of Refs. [56–59], while ∆αm̂W is the shift in the value of alpha due to

hadronic effects for the {m̂W , m̂Z , ĜF } scheme. The on-shell masses used for the numerical evaluations

to be consistent with past literature conventions are also listed.

∆Rm̂WA 0.12 ∆Rα̂ewA 0.12 ∆R
α̂ew(0)
A 0.13

∆Gm̂WF 0.024 ∆Gα̂ewF 0.024 ∆G
α̂ew(0)
F 0.024

∆Rm̂W
M2
W

-0.041 ∆Rα̂ew
M2
W

-0.041 ∆R
α̂ew(0)

M2
W

-0.041

∆Rm̂W
M2
Z

-0.051 ∆Rα̂ew
M2
Z

-0.051 ∆R
α̂ew(0)

M2
Z

-0.051

∆R
m̂W
φ4
2 + ∆v

v -0.003
∆Rα̂ewφ4

2 + ∆v
v -0.003

∆R
α̂ew(0)
φ4
2 + ∆v

v -0.003

∆M m̂W
1 -0.010 ∆M α̂ew

1 -0.0096 ∆M
α̂ew(0)
1 -0.0098

∆gm̂W1 -0.011 ∆gα̂ew1 -0.096 ∆g
α̂ew(0)
1 -0.098

∆gm̂W2 -0.0054 ∆gα̂ew2 0.041 ∆g
α̂ew(0)
2 0.040

Table 2. Numerical values of the one loop corrections to various Lagrangian parameters and matrix

element corrections in both input schemes, updated to new input parameter values in Table 1. We only

report gauge independent combinations of parameters. We have chosen µ = m̂h in these evaluations

for the scale dependence associated with the one loop improvement of input parameters and finite on

shell renormalization conditions in the LSZ formula. For operator mixing effects, we set µ = Λ.
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4.1 αew and the Hadronic resonance region

A significant numerical effect, larger than some of the two loop QCD corrections added in this

work, is the treatment of the hadronic resonance region for the running of αEW (0) measured

in the p2 → 0 Thompson limit. As discussed in Ref. [12, 63–66] this effect is numerically

significant in the SM and in the numerical coefficients of SMEFT perturbations. Including

this effect leads to the numerical difference [50]

1/αew(p2 ∼ m̂2
Z) = 128.951± 0.009, while 1/αew(p2 → 0) = 137.035999139(31).

(4.1)

In Hdecay [67, 68], a modified MS subtraction scheme is used, motivated by this large numer-

ical effect, consistent with results developed in Ref. [69, 70]. As this scheme choice is more

numerically significant compared to the size of the two loop corrections we incorporate here

to Γ(h→ AA), we adjust our numerical results to this convention.

Essentially, the scheme choice used in [67–70] is to use a αew(0) input, instead of αew(m̂Z).

This choice is made to exploit that the hadronic resonance region from bound states in QCD,

preserves QED, and hence naive QED Ward identities relate the wavefunction and charge

renormalization. This is the case if a suitable renormalization scheme and gauge fixing term

is used. As a result, the nonperturbative corrections from the hadronic resonance region are

not present in the SM prediction of Γ(h→ AA), but are shifted to other observables.

To uniform the SMEFT perturbations to this scheme choice [67–70], we modify our finite

terms as follows. As verified in Ref. [12], the finite terms of the charge and wavefunction

renormalization are related by the preserved QED Ward identity to be

∆Ze = −1
2∆ZÂ,

∆Re = −1
2∆RÂ. (4.2)

We extend ∆Re and ∆RÂ by finite terms to cancel the effect of the running through the

hadronic resonance region. Explicitly, ∆Re is defined at one loop to be [12, 71, 72]

∆Re =
ḡ2

1 ḡ
2
2

(ḡ2
1 + ḡ2

2)

[
7

32π2
log

(
µ2

m2
W

)
−
Nf
c Q2

f

24π2
log

(
µ2

m̄2
f

)
+

1

48π2

]
, (4.3)

and the charge renormalization finite renormalization is related to the Thompson limit mea-

sured value by

−i
[

4π α̂(q2)

q2

]
q2→0

≡ −i (e0 + ∆Re)
2

q2

[
1 + Re

ΣAA(m2
Z)

m2
Z

+∇α
]
. (4.4)

Here ∇α includes corrections form QCD bound states (see Table. 1) [64, 73–75] and ΣAA(m̄2
Z)

is given explicitly in Ref. [12]. Now, redefining

∆Re → ∆Re + e0

(
Re

ΣAA(m2
Z)

m2
Z

+∇α
)

+ · · · (4.5)
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numerically absorbs the effect of running through the Hadronic resonance region into the

finite renormalization of the electric charge. So long as the Ward identity derived relation

for finite terms ∆Re = −1
2∆RÂ is imposed, this leads to the cancelation of the numerical

effects of running through the hadronic resonance region in Γ(h → AA) in the (so-defined){
α(0), M̂W , ĜF

}
input scheme. For further discussion see Refs. [76, 77].

The SM predictions from Hdecay are produced in the effective
{
α(0), M̂W , ĜF

}
scheme.

While the
{
M̂Z , M̂W , ĜF

}
scheme is used in in global studies [5–8] for SMEFT perturbations.

This leads to an important numerical shift in the central value of the SM prediction

compared to a
{
α(M̂Z), M̂W , ĜF

}
input scheme. This numerical difference should be noted

given that, at leading order, Γ(h→ AA) ∝ α2
ew, and

(αα(0)
ew )2 = 5.33× 10−5, (αα(m̂Z)

ew )2 = 6.01× 10−5, (αm̂Wew )2 = 5.72× 10−5. (4.6)

As the perturbations (or lack of perturbations) in Γ(h → AA) numerically is quite dom-

inant in global SMEFT fits, numerical consistency on this issue is critical for precise con-

straints. In what follows we present results in the
{
α(0), M̂W , ĜF

}
,
{
α(M̂Z), M̂W , ĜF

}
and{

M̂Z , M̂W , ĜF

}
schemes for Γ(h→ AA). Scheme dependence is minimal in the observables

σ(GG → h) and Γ(h→ GG).

4.2 Uniforming Quark Masses

We uniform the fermion mass inputs to a common MS convention, consistent with Refs. [53,

67, 68, 78]. The top mass is taken as an on shell mass, related to the MS at one loop via

M i
os,t = mi(µ)

(
1 +

αs(M
i
os,t)

π

(
log

µ2

(mi)2
+

4

3

))
. (4.7)

For the on-shell charm quark mass used for numerical evaluations, we determine this value

from the relationship [52] free of renormalons at leading order in the 1S scheme

mb −mc = 3.41 GeV. (4.8)

Numerical dependence on the light quark masses is negligible. The masses used are listed in

Table 1.

In the case of results reported in Ref. [17] we note that, the running masses are related

to the pole mass via the convention in Ref. [16]

M i
os,AA = mi(µ)

(
1 +

αs(m
i)

π
log

µ2

(mi)2

)
. (4.9)

Finally, for the lepton pole masses the relationship to the MS masses is [79]

M i
os,lep = mi(µ)

(
1 +

αew(mi)

π

(
1 +

3

4
log

µ2

(mi)2

))
. (4.10)
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4.3 σ(GG → h)

To numerically evaluate σ(GG → h), we use NNPDF3.0 NLO parton distribution func-

tions [80, 81] and αs = 0.118. We set all µ scales to m̂h, with the exception of scales

associated with operator mixing. For these choices, and taking the mt →∞ limit, the NLO

SM cross section for σ(GG → h),
√
s = 13 TeV is (for all EW input schemes):

σ̂SM,mt→∞(GG → h) = ∆2σSM
mt→∞(GG → h) + ∆3σSM

mt→∞(GG → h) = 31.6 pb, (4.11)

where the analytic expressions for the LO (∆2) and NLO (∆3) pieces are given in Eqn. (E.1)

and Eqn. (E.4) respectively.

Adding up the full set of SMEFT contributions to the inclusive σ(GG → h) cross section

and dividing by the SM result, we find:

σα̂SMEFT(GG → h)

σ̂SM,mt→∞(GG → h)
' 1 + 289 C̃

(6)
HG

+ 289 C̃
(6)
HG

(
C̃

(6)
H� −

1

4
C̃

(6)
HD

)
+ 4.68× 104 (C̃

(6)
HG)2 + 289 C̃

(8)
HG

+ 0.85
(
C̃

(6)
H� −

1

4
C̃

(6)
HD

)
+ 369 C̃

(6)
HG − 0.91 C̃

(6)
uH − 7.26 Re C̃

(6)
uG

− 0.60 δG
(6)
F − 4.42 Re C̃

(6)
uG log

(m̂2
h

Λ2

)
− 0.126 Re C̃

(6)
dG log

(m̂2
h

Λ2

)
− 0.057 Re C̃

(6)
dG + 2.06 C̃

(6)
dH . (4.12)

The superscript α̂ on the left hand side of the result indicates we used the α̂(mZ) scheme,

though we find the result is identical for the other two schemes, at least to the order of

accuracy presented. The right hand side of Eqn. (4.12) is grouped according to the v̄T /Λ

and loop order of the terms. Specifically, the first line is the O(v̄2
T /Λ

2) interference, the

second line is the O(v̄4
T /Λ

4) contribution coming from dimension six operators squared and

the interference of dimension eight effects with the SM, and the last three lines are the one

loop times O(v2
T /Λ

2) contributions. Not surprisingly, the largest loop contribution is the

O(C̃HG α
2
s) correction, which is split roughly evenly between the δ(1− z) term and the z > 1

contribution.

These results are slightly different than what was presented in Ref. [12]. One cause for

the difference is that we are dividing by full NLO SM result in Eqn. (4.12), while in Ref. [12]

we retained only a part of the O(α3
s) SM in the denominator. The difference, 31.6 pb here

versus 18.15 pb in Ref. [12], explains the approximate halving of all the numbers multiplying

the Wilson coefficients. The other main differences is that Eqn. (4.12) has the complete

O(C̃GHα
2
s)mt→∞ dependence, consistently calculated in the BFM with the MS scheme, while

the result in Ref. [12] was incomplete and used an ad hoc combination of different schemes.

To compare our result, the obvious candidate is SMEFT@NLO [82], a recently advanced

(NLO) SMEFT Monte Carlo operating within the MadGraph [83] framework. However, a di-

rect comparison of our full, analytic result with SMEFT@NLO is complicated by several subtleties.
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First, the internal MadGraph classification of processes into tree versus loop-level complicates

scenarios like GG → h, where the SM and SMEFT contributions fall into different categories.

Second, the counterterm for operator C̃HG is not part of the current SMEFT@NLO suite, so

terms such as the interference between the lowest order (loop level) SM amplitude and the

NLO C̃HG amplitude (Eqn. (3.42)) cannot be generated.

A further comparison is potentially possible between a subset of terms in this result and

Ref. [21], Table 2. However, the operators in Ref. [21] are, in fact, distinct from ours due

to the choice to subtract v̄2
T in the operator definition. Further, the results in Ref. [21] have

rescaled Wilson coefficient with factors of αs being introduced. These differences complicate

compensating for different scale and PDF choices between this work and Ref. [21]. As no

result equivalent to Eqn. (3.39) is given in Ref. [21], an analytic parton-level comparison is

not possible, so only proton level results can be compared. With these caveats in mind, the

central values do differ, though the order of magnitude of the subset of numerical coefficients

is consistent within errors and after rescaling of the coefficients to uniform conventions. A

more thorough error analysis on the PDF and scale uncertainty is beyond this work.

4.4 Γ(h→ GG)

Using inputs in Table 1 and the SM result for Γ(h → GG) in the mt → ∞ limit at two loop

order we have

ΓSMmt→∞(h→ G G) = ∆2 ΓSMmt→∞(h→ G G) + ∆3 ΓSMmt→∞(h→ G G), (4.13)

where [28, 40–43]

∆2 ΓSMmt→∞(h→ G G) ≡
(α

(r)
s )2 m̂3

h

72π3v̂2
T

,

∆3 ΓSMmt→∞(h→ G G) ≡
(α

(r)
s )2 m̂3

h

72π3v̂2
T

(
α

(r)
s

π

)(
95

4
− 7nF

6
− β0

2
log

m̂2
h

µ̂2

)
.

Numerically, this evaluates to 2.01 + 1.35 = 3.37× 10−4 GeV.

Including SMEFT contributions, we have the result

ΓSMEFT (h→ GG)

Γ̂SM,mt→∞(h→ GG)
' 1 +

24π

α
(r)
s

C̃
(6)
HG +

4π

α
(r)
s κhG G

(
12 +

36π

α
(r)
s

)
(C̃

(6)
HG)2, (4.14)

+
24π

α
(r)
s κhG G

×

(
[∆GF + ∆M1 + ∆RG ] C̃

(6)
HG +

∑
i

Re C̃
(6)
i ∆f

(6)
i

16π2

)
,

+
24π

α
(r)
s

[
〈
√
h

44
〉O(v2/Λ2)C̃

(6)
HG + C̃

(8)
HG

]
,

where we have defined

κhG G ≡ 1 + ∆3 ΓSMmt→∞(h→ G G)/∆2 ΓSMmt→∞(h→ G G) ≡ 1.67. (4.15)
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In the mt →∞ limit, the SM QCD correction cancels against the same overall correction for

the C̃
(6)
HG linear term. The rescaling of the local contact operator forms present in the last

term is also the same, leading to another cancelation of κhG G . The remaining terms have non-

factorizable corrections that are not included here, so only the SM two loop normalization is

present. See Ref. [26] for recent work on these effects.

Only the second line in observable is input parameter scheme dependent, so scheme effects

on the SMEFT perturbations are quite small. Numerically, the SMEFT result is

ΓSMEFT

Γ̂SM,mt→∞
' 1 + 640

[
C̃

(6)
HG

(
1 +

(
C̃

(6)
H� −

1

4
C̃

(6)
HD

))
+ C̃

(8)
HG

]
+ S1 C̃

(6)
HG + 6.20× 104 (C̃

(6)
HG)2

+ 1.24
(
C̃

(6)
H� −

1

4
C̃

(6)
HD

)
− 0.87 δG

(6)
F − 1.24 C̃

(6)
tH + 2.73 C̃

(6)
bH , (4.16)

− 7.86 Re C̃
(6)
uG − 4.85 Re C̃

(6)
uG log

(m̂2
h

Λ2

)
− 0.14 Re C̃

(6)
dG log

(m̂2
h

Λ2

)
− 0.06 Re C̃

(6)
dG .

The input parameter scheme dependence of the numerical coefficients is negligible, with the

largest dependence being(
Sm̂W1 , S

α̂ew(m̂Z)
1 , S

α̂ew(0)
1

)
= (−26.8,−26.6,−26.7) . (4.17)

4.5 Γ(h→ AA)

For these numeric, we again use the input parameters in Table 1 and the related results

in Table 2. Including the two loop QCD SM results at the amplitude level in this manner

gives the following SM h → AA partial widths for the SM with out chosen numerical input

parameters:

Γm̂WSM (h→ AA) = 1.10× 10−5 GeV, (4.18)

Γ
α̂ew(m̂Z)
SM (h→ AA) = 1.16× 10−5 GeV, (4.19)

Γ
α̂ew(0)
SM (h→ AA) = 1.01× 10−5 GeV. (4.20)

where here we retain the two loop squared contribution to the decay width. Interference

corrections of three loop order interfering with the SM one loop amplitude are the same order,

but numerically neglected in the normalization. We include the two loop QCD interference

effects with the tree level operator (leading) interference results in the SMEFT. We neglect
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S1 S2 S3 S4 S5 S6 S7 S8 S9 S10

M̂W −753 1.41× 105 321 2041 586 −1093 897 721 −914 1880

α̂
(M̂Z)
ew −724 1.30× 105 −320 1402 −126 −269 149 −149 95.0 297

α̂
(0)
ew −794 1.56× 105 −317 1447 −105 −274 138 −138 97.0 227

S11 S12 S13 S14 S15 S16 S17 S18 S19 S20 S21

M̂W 1587 −1843 −100 −21.2 46.2 1.87 −0.51 3.28 24.4 −25.6 13.1

α̂
(M̂Z)
ew −297 320 −199 32.0 −16.0 1.80 −0.49 3.25 23.9 −25.0 43.6

α̂
(0)
ew −227 317 −222 30.3 −20.7 1.95 −0.45 3.32 25.1 −26.3 48.4

S22 S23 S24 S25 S26 S27 S28

M̂W −13.7 0.51 −0.28 2 −3.49 −7.5 −3
√

2

α̂
(M̂Z)
ew −45.7 0.51 −0.28 2 0 0 −

√
2

α̂
(0)
ew −50.7 5.04 −1.22 2 0 0 −

√
2

Table 3. Numerical coefficients for SMEFT perturbations to Γ(h → AA) in three input parameter

schemes, including two loop QCD interference effects.

these two loop SM interference effects in the other interference terms. The result is

ΓSMEFT

Γ̂SM

' 1 + S1

[
f1 +

(
C̃

(6)
H� −

C̃
(6)
HD

4

)
f1 + f2

]
+ S2 f

2
1 + S3 (C̃

(6)
HW − C̃

(6)
HB)2 + S4 δG

(6)
F C̃

(6)
HB,

+ S5 δG
(6)
F C̃

(6)
HW + S6 δG

(6)
F C̃

(6)
HWB + S7 C̃

(6)
HD C̃

(6)
HB + S8 C̃

(6)
HD C̃

(6)
HW + S9 C̃

(6)
HD C̃

(6)
HWB,

+ S10 C̃
(6)
HWB C̃

(6)
HB + S11 C̃

(6)
HWB C̃

(6)
HW + S12 (C̃

(6)
HWB)2 + S13 C̃

(6)
HB + S14 C̃

(6)
HW ,

+

[
S15 + S16 log

(
m̂2
h

Λ2

)]
C̃

(6)
HWB +

[
S17 + S18 log

(
m̂2
h

Λ2

)]
C̃

(6)
W ,

+

[
S19 + S20 log

(
m̂2
h

Λ2

)]
Re C̃

(6)
uB
33

+

[
S21 + S22 log

(
m̂2
h

Λ2

)]
Re C̃

(6)
uW
33

+ S23 Re C̃
(6)
uH
33

,

+ S24 Re C̃
(6)
dH
33

+ S25 (C̃
(6)
H� −

C̃
(6)
HD

4
) + S26 C̃

(6)
HD + S27 C̃

(6)
HWB + S28

√
2 δG

(6)
F .

The input scheme dependent numerical results are given in Table 3. Several numerically small

corrections compared to the retained terms are neglected here. These neglected corrections are

generally further suppressed by small (SM) Yukawa couplings. Here the short hand functions
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f m̂Wi ' f α̂ewi for i = 1, 2 are approximately scheme independent and

δG
(6)
F =

1√
2

(
C̃

(3)
Hl
ee

+ C̃
(3)
Hl
µµ

− 1

2
(C̃ ′ ll

µeeµ
+ C̃ ′ ll

eµµe
)

)
, (4.21)

f m̂W1 =
[
C̃

(6)
HB + 0.29 C̃

(6)
HW − 0.54 C̃

(6)
HWB

]
, (4.22)

f m̂W2 =
[
C̃

(8)
HB + 0.29 (C̃

(8)
HW + C̃

(8)
HW,2)− 0.54 C̃

(8)
HWB

]
. (4.23)

4.6 δΓSMEFT
h,full

The total width of the SMEFT was calculated systematically in Ref. [84] including all cor-

rections O(1/Λ2) interfering with SM amplitudes in the U(3)5 limit for C̃
(6)
i . In this section

we discuss how this result is surprisingly robust against the leading QCD corrections. The

dependence of the total inclusive width on the L(6) Wilson coefficients of the SMEFT was

found to be [84]

δΓSMEFT
h,full

ΓSMh
' 1− 1.50 C̃

(6)
HB − 1.21 C̃

(6)
HW + 1.21 C̃

(6)
HWB + 50.6 C̃

(6)
HG

+ 1.83 C̃
(6)
H� − 0.43 C̃

(6)
HD + 1.17 C̃

′(6)
ll

− 7.85 Ŷu
cc

Re C̃
(6)
uH − 48.5 Ŷ d

bb
Re C̃

(6)
dH − 12.3 Ŷ `

ττ
Re C̃

(6)
eH

+ 0.002 C̃
(6)
Hq,(1) + 0.06 C̃

(6)
Hq,(3) + 0.001 C̃

(6)
Hu − 0.0007 C̃

(6)
Hd

− 0.0009 C̃
(6)
Hl,(1) − 2.32 C̃

(6)
Hl,(3) − 0.0006 C̃

(6)
He,

(4.24)

using the {M̂W , M̂Z , ĜF , M̂h} input scheme. Here, we have pulled out the explicit Yukawa

factor from the Wilson coefficient. Using the {α̂ew, M̂Z , ĜF , M̂h} input scheme, the result is

δΓSMEFT
h,full

ΓSMh
' 1− 1.40 C̃

(6)
HB − 1.22 C̃

(6)
HW + 2.89 C̃

(6)
HWB + 50.6 C̃

(6)
HG

+ 1.83 C̃
(6)
H� + 0.34 C̃

(6)
HD + 0.70 C̃

′(6)
ll

− 7.85 Ŷu
cc

Re C̃
(6)
uH − 48.5 Ŷ d

bb
Re C̃

(6)
dH − 12.3 Ŷ `

ττ
Re C̃

(6)
eH

+ 0.002 C̃
(6)
Hq,(1) + 0.06 C̃

(6)
Hq,(3) + 0.001 C̃

(6)
Hu − 0.0008 C̃

(6)
Hd

− 0.0008 C̃
(6)
Hl,(1) − 1.38 C̃

(6)
Hl,(3) − 0.0007 C̃

(6)
He.

(4.25)

In Ref. [84], loop effects (outside the SM loop suppressed decays to G G, AA, Z A) were

neglected. As such, the {α̂ew(M̂Z), M̂Z , ĜF , M̂h} and {α̂ew(0), M̂Z , ĜF , M̂h} scheme are iden-

tified. We have used the {α̂ew(M̂Z), M̂Z , ĜF , M̂h} scheme.10

10The use of the results of the Higgs cross section working group for branching ratios effectively shifts some

the numerical results to that of the {α̂ew(0), M̂Z , ĜF , M̂h} scheme. This correction to the presentation of

Ref. [84] should be noted.
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Numerically important loop contributions to δΓSMEFT
h,full /ΓSMh come about from decays to

b̄ b, G G and AA. QCD corrections to AA decay are small. The leading Γ(h → b̄ b) QCD

corrections factorize and are the same as in the SM in the EFT (neglecting mψ the small

known IR mass parameters), thus they cancel in the SMEFT width expression. Therefore,

the ∆ corrections to the decay Γ(h → GG) dominate the dependence of the total width on

C̃
(6)
HG. This correction can be incorporated via the replacement

− 0.33

ΓSMh
× 619 C̃

(6)
HG +

0.337

ΓSMh
(640 + S1) C̃

(6)
HG, (4.26)

with ΓSMh = 4.100 MeV, leading to the partial QCD improved result of the SMEFT width

reported in Ref. [84]

δΓSMEFT
h,full

ΓSMh
+ (0.58, 0.59) C̃

(6)
HG, (4.27)

in the {M̂W , M̂Z , ĜF , M̂h},{α̂ew(0), M̂Z , ĜF , M̂h} schemes respectively. This correction is

only partial, it neglects many other QCD correction in the partial decay width. Nevertheless

it is the leading correction for the operator C
(6)
HG dependence in the total width. Due to

the numerical dominance of the decay to G G for the operator C
(6)
HG in the SMEFT, this is a

relevant numerical improvement.

5 Conclusions

In this paper we have advanced the results in the geoSMEFT formulation of the SMEFT

for σ(G G → h), Γ(h → G G), Γ(h → AA), Γ(h → ψ̄ ψ), and the total Higgs width. Pre-

vious literature [1, 10, 12, 84–87] has provided terms in the SMEFT × loop expansion

of orders O(v̄2
T /Λ

2),O(v̄2
T /Λ

2(16π2)) and O(v̄4
T /Λ

4). This work extends the expansion to

O(v̄2
T /Λ

2(16π2)2) by consistently including the interference of two-loop (NLO in QCD) SM

amplitudes with O(v̄2
T /Λ

2) SMEFT terms. Additionally, we have incorporated a set of QCD

loop corrections determined previously in [48, 49] into the characterization of Γ(h → ψ̄ ψ).

Combining these updated results, we determine the leading loop correction to the Higgs total

width. We have also characterized a more consistent numerical treatment of input parameter

choices and effects, updating past numerical results.
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A SMEFT/geoSMEFT notation and conventions

The SM Lagrangian [88–90] notation is fixed to be

LSM = −1

4
GAµνG

Aµν − 1

4
W I
µνW

Iµν − 1

4
BµνB

µν +
∑
ψ

ψ i /Dψ, (A.1)

+(DµH)†(DµH)− λ
(
H†H − 1

2
v2

)2

−
[
H†j d Yd qj + H̃†juYu qj +H†je Ye `j + h.c.

]
.

The chiral projectors have the convention ψL/R = PL/R ψ where PR = (1 + γ5) /2, and the

gauge covariant derivative is defined with a positive sign convention

Dµ = ∂µ + ig3T
AAAµ + ig2σ

IW I
µ/2 + ig1yiBµ, (A.2)

with I = {1, 2, 3}, A = {1 . . . 8} , σI denotes the Pauli matrices and yi the UY(1) hy-

percharge generator with charge normalization yi = {1/6, 2/3,−1/3,−1/2,−1, 1/2} for i =

{q, u, d, `, e,H}. The SMEFT Lagrangian is

LSMEFT = LSM + L(d), L(d) =
∑
i

C
(d)
i

Λd−4
Q(d)
i for d > 4. (A.3)

The SM Lagrangian notation and conventions are consistent with Refs. [1, 10, 12, 61, 85–

87] with some slight variations. The operators Q(d)
i are labelled with a mass dimension d

superscript and multiply unknown Wilson coefficients C
(d)
i ; while v̄T ≡

√
〈2H†H〉 and C̃

(d)
i ≡

C
(d)
i v̄d−4

T /Λd−4. Due to strong constraints from low energy CP violating observables [91], we

restrict our study to CP even operators.

A.1 geoSMEFT

The geoSMEFT [9–11] is a organization of the physics of the SMEFT in terms of field-space

connections Gi depend on the group indices I, A of the (non-spacetime) symmetry groups and

multiplying composite operator forms fi (which include powers of DµH). The re-organization

is represented schematically by

LSMEFT =
∑
i

Gi(I, A, φ . . . ) fi,

=
1

2
hIJ(φ)(Dµφ)I(Dµφ)J − 1

4
gAB(φ)WA

µνWBµν − 1

4
kAB(φ)GA,µνGB,µν + · · · ,(A.4)

Our notation is such that the covariant derivative acting on the bosonic fields of the SM in

the doublet, using real scalar field coordinates, is given by [92]

(Dµφ)I = (∂µδIJ −
1

2
WA,µγ̃IA,J)φJ , (A.5)
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with symmetry generators/structure constants (ε̃ABC , γ̃
I
A,J). See Refs. [10, 92] for the genera-

tors/structure constants for the real scalar representation. The real scalar field co-ordinates

(φI) of the Higgs scalar doublet are introduced as

Ĥ(φ̂I) =
1√
2

[
φ̂2 + iφ̂1

φ̂4 + v̄T − iφ̂3

]
, H(φI) =

1√
2

[
φ2 + iφ1

φ4 − iφ3

]
. (A.6)

The field-space connections (or metrics) hIJ , gAB, kAB are functions of φI and depend on

I, the indicies of the generalized canonically normalised Yang Mills (WA) or the gluon fields

(GA). The mass eigenstate fields are ΦL,AA and the mass eigenstate ghost field is defined as

cA. Explicitly, the field sets are

φI = {φ1, φ2, φ3, φ4}, WA = {W 1,W 2,W 3, B},
ΦL = {Φ+,Φ−, χ,H}, AA = {W+,W−,Z,A},
cA = {cW+ , cW− , cZ , cA}.

Here A = {1 · · · 8}, A,L, I = {1 · · · 4} and the EW couplings are αA = {g2, g2, g2, g1}.
The weak/mass eigenstate field and coupling transformations at all orders in the v̄T /Λ

expansion are given by

φJ =
√
h
JK
VKLΦL, WA,ν =

√
gABUBCAC,ν ,

uA =
√
gABUBC c

C , αA =
√
gABUBCβ

C ,

GA,ν =
√
κGA,ν , ḡ3 = g3

√
κ.

kAB(φ) → κ(φ) δAB and βC is obtained directly from αA and UBC . Note that αAWA,ν

and gA,ν3 linear terms in the covariant derivative are unchanged by these transformations at

all orders in the v̄T /Λ expansion.11

The matrices U, V are unitary rotations; i.e. orthogonal matrices whose transpose is

equal to the matrix inverse, and given by

UBC =


1√
2

1√
2

0 0
i√
2
−i√

2
0 0

0 0 cθ sθ
0 0 −sθ cθ

 , VJK =


−i√

2
i√
2

0 0
1√
2

1√
2

0 0

0 0 −1 0

0 0 0 1

 .
Here the angle is defined via the generalized Yang Mills field space metric

s2
θ̄ =

(g1
√
g44 − g2

√
g34)2

g2
1[(
√
g34)2 + (

√
g44)2] + g2

2[(
√
g33)2 + (

√
g34)2]− 2g1g2

√
g34(
√
g33 +

√
g44)

. (A.7)

11The matrix square roots of these field space connections are
√
g
AB

= 〈gAB〉1/2. 〈〉 indicates a background

field expectation value. The inverses are defined via
√
gAB
√
g
BC
≡ δAC . The field-space connections are

positive semi-definite matrices, with unique positive semi-definite square roots. We also use the hat notation

for the background field expectation values at times. These conventions apply to hIJ , kAB .

– 29 –



The geoSMEFT masses and couplings are consistent with Ref. [1] and used (at lead-

ing order) in SMEFTsim, see Refs. [84, 86]. For completeness, the canonically normalised

(geometric) masses at O(v̄2
T /Λ

2) are

M̄2
W =

ḡ2
2 v̄

2
T

4
, (A.8)

M̄2
Z =

v̄2
T

4
(ḡ2

1 + ḡ2
2) +

1

8
v̄2
T (ḡ2

1 + ḡ2
2) C̃HD +

1

2
v̄2
T g1 g2 C̃HWB, (A.9)

m̄2
h = 2λv̄2

T

[
1− 3

C̃H
2λ

+ 2

(
C̃H� −

C̃HD
4

)]
. (A.10)

The geometric SMEFT couplings with L(6) corrections are

ē =
g1 g2√
ḡ2

1 + ḡ2
2

[
1− g1 g2

ḡ2
1 + ḡ2

2

C̃HWB

]
, ḡZ =

√
ḡ2

1 + ḡ2
2 +

g1 g2√
ḡ2

1 + ḡ2
2

C̃HWB, (A.11)

g1 = g1(1 + C̃HB), g2 = g2(1 + C̃HW ) (A.12)

ḡ3 = gs(1 + C̃HG). (A.13)

Bowing to past notational conventions we define φ4 = h and use the later symbol in the bulk

of this work.

Our gauge fixing is given by Ref. [92] in the BFM for the SMEFT. For the EW sector it

is

LEWGF = − ĝAB
2 ξ
GA GB, GX ≡ ∂µWX,µ − ε̃XCDŴC

µWD,µ +
ξ

2
ĝXCφI ĥIK γ̃

K
C,J φ̂

J , (A.14)

for the QCD coupling we have analogously the BFM gauge fixing term [93]

LQCDGF = − κ̂

2 ξG
GA GA , GA ≡ ∂µGA,µ − ḡ3√

κ
fABC Ĝµ,B Gµ,C . (A.15)

A.2 Combining SMEFT and SM on shell renormalizations

The manner in which the ultraviolet (UV) divergences of the SMEFT combine with those

of the SM is subtle. The counterterm induced modifications in results depend on the renor-

malization scheme used. The different schemes at use in the literature mean that results

cannot be casually combined without introducing inconsistent scheme dependence, that can

rise to level of the deviations being searched for and interpreted. We specify our scheme for

combining SMEFT and SM counterterms in some detail here, along with modifications of SM

results.

For UV divergences, one has to define a subtraction scheme for the SM and the SMEFT

effects. The SM is renormalized in a combined on shell/MS subtraction scheme in (d = 4−2ε)

dimensional regularization, following [13, 71, 94, 95]. Renormalization constants

Zĥ, ZÂ, ZĜ , Ze, Zg, Zv, Zm2
W
, Zm2

Z
, Zm2

f
, Zm2

h
, (A.16)
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are introduced for the background fields and the couplings (here a 0/r superscript means a

bare/renormalized parameter) via

ĥ0 = Z
1/2

ĥ
ĥ(r), (A.17)

Â0
µ = Z

1/2

Â
Â(r)
µ , (A.18)

Ĝ0
µ = Z

1/2

Ĝ
Ĝ(r)
µ , (A.19)

ē0 = Ze ē
(r) µε, (A.20)

ḡ0
3 = Zg ḡ

(r)
3 µε, (A.21)

v̄0
T = Z1/2

v v̄
(r)
T , (A.22)

and the masses

(m̄
(0)
W )2 = Zm2

W
(m̄

(r)
W )2, (m̄

(0)
Z )2 = Zm2

Z
(m̄

(r)
Z )2, (A.23)

(m̄
(0)
f )2 = Zm2

f
(m̄

(r)
f )2, (m̄

(0)
h )2 = Zm2

h
(m̄

(r)
h )2, (A.24)

with mf is a mass of fermion field f . Here we restrict our results to renormalization factors

relevant to two loop improving σ(G G → h), Γ(h → G G) and Γ(h → AA).12 In addition a

tadpole scheme must be defined. We use an FJ tadpole scheme [62]. The one loop correction

(∆v) to the vacuum expectation value is fixed by the condition that the one point function

of the Higgs field vanishes, including the factor of ∆v. As in Ref. [12], each of the renor-

malization constants is expanded as Zi = 1 + ∆Zi + · · · . Our notation is to use ∆Zi for

the divergence chosen to cancel in a MS subtraction. The notation ∆Ri is reserved for the

finite renormalization factors. Again, we generally use ∆ to indicate a loop correction to a

Lagrangian parameter while δ is used to indicate a SMEFT perturbation ∝ 1/Λn.

The full one loop renormalization of L(6) is only systematically defined and known for the

Warsaw basis [61], and is given in Refs. [1, 96–99]. These renormalization results are reported

in the unbroken phase of the theory with manifest SU(2) × U(1)Y symmetry. The counter

terms map consistently to the broken phase of the theory [100–102]. This is well known in the

SM and also the case in the SMEFT. There are some differing results due to renormalization

scheme dependence in the literature.13

Mass terms in the SMEFT can compensate for powers of 1/Λ in the numerator of di-

vergent terms, even when dimensional regularization is used. This means that SMEFT UV

counter terms can redefine the running of the SM parameters at the one loop level. In the case

of SMEFT L(6) running, the only dimensionful parameter in the SM in the unbroken phase

that can appear in the numerator is the Higgs vacuum expectation value v̄T , or equivalently,

the Higgs mass. These “mixing down” results are given completely in Ref. [97] for the full

12The CKM entries and massive gauge fields are also renormalized, see Ref. [95] for details.
13In addition, there is some confusion in the literature on how the SMEFT counter terms combine with the

SM counter terms due to the effects of dimension six operators mixing down. It is instructive to compare our

discussion with Refs. [21, 82, 103].
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set of i SM parameters and L(6). We denote the full set of these renormalization factors for

the i SM parameters by ∆δZSM,i.

We defined the set of SM parameters as Pi, and these parameters are renormalized in an

on shell scheme as in Eqns. A.17-A.24. This renormalization is denoted as

P̂
(0)
i = ZSMij P̂

(r)
j , (A.25)

and in the SM at one loop ZSMij ∝ δij for the parameters of interest in this calculation.

The leading tree level mapping of the ∆δZSMij renormalization factors to the on shell i SM

parameters is given at one loop by

P̂
(0)
i = ZSMij LSMEFT

jk P̂
(r)
k , (A.26)

where LSMEFT
jk = δij+∆δZSMij +· · · is a function of the ∆δZSMij and follows from a simple set

of linear algebra based transformations between the unbroken/broken phase SM parameters

at tree level. For example, in the simple case of the Higgs mass, from Ref. [97] one has

LSMEFT
m2
hm

2
h

=

(
1 +

1

16π2ε

m2
h

Λ2
[CHD − 2CH�] · · ·

)
(A.27)

so that in the BFM with SMEFT ξ gauge fixing [92] one has (to one loop order)

(m̄
(0)
h )2 = ZSMm2

h
LSMEFT
m2
hm

2
h

(m̄
(r)
h )2, (A.28)

= (m̄
(r)
h )2

(
1 +

(3 + ξ)(ḡ2
1 + 3 ḡ2

2)

64π2ε
− Y

16π2ε
+

[CHD − 2CH�]

16π2ε

(m̄
(r)
h )2

Λ2

)
,(A.29)

with

Y = Tr
[
NcY

†
uYu +NcY

†
d Yd + Y †e Ye

]
. (A.30)

Our notation for Yukawa matricies is defined in Appendix A.

A more involved example is the top quark. Combining an on-shell renormalization with

the SMEFT corrections

(m̄
(0)
t )2 = ZSMm2

t
LSMEFT
m2
tm

2
t

(m̄
(r)
t )2, (A.31)

= ZSMm2
t

(ZSMEFT
[Yu]tt[Yu]tt

)2 (m̄
(r)
t )2. (A.32)

The contributions from the SMEFT only follow from the renormalized top Yukawa and are

given in Eqn. 4.3 of Ref. [97]. SMEFT running effects on SM parameters could exist in

principal for Zv, but these corrections are related to Zĥ in the BFM. The latter does not have

∆δZĥ corrections in the SMEFT [97], in the unbroken phase of the theory. In fact, a stronger

statement can be made about the lack of such mixing down effects for ∆δnZĥ based on the

geoSMEFT. See Appendix A.3 for a short proof to this effect.
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In a similar manner as to the m̄t, m̄h examples, all SMEFT corrections to the running of

the SM parameters relevant for renormalizing the one loop SM amplitudes for σ(G G → h),

Γ(h → G G) and Γ(h → AA) descend from the results in Ref. [97]. The SMEFT corrections

to the SM amplitude in the background field method, and MS, of interest here are to the

gluon coupling and the top quark mass (via the top Yukawa).

The corrections in the SMEFT to these counter terms due to L(6) ∝ ḡ3 are

∆δZg = −
m̄2
h

16π2 ε
(4π)εe−ε γE

C̃
(6)
HG

Λ2
, (A.33)

here cF,3 = 4/3 and [Yu]tt is the SM top Yukawa. Combining SMEFT and SM corrections in a

consistent fashion strongly depends on the normalization choice for the parameters introduced

in L(6). If the choice is made that C̃
(6)
HG ∝ g3 then the corrections in ∆δZg shown scale as

g3 and should be retained when considering a NLO calculation restricted to QCD couplings.

Alternatively if C̃
(6)
HG is defined with a normalization not ∝ g3, then including these corrections

means improving a calculation to include mixed terms in the SM couplings and SMEFT

Wilson coefficients. Any reasonable choice can be made in terms of what terms to include

and what normalization to choose, so long as consistency is maintained in the calculation. In

the case of the BFM, the corrections in ∆Zg in the SM and the SMEFT cancel against the

corrections introduced to the gluon field strength renormalization as the identity ZG Z
2
g = 1

is maintained for the counter terms, including finite corrections.

∆Zmt can be extended with a further correction in the SMEFT that is not due to the gluon

correction to the mass renormalization. SMEFT corrections are also present in ∆δZSMEFT
m2
h

.

if one retains terms that are expected to be sizable due to known SM couplings (i.e. known

IR physics of the SM). It is reasonable to choose to retain all of these sets of terms via a

correction Z2
mt/Zm2

h
= 1 + 2∆δZmt −∆δZm2

h
+ · · · . In this case, we note

∆δZmt =
1

32π2 ε

m̄2
H

Λ2

[
3C∗uH

tt
− CH�[Yu]tt +

1

2
CHD[Yu]tt − [Yu]tt

(
C

(1)
Hq
tt

+ 3C
(3)
Hq
tt

)
+CHu

tt
[Yu]tt − 2

(
C

(1)∗
qu
tttt

+ cF,3C
(8)∗
qu
tttt

)
[Yu]tt + · · ·

]
, (A.34)

∆δZm2
h

=
1

16π2 ε

m̄2
H

Λ2
(CHD − 2CH�) . (A.35)

There are more ∆δZSMEFT
mt terms that we have suppressed here, as these terms multiply the

known small Yukawa couplings of the SM.

A.3 Higgs Wavefunction Renormalization ∆δn effects in geoSMEFT

Using heat kernel techniques, at one loop order, the Higgs wavefunction renormalization and

mass renormalization can be defined to subtract the divergences present in the theory. The

corresponding divergent terms can be written in this approach at one loop order geometrically

as [104, 105]

Ldiv =
1

64π2ε

[
−2(∇I∇JI)RIKJL(Dφ)K(Dφ)L − (∇I∇JI)(∇J∇II)

]
+ · · · (A.36)
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Here the dimensional regularization is given by d = 4− 2ε, RIKJL is the Riemann curvature

tensor for the scalar metric hIJ and I is an invariant scalar density on the scalar manifold.

Note that

RIKJL = hIMR
M
KJL, (A.37)

= hIM
[
∂JΓMLK − ∂LΓMJK + ΓMJNΓNLK − ΓMLNΓNJK

]
, (A.38)

and

ΓIJK =
1

2
hIL (hLJ,K + hLK,J − hJK,L) , (A.39)

∇I∇JI =
∂2I

∂φI∂φJ
− ΓKIJ

∂I
∂φK

. (A.40)

The first term in Eqn. (A.36) with indices I = J = K = L = 4 corresponds to Higgs wave-

function renormalization in the geoSMEFT, and in particular possible effects of dimension

d higher dimensional operators mixing down modifying the Higgs wavefunction renormal-

ization proportional to (v2/Λ2)d−4. It is easy to verify that R4444 ≡ 0. As a result, this

tower of higher dimensional operator mixing down effects exactly vanish at one loop. In the

background field method, this has an important consequence. As a result of the identity(√
Zv +

∆nδmv

v̄0
T

)
div

≡ ∆nδmZĥ, (A.41)

such corrections to the tadpole corrected vev also vanish for all n,m ≥ 1. This argument is

an example of the utility of the geoSMEFT and thinking in terms of field space geometries.

Using an operator approach, at each order, two point functions and four point functions would

have to be laboriously and explicitly evaluated for divergences for each operator, at each mass

dimension in the SMEFT to draw the same conclusion.

The geoSMEFT also makes clear how the mass renormalization of the Higgs is modified

by mixing down effects, introduced to cancel the second term in Eqn. (A.36). All of these

effects are proportional to the Higgs mass, as this is only dimensionful scale in the unbroken

phase of the theory where the renormalization of the SM and SMEFT corrections can be

carried out [100–102].

B One Loop Functions

We define the standard function (τp = 4m2
p/m̄

2
h)

A1/2(τp) = −2τp [1 + (1− τp)f(τp)] , (B.1)

taking mt →∞, A1/2(τf � 1)→ −4
3 +O(1/τf ). Similarly, we also define

A1(τp) = 2 + 3τp [1 + (2− τp)f(τp)] , (B.2)
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We also note

f(τp) =


arcsin2

√
1/τp, τp ≥ 1

−1
4

[
ln

1+
√

1−τp
1−
√

1−τp
− iπ

]2

, τp < 1.
(B.3)

Also used are

I[m2] ≡
∫ 1

0
dx log

(
m2 − m̄2

h x (1− x)

m̄2
h

)
Jx[m2] ≡

∫ 1

0
dx

xm2

m2 − m̄2
h x (1− x)

,

(B.4)

Iy[m2] ≡
∫ 1−x

0
dy

∫ 1

0
dx

m2

m2 −m2
h x (1− x− y)

. (B.5)

I, Iy, Ixx for τ ≥ 1 (while restricting our results to top loops) are

I[mp] ≡ log(
τp
4

) + 2
√
τp − 1 arctan

(
1√
τp − 1

)
− 2, (B.6)

Iy[mp] ≡
τp
2

arcsin2(1/
√
τp), (B.7)

Ixx[mp] ≡
τp√
τp − 1

arctan

(
1√
τp − 1

)
. (B.8)

C Endpoint regulation

Regulation of the z = 1 singularity is done with

(1− z)−1−2ε =

(
1

1− z

)
+

− 2ε

(
log(1− z)

1− z

)
+

− 1

2ε
δ(1− z), (C.1)

with plus function definitions ∫ 1

0
d x

f(x)

(x)+
=

∫ 1

0
dx
f(x)− f(0)

x
, (C.2)∫ 1

0
d f(x)

(
log(x)

x

)
+

=

∫ 1

0
dx

(f(x)− f(0))log(x)

x
. (C.3)

The Altarelli-Parisi [106] splitting function is defined as

pGG(z) = 2 z

((
1

1− z

)
+

− z +
f1(z)

z2

)
+
β0

6
δ(1− z). (C.4)

A common function of z is f1(z) = z2 − z + 1. A useful distribution identity is

2

(
1

1− z

)
+

f1(z)2 ≡ z pGG(z)− β0

6
δ(1− z). (C.5)
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D Common One loop results

v̂2
T corresponds to an experimentally measured extraction of the vacuum expectation value

v̄T = v̂T

(
1 + ∆GF +

δG
(6)
F√
2

)
, (D.1)

Here

δG
(6)
F ≡

1√
2

(
C̃

(3)
Hl
ee

+ C̃
(3)
Hl
µµ

− 1

2

(
C̃ ′ ll
µeeµ

+ C̃ ′ ll
eµµe

))
. (D.2)

The one loop corrections to the vev are [12]

∆GF = −
v̄2
T

4
∆LV,LL +

∆LV,LLew

2
, (D.3)

with [107, 108] giving

∆LV,LLew = −αew
4π

(
π2 − 25

4

)
, (D.4)

and the remaining term has been determined in Ref. [72] to be14

v̄2
T ∆LV,LL =

(
7m̄4

h + m̄2
h

(
2m̄2

t Nc − 5
(
2m̄2

W + m̄2
Z

))
+ 4

(
−4 m̄4

t Nc + 2 m̄4
W + m̄4

Z

))
16π2 m̄2

h v̄
2
T

,

+
3(m̄4

h − 2m̄2
h m̄

2
W )

8π2 v̄2
T (m̄2

h − m̄2
W )

log

(
µ̂2

m̄2
h

)
+
m̄2
t Nc (m̄2

h − 4m̄2
t )

4π2m̄2
h v̄

2
T

log

(
µ̂2

m2
t

)
,

+
3((m̄2

h(m̄4
Z − 2m̄2

W m̄
2
Z) + 2m̄4

Z(m̄2
W − m̄2

Z))

8π2m̄2
hv̄

2
T (m̄2

W − m̄2
Z)

log

(
µ̂2

m̄2
Z

)
, (D.5)

−
3 m̄2

W

(
m̄4
h

(
m̄2
W − 2m̄2

Z

)
+ m̄2

h

(
7 m̄2

W m̄
2
Z − 6m̄4

W

)
+ 4m̄4

W (m̄2
W − m̄2

Z)
)

8π2m̄2
hv̄

2
T (m̄2

h − m̄2
W )(m̄2

W − m̄2
Z)

log

(
µ̂2

m̄2
W

)
.

The one loop function ∆M1 is given by [109]

∆M1 ≡

(
∆Rh

2
+

∆v

v
+

(
√

3π − 6)λ

16π2
+

1

16π2

(
ḡ2

1

4
+

3ḡ2
2

4
+ 6λ

)
log

[
m̄2
h

µ̂2

])
,

+
1

16π2

(
ḡ2

1

4
I[m̄Z ] + (

ḡ2
2

4
+ λ)(I[m̄Z ] + 2I[m̄W ])

)
. (D.6)

This expression is formally dependent in individual terms on a gauge fixing parameter which

cancels in the common sum of terms present in ∆M1. See Refs. [109, 109] for details. We

14Here we have set the evanescent scheme parameter in this result (bEvan= 1) to be consistent with naive

tree level Fierz identities used in the matching. Note the correction posted in the erratta to Ref. [72] dealing

with this issue.
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have set ξ = 1 in this expression for brevity of presentation. ∆v is defined by the condition

T = 0 on [109] (with ξ = 1)

T = m̄2
h h v̄T

1

16π2

[
−16π2 ∆v

v̄T
+ 3λ

(
1 + log

[
µ̂2

m̄2
h

])
+

1

4
ḡ2

2

(
1 + log

[
µ̂2

m̄2
W

])
, (D.7)

+
1

8
(ḡ2

1 + ḡ2
2)

(
1 + log

[
µ̂2

m̄2
Z

])
− 2

∑
ψ

y2
ψNc

m̄2
ψ

m̄2
h

(
1 + log

[
µ̂2

m̄2
ψ

])
,

+
ḡ2

2

2

m̄2
W

m̄2
h

(
1 + 3 log

[
µ̂2

m̄2
W

])
+

1

4
(ḡ2

1 + ḡ2
2)
m̄2
Z

m̄2
h

(
1 + 3 log

[
µ̂2

m̄2
Z

])]
.

The finite results for the Higgs wavefunction renormalization in the BFM are [109]

16π2 ∆Rh = 2λ
(

6−
√

3π − Jx[m̄2
Z ]− 2Jx[m̄2

W ]
)

+ 2 ḡ2
2

((
Jx[m̄2

W ]− 1

2

) (
1−

3m̄2
W

m̄2
h

)
− I[m̄2

W ]

)
,

+

∑
ψ

y2
ψNc − ḡ2

1 − 3ḡ2
2

 log

(
m̄2
h

µ̂2

)
+
(
ḡ2

1 + ḡ2
2

) ((
Jx[m̄2

Z ]− 1

2

)(
1−

3m̄2
Z

m̄2
h

)
− I[m̄2

Z ]

)
,

+
∑
ψ

y2
ψNc

(
1 +

(
1 +

2m̄2
ψ

m̄2
h

)
I[m̄2

ψ]−
2m̄2

ψ

m̄2
h

log

(
m̄2
ψ

m̄2
h

))
. (D.8)

We also use

∆RÂ =
ḡ2

1 ḡ
2
2

(ḡ2
1 + ḡ2

2)

− 7

16π2
log

(
µ̂2

m̄2
W

)
+
∑
ψ

Nψ
c Q2

ψ

12π2
log

(
µ̂2

m̄2
ψ

)
− 1

24π2

 . (D.9)

This result was successfully verified comparing to the explicit calculation reported in in

Ref. [72]. The Ward identities in the SMEFT in the BFM [9] have been validated at one

loop [13, 93]. These identities also give

∆Ze = −1
2∆ZÂ,

∆Re = −1
2∆RÂ. (D.10)

In the {m̂W , m̂Z , ĜF } scheme one has [12]

∆g1

ĝ1
=

∆GF
2

+
∆RmW m̂2

W −∆RmZ m̂
2
Z

m̂2
W − m̂2

Z

, (D.11)

∆g2

ĝ2
=

∆GF
2

+ ∆RmW , (D.12)

while the {α̂ew, m̂Z , ĜF } scheme defines [12]

∆g1

ĝ1
=

∆e

ê
− ∆cθ

cθ̂
, (D.13)

∆g2

ĝ2
=

∆e

ê
− ∆sθ

sθ̂
, (D.14)
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where

∆sθ
sθ̂

=
1− s2

θ̂

2 (1− 2s2
θ̂
)

[
∆α

α
−∆GF − 2 ∆RMZ

]
. (D.15)

The BFM expressions for ∆RmW ,mZ are somewhat lengthy and given in the Appendix

Ref. [12].

E ∆δσ(GG → h) and quadratic δ2σ(GG → h) results

Explicitly, in the mt →∞ limit, the leading results for the interference with the SM one loop

amplitude are [2, 28, 110]

∆2σ̂SM,mt→∞
LO (GG → h) ≡ π

4
lim
ε→0

∣∣∣∆CSM,mt→∞
hGG

∣∣∣2 ,
=

(α
(r)
s )2

576π v̄2
T

, (E.1)

while

∆δσ̂(GG → h)[C̃
(6)
HG]

∆2σ̂SM,mt→∞
LO (GG → h)

=
24π

α
(r)
s

C̃HG, (E.2)

and a contribution at δ2 order (in the mt →∞ limit) is

δ2σ̂(GG → h)[(C̃
(6)
HG)2]

∆2σ̂SMLO (GG → h)
= 9

(
4π

α
(r)
s

)2

(C̃
(6)
HG)2. (E.3)

The results for these ratios reported in in Ref. [12] were further scaled by a correction factor

of (1 + 11α
(r)
s /2π)−1 ' 1.21, using αs ' 0.118 due to the inclusion of the partial NLO result

easily retaining by the two loop matching correction to the SM result. Using Ref. [30] we can

improve this rough approximation (while still in the mt →∞ limit) using

∆3σSM

∆2 σ̂SMLO,ε→0

=
α

(r)
s

4π

[
4π2 + 22

]
δ(1− z) +

6α
(r)
s f2

1 (z)

π
log

(
s

µ̂2

)(
1

1− z

)
+

− 11
α

(r)
s

2π
(1− z)3,

+
3α

(r)
s

π
z pGG(z) log

(
µ̂2

µ2
F

)
+

12α
(r)
s

π
f2

1 (z)

(
log(1− z)

1− z

)
+

. (E.4)

Here we used the AP counterterm that accounts for Lm̂t dependence

∆2δσAPDRc.t ≡ ∆2σ̂SMLO,ε→0(G G → h)
3α

(r)
s

2π

[(
µ2

µ2
F

)ε]
× (4π)ε

Γ(1 + ε)Γ(1− ε)2

Γ(1− 2ε)

[
1

ε
+ 1− 2Lm̂t

]
z pGG(z). (E.5)
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E.1 ∆δσ(GG → h)

The contributions to 〈GG|h〉1O(v2/Λ2) that need to be added to Eqn. (3.39) follow from the

following perturbations. We express these various terms as [12]

〈GG|h〉1O(v2T /Λ
2) = −4[∆GF + ∆M1]

C̃
(6)
HG

v̂T
Kab − 4

(
C̃i ∆fi

16π2 v̂2
T

)
v̂T Kab. (E.6)

where C̃i ∆fi contains all corrections – from operator mixing and O(v̄2
T /Λ

2) corrections to

the SM – that are not proportional to C̃
(6)
HG. The ∆fi are [21, 111, 112] (using τp = 4m2

p/m̄
2
h)

∆fH� = −
∑
f

αsπ A1/2(τf ), (E.7)

∆fHD =
1

4

∑
f

αsπ A1/2(τf ), (E.8)

∆fδGF =
1√
2

∑
f

αsπ A1/2(τf ), (E.9)

[
Yψ′ff

]
∆fψ′H

ff

=
∑
f

αsπ A1/2(τf ). (E.10)

In practice, contributions from light fermions to the ∆fi are suppressed since A1/2(τf � 1) ∼

τ ∼
[
Yψ′ff

]2
, so we will only include effects from the top and bottom quarks. The dipole

operators enter at one loop [21, 111, 112], the only term which enter at O(v2
T /16π2Λ2) (again

retaining only the Yt,b terms) are the L(6) operators C̃uG
tt

and C̃dG
bb

:

〈GG|h〉1O(v2/Λ2) ⊃ −
√
κ ḡ3

8π2 v̄T

(
∆fuG C̃uG

tt
[Y ]tt + ∆fdG C̃dG

bb
[Y ]bb + h.c.

)
Kab, (E.11)

where

∆fuG =

[
−1 + 2 log

(
µ̂2

m̂2
h

)
+ log

(
4

τt

)]
− 2 Iy[m2

t ]− I[m2
t ].

∆fdG =

[
−1 + 2 log

(
µ̂2

m̂2
h

)
+ 2 log

(
4

τb

)]
− τb f(τb)− 4 i

√
1− τb f1/2(τb). (E.12)

This set of ∆2δ corrections in the mt →∞ limit are [12]

∆2δσ(G G → h)

∆2 σ̂SMLO,ε→0(G G → h)
=

24π

α
(r)
s

[
[∆GF + ∆M1] C̃

(6)
HG + Re

(
C̃i ∆fi
16π2

)]
δ(1− z) (E.13)

E.2 δ2σ(GG → h) geoSMEFT terms

The O(v4
T /Λ

4) terms are denoted as δ2 terms. There are two sets of terms of this order. One

that follows from the “self-square” or “quadratic” term of the tree level C̃HG dependence, and
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a further set of terms that are obtained consistently expanding to δ2 order. In this subsection

we report the later set of terms.

For the G G → h amplitude these corrections are [12]

〈GG|φ4〉0O(v4/Λ4) = 〈
√
h

44
〉O(v2/Λ2)〈GG|φ4〉0O(v2/Λ2) (E.14)

+ 2
vT [〈GG|φ4〉0O(v2/Λ2)]

2

〈G G|φ4〉0
+ (〈GG|φ4〉0O(v2/Λ2))

∣∣∣
C̃

(6)
HG→C̃

(8)
HG

where 〈
√
h

44〉O(v2/Λ2) = C̃
(6)
H� −

1
4 C̃

(6)
HD. A term from the redefinition of v̄T in its relation to

input observables is formally present but suppressed as it cancels when the SM amplitude

is interfered with, which is ∝ 1/v̄T . These dimension eight interference corrections in the

mt →∞ limit are [12]

∆δ2σ(G G → h)

∆2 σ̂SMLO,ε→0(G G → h)
=

24π

α
(r)
s

[(
〈
√
h

44
〉O(v2/Λ2) + 2C̃

(6)
HG

)
C̃

(6)
HG + C̃

(8)
HG

]
δ(1− z) (E.15)

Note that taking the “quadratic” dependence on C̃2
HG (the square of the δ correction

due to this operator) does not generate all terms dependent on C̃2
HG in the observable. See

Ref. [11] for more discussion.

F ∆δΓ(h→ GG) and quadratic δ2Γ(h→ GG) results

The results unchanged from Ref. [12] are as follows. The leading order result in the mt →∞
limit is

∆2Γ(h→ G G)SM ≡
2

π
m̂3
h lim
ε→∞

|∆CSM,mt→∞
hGG |2 (F.1)

leading to

∆δΓ(h→ G G)

∆2Γ(h→ G G)SM
≡ 24π

α
(r)
s

C̃
(6)
HG. (F.2)

and

δ2Γ(h→ G G)

∆2Γ(h→ G G)SM
≡ 9

(
4π

α
(r)
s

)2

(C̃
(6)
HG)2. (F.3)

F.1 ∆ δΓ(h→ G G)

As previously reported in Ref. [12], the EW correction is identical to the case of σ(GG → h),

∆δΓ(h→ G G)mt→∞EW

∆2Γ(h→ G G)SM
=

24π

αs
×

(
[∆GF + ∆M1 + ∆RG ] C̃

(6)
HG +

∑
i

Re C̃
(6)
i ∆f

(6)
i

16π2

)
(F.4)
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In this expression we also include the BFM wavefunction renormalization finite factor of the

final state gluons

∆RG =
1

24π2

∑
f

log

(
m2
f

µ̂2

)
(F.5)

as the C̃
(6)
HG operator was not redefined to rescale it by g2

3. Note that in the BFM this has

the result of the ∆RG contribution not canceling against a corresponding finite term for g2
3,

but contributing.

F.2 δ2Γ(h→ G G) geoSMEFT terms

The ∆δ2 terms for this decay that follow from the geoSMEFT and added to the naive

Quadratic terms are

∆δ2Γ(h→ G G)

∆2Γ(h→ G G)SM
=

24π

α
(r)
s

[(
〈
√
h

44
〉O(v2/Λ2) + 2C̃

(6)
HG

)
C̃

(6)
HG + C̃

(8)
HG

]
. (F.6)

G ∆δΓ(h→ AA) and quadratic δ2Γ(h→ AA) results

We define [12]

〈h|AA〉1SM =
−ĝ2 ê

2

64π2 m̂W

(
A1(τW ) +

∑
i

N i
c Q

2
i A1/2(τψi)

)
〈hAµνAµν〉0, (G.1)

with ψi a mass eigenstate fermion and the loop functions are reported in Appendix B. For

notational convenience we define a short hand notation

AAA ≡

(
A1(τW ) +

∑
i

N i
c Q

2
i A1/2(τψi)

)
. (G.2)

For later convenience we define

AL
(6)

AA ≡

[
ĝ2

2 C̃
(6)
HB + ĝ2

1 C̃
(6)
HW − ĝ1 ĝ2 C̃

(6)
HWB

(ĝSM
Z )2

]
. (G.3)

Directly one has

〈h|AA〉0O(v̄2/Λ2) =
AL

(6)

AA
v̂T
〈hAµνAµν〉0, (G.4)

leading to the ∆δ contribution

∆δΓ(h→ AA)

∆2ΓSM (h→ AA)
= −64π2 ReAAA

|AAA|2

[
C̃

(6)
HB

ĝ2
1

+
C̃

(6)
HW

ĝ2
2

−
C̃

(6)
HWB

ĝ1 ĝ2

]
. (G.5)

and a δ2 contribution

δ2Γ(h→ AA)

∆2ΓSM (h→ AA)
=

1024π4

|AAA|2

[
C̃

(6)
HB

ĝ2
1

+
C̃

(6)
HW

ĝ2
2

−
C̃

(6)
HWB

ĝ1 ĝ2

]2

. (G.6)
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G.1 ∆2δΓ(h→ AA)

〈h|AA〉1O(v2T /Λ
2) = 〈h|[C(6)

i ]|AA〉1 〈hA
µνAµν〉0
v̂T

+

(
AL

(6)

AA
v̄2
T

∆M1 +
C̃i ∆fi

16π2 v̂2
T

)
v̂T 〈hAµνAµν〉0.

(G.7)

Here we have redefined notation slightly from Ref. [12] and explicitly

〈h|[C(6)
i ]|AA〉1 =

ê2

32π2
AAA

[
δGF√

2
− δα

α

]
+

2.1 ê2

16π2

δM2
W

M̂2
W

, (G.8)

+

(
∆RA + ∆GF +

2ĝ1(∆g2ĝ1 −∆g1ĝ2)

ĝ2 (ĝSM
Z )2

)
ĝ2

2 C̃
(6)
HB

(ĝSM
Z )2

,

+

(
∆RA + ∆GF +

2ĝ2(∆g1ĝ2 −∆g2ĝ1)

ĝ1 (ĝSM
Z )2

)
ĝ2

1 C̃
(6)
HW

(ĝSM
Z )2

,

−
(

∆RA + ∆GF +
(ĝ2

1 − ĝ2
2)(∆g2ĝ1 −∆g1ĝ2)

ĝ1ĝ2(ĝSM
Z )2

)
ĝ1 ĝ2 C̃

(6)
HWB

(ĝSM
Z )2

.

The remaining ∆fi’s are in Refs. [109, 111] in terms of the one loop functions are

ĝ1 ĝ2

ê2
∆fHWB =

(
−3 ĝ2

2 + 4λ
)

log

(
m̄2
h

µ̂2

)
+ (4λ− ĝ2

2) I[m̄2
W ]− 4 ĝ2

2 Iy[m̄2
W ]− 2 ĝ2

2

[
1 + log

(τW
4

)]
+ ê2 (2 + 3 τW ) + 6 ê2(2− τW ) Iy[m̄2

W ]. (G.9)

ĝ2
2

ê2
∆fHW = −ĝ2

2

[
3 τW +

(
16− 16

τW
− 6 τW

)
Iy[m̄2

W ]

]
, (G.10)

ĝ3
2

ê2
∆fW = −9 ĝ4

2 log

(
m̄2
h

µ̂2

)
− 9 ĝ4

2 I[m̄2
W ]− 6 ĝ4

2 Iy[m̄2
W ] + 6 ĝ4

2 Ixx[m̄2
W ] (1− 1/τW )− 12 ĝ4

2,

(G.11)

ĝ1

ê2
∆feB

ss
= 2Q` [Y`]ss

[
−1 + 2 log

(
µ̂2

m̄2
h

)
+ log

(
4

τs

)]
− 2Q` [Y`]ss

[
2 Iy[m2

s] + I[m2
s]
]
,

(G.12)

ĝ1

ê2
∆fuB

ss
= 2NcQu [Yu]ss

[
−1 + 2 log

(
µ̂2

m̄2
h

)
+ log

(
4

τs

)]
− 2Qu [Yu]ss

[
2 Iy[m2

s] + I[m2
s]
]
,

(G.13)

ĝ1

ê2
∆fdB

ss
= 2NcQd [Yd]ss

[
−1 + 2 log

(
µ̂2

m̄2
h

)
+ log

(
4

τs

)]
− 2Qd [Yd]ss

[
2 Iy[m2

s] + I[m2
s]
]
.

(G.14)

Note ĝ2∆feW
ss
→ −ĝ1 ∆feB

ss
. In the case of up quarks ĝ2∆fuW

ss
→ ĝ1∆fuB

ss
, while in the case

of down quarks ĝ2∆fdW
ss
→ −ĝ1∆fdB

ss
. Here, s = {1, 2, 3} sums over the flavors. The Wilson
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coefficients are summed with their Hermitian conjugates, and the normalization is such that

∆feB
ss

multiplies ReCeB
ss

. The remaining contributions proportional to the SM loop functions

are

[Ye]ss ∆feH
ss

= ê2 Q
2
`

2
A1/2(τs),

[Yu]ss ∆fuH
ss

= Nc ê
2 Q

2
u

2
A1/2(τs),

[Yd]ss ∆fdH
ss

= Nc ê
2 Q

2
d

2
A1/2(τs),

∆fH� = −ê2Q
2
`

2
A1/2(τp)−Nc ê

2 Q
2
u

2
A1/2(τr)−Nc ê

2 Q
2
d

2
A1/2(τs)−

1

2
ê2A1(τW ),

(G.15)

and ∆fHD = −∆fH�/4. Here p, r, s run over 1, 2, 3 as flavor indices. Several of these results

have been cross checked against Ref. [113].

These input parameter scheme dependent corrections perturb Γ(h→ AA) as

∆2δΓ(h→ AA)

∆2ΓSM (h→ AA)
' −16π2

α̂ew |AAA|2
ReAAA

[
〈h|[C(6)

i ]|AA〉1 +AL
(6)

AA ∆M1 +
C̃i ∆fi
16π2

]
.(G.16)

G.2 δ2Γ(h→ AA) geoSMEFT terms

The O(v4/Λ4) terms in the full three-point function are [11]

〈h|AA〉0O(v4/Λ4) = 〈
√
h

44
〉O(v2/Λ2) 〈h|AA〉0O(v̄2/Λ2) + 2

v̄T [〈h|AA〉0O(v̄2/Λ2)]
2

〈hAµνAµν〉0
, (G.17)

+ 2 〈h|AA〉0O(v̄2/Λ2)|C(6)
i →C

(8)
i

.

Leading to the ∆δ2 interference term

∆δ2Γ(h→ AA)

∆2ΓSM (h→ AA)
' −16π2

α̂ew |AAA|2
ReAAA

[
〈
√
h

44
〉O(v2/Λ2)A

L(6)
AA + 2(AL

(6)

AA )2 + 2AL
(6)

AA |C(6)
i →C

(8)
i

]
.

(G.18)

Here we have used the short-hand notation

〈
√
h

44
〉O(v2/Λ2) = C̃

(6)
H� −

1

4
C̃

(6)
HD, C

(6)
HB →

1

2
C

(8)
HB, (G.19)

C
(6)
HW →

1

2

(
C

(8)
HW + C

(8)
HW,2

)
, C

(6)
HWB →

1

2
C

(8)
HWB. (G.20)

H Past literature results

We have included a significant set of numerical and analytic detail in this work to aid repro-

ducibility. However, a complete reproduction of the numerical results requires the following

additional literature expressions:
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• The two loop QCD corrections for CH1 (τp) is lengthy and directly given in Ref. [17].

Specifically Eqn. 2.8 in this work.

• The explicit expression for δG
(8)
F can be derived from Appendix C, Eqn. C.12 in Ref. [11].

• The explicit expression for C
(8)
H,kin can be derived from Eqn. 3.10 in Ref. [10].

• The one loop corrections to the W,Z masses in the BFM reported in Appendix A,

Eqns. A.1, A.2 in Ref. [12].
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Abstract

Most of the current experimental searches for charged Higgs bosons at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC)

concentrate upon the tb and τν decay channels. In the present study, we analyze instead the feasibility

of the bosonic decay channel W±∗h, with the charged gauge boson being off-shell and h being a neutral

light Higgs boson with MHSM/2 < Mh < MHSM (where HSM is the Standard Model (SM)-like Higgs state

discovered in 2012), which decays predominantly into bb̄. We perform a Monte Carlo (MC) analysis for the

associate production of a charged Higgs with such a light neutral one, pp→ H±h, at the LHC followed by the

aforementioned charged Higgs boson decay, which leads to a W±∗ +4b final state. The analysis is performed

within the 2-Higgs Doublet Model (2HDM) with Yukawa texture of Type-I. We take into account all available

experimental constraints from LEP, Tevatron and the LHC as well as the theoretical requirements of self-

consistency of this scenario. In order to study the full process pp→ H±h→W±∗hh→ `±ν + 4b (` = e, µ),

we provide several Benchmark Points (BPs) amenable to further analysis, with MH± +Mb < Mt, for which

we prove that there is a strong possibility that this spectacular signal could be found at the LHC with center

of mass energy of 14 TeV and luminosity of 300 fb−1.

I. INTRODUCTION

The discovery of a 125 GeV scalar particle at the Large Hadron Collider (LHC) [1, 2] represents

the last piece of the Standard Model (SM). Generally speaking, the measured properties of this

particle agree well with those predicted for the SM Higgs boson (HSM) at the 2σ level. However,

there is still a possibility that the discovered scalar belongs to an extended Higgs sector. Further-

more, most new physics models with extra doublets (or triplets) consistently predict one or more

charged Higgs bosons. Thus, if a charged Higgs boson is found at the LHC, it would be a clear

evidence of new physics with an extended Higgs sector structure.

We are well aware that the SM cannot be the ultimate theory of Nature and must only be

an effective low energy theory of a more fundamental one originating at some high energy scale.

Therefore, there must be other sectors in this fundamental theory that the SM does not account

for and that could explain some limitation of it, such as Dark Matter (DM), Charge and Parity

(CP) violation, neutrino masses, etc. Leaving aside the fermionic (i.e., matter) and gauge (i.e.,

forces) sectors, we concentrate here on an extended Higgs sector. As Nature seems to privilege

doublet representations, herein, we extend the SM Higgs sector by adding another doublet [3–5].

Such a Beyond the SM (BSM) scenario is known as the 2-Higgs Doublet Model (2HDM) (for a

review, see, e.g., Ref. [5]).
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After Electro-Weak Symmetry Breaking (EWSB) takes place, from the eight degrees of freedom

initially present in the 2HDM, three degrees of freedom are used up as the longitudinal polarizations

of the then massiveW± and Z bosons while the remaining five ones become physical Higgs particles,

namely: two CP-even (scalar) states (h and H with Mh < MH), a CP-odd (pseudoscalar) one (A)

and two charged ones H±. Herein, we assumed that the discovered Higgs state, HSM, coincides

with the H state of our 2HDM (the so-called inverted hierarchy scenario). In order to forbid Flavor

Changing Neutral Currents (FCNCs) at the tree level, a Z2 symmetry is imposed, so that each

type of fermion only couples to one of the doublets in the 2HDM [6]. Depending on the Z2 charge

assignments of the Higgs doublets, there are four basic 2HDM (so-called) Types. In the Type-I

case, in which we are interested here, all fermions couple to a single Higgs doublet.

A charged Higgs boson can be produced and decayed at hadron colliders via a number of different

processes (for a review, see, e.g., Ref. [7]). In particular, the pp → tt̄ process can abundantly

produce a light charged Higgs boson (with MH± ≤ mt−mb) via t→ bH+ decays (or the analogous

antitop mode). Hence, for such a Higgs state, the production and decay mode most often searched

for is pp → tt̄ → bb̄H−W+ + c.c., where the other top (anti)quark decays via the SM channel

t → bW+. In Ref. [8], we showed that, for a light charged Higgs boson, its associated production

with a light neutral Higgs state followed by the bosonic decays of the charged Higgs H± →

W±h/A [9, 10], may produce a number of H± bosons greater than the amount resulting from

top (anti)quark decay. We emphasize that the production of H± through EW processes followed

by H± → W±h/A has also been addressed in these works [11–14]. In this note, we focus on

the pp → W±∗ → H±h → W±∗hh → lνbb̄bb̄ process, wherein W± is always off-shell and h

decays into bb̄ pairs, by performing a full Monte Carlo (MC) analysis, include hard scattering,

parton shower, hadronization and detector effects, for the emerging ‘W±∗ + 4b’ final state. A

similar signature arising from pp→ H±A→ W±AA has recently been analysed in this work [14].

The main background is the pp → tt process followed by SM top (anti)quark decays (henceforth,

tt̄`νjjbb) while others include W±∗bb̄bb̄ (henceforth, wbbbb), W±∗bb̄jj (henceforth, wjjbb), W±∗jjjj

(henceforth, wjjjj) and Ztb̄ + c.c. (henceforth, ztbzjjbb), wherein j represents a light quark or

gluon jets and b a b-jet.

The paper is organized as follows. In section II, we briefly discuss the 2HDM and its Yukawa

sector. In section III, we present the parameter space scans and discuss the applied constraints,

finally giving six Benchmark Points (BPs). In section IV, we perform a thorough collider analysis

of such BPs and show how to establish the aforementioned signal for the 2HDM Type-I scenario.

In section V, we provide some conclusions.
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II. THE 2HDM

The scalar sector of the 2HDM consists of two weak isospin doublets with hyper-charge Y = 1.

The most general Higgs potential for the 2HDM that complies with the SU(2)L ×U(1)Y gauge

structure of the EW sector has the following form [5]:

V (φ1, φ2) = m2
11(φ†1φ1) +m2

22(φ†2φ2)− [m2
12(φ†1φ2) + h.c.]

+
1

2
λ1(φ†1φ1)2 +

1

2
λ2(φ†2φ2)2 + λ3(φ†1λ4(φ†1φ2)(φ†2φ1)

+
1

2

[
λ5(φ†1φ2)2 + h.c.

]
+
{[
λ6(φ†1φ1) + λ7(φ†2φ2)

]
(φ†1φ2) + h.c.

}
, (1)

where φ1 and φ2 are the two Higgs doublet fields. By hermiticity of such a potential, λ1,2,3,4 as

well as m2
11,22 are real parameters while λ5,6,7 and m2

12 can be complex, in turn enabling possible

Charge and Parity (CP) violation effects in the Higgs sector. Upon two minimization conditions

of the potential, m2
11 and m2

22 can be replaced by v1,2, which are the Vacuum Expectation Values

(VEVs) of the Higgs doublets φ1,2, respectively. Moreover, the coupling λ1,2,3,4,5 can be substituted

by the four physical Higgs masses (Mh,MH ,MA and MH±) and the parameter sin(β−α), where α

and β are, respectively, the mixing angles between CP-even and CP-odd Higgs field components.

Thus, the independent input parameters are Mh, MH , MA, MH± , λ6, λ7, sin(β − α), tanβ and

m2
12.

If both Higgs doublet fields of the general 2HDM couples to all fermions, the ensuing scenario

can induce FCNCs in the Yukawa sector at tree level. As intimated, to remedy this, a Z2 symmetry

is imposed on the Lagrangian such that each fermion type interacts with only one of the Higgs

doublets [6]. As a consequence, there are four possible types of 2HDM, namely Type-I, Type-

II, Type-X (or lepton-specific) and Type-Y (or flipped). However, such a symmetry is explicitly

broken by the quartic couplings λ6,7 and softly broken by the (squared) mass term m2
12. In what

follows, we shall consider a CP-conserving (i.e., m2
12 and λ5 are real) 2HDM Type-I and assume

that λ6 = λ7 = 0 to forbid the explicit breaking of Z2, while also taking m2
12 to be generally small,

thereby preventing large FCNCs at tree level, which are incompatible with experiment.

In general, the couplings of the neutral and charged Higgs bosons to fermions can be described

by the Yukawa Lagrangian given by [5]

−LYukawa =
∑

f=u,d,l

(mf

v
κhf f̄fh+

mf

v
κHf f̄fH − i

mf

v
κAf f̄γ5fA

)
+

(
Vud√

2v
ū(muκ

A
uPL +mdκ

A
d PR)dH+ +

mlκ
A
l√

2v
ν̄LlRH

+ + h.c.

)
, (2)
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where κSf (S = h,H and A) are the Yukawa couplings in the 2HDM, which are illustrated in Tab. I

for the Type-I under consideration. Here, Vud refers to a CKM matrix element and PL,R denote

the left- and right-handed projection operators. The coupling of the two CP-even states h and H

to gauge bosons V V (V = W±, Z) are proportional to sin(β − α) and cos(β − α), respectively.

Since, if we assume that either h or H can be the observed SM-like Higgs boson, the coupling to

gauge bosons is obtained for h when cos(β − α) → 0 and for H when sin(β − α) → 0. Therefore,

each scenario can explain the 125 GeV Higgs signal at the LHC. Following our works [8, 15–17],

though, we shall focus in the present paper on the scenario where H mimics the observed signal

with mass ∼ 125 GeV (as previously intimated).

κSu κSd κS`

h cosα/ sinβ cosα/ sinβ cosα/ sinβ

H sinα/ sinβ sinα/ sinβ sinα/ sinβ

A cotβ − cotβ − cotβ

TABLE I. Yukawa couplings of the fermions f = u, d and ` to the neutral Higgs bosons S = h,H and A in

the 2HDM Type-I.

III. PARAMETER SPACE SCANS AND CONSTRAINTS

With the goal to understand the 2HDM, a numerical exploration of the parameter space has been

conducted in previous studies [8, 15] in order to identify regions of it that satisfy both theoretical

requirements and experimental observations. To facilitate this process, the program 2HDMC-1.8.0

[18] was used. This publicly available software allows systematic testing of parameter combinations

under a wide range of theoretical and experimental constraints, as follows.

• Vacuum stability constraints are enforced in order to maintain the boundedness from below

[4] of the Higgs potential given in Eq. (1). These constraints were implemented to ensure this

requirement is of utmost importance, as it guarantees the stability of the vacuum state of

the 2HDM. In other words, the vacuum stability constraints play a crucial role in preventing

the potential from diverging to negative infinity, thereby ensuring the overall stability and

reliability of the model construction. These constraints read as

λ1 > 0, λ2 > 0, λ3 > −(λ1λ2)1/2, λ3 + λ4 − |λ5| > −(λ1λ2)1/2. (3)
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• Perturbativity constraints were also taken into account during the analysis. These constraints

impose limits on the quartic couplings of the Higgs potential, by requiring that the absolute

values of these couplings, denoted as λi (i = 1, ..., 5), satisfy |λi| ≤ 4π [19]. Adhering to

these perturbativity constraints ensures that the interactions in the model remain within a

perturbative regime, where the calculated results remain reliable and valid.

• Tree-level perturbative unitarity constraints play a vital role in ensuring the validity and

consistency of the model scattering amplitudes at high energies. These constraints enforce

that the amplitudes of various scattering processes involving (pseudo)scalars, vectors and

(pseudo)scalar-vector interactions remain unitary. To satisfy these constraints, the absolute

values of the following quantities must be limited to be less than 8π [20, 21]:

|a±|, |b±|, |c±|, |f±|, |e1,2|, |f1|, |p1| < 8π, (4)

where

a± =
3

2
(λ1 + λ2)±

√
9

4
(λ1 − λ2)2 + (2λ3 + λ4)2,

b± =
1

2
(λ1 + λ2)± 1

2

√
(λ1 − λ2)2 + 4λ2

4,

c± =
1

2
(λ1 + λ2)± 1

2

√
(λ1 − λ2)2 + 4λ2

5,

e1 = λ3 + 2λ4 − 3λ5, e2 = λ3 − λ5, p1 = λ3 − λ5,

f+ = λ3 + 2λ4 + 3λ5, f− = λ3 + λ5, f1 = λ3 + λ4. (5)

• The parameter space exploration also considers the EW oblique parameters, denoted as S

and T [22, 23]. These parameters are utilized to control the mass splitting between the Higgs

states. To ensure consistency with experimental measurements [24], the following constraints

are imposed:

S = 0.04± 0.08, T = 0.08± 0.07. (6)

In order to assess their consistency at a 95% Confidence Level (CL), the correlation factor

between S and T , which is 0.92, is also taken into account.

• To account for potential additional Higgs bosons, exclusion bounds at a 95% CL are en-

forced using the HiggsBounds-5.9.0 program [25]. This program systematically checks

each parameter point against the 95% CL exclusion limits derived from Higgs boson searches

conducted at LEP, Tevatron and LHC experiments.
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• To ensure agreement with the measurements of the SM-like Higgs state, constraints are

enforced using the HiggsSignals-2.6.0 program [26]. This program incorporates the com-

bined measurements of the SM-like Higgs boson from LHC Run-1 and Run-2.

• Constraints from flavor physics are incorporated by utilizing the following observables :

– BR(B → Xsγ) = (3.32± 0.15)× 10−4 [27],

– BR(Bs → µ+µ−) = (3.0± 0.6± 0.25)× 10−9 [28],

– BR(B → τν) = (1.06± 0.19)× 10−4 [27].

To compute these observables, the code SuperIso v4.1 [29] is employed.

To test the allowed parts of the parameter space, we propose the six BPs given in Tab. II. As

one can see from such a table, the charged Higgs boson is light since its mass varies from 85.50 to

115.66 GeV, so it can be produced in top (anti)quark decays. Also, in this set of BPs, the mass of

the neutral Higgs h is always smaller than the H± mass so that decays of the H± state into W±h

pairs are possible. However, the W± boson emerging from the decay will be off-shell since the

mass separation between H± and h is always smaller than the W± mass, i.e., MH± −Mh < MW± .

Therefore, the charged lepton arising from it might be soft in all BPs. This is of relevance, for a

twofold reason: on the one hand, as we are focusing here on charged Higgs boson production in

association with a light neutral one, i.e., pp → H±h, its cross section does not reach the pb level

and one should thus aim at minimizing losses exploiting the lepton kinematics; on the other hand,

given our decay signature, H±h→W±∗hh→ `±ν + 4b (` = e, µ), the lepton is the object used for

triggering purposes, so its kinematics is bound to comply with the trigger requirements.

Mh MH MA MH± sin (β − α) tanβ m12 σ(W±∗ + 4b) (fb)

BP1 65.11 125.00 112.07 88.51 −0.061 51.14 82.33 807.69

BP2 69.88 125.00 108.31 85.50 −0.059 41.90 113.63 675.55

BP3 69.12 125.00 106.14 90.62 −0.092 40.63 115.73 664.89

BP4 64.39 125.00 107.74 107.61 −0.059 45.03 90.47 521.93

BP5 65.20 125.00 104.30 106.02 −0.064 57.64 73.50 525.88

BP6 68.65 125.00 114.53 115.66 −0.098 48.67 96.16 397.13

TABLE II. Input parameters and Leading Order (LO) signal cross sections at the parton level (using
√
s = 14

TeV) for each BP are presented. All masses are in GeV.
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In short, these BPs provide valuable theoretical scenarios to further investigations of the 2HDM

Type-I framework as well as challenging configurations for actual experimental analysis. Their

selection is guided by their ability to satisfy the various constraints, while also potentially producing

observable signals at the LHC, making these promising targets of future phenomenological studies.

FIG. 1. Feynman diagram for the signal (as generated by MadGraph). The symbol h1 denotes h.

IV. MC ANALYSIS

In order to accurately analyze the signal (see Fig. 1) and background events, a comprehensive

MC simulation is performed, accounting for hard scattering as well as parton shower, hadronization

and detector effects.

• To compute the cross sections and generate events at the parton level for both signal and

backgrounds, we utilize the MadGraph5 aMC@NLO-3.1.1 [30] event generator. We adopt such

a tool with default settings and a choice of Parton Distribution Functions (PDFs), including

that of the factorization/renormalization scale. The normalisation of both signal and back-

grounds is to the LO (for the signal, the inclusive cross section values are found in Tab. II,

as mentioned).

• Once the signal and background events are generated at the parton level, we proceed to

simulate the subsequent stages of particle interactions and decays using Pythia-8.2 [31, 32].

During the simulation in Pythia, the partons undergo showering processes, where additional

gluons and quarks are emitted. The emitted partons subsequently hadronize, forming color-

neutral hadrons such as mesons and baryons. Additionally, heavy flavor particles, e.g., charm

and bottom hadrons, may decay into lighter particles.
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• At the detector level, we use Delphes-3.5.0 [33] and, e.g., the default ATLAS card. We

further adopt the anti-kt jet algorithm via FastJet to cluster the final state partons into

jets. The choice of the jet parameter ∆R is important and we consider two values: 0.4

and 0.5. This parameter determines the size of the jets and affects their reconstruction and

identification. To account for the mistagging of jets, we consider the efficiencies for b-jets,

c-jets as well as light-quark and gluon jets. The b-tagging efficiency is about 60% to 70%,

depending on the jet transverse momentum. The mis-tagging efficiency for a b-jet, which

refers to the probability of a non-b-jet being misidentified as a b-jet, is approximately 0.2%

for a light quark and gluon jets while is around 10% − 14% for a c-jet, again, dependent

upon the jet transverse momentum.

A. Acceptance cuts

We start our analysis by applying acceptance cuts, which are imposed on variables such as

pseudorapidity (η), transverse momentum (pT ), cone separation (∆R) and Missing ET (MET) to

select the most relevant events for further analysis. The two sets of cuts, denoted as LACs (Loose

Acceptance Cuts) and TACs (Tight Acceptance Cuts), are as follows:

LACs : |η(`, j)| < 2.5, pT (j, `) > 10 GeV, ∆R(``/jj) > 0.4, MET > 5 GeV, (7)

TACs : |η(`, j)| < 2.5, pT (j, l) > 20 GeV, ∆R(``/jj) > 0.5, MET > 5 GeV. (8)

In Tab. III, we tabulate the cross sections of signal and background processes after these acceptance

cuts. One can observe that the signals are about 20-30 fb with LACs while they are 3-8 fb with

TACs.

σ (fb) BP1 BP2 BP3 BP4 BP5 BP6 tt̄`νjjbb wbbbb wjjbb wjjjj ztbzjjbb

LACs 32.59 20.93 26.22 31.94 31.38 26.40 85625 9.45 13474 789960 0.143

TACs 5.39 2.71 4.34 8.31 8.00 7.89 54975 1.48 2940 127545 9.3×10−2

TABLE III. The cross sections of signal (for our six BPs) and all background processes after the acceptance

cuts mentioned in the text.

B. Pre-selection cuts

In order to reduce the number of background events, we have to resort to efficient b-tagging.

For this purpose, we divide signal and background events in terms of the number of tagged b-jets,
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by defining three (multiplicity) categories:

• 4b0j: four b-jets, no normal jets.

• 3b1j: three b-jets, one normal jet.

• 2b2j: two b-jets, two normal jets.

Upon investigating Tab. IV, which contains the response to these cuts for both signal and

background events in the three (multiplicity) categories identified, it is noteworthy that the cross

sections are rather small in general, which is due to the fact that lepton reconstruction and b-

tagging efficiencies are dependent on the transverse momenta of the objects concerned (which are

different for different BPs). As previously discussed, when the difference between MH± and Mh is

small, the lepton will be soft and, when Mh is small, the b-jets will be soft. In the end, these soft

objects find it difficult to pass the TACs, so the rates are much larger for the LACs.

BPs BP1 BP2 BP3 BP4 BP5 BP6 tt̄`νjjbb wbbbb wjjbb wjjjj ztbzjjbb

LACs 4b0j 1.39 0.86 1.16 1.78 1.74 1.67 572.64 0.42 36.69 108.34 0.022

LACs 3b1j 5.18 3.03 4.20 6.34 6.18 5.72 5226.43 1.51 354.22 699.25 0.054

LACs 2b2j 8.28 4.71 6.64 10.22 9.83 9.03 29583.0 2.67 2316.04 6480.41 0.073

TACs 4b0j 0.15 0.08 0.13 0.31 0.31 0.34 98.96 8.6×10−2 4.54 6.96 9.53×10−3

TACs 3b1j 0.47 0.21 0.38 1.01 0.95 0.99 1658.4 2.61×10−1 56.92 89.81 2.56×10−2

TACs 2b2j 0.57 0.26 0.47 1.28 1.21 1.26 14704.8 3.34×10−1 522.13 939.82 3.02×10−2

TABLE IV. The cross sections of signal (for our six BPs) and all background processes after the pre-selection

cuts mentioned in the text.

C. Kinematic observables for signal from background distinction

In this subsection, we will reconstruct the resonances starting from the various final states. We

take the 4b0j category as an example. For the other two, light jets are treated as b-jets during all

reconstructions.

In order to further improve the signal-to-background ratio, we reconstruct the masses of the

light Higgs boson, charged Higgs boson and charged gauge boson, so as to favor the signal. Simul-

taneously, in order to suppress top (anti)quark events (which are the dominant background), we

also reconstruct the top (anti)quark masses and veto these.
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For signal events, we first look for four b-jets to reconstruct two light Higgs bosons and find a

two-by-two combination of them by minimizing the following χ square function:

χ2 = (M1
bb̄ −Mh1)2 + (M2

bb̄ −Mh2)2. (9)

Then we assign the reconstructed first light Higgs boson, h1, to (say) the decay of the charged

Higgs boson while the second, h2, is the light Higgs boson produced in association with the charged

Higgs boson. In Fig. 2, we show the mass distributions of the two light Higgs bosons for BP4 as

an example. Hence, such a method can reconstruct the two light neutral Higgs bosons.

(a) (b)

FIG. 2. The light Higgs boson mass distributions M1
bb̄

and M2
bb̄

for BP4 and background events are shown.

(a) (b)

FIG. 3. The opening angle distributions between b-jet pairs emerging from h1 (a) and h2 (b) for BP4 and

background events are shown.

In relation to the two reconstructed light Higgs bosons, we label b1, b2 as the decay products

of h1 and b3, b4 as those of h2. Thus, we can calculate the opening angle for the first two b-jets

and the last two b-jets. Since they come from a very light Higgs boson for the signal, they will be

highly boosted at the LHC, hence the two pairs of b-jets should have their opening angles close to

zero. For the main tt̄ background, if two normal jets emerge from the W± boson and are mistagged
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as b-jets, there will be four b-jets and two of them (those coming from the W± boson) would also

tend to be parallel but the other two (the true b-jets) would not. The distributions for the b-jet

angles are shown in Fig. 3 and confirm this picture.

(a) (b)

(c) (d)

FIG. 4. The reconstructed charged Higgs mass distributions (a), the invariant mass distributions (b) and

transverse momentum distributions (c) of the neutral and charged Higgs boson system, and the opening

angle distributions of the light Higgs pair (d) for BP4 and backgrounds events are shown.

Next, we need to reconstruct the charged Higgs boson mass. In doing this, we cannot first

reconstruct the W± mass (like is done, e.g., in top (anti)quark searches [34]) since this is off-

shell. However, we can use the same approach, directly applied to the MH± . Thus, we solve for

the neutrino longitudinal momentum by using the lepton and light Higgs boson four-momentums

alongside the MET. Since we have reconstructed two light Higgs bosons, we use both of these to

obtain the charged Higgs boson mass. Between the two (h1 and h2), we identify the one coming

from the H± →W±∗h decay as the one that gives the best charged Higgs mass (i.e., that closer to

the input value for MH±). The other light Higgs boson is then the state produced in association

with the charged Higgs boson in pp→ H±h. The mass distribution of the correctly reconstructed

charged Higgs boson is shown in Fig. 4(a), wherein there is a clear difference between the signal

and background events. The invariant mass distributions and the transverse momentum of the

neutral and charged Higgs system, H±h, are also shown in Fig. 4(b), (c), also showing a difference
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between signal and background. In both cases, because all resonances are light in the signal, the

BSM peaks are much softer than the SM ones. In fact, the opening angle distribution of the

light Higgs boson pair for the signal is also different with respect to the background one since, as

mentioned, the resonances in the signal are light enough to be boosted while this does not occur

in the background, as seen in Fig. 4(c).

In order to significantly suppress the dominant background, i.e., tt̄ production and decay via

SM channels, it is necessary to veto such events. For this purpose, we reconstruct the two top

(anti)quark masses. The lepton momentum and the MET are used to reconstruct the leptonically

decaying W± boson first (W 1) [34]. Because in the signal the W± boson is always off-shell, the

peak will be much lighter here than the true W± boson mass but, for tt̄ events, the W± boson is

always on-shell, so a clear difference between the two distributions emerges, as shown in Fig. 5(a).

Then, we choose the softest of the two b-jets to reconstruct the other W± boson (W 2), noting that

these two b-jets are mistagged light quark/gluon-jets in the tt̄ process. Next, we reconstruct the top

(anti)quark pair with two hard b-jets and two reconstructed W± bosons. A χ2 is used to find the

best combination of the leptonically (Mtop1) and hadronically (Mtop2) decaying top (anti)quarks,

with testing function

χ2 = (MbiW 1 −mt)
2 + (MbjW 2 −mt)

2, i, j = 1, 2. (10)

For the tt̄ background, the peak of the reconstructed top (anti)quark in leptonic mode will be

around mt while the typical value of the peak will be much smaller in the signal, since the W±

boson is off-shell. As for the hadronic top (anti)quark mass reconstruction, this is subject to more

combinatorics, so it is not expected to be extremely sharp in either case. The top (anti)quark mass

distributions are shown in Fig. 5(b) and (c), which demonstrate that our reconstruction procedure

generally works well. Based on two top (anti)quark reconstructions, we also plot the invariant mass

of the tt̄ system, which is shown in Fig. 5(d). Finally, an angle, cos(θb2−W 2), is also shown: this

is the opening angle between the b-jet in the leptonically decaying top (anti)quark and the W±

boson in the hadronically decaying top (anti)quark. For the tt̄ process, there will be no apparent

tendency. However, in the signal process, because both the charged Higgs boson and the neutral

Higgs boson are light, their decay products will be boosted, thereby ending up parallel to each

other. In other words, the angle of three b-jets will be small, no matter which three b-jets are

chosen. This angle distribution is shown in Fig. 5(e).
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(a) (b)

(c) (d)

(e)

FIG. 5. The reconstructed leptonic W± boson mass distributions (a), the reconstructed leptonic (b) and

hadronic (c) top (anti)quark mass distributions, respectively, the tt̄ system invariant mass (d) and the angle

between the b-jet from leptonic (anti)top quarks and the hadronic W± boson (e) for BP4 and background

events are shown.

D. The TMVA inputs and results

To improve and optimize the signal and background distinction, we use the Gradient-Boosted

Decision Tree (GBDT) approach, which is implemented in the Toolkit for Multi-Variant Analysis

(TMVA) within Root [35]. We first use a very loose kinematic selection before the TMVA training

for data clean, which only contains the cuts for transverse momentum and pseudo-rapidity as well

as very loose M4b, M
1
bb̄

, M2
bb̄

, MH± , P TH±h, MW 1 , Mtop1 and Mtop2 cuts, so as to make sure that

input data are not polluted by outliers. The loose kinematic cuts are shown in the first column in
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Loose kinematic cuts Tight kinematic cuts

M4b [100, 600] [100, 450]

M1
bb [10, 110] [10, 75]

M2
bb [10, 150] [25, 100]

MH± [50, 250] [60, 190]

PTH±h [0, 110] [0, 90]

MW 1 [0, 100] [0, 80]

Mtop1 [20, 230] [30, 230]

Mtop2 [50, 280] [70, 280]

MVA cut - [0.5, 1]

TABLE V. The pre-selection loose and tight kinematic cuts for BP4 and background events are shown.

Except in the last line, all numerical values are in GeV.

Tab. V.

In the training stage, we used 13 input variables in total for the TMVA, which are shown in

Tab. VI. These observables are divided into three categories. The first category is related to

the possible resonances in the signal while the second is made up of the variables characterizing

the tt̄ background, all of which have been described above. The third kind uses generic final

state variables, like the invariant mass of the four b-jets and the scalar sum of the visible particle

transverse momenta (HT ), both of which are shown in Fig. 6.

BSM invariant masses M1
bb̄

M2
bb̄

MH± MH± −Mh

BSM angles cos(θb1−b2) cos(θb3−b4) cos(θh−h)

SM invariant masses MW 1 Mtop1 Mtt̄

SM angles cos(θb2−W 2)

Other variables M4b HT

TABLE VI. The input observables used in the TMVA analysis using a GBDT.

Generally speaking, it is found that the invariant mass related observables of signal and back-

ground events are more powerful than the angle related ones. Anyhow, all are used and we apply

the GBDT model on the signal and background to calculate their final scores, after which there

is a very clear separation between the two, which is shown in Fig. 7. Finally, we apply the tight

kinematic cuts from the second column in Tab. V to extract the signal significances.
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(a) (b)

FIG. 6. The invariant mass of the four b-jets (a) and the scalar sum of the transverse momenta of visible

particles for BP4 and background events are shown.

FIG. 7. The TMVA response for classifier GBDT of BP4 and background events.

E. Significances at LHC Run 3

After all the described cuts, the significances for each (multiplicity) category of the final state

are found and we have summarised these in Tab. VII. Here, a few comments are in order. For

LACs, most of the BPs can have a large significance for all three categories. For TACs, most of

the significances can be larger than 3 when the final state is the 4b0j case. Further, for all BPs,

we can achieve a large enough significance, above and beyond discovery in all cases, by combining

the three categories of signatures. From these BPs, it is also observed that the significances mainly

depend on the signal cross section and the charged Higgs boson mass. In fact, it is obvious that a

larger charged Higgs mass will generate a harder lepton and b-jets, which will in turn increase the

reconstruction efficiencies for these objects in the pursued final state.

In order to have a panoramic view of the model parameter space, we take the 4b0j case as

an example and explore the feasibility of the LHC when
√
s = 14 TeV and L = 300 fb−1. The

significances for the model parameter space are exposed in the heatmaps of Figs. 8 and 9.
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LACs TACs

2b2j 3b1j 4b0j 2b2j 3b1j 4b0j

BP1 3.65 8.51 8.79 0.45 1.60 3.28

BP2 2.19 5.10 6.06 0.27 1.30 2.45

BP3 3.01 6.82 7.21 0.51 1.90 3.3

BP4 3.56 8.12 9.08 0.73 2.97 5.44

BP5 3.55 7.96 9.43 0.71 2.42 4.91

BP6 2.85 6.41 7.74 0.70 2.37 4.79

TABLE VII. The significances for our BPs with both LACs and TACs are shown. Rates are for
√
s = 14

TeV and L = 300 fb−1.

The significances over the (Mh, MH±) plane are shown in Fig. 8. To obtain the results given

here, the (Mh, MH±) plane is divided into 90 grids, with Mh in (20, 120) GeV and MH± in (80, 170)

GeV. In each grid, the free parameters tanβ and sin(β − α) are scanned for all possible allowed

values and the BPs which have the maximal theoretical cross sections are taken for this grid. The

events are generated with both LACs and TACs and the significances are calculated in each grid as

in the above section. From this figure, we notice that there are clear signals when Mh is in (40−80)

GeV and MH± is in (80 − 130) GeV for both LACs and TACs. The maximum significance could

reach 8.0 and 5.4 for LACs and TACs, respectively. A similar heatmap is also made over the

(sin(β − α), tanβ) plane, as shown in Fig. 9. The sensitivity regions for these two parameters are

found as −0.18 < sin(β − α) < −0.04 and 5 < tanβ < 40, respectively.
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FIG. 8. The predicted significances over the (Mh, MH±) plane for the 4b0j case with both LACs and TACs

are shown, where
√
s = 14 TeV and L = 300 fb−1.

Finally, it should be pointed out that these two heatmaps, for the (Mh, MH±) and (sin(β −α),

tanβ) planes, are consistent with each other. For LACs and TACs, the maximum significances are

the same within the error bars. The slight difference can be attributed to the statistic uncertainties
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in generating MC events.
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FIG. 9. The predicted significances over the (sin(β−α), tanβ) plane for the 4b0j case with both LACs and

TACs are shown, where
√
s = 14 TeV and L = 300 fb−1.

V. CONCLUSIONS

In this paper, we have performed a detailed analysis of the pp → H±h → W±∗hh → `±ν + 4b

(` = e, µ) process in the 2HDM Type-I at the LHC. By simulating the full event chain, including

hard scattering, parton shower, hadronization and detector effects using mainstream numerical

tools, we have obtained realistic predictions for both signal and background processes. This has

enabled us to assess the feasibility of observing the signal in a realistic experimental environment.

To optimize sensitivity to the signal while suppressing the background contributions, initially, we

have carefully chosen kinematic cuts in pseudorapidity, transverse momentum, cone separation and

MET. These cuts, represented by two sets of kinematic selections, one loose and one tight, have en-

sured an efficient event selection while maintaining a reasonable signal-to-background ratio. Then,

we have categorized events based on the number of b- as well as light quark/gluon-jets present,

resulting in three distinct event categories. This categorization has allowed us to investigate the

specific signatures associated with each jet multiplicity and design dedicated analysis strategies

for enhanced signal extraction, leveraging the kinematic features (chiefly, resonant masses) of both

signal and backgrounds, again, in the presence of a loose and tight selection. This has proven

successful, as we have been able to establish sensitivity to the described signal already by the end

of Run 3 of the LHC. We have demonstrated this by presenting heatmaps in the (Mh, MH±) and

(sin(β−α), tanβ) planes to visualize regions of parameter space with enhanced signal significance.

Finally, in order to facilitate experimental analyses and provide guidance for future phenomenolog-

ical studies, we have presented six BPs, each being carefully selected to cover a region of parameter
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space exhibiting interesting spectrum properties, such as relatively light charged and neutral Higgs

bosons and an off-shell W±∗.

In summary, our study provides a comprehensive analysis of a hallmark process of the 2HDM

Type-I at the LHC, which may enable one to verify the BSM nature of the EWSB mechanism.
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Looking forward to photon-coupled long-lived particles I: massive spin-2 portal

Krzysztof Jod lowski∗

Particle Theory and Cosmology Group, Center for Theoretical Physics of
the Universe, Institute for Basic Science (IBS), Daejeon, 34126, Korea

A massive spin-2 particle, G, can provide the expected link between the Standard Model and the
Dark Sector. In this work, we consider for the first time such a state as a ∼ sub-GeV long-lived
particle that decays predominantly into a photon pair, e.g., due to a dimension-5 coupling gγγ . We
show that it can be efficiently searched at the future beam dump experiments and at the LHC, such
as: FASER2, Forward Physics Facility, MATHUSLA, NA62, SeaQuest, and SHiP, while current
constraints come from BaBar, CHARM, and NuCal. We consider two cases: universal coupling of
G to the SM gauge and matter fields - leading to a phenomenology similar to that of an axion-like
particle - and photophilic coupling which leads to perturbative unitarity violation for mG . 50 MeV.
In both cases, the Primakoff-like coherent upscattering of an on-shell photon hitting heavy nuclei
of the beam target provides the dominant G production mode. We find that SHiP will provide the
strongest constraint, gγγ . 4.8 × 10−8 GeV−1 (gγγ . 3.6 × 10−8 GeV−1) for mG = 1 GeV in the
case of universal (photophilic) coupling, while the rest of experiments will cover mG . 0.5 GeV,
gγγ & 7× 10−7 GeV−1 (mG . 0.6 GeV, gγγ & 6× 10−7 GeV−1) region of the parameter space. �

I. INTRODUCTION

Thanks to various observations of the Universe, it has
been established that non-baryonic dark matter (DM)
outweighs ordinary matter described by the Standard
Model (SM) of fundamental interactions by about five
to one [1–5]. Despite intensive searches for leading DM
candidates such as axions [6, 7] and Weakly Interact-
ing Massive Particles (WIMPs) [8, 9], no clear signal has
been found so far. This motivates exploring alternative
scenarios [10], opening up a much broader range of DM
candidates leading to unique observational signatures.

One promising possibility is that DM is part of a larger
landscape of many new particles and interactions, the so-
called Dark Sector (DS) [11, 12]. The weak connection
between the visible and invisible sectors is described by
an effective Lagrangian containing operators ordered by
their mass dimension often called portals or simplified
models. The renormalizable ones are: scalar (dark Higgs)
portal [13, 14], vector (dark photon) portal [15–17], and
sterile neutrino portal [18, 19], where the portal name
indicates the spin of the mediator.

To satisfy experimental constraints, the dimensionless
couplings of these operators must be very small, while
higher dimensional operators need to be suppressed by
an appropriate power of sufficiently large Λ, the scale
of new physics. Such very weak couplings typically re-
sult in making the mediator a long-lived particle (LLP)
- cτ ∼ 1m - which makes them the prime target for in-
tensity frontier experiments searching for light (∼ sub-
GeV), highly boosted, and very weakly coupled Beyond
the Standard Model (BSM) species [11, 20–22].

At mass-dimension 5, the most studied operator is ar-
guably the axion portal [23–25] - which in its minimal
form couples an axion-like particle (ALP) to two pho-
tons. Such a coupling leads to a suppressed decay width

∗ k.jodlowski@ibs.re.kr

for ∼ sub-GeV ALP, which is thus one of the main bench-
marks of current and future intensity frontier searches
[21, 26, 27]. In this work, which is the first part of a se-
ries of papers dedicated to the intensity frontier searches
for LLPs coupled to photons by higher dimensional op-
erators, we study the analogous two-photon coupling to
a massive spin-2 particle, G, [28–30], while in the forth-
coming work [31–33] we explore BSM LLPs coupled to a
single photon.

The massive graviton-like mediator has recently
emerged as an interesting portal between the SM and
the DS, e.g., in the context of “Gravity-mediated dark
matter” [30, 34–36], theories with extra spatial di-
mensions [37–39], and within other similar frameworks
[35, 37, 40, 41]. Searches for ∼ sub-GeV massive spin-2
mediator has been considered previously in [36, 42, 43],
where significant constraints on the mass and the cou-
pling strength of G were obtained by considering the
missing energy signature in electron fixed target experi-
ments. However, visible decays of G have not been con-
sidered before. They lead to a displaced vertex signature
which can be searched at the intensity frontier experi-
ments [26, 27] with almost zero background. We fill this
gap by simulating G production and decay in a number
of past and upcoming beam dump and LHC experiments.
We also investigate the signature of a single high-energy
photon produced by the conversion process G→ γ taking
place by a Primakoff-like scattering at the future LHC ex-
periments such as FASERν2 [44, 45] and FLArE [44, 46].
We implemented our simulation within an extended ver-
sion of the FORESEE [47] package, which can be found in
�.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we dis-
cuss the main physical properties of the massive spin-2
portal, and we put the goal of our study in a broader
context. In Sec. III we review the long-lived regime of
massive spin-2 portal, in particular G’s lifetime, and in-
troduce the intensity frontier experiments sensitive to G
decays or conversion into a single photon. In Sec. IV

ar
X

iv
:2

30
5.

05
71

0v
1 

 [
he

p-
ph

] 
 9

 M
ay

 2
02

3

https://github.com/krzysztofjjodlowski/Looking_forward_to_photon_coupled_LLPs
mailto:k.jodlowski@ibs.re.kr
https://github.com/KlingFelix/FORESEE
https://github.com/krzysztofjjodlowski/Looking_forward_to_photon_coupled_LLPs


2

we discuss the analytical form of the Primakoff process
in which an on-shell photon is converted into a massive
spin-2 particle, and other, subdominant modes of G pro-
duction. We also present and discuss our main results
- the sensitivity plot of the past and future experiments
for two cases: i) universal coupling of G to the SM gauge
and matter fields and ii) coupling to only a pair of pho-
tons. We compare the results of the two scenarios and
also draw comparisons with the case of photophilic ALP.
In Sec. V we summarize our findings.

II. MASSIVE SPIN-2 MEDIATOR

A. Motivation

The massive spin-2 portal is described by the following
effective Lagrangian [28–30]:

(1)
L ⊃ gγγ Gµν

(
1

4
ηµνFλρF

λρ + FµλF
λ
ν

)
− i
∑
l

gl
2
Gµν

(
l̄γµDν l − ηµν l̄γρDρl

)
,

where gγγ and gl are mass-dimension -1 couplings, Fµν
is the EM field strength tensor, and Gµν describes the
massive graviton field corresponding to the perturbation
of a given metric tensor gµν around the Minkowski metric
ηµν : gµν ≈ ηµν + 2/mPl.red.Gµν [48], where mPl.red. =
2.4× 1018 GeV.

Since an axion-like particle (ALP) coupled only to two
photons or only to leptons is one of the main benchmarks
for intensity frontier searches, by analogy, one might want
to restrict the general case of massive spin-2 portal de-
scribed by Eq. (1) to the cases: gγγ 6= 0 or gl 6= 0, while
neglecting the other coupling. However, as discussed in
[49], such interactions lead to perturbative unitarity vi-
olation in the mG → 0 regime for the qq̄ → Gg process
(quark-antiquark annihilation to G and a gluon), unless
the couplings have universal form, gl = gγγ . In fact, for
non-universal couplings, the cross-section for this pro-
cess scales like ∝ 1/m4

G, due to lack of decoupling of
the helicity-0 modes of G. What is more, the helicity-
1 modes lead to ∝ 1/m2

G dependence, while only the
helicity-2 modes are free from such an enhancement.

Recent work [41] has considered the freeze-in of sub-
MeV massive spin-2 graviton produced by the process
considered in [49], however, they found that in the small
mass regime it behaves as ∝ s/m4

G, where s is the square
of the center-of-mass energy, which the authors called
“chiral enhancement”. Although follow-up work [50] de-
voted to an explicit calculation of a QED analogue pro-
cess, ll̄ → Gγ, again found that the mG → 0 limit for
universal coupling is finite, we believe that both the uni-
versal coupling interactions and the coupling to a pair
of photons only are physically distinct, and hence inter-
esting, especially for ∼ sub-GeV G, therefore we consider
both of them.

B. Long-lived regime

In addition to the cosmological impact mentioned ear-
lier, signatures involving massive spin-2 particles can be
utilized by ground-based experiments, such as direct de-
tection searches [36, 51], colliders [40, 52–54], (g − 2)µ
anomaly [55, 56] experiments, and at intensity frontier
searches [36, 42, 43]. Since we are interested in the
mG ∼ sub-GeV mass regime, the last kind of experiments
are the most relevant. Previous works [36, 42, 43] have
focused on the invisibly decaying massive spin-2 media-
tor, which was constrained by the missing energy searches
at BaBar [57, 58] and NA64e [59, 60], and will be used
by the next-generation experiments such as NA64µ [61],
LDMX [62, 63], and M3 [64].

It is well-known that the visible decays of LLPs with
middle range decay lengths, 100 m . d . 10 km, provide
one of the strongest constraints on such particles [21, 26].
Therefore, we investigate both scenarios of G coupling by
its decays into a pair of photons or charged leptons, as
well as by the G→ γ conversion [46].

The lifetime of G depends on the widths of the two-
body decays, and the typical decay length of G that can
be probed by FASER2 is

dG ' 100 m×
(

E

1000 GeV

)(
0.1 GeV

mG

)4(
5.75× 10−5

gγγ

)2

,

(2)
where dG = cτGβγ, γ = E/mG is the boost factor of G

in the LAB frame, β =
√

1− 1/γ2, and τG = 1/ΓG;
ΓG = ΓG→γγ + ΓG→e+e− + ΓG→µ+µ− . In the case
of non-universal coupling the same is true for gγγ =
7.75 × 10−5 GeV with all other parameters unchanged.
The decay widths into a pair of photons or SM leptons
are [28–30]

(3)
ΓG→γγ =

g2
γγm

3
G

80π
,

ΓG→l+l− =
g2
lm

3
G

160π

(
1− 4m2

l

m2
G

)3/2(
1 +

8m2
l

3m2
G

)
.

III. SEARCHES AT THE INTENSITY
FRONTIER

We investigate the prospects of G detection in a num-
ber of upcoming experiments listed in table I. The top
rows show the properties of (proper) beam dump exper-
iments, while the bottom rows show the LHC-based de-
tectors taking data in the far-forward direction.

A. Signatures of G

The main experimental signature is displaced G de-
cays. Their probability of occurrence in a detector of
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Figure 1: Modes of G production at FASER2 as a func-
tion of mG. The direct production via Primakoff-like
photon conversion dominates over vector meson decays.

length ∆ is

p(E) = e−L/dG(E) − e−(L+∆)/dG(E), (4)

where dG(E) is the decay length in the LAB frame, L
is the distance between the LLP production point and
the beginning of the detector. It is clear that most of
the events occur for sufficiently long-lived species, d & L,
when p(E) ' ∆/d, whereas for short-lived species, d �
L, p(E) ' e−L/d [11, 26]. This will be one of the factors
causing the differences between the sensitivity reaches of
the detectors considered.

Once the LLP has been produced, the number of the
events associated with the LLP signature under consid-
eration occurring inside the detector is [65, 66]

N =
∑
E,θ,φ

NLLP(E, θ, φ) p(E) qaccept(E, θ, φ), (5)

where NLLP(E, θ, φ) is the number of long-lived particles
produced with a given energy E and angles θ, φ relative
to the beamline; p(E) is given by Eq. (4); qaccept(E, θ, φ)
is the acceptance factor associated with experimental
cuts; and the indices in the sum go over the LLP spec-
trum resulting from production channels relevant to a
given BSM scenario, e.g., rare meson decays, Primakoff-
like production or dark bremsstrahlung. For the forward
direction detectors at the LHC, the FORESEE package can
be used to obtain the LLP spectra. We extended it, �,
to also simulate the production and decay of LLPs taking
place in beam dump experiments listed in table I.

The two-photon LLP decays for the same beam dump
detectors we consider1, were studied in, e.g., [68] for pho-
tophilic ALP. It was shown that the Primakoff conversion

1 And also for the LHC-based FASER in [67].

[69] of an on-shell photon into an ALP, γN → aN , is the
dominant mode of production and occurs on the nuclei of
the beam dump target. The number of ALPs produced
in this way is

Na = Nγ
σPrim.

σγ
, (6)

where Nγ is the number of off-shell photon, σPrim. is the
Primakoff scattering cross-section, and σγ corresponds
to the total cross-section of photon absorption, which for
each nuclei can be found in [70].

We will show in Sec. IV A that an analogous process,
γN → GN , dominates the production of G, and by using
Eqs. (5) and (6), we will obtain the number of G decays
inside each detector.

B. Beam dumps

Beam dump experiments employ a beam of high-
energy, O(10− 100) GeV, protons striking a target com-
posed of typically dense nuclei. This results in a hadronic
cascade, producing a large number of unstable SM par-
ticles. Although the decays of such states are generally
well understood [70], the luminosity of the beam is usu-
ally high enough that even strongly suppressed branching
ratios of decays into DS states can result in a sizable pro-
duction of BSM LLPs.

We study G decays into a pair of photons or charged
leptons in past detectors such as CHARM [71], NuCal
[72, 73], as well as in the future detectors such as NA62
[74], SeaQuest [75], and SHiP [76, 77]. Although their
modus operandi is similar, they differ not only by size,
geometry or the beam luminosity, but also in energy and
target for high-energy protons, as well as different energy
thresholds for the energy deposited by LLP decays. As
a result, they can probe diverse LLP setups.

It is worth pointing out that although beam dump ex-
periments have been in use for many decades, see recent
review [78] for an overview of their past and recent re-
sults, LLP searches at colliders, mainly the LHC, is devel-
oping intensively, see, e.g., [79]. In the next subsection,
we describe one such approach using the far-forward de-
tectors at the LHC.

C. Forward direction detectors at the LHC

The LHC can be used as an abundant source of high-
energy photons nearly collimated along the direction
of the proton-proton collisions [67]. After travelling
∼ 100m, these photons, and other neutral particle, are
absorbed by a thick block of iron called the TAN, effec-
tively acting as a fixed-target beam dump. A fraction
of the incoming photons are converted into ALPs by the
Primakoff [69, 80] coherent upscattering on the TAN nu-
clei. As a result, even a small detector, FASER [66, 81],

https://github.com/krzysztofjjodlowski/Looking_forward_to_photon_coupled_LLPs
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Figure 2: Sensitivity reaches for the universal coupling of G to the SM gauge and matter fields. We consider two
setups of the FASER2 experiment: the baseline scenario (left) and the Forward Physics Facility containing additional
detectors, e.g., FLArE (right). We plot the contour lines of the number of events, Nev, for each of the experiments
indicated in table I, while grey-shaded regions denote current exclusion bounds from BaBar, CHARM, and NuCal.

Colorful lines not indicated in the plot legend were obtained in [42] by considering the missing energy signature.

located at a considerable distance from the photon pro-
duction site can search for an ALP decaying into two pho-
tons in an essentially background-free manner.2 FASER
has been collecting data since 2022 [83] and, in addition
to the main detector, includes a neutrino emulsion de-
tector FASERν [84, 85], which is located upstream of the
main detector. Further research in this direction has re-
sulted in a number of proposals for significant extensions
to the original FASER experiment, for example, FASER2
[86–88], or an entirely separate facility called the Forward
Physics Facility (FPF) [45, 89, 90], which would house a
number of detectors dedicated to various complementary
searches. Among these are: AdvSND [91], FASERν2
[44, 45], FLArE [44], and FORMOSA [92].3

Another aspect that makes FASER2/FPF particularly
well-positioned for studying photon-coupled DS species is
the presence of the tungsten neutrino detector FASERν2
[84, 85] located in front of the main detector (decay ves-
sel). As our previous work has shown [97, 98], a sec-
ondary production of LLPs can take place at FASERν2
through coherent upscattering of stable DS species on
tungsten nuclei which allows to probe the shorter LLP

2 Searches for other LLPs can be performed in a similar way [82].
3 We note there are many more LLP detectors proposals which

are at various stages of progress, see [93] for extensive overview.
Among them are, e.g., Codex-B [94], FACET [95], and milliQan
[96].

lifetime regime. We will explore this further in upcom-
ing works [31–33].

FASERν2 and FLArE detectors [44] will also be able
to probe BSM scenarios by scattering of DS species with
electrons or by converting a LLP into a single, high-
energy photon [46, 99]. In the spin-2 portal the lat-
ter signature is particularly effective because it occurs
through coherent scattering with a nucleus, which is en-
hanced by a Z2 factor, and takes place by a photon ex-
change whose propagator, 1/t, is enhanced in such a low-
momentum exchange process. The corresponding proba-
bility for G→ γ conversion is

p(E)scat. =
∆

Lint
, (7)

where Lint = mT /(ρ σ(E)) denotes the interaction length
of the conversion process whose cross-section is σ(E), mT

is the mass of the nucleus inside the material of density
ρ and length ∆.

IV. RESULTS

In this section we present the main results of the paper:
i) closed form for the main G production channel, the
Primakoff process, γN → GN and the sensitivity reach
of each experiment listed in table I for ii) universal, and
iii) photophilic G coupling.
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Figure 3: Same as Fig. 2, but for the model with non-universal, photophilic coupling. The saturation of the LLP
decay sensitivity lines for mG . 50 MeV is caused by the loss of perturbative unitarity for the dominant G production
mode, the Primakoff process, which depends on the G mass as σ ∝ 1/m4

G. This is cancelled by the factor 1/d ∝ m4
G,

which comes from the decay probability in the formula describing the total number of events, Eq. (5).

A. Primakoff production of G

The Primakoff process takes place by coherent scat-
tering with the nucleus, therefore it is restricted to the
small momentum transfer regime |t|. 1 GeV2, where
t ≡ (p2 − p4)2 < 0 is the t-channel Mandelstam vari-
able, and p2 (p4) is the initial (final) momentum of a
nucleus.

For photophilic ALP [103] found a closed form for the
γN → aN process:

(8)σγN →aN '
αEMg

2
aγγZ

2

8

(
log

(
d

1/a2 − tmax

)
−2

)
,

where gaγγ is the coupling between two photons and

an ALP, a = 111Z−1/3/me and d = 0.164 GeV2A−2/3,
where me is the electron mass, and Z (A) is the atomic
number (weight) of a nucleus. This closed-form is ac-
curate to ∼ 1% level [103]. It can be seen that for
ma & 5 GeV, tmax = −m4

a/(4E
2
γ) [67] becomes large,

which violates the necessary coherent scattering condi-
tion, as indicated by the denominator of the logarithm.
Technical details about the Primakoff process, including
the form of the form factor given by Eq. (B2), can be
found in Appendix B.

For computation of γN → GN cross-section for the
universal, and photophilic G coupling, we use results of
[50], in particular Eq. 23-26. That work considered the
ll̄→ Gγ, therefore we use crossing symmetry relations to
obtain the lγ → lG amplitude. Following the same steps

as [103], we obtained:

(σγN→GN )univ. '
αEMg

2
γZ

2

2

(
log

(
d

1/a2 − tmax

)
− 2

)
,

(9)

and

(σγN→GN )non−univ. '
αEMg

2
γZ

2

2

(
log

(
d

1/a2 − tmax

)
− 2 +

1

6m4
G

d2(− log(d)− 1)

)
,

(10)

for universal and photophilic coupling, respectively.

Let us note that the large mG limit is the same for
both cases, while only the latter scenario leads to the σ ∝
1/m4

G enhancement, which leads to the aforementioned
unitarity violation [49].

We will also use the cross-section for the inverse pro-
cess, the conversion ofG into a single high-energy photon,
which is given by σGN→γN = 2

5σγN→GN .

Other modes of G production are vector meson decays
given in Appendix A, however, as Fig. 1 shows, they only
give sub-leading contributions. We give the relevant for-
mulas in Appendix A.
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Experiment
Target
prod.

Energy
Lumi.

or Nprot.

Transverse
size

xmin ∆ LLP signature
LLP

signature cuts
Ref.

CHARM Cu 400 GeV 2.4× 1018 3× 3 m2a 480 m 35 m decay
Ee+e− > 3 GeV: Nev = 3
Eγγ > 3 GeV: Nev = 3

[68, 100]

NA62 Cu 400 GeV 1.0× 1018 r = 1.13 m 81 m 135 m decay
Ee+e− > 3 GeV: Nev = 3
Eγγ > 3 GeV: Nev = 3

[68]

NuCal Fe 69 GeV 1.7× 1018 r = 1.3 m 23 m 64 m decay
Ee+e− > 10 GeV: Nev = 4.4
Eγγ > 10 GeV: Nev = 4.4

[68, 100]

SeaQuest Fe 120 GeV 1.44× 1018 2× 2 m2 5 m 0.95 m decay
Ee+e− > 3 GeV: Nev = 3
Eγγ > 3 GeV: Nev = 3

[68, 101, 102]

SHiP Mo 400 GeV 2.4× 1018 2.5× 5.5 m2 52.7 m 50 m decay
Ee+e− > 3 GeV: Nev = 3
Eγγ > 3 GeV: Nev = 3

[68, 97]

FASER2 Fe
√
s =

13 TeV
3000 fb−1 r = 1 m 480 m 5 m decay

Ee+e− > 100 GeV: Nev = 3
Eγγ > 100 GeV: Nev = 3

[67, 97]

FASER2ν W
√
s =

13 TeV
3000 fb−1 r = 0.25 m 472 m 2 m

decay,
conv. into γ

Econv.
G→γ > 1000 GeV:

Nev = 3
[46, 98]

FPF FASER2 Fe
√
s =

13 TeV
3000 fb−1 r = 1 m 620 m 25 m decay

Ee+e− > 100 GeV: Nev = 3
Eγγ > 100 GeV: Nev = 3

[67, 90, 98]

FPF FASER2ν W
√
s =

13 TeV
3000 fb−1 0.4× 0.4 m2 612 m 8 m

decay,
conv. into γ

Econv.
G→γ > 1000 GeV:

Nev = 3
[90, 97, 98]

FPF FLArE Ar
√
s =

13 TeV
3000 fb−1 1× 1 m2 600 m 7 m conv. into γ

Econv.
G→γ > 1 GeV:

Nev = 3
[44, 46, 90, 99]

MATHUSLA Si
√
s =

13 TeV
3000 fb−1 -b - - decay Ee+e− > 2 GeV: Nev = 3 [97]

a The detector was placed 5 m away from the beam axis.
b MATHUSLA is proposed to be placed highly off-axis from the LHC pp beam; see Fig. 4 from [97] for illustration of its geometry.

Table I: Specification of considered detectors sensitive to LLPs decays or other signatures. We provide the technical
parameters for each of the experiments used in our simulation, with references where details of each detector, and

cuts on the LLP signatures, are given. Experiments utilizing the LHC p-p beam are separated from beam dumps.

B. Sensitivity reaches

In Figs. 2 and 3 we present the results of our simula-
tions for universal and photophilic coupling, respectively.

In the former case, one can notice that the coverage
of the parameter space is similar to the photon-coupled
ALP; see [104]. However, the reach of each detector de-
scribed in table I is generally greater than the one for
ALPs. This is in particular evident for detectors sensi-
tive only to decays into charged particles, such as MATH-
USLA [105, 106], which can nevertheless probe the spin-2
portal with universal couplings, whereas for photophilic
ALP they are only sensitive to its suppressed three-body
decays.

For other detectors, which are sensitive to LLP decays
into a photon pair, the increased reach is caused by a
more efficient Primakoff conversion by a factor of 4, cf.
Eq. (8) and Eq. (9).

As mentioned earlier, the proposed extension of the
FASER detector, FASER2, which is planned to take data
during the High-Luminosity era of the LHC, has been
proposed to be hosted in two alternative locations, with

much larger size in the FPF variant [45, 89, 90]; see ta-
ble I. Moreover, in the latter scenario, the FPF will host
a number of other detectors, including FLArE [44]. In
Figs. 2 and 3, we therefore consider both versions, with
the results for the original FASER2 proposal on the left
and the FPP results on the right. The lines obtained by
the missing energy G searches at BaBar, NA64, LDMX,
and M3 were taken from [42].

We note that similarly to the ALP case, SHiP will ob-
tain the strongest bounds, followed by NA62, SeaQuest,
and FASER2. Moreover, the G→ γ search at FASER2ν
and FLArE will allow to probe the low mass region.

This search is particularly important for the results for
photophilic coupling shown in Fig. 3. Both FASER2ν
and FLArE sensitivities diverge for low mG masses, due
to the behavior of Eq. (10). We only plot the BaBar
limit obtained in [36] for high mass regime, which has
the same limit in both universal and photophilic coupling
scenarios, leaving the study of sensitivity in the low mass
regime for further work.

Moreover, the sensitivity lines obtained by G decays
saturate for mG . 50 MeV regime. It is caused by the
interplay between the σ ∝ 1/m4

G behavior of the Pri-
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makoff process producing G, and the 1/d ∝ m4
G term

in Eq. (5), which, as can be seen from Eqs. (4) and (5),
cancel out.

On the other hand, the obtained sensitivity lines for
photophilic coupling in the high mass regime are stronger
than in the universal coupling case. It is mainly caused by
the larger G lifetime and by the fact that in the universal
coupling case, the branching ratio of decays to a pair of
photons saturate to ∼ 0.5, instead of being 1 as for the
photophilic case.

V. CONCLUSIONS

Many DS models contain photon-coupled LLPs which
are a prime target for beam dump and other intensity
frontier experiments. In this paper we have investi-
gated the prospects of detecting a massive spin-2 par-
ticle with (non-)universal couplings to the SM fields in a
number of upcoming experiments, in particular FASER2,
FASER2ν, MATHUSLA, NA62, SeaQuest, and SHiP.

We have shown that although the considered model
bears similarities to the well-established photophilic
ALP, several important differences occur. These include
i) a more efficient Primakoff conversion by a factor of
4, ii) a smaller decay width by a factor of 0.8, and iii)
the loss of perturbative unitarity in the mG . 50 MeV
regime for the Primakoff process, σ ∝ 1/m4

G, due to non-
decoupling of the helicity 0 states of the massive spin-2
particle.

We found that SHiP will provide the strongest bounds,
reaching up to mG = 1.7 GeV for gγγ & 4.8×10−8 GeV−1

(mG = 2.1 GeV for gγγ & 3.6×10−8 GeV−1) for universal
(non-universal) G coupling reaching significantly below
the current bounds obtained from BaBar and NuCal. We
believe the massive spin-2 portal represents an interesting
new benchmark in the search for light, weakly coupled
new physics, and that it deserves further studies focused
on, e.g., its astrophysical or cosmological implications, or
in other terrestrial experiments.
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Appendix A: Vector meson decays

Below we list the branching ratio of the two-body de-
cays of vector mesons into γ-G, V (p0)→ γ∗(p1 + p2)→
γ(p1)+G(p2), which are mediated by an off-shell photon,

(
BRV→γG2

BRV→e+e−

)
univ.

=
g2
γγ

(
M2 −m2

G

)3
8παEMM

√
M2 − 4m2

e (M2 + 2m2
e)
,

(A1)

(A2)

(
BRV→γG2

BRV→e+e−

)
non.univ.

=
g2
γγ

(
M2 −m2

G

)3
(3m2

GM
2 + 6m4

G +M4)

16παEMMm4
G

√
M2 − 4m2

e (M2 + 2m2
e)
,

where BRV→e+e− is the branching ratio of the vector
meson with mass M decaying into the e+e− pair [70].

We also checked that for the non-universal coupling
of G to a pair of photons, the three-body decays of
pseudoscalar mesons, P (p0) → γ(p1) + γ∗(p2 + p3) →
γ(p1) + γ(p2) + G(p3), provide subleading contribution
relative to the decays of vector mesons. We expect the
same to hold for the universal coupling case.

Appendix B: Computing Primakoff upscattering
cross-sections

The general formula for the Primakoff process involv-
ing a particle with initial momentum p1 on nucleus N ,
resulting in an outgoing particle with momentum p3 and
an unperturbed nucleus N , is given by:

σ =

∫ tmax

tmin

|M |2 F (t)2 dt

16π [(s−m2
1 −m2

2)2 − 4m2
1m

2
2]
, (B1)

where |M |2 is the average of the squared amplitude of the
considered process, s ≡ (p1 + p2)2 = m2

1 +m2
2 + 2m2E1,

and −1 GeV2 ' tmin < tmax ' −(m4
1)/(4E2

1) [67].
The form factor F (t) quarantees the screening of the

nucleus by the atomic electrons. We consider the fol-
lowing momentum-dependent elastic atomic form-factor
[107–109]:

F (−t) ≡ Z
(

a2t

1 + a2t

)(
1

1 + t/d

)
, (B2)

where a = 111Z−1/3/me and d = 0.164 GeV2A−2/3,
where me is the electron mass, and Z (A) is the atomic
number (weight) of a nucleus. The atomic form-factor ef-
fectively restricts the scattering to the small momentum
transfer regime |t|. 1 GeV2. We note that one could
consider other forms of the form-factor, e.g., the nuclear
Helm’s form-factor [110]. However, we found that such a
choice has typically only a O(1)% influence on the cross-
section, which is in agreenment with results of [42].

Moreover, the form factor given by Eq. (B2) allows to
integrate Eq. (B1) analytically without any approxima-
tions, which speeds up the numerical simulation. How-
ever, the integrated expressions have a very long form,
therefore we only give the leading contributions, see
Eqs. (9) and (10).

The method described in [103] is based on power series
decomposition of the differential cross-section,

(B3)
dσPrim.

dt
=

(
a0 + a1t+ . . .

t2

)
F (−t)2,
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where a0, a1, . . . are t-independent quantities, and
a2, . . . were shown to give negligible contributions.

Then, Eq. (B3) was integrated over an extended inter-
val [−∞, tmax], leading to Eq. (8).
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Abstract

We present a detailed exploration of certain outstanding features of the transversely-projected

three-gluon vertex, using the corresponding Schwinger-Dyson equation in conjunction with key

results obtained from quenched lattice simulations. The main goal of this study is the scrutiny of the

approximate property denominated “planar degeneracy”, unveiled when the Bose symmetry of the

vertex is properly exploited. The planar degeneracy leads to a particularly simple parametrization

of the vertex, reducing its kinematic dependence to essentially a single variable. Our analysis,

carried out in the absence of dynamical quarks, reveals that the planar degeneracy is particularly

accurate for the description of the form factor associated with the classical tensor, for a wide array of

arbitrary kinematic configurations. Instead, the remaining three form factors display considerable

violations of this property. In addition, and in close connection with the previous point, we

demonstrate the numerical dominance of the classical form factor over all others, except in the

vicinity of the soft-gluon kinematics. The final upshot of these considerations is the emergence of

a very compact description for the three-gluon vertex in general kinematics, which may simplify

significantly nonperturbative applications involving this vertex.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The vertex that describes the interaction of three gluons, known as the “three-gluon

vertex”, plays a pivotal role in the dynamics of Yang-Mills theories in general, and of Quan-

tum Chromodynamics (QCD) in particular [1–5]. The last decades have witnessed consid-

erable progress in our understanding of the nonperturbative structure of the three-gluon

vertex in the Landau gauge, thanks to the coordinated efforts of lattice simulations [6–22]

and continuous methods, such as Schwinger-Dyson equations (SDEs) [23–36] and functional

renormalization group [37–39]. Particularly noteworthy features of this vertex include the

suppression of its strength in the low-energy domain [26–42], its logarithmic divergence at

the origin [27, 33–35], and the displacement of its Ward identity [36, 43–46], induced by the

action of the Schwinger mechanism [47–58].

Recently, a rather striking property of the transversely-projected three-gluon vertex,

IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p), denominated planar degeneracy, has received particular attention [20, 36, 46].

This property was first discovered in the SDE analysis of [29], and has been firmly established

in a recent lattice simulation that explored a broad array of kinematic configurations [20].

The main observation may be summarized by stating that when IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) is spanned in

a special tensorial basis, the associated form factors depend almost exclusively on a single

kinematic variable, s2 = 1

2
(q2 + r2 + p2), which defines a plane in the coordinate system

(q2, r2, p2). Thus, all configurations with a common s2 are nearly “degenerate”, in the sense

that they share, to a high degree of accuracy, the same form factors. In the recent quenched

lattice study of [20], the validity of this property was established for the so-called bisectoral

kinematics, p2 = r2 6= q2; its generalization to arbitrary configurations was conjectured on

the grounds of an inspection including numerous random configurations. As we will see in

detail in what follows, the systematic SDE-based exploration carried out here demonstrates

clearly that this special feature persists indeed for general kinematics, i.e., configurations

with arbitrary q2, r2, and p2.

The analysis presented in [20] reached an additional important conclusion regarding the

relative size of the form factors comprising IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p). Specifically, the form factor asso-

ciated with the tree-level (“classical”) tensor, Γ
αµν

0 (q, r, p), dominates numerically over all

others. As a result, the particularly compact structure

IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) ≈ Γ
αµν

0
(q, r, p)Lsg(s

2) , (1.1)
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first used in [30], emerges as an excellent approximation for general kinematics. The func-

tion Lsg(s
2) denotes the form factor associated with the soft-gluon limit of the three-gluon

vertex (q = 0, r = −p), and is rather accurately known from various lattice simula-

tions [13–15, 18–20, 59].

In the present work we employ the SDE that governs the dynamics of the three-gluon

vertex, supplemented with inputs from quenched lattice simulations, in order to scrutinize

some of the prominent features that arise after these recent developments. The main results

of this exploration may be summarized as follows.

(i) A new basis for the expansion of IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) is constructed, which, even though it

differs only slightly from that of [20], it improves considerably the exactness of the planar

degeneracy at the level of the individual form factors. To appreciate this point, note that,

in the soft-gluon limit, Eq. (1.1) becomes exact, since only one transverse tensor can be

constructed in this configuration. The main advantage of the new basis is that only its

classical tensor is nonvanishing in the soft-gluon limit, leading to the equality between the

associated form factor and Lsg(r
2). As a consequence, in this new basis the planar degeneracy

is more accurately fulfilled for small q, since it is exact, by construction, at q = 0. In contrast,

in the basis of [20], Lsg(r
2) emerges as a linear combination of two form factors, both of

which deviate markedly from the planar degeneracy at small q.

(ii) One of the prime objectives of our SDE analysis is to establish the extent of validity of

Eq. (1.1). To that end, the soft-gluon limit of the SDE is determined, and all fully-dressed

vertices appearing in the resulting expressions are replaced by the Ansatz of Eq. (1.1).

This procedure provides a dynamical equation for the function Lsg(r
2), which is solved

iteratively, using lattice inputs for most of the remaining ingredients, such as gluon and

ghost propagators. The resulting Lsg(r
2) is in very good agreement with the lattice data

of [18, 19, 59]. This fine coincidence indicates that the combined error originating from the

truncation of the SDE and potential inaccuracies in the form of Eq. (1.1) is rather negligible.

(iii) The simplifications induced by Eq. (1.1) are exploited at the level of the vertex SDE,

in order to determine all the form factors of IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) in general kinematics. This is

accomplished by simply substituting all three-gluon vertices appearing in the SDE the r.h.s.

of Eq. (1.1) and carrying out the corresponding integration (i.e., no iterative procedure

is employed). Our results demonstrates that the classical form factor dominates over all

others, including the tensor structure not evaluated in the lattice study of [20], for nearly all

3



kinematic regions. The only exception is the soft-gluon limit, where the non-classical form

factors grow in magnitude; this is due to a would-be collinear divergence, which, even though

tamed by the emergence of a dynamical gluon mass [54, 55, 60–75], leads to a considerable

enhancement. Nevertheless, since the tensors associated with these form factors vanish in

this limit, Eq. (1.1) is unaffected by this observation. In addition, by charting regions of

momenta away from the bisectoral limit, we find that the planar degeneracy persists at a

notable degree of accuracy at the level of the classical form factor, but is significantly violated

at the level of the remaining three form factors. In particular, in the case of the classical form

factor, the largest deviation from the planar degeneracy is 17.5% at q2 = r2 = p2 = 2 GeV2,

rapidly dropping below 10% away from this point. Finally, we observe that the effect of

these deviations is that Eq. (1.1) generally tends to underestimate the true value of the

classical form factor.

(iv) An interesting by-product of our analysis is related with the origin of the infrared

suppression displayed by the main form factors of the three-gluon vertex, which acquire their

tree-level value (unity) at 4.3 GeV (renormalization point), but reduce their size by half

at around 1 GeV [13, 15, 27, 31–33, 39]. The detailed evaluation of the various diagrams

comprising the SDE of the three-gluon vertex, employing Eq. (1.1) as input, leads to a

reassessment of the origin of this phenomenon. Specifically, the cause of the suppression

has been originally attributed to the infrared divergence of the “unprotected” logarithm

stemming from the ghost loop diagram [27, 35]. However, the present analysis reveals that

the contribution from the ghost loop becomes discernible only below 0.5 GeV, converting

the so-called “swordfish” diagrams (whose logarithms are “protected” by the gluon mass)

to the main source of the suppression. Consequently, the true infrared divergence becomes

apparent considerably deeper in the infrared than originally thought, in a region of momenta

not accessible to current lattice simulations [19, 76, 77].

The article is organized as follows. In Sec. II we discuss general features of IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p),

placing special emphasis on the properties of the tensor basis used to decompose the vertex.

Then, in Sec. III we present the SDE governing the evolution of IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p), derived from the

three-particle irreducible (3PI) three-loop effective action, and discuss its renormalization.

In Sec. IV we solve this SDE in the soft-gluon limit, and compare the result with the

Lsg(r
2) obtained from the lattice. Next, in Sec. V we discuss the true origin of the infrared

suppression of Lsg(r
2), as unraveled through the diagram-by-diagram evaluation of the SDE.
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q

α, a µ, b

r

p

ν, c

= gfabc IΓαµν(q, r, p)

Figure 1. Diagrammatic representation of the three-gluon vertex.

In Sec. VI we carry out the SDE analysis for completely general kinematics. In particular,

we determine all form factors of IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p), analyze in detail their size hierarchy, and the

degree of accuracy of the planar degeneracy displayed by the classical form factor. Finally,

our conclusions are summarized in Sec. VII, while certain technical details are relegated to

an Appendix.

II. PLANAR DEGENERACY AND FORM FACTOR HIERARCHIES

The full three-gluon vertex is represented diagrammatically in Fig. 1 and denoted by

IΓabc
αµν(q, r, p) = gfabcIΓαµν(q, r, p) , (2.1)

where g is the gauge coupling, and fabc are the SU(3) structure constants. The vertex

IΓabc
αµν(q, r, p) possesses full Bose symmetry, remaining invariant under the exchange of any

two sets of indices, e.g., (a, α, q) ↔ (c, ν, p). As has been explained in the related litera-

ture [2, 20, 29, 33], this particular symmetry imposes numerous constraints on the structure

of the form factors comprising this vertex (see, e.g., Eqs. (3.7)-(3.10) in [33]).

At tree-level, IΓαµν(q, r, p) acquires the standard expression

Γαµν
0 (q, r, p) = (q − r)νgαµ + (r − p)αgµν + (p− q)µgαν . (2.2)

The perturbative aspects of IΓαµν(q, r, p) have been explored in various articles, see, e.g.,

[2–5, 78–80].

The focal point of the present work is the transversely-projected vertex, IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p),

defined as

IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) := P α
α′(q)P

µ
µ′(r)P

ν
ν′(p)IΓ

α′µ′ν′(q, r, p) , Pµν(q) := gµν − qµqν

q2
. (2.3)
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Evidently, fabc IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) displays also full Bose symmetry, which will play a key role in

what follows. Its tree-level value, to be denoted by Γ
αµν

0 (q, r, p), is obtained from Eq. (2.3)

through the substitution IΓαµν(q, r, p) → Γαµν
0 (q, r, p).

In general kinematics, IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) can be decomposed in terms of four independent

tensors, i.e.,

IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) =
4∑

i=1

Gi(q
2, r2, p2) ταµνi (q, r, p) , (2.4)

where the Gi(q
2, r2, p2) denote scalar form factors, which depend on three Lorentz scalars.

Remarkably, lattice [20, 81, 82] and continuum studies [28, 29, 83] have revealed that with

a suitable choice of basis tensors, to be denoted by ταµνi , the structure of the form factorsGi is

dramatically simplified. Specifically, the basis is required to satisfy the following properties:

(i) All ταµνi (q, r, p) are antisymmetric under the exchange of any pair of external legs of

the vertex, e.g.,

ταµνi (q, r, p) = −τµανi (r, q, p) . (2.5)

Consequently, the Bose symmetry of the vertex manifests itself in a particularly trans-

parent way at the level of the individual form factors. Specifically, all Gi(q
2, r2, p2) are

symmetric under the exchange of any pair of momenta.

(ii) The tensor ταµν
1

(q, r, p) is chosen to be the classical Lorentz structure,

ταµν
1

(q, r, p) = Γ
αµν

0
(q, r, p) ; (2.6)

thus, at tree-level, the form factors reduce to G0
1
= 1 and G0

j = 0, for j = 2, 3, 4.

(iii) Each tensor ταµνi (q, r, p) has mass dimension one, exactly as the vertex itself. Hence,

the form factors Gi(q
2, r2, p2) are all dimensionless and can be directly compared to

one another.

Given such a basis, it is clear from property (i) above that the form factors Gi(q
2, r2, p2)

can only depend on three Bose symmetric combinations of the momenta. Importantly, lattice

results [20, 81, 82] have shown that for a large range of kinematic configurations, these form

factors can be accurately approximated by functions of a single Bose symmetric variable,

G1(q
2, r2, p2) ≈ G1(s

2) , (2.7)
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where1

s2 :=
1

2
(q2 + r2 + p2) . (2.8)

Eq. (2.7) defines the property called “planar degeneracy”. Note that in [20] the validity of

Eq. (2.8) was proposed also for the remaining form factors, i.e., G2,3,4; however, as we will

see in Sec. VIB, this is a rather poor approximation.

Furthermore, G2,3,4 are found to be subleading compared to G1, for most kinematic

configurations. Evidently, this property holds in perturbation theory, but its validity in the

nonperturbative regime is less obvious.

The upshot of the above two observations is that IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) can be accurately approx-

imated by

IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) ≈ G1(s
2)Γ

αµν

0
(q, r, p) , (2.9)

over a wide range of kinematic configurations.

Now, in the soft-gluon limit, q → 0, there exists only one transverse tensor structure for

the three-gluon vertex [59], namely the tree-level vertex evaluated at q → 0,

lim
q→0

Γ
αµν

0
(q, r, p) = 2rα

′

P µν(r) lim
q→0

P α
α′(q) . (2.10)

Hence, the transverse vertex reduces exactly to

IΓ
αµν

(0, r,−r) = Lsg(r
2) lim

q→0
Γ

αµν

0
(q, r, p) , (2.11)

where the single form factor Lsg(r
2) can be determined as [13, 15, 19, 59]

Lsg(r
2) =

Γαµν
0

(q, r, p)IΓαµν(q, r, p)

Γαµν
0

(q, r, p)Γ0αµν(q, r, p)

∣∣∣∣∣ q→0

p→−r

. (2.12)

At tree-level, L0
sg = 1. Note that the limit q → 0 of the term P α

α′(q) in Eq. (2.11) is finite,

but path-dependent; nevertheless, as explicitly shown in [44], the path-dependence cancels

in the ratio of Eq. (2.12), leading to a well-defined Lsg(r
2).

At this point, if the range of validity of Eq. (2.7) includes the soft-gluon limit, q = 0,

then

G1(q
2, r2, p2) ≈ Lsg(s

2) . (2.13)

1 In [29], the variable s2, and the angles α and β that we use in Sec. VIB, were obtained through permutation

group methods.
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Under this additional assumption, Eq. (2.9) can be recast in the form given by Eq. (1.1).

The advantage of this latter expression is that the soft-gluon form factor, Lsg(s
2), has been

extensively studied in large-volume lattice simulations, appropriately refined to eliminate

scale-setting and continuum extrapolation artifacts [13–15, 18, 19, 59]. Consequently, the

shape and size of Lsg(s
2) are currently rather well-known; therefore, Eq. (1.1) serves as a

compact and accurate approximation for the general kinematics IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p).

A tensor basis that satisfies all of the conditions (i)–(iii) above is given by

ταµν
1

=Γ
αµν

0
,

ταµν2 =
3

2s2
(q − r)ν

′

(r − p)α
′

(p− q)µ
′

P α
α′(q)P

µ
µ′(r)P

ν
ν′(p) ,

ταµν
3

=− ταµν
2

/4− 3tαµν
4

/s2 ,

ταµν4 =

(
3

2s2

)2
[tαµν1 + tαµν2 + tαµν3 ] ,

(2.14)

where we suppress the functional dependence, (q, r, p), of all tensors for compactness, and

the tαµνi are given by [33]

tαµν1 =[(q · r)gαµ − qµrα][(r · p)qν − (q · p)rν ] ,

tαµν
2

=[(r · p)gµν − rνpµ][(p · q)rα − (r · q)pα] ,

tαµν3 =[(p · q)gνα − pαqν ][(q · r)pµ − (p · r)qµ] ,

tαµν4 =gµν [(r · q)pα − (p · q)rα] + gνα[(p · r)qµ − (q · r)pµ] + gαµ[(q · p)rν − (r · p)qν ]

+ rαpµqν − pαqµrν . (2.15)

The basis given in Eq. (2.14) is a minimal modification of the basis employed in [20, 82],

where IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) was decomposed as

IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) =

4∑

i=1

Γ̃i(q
2, r2, p2)λ̃αµνi (q, r, p) ; (2.16)

the tensors λ̃αµνi (q, r, p) are related to the ταµνj (q, r, p) through the simple relations

ταµνj (q, r, p) = λ̃αµνj (q, r, p) , j = 1, 2, 4 ,

ταµν
3

(q, r, p) = λ̃αµν
3

(q, r, p)− 3

2
λ̃αµν
1

(q, r, p) . (2.17)

Hence, the form factors Gi(q
2, r2, p2) and Γ̃i(q

2, r2, p2) of both bases are connected through
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the transformations

G1(q
2, r2, p2) = Γ̃1(q

2, r2, p2) + 3

2
Γ̃3(q

2, r2, p2) ,

Gj(q
2, r2, p2) = Γ̃j(q

2, r2, p2) , j = 2, 3, 4 . (2.18)

The motivation for using Eq. (2.14), instead of Eq. (2.17), is that, in the soft-gluon limit,

the two tensors λ̃αµν1,3 (q, r, p) survive and become linearly dependent, i.e.,

(2/3) lim
q→0

λ̃αµν3 (q, r, p) = lim
q→0

λ̃αµν1 (q, r, p) = lim
q→0

Γ
αµν

0 (q, r, p) , (2.19)

such that

λ̃αµν1 (0, r,−r) = (2/3)λ̃αµν3 (0, r,−r) = 2rα
′

P µν(r) lim
q→0

P α
α′(q) ,

λ̃αµνj (0, r,−r) = 0 , j = 2, 4 . (2.20)

Hence, in the basis {λ̃i}, Lsg(r
2) is not obtained as the limit of Γ̃1(q

2, r2, p2) as q → 0, but

rather as a linear combination of Γ̃1(0, r
2, r2) and Γ̃3(0, r

2, r2). However, as we will show in

Sec. VI, G3(q
2, r2, p2), and hence Γ̃3(q

2, r2, p2), is sizable at q = 0; such that the equivalent

of Eq. (2.13) with G1 substituted by Γ̃1 is a poor approximation in the soft-gluon limit.

In contrast, in the basis of Eq. (2.14), only ταµν
1

is nonvanishing at q = 0, i.e.,

ταµν1 (0, r,−r) = 2rα
′

P µν(r) lim
q→0

P α
α′(q) ,

ταµνj (0, r,−r) = 0 , j = 2, 3, 4 . (2.21)

Consequently, comparing Eqs. (2.11) and (2.21), we obtain simply

G1(0, r
2, r2) = Lsg(r

2) , (2.22)

i.e., Eq. (2.13) is promoted to an exact relation in the soft-gluon limit. As a result, we find

that the property of the planar degeneracy, as captured by Eq. (2.13), is more accurately

realized with the basis of Eq. (2.14) than with that of Eq. (2.16).

Armed with these observations, in the rest of this article we will focus on three key

issues, namely the derivation of Lsg(r
2) from the vertex SDE, the dominance of G1(q

2, r2, p2)

over the other three form factors, and the quantification of the planar degeneracy (or the

deviations from it) in the case of G1(q
2, r2, p2), for general kinematics.
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III. SDE OF THE THREE-GLUON VERTEX

In this section we present the SDE of the three-gluon vertex that we will employ in our

analysis, and discuss in detail how its renormalization is implemented.

Γabcd
0αβµν =

p

(d)

q r

t

α, a β, b

ν, d µ, c

rp

(a)

µ, a

bc

q

IΓabc
µ (q, r, p) =

∆ab
µν(q) =

Dab(q) =

(b) (c)

µ ν

q
a b

q
ba

Figure 2. Diagrammatic representations of: (a) the fully dressed gluon propagator, ∆ab
µν(q); (b) the

complete ghost propagator, Dab(q); (c) the full ghost-gluon vertex, IΓabc
µ (q, r, p); (d) the tree-level

four-gluon vertex, Γabcd
0αβµν .

Throughout this work we adopt the version of the three-gluon SDE obtained within the

formalism of the 3PI effective action [84, 85], at the three-loop level [30, 86–89]; for general

reviews on the SDE formalism, see, e.g., [25, 32, 73, 90–92].

As has been explained in the related literature, the diagrammatic representations of the

SDEs originates from the functional differentiation of this particular action (see Figs. 1-2

of [30]), and involves fully dressed two- and three-point functions (i.e., gluon and ghost

propagators, and three-gluon and ghost-gluon vertices). On the other hand, the four-gluon

vertex, IΓabcd
αβµν(q, r, p, t) = −ig2IΓabcd

αβµν(q, r, p, t), receives no quantum corrections, thus retain-

ing its tree-level (classical) form, given by2

Γabcd
0αβµν = fadxf cbx (gαµgβν − gαβgµν) + fabxf dcx (gανgβµ − gαµgβν)

+ facxf dbx (gανgβµ − gαβgµν) . (3.1)

The diagrammatic representations of all the quantities mentioned above are given in Figs. 1

and 2. In terms of these components, the resulting SDE for the three-gluon vertex acquires

the form shown in Fig. 3. Our analysis is restricted to the case of pure Yang-Mills, with no

active quark flavours, hence the absence of quark loops in Fig. 3.

2 The dressed version of this latter vertex appears when the 4PI effective action is employed (see, e.g., [87]).
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= + +

++ +

d1

k + q

k

k − r

q

α, a µ, b

r

p

ν, c

p

ν, c

q

α, a µ, b

r

k + q

q

d2

k

k − r

α, a µ, b

r

p

ν, c

r

α, a

k − r

d4

k

p

q µ, b

ν, c

k + p

α, a
d3

q

µ, b

p

ν, c

r

k

d5

q

rα, a

ν, c

µ, b

p

k

k + q

q

α, a µ, b

r

p

ν, c

Figure 3. Diagrammatic representation of the SDE for the full three-gluon vertex, IΓαµν , derived

from the 3PI effective action at the three-loop level. Diagrams d3, d4, and, d5 are often referred to

as “swordfish diagrams”. The ghost loop with the arrow reversed (equal in contribution to d2) is

not shown.

To determine the transversely-projected three-gluon vertex, IΓ
αµν

, defined in Eq. (2.3),

the first step is to contract each external leg of the SDE of Fig. 3 with a corresponding

transverse projector. Then, since we specialize to the Landau gauge, the gluon propagator

∆ab
µν(q) = −iδab∆µν(q) assumes the completely transverse form,

∆µν(q) = ∆(q2)Pµν(q) . (3.2)

Therefore, the legs of the three-gluon vertices attached to internal lines are automatically

projected transversely as well. Consequently, in the Landau gauge, the SDE of Fig. 3

furnishes a self-consistent equation for IΓ
αµν

, without reference to longitudinal tensor struc-

tures [29, 32].

In terms of the diagrams shown in Fig. 3, the transversely-projected three-gluon vertex

is given by

IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) = Γ
αµν

0
(q, r, p) +

5∑

i=1

d̄αµν
i (q, r, p) , (3.3)

where

d̄αµν
i (q, r, p) := P α

α′(q)P
µ
µ′(r)P

ν
ν′(p) d

α′µ′ν′

i (q, r, p) . (3.4)
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After carrying out the color algebra, the individual contributions of the graphs di in

Minkowski space are given by

d̄αµν
1 (q, r, p) = λ

∫

k

IΓ
ασβ

(q,−k1, k)IΓ
µβτ

(r,−k, k2)IΓ
ντσ

(p,−k2, k1)∆(k2

1
)∆(k2)∆(k2

2
) ,

d̄αµν
2 (q, r, p) = −2λ

∫

k

IΓ
α
(q,−k1, k)IΓ

µ
(r,−k, k2)IΓ

ν
(p,−k2, k1)D(k2

1)D(k2)D(k2

2) ,

d̄αµν
3 (q, r, p) =

3

2
λ[P α

σ (q)P
µ
β (r)− P α

β (q)P
µ
σ (r)]

∫

k

IΓ
νσβ

(p,−k3, k)∆(k2

3)∆(k2) ,

d̄αµν
4 (q, r, p) = −d̄3

ανµ
(q, p, r) ,

d̄αµν
5 (q, r, p) = −d̄3

νµα
(p, r, q) , (3.5)

where we define k1 = k + q, k2 = k − r, and k3 = k + p, together with λ := ig2CA/2, with

CA denoting the eigenvalue of the Casimir operator in the adjoint representation [CA = N

for SU(N)]. In addition, we denote by Dab(q) = iδabD(q2) the ghost propagator, whose

dressing function, F (q2), is given by

D(q2) =
F (q2)

q2
. (3.6)

Furthermore, IΓabc
µ (q, r, p) = −gfabcIΓµ(q, r, p) stands for the ghost-gluon vertex, whose

Lorentz decomposition reads

IΓµ(q, r, p) = rµB1(r, p, q) + qµB2(r, p, q) ; (3.7)

at tree-level, B0
1 = 1 and B0

2 = 0. Note that only B1 contributes to the transversely-projected

form, IΓ
µ
(q, r, p), defined as

IΓ
µ
(q, r, p) := P µ

µ′(q)IΓ
µ′

(q, r, p) = rµ
′

P µ
µ′(q)B1(r, p, q) . (3.8)

Finally, we denote by ∫

k

:=
1

(2π)4

∫
d4k (3.9)

the integration over virtual momenta, where the use of a symmetry-preserving regularization

scheme is implicitly assumed.

All quantities appearing in Eq. (3.5) are bare (unrenormalized). The transition to renor-

malized quantities is implemented by means of the standard relations

∆R(q
2) = Z−1

A ∆(q2) , IΓµ
R
(q, p, r) = Z1IΓ

µ(q, p, r) ,

FR(q
2) = Z−1

c F (q2) , IΓαµν
R

(q, r, p) = Z3IΓ
αµν(q, r, p) ,

gR = Z−1

g g , IΓabcd
Rαβµν(q, r, p, t) = Z4IΓ

abcd
αβµν(q, r, p, t) , (3.10)
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where the subscript “R” denotes renormalized quantities, and ZA, Zc, Z1, Z3, Z4, and Zg

are the corresponding (cutoff-dependent) renormalization constants. In addition, we employ

the exact relations

Z−1

g = Z−1

1
Z

1/2
A Zc = Z−1

3
Z

3/2
A = Z

−1/2
4

ZA , (3.11)

which are imposed by the various Slavnov-Taylor identities [93, 94]. Substituting the rela-

tions of Eq. (3.10) into Eq. (3.5) and using Eq. (3.11), it is straightforward to derive the

renormalized version of Eq. (3.3), given by

IΓ
αµν

R
(q, r, p) = Z3Γ

αµν

0 (q, r, p) +

2∑

i=1

d̄αµν
i,R (q, r, p) + Z4

5∑

i=3

d̄αµν
i,R (q, r, p) , (3.12)

where the subscript “R” in d̄i,R denotes that the expressions given in Eq. (3.5) have been sub-

stituted by their renormalized counterparts. Of course, when the momentum integration over

k is carried out, the d̄i,R diverge; their combined divergence will be removed subtractively, by

adjusting appropriately the vertex renormalization constant Z3. Instead, the multiplicative

Z4 will be approximated simply by setting Z4 = 1; this is consistent with the fact that, at

this level of approximation, the four-gluon vertex receives no quantum corrections.

In order to fix the renormalization constants appearing in Eq. (3.12), we adopt the asym-

metric MOM renormalization scheme [19, 95, 96]. This scheme imposes that

∆−1(µ2) = µ2 , F (µ2) = 1 , Lsg(µ
2) = 1 , (3.13)

which means that the gluon and ghost propagators assume their tree-level values at the

subtraction point µ, while an analogous condition is imposed on the three-gluon vertex in

the soft-gluon limit.

In applying the asymmetric MOM condition at the level of the SDE, we should keep

in mind that the transversely-projected vertex becomes ill-defined in the soft-gluon limit.

Nevertheless, the form factor Lsg(r
2) is well defined, as mentioned below Eq. (2.12), such

that Eq. (3.13) fixes Z3 uniquely.

To see this, we simply factor out the term P α
α′(q) in Eq. (3.12), which becomes ill-defined

in the q = 0 limit. Then, Eq. (3.12) becomes (with Z4 = 1)

P µ
µ′(r)P

ν
ν′(p)IΓ

α′µ′ν′

R
(q, r, p) = P µ

µ′(r)P
ν
ν′(p)

[
Z3Γ

α′µ′ν′

0 (q, r, p) +

5∑

i=1

dα′µ′ν′

i,R (q, r, p)

]
, (3.14)
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which is well-defined as q → 0. Moreover, all terms in the above expression have the same

tensor structure, of the form rα
′

P µν(r), which is the only possible Lorentz structure of a

generic tensor T α′µν(0, r,−r) that is transverse to rµ and rν . In particular

lim
q→0

P µ
µ′(r)P

ν
ν′(p)IΓ

α′µ′ν′

R
(q, r, p) = 2rα

′

P µν(r)Lsg(r
2) ,

lim
q→0

P µ
µ′(r)P

ν
ν′(p)Γ

α′µ′ν′

0
(q, r, p) = 2rα

′

P µν(r) ,

lim
q→0

P µ
µ′(r)P

ν
ν′(p)d

α′µ′ν′

i,R (q, r, p) = 2rα
′

P µν(r)d sg

i,R(r
2) , (3.15)

where d sg

i,R(r
2) denotes the scalar form factors of P µ

µ′(r)P ν
ν′(r)d

α′µ′ν′

i,R (0, r,−r).

Then, the substitution of the above limits into Eq. (3.14) yields

Lsg(r
2) = Z3 +

4∑

i=1

d sg

i,R(r
2) , (3.16)

where we have used the fact that in the limit q → 0, d5 vanishes in its entirety, and, in

particular, dsg

5,R(r
2) = 0. In addition, notice that in this same limit, the diagrams d3 and d4

become equal.

By imposing the renormalization condition of Eq. (3.13), it is straightforward to see that

Eq. (3.16) immediately determines that

Z3 = 1−
4∑

i=1

d sg

i,R(µ
2) . (3.17)

Thus, substituting Eq. (3.17) into Eq. (3.12), one obtains the renormalized SDE for IΓ
αµν

,

expressed as

IΓ
αµν

R
(q, r, p) = Γ

αµν

0
(q, r, p)

[
1−

4∑

i=1

d sg

i,R(µ
2)

]
+

5∑

i=1

d̄αµν
i,R (q, r, p) . (3.18)

It may seem at this point that the determination of Z3 through the asymmetric scheme

does not completely eliminate the divergences of the SDE, because, while all “swordfish”

diagrams diverge in general kinematics, the Z3 of Eq. (3.17) is independent of d̄5. However,

a simple one-loop calculation illustrates how Eq. (3.17) cancels correctly all divergences. In

particular, using dimensional regularization, with spacetime dimension d = 4− 2ǫ, we find

that the divergent parts of d̄3,4,5 are given by

d̄αµν
3,div(q, r, p) = A (pµ′gα′ν′ − pα′gµ′ν′)P

αα′

(q)P µµ′

(r)P νν′(p) ,

d̄αµν
4,div(q, r, p) = A (rα′gµ′ν′ − rν′gα′µ′)P αα′

(q)P µµ′

(r)P νν′(p) ,

d̄αµν
5,div(q, r, p) = A (qν′gα′µ′ − qµ′gα′ν′)P

αα′

(q)P µµ′

(r)P νν′(p) , (3.19)
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where

A := −1

ǫ

(
15αsCA

32π

)
. (3.20)

Then, we note that the sum of these divergences results in the tree-level tensor structure,

for any kinematic configuration, i.e.,

d̄αµν
3,div + d̄αµν

4,div + d̄αµν
5,div = AΓ

αµν

0
(q, r, p) . (3.21)

Next, specializing in the soft-gluon limit (q = 0, p = −r), we find

d̄αµν
3,div(0, r,−r) = d̄αµν

4,div(0, r,−r) = Arα′P µν(r) lim
q→0

P αα′

(q) ,

d̄αµν
5,div(0, r,−r) = 0 . (3.22)

Using Eq. (3.15), it follows that the contributions of the d̄3,4,5 to the form factor Lsg(r
2) are

given by

d sg

3,div = d sg

4,div =
A

2
, d sg

5,div = 0 , =⇒ d sg

3,div + d sg

4,div + d sg

5,div = A . (3.23)

Finally, using the above expressions in Eq. (3.17), we see that the contribution of d sg

3,div and

d sg

4,div to the combination Z3Γ
αµν

0
(q, r, p) is precisely the negative of d̄3,div + d̄4,div + d̄5,div in

general kinematics, given in Eq. (3.21). Hence, the Z3 defined through the asymmetric MOM

scheme captures the correct divergence of all swordfish diagrams, d̄3,4,5(q, r, p), despite the

vanishing of d̄5(0, r,−r), thus ensuring the finiteness of the renormalized vertex in general

kinematics.

In the following sections, we perform different projections of Eq. (3.18) in order to extract

different kinematic limits. When no ambiguity can arise we drop the index “R” to avoid

notation clutter.

IV. SOFT-GLUON CONFIGURATION

In this section, we consider the SDE determination of the soft-gluon form factor, Lsg(r
2),

from Eqs. (3.16) and (3.17), by explicitly employing the approximation given by Eq. (1.1).

Therefore, the level of agreement between the SDE outcome and available lattice data will

constitute the first test of the accuracy of Eq. (1.1).

In order to appreciate how the approximation of Eq. (1.1) is used in this context, note

that of all vertices IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) appearing in the SDE of Fig. 3, only one supplies a form
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factor Lsg(k
2) naturally, i.e., as a result of triggering the first relation of Eq. (3.15): the

vertex of diagram d1 that carries q as its external momentum3. All other three-gluon vertices

are evaluated in general kinematics even after setting q = 0, e.g., (r,−k, k − r). Therefore,

strictly speaking, the general decomposition of Eq. (2.4) must be employed for all of them,

inducing a dependence on all four form-factors Gi (r
2, k2, (k − r)2). The use of Eq. (1.1)

enters at this point, by implementing the substitution

IΓ
αµν

(r,−k, k − r) → Γ
αµν

0
(r,−k, k − r)Lsg(s

2) , (4.1)

with s2 = [r2 + k2 + (k − r)2]/2 = k2 + r2 − k · r, for all these vertices. As a result, the

only form factor related to the three-gluon vertex that appears on the r.h.s of the SDE is

the Lsg. In particular, the SDE reduces to an integral equation for Lsg, of the general form

Lsg = 1 +

∫

k

K1 +

∫

k

LsgK2 +

∫

k

L3

sgK3 , (4.2)

whose solution provides the momentum evolution of Lsg(r
2).

Specifically, after conversion to Euclidean space and use of hyper-spherical coordinates,

and applying standard transformation rules (see, e.g., Eq. (5.1) of [97]), we obtain from

Eqs. (3.16) and (3.17)

Lsg(r
2) = 1 +

4∑

i=1

d sg

i,f(r
2, µ2) , d sg

i,f(r
2, µ2) := d sg

i (r2)− d sg

i (µ2) , (4.3)

with

d sg

1 (x) =
4λ′

3

∫
∞

0

dy

∫ π

0

dφ s4φw
[
xy(c2φ + 8)+3(x2+y2)−6

√
yxcφ(x+ y)

]
Lsg(y)L

2

sg(v)∆(u)∆2(y) ,

d sg

2 (x) =− λ′

3

∫
∞

0

dy

∫ π

0

dφ s4φ(w/y)F
2(y)F (u)B2

1(u, y, χ)B1(y, y, π) ,

d sg

3
(x) = d sg

4
(x) = −λ′

2

∫
∞

0

dy

∫ π

0

dφ s4φ (y/u) [3x+ 5y − 5
√
xycφ]Lsg(v)∆(u)∆(y) , (4.4)

where λ′ := CAαs/4π
2 and αs(µ

2) := g2/4π is the value of the strong charge at the renor-

malization point µ. In the above equation, we introduced the auxiliary variables

x := r2, y := k2, u := (r − k)2 = x+ y − 2
√
xycφ ,

v := x+ y −√
xycφ , w := (y/u)

√
y/x cφ , (4.5)

3 Remember that the diagram d5 vanishes in the soft-gluon limit.
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where φ denotes the angle between the momenta k and r, while sφ := sinφ, cφ := cos φ.

Furthermore, we parametrize B1(r, p, q), in terms of the squares of their first two arguments

and the angle between them. In particular,

B1(k,−k, 0) → B1(y, y, π) , B1(k − r,−k, r) → B1(u, y, χ) , (4.6)

with the angle χ defined as cχ :=
(√

x/u cφ −
√

y/u
)
.

The nonlinear integral equation for Lsg(r
2) given by Eq. (4.3) is solved by employing the

following sequence of steps:

(i) ∆(r2), F (r2), and the ghost-gluon form factor B1(r
2, p2, θ) are treated as external in-

puts. For ∆(r2) and F (r2) we use fits given by Eqs. (C11) and (C6) of [44], respectively,

to the lattice results of [59], which have been cured from volume and discretization

artifacts [98–101]. For B1(r
2, p2, θ) we employ the results of [36, 46] (see Figs. 13 and

14 of [36]), which were obtained through the solution of the coupled system of SDEs for

the ghost propagator and the ghost-gluon vertex, and reproduce the available lattice

data of [102, 103]. All these inputs are renormalized in the asymmetric MOM scheme,

defined by Eq. (3.13), at the renormalization point µ = 4.3 GeV. For this particular

µ we use αs = 0.27, as determined by the lattice simulation of [15].

(ii) To solve Eq. (4.3), we first perform a change of variables

x̂ :=
x− 1

x+ 1
, (4.7)

and similarly for all squared momenta appearing in Eq. (4.4), including the integration

measure. This procedure transforms the interval [0,∞] to the canonical interval [−1, 1].

Evidently, we can rewrite any function of a squared momentum as a function of its

hatted counterpart, e.g., Lsg(x) → Lsg(x̂), and so on.

(iii) Then we expand Lsg(x̂) in terms of the Chebyshev polynomials of the second kind,

Ui(x̂), i.e.,

Lsg(x̂) =
N∑

i=0

ciUi(x̂) , (4.8)

and similarly for Lsg(ŷ) and Lsg(v̂), where we take N = 39. The resulting integrals

are evaluated through Gauss–Legendre quadrature at 40 values of squared momenta

in the range [8× 10−4, 1× 103] GeV2.
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Figure 4. The soft-gluon form factor Lsg(r
2) from [19, 76, 77] (lattice data) compared with the

SDE result obtained from Eq. (4.3) (blue continuous).

(iv) At this point, Eq. (4.3) has been converted to a nonlinear algebraic system for the 40

coefficients ci, which is solved using a quasi-Newton method. Finally, substituting the

solution into Eq. (4.8) and inverting Eq. (4.7) yields Lsg(x).

The Lsg(r
2) determined through the above procedure is shown in Fig. 4 (blue continuous

curve), where it is compared to the lattice data (points) of [19, 76, 77]. The observed

agreement is particularly good: the deviation of the SDE solution from the lattice results

is below 5% for most of the momentum range where data exist. The only exception is for

r ∈ [0.4, 1.2] GeV, where the deviation is more pronounced; in particular, at momenta near

r = 0.6 GeV the SDE result underestimates the lattice data by 24% at most.

V. INFRARED FEATURES REVISITED

In this section we take advantage of the simplicity offered by Eq. (1.1) and revisit two

particular features of Lsg(r
2) in the Landau gauge, namely the infrared suppression of Lsg(r

2)

with respect to its tree-level value, and the divergence of this form factor at the origin. Even

though both features have been extensively discussed in the recent literature at a qualitative

level [13, 15, 18, 19, 27, 35, 36], our results allow for a quantitative analysis of their origin.

To this end, we begin by disentangling the contributions of the individual terms dsg

i,f(r
2, µ2)

to the final result for Lsg(r
2). This is achieved by substituting the solution for Lsg(r

2), shown

in Fig. 4, into the expressions for the contributions of each diagram, given in Eqs. (4.3)
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and (4.4). The outcome of this exercise is presented on the left panel of Fig. 4, where we

turn on, one by one, the resulting dsg

i,f(r
2, µ2).

As we can see on the left panel of Fig. 4, diagram d1 has a positive contribution to

Lsg(r
2) in the infrared. On the other hand, both the ghost loops, d2, and the swordfish

diagrams, d3 + d4, furnish a negative contribution in the infrared, thus suppressing Lsg(r
2).

However, it is clear that the bulk of the suppression has its origin in the swordfish terms.

In fact, comparing the purple dotted and green dashed curves of Fig. 4, corresponding to

1 + dsg

1,f(r
2, µ2) and 1 + dsg

1,f(r
2, µ2) + dsg

2,f(r
2, µ2), respectively, we see that the numerical

impact of the ghost loop in Lsg(r
2) is negligible for momenta r ' 0.3 GeV. In other words,

even if diagram d2 were to be omitted entirely, the suppression of the vertex in the physically

important region of momenta would remain practically unaltered.

Next, we consider the behavior of Lsg(r
2) near the origin. As has been shown in previous

studies [27], the nonperturbative masslessness of the ghost makes dsg

2,f diverge at r = 0. While

this feature is already visible on the left panel of Fig. 4, it is best appreciated in a logarithmic

plot, presented on the right panel of the same figure. In this panel, we see that Lsg(r
2) (blue

continuous) displays a behavior consistent with a logarithmic divergence near the origin. To

confirm that this divergence originates from dsg

2,f , the result of Lsg(r
2)−dsg

2,f(r
2, µ2) is plotted

in the same panel as a red dot-dashed curve, and clearly saturates to a constant value.

In previous studies [19, 27, 35], the features of infrared suppression and divergence at the

origin were thought to be connected: the divergence of dsg

2,f(r
2, µ2) was understood to drive

the suppression of Lsg(r
2), since dsg

2,f(r
2, µ2) inevitably acquires values that are negative and

large in magnitude for small enough r. Instead, from the results presented in Fig. 4, it is

clear that the infrared suppression of Lsg(r
2) is driven by the swordfish diagrams, with the

divergence of the ghost loop becoming apparent only at very small momenta.

Given these considerations, it is possible to obtain an exact expression describing the rate

of the logarithmic divergence of Lsg(r
2) in the infrared by studying only the ghost diagram,

d2. This expression is derived in detail in the Appendix A and reads4

Lsg(r
2) ≈

r2→0

= a ln(r2/µ2) + b , a =

(
αsCA

96π

)
Z̃3

1
F 3(0) = 0.052 , (5.1)

where Z̃1(µ = 4.3 GeV) = 0.933 is the particular value assumed by the renormalization

constant Z1 of the ghost-gluon vertex in the asymmetric MOM scheme [36, 46]. Lastly, b is

4 This result was first derived as an all-order statement within the Curci-Ferrari model in [42].
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Figure 5. Left: The sequential inclusion of the diagrammatic contributions dsg

i,f (r
2, µ2) that com-

prise the soft-gluon form factor Lsg(r
2). Right: Rate of the logarithmic divergence of Lsg(r

2)

extracted from (i) fitting the lattice data of [19, 76, 77] (yellow dot-dashed curve), and (ii) the

SDE calculation leading to Eq. (5.1) (black dotted curve).

a finite constant left unspecified.

On the right panel of Fig. 5, we compare the SDE result for Lsg(r
2) (blue continuous)

to the asymptotic behavior given by Eq. (5.1) (black dotted), where we fixed b = 0.45 by

adjusting it to the full SDE solution. From this comparison, it is clear that the asymptotic

behavior is only reached for momenta below 0.3 GeV. For r > 0.3 GeV, the blue continuous

and red dot-dashed curves become nearly equal, such that the slope of Lsg(r
2) is clearly

contaminated by positive contributions originating from the gluonic diagrams.

The latter observation is relevant for the correct extraction of the asymptotic behavior

of Lsg(r
2) from the lattice data. Specifically, in [19], the parameters of Eq. (5.1) were

determined by fitting Eq. (5.1) to the lattice data below 0.5 GeV. This procedure yielded

the values a → a′ = 0.117(6) and b → b′ = 0.78(8) (yellow dot-dashed line on the right panel

of Fig. 5). In particular, a′ is 2.25 times larger than the theoretical value found for a in

Eq. (5.1).

Now, we note that out of the 52 data points of [19, 76, 77] for Lsg(r
2) with r < 0.5 GeV,

only 17 (about one-third) lie in the region r < 0.3 GeV, where Lsg(r
2) is well-described by

its asymptotic behavior. Moreover, these few points possess larger error bars than the points

at higher momenta, thus having smaller weights in the fitting procedure. As such, the value

of a obtained through this procedure is polluted by non-asymptotic contributions.
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Indeed, if the fitting is repeated using only the 17 data points in the asymptotic region,

r < 0.3 GeV, we obtain instead a = 0.09(8). The latter number is consistent with the theo-

retical value of Eq. (5.1), albeit with an error that is too large to be conclusive. Evidently,

a more reliable comparison between SDE results and lattice would require data points for

r < 0.3 GeV, which may be particularly costly.

We conclude this section by emphasizing that the discussed features, and the diagram-

matic origin attributed to them, have been explored in the strict confines of the Landau

gauge; it would be interesting to explore if any of them persist for different values of the

gauge-fixing parameter.

VI. GENERAL KINEMATICS

In this section we determine from the SDE the structure of the form factors Gi(q
2, r2, p2)

for general kinematics. The main goal of this analysis is twofold: first, to establish quanti-

tatively the extent of the dominance of the classical form factor, and second, to determine

the accuracy of the planar degeneracy approximation, i.e., of Eq. (2.13).

In general, the four form factors comprise a system of coupled integral equations, since all

of the Gi(q
2, r2, p2) contribute to the right-hand side of the SDE of Eq. (3.18). To simplify

our analysis, we will instead employ again the approximation given by Eq. (1.1), using for

Lsg(r
2) the result of the previous section, shown as a blue continuous line in Fig. 4.

With the above procedure, the task of determining each Gi(q
2, r2, p2) is reduced to the

evaluation of a specific static projection of the SDE of Eq. (3.18). Concretely, the form

factors can be extracted through

Gj(q
2, r2, p2) = Pj · IΓ(q, r, p) , j = 1, 2, 3, 4 , (6.1)

where we have introduced the compact notation A·B := AαµνBαµν . Evidently, the projectors

Pαµν
j can be defined by the requirement

Pj · τi = δij . (6.2)

Since the basis elements, ταµνi , defined in Eq. (2.14), are transversely-projected, the Pαµν
j

are themselves transverse, and may be expanded in the same basis, i.e.,

Pαµν
j =

∑

n

cjn ταµνn . (6.3)
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Hence, combining Eqs. (6.2) and (6.3), we obtain

∑

n

cjn τn · τi = δij . (6.4)

The above expression can be conveniently expressed in matrix form by defining matrices C

and T as

[C]jn := cjn , [T ]ni := τn · τi . (6.5)

Then, Eq. (6.2) is rewritten as

CT = 1 , =⇒ C = T−1 , (6.6)

which provides a formal expression for the coefficients cjn. We will not report here the

expressions for the individual cjn, since they are rather long5. Following the above steps,

these expressions can easily be derived using any conventional program capable of performing

Lorentz algebra, such as the Mathematica packages Feyncalc [104] and Package-X [105].

Thus, in order to isolate the contributions of the form factors Gj(q
2, r2, p2), defined in

Eq. (6.1), we contract Eq. (3.18) with the projectors of Eq. (6.3), which yield (Minkowski

space)

G1(q
2, r2, p2) = 1 +

5∑

i=1

P1 · d̄i(q, r, p)−
4∑

i=1

d sg

i (µ2) ,

Gj(q
2, r2, p2) =

5∑

i=1

Pj · d̄i(q, r, p) , j = 2, 3, 4 , (6.7)

where we have used the fact that ταµν1 = Γ
αµν

0
[see Eq. (2.14)], and have applied the definition

of Eq. (6.2) on the first term of Eq. (3.18).

To proceed, we convert the expressions in Eq. (6.7) to Euclidean space and use hyper-

spherical coordinates. In doing so, the form factors are re-expressed as functions of q2,

r2, and the angle between the four-vectors q and r, θqr, i.e., we make the replacement

Gi(q
2, r2, p2) → Gi(q

2, r2, θqr). For the propagators, ghost-gluon vertex, and value of the

coupling, we use the results described in item (i) of Sec. IV.

Then, the numerical evaluation of the resulting expressions is performed on a grid of

external momenta distributed logarithmically in the interval q2, r2 ∈ [10−3, 103] GeV2 with

5 We point out that the resulting expressions for the Pαµν
j are divergent whenever one momentum vanishes,

or the magnitudes of two momenta are equal. Nevertheless, the form factors are finite in those limits, as

can be shown by means of careful expansions of the projected integrals.
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40 points in each dimension, while the angle θqr is uniformly distributed in the interval [0, π]

with 20 points. It turns out that in certain kinematic regions, particularly near the soft-gluon

limits, the triple integrations require multiple evaluations of the integrand in order to achieve

acceptable precision, while, away from the soft-gluon limits, a few evaluations suffice. Thus,

to perform the integration efficiently, we employ an adaptive quadrature method, namely

the Gauss-Kronrod implementation of [106]. Finally, all the needed interpolations in three

variables are performed with B-splines [107].

A. Form factor hierarchy

We start our analysis of the general kinematics behavior of the form factors Gi(q
2, r2, θqr)

by comparing their general forms and relative sizes.

In Fig. 6 we show the Gi(q
2, r2, θqr) for the specific value of θqr = 0. For other values of

θqr, the results are qualitatively similar, with moderate quantitative differences. In the top

left panel, we highlight as a blue solid curve the soft-gluon limit (q = 0) of G1(q
2, r2, θqr),

for which we recover exactly the Lsg(r
2) of Fig. 4, in agreement with Eq. (2.22).

From Fig. 6, we make the following observations:

(i) First, only the classical form factor, G1(q
2, r2, θqr), displays a divergence at the origin,

namely the divergence discussed in Sec. V and quantified by Eq. (5.1). The remaining

form factors are all found to be finite at the origin.

(ii) Next, we note that the form factors G2,3,4(q
2, r2, θqr) are subleading in comparison to

G1(q
2, r2, θqr), for most of the kinematic range. In particular, G2(q

2, r2, θqr) is found

to be the smallest of all, and positive through the entire range, while G3(q
2, r2, θqr)

and G4(q
2, r2, θqr) have comparable magnitudes and opposite signs.

(iii) In the soft-gluon limit, q = 0 (as well as r = 0 and p = 0, by Bose symmetry),

the magnitudes of the form factors G2,3,4(0, r
2, θqr) become increasing functions of the

remaining momentum, r. Therefore, for sufficiently large r, theG2,3,4(0, r
2, θqr) become

comparable in magnitude to G1(0, r
2, θqr). In particular, at r = 5 GeV the G3 and G4

reach values of 0.21 and −0.25, respectively, which correspond to 20% and −25% of the

value of G1 at the same point. For larger r, these proportions increase further, such

that G2,3,4(0, r
2, θqr) become comparable in magnitude to the classical form factor.
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Figure 6. The vertex form factors Gi(q
2, r2, θqr), with i = 1, 2 (top row) and i = 3, 4 (bottom row)

plotted as functions of the magnitudes of the momenta q and r, for the specific angle θqr = 0. In

the first panel, we highlight (blue curve) the soft-gluon limit (q = 0), corresponding to the SDE

solution for Lsg(r
2) displayed in Fig. 4.

As has been discussed in [20] (see Sec. 6 and Fig. 7 therein), the enhancement of

the G2,3,4(0, r
2, θqr) may be interpreted as a finite remainder of a would-be collinear

divergence, averted by the emergence of the nonperturbative gluon mass. Note finally

that the above behavior does not invalidate the approximation given by Eq. (1.1),

because, as q → 0, the associated basis elements ταµν
2,3,4 vanish linearly in q.

B. Planar degeneracy

We next analyze the accuracy of the planar degeneracy approximation, i.e., Eq. (2.7),

and consider whether this property can be generalized to the subleading form factors.
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To that end, it is convenient to reparametrize the form factors Gi in terms of the variable

s2 of Eq. (2.8), rather than the individual momenta q, r and p. This can be achieved by

introducing two new angles, α and β, defined by6

cosα :=

√
3(r2 − q2)

2s2
, cos β :=

q2 + r2 − 2p2

2s2
. (6.8)

Note that momentum conservation implies

cos2 α + cos2 β ≤ 1 , (6.9)

i.e., the kinematically allowed range of cosα and cos β is the unit disk, which is represented

in gray in each of the panels of Fig. 7.

The form factors can then be expressed as Gi(s
2, α, β) through the inverse relations

q2 =
s2

3
(2 + cos β −

√
3 cosα) ,

r2 =
s2

3
(2 + cos β +

√
3 cosα) ,

cos θqr =− 1 + 2 cosβ√
(2 + cos β)2 − 3 cos2 α

. (6.10)

To facilitate the comparison between the different parametrizations of Gi, we list below how

some special kinematic limits are represented in the (s2, α, β) coordinate system:

(i) The totally symmetric limit, q2 = r2 = p2, corresponds to the center of the disk, i.e.,

cosα = cos β = 0, and is represented by a red dot in each of the panels of Fig. 7.

(ii) The soft-gluon limit, q = 0, and its Bose symmetric counterparts r = 0 and p = 0 are

given by

q = 0 ⇔ (cosα , cosβ) =
(√

3/2,−1/2
)
,

r = 0 ⇔ (cosα , cosβ) = −
(√

3/2, 1/2
)
,

p = 0 ⇔ (cosα , cosβ) = (0, 1) , (6.11)

which correspond to the vertices of an equilateral triangle inscribed in the unit circle.

These points and the triangle they form are represented by blue dots and black lines,

respectively, in each of the panels of Fig. 7.

6 The variables (s2, cosα, cosβ) correspond to (3S0, a, s) in the notation of [29] and to the variables

(s2, 2b/
√
3,−6a/

√
3) of [20].
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Figure 7. The form factors Gi(s
2, α, β), shown as functions of the variables s2, α and β, defined

in Eqs. (2.8) and (6.8).

The Gi(s
2, α, β) are shown in Fig. 7 for general values of α and β and selected values of

s. Specifically, for the case of G1(s
2, α, β), we show surfaces corresponding to s = 0.5 GeV

(red), s = 1 GeV (green), s = 2 GeV (blue), and s = 5 GeV (yellow). In the case of the sub-

leading form factors, the dense overlap of the resulting surfaces makes their visual distinction

difficult; we therefore show only two examples, s = 1 GeV and s = 5 GeV.

On the top left panel of Fig. 7, we see clearly that for fixed s the classical form factor is

rather flat, i.e., nearly independent of α and β. Hence, the approximate planar degeneracy

property of Eq. (2.7) is verified at a high level of accuracy.

As for the subleading form factors, G2,3,4(s
2, α, β), we note that the corresponding sur-

faces in Fig. 7 are flat for s = 1 GeV, but not so for s = 5 GeV. Instead, in the latter case,

the corresponding surfaces increase markedly when one of the momenta vanishes. Evidently,

this effect corresponds to the increase in the magnitudes of the G2,3,4 near the soft-gluon

limit, already discussed in relation with Fig. 6. From this analysis, we conclude that pla-

nar degeneracy would be a poor approximation for the subleading form factors, except at

s / 1 GeV.
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Figure 8. Error measure, d(q2, r2, θqr), defined in Eq. (6.12), for θqr = 0 (left), θqr = 2π/3 (center),

and θqr = π (right).

Returning to the classical form factor, it is important to quantify the accuracy of the

planar degeneracy approximation. To this end, we define the function

d(q2, r2, θqr) :=
G1(q

2, r2, θqr)− Lsg(s
2)

G1(q2, r2, θqr)
× 100% , (6.12)

which measures in percentages the error made in approximating G1(q
2, r2, θqr) by Lsg(s

2).

Note that, recalling Eq. (2.22), d(q2, r2, θqr) vanishes whenever one momentum is zero.

The maximum error can be found using standard numerical methods and is given by

dmax = 17.5%. This value of error is attained at the symmetric point q = r = p = 2.0 GeV,

corresponding to θqr = 2π/3. For angles away from θqr = 2π/3, the error diminishes quickly,

falling below 10% for most of the range. This can be seen clearly in Fig. 8, where d(q2, r2, θqr)

is plotted for θqr = 0, θqr = 2π/3 and θqr = π.

To conclude, we note that the error d(q2, r2, θqr) in the planar degeneracy approximation

is positive, apart from minor fluctuations in the deep infrared, as seen in Fig. 8. Hence,

Eq. (2.13) tends to underestimate the value of G1(q
2, r2, θqr). This is evident on the left

panel of Fig. 9, where G1(s
2, α, β) is compared to the soft-gluon limit, Lsg(s

2), for 8 randomly

chosen values of α and β. Evidently, in all cases, when s ' 1.4 GeV, the form factor G1

exceeds Lsg(s
2). The same behavior can be appreciated more generally on the right panel of

Fig. 9, where G1(q
2, r2, θqr) (yellow) is seen to be above Lsg(s

2) (blue), for the representative

angle θqr = 0 and values of q2 and r2 larger than about 1 GeV.
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Figure 9. Left: Comparison of G1(s
2, α, β), for 8 randomly chosen values of α and β, to the soft-

gluon limit Lsg(s
2). The values of α and β are given in radians in the legend. Right: Comparison

between G1(q
2, r2, θqr) and Lsg(s

2), where s2 = q2 + r2 + qr cos θqr, for arbitrary q2 and r2, and

the choice of angle θqr = 0. Note that in the soft-gluon limit (q → 0) both surfaces become equal;

the resulting curve corresponds to Lsg(r
2).

C. Totally symmetric limit

Our final exercise is to specialize our results to the totally symmetric configuration, defined

by the condition q2 = r2 = p2 := Q2, where Q2 denotes the single momentum scale available.

Note that this condition implies q · r = r · p = p · q = −Q2/2, and θqr = θrp = θpq = 2π/3.

In this limit, the tensors ταµνi (q, r, p) of Eq. (2.14) become linearly dependent, such that

the tensor decomposition of IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) collapses to [13, 15, 18, 19]

IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) = Γ
sym

1 (Q2)λαµν
1 (q, r, p) + Γ

sym

2 (Q2)λαµν
2 (q, r, p) , (6.13)

where

λαµν
1

(q, r, p) := Γ
αµν

0
(q, r, p) , λαµν

2
(q, r, p) :=

(q − r)ν(r − p)α(p− q)µ

Q2
. (6.14)

Then, it is straightforward to show that the form factor Γ
sym

1
(Q2), associated with the tree-

level tensor structure, can be obtained through the projection [13, 15, 18, 19]

Γ
sym

1 (Q2) =
W αµν(q, r, p)IΓ

αµν
(q, r, p)

W αµν(q, r, p)Wαµν(q, r, p)

∣∣∣∣∣
q2=r2=p2=Q2

, (6.15)

where

W αµν(q, r, p) := λαµν
1 (q, r, p) +

1

2
λαµν
2 (q, r, p) . (6.16)
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Figure 10. Left: SDE result for Γ
sym

1 (Q2) obtained from Eq. (6.17) (blue continuous), compared

to the two approximations given by Eqs. (6.18) and (6.19) (purple dotted and black dot-dashed,

respectively). Right: Lattice data of [19, 76, 77] for Γ
sym

1 (Q2), compared to the SDE result combined

with Eq. (6.19) (blue continuous line).

The exact correspondence between the form factors Γ
sym

1 and Gi is obtained by using

Eq. (6.15) in Eq. (2.4); it reads

Γ
sym

1
(Q2) = G1(Q

2)−G3(Q
2) +G4(Q

2)/4 , (6.17)

where we write Gi(Q
2, Q2, Q2) → Gi(Q

2) for the symmetric limits of the form factors. Using

for the Gi the results discussed in the previous subsections, we obtain for Γ
sym

1
(Q2) the blue

continuous line shown on the left panel of Fig. 10.

Then we consider the effect of neglecting the subleading form factors, G3 and G4, in

Eq. (6.17). In this case, we obtain the approximation

Γ
sym

1
(Q2) ≈ G1(Q

2) , (6.18)

which is shown as a purple dotted line on the left panel of Fig. 10.

Lastly, we consider the prediction of the compact expression Eq. (1.1), noting that in the

symmetric limit s2 → 3Q2/2. Evidently, in this case

Γ
sym

1 (Q2) ≈ Lsg(3Q
2/2) , (6.19)

which leads to the result displayed as a black dot-dashed line on the left panel of Fig. 10.

From the results shown on the left panel of Fig. 10, we see that the approximation in

Eq. (6.18) (purple dotted) overestimates the true value of Γ
sym

1 (Q2) (blue continuous), given

by Eq. (6.17).
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Quite remarkably, the approximation given in Eq. (6.19) (black dot-dashed), derived from

Eq. (1.1), reproduces the full result to within 3%. The exceptional accuracy of Eq. (6.19)

is due the fact that the underestimation of G1(Q
2) by Lsg(3Q

2/2), discussed in detail in

Subsection VIB, effectively captures the negative contribution to Γ
sym

1
(Q2), furnished by

the term −G3(Q
2) +G4(Q

2)/4 in Eq. (6.17); recall, from Fig. 6, that G4 is mostly negative.

This observation suggests that, at least in the symmetric limit, Eq. (1.1) approximates

the full IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) even more accurately than the Lsg(s
2) approximates the G1(q

2, r2, p2),

by effectively capturing part of the contribution of the subleading form factors.

Finally, on the right panel of Fig. 10 we show the lattice result for Γ
sym

1 (Q2) from [19, 76, 77]

(points). Note that these data are normalized in the so-called “symmetric MOM scheme”,

defined by the condition Γ
sym

1
(µ2) = 1, with µ = 4.3 GeV. Then, on the same panel, we show

as a blue continuous line the result of Eq. (6.19) after renormalization in the symmetric

scheme7. Clearly, Eq. (6.19) approximates the lattice results quite well, with an error of less

than 10% for most of the range, which increases to 22% at r = 0.6 GeV. As is evident from

the agreement between Γ
sym

1 (Q2) and Lsg(3Q
2/2) on the left panel, the error with respect

to the lattice originates from the truncation of the SDE, rather than from the use of the

compact approximation given by Eq. (1.1).

VII. CONCLUSIONS

We have presented an extensive study of the transversely-projected three-gluon vertex by

means of the SDE that determines its momentum evolution, making ample use of dynamical

ingredients obtained from large-volume lattice simulations. The focal point of this investiga-

tion is the notable property of planar degeneracy: after a judicious choice of the tensor basis,

the classical form factor of the vertex depends predominantly on a single kinematic variable,

which represents a plane in the space spanned by q2, r2, and p2. Our SDE-based approach

affords a valuable vantage point on the technical details surrounding this special property,

establishing its range of validity and degree of accuracy, for a particularly wide range of

kinematic configurations. In fact, our analysis reveals that the planar degeneracy persists

to a high degree of accuracy for general kinematics, and in particular for configurations that

deviate completely from the bisectoral limit (p2 = r2), considered in [20].

7 This is achieved by dividing the asymmetric scheme result for Lsg(3Q
2/2) by its value at Q2 = µ2.
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Of central importance in the present study is the simple equation given by Eq. (1.1),

which leads to a serious reduction of the technical effort required when dealing with the

three-gluon vertex in nonperturbative computations. The relation given in Eq. (1.1) emerges

by combining the planar degeneracy with the observation that the classical form factor is

considerably larger than all others. The component Lsg appearing in Eq. (1.1) corresponds

to the form factor of the soft-gluon limit, a well-known quantity from a variety of lattice

studies, and serves as a “benchmark” for the veracity of the SDE results.

The SDE analysis carried out probes the validity of Eq. (1.1), and uses it in order to

obtain a plethora of related results, which, in turn, demarcate its applicability. Our findings

confirm that the classical form factor clearly dominates over the other three for a wide range

of kinematics, with the exception of the region approaching the soft-gluon limit. However,

due to the vanishing of the corresponding basis elements in this limit, Eq. (1.1) represents

an excellent approximation for all momenta.

One may wonder whether there exists a basis in which the planar degeneracy becomes

exact. To be sure, it is always possible to construct such a basis, by absorbing the residual

dependence of the Gi(q
2, r2, p2) on the other two variables into the basis elements themselves,

through

IΓ
αµν

(q, r, p) =

4∑

i=1

G̃i(s
2) τ̃αµνi (q, r, p) , (7.1)

with

τ̃αµνi (q, r, p) := Gi(q
2, r2, p2) G̃−1(s2) ταµν

1
(q, r, p) . (7.2)

Nonetheless, such a basis would be of no practical advantage, since it can only be constructed

“a-posteriori”, namely after the form factors have been exactly determined. The truly

remarkable observation is that there exists a “simple” basis containing the classical tensor

as an element, which exhibits, in a natural way, a rather accurate manifestation of planar

degeneracy.

As mentioned in Sec. III, the SDE for the three-gluon vertex that we use is obtained from

the 3PI three-loop effective action. The appropriate variation of this action yields also the

SDEs of the gluon and ghost propagator, as well and the SDE of the ghost-gluon vertex. All

these equations are dynamically coupled to each other, and, from a strictly SDE-based point

of view, they must be solved simultaneously, as a coupled system comprised by numerous
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integral equations. Instead, in our approach we treat the SDE of the three-gluon vertex

in isolation, using lattice ingredients for the gluon and ghost propagators. Evidently, what

one is tacitly assuming when adopting this approach is that the lattice results “solve” the

corresponding SDEs to a very good approximation; that this is indeed so has been shown

in detail in [30], by solving the SDEs and comparing the solutions with the lattice results.

We have therefore used the coincidence between 3PI SDEs and lattice, found in [30], as our

basic working hypothesis.

Finally, it would be interesting to investigate whether some generalized form of planar de-

generacy holds for the transversely-projected four-gluon vertex [108–118], which, just as the

three-gluon vertex, is fully Bose-symmetric. Such a study may be particularly timely, given

that lattice simulations are commencing to probe the basic structures of this vertex [119].
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Appendix A: Infrared divergence of the three-gluon vertex

In this Appendix, we derive Eq. (5.1) for the asymptotic behavior of Lsg(r
2) near the

origin. Since the one-loop dressed gluonic diagrams are found to be infrared finite (see

Fig. 5), we focus on the contribution to Lsg(r
2) originating from the ghost loops.

Starting with the expression for d sg

2,f(x, µ
2) of Eqs. (4.3) and (4.4), we expand the term

F (u)B2
1
(u, y, χ) appearing in d sg

2 (x) around x = 0. This procedure yields

d sg

2,f(x, µ
2) = −λ′

3

∫
∞

0

dy f(y)

√
y

x

∫ π

0

dφ
s4φcφ

u
− d sg

2 (µ2) + . . . , (A1)

where f(y) := F 3(y)B3
1
(y, y, π), while the ellipsis denotes terms that are of higher order in

x and cannot contribute to the infrared divergence. Moreover, we used the fact that, in the

soft-gluon limit, B1 becomes independent of the angle.
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Next, using the angular integral

√
y

x

∫ π

0

dφ
s4φcφ

u
= − π

16x

[
y

x2
(y − 2x)θ(x− y) +

x

y2
(x− 2y)θ(y − x)

]
, (A2)

where θ(x) denotes the Heaviside step function, we find

d sg

2,f(x, µ
2) =

λ′π

48

[∫
∞

x

dyf(y)
(x− 2y)

y2
+

∫ x

0

dy f(y)
y (y − 2x)

x3

]
− d sg

2 (µ2) . (A3)

At this point, we recall the well-known anomalous dimensions of the ghost propagator

and ghost-gluon vertex in Landau gauge, F (y) ∼ ln−9/44(y/µ2) and B1(y, y, π) ∼ 1, re-

spectively [32, 120–122], for y → ∞. Then, it follows that the first integral in Eq. (A3)

contains an ultraviolet divergence, which ought to be canceled by the term d sg

2 (µ2). Since

the divergent part of d sg

2 (µ2) results from the large y behavior of its defining integral, it can

be isolated by expanding the term F (u)B2
1
(u, y, χ) around y → ∞, with the substitution

u → µ2 + y − 2µ
√
ycφ. This expansion, together with another use of Eq. (A2), results in

d sg

2 (µ2) =
λ′π

48

[∫
∞

µ2

dyf(y)
(µ2 − 2y)

y2
+

∫ µ2

0

dy f(y)
y (y − 2µ2)

µ6

]
, (A4)

up to finite terms. Hence, Eq. (A3) can be recast, after some algebra, as

d sg

2,f(x, µ
2) =

λ′π

48

[∫ µ2

x

dyf(y)
(x− 2y)

y2
+ (x− µ2)

∫
∞

µ2

dy
f(y)

y2

+

∫ x

0

dy f(y)
y (y − 2x)

x3
−

∫ µ2

0

dy f(y)
y (y − 2µ2)

µ6

]
, (A5)

which is clearly ultraviolet finite.

The x-dependent integral in the second line of Eq. (A5) can be shown to be finite at

x = 0, by means of an additional Taylor expansion. Then, the only possible divergence in

Eq. (A5) appears when taking the limit x → 0 of the first integral. Dropping finite terms,

and integrating by parts, using 1/y = d ln(y/µ2)/dy and 1/y2 = −d(1/y)/dy, one finds

d sg

2,f(x, µ
2) =

λ′π

48

{
−2

[
f(y) ln

(
y

µ2

)]µ2

x

− x

[
f(y)

y

]µ2

x

+ x

[
f ′(y) ln

(
y

µ2

)]µ2

x

+

∫ µ2

x

dy ln

(
y

µ2

)
[2f ′(y)− xf ′′(y)]

}
, (A6)

where primes denote derivatives with respect to y.
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Now, the divergent integrand in Eq. (A6) is integrable at x = 0, and the only infrared

divergence is in the lower limit of the first surface term. Hence, we have

lim
x→0

Lsg(x) = lim
x→0

d sg

2,f(x, µ
2) =

αsCA

96π
F 3(0)B3

1
(0, 0, π) ln

(
x

µ2

)
, (A7)

up to finite terms.

To complete the derivation of Eq. (5.1), let us recall that, in the Landau gauge, the

quantum corrections to the ghost-gluon vertex are proportional to the ghost and anti-ghost

momenta [1, 93, 97], i.e.,

B1(r
2, p2, θrp) = Z̃1 + rαpβKαβ(r, p, q) , (A8)

where r · p = rp cos θrp, for some integral Kαβ(r, p, q). In perturbation theory Kαβ(r, p, q)

can be shown to have pole divergences at r = p = 0, such that the corresponding limit of

B1(r
2, p2, θrp) is finite, but path-dependent. These divergences are eliminated by the mass

of the gluon propagator. Thus, nonperturbatively

B1(0, 0, θrp) = Z̃1 , (A9)

for any θrp. Then, substituting the above result into Eq. (A7) we obtain Eq. (5.1).
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The chiral magnetic wave (CMW) is a macroscopic quantum phenomenon that arises due to the
mixing of the electric and chiral charge oscillations induced by the chiral anomaly. In this study we
report the first quantum simulation (on classical hardware) of the real-time dynamics of CMWs in
Schwinger model. Our quench protocol is the following: at t = 0 we suddenly place an electric dipole
at the middle of our lattice. Due to chiral anomaly, this dipole excites the CMW that propagates
towards the edges of the lattice. In Schwinger model tuned to the conformal critical point (at θ = π,
m/g ' 0.2), we find a gapless linear CMW that propagates with the speed of light. For massless
Schwinger model (θ = 0,m = 0), we find a gapped linear CMW, in accord with previous analytical
analyses. For massive Schwinger model (that is dual to strongly interacting bosonic theory), we
enter the new regime of nonlinear CMWs, where we find a surprise. Specifically, for m/g > 1, the
frequency of electric charge oscillations becomes much smaller than the frequency of the oscillations
of the chiral charge. For m/g = 4, we find a solution corresponding to a nearly static electric dipole
with fast oscillations of the chiral charge confined within. We call this solution a “thumper” and
study its properties in detail.

Introduction. — In the presence of an external mag-
netic field, the chirality imbalance (i.e. the difference
in the densities of right- and left-handed fermions) in-
duces an electric current directed along the direction
of magnetic field – this is the chiral magnetic effect
(CME) [1–3]; for reviews, see [4–7]. CME is an inher-
ently non-equilibrium phenomenon stemming from the
non-conservation of chiral charge dictated by the chiral
anomaly. The non-equilibrium nature of CME becomes
particularly apparent in the emergence of a collective chi-
ral excitation stemming from the anomaly-induced cou-
pling of chiral charge oscillations to the oscillations of
electric charge – the chiral magnetic wave (CMW) [8].

It is instructive to investigate the physics of CMW in
(1 + 1) dimensional models, corresponding to the strong
magnetic field limit of (3 + 1) theories. In particular, the
case of (1 + 1) dimensional massless QED (Schwinger
model) has been discussed already in [8]. As is well
known, massless Schwinger model is exactly solvable by
bosonization, and its free massive bosonic excitation can
be interpreted as a result of mixing between the gauge
field and the CMW [8].

In this paper, we will extend the analysis of the CMW
to the massive Schwinger model. This model is inter-
esting because it possesses confinement, and in bosonic
representation describes non-linear strongly interacting
theory. Since the massive Schwinger model is not solv-
able analytically, and we are interested in the real-time,
non-equilibrium behavior, we will rely on quantum sim-
ulations (on classical hardware). Many interesting as-
pects of (1+1)-dimensional quantum field theories have
been successfully addressed using quantum simulations,
see [9–17] for examples and [18] for a recent review of
quantum simulation approach.

Schwinger model. — The Lagrangian density of the
Schwinger model [19] is

L = −1

4
FµνF

µν + ψ̄(iγµ∂µ − gγµAµ −m)ψ. (1)

We label the space-time coordinate by xµ = (t, z). We
denote the Pauli matrices as X, Y , and Z, and use the
following convention for the Dirac matrices: γ0 = Z,
γ1 = i Y , γ5 = γ0γ1 = X. In (1+1) dimensions, the axial
charge density q5(x) ≡ ψ̄γ5γ0ψ(x) and the vector current
density j(x) ≡ ψ̄γ1ψ(x) are related by q5(x) = −j(x).
Likewise, the vector charge density q(x) ≡ ψ̄γ0ψ(x) and
the axial current density j5(x) ≡ ψ̄γ5γ1ψ(x) are related
by q(x) = j5(x).

Because of these relations, the conservation of vector
charge can be expressed as

∂tq − ∂zq5 = 0. (2)

To obtain the equation for the CMW, we combine this
relation with the conservation of axial charge ∂µJ

µ
5 =

2imψ̄γ5ψ (in the absence of an external electric field),
and use the bosonization dictionary, in which q → −∂zφ√

π
,

q5 → −∂tφ√π , and iψ̄γ5ψ → −cM sin(2
√
πφ), with M =

g/
√
π and c = eγ/(2π). The resulting equation describ-

ing the CMW in the Schwinger model then reads

(∂2t − ∂2z +M2)φ+ 2
√
πcmM sin(2

√
πφ) = 0. (3)

It is clear that for the massless case m = 0, the equa-
tion is linear and describes the propagation of a gapped
excitation with mass M = g/

√
π – this is a familiar

non-interacting bosonic representation of the Schwinger
model. The dispersion relation of this bosonic excitation
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2

can be derived as a result of mixing between the gapless
CMW and a plasmon mode, see [8]. For massive case
m 6= 0, the CMW equation becomes nonlinear. The case
of θ = π can be obtained by flipping the sign of fermion
mass, m → −m. Near the critical point at θ = π and
m/g ' 0.3 (in the continuum case), the potential in (3)
becomes nearly flat, and the dynamics becomes close to
conformal, see [17]. In this case, we expect to see a gap-
less linear CMW.

The lattice Hamiltonian — To discretize our Hamilto-
nian, we use staggered fermions [20, 21]

ψ1(x)→ χ2n√
a
, ψ2(x)→ χ2n+1√

a
, (4)

where a is the finite lattice spacing. Then the lattice
Hamiltonian corresponding to Eq. (1) is

H =− i

2a

N−1∑
n=1

[
χ†n+1χn − χ†nχn+1

]
+m

N∑
n=1

(−1)nχ†nχn +
ag2

2

N−1∑
n=1

L2
n,

(5)

where Ln is the electric field operator satisfying the
Gauss’ law constraint

Ln − Ln−1 = χ†nχn −
1− (−1)n

2
. (6)

For the purpose of quantum simulation, let us put the
lattice Hamiltonian in the spin representation using the
Jordan–Wigner transformation [22]:

χn =
Xn − iYn

2

n−1∏
i=1

(−iZi). (7)

The Hamiltonian of the model then becomes

H =
1

4a

N−1∑
n=1

[
XnXn+1 + YnYn+1

]
+
m

2

N∑
n=1

(−1)nZn +
ag2

2

N−1∑
n=1

L2
n

(8)

and the local vector and axial charge densities are, re-
spectively,

Qn ≡ ψ̄γ0ψ =
Zn + (−1)n

2a
, (9)

Q5,n ≡ ψ̄γ5γ0ψ =
XnYn+1 − YnXn+1

4a
. (10)

For later convenience, we define the total charge operator
Q ≡ a

∑N
n=1Qn, which commutes with the Hamiltonian.

With the boundary condition L0 = 0, the Gauss’ law
constraint (6) leads to the solution

Ln = a

n∑
j=1

Qj . (11)

FIG. 1. (from top to bottom) Propagation of local electric
charge and electric current for m = 4g, m = 2g, m = g, m =
0, and m = m∗ = −0.2g. Expectation values of the vacuum
states have been subtracted. (Same as Fig.1 but with different
initial condition. Will explain how the initial condition was
prepared when we discuss.)

The quench protocol. — To study the real-time dy-
namics of CMW, we first prepare the ground state of the
system and then perform a quench by introducing at time
t = 0 an electric dipole at the center of our lattice. The
time evolution is then described by the Hamiltonian (8).

To be more specific, the Hamiltonian (8) is a high-
dimensional, yet sparse, matrix. We first obtain the vac-
uum state |0〉 as the Hamiltonian’s ground state by exact
diagonalization. Then at t = 0 we introduce the elec-
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tric dipole at the center of our lattice. We truncate the
Hilbert space by keeping a hundred of the lowest energy
levels, and write the state at t = 0 as

|ψ〉t=0 =

Ntrunc∑
k=0

ck |k〉 , (12)

where the superposition coefficients are fixed so that the
initial state contains a vector charge dipole on top of the
vacuum,

〈ψ|Qn |ψ〉t=0 = 〈0|Qn |0〉+D (δn,N2
− δn,N2 +1),

〈ψ|Q5,n |ψ〉t=0 = 〈0|Q5,n |0〉 .
(13)

Here, D is the magnitude of electric charges in the dipole,
and we choose the coefficients so that D is maximized,
within our truncated Hilbert space and on our lattice.
With the initial state prepared, we evolve the quantum
state according to |ψ〉t = e−iHt |ψ〉t=0, and measure the
local and global observables as a function of time.

We set up the calculation with 20 staggered sites
(N = 20), and take the lattice spacing as a = 0.5/g.
We explore several values of the fermion mass: mas-
sive (m = 4g, 2g, and g), massless (m = 0), and crit-
ical mass of the phase transition (m = m∗ = −0.2g).
For each of these values, we solve the vacuum state and
time evolution and measure the local charges. Results
are presented in Fig. 1. Here, we have combined the
staggered fermion-anti-fermion pairs to obtain the phys-
ical vector charge density, i.e., Q(zn) = Q2n−1 + Q2n,
whereas the axial charge is defined on the link between
two sites, Q5(zn+1/2) = 2Q5,2n. The charge conserva-
tion requirement (2), as manifested in staggered observ-
ables, ∂tQ2n−1 = (Q5,2n−1−Q5,2n−2)/a and similarly for
∂tQ2n, automatically lead to the continuity equation1,

∂tQ(zn) =
Q5(zn+1/2)−Q5(zn−1/2)

2a .
At each site, we observe oscillations of the local vec-

tor and axial charges, and these oscillations propagate
from the middle of the lattice toward its edges forming a
light-cone structure. For the massive m 6= 0 scenario, we
observe a stronger damping of the oscillation amplitude,
compared to the massless and critical point scenarios.
This can be attributed to the non-linear nature of CMW
in the massive case.

Thumper Solution. — In particular, in the massive
cases of m = g, 2g, and 4g, we observe that the oscillation
period for vector charge is much longer than that of the
axial charge, and the ratio between them increases with
fermion mass. This is especially striking in the case of
m = 4g (see the upper panel of Fig. 1): the electric dipole
is nearly static and does not oscillate at all, whereas the

1 Note that a physical site contains two lattice sites, therefore it
has volume 2a.

axial charge rapidly oscillates within the dipole. We refer
to this solution as a “thumper”. Unfortunately, so far we
have not been able to find the corresponding classical
solution of (3) analytically.

FIG. 2. Energy level (upper) and modular of matrix elements
(lower) for vector(upper triangle) and axial(lower triangle)
charges. Note that | 〈l|Q |k〉 | = | 〈k|Q |l〉 | and likewise for
Q5. Also, | 〈k|Q5 |k〉 | = 0.

To understand the real-time evolution of the vector and
axial charges in terms of the eigenstates of Hamiltonian,

H |k〉 = Ek |k〉 . (14)

we start with the initial state

|Ψ(t = 0)〉 =
∑
k

ck |k〉 , (15)

and consider the time dependence of an operator O in
the Heisenberg picture

O(t) ≡ 〈Ψ(t)|O |Ψ(t)〉

=
∑
k,l

c∗l ck e
i(El−Ek)t 〈l|O |k〉 . (16)

It is a superposition of different oscillation modes. In
each mode, the oscillation frequency is the difference be-
tween two energy eigenvalues. In Fig. 2, we show the
energy eigenvalues and matrix elements for operators
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Qmid ≡ Q(zN/2) and Q5,mid ≡ Q5(z(N+1)/2). While we
have extracted 100 lowest energy states in the Q = 0 sub-
space, only those with non-vanishing overlap (|ck|2) with
the initial states are presented in this plot. We note that
all excited states are above the ground state energy by
Ek − E0

>∼ 2m, which correspond to bound states con-
sisting of a fermion–anti-fermion pair. Meanwhile, the
energy difference between different excited states is of
the order of O(g). From Fig. 2(lower), it is clear that
the axial charge operator is dominated by the excitation
between the vacuum and the excited bound states (see
leftmost column), whereas the vector charge operator is
dominated by scattering between excitations. Therefore,
in the massive limit that 2m � g, the oscillation fre-
quency of the axial charge is much greater than that of
the vector charge. In the massless limit (m = 0) or crit-
ical mass m = m∗, there is no longer ∼ 2m mass gap
between the vacuum and the bound states, and the axial
and vector charges oscillate with the same frequency.

Conclusion. — We have presented the study of real-
time dynamics of chiral magnetic waves (CMWs) in
massless and massive Schwinger model using quantum
simulations on a classical hardware. For Schwinger model
tuned to the conformal critical point (θ = π, m/g ' 0.2)
we have observed a gapless CMW propagating with the
speed of light. For massless case, we found a gapped
CMW corresponding to the familiar non-interacting mas-
sive boson representation.

In the case of a massive Schwinger model (m/g > 1),
we have uncovered the existence of novel “thumper” solu-
tions in which the electric charge density oscillates much
slower than the axial charge density. In particular, at
m/g = 4 we have observed a nearly static electric dipole
with rapid oscillations of chiral charge confined within.
Qualitatively, this happens because at large m/g it be-
comes difficult to break the confining electric string be-
tween the charges in the dipole, which prevents the dipole
from expanding. On the other hand, the interplay of chi-
ral anomaly and the large fermion mass results in rapid
oscillations of chiral charge inside the string. The con-
fining electric string thus contains rapid fluctuations of
chiral charge. It will be interesting to explore the possi-
ble link [23, 24] between the fluctuations of topology and
confinement in (3+1 dimensions. It will also be interest-
ing to explore the non-linear CMWs and the “thumpers”
in real systems.
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Eigenstate analysis of oscillations in vector and axial charges

For compleness, we present the energy eigenvalues and the matrix elements of vector and axial charge operators for
fermion mass m = 2g, g, 0, and critical mass m∗.

FIG. 3. Same as Fig. 2 of the main text but for masses m = 2g (upper left), g (upper right), 0 (lower left), and m∗ (lower
right).
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Abstract

We study inflationary models based on a non-minimal coupling of a singlet scalar to gravity,
focussing on the preheating dynamics and the unitarity issues in this regime. If the scalar does
not have significant couplings to other fields, particle production after inflation is far less efficient
than that in Higgs inflation. As a result, unitarity violation at large non-minimal couplings
requires a different treatment. We find that collective effects in inflaton scattering processes
during preheating make an important impact on the unitarity constraint. Within effective field
theory, the consequent upper bound on the non-minimal coupling is of order a few hundreds.

ar
X

iv
:2

30
5.

05
68

2v
1 

 [
he

p-
ph

] 
 9

 M
ay

 2
02

3



Contents

1 Introduction 1

2 Inflaton background dynamics 2
2.1 Basics of inflation in the Einstein frame . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 2
2.2 Postinflationary background dynamics in the Jordan frame . . . . . . . . . . . . . 3

2.2.1 Spike-like feature in the inflaton evolution . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 5
2.2.2 Non-adiabaticity . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 6

3 Postinflationary dynamics on the lattice and unitarity 7
3.1 Unitarity violation: simple estimate . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 9
3.2 Impact of collective effects on the unitarity bound . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 10
3.3 Effect of a significant Higgs-inflaton coupling . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 13

4 Conclusion 14

1 Introduction

Inflation is one of the cornerstones of modern cosmology [1, 2, 3, 4]. An attractive class of
inflationary models is based on a non-minimal scalar coupling to curvature ξ [5, 6, 7],

∆L =
1

2
ξRφ2 , (1)

where R is the scalar curvature and φ is the inflaton. A well-known example is “Higgs inflation”
[8]. An important feature of these models is that they provide an excellent fit to the current
PLANCK data [9]. Furthermore, the presence of the coupling ξ is expected on general grounds,
e.g. it is generated radiatively, making the framework theoretically well motivated.

One of the constraints on the size of the non-minimal coupling to gravity is imposed by
unitarity considerations [10, 11]. The inflationary models are based on the effective field theory
(EFT) description and thus are valid up to a certain energy scale. After inflation, when the
inflaton background has become negligible, the corresponding EFT cut-off is of order [10, 11]

Λ ∼ MPl

ξ
, (2)

while during inflation, the presence of the large scalar background raises it to

Λinfl ∼MPl (3)

in the Einstein frame [12]. If ξ � 1, the effective description may be problematic after inflation
bringing consistency of such models in question. For example, in the original version of Higgs
inflation, postinflationary particle production is so efficient that it generates states with momenta
far above the cut-off (2) [13]. This phenomenon was explored further in [14].

In our current work, we study the unitarity issues in singlet scalar inflation driven by ξ � 1,
where the singlet does not have significant couplings to other fields, unlike the Higgs. In this
case, postinflationary particle production is far less efficient than that in Higgs inflation and
the corresponding unitarity considerations do not apply. Nevertheless, it is clear that very large
ξ would be problematic: due to inflaton quanta production, the energy density after inflation

1



decreases in time slower than the inflaton background does, thus violating the bound (2) even-
tually. We quantify this statement using lattice simulations. More importantly, we evaluate
the impact of inflaton collective effects on scattering amplitudes during preheating and find that
these make the unitarity bound substantially stronger. Finally, we study the effect of a significant
non-derivative inflaton coupling to another field. Our main result is that the unitarity bound
requires ξ to be below a few hundreds, which is important for inflationary model building.

We confine ourselves to unitarity studies in Higgs-like inflationary models in the metric for-
mulation. Analogous unitarity bounds become much looser in Palatini formalism [15], although
this set-up is not as minimalistic. The original Higgs inflation model can also be unitarized,
i.e. made UV-complete, for the price of Higgs inflation being a “mirage” in the sense that the
inflationary dynamics gets dominated by a different field [16, 17, 18]. Other relevant studies of
unitarity issues during and after Higgs inflation can be found in [19, 20, 21, 22]. In particular,
[21] focuses on explicit calculation of the scattering amplitudes, while [22] discusses the relevant
field redefinitions which make the computations transparent. Numerical studies of the preheating
dynamics in Higgs-like inflation models have been performed in [23, 24, 25, 26].

2 Inflaton background dynamics

We start with the inflaton action in the Jordan frame,

S =

∫
d4x
√
−g
(

1

2
M2

PlR+
1

2
ξRφ2 − 1

2
gµν∂µφ∂νφ− V

)
, (4)

where the metric convention is −+ ++ and ξ > 0.1 The potential is

V =
1

4
λφφ

4 , (5)

where we have neglected the inflaton mass term irrelevant at large field values. In what follows,
we will use the Planck units

MPl = 1 . (6)

and consider a large ξ regime,
ξ � 1 . (7)

2.1 Basics of inflation in the Einstein frame

The transition to the Einstein frame, where the curvature-dependent term is 1
2R, is accomplished

by the metric transformation [28]
gE
µν = Ω gµν , (8)

with
Ω = 1 + ξφ2 . (9)

This eliminates the scalar coupling to curvature for the price of a non-canonical φ kinetic term.
The canonically normalized inflaton χ satisfies dχ

dφ =
√

1+ξ(1+6ξ)φ2

(1+ξφ2)2
, which is solved by [29]

χ(φ) =

√
1 + 6ξ

ξ
sinh−1

(√
(1 + 6ξ)ξ φ

)
−
√

6 sinh−1

( √
6ξφ√

1 + ξφ2

)
. (10)

1The ξ convention differs from that of our previous work [27].

2



Inflation takes place when ξφ2 � 1, in which case χ '
√

3/2 ln ξφ2 and the Einstein frame
potential V E = V/Ω2 has the form

VE(χ) '
λφ
4ξ2

(
1− e−

√
2
3
|χ|
)2

. (11)

It is exponentially close to a flat potential and provides an excellent fit to the PLANCK data
[8, 9]. The energy density during inflation can be approximated by V E = 3H2 ' λφ

4ξ2
. Computing

the ε parameter from the above potential and applying the COBE normalization [8], one gets

λφ
4ξ2

= 4× 10−7 1

N2
, (12)

where N is the number of e-folds of inflation. For N = 60, λφ
4ξ2
' 10−10. This constraint implies

that there is only one independent variable in our analysis, e.g. ξ.
Inflation ends when χ ∼ 1. After that, the potential becomes quadratic and, subsequently,

quartic [29]:

VE(χ) '

{
λφ
6ξ2
χ2 for 1

2ξ � |χ| � 1 ,
λφ
4 χ

4 for |χ| � 1
2ξ .

(13)

In our work, we focus primarily on these regimes.

2.2 Postinflationary background dynamics in the Jordan frame

To study the inflaton background dynamics after inflation, it is often convenient to use the
Jordan frame. This also applies to lattice simulations of postinflationary dynamics [30] since the
equations of motion are easier to handle in the Jordan frame. In this section, we analyze how
the system behaves in terms of two field variables: the homogeneous inflaton field φ(t) and the
scale factor a(t).

In the Friedmann metric
ds2 = −dt2 + a(t)2 dxi dxi , (14)

the scalar curvature has the form

R = 6

[
ä

a
+

(
ȧ

a

)2
]
, (15)

where the dot denotes the time derivative. As usual, the Hubble rate is defined by H = ȧ/a. The
individual components of the Ricci tensor Rµν can be found, for instance, in [30]. The system
satisfies the Einstein equation Rµν − 1

2gµνR = Tµν , where Tµν is the scalar energy-momentum
tensor. Due to the non-minimal coupling to gravity, it contains a curvature-dependent contribu-
tion.

Since there are two field variables in the system, it is sufficient to use two independent
equations of motion (EOM). The scalar EOM for the homogeneous background φ and the Einstein
equation R00 − 1

2g00R = T00 can be written as

φ̈+ 3H φ̇− 1

a2
∇2φ− ξRφ+

∂V

∂φ
= 0 , (16)

3H2 = ρ(φ) . (17)
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These equations can be recast in a more convenient form. Tracing over the indices of the Einstein
equation, R = −Tµµ , and computing T00(φ) = ρ(φ) for the inflaton, one finds [30, 27]

R =
1

1 + (6ξ + 1)ξ φ2

[
(1 + 6ξ) ∂µφ∂µφ+ 4V + 6ξ φV ′φ

]
, (18)

ρ(φ) =
1

2
φ̇2 + V (φ)− 3ξH2φ2 − 6ξHφφ̇ , (19)

accounting for the difference between our definition of ξ and that of [27]. Note the unusual
presence of the Hubble-dependent terms in the scalar energy density, which appear due to the
kinetic scalar-graviton mixing in the Jordan frame (see the discussion in [27]).

Plugging the expression for R in the scalar EOM, we get for 6ξ � 1,

φ̈+ 3H φ̇+
6ξ2φ̇2 + λφφ

2

1 + 6ξ2φ2
φ = 0 , (20)

such that 6ξ2φ̇2+λφφ
2

1+6ξ2φ2
can be viewed as the effective mass squared. We observe that there is no

tachyonic instability and the effective mass squared at large φ is λφ/(6ξ2). To solve the scalar
EOM, we need an expression for H in terms of φ. Denoting the usual ξ = 0 Hubble rate by H0,

3H2
0 =

1

2
φ̇2 + V , (21)

one solves the quadratic equation (17) to get

H =

√√√√ H2
0

1 + ξφ2
+

(
ξφφ̇

1 + ξφ2

)2

− ξφφ̇

1 + ξφ2
. (22)

Plugging this into (20), we obtain an equation just for φ, which can be solved numerically. Note
that at large φ, H = H0/(

√
ξφ) which is not constant during inflation, unlike the Hubble rate in

the Einstein frame.

Figure 1: The inflaton and Hubble rate evolution in the Jordan frame for ξ = 10.

The inflationary solution is φ̈ ' 0 such that φ(t) is linear, with a small velocity φ̇ ∼
√
λφ ξ

−3/2.
A numerical example of the field and Hubble rate evolution in the Jordan frame is shown in

4



Fig. 1.2 At large field values, both φ and H are linear in time. Inflation ends when φ becomes of
order

φ ∼ 1√
ξ
, (23)

such that 1+ ξφ2 can no longer be approximated by ξφ2. At this point, the velocity contribution
to the effective inflaton mass in (20) becomes important, ξ2φ̇2 ∼ λφφ

2. Similarly, the velocity
terms in (22) start playing a significant role. The energy density at the end of inflation is of
order ρ ∼ λφ/ξ

2. Finally, when φ reaches zero, it starts oscillating inducing oscillations in the
Hubble rate as well.

2.2.1 Spike-like feature in the inflaton evolution

Ema et al. [13] have observed that the inflaton field derivative exhibits a spike-like feature
relevant to particle production. Such a spike is caused by the shape of the inflaton potential,
as viewed in the Einstein frame, because it combines a quadratic potential at larger field values
with a quartic potential at smaller inflaton values. An earlier study of preheating in this system
can be found in [31].

Let us examine the appearance of the spike using our equations of motion. To understand
the essence of the mechanism, one may neglect the Universe expansion. We then have

φ̈+ ω2(φ)φ = 0 , ω2 =
6ξ2φ̇2 + λφφ

2

1 + 6ξ2φ2
. (24)

The quantity ω has a different behaviour at large and small field values. Consider first the larger
φ values.

(a) ξ2φ2 � 1.
In this regime, ω2 ' λφ/(6ξ

2) + (φ̇/φ)2. Let us use the Ansatz φ = φ0 cosωt, where φ0 and ω
are treated as approximately constant. As long as the field value is large enough, i.e. cos2 ωt�
sin2 ωt, the oscillation frequency is indeed almost constant and

ω2 '
λφ
6ξ2

. (25)

This expression therefore gives the frequency of large-amplitude oscillations.
(b) ξ2φ2 � 1.

Consider the small field limit φ→ 0. In this case,

ω2 ' 6ξ2φ̇2 (26)

and ω cannot a priori be treated as a slowly varying function. The EOM becomes

φ̈+ 6ξ2φ̇2 φ = 0 . (27)

This is easily solved for φ̇,
φ̇ = const× e−3ξ2φ2 , (28)

where the constant is determined by the boundary conditions. In the small field regime, the
exponent is close to one, so φ̇ ' const. The size of the constant can be evaluated using approxi-
mate energy conservation. The energy density at the end of inflation, λφ/ξ2, gets converted into
the kinetic energy at φ = 0, so φ̇2 ∼ λφ/ξ2. Hence

φ̇ ∼
√
λφ/ξ (29)

2The λφ dependence can be eliminated from the scalar EOM by introducing a rescaled time variable t′ =
√
λφ t.
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Figure 2: The inflaton field and its velocity evolution in the Jordan frame at ξ = 104.

and
ω ∼

√
λφ . (30)

This corresponds to a much sharper variation of φ compared to the large field case, by a factor
of ξ. As |φ| increases away from the zero crossing, the velocity becomes exponentially suppressed
according to (28), which generates a spike in φ̇.

The Hubble friction does not change this behaviour fundamentally, so the full system exhibits
similar features. The main point is that the frequency ω characterizing the variation of φ in time
changes abruptly around inflaton zero crossings φ = 0, which indicates non-adiabaticity. A
numerical example illustrating the presence of spike-like features in shown in Fig. 2. Due to the
logarithmic scale, there also appear “negative” spikes corresponding to φ̇→ 0.

2.2.2 Non-adiabaticity

Semiclassical particle production is characterized by the non-adiabaticity parameter ω̇/ω2. The
oscillation frequency ω changes abruptly at the border of the regions considered above, so let us
focus on ξ|φ| . 1. In this case,

ω '
√

6ξ|φ̇|√
1 + 6ξ2φ2

. (31)

This is because λφφ2 � ξ2φ̇2 in this region. Indeed, approximate energy conservation requires
λφ/ξ

2 ∼ φ̇2 + λφφ
4, while the potential term is negligible at φ ∼ 1/ξ.

One then finds for φ̇ > 0,
ω̇

ω2
' −2

√
6ξφ√

1 + 6ξ2φ2
. (32)

The second factor in this expression is bounded by one, so |ω̇/ω2| > 1 at ξφ ∼ 1 with the maximal
value of 2. This behaviour is seen in Fig. 3.

These considerations can be extended to modes with non-zero momenta by replacing

ω2 → k2

a2
+ ω2 . (33)
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Figure 3: The non-adiabaticity parameter for ξ = 104.

As long as k2/a2 . ω2, the above conclusions apply. In the non-adiabatic region, ω .
√
λφ.

Therefore, the momentum cut-off for the produced particles is of order

k

a
.
√
λφ . (34)

3 Postinflationary dynamics on the lattice and unitarity

The dynamics of the inflaton field after inflation are complicated by backreaction and rescattering
effects. These lead to fast decay of the zero mode and growth of inhomogeneities, both of which
have an impact on unitarity violation considerations. To take such effects into account, we resort
to lattice simulations using the tool CosmoLattice [32, 33].

Figure 4: Evolution of the energy density scale ρ1/4 in Planck units. Left: ξ = 100, λφ =
4.4× 10−6. Right: ξ = 2000, λφ = 1.8× 10−3.

The initial conditions for the simulation are chosen as follows: at the end of inflation, φ ∼
1/
√
ξ in Planck units, we neglect φ̇ and solve Eq. 20 to find φ, φ̇ at later times.3 At the same

time, we evolve the field fluctuations with a Python code to set up the boundary conditions
for the CosmoLattice simulations. For the latter, we use φ = 0.01 as the initial value (a = 1)
and adopt the normalization (12) with N = 60. This implies, for example, that at a = 1,

3We find that the results are insensitive to the initial value of φ̇ as long as it is small.
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ρ1/4 = 0.0023 for ξ = 100 and ρ1/4 = 0.00247 for ξ = 500. At this stage, we set vacuum
fluctuations as the initial conditions for the inflaton momentum modes and evolve these with the
help of lattice simulations. We find that using inflationary fluctuations instead does not make a
visible difference since inflation affects superhorizon modes k/a . H, while the hard modes are
much more important for our purposes (see also [30]).

Given the shape of the inflaton potential, one expects the energy density to scale as non-
relativistic matter initially, while at later times, the scaling becomes radiation-like. In practice,
the field fluctuations play an important role such that the truly non-relativistic regime shortens
significantly and most of the time at φ > 1/ξ the system behaves as semirelativistic, i.e. exhibits
a scaling law between a−3 and a−4. For φ . 1/ξ, the system becomes radiation-like, so

ρ ∝ a−(3+x) , 1/ξ . φ . 1/
√
ξ ,

ρ ∝ a−4 , φ . 1/ξ , (35)

where 0 < x < 1. Numerical examples of the energy density evolution are shown in Fig. 4. The
apparent strong oscillatory behaviour is due to lattice limitations, yet the above scaling applies
to ρ averaged over a few oscillation periods.

Figure 5: Evolution of the inflaton momentum spectrum (red to blue). Left: ξ = 100, aend = 300.
Right: ξ = 500, aend = 70. nk is the occupation number and the comoving momentum k is in
units of

√
λφ, where λφ is fixed by the COBE normalization.

The oscillating inflaton background evolves non-adiabatically (Sec. 2.2.2) and resonantly ex-
cites non-zero momentum modes via an analog of Eq. 20. The process is highly non-linear and
can be studied reliably only on the lattice. Expanding φ(x) in 3-momentum modes φk as in
[34], it is convenient to define a rescaled variable Yk ≡ aφk as a function of conformal time τ :
dτ = dt/a. Then, the oscillator number nk and the corresponding frequency ωk are defined by

nk ≡
1

2

(
ωk|Yk|2 +

1

ωk
|Ẏk|2

)
, (36)

ω2
k ≡ k2 + a2

〈
∂2V (φ)

∂φ2

〉
, (37)

where 〈...〉 denotes spacial averaging. nk changes in time signifying particle production and
rescattering. Evolution of the (comoving) momentum spectrum for two representative examples
ξ = 100 and ξ = 500 is shown in Fig. 5. One observes the momentum cut-off of order

√
λφ, as
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expected. The typical occupation numbers are very large, nk � 1, manifesting the importance
of collective effects. At late times, one also observes an isolated peak in the spectrum. It is due
to the momentum modes excited in the φ4 potential via the Lamé equation [34]. The magnitude
of this momentum band is given approximately by

k ∼
√
λφ φ∗ , (38)

where φ∗ ∼ 1/ξ corresponds to the onset of the quartic potential regime. This only gives a rough
estimate since the velocity of the field at φ∗ is non-zero, unlike in the analysis of [34], and φ∗ is
not precisely defined. Finally, the bump is expected to be smoothed out on a larger time scale
due to rescattering.

An important ingredient in our study is the evolution of the inflaton zero mode. The inflaton
background affects the unitarity bound, hence it is essential to determine its decay time. Fig. 6
displays the evolution of the background |〈φ〉| and the fluctuation amplitude

√
〈φ2〉 − 〈φ〉2 for

ξ = 100, 2000. We observe that at large ξ, the fluctuations become larger than the background
when the zero mode is of the size

φ∗ ∼
1

ξ
. (39)

This inflaton value signifies the transition to the quartic potential regime. From this point on,
the system becomes fully dominated by fluctuations and the background can be neglected for
most purposes. (For small ξ ∼ 5, these conclusions do not apply and the fluctuations are much
suppressed.)

Figure 6: Evolution of the inflaton zero mode and the inflaton variance. Left: ξ = 100,
λφ = 4.4× 10−6. Right: ξ = 2000, λφ = 1.8× 10−3.

3.1 Unitarity violation: simple estimate

When the inflaton background value is negligible, a ballpark estimate of the unitarity bound on
ξ can be obtained by analyzing the energy density of the system. Since ξ〈φ2〉 � 1, the difference
between the Jordan and Einstein frames is insignificant in terms of the energy scales, hence one
can use either frame to estimate the unitarity bound.

The canonically normalized inflaton variable χ in the Einstein frame is defined by the dif-
ferential equation

dχ

dφ
=

√
1 + ξφ(1 + 6ξφ)φ2

(1 + ξφφ2)2
. (40)
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The solution is given by (10), although it is often more convenient to work directly with (40) in
specific limits.

Since the kinetic and the curvature terms are canonical, all the non-trivial physics resides in
the scalar potential V = λφφ

4/
[
4(1 + ξφ2)2

]
formulated in terms of χ. Given the inflaton back-

ground value at the particular evolution stage, one expands the potential in terms of fluctuations
over the background. Perturbative unitarity within the effective field theory description then
imposes a constraint on the energy scale of the fluctuations. During inflation, the expansion is
of the form (δχ)n so that the unitarity violation scale is MPl [12]. The same bound also applies
at the end of inflation when χ ∼ ξφ2 ∼ 1. This can be shown by examining (40) in the vicinity
of ξφ2 ∼ 1. However, at very small φ� 1/ξ and large ξ � 1,

φ ' χ (1− ξ2χ2) . (41)

The expansion around the vacuum then has the form (ξχ)n, which implies that the perturbative
scattering amplitudes based on V (χ) blow up at the energy scale 1/ξ .4 The characteristic energy
scale for the scattering processes can be taken to be ρ1/4 at the time when the background
becomes negligible, so the unitarity limit corresponds to

ρ1/4(φ∗) ∼
1

ξ
. (42)

The resulting bound on ξ can be estimated by
(
λφ/4ξ

2
)1/4 × a−3/4

∗ ∼ 1/ξ, where a∗ is the scale
factor corresponding to the decay of the zero mode and we have assumed non-relativistic scaling
of the energy density before a∗. Since typically a∗ is between 5 and 10, this gives the critical
value of ξ around 1000. A more careful numerical analysis yields

ξ0
max ' 2000 . (43)

Here the superscript 0 serves to emphasise that this result is based on simple dimensional analysis.

3.2 Impact of collective effects on the unitarity bound

After inflation, the inflaton field exhibits complicated dynamics where collective effects are impor-
tant. The system can be treated as a collection inflaton quanta with given occupation numbers
nk, which can be very large. On the other hand, the typical momentum can be much below the
naive estimate ρ1/4. In what follows, we estimate the impact of collective effects on the unitarity
bound within the effective field theory approach.

To be specific, let us study the Higgs quanta production by the inflaton field. Since the
system must be reheated at some stage, consider a small trilinear coupling in the Jordan frame,

∆V = σφh φH
†H , (44)

which leads to inflaton decay at late times. In the Einstein frame, the corresponding interaction
is ∆V/

[
4(1 + ξφ2)2

]
written in terms of χ� 1. We may choose σφh to be so small that it does

not affect the preheating dynamics. When the inflaton background becomes negligible, one can
use (41) or, more precisely, a high order expansion of (10) around zero, which gives φ as a series
in (ξχ)n plus subleading terms. As a result, we obtain a set of interactions

σφhH
†H

χn

Λn−1
, (45)

4The size of the coupling λφ does not matter for a sufficiently large n.
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where
Λ ≡ 1

ξ
. (46)

Such interactions induce, in particular, n → 2 Higgs production processes. Their efficiency
depends on the mode occupation numbers or, in other words, momentum distribution function.
For highly occupied modes, the corresponding amplitude can become large violating perturbative
unitarity.

To make simple estimates, let us approximate the inflaton momentum distribution function
by a step function,

f(p) = f × θ(pmax − |p|) , (47)

where f is a constant and pmax corresponds to the “maximal” 3-momentum. The inflaton num-
ber density and the energy density are defined by n =

∫ d3p
(2π)3

f(p) and ρ =
∫ d3p

(2π)3
Ep f(p) ,

respectively. In practice, the inflaton quanta can be treated as relativistic, Ep ' |p| since the
induced inflaton mass

√
λφ〈φ2〉 is smaller than the typical momenta. Then,

n =
1

6π2
p3

max f , ρ =
1

8π2
p4

max f . (48)

We observe that for f � 1, the characteristic momentum pmax is far below ρ1/4.
The probability of the Higgs pair production with fixed momenta via (45) is given by

ρ(n→ 2) =
1

n!

∫ ( n∏
i=1

d3ki
(2π)32Ei

f(ki)

)
(2π)4δ(4)

∑
i

Ki −
∑
j

Pj

 |M(n→ 2)|2 , (49)

where Ki and Pj are the initial and final 4-momenta, respectively; M(n → 2) is the standard
QFT transition amplitude, and n! accounts for identical particles in the initial state. Let us
normalize the coefficient of operator (45) to 1/n! to avoid large combinatorial factors in the
amplitude. Then, performing the integrals and using the Stirling approximation for n!, one finds
that for sufficiently large n, the transition probability grows as

ρ(n→ 2) ∝
(
cn
pmax
√
f

Λ

)2n

, (50)

with cn =
√
e/(8π2n). The prefactor in (50) is unimportant for large enough n so that the

precise value of σφh does not play any role. If the factor in the parentheses is significantly larger
than one, the probability grows uncontrollably violating unitarity. We note that the precise
value of cn depends on the coefficient of operator (45): for instance, if it is order 1 instead of
1/n!, the

√
n factor in cn would appear in the numerator instead of the denominator. Given this

ambiguity, in what follows we will simply assume cn ∼ O(1).5

We conclude that the figure of merit for the effective field theory expansion is roughly

κ ∼ pmax
√
f

Λ
(51)

5Although the coefficients of higher dimensional operators can be computed, their signs alternate. Given that
our system is a superposition of states with fixed particle numbers (“squeezed” state), the collective impact of
these operators is difficult to estimate, hence we simply focus on a single term assuming cn ∼ 1.
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for moderately large n, and unitarity requires

κ . 1 . (52)

Hence, highly occupied states can cause problems even for low characteristic energy of the inflaton
quanta. To give an example, we find that for ξ = 500 at a ∼ 6 corresponding to the decay of the
inflaton zero mode,6

pmax ∼ 10−2
√
λφ , f ∼ 104 , (53)

which makes κ ∼ 5. The inflaton effective mass at this stage is of order
√
λφ〈φ2〉 ∼

√
λφ/ξ,

which is below pmax justifying our relativistic approximation. For larger ξ, κ grows further: the
main factors are pmax ∝

√
λφ ∝ ξ due to the inflationary constraint and 1/Λ ∝ ξ, making κ ∝ ξ2.

Even though
√
f decreases tending to O(1) at very large ξ and the decay time for the zero mode

increases slowly with ξ (Fig. 6), these factors do not overcome the ξ2 growth. We conclude that
unitarity is violated at

ξmax ∼ few × 100 (54)

according to the above criterion, keeping in mind the uncertainty associated with cn.
We see that collective effects lead to a stronger unitarity bound. This tendency can be

understood as follows. If we impose a bound on the energy density of the system, this constrains
pmax f

1/4 according to (48). On the other hand, the combination that appears in scattering
processes is pmax f

1/2. Thus, we have

pmax f
1/2 � pmax f

1/4 , (55)

and the scattering bound is stronger by the factor f1/4 � 1. For small occupation numbers, on
the other hand, the results are similar. Below we illustrate the above statement with a simple
example.

Example. Let us apply an analogous analysis to Higgs production by an inflaton background
in the φ2 potential. The process can be viewed as annihilation of the non-relativistic inflaton
quanta. Suppose V = 1

2m
2φ2 and the interaction term is φ4h2/Λ2. The momentum distribution

function for the inflaton can be written as f(p) = (2π)3δ(3)(p)n, where n is the number density.
Although this system is non-relativistic, n and ρ can be expressed in terms of the parameters
of our box-shaped distribution function. Since ρ = mn, one finds pmax = 4m/3 which plays
the role of the characteristic energy scale. The average occupation number is then found via
f = 8π2 ρ/p4

max, which yields f ∼ 15φ2/m2 � 1. In the case at hand, we can also take into
account the effect of cn: with the above normalization, the analog of cn is about 1/7 such that
cn pmax

√
f/Λ becomes unity at φ ∼ Λ, which signals unitarity violation. Therefore, we obtain

the expected result. The cutoff Λ is far above the typical energy of the inflaton quantum m and
the large occupation number plays a crucial role. Note that requiring ρ1/4 of the inflaton field
to be below the cut-off would impose a very different constraint φ < Λ2/m.

Similar considerations apply to inflaton self-interaction χl+4/Λl. The corresponding n → 2
reaction rate is enhanced by a further factor f2 from the final state, which is however inconse-
quential for a sufficiently large l. Thus, one again obtains the unitarity bound (54). Note also
that, if the bound is violated, the system becomes sensitive to arbitrarily small couplings to new
fields, which signals pathology, at least within effective field theory.

6We obtain these numbers from the lattice output by parametrizing the physical energy and particle densities
in terms of pmax and f . These quantities are obtained in the Jordan frame, however, at this stage φ ∼ χ and the
difference between the frames is insignificant for our purposes.
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It is important to understand the limitations of our analysis. We have relied on perturbative
description within effective field theory, yet violation of perturbative unitarity does not always
imply fundamental problems [35, 36]. Also, we have dealt with n-particle states, whereas the
system in reality is a complicated superposition of such states. However, we believe that our
analysis captures the main physical features and results in a reasonable estimate of ξmax, above
which the effective field theory description becomes inadequate.

3.3 Effect of a significant Higgs-inflaton coupling

Figure 7: Evolution of the inflaton zero mode and the variances in the presence of the inflaton-
Higgs coupling λφh = 0.5 at ξ = 1000 with 4 Higgs d.o.f.

A significant inflaton coupling to other fields, e.g. the Higgs boson [37, 38], leads to more
efficient particle production and quicker background decay. Fig. 7 shows an example for ξ = 1000
with λφh = 0.5, where the coupling is defined by

∆V =
1

2
λφh φ

2H†H . (56)

The zero mode decays by a ∼ 3, which makes its lifetime shorter by a factor of 2-3 compared to
the zero coupling case. This occurs due to strong backreaction effects of the produced Higgses
on the inflaton background. By the time a ∼ 4, the Higgs field variance becomes larger than
that of the inflaton. At this stage, the system reaches quasiequilibrium such that each degree of
freedom carries the same fraction of the total energy. Since the Higgs field has 4 d.o.f. at high
energies, it dominates. We find that the Higgs self-coupling between 0 and 10−2 at this scale
does not affect the results in any significant way.

Since the background decays very quickly, the simple unitarity bound based on ρ1/4(φ∗) ∼ 1/ξ
becomes stronger. For the above parameters, it requires ξ < 1000. Another effect of a strong
inflaton-Higgs coupling is that the spectrum shifts to the UV which increases κ. For instance,
ξ = 1000 yields κ ∼ 20 at the background decay time. The resulting ξmax decreases by about
a factor of 2. Although this makes the unitarity constraint stronger, the improvement does not
change the estimate (54) fundamentally, given the uncertainties involved.

A significant Higgs-inflaton coupling is interesting in the context of inflaton dark matter [39]
and inflaton thermalization [40]. As shown recently in [41], the minimal inflaton dark matter
model is only viable if mφ ' mh/2. This conclusion was based on the assumption that the
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non-minimal coupling ξ cannot exceed about 300 without violating unitarity. Our current work
supports this assumption and reinforces the conclusions of [41]. We note also that the direct
dark matter detection limits have become significantly stronger [42], which puts many variants
of Higgs portal dark matter under extra pressure and confines inflaton dark matter to a narrow
resonance region.

Particle production becomes even more efficient if the inflaton has derivative couplings, as in
original Higgs inflation [8]. This case was studied in [13] with the conclusion that, for ξ � 1, much
of the inflaton energy can be converted into particles already within a single inflaton oscillation.
Clearly, this is problematic for unitarity since Higgs inflation requires ξ ∼ 5× 104.

Finally, let us note that this framework offers interesting reheating, dark matter and leptoge-
nesis phenomenology [43, 44, 45]. It does not require an explicit coupling of dark matter to the
inflaton. Since the inflationary scale is high, dark matter is abundantly produced by gravitational
effects during inflation and/or preheating [46].

4 Conclusion

Models of inflation driven by a non-minimal scalar coupling to curvature are among the most
attractive and experimentally viable models of the Early Universe. We have studied postinflation-
ary dynamics in a singlet scalar model of this type. In particular, employing lattice simulations,
we have focused on perturbative unitarity constraints after inflation with a large non-minimal
coupling ξ. The main ingredients in our study are the decay time of the inflaton zero mode and
collective effects associated with large occupation numbers of the inflaton momentum modes.
We find that for values of ξ above a few hundreds, such collective effects lead to large scattering
amplitudes within effective field theory, thereby violating perturbative unitarity. This is the
case even if the inflaton does not have any substantial couplings to other fields. We thus obtain
an upper bound on ξ, at least, in the effective field theory description. If the inflaton has a
significant coupling to other fields, particle production becomes more efficient and the unitarity
bound becomes stronger.
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