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Puzzles in the determination of the hadronic-vacuum-polarization contribution currently impede a
conclusive interpretation of the precision measurement of the anomalous magnetic moment of the muon at
the Fermilab experiment. One such puzzle concerns tensions between evaluations in lattice QCD and using
eþe− → hadrons cross-section data. In lattice QCD, the dominant isospin-symmetric part and isospin-
breaking (IB) corrections are calculated separately, with very different systematic effects. Identifying these
two pieces in a data-driven approach provides an opportunity to compare them individually and trace back
the source of the discrepancy. Here, we estimate the IB component of the lattice-QCD calculations from
phenomenology, based on a comprehensive study of exclusive contributions that can be enhanced
via infrared singularities, threshold effects, or hadronic resonances, including, for the first time, in the
eþe− → 3π channel. We observe sizable cancellations among different channels, with a sum that even
suggests a slightly larger result for the QED correction than obtained in lattice QCD. We conclude that the
tensions between lattice QCD and eþe− data therefore cannot be explained by the IB contributions in the
lattice-QCD calculations.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevLett.131.161905

Introduction.—The anomalous magnetic moment of the
muon aμ ¼ ðg − 2Þμ=2 has been measured at a precision of
0.35 parts per million [1–5],

aexpμ ¼ 116 592 061ð41Þ × 10−11; ð1Þ

and further improvements are expected shortly from the
Fermilab experiment. To fully profit from this impressive
achievement, a commensurate level of precision is required
for the prediction within the standard model (SM) [6–33],

aSMμ ½eþe−� ¼ 116 591 810ð43Þ × 10−11; ð2Þ

whose uncertainty is dominated by hadronic effects. In
particular, Eq. (2) reflects the prediction if the leading
hadronic correction, hadronic vacuum polarization (HVP),

is determined from eþe− → hadrons cross-section data, via
the master formula [34,35]

aHVPμ ¼
�
αmμ

3π

�
2
Z

∞

sthr

ds
K̂ðsÞ
s2

RhadðsÞ;

RhadðsÞ ¼
3s

4πα2
σ½eþe− → hadronsðþγÞ�: ð3Þ

With the kernel function K̂ðsÞ known in analytical form, the
challenge amounts to a sub-percent-level measurement of
the hadronic R-ratio Rhad, including radiative corrections.
By convention, the leading-order HVP contribution is
defined photon inclusively, in such a way that the integra-
tion threshold is determined by the π0γ channel, sthr ¼ M2

π0
.

While for the subleading hadronic correction, hadronic
light-by-light scattering, both subsequent lattice-QCD
studies [36–40] and data-driven methods [41–52] have
largely corroborated the evaluation from Ref. [6] (further
improvements required for the final Fermilab precision [53]
are ongoing [54], and also higher-order hadronic effects
[18,33,55,56] are well under control), the HVP result
underlying (2) has been challenged by lattice QCD and
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the new eþe− → 2π data by CMD-3 [57]. For what
concerns the latter, the question whether radiative correc-
tions in the interpretation of eþe− → 2π data could provide
an explanation of the discrepancy with other experiments is
currently being investigated [58–62].
Here, we instead focus on the comparison to lattice

QCD. First, Ref. [63] differs for the entire HVP integral by
2.1σ from eþe− data. In addition, to try and disentangle
different regions in center-of-mass energy

ffiffiffi
s

p
, one can

study so-called Euclidean-time windows [64], which
amount to adding weight functions into the integral
appearing in Eq. (3). With the parameter choices from
Ref. [64], one typically defines a short-distance (SD),
intermediate (int), and long-distance (LD) window, where
the intermediate window behaves particularly well as
regards systematic effects in lattice QCD. Accordingly,
several collaborations have confirmed a significant tension
in this quantity [65–69], well beyond the level found in
Ref. [63] for the full HVP contribution. At present, no
simple solution to this puzzle is known, in particular in
view of the pattern of changes in the intermediate window,
total HVP, and the hadronic running of the fine-structure
constant [70–75], and beyond-the-SM solutions become
very contorted if at all possible [76–79].
Besides the consideration of windows, another point that

can be scrutinized in lattice-QCD calculations concerns the
separation into an isosymmetric part and isospin-breaking
(IB) corrections, the latter further separated into QED,
Oðe2Þ, and strong IB,Oðδ¼mu−mdÞ, effects. Attempts to
estimate such corrections from phenomenology have been
made before [80–82], but with detailed work on the main
exclusive channels, eþe−→ 2π [13,83,84], 3π [14,85],

K̄K [86], we are now in a position to evaluate all IB
contributions for which enhancement from infrared (IR)
singularities, threshold effects, or hadronic resonances is
expected, and thus to provide a valuable point of compari-
son to lattice QCD for the IB corrections. This is the main
purpose of this Letter.
Radiative channels.—The first class of contributions

arises from radiative channels, since the cross section
entering the HVP integral (3) includes photonic correc-
tions. By definition, it gives rise to a pureOðe2Þ effect, and
the different channels can simply be evaluated in terms
of their respective cross sections. For eþe− → π0γ we use
the dispersive analysis from Ref. [17], while for ηγ and
ωð→π0γÞπ0 a simple vector-meson-dominance model
proves sufficient to reproduce the full evaluation from
Refs. [15,16]. For our analysis, we will use the values given
in the first panel of Table I, where we also provide the
decomposition onto Euclidean-time windows. Regarding
the energy dependence of these contributions, π0γ and ηγ
are dominated by ω and ϕ resonances, respectively, while
the ωð→π0γÞπ0 channel has a more complicated origin.
In principle, it could be booked as a π0π0γ final state, but
since its contribution is qualitatively different from a
radiative correction to 2π, we follow the convention to list
this channel separately. It arises via the transition form
factor ω → π0γ�, coupling the virtual photon to the initial-
state eþe− pair, with a subsequent decay ω → π0γ.
Phenomenologically, this transition form factor is domi-
nated by the ρð1450Þ resonance [87], and thus leads to a
surprisingly large radiative contribution despite having its
main support well beyond 1 GeV. Other radiative channels,
such as η0γ, are already negligible.

TABLE I. IB effects to aHVPμ from the various radiative channels, FSR, ρ–ω mixing, and threshold effects, separated into Oðe2Þ and
OðδÞ contributions as well as SD, intermediate, and LD windows. The 2π numbers for FSR and ρ–ω mixing from Ref. [83] have been
slightly updated to be consistent with the ω width extracted from the 3π channel [85]. The uncertainties in the last line refer to the
quadratic sum of the individual errors, see Table II for the additional uncertainty estimates discussed in the main text. All entries in units
of 10−10.

SD Int LD Full

Oðe2Þ OðδÞ Oðe2Þ OðδÞ Oðe2Þ OðδÞ Oðe2Þ OðδÞ
π0γ 0.16(0) � � � 1.52(2) � � � 2.70(4) � � � 4.38(6) � � �
ηγ 0.05(0) � � � 0.34(1) � � � 0.31(1) � � � 0.70(2) � � �
ωð→ π0γÞπ0 0.15(0) � � � 0.54(1) � � � 0.19(0) � � � 0.88(2) � � �
FSR (2π) 0.12(0) � � � 1.17(1) � � � 3.13(3) � � � 4.42(4) � � �
FSR (3π) 0.03(0) � � � 0.20(0) � � � 0.28(1) � � � 0.51(1) � � �
FSR (KþK−) 0.07(0) � � � 0.39(2) � � � 0.29(2) � � � 0.75(4) � � �
ρ–ω mixing (2π) � � � 0.06(1) � � � 0.86(6) � � � 2.87(12) � � � 3.79(19)
ρ–ω mixing (3π) � � � −0.13ð3Þ � � � −1.03ð27Þ � � � −1.52ð40Þ � � � −2.68ð70Þ
Pion mass (2π) 0.04(8) � � � −0.09ð56Þ � � � −7.62ð63Þ � � � −7.67ð94Þ � � �
Kaon mass (KþK−) −0.29ð1Þ 0.44(2) −1.71ð9Þ 2.63(14) −1.24ð6Þ 1.91(10) −3.24ð17Þ 4.98(26)
Kaon mass (K̄0K0) 0.00(0) −0.41ð2Þ −0.01ð0Þ −2.44ð12Þ −0.01ð0Þ −1.78ð9Þ −0.02ð0Þ −4.62ð23Þ
Sum 0.33(8) −0.04ð4Þ 2.34(57) 0.02(33) −1.97ð63Þ 1.48(44) 0.71(95) 1.47(80)
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Final-state radiation.—The second class of contribu-
tions will be labeled as final-state radiation (FSR), even
though it quantifies the combination of virtual-photon and
bremsstrahlung diagrams. For the 2π channel, the effect is
typically defined by an inclusive correction factor η2π
[88–91], which sums up those contributions that inherit
some IR enhancement after the IR singularities have
canceled (see Refs. [61,92] for a more general treatment
of radiative corrections to eþe− → πþπ−). Indeed, it was
shown in Ref. [93] that the non-IR-enhanced πþπ−γ
contribution (as well as π0π0γ below 1 GeV) is small,
and a similar conclusion pertains to radiative corrections to
the forward–backward asymmetry in eþe− → πþπ−
[59,60]. For the 2π channel, we thus use the outcome of
Ref. [83] based on η2π , supplemented by the small
corrections from Ref. [93], and likewise for KþK− [86].
For the 3π channel, the study of radiative corrections is far
less advanced for two main reasons. First, the low-energy
limit of the amplitude is related to the Wess-Zumino-Witten
anomaly [94,95], which leads to a nonrenormalizable
theory for radiative corrections [96–98], while in the 2π
channel the leading order in chiral perturbation theory
(ChPT) coincides with scalar QED. Second, the non-
radiative cross section is dominated by ω and ϕ resonances,
which needs to be taken into account for any realistic
estimate. Here, we focus again on the IR-enhanced radi-
ative corrections, which arise from the diagrams shown in
Fig. 1 and can be captured by combining η2π for the
invariant mass of the πþπ− subsystem with Khuri-Treiman
techniques [99] for the γ� → 3π amplitude [100–107], see
Ref. [85] for more details. The results are summarized in
the second panel of Table I, also exclusively in the Oðe2Þ
category.
ρ–ω mixing.—The interference of ρ and ω arises in both

the 2π and 3π channels, for the former there is an IB
admixture of the ω to the dominant ρ peak and vice versa.
In the 2π case, this effect can be captured in a model-
independent way by identifying the ρ–ω mixing parameter
ϵω with the residue at the ω pole. Together with constraints
on the threshold behavior, the resulting fit function is very
rigid, with little freedom in the line shape [83]. In contrast,
a signal for ρ–ω mixing in eþe− → 3π was first reported in
Ref. [108], yet based on a parametrization that violates the
analyticity and unitarity properties of the amplitude. Here,
we construct a ρ–ω mixing contribution with sound
analytic properties based on the coupled-channel frame-
work of Ref. [48], which predicts that the ω contribution in
the dispersive formalism of Ref. [14] be multiplied with

gπðsÞ ¼ 1 −
g2ωγϵω
e2

ΠπðsÞ; ð4Þ

where gωγ parametrizes the ω–γ coupling and Ππ denotes
the vacuum-polarization function for a πþπ− pair. In the
narrow-width limit, the latter collapses to a ρ propagator,

with a coefficient g2ωγ=g2ργ ¼ 10.9ð1.2Þ [48,109] that
comes close to the expected vector-meson-dominance
enhancement factor 9 compared to 2π. The fact that the
resulting sizable ρ–ω mixing effect in the 3π channel
cancels a substantial part of the 2π contribution can also
be made plausible from narrow-resonance arguments,
since the product of the two Breit-Wigner propagators,
PVðsÞ ¼ 1=ðs −M2

V þ iMVΓVÞ, V ¼ ρ, ω, as occurs nat-
urally in the HVP function, decomposes as

PρðsÞPωðsÞ ¼
1

M2
ρ −M2

ω − iMρΓρ þ iMωΓω

× ðPρðsÞ − PωðsÞÞ; ð5Þ

leading to terms in the 2π and 3π channel that tend to
cancel, see Ref. [85] for more details. Finally, to separate ϵω
onto Oðe2Þ and OðδÞ components, we rely on arguments
from ChPT [110–112], which suggest that, after the γ–ω
mixing diagram is removed in the bare cross section, ϵω
should be primarily ofOðδÞ origin. The results for this class
of contributions are given in the third panel of Table I.
Threshold effects.—The final class of IB corrections

arises from the mass differences of pion and kaon. For the
pion, its mass is defined by the mass of the neutral pion in
lattice-QCD calculations, which produces a large correc-
tion due to the low 2π threshold. Given this threshold
enhancement, it is not sufficient to simply change the phase
space, instead, we estimate the change incurred between
neutral and charged pion mass using a dispersive repre-
sentation of the pion vector form factor, calculating the
pion-mass dependence of the phase shift in unitarized
ChPT [113–116]. Comparing one- and two-loop results,
we observe a reasonable convergence pattern [82], in such a
way that the dominant uncertainty arises from a low-energy
constant at two-loop order. We cross-checked this result
using a neutral-pion-mass phase shift obtained from solv-
ing Roy equations [92,117–120], with input for the ππ
scattering lengths at the neutral pion mass from two-loop
ChPT [114,121,122]. The uncertainties given in Table I
quantify the level of agreement between the two methods.
For the K̄K channel, a similar threshold enhancement

occurs because the ϕ resonance is located very close to the

FIG. 1. Representative diagrams for radiative corrections in
eþe− → 3π. IR-enhanced effects occur after the IR divergences
from virtual photons (left) and real emission (right) have
canceled.
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K̄K threshold. In this case, we need to make sure that the
decomposition of the kaon mass into Oðe2Þ and OðδÞ
pieces matches the conventions in lattice QCD. Fortunately,
the decomposition

MK� ¼ ð494.58 − 3.05δ þ 2.14e2Þ MeV;

MK0 ¼ ð494.58þ 3.03δÞ MeV; ð6Þ

derived based on self energies that correspond to the elastic
part of the Cottingham formula [86,123], agrees well with
typical schemes employed in lattice QCD (for which, in
addition, the scale setting needs to be specified), in
particular Ref. [63]. The results for all mass corrections
are summarized in the fourth panel of Table I. We also
considered pion-mass effects in the 3π channel, but in this
case the corrections are strongly suppressed by phase
space. Moreover, one could think that the pion-mass
dependence of the ω width [105] might play a role, but
this effect cancels out at the level of the integral.
Uncertainty estimates.—The errors given in Table I

quantify the uncertainties in the determination of each
particular effect, while the uncertainties of the sum are
propagated in quadrature. The largest uncertainties arise in
the ρ–ω mixing contribution in the 3π channel, largely
due to the sensitivity to the assumed line shape of the
amplitude [85], and from the pion mass difference in the 2π
channel. However, before comparing to results from lattice
QCD, we need to add uncertainties arising from subdomi-
nant channels or energy regions that we have not consid-
ered so far. We will estimate these uncertainties as follows:
first, we considered QED corrections to the R-ratio, but
those scale as the expected Oðα=πÞ ¼ Oð10−3Þ [124], and
thus lead to negligible corrections≲0.1 × 10−10 for the part
of the HVP integral typically estimated with perturbative
QCD. Second, an ambiguity arises in the identification of
resonance couplings in the isospin limit. The first such case
occurs in the K̄K channel, in which the residues of the ϕ,
cϕ, in the fit to data reveal an IB effect of about 2%,
cϕ ¼ 0.977ð6Þ (KþK−) and cϕ ¼ 1.001ð6Þ (K̄0K0). This
IB effect is not included in Table I, since it is unclear how
the isospin limit should be defined. Instead, we used the
charged- (neutral-) kaon residue in the KþK− (K̄0K0)
channel. The opposite assignment produces a shift of

Δacϕμ ¼ 0.90 × 10−10 ð7Þ

in the KþK− integral, and we will assign this value (and its
decomposition onto the windows) as an additional source
of uncertainty that should give an indication of missing
effects in the exclusive channels that otherwise have been
explicitly included. Finally, we need to estimate the impact
of those channels not explicitly included, the largest of
which being eþe− → 4π. Absent any distinct resonance
structures or threshold enhancements, we estimate the size

of IB therein by a generic 1% correction (motivated by the
FSR effect in 2π), which amounts to

Δamissing channels
μ ¼ 1.16 × 10−10; ð8Þ

and this error could be scaled accordingly if a larger or
smaller size of IB effects in the remainder were to be
admitted. This final uncertainty is distributed onto the
windows according to the isospin-conserving part of the
missing channels.
Bottom line.—Our final results are summarized in

Table II, in comparison to the lattice-QCD computations
from Refs. [63,64]. In the SD window, the dominant
uncertainty originates, as expected, from missing channels,
since this part of the HVP integrals probes mostly the high-
energy tail. Within uncertainties, both the Oðe2Þ and OðδÞ
contributions are consistent with zero. The signal in the
electromagnetic part mainly comes from the ωð→ π0γÞπ0
channel, due to its support around the ρð1450Þ. In the LD
window, the higher channels only play a minor role, and we
find a small positive (negative) correction for strong IB
(QED), both of which are the result of a cancellation among
several sizable contributions. In the intermediate window,
we see a larger Oðe2Þ contribution than in lattice QCD,
which becomes partly compensated for the full HVP
integral. In the latter case, both Oðe2Þ and OðδÞ contribu-
tions agree within uncertainties, maybe with a slight excess
in the QED correction. In view of the potential ambiguity at
higher orders in ChPT in assigning ϵω to strong IB or QED,
it is also instructive to consider the sum of both: in this case,
IB in the full HVP contribution is compatible within
uncertainties, while a larger effect in the intermediate

TABLE II. Final results for the IB contributions in comparison to
the lattice-QCD calculations from Refs. [63,64]. The first error
refers to the one propagated from Table I, the second one to the
ambiguity in theϕ residue, and the third to a generic 1% correction
to other channels not explicitly included in the analysis. The full
OðδÞ contribution can also be compared to the ChPT result 3.32
(89) from Ref. [125], and the intermediate-windowOðe2Þ þOðδÞ
correction to 0.70(47) from Ref. [65] and 0.7(4) from Ref. [126].
Previous lattice results for the full HVP integral include 1.1ð1.0Þe2 ,
6.0ð2.3Þδ from Ref. [127] and 9.5ð4.5Þδ from Ref. [128], see
Ref. [6] for a review. All entries in units of 10−10.

This work Ref. [63] Ref. [64]

SD Oðe2Þ 0.33ð8Þð8Þð49Þ½51� � � � � � �
OðδÞ −0.04ð4Þð8Þð49Þ½50� � � � � � �

Int Oðe2Þ 2.34ð57Þð47Þð55Þ½92� −0.09ð6Þ 0.0(2)
OðδÞ 0.02ð33Þð47Þð55Þ½79� 0.52(4) 0.1(3)

LD Oðe2Þ −1.97ð63Þð36Þð12Þ½74� � � � � � �
OðδÞ 1.48ð44Þð36Þð12Þ½58� � � � � � �

Full Oðe2Þ 0.71ð0.95Þð0.90Þð1.16Þ½1.75� −1.5ð6Þ −1.0ð6.6Þ
OðδÞ 1.47ð0.80Þð0.90Þð1.16Þ½1.67� 1.9(1.2) 10.6(8.0)
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window, entirely driven by the Oðe2Þ contribution,
survives.
The pattern with which the IB effects tend to cancel is

illustrated in Fig. 2, using the smeared R ratio [129]

Rσð
ffiffiffi
s

p Þ ¼
Z

∞

0

dω
e−ðω−

ffiffi
s

p Þ2=ð2σ2Þffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffiffi
2πσ2

p RhadðωÞ: ð9Þ

For a fine resolution, σ ¼ 0.05 GeV (left), the different
channels produce sizable corrections: a negative correction
around the 2π threshold, a net positive effect around the
ρ–ω region, and again a negative correction in the vicinity
of the ϕ. Together with the 1=s2 weighting in Eq. (3), the
various contributions thus balance to a small overall IB
correction. For a broader smearing as considered in
Ref. [129], σ ¼ 0.44 GeV (right), the distinct features
are of course washed out, but also here a small net positive
correction is obtained.
Conclusions.—In this Letter, we systematically compiled

the IB contributions to HVP that display some form of
enhancement, via infrared singularities, threshold effects,
or hadronic resonances, including, for the first time, both
FSR and ρ–ωmixing in eþe− → 3π. The resulting estimate
of IB corrections is primarily motivated by the comparison
to lattice QCD, but also of interest for a data-driven
determination of quark-(dis)connected contributions
[130–132]. Our central result is that the net IB corrections
are small, both for QED and strong IB effects, as a result of
cancellations among individually sizable contributions.
The most noteworthy difference to lattice QCD arises
for the QED contribution in the intermediate window,
for which we obtain a non-negligible positive contribution,
in contrast to essentially a null effect in Refs. [63,64].
Despite the modest size, it would be interesting to better
understand the origin of the differences in the QED
correction, but we emphasize that, even if they were to
disappear in future lattice-QCD calculations, this would
only increase the tension between lattice QCD and eþe− →
hadrons data. From the size of the IB corrections as well as

the sign of the difference to the estimates provided here, we
thus conclude that the IB contributions in the lattice-QCD
calculations can be ruled out as an explanation.
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[77] L. Darmé, G. Grilli di Cortona, and E. Nardi, J. High
Energy Phys. 06 (2022) 122.

[78] A. Crivellin and M. Hoferichter, Phys. Rev. D 108, 013005
(2023).

[79] N. M. Coyle and C. E. M. Wagner, arXiv:2305.02354.
[80] S. Borsanyi et al. (BMWc Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett.

121, 022002 (2018).
[81] F. Jegerlehner, The Anomalous Magnetic Moment of the

Muon (Springer, Cham, 2017), Vol. 274.
[82] M. Hoferichter, G. Colangelo, B.-L. Hoid, B. Kubis, J.

Ruiz de Elvira, D. Stamen, and P. Stoffer, Proc. Sci.
LATTICE2022 (2022) 316 [arXiv:2210.11904].

[83] G. Colangelo, M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, and P. Stoffer,
J. High Energy Phys. 10 (2022) 032.

[84] G. Colangelo, M. Hoferichter, and P. Stoffer, arXiv:
2308.04217.

[85] M. Hoferichter, B.-L. Hoid, B. Kubis, and D. Schuh,
J. High Energy Phys. 08 (2023) 208.

[86] D. Stamen, D. Hariharan, M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, and P.
Stoffer, Eur. Phys. J. C 82, 432 (2022).

[87] M. N. Achasov et al. (SND Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D
88, 054013 (2013).

[88] A. Hoefer, J. Gluza, and F. Jegerlehner, Eur. Phys. J. C 24,
51 (2002).

[89] H. Czyż, A. Grzelińska, J. H. Kühn, and G. Rodrigo, Eur.
Phys. J. C 39, 411 (2005).

[90] J. Gluza, A. Hoefer, S. Jadach, and F. Jegerlehner, Eur.
Phys. J. C 28, 261 (2003).

[91] Y. M. Bystritskiy, E. A. Kuraev, G. V. Fedotovich, and F. V.
Ignatov, Phys. Rev. D 72, 114019 (2005).

[92] G. Colangelo, M. Cottini, J. Monnard, and J. Ruiz de
Elvira (to be published).

[93] B. Moussallam, Eur. Phys. J. C 73, 2539 (2013).
[94] J. Wess and B. Zumino, Phys. Lett. 37B, 95 (1971).
[95] E. Witten, Nucl. Phys. B223, 422 (1983).
[96] L. Ametller, M. Knecht, and P. Talavera, Phys. Rev. D 64,

094009 (2001).
[97] A. I. Ahmedov, G. V. Fedotovich, E. A. Kuraev, and Z. K.

Silagadze, J. High Energy Phys. 09 (2002) 008.
[98] S. Bakmaev, Y. M. Bystritskiy, and E. A. Kuraev, Phys.

Rev. D 73, 034010 (2006).
[99] N. N.Khuri andS. B. Treiman, Phys. Rev. 119, 1115 (1960).

[100] F. Niecknig, B. Kubis, and S. P. Schneider, Eur. Phys. J. C
72, 2014 (2012).

[101] S. P. Schneider, B. Kubis, and F. Niecknig, Phys. Rev. D
86, 054013 (2012).

[102] M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, and D. Sakkas, Phys. Rev. D 86,
116009 (2012).

[103] I. V. Danilkin, C. Fernández-Ramírez, P. Guo, V. Mathieu,
D. Schott, M. Shi, and A. P. Szczepaniak, Phys. Rev. D 91,
094029 (2015).

[104] M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, S. Leupold, F. Niecknig, and
S. P. Schneider, Eur. Phys. J. C 74, 3180 (2014).

[105] M. Dax, T. Isken, and B. Kubis, Eur. Phys. J. C 78, 859
(2018).

[106] M. Niehus, M. Hoferichter, and B. Kubis, J. High Energy
Phys. 12 (2021) 038.

[107] D. Stamen, T. Isken, B. Kubis, M. Mikhasenko, and
M. Niehus, Eur. Phys. J. C 83, 510 (2023); 83, 586E (2023).

[108] J. P. Lees et al. (BABAR Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 104,
112003 (2021).

[109] M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, and M. Zanke, Phys. Rev. D 96,
114016 (2017).

[110] R. Urech, Phys. Lett. B 355, 308 (1995).
[111] J. Bijnens and P. Gosdzinsky, Phys. Lett. B 388, 203

(1996).
[112] J. Bijnens, P. Gosdzinsky, and P. Talavera, Nucl. Phys.

B501, 495 (1997).
[113] G. Colangelo, M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, M. Niehus,

and J. Ruiz de Elvira, Phys. Lett. B 825, 136852 (2022).
[114] M. Niehus, M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, and J. Ruiz de Elvira,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 126, 102002 (2021).
[115] F.-K. Guo, C. Hanhart, F. J. Llanes-Estrada, and U.-G.

Meißner, Phys. Lett. B 678, 90 (2009).
[116] R. Omnès, Nuovo Cimento 8, 316 (1958).
[117] S. M. Roy, Phys. Lett. 36B, 353 (1971).
[118] B. Ananthanarayan, G. Colangelo, J. Gasser, and H.

Leutwyler, Phys. Rep. 353, 207 (2001).
[119] R. García-Martín, R. Kamiński, J. R. Peláez, J. Ruiz

de Elvira, and F. J. Ynduráin, Phys. Rev. D 83, 074004
(2011).

[120] I. Caprini, G. Colangelo, and H. Leutwyler, Eur. Phys. J. C
72, 1860 (2012).

[121] J. Bijnens, G. Colangelo, G. Ecker, J. Gasser, and M. E.
Sainio, Phys. Lett. B 374, 210 (1996).

[122] G. Colangelo, J. Gasser, and H. Leutwyler, Nucl. Phys.
B603, 125 (2001).

[123] W. N. Cottingham, Ann. Phys. (N.Y.) 25, 424 (1963).
[124] R. V. Harlander and M. Steinhauser, Comput. Phys.

Commun. 153, 244 (2003).
[125] C. L. James, R. Lewis, and K. Maltman, Phys. Rev. D 105,

053010 (2022).
[126] D. Giusti and S. Simula, Proc. Sci. LATTICE2021 (2021)

189 [arXiv:2111.15329].
[127] D. Giusti, V. Lubicz, G. Martinelli, F. Sanfilippo, and S.

Simula, Phys. Rev. D 99, 114502 (2019).
[128] B. Chakraborty et al. (Fermilab Lattice and LATTICE-

HPQCD and MILC Collaborations), Phys. Rev. Lett. 120,
152001 (2018).

[129] C. Alexandrou et al. (ETM Collaboration), Phys. Rev. Lett.
130, 241901 (2023).

[130] D. Boito, M. Golterman, K. Maltman, and S. Peris, Phys.
Rev. D 105, 093003 (2022).

[131] D. Boito, M. Golterman, K. Maltman, and S. Peris, Phys.
Rev. D 107, 074001 (2023).

[132] G. Benton, D. Boito, M. Golterman, A. Keshavarzi, K.
Maltman, and S. Peris, arXiv:2306.16808.

PHYSICAL REVIEW LETTERS 131, 161905 (2023)

161905-7

https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2022)220
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2022.137037
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2022.137037
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2022)122
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2022)122
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.013005
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.108.013005
https://arXiv.org/abs/2305.02354
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.022002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.022002
https://doi.org/10.22323/1.430.0316
https://doi.org/10.22323/1.430.0316
https://arXiv.org/abs/2210.11904
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2022)032
https://arXiv.org/abs/2308.04217
https://arXiv.org/abs/2308.04217
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2023)208
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-022-10348-3
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.054013
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.88.054013
https://doi.org/10.1007/s100520200916
https://doi.org/10.1007/s100520200916
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2004-02103-1
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2004-02103-1
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2003-01146-0
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2003-01146-0
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.72.114019
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-013-2539-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(71)90582-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(83)90063-9
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.64.094009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.64.094009
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2002/09/008
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.034010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.73.034010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.119.1115
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-012-2014-1
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-012-2014-1
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.054013
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.054013
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.116009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.116009
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.094029
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.094029
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-014-3180-0
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6346-3
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6346-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2021)038
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2021)038
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-023-11665-x
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-023-11749-8
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.112003
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.112003
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.114016
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.114016
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(95)00749-B
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(96)01147-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(96)01147-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(97)00391-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(97)00391-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2021.136852
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.126.102002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2009.05.052
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02747746
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(71)90724-6
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-1573(01)00009-6
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.83.074004
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.83.074004
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-012-1860-1
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-012-1860-1
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(96)00165-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(01)00147-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(01)00147-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(63)90023-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0010-4655(03)00204-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0010-4655(03)00204-2
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.053010
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.053010
https://doi.org/10.22323/1.396.0189
https://doi.org/10.22323/1.396.0189
https://arXiv.org/abs/2111.15329
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.99.114502
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.152001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.120.152001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.241901
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.130.241901
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.093003
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.093003
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.074001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.107.074001
https://arXiv.org/abs/2306.16808

