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Abstract We provide a dispersion-theoretical representa-
tion of the reaction amplitudes y K — K in all charge chan-
nels, based on modern pion—kaon P-wave phase shift input.
Crossed-channel singularities are fixed from phenomenol-
ogy as far as possible. We demonstrate how the subtraction
constants can be matched to a low-energy theorem and radia-
tive couplings of the K *(892) resonances, thereby providing
a model-independent framework for future analyses of high-
precision kaon Primakoff data.

1 Introduction

The Wess—Zumino—Witten anomaly [1,2] provides QCD
predictions for processes of odd intrinsic parity at low ener-
gies. The textbook example is the two-photon decay of the
neutral pion [3-5], which is determined, at zero quark masses,
by the elementary charge, e, and the pion decay constant, Fy;.
The next-more-complicated reactions involving strong and
electromagnetic interactions only are three-pseudoscalars—
photon processes [6] such as ymr — mmw,orn — amwy.
Low-energy theorems for these are of a very similar struc-
ture, i.e., they provide parameter-free predictions in terms of
eand Fyr,e.g.

e

Fip = ——
3 An2F3

ey

for ym — s [7-9]. This reaction can be investigated exper-
imentally in a Primakoff reaction [10], with a charged-pion
beam scattered off the Coulomb field of a heavy nucleus.
Such experiments have been performed, with the objective
to test the prediction of Eq. (1), at Serpukhov [11], or are
being analyzed at COMPASS [12].
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The generalization of such Primakoff reactions to beams
of charged kaons was conceived as early as in the 1960s
[13], and put into practice in the 1970s both at the CERN
Proton Synchrotron [14] and at AGS in Brookhaven [15],
with refined experiments conducted in the 1980s at Fer-
milab [16-19]. The motivation here was mainly the explo-
ration of radiative couplings of strange resonances, predomi-
nantly the K*(892), and the supposed relation of these (mag-
netic) radiative transitions, in the quark model, to quark mag-
netic moments [16,18]. KTeV has investigated Primakoff
production of neutral strange resonances with a Ky beam
[20], concentrating on radiative widths of heavier kaon res-
onances. Currently, the OKA experiment [21,22] analyzes
data on charged-kaon Primakoffreactions. In the future, high-
precision data is expected from the upgrade to a kaon beam
at COMPASS++/AMBER [23-25].

It was realized in Refs. [26,27] for the anomalous photon—
pion reaction that both aspects, low-energy theorem and chi-
ral anomaly on the one hand, and radiative resonance cou-
plings on the other, are intimately related to each other. Uni-
tarity implies a close link between the amplitude ym — nm,
at zero energy and in the chiral limit, and its behavior in the
resonance peak region of the p(770). This has the practical
consequence that the prediction due to the anomaly can be
tested with much better statistics [26]. In addition, using a
dispersion-theoretical representation, the radiative coupling
p — my can be extracted in a model-independent way, from
the residue of the pole on the second Riemann sheet [27]. Fur-
thermore, such dispersive amplitudes will also help to link
lattice QCD calculations [28—30] to physical parameters [31].
The overarching interest in ym — s is also justified by its
role in the dispersive reconstruction of the neutral-pion tran-
sition form factor [32-34] and the latter’s role for hadronic
light-by-light scattering and the muon’s anomalous magnetic
moment [35,36].

In this article, we construct a dispersion-theoretical repre-
sentation for y K — K (in all possible charge configura-
tions) that fulfills a similar feat. The chiral anomaly predicts
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the amplitudes for 7° production to have the exact same
value in the chiral limit and at zero energy as the analogous
photon—pion reaction, see Eq. (1); based on the fundamental
principles of analyticity and unitarity, the anomaly can also
here be related to the radiative couplings of K*(892) — Ky
[18,19,37]. In this manner, our analysis provides a con-
sistent framework to analyze future data, from OKA or
COMPASS++/AMBER, in a theoretically sound setting. The
radiative K™ coupling constants are, inter alia, important
input quantities for coupled-channel descriptions of photon—
photon fusion reactions yy — mwx/KK [38,39]and yy —
nn/KK [40,41]. On a similar note, the full yK — Km
amplitudes might serve as a building block for an advanced
analysis of Compton scattering on kaons, from which the
kaon polarizabilities [42] can be extracted, the main motiva-
tion of the COMPASS kaon Primakoff program [43].

Previous theoretical work on these reactions is rather elu-
sive. The channels with incoming charged kaons were cal-
culated in Ref. [44] in a tree-level model based on effective
Lagrangians for vector exchanges. For y K~ — K~ 7% only,
one-loop corrections in the chiral expansion have been con-
sidered [45,46]. Here we derive Khuri-Treiman-type equa-
tions [47] for all possible charge configurations and solve
these self-consistently for the (crossing-symmetric) s- and
u-channels, while #-channel singularities are fixed from data
and symmetry arguments as much as possible. To guarantee
an accurate description of the universal kaon—pion final-state
interactions, we employ phase shift input from corresponding
Roy-Steiner analyses [48—50].

The outline of this article is as follows. We introduce the
necessary kinematics as well as partial-wave and isospin
formalism in Sect. 2, leading to the amplitude decomposi-
tion in terms of so-called reconstruction theorems. The fixed
t-channel amplitudes are determined in Sect. 3. Section 4
is devoted to derivation and solution of the Khuri-Treiman
equations fory K — K.In Sect. 5, we discuss the matching
of the subtraction constants, the free parameters of the dis-
persive representation, to the chiral anomaly and the radiative
K* couplings. Results for partial waves and cross sections
are shown in Sect. 6. We summarize and conclude our study
in Sect. 7. Some technical aspects about dispersive kernel
functions are relegated to an appendix.

2 Decomposition of the amplitude
2.1 Kinematics and partial-wave decomposition

We decompose the amplitude for the reaction

v(@)K(p1) = K(p2)m(po) (2)

@ Springer

in terms of a kinematic prefactor of odd intrinsic parity and
the scalar amplitude F (s, ¢, u) according to

M = ig uape’ pl ps phF s, t,u), 3)

where € is the polarization vector of the photon and the
Mandelstam variables [S1] are given by s = (q¢ + P2,
t = (g — po)*, and u = (g — p2)>. In the isospin limit with
My, = M+ and Mg = 0.496 GeV (the convention used in
the pion—kaon scattering analysis of Ref. [49]), the on-shell
conditionreads s +¢+u = 2M 12( + MJ% = 3s0 and the elastic
threshold is given by s, = (Mg + Mﬂ)z. The cosine of the
s-channel center-of-mass scattering angle z; = cos6; and
the two-body phase space factor « (s) are defined by

st —u) — My (M2 — M%)
g = 5
' s (s — MIZ() Kk (s)
AM2(s, M2, M%)
s 9

“)

K(s) =

with the Killén function A(x, y, z) = x> +y? + 22 —2(xy +
xz+yz). The Mandelstam variables ¢ and u can be expressed
in terms of s and z; according to

t = a+A(s) + b(s)zs aiA(s) = 3s0 — s ¥ é ,
2 2s
a2
u= a—A(S) — b(s)zs b(s) = w ,
A= M2 (M,% — M,%) . 5)

The partial-wave decomposition and its inversion are given
by [52]

Fs,t,u) =y fe(s)Py(zs),
l

1 1
fus) = 5 / A [Per (@) = Pa@]F G, ©)

in terms of derivatives of the Legendre polynomials. In par-
ticular, the P-wave that dominates at low energies is found
to be

1
Fils) = %/ dzy(1 = 22) Fs. t,1) )
—1

Finally, the total cross section for y K — K is given by
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(s — M2)A3/2(s, M2, M%)
10247 52

1
x/ dzs(1 — D) F (s, 1, u)|?
-1

_ (5= M)W M3 M)
768752

o(s) =

LAGPF+...) . 8
( )

where the ellipsis denotes D- and higher partial waves.
In the following, we will also discuss the corresponding
t-channel reaction

Y (@) (—po) = K(p2)K(—p1), ©)

for which the partial-wave expansion is defined analogously
to Eq. (6) with the cosine of the 7-channel scattering angle z;

t(s — 4M>
(s —u) where op(s) = /1 — P

o= s(s — M2)og(s)’ s

(10)

is the two-body phase space for equal masses. We will ana-
lyze the t-channel in terms of intermediate w7 states, for
which the photon—pion amplitude F) 7 (s, t, u) defined
analogously to Eq. (3) serves as an input. We denote the
corresponding partial waves (which necessarily have isospin
I=1)by k1),

Fynoan(s,tiu) =Y hy(t)P{(z)). (11)
¢ odd

Finally, we need to introduce the partial waves for two
meson—meson scattering amplitudes. In the s-channel, pion—
kaon elastic scattering of isospin / is expanded in partial
waves t{ (s) according to

o0
Tinokn (5. t.u) = 16m > Q2L+ DP(z)t{ (). (12)
£=0

which are parameterized in terms of the scattering phase
shifts & eI (s) according to

¢/ sin 8! (s)

tl(s) = pro

(13)
In the ¢-channel, we employ a slightly different convention
for the rm — KK partial waves gé () to keep them free of
kinematical singularities,

T kg0
= 16732 2C+ D[gr gk O] Pezgl (). (14)
£=0

where gp(t) = T op(t)/2.

2.2 Isospin decomposition and reconstruction theorems

In terms of isospin, the reaction y K — K is equivalent
to pion photoproduction off a nucleon y N — N studied,
e.g., in Refs. [53-58]. The isospin decomposition for the
latter process thus also applies here:

.7:_0()/1(_ N K_T[O) —AD _ A0 ,
]-'O_(yK_ — kon_) =2 (A(_) — A(0)> ,
fOO(ka N I?Ono) =A® 4+ A0

FHR® — K77) =v2(40 +40) . (15)

The amplitude A is associated with the isoscalar photon
component. It has total isospin / = 1/2 in the s- and u-
channels and isospin / = 1 in the #-channel. The amplitudes
A and A on the other hand correspond to an isovector
photon. In the ¢-channel, they have pure isospin / = 0 and
I = 1, respectively. A and A™) can be decomposed in
terms of amplitudes A(1/?) and AG/?) of definite isospin I =
1/2 and I = 3/2 in the s- and u-channels according to

A — % ( am 2A<3/2>> ’
1
A — 3 (A(1/2> _ A<3/2>) . (16)

For dispersion-theoretical analyses of scattering or (three-
body) decay amplitudes, it is highly advantageous to decom-
pose these in terms of single-variable amplitudes (SVAs).
Decompositions of such a kind are commonly referred to as
reconstruction theorems [59-61]. While the end results have
the simple appearance of a combined partial-wave expan-
sion simultaneously in all three Mandelstam variables, the
derivation requires a careful analysis of the amplitudes using
fixed-s, -t, and -u dispersion relations [62]. With one excep-
tion, we neglect discontinuities of partial waves with £ > 2,
resulting in the following reconstruction theorems for A,
A and A

AV, t,u) = FO) + 600 + FOu),
AN (s, t,u) = FU2(5) + FOD () + gD (1)
+ FUD ) + FOP ),

1
A (s, t,u) = FUD () — zf@/?) )+ @ —s)H @)
1
- FU2 ) + 5]-'(3/2) ). (17)
It can be shown that the decomposition (17), omitting the
D-wave SVA H(’)(t), is sufficient to reproduce the chiral

expansion of the y K — K amplitudes exactly up to cor-
rections of O( plo). We retain H () (¢) since the correspond-

@ Springer
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ing P-wave is forbidden by charge conjugation, such that the
D-wave SVA represents the leading ¢-channel discontinuity
in A, Moreover, H(™) is enhanced due to the resonant
a3(1320) contribution.

Despite the (potentially) very high accuracy of the rep-
resentation (17) at low energies, the range of applicability
towards higher energies is clearly limited. One of the main
limiting factors for a description of cross-section data in the
direct or s-channel is the appearance of a resonant Kw D-
wave around the K§(1430), which has been measured to
also couple to y K at least in the charged case [17]. Given a
width of I K3 (1430) = 100(2) MeV, this suggests our repre-
sentation to be applicable up to well below /s = 1.3 GeV.
Furthermore, for the dominant K7 P-wave, we will stick to
the implementation of elastic unitarity with K7 intermedi-
ate states only, which will break down around the K*(1410)
resonance (I k+(1410) = 232(21) MeV) with its large inelas-
tic coupling mainly to Kzzr.! For this reason, the disper-
sive amplitude representation we aim for is supposed to be
valid to good approximation up to /s = 1.2 GeV. As a side
remark, we point out that our analysis is at this point limited
to real photons, and hence its isovector part is not immedi-
ately transferable to the vector current in corresponding t
decays, 7 — (KKm) vs.

The quantum numbers of all aforementioned SVAs and
the corresponding dominant resonances in the low-energy
regime are summarized in Table 1.

The decompositions in Eq. (17) are not unique, as only
the full amplitudes are physically observable, not the indi-
vidual SVAs. It is easily checked that A, A and A
are invariant under the following shifts in the SVAs:

SFO(s) =a +8(s — s0),
§6O1t) = =20 4+ 5(t — s0),
SFUD(s) =B —y +2e(s —s0) —2ns,
SFOP(s)=—B —y +2e(s —s0) + 215,
SGH (1) =4y + 4e(t — s0)
SH (1) =€ —3n. 4o

In the following, we omit non-constant polynomial shifts
from consideration, as we will constrain the SVAs not to
grow for large arguments; this implies 6 = ¢ = n = 0.
Therefore these shifts are forbidden if and only if the SVAs
satisfy the asymptotic constraints. We will furthermore fix
the #-channel SVAs, such that the only remaining ambiguity
in Eq. (18) is due to 8, which allows us to shift a constant
between FU/2) and FG/2),

I See, e.g., Refs. [63,64] for a coupled-channel treatment of K7 <>
K in the P-wave.

@ Springer
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Fig. 1 t-channel contributions to y K — K; see main text for the
individual terms

3 Singularities in the #-channel

The usual approach to analyzing Khuri—Treiman-type sys-
tems is to solve the unitarity relations for the single-variable
amplitudes in all three channels fully self-consistently. This
is an obvious strategy for perfectly crossing-symmetric sys-
tems such as ymwr — mm [26], related three-pion decays [65],
or even pion—pion scattering [66], but has also been followed
for less symmetric processes such as n — 7tz 70 [67],
n — nmm [68],or D — Knm [69,70]. We do not pursue
this approach here as far as the #-channel is concerned, for the
following reasons: the ¢#-channel singularities in y K — Kx
are either dominantly inelastic (p, a»), or consist of very nar-
row poles (¢), or both (w). For this reason, in our analysis we
approximate these by fixed ¢-channel contributions, similar
in spirit e.g. to various analyses of yy — mm [38,71] or the
description of left-hand cuts in ) — 7tz "y [72].

3.1 g using vector meson dominance

The isospin / = 0 P-wave amplitude G (¢) is dominated
by the w and ¢ vector mesons. We calculate this SVA via tree-
level exchanges with intermediate vector resonances V €
{w, ¢}, see Fig. 1. To this end we use the effective Lagrangian
from Ref. [73]. Encoding the relevant Goldstone bosons in

at Kt
KO (19)
0

=2

RSl
TSI

and the vector mesons in

/""Tzw ;0+ K*t
Ve=v2| o~ ——Pﬁw I G (20)
K*~ K*O ¢

m

the V @y interaction Lagrangian is given by [74]

d
Lvoy = %g“”“ﬁFwTr ({0, Valop®) 1)
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Table 1 Quantum numbers of the six single-variable amplitudes. The
isospin in the s-, #-, and u-channels is denoted by /g, I;, and 1, respec-
tively. I, refers to the isospin of the photon. The C and G eigenvalues of

the single-variable amplitudes are denoted by n¢ and ng. The */” sym-
bol indicates a non-definite value. In the last column the resonances that
dominate the respective SVAs are given

I I; I, I, nG nc Resonance
FA2 1/2 / 1/2 1 / / K*
FOMD 3/2 / 3/2 1 / /
FO 1/2 / 1/2 0 / / K*
G / 1 / 0 + - P
g / 0 / 1 - - w, ¢
HO / 1 / 1 - + a

Table 2 The absolute values of the coupling constants required for
the tree-level resonance exchange calculations are determined via the
partial widths [78] of the corresponding two-body decays

Partial width Coupling constant

w— 10y 713.2(19.9) keV |dy| = 2.32(4) GeV~!
o0 — 70y 70.1(9.0) keV ldb| =2.22(15) GeV~!
pE > gty 66.5(7.4) keV |d§| =2.16(12) GeV~!
¢ — 10y 5.5(2) keV |dy| = 0.135(3) GeV~!
¢ — KtK~ 2.091(22) MeV lgg| = 6.33(3)

¢ — KVK) 1.445(18) MeV lgh| = 6.48(4)

o— KK |gw| =7.1(8)

a — KK 5.2(9) MeV lgT] = 22(2) MeV

ay — ym 311(32) keV ler| = 0.062(3) GeV ™!

with the quark charge matrix Q = diag(2, —1, —1)/3 and the
electromagnetic field strength tensor F,, = 9, A, — 3, A,.
Expanding Eq. (21), we find the interaction Lagrangian for
VrOy vertices

e _
Ly 0, = Es’“’“ﬂ Fuy [dv(cppg + Cowy) + d¢¢a]8/3n0,
(22)

where the Clebsch—Gordan coefficients ¢, = 1/3, ¢, = 1
account for SU (3) symmetry, and we have added an OZI-
suppressed [75-77] ¢7°y coupling ci¢ by hand, normalized
in analogy to the wr”y vertex. The couplings dy are fixed
via the corresponding partial widths

22 0 2 2\3
e“ct,d M:; — M
I-v V 0 — %4 \%4 T . 23
(V—>n"y) 96 < My (23)
For the results listed in Table 2, we have determined the

couplings d,,, dg/ ¢ separately, which however agree with each
other within uncertainties.

The interaction Lagrangian for V@ @ vertices reads
8v u
Lyvoo = TTr(v [0.@, @]). (24)

We fix the coupling g; via the ¢ — KT K~ partial width

3
4AMZ.\?
- K*) . (25)

r¢—K"K") (g;ﬂM (1
= ¢
96 M;

7T

The resultis also shown in Table 2, and deviates slightly from
the one for neutral kaons. Both agree with the pm 7 coupling
atthe 5% level, |g,| = 6.01 (fg:g‘;) [79]. Note that we neglect
complex phases for the #-channel couplings throughout.

The @ — KK coupling required for the dominant w-
exchange contribution cannot be determined from a direct
decay. One option is to simply fix it using SU (3) symmetry,
with plausible guesses at best of the uncertainty attached. A
somewhat more data-driven access to this coupling can be
obtained by relying on a vector-meson-dominance (VMD)
model fitted to time-like kaon form factor data fromeTe™ —
KYK~—, KsK;,and T~ — K~ Kgv;, see Model 1I in Ref.
[80]. Together with the w—photon coupling from w — eTe™
[27] we obtain g, as shown in Table 2. The error is dominated
by the fit value from Ref. [80]; within uncertainties, g, is
indeed compatible with SU (3) symmetry.

Adding the w and ¢ tree-level contributions, we obtain the
SVA

Gty = o] oo V285% 26
)= M-t Mp—1] 20

Note that the sign difference arises due to the Clebsch—
Gordan coefficients in the V@@ Lagrangian. We use zero-
width propagators for the vector mesons as ¢ is negative in
yK — Km.

@ Springer
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3.2 GO with 77 intermediate states

The isospin / = 1 ym — KK P-wave G (t) is dominated
by the rather broad p(770). Since the p is a wwr P-wave res-
onance, we can employ a more sophisticated approach than
the VMD approximation and compute this SVA dispersively,
taking into account intermediate w7 states; see Fig. 1. The
corresponding unitarity relation reads

disc GOV (1) = —i——=a2 ()|l (O] R} (@), (27)

t
232
with the isospin / = 1 P-waves h%(t) for ym — mm and
g} (t)formm — KK asdefinedin Egs. (11) and (14), respec-

tively.
We cast G into a dispersion integral

=1 [ ad(@)gi (] ki)
0) — d/ T 1 1 . 28
GO LM%LM% t T (28)

The input partial waves are taken from Refs. [26,81] for
h}(t) and g} (1), respectively. Modulus and phase of g} (1)
are shown in Fig. 2 including uncertainties, and compared to
a previous parameterization [48].

Performing the integration is straightforward and results
in the SVA G© shown in Fig. 3. In addition, calculating the
isovector yr — K K amplitude via neutral p° exchange in
strict analogy to the amplitudes derived in Sect. 3.1, we obtain
a VMD approximation for G © Here, we have fixed the pK K
coupling from g;) and SU (3) symmetry for simplicity, while

the pry coupling is determined via the decay p® — 7¥y
(which is compatible with p* — 7%y within uncertainties
as required by isospin symmetry), see Table 2. The VMD
approximation is also presented in Fig. 3. For the purpose
of this illustration we show the amplitudes for positive ¢ and
use a Breit—Wigner propagator 1/(¢ — M/% +iM, fp (1)) for
the simplified p exchange. An energy-dependent width

fay=r, (o= 3 (29)
PRI M2\ on (M2)

ensures the correct threshold behavior of the phase. The
VMD approximation agrees with the dispersive solution at
the 20% level in the region of the p peak.

3.3 'H'~) using tensor meson dominance

For the resonant ¢-channel D-wave contribution we follow
the approach of Ref. [72]. We compute the SVA H(™) via
the tree-level diagram with an intermediate a;(1320) tensor
meson, see Fig. 1. For the interaction vertices we use the

@ Springer

formalism presented in Ref. [82]. The coupling g7 for the
a, K K vertex is related to the partial width via

grm; 5( 2
o .
I'lay - KK) = —1207”;;1;01((’"@)' (30)
The extracted value g7 = 22(2) MeV is about 20% smaller
than the ones extracted from a, — 7y [72] or fo — 7w
[82], indicating a certain amount of SU (3) breaking. Simi-
larly, the coupling cr for the a>y 7 vertex can be determined
via the partial width of radiative ap decays [78] (updated com-
pared to Ref. [72] due to the inclusion of the new COMPASS
measurement [83]),

et (mg, —M3)’

31
16072 1)

I'(a — ym) =

The results are shown in Table 2. The tree-level contribution
of the a; meson reads

ZﬁechT 1
2 omd =1

HO @) = (32)

Following the arguments presented in Ref. [72] we fix the
signs of the coupling constants via

crgr = +lergrl. (33)

The high-energy behavior of the 7-channel amplitudes will
become important in the following sections. We observe that
the P-waves run like 1/t and the D-wave behaves like a
constant due to the kinematic factor in front of H)(¢).

4 Dispersive representations and Khuri-Treiman
solutions

In this section, we discuss the main part of the dispersive rep-
resentation of the y K — K amplitudes, the reconstruction
of the s- and u-channel partial waves or SVAs. This consis-
tently incorporates Km P-wave rescattering in the elastic
approximation.

From the reconstruction theorems in Sect. 2.2, we can
obtain the relevant partial waves, i.e., the P-waves of differ-
ent isospins, via Eq. (7) with the result

F06) = FD () + FOs), i=0,1/2,3/2. (34)

Here, the functions FO (s) originate from the - and u- chan-
nel SVAs; they only contribute left-hand cuts to the partial
waves and hence have no discontinuities along the right-
hand cut. The F® (s) can be collected from appropriate lin-
ear combinations of the different reconstruction theorems,
resulting in
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confidence band Peldez et a].
Pelaez et a]. ——
Biittiker et al. —— |

|g1(s)] in GeV~2

0 I I I I I I 1
0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2

Vs in GeV

250
200 |
= 150 |
S
2 100 |-
3
50 | X [
confidence band Peldez et al.
Pelaez et a]. ——
0 ‘ ‘ ‘ B‘uttiker‘ et al. —

0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 1.4 1.6 1.8 2
Vs in GeV

Fig. 2 The w — KK partial wave gl1 (s) with the parameterization from Ref. [81] including the confidence band in blue. As a comparison, the

parameterization from Ref. [48] is shown in red

14 T T T

I disper:sive
VMD

0 1 1

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2 1.4
t in GeV?

Fig. 3 Comparison of the dispersive solution and the corresponding
VMD approximation for the 7-channel SVA G(©. The uncertainty band
on the dispersive solution includes the propagated error of the 7w —
K K amplitude gl1 (s)

FO (g — %/_11 &z (1-2)[620) + FOw)]

FA2(5) = 1/1 dz (1-22) [600) + 20 = 5O
4/, s

—FU2 ) 2}—6/2)(”)] ’
1
FO(5) = % / dzs (1-22) [600) = @ = 5O )
-1

1
+2F2 () + 5.7:(3/2)(u)} : (35)

We observe that the isoscalar and isovector parts of the pho-
ton completely decouple from each other, since the isovector
inhomogeneities only depend on the isovector SVAs and vice
versa for the isoscalar part.

In the approximation of elastic unitarity, a right-hand cut
in the amplitude is induced by intermediate K7 states, see
Fig. 4. Along the right-hand cut, the corresponding unitarity

K T

Fig. 4 Diagram of the s-channel contribution to y K — K

relation for the P-waves fl(i)(s) reads

m £ (s) = K (s) [r{ (s)]* D ()6 (s — sm) . (36)

with the K P-wave amplitude tll (s). Here, the partial waves
fori = 0, 1/2 are both associated with I = 1/2, while
i = 3/2 requires I = 3/2. The unitarity relation implies
Watson’s final-state theorem, which states that the phase
of fl(’)(s) coincides with 5{ (s) [84]. Inserting Eq. (34) and
remembering that the F (s) are free of right-hand-cut dis-
continuities, we find a unitarity relation for the SVAs,

ImFO(5) = (FO) + FO()) eV sins{ ). (37)

Due to Eq. (37), the functions F @ (s) are usually referred
to as inhomogeneities, as they constitute the inhomogeneous
contributions to the unitarity relations for 7@ (s).

A solution to the corresponding homogeneous unitarity
relation, setting the inhomogeneities to zero, is given by the
Omnes function

g (2 8 86
2'(s) =exp (n /Sth = (s/—s)> , (38)
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determined entirely by the corresponding K phase shifts.
The input for the latter is taken from Ref. [49]. We smoothly
continue the I = 1/2 phase shift to 7 starting at /s =
1.7 GeV. As a result, we obtain the high-energy behavior of
the corresponding Omnes function £2'/2(s — o0) o 1/s.
Since we approximate the I = 3/2 phase shift to be zero, the
Omnes function is just £23/2(s) = 1. We therefore suppress
the superscript £2'/%(s) = £2(s) in the following. The Omneés
function and its phase are shown in Fig. 5.

The solution of the full, inhomogeneous unitarity rela-
tion (37) for the single-variable amplitudes is subsequently
obtained using a separation ansatz with the Omnes function.
The results are the Khuri-Treiman equations [47] for the
SVAs

FOU) () = Q(S)< PO
ds' FO/2(5") sin 8, /2(s’)>

_f 12(s)|(s' —

FO2 5y = PO (s). (39)

We can solve for the SVAs by inserting the fixed 7-channel
contributions from Sect. 3 into the inhomogeneities and then
solving Eq. (39) iteratively. The system is linear in the sub-
traction constants, so that it is possible to construct basis func-
tions. The calculation of the latter converges very quickly,
such that they remain practically unchanged after at most
five iterations.

Demanding that the single-variable amplitudes in Eq. (39)
have the same high-energy behavior leads to constraints on
the order of the subtraction polynomials of the formn = n'+
1. We will investigate two different subtraction schemes. The
first one is n = 1, which we will call the minimal subtraction
scheme. In this case the I = 3/2 component needs to vanish
and we are not able to include the D-wave in the f-channel.
As a result, the subtraction polynomials are simply given by

0 0 1/2 1/2
Py =a”, Py ) =al’?. (40)

Asymptotically, the scattering amplitudes A® (s, ¢, u) drop
with one inverse power of the Mandelstam variables, hence
no polynomial ambiguity, see Eq. (18), can be exploited.
If we subtract one more time, we obtain n = 2 and the
I = 3/2 component is a constant, while the isospin / = 1/2
subtraction polynomials are linear:

Pl(o) (s) = aéo) b(o)

P1(1/2)(s) — a§1/2) + b(1/2)
3/2 3/2

Py (s) = a5 (41

k]

@ Springer

In this scheme, the A® (s, t, u) approach a constant for high
energies. The constant ambiguity of Eq. (18) (due to the
parameter ) allows us to reduce the number of free parame-
ters by one, as we can eliminate a(3/ 2 and absorb its effects
into aél/ ) This means that we can drop the SVA F G712 (s5)
also in the n = 2 subtraction scheme, due to Eq. (39).

While the angular projection integrals for the inhomo-
geneities in Eq. (35) are straightforward to calculate for phys-
ical values of s, the continuation into the complex s-plane and
onto the second Riemann sheet for the investigation of reso-
nance poles and their residues is far less obvious. For this pur-
pose, we use an alternative kernel method [27]: we replace the
SVAs by their dispersive representations, given through inte-
grals along the right-hand discontinuities, and evaluate the
angular integrals explicitly. In the twice-subtracted scheme,
and neglecting for simplicity the #-channel D-wave contri-
butions, this procedure results in

3 1
f(s):—/ dz (1—
4,

3 ! )
:Z/_IdZS<l Zs)l:v2+cv2s
1 [>ds’ s2

+ — 2 Im A(s )i|
T Jsy S

3 ! |
—i—Z/_ldzs( z)|:()+,(
+1/°°ds/ 12

7 Jsy, 2 o

3 1
+Z[1dzs(l z)[£])2+cf,2)2u

zf) [A(s) + B(1) + C(u)]

I B(s )]

1 [°ds’ u2
+— | ImC(s)
T Sy
1
=ch+ s+~ / ds’ K3 (s, s")Im A(s")
Sth

1 (0.¢]
Feffedatt [ 4Ky, BG)
Sth

1 oo
+ 0(1)2 + cf% A4 = / ds'K3 (s, s")Im C(s")
T Sth
(42)

for a generic partial wave f. In the concrete applications, the
complete reconstruction theorems from Sect. 2.2 need to be
inserted in place of the functions A(s), B(¢), and C (u). The
explicit forms of the kernel functions, as well as analogously
defined kernels for the once-subtracted form and the gener-
alization including the effect of the #-channel D-wave SVA,
are given in Appendix A.

Using this method it is possible to calculate the partial
waves in the full complex plane with the correct analytic con-
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: "Omneés function
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14 +
12 +

0.6 0.8 1 1.2 14 1.6 1.8 2
Vs in GeV
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full phase

0.6 0.8 1 1.2 14 1.6 1.8 2
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Fig. 5 Absolute value and phase of the Omnes function for the isospin I = 1/2 P-wave K7 scattering phase shift. The dashed red line indicates
the K threshold. The phase incorporates the higher resonances K*(1410) and K *(1680) and is continued towards 7 starting at /s = 1.7 GeV

shown in the black line

tinuation. The solution depends on two or four free parame-
ters in the different subtraction schemes.

5 Matching

In this section, we discuss how to fix the free parameters of
the dispersive representation, the subtraction constants, by
matching them to the chiral anomaly on the one hand, and
the radiative couplings of the K*(892) resonances on the
other.

5.1 Chiral anomaly

The Wess—Zumino—Witten anomaly [1,2] yields low-energy
theorems for the different y K — K amplitudes in the limit
of vanishing energies (s = t = u = 0) and vanishing (light
as well as strange) quark masses. It contributes to the neutral-
pion-production amplitudes, but not to the charge-exchange
processes:

F%0,0,0) = Fxgz . FO/7(0,0,00=0,  (43)
where [45,46]

Fxgn = =9.8GeV ™3 (44)

An2F3

is given in terms of the pion decay constant F, =
92.28(3)MeV and the electric charge e, and is actually iden-
tical to the similarly defined anomaly F3, for ym — nmm
[7-9]. Equation (44) is quoted for fixed number of colors
N, = 3 only; compare Ref. [85] for an extended discussion
on how to properly generalize this to N, # 3.

In contrast to F3;, however, we cannot safely assume
higher-order corrections to be small. For the former, quark-
mass renormalization effects were estimated to enhance F3,
by 6.6(1.0)% [6,26], based on resonance saturation. As this
correction term in fact scales with s + ¢ + u = 3M7%, it
is not unreasonable to caution that a similar effect might
potentially be much larger for y K — K. In addition, we
would naturally expect the denominator of Eq. (44) to be
modified according to F2 — F; F at higher orders, which,
as Fk is much further away from the common chiral-limit
value, Fx / Fr = 1.193(2) [78], would be another large effect
(although in the opposite direction). Since it is hard to esti-
mate the correlations between all these higher-order correc-
tions, we simply estimate a resulting uncertainty of 25% on
Fx k. A complete next-to-leading-order calculation of all
yK — K channels in chiral perturbation theory would
certainly be highly desirable (see Refs. [45,46] for partial
results).

Obviously, also the vanishing charge-exchange amplitude
will be modified due to higher-order corrections. Since a rel-
ative error estimate is not meaningful here, we use the abso-
lute uncertainty given for the anomaly also for the charge-
exchange amplitudes. Our combined assumption on the dif-
ferent amplitude normalizations in the soft-meson limits is
therefore

F9900,0,0) =9.8(2.4)GeV 3,
FO=/=%(0,0,0) = 0.0(2.4) GeV 3. (45)

Inserting the reconstruction theorems, we find the two sub-
traction constants given explicitly by
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1
(O —/—+ —c®
0 = 3 [F77+0.0.0 - g 0)]
=0.9(1.2) GeV 3,
a2 _ L1 —om0 e
ay? = 2 |F™(0.0.0) - 60|

=1.013)GeV>, nefl,2}. (46)

Here we have used G (0) = e(gwdw/M2 — «/Zg¢d¢,/M£)
= 7.8(8) GeV 73, cf. Eq. (26), where the error is entirely
dominated by g, see Table 2. The p contribution G (0)
can be evaluated by a sum rule based on Eq. (28),

-1 o0 / / N /
GO 0) = WAM,% 4o (Y [gL ()] hL ()

=—-1.7(2)GeV 3. (47)

The uncertainty is given by the one in the 77 — KK P-
wave [81], which at the same time covers the difference to
the alternative parametrization of Ref. [48], see Fig. 2.

5.2 Radiative couplings of the K*(892)

In the narrow-width approximation, the radiative widths of
the K*(892) vector mesons are given by

3
L r edi, (M. — M2
- * = * +, = B
A A T M-

(48)

where the conventions for the coupling constants dg+ are
chosen such that they coincide with d,, in the SU (3) symme-
try limit, see Eq. (23) and Table 2. The Particle Data Group
[78] lists only three measurements from which these radia-
tive widths have been extracted, one for K*0 — K%y [19]
and two for K** — K%y [18,37]. The extracted charged
and neutral radiative couplings read

dS. =250(12)GeV™', dib. =1.93(8)GeV™!,  (49)

and thus violate SU (3) symmetry at the 20% level.

For the further discussion, we require amplitudes, and
hence radiative couplings, of definite (photon) isospin, déoz
and dg(l*/ ? Tothis end, we use the decomposition of the quark
charge matrix into its isoscalar and isovector components via
the Gell-Mann matrices according to

1
Q=-A+

1
— g, 50
2 273" ©0

@ Springer

which leads to the relations

d¥) = ZdK*
407 —

d%. =1.3(20)GeV™!,

3 (ZdK* —i—dK*) =2.12(6) GeV~! (51)
In the SU (3) symmetry limit, all couplings would be equal:
d;?,z = dg*/z) = dj. = dy.. Phenomenologically, Eq. (51)
even enhances the symmetry breaking found in the physical
charge channels, Eq. (49). As our formalism only relies on
isospin symmetry and not on SU (3), there is no a priori prob-
lem in incorporating such seemingly large SU (3) violation.

For a model-independent extraction of the radiative K*
coupling constants, we have to analytically continue the
y K — K amplitudes onto the second Riemann sheet and
connect them to the residues of the corresponding poles. The
continuation to the second sheet can be found from the dis-
continuity in Eq. (36),

1/2

) = A = =2k ) £ ) (52)

where I (I1) denotes the first (second) Riemann sheet, and

J—A(s, M2, M%)
I?(S) = ’

N

R(s tie) =

Fix(s), (53)

which leads to the correct analytic structure including the
branch cut. In the vicinity of the pole we have [86]

8xs K2 (5)

12
t =5
1, 1) 64 (sgx — )
(0) 1ed?) K+ 8K*
WS =3 sgr—s
(1/2)
1/2 edy. " g+
P = K220 (54)
’ SKx — 8§

with conventions for the coupling constants chosen such that
they match onto the VMD expressions with the Lagrangians
introduced in Egs. (21) and (24). Inserting these in Eq. (52)
we find

ff’},(sk* Cecdll  128x
’1 11(SK*) 8K+ SK+Kk>(sk+)
= 2ik (sk) f{') (sk+) . (55)

where c(o) = 1/6 and c(l/z) = 1/2 take the two dif-
ferent normalizatlons into account. This is the connection
between the (radiative) couplings and the dispersive solu-
tion, depending linearly on the subtraction constants and
evaluated on the physical (first) Riemann sheet only. Tak-
ing the K* — K coupling |gg+| = 6.07(67) with a small
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phase of arg(gg+) = —3.1(2)° and the K* pole position
sk = 0.7948(20) — i 0.0515(20) GeV? from a dispersive
analysis of K scattering [87,88], all other parameters are
determined. With the basis functions and the kernel method
from Sect. 4 we are able to calculate the partial waves at the
pole position as linear functions of the subtraction constants.
The errors are the propagated uncertainties of the pole posi-
tion not including other sources, as for example the phase
shift or 7-channel parameters. For the minimal subtraction
scheme we obtain

FOsg) = a? [1.58(17) — 8.59(16)i]
— [0.914(20) — 1.046(20)i]GeV >,
FU2 (s = al'?10.88(15) — 7.16(14)i]
+[1.427(22) — 1.76721)i1GeV >, (56)

while the twice subtracted case yields

FO (k) = al? [1.53(17) — 7.94(16)i]
+510.39(11) — 5.71(11)i] GeV?
— [0.869(20) + 0.383(20)i] GeV >,
FUD (s = al P 10.89(15) — 7.41(14)i]
+ 587 10.47(12) — 6.16(12)i] GeV?
+[1.336(22) — 0.580(21)i] GeV ™3, (57)

omitting the ap contribution. Note that the subtraction-
constant-independent terms originate from the 7-channel
contributions. Including the a, resonance changes the
isovector-photon amplitude only,

FYP(sx) = a/?10.89(15) — 7.41(14)i]
+ 587 [0.47(12) — 6.16(12)i] GeV?
+[1.091(12) + 0.451(12)i]GeV 3.  (58)

We do not quote the uncertainties due to the #-channel con-
tributions separately as, in any fit to experimental data, these
will be strongly correlated with the subtraction constants;
see, e.g., Eq. (46).

6 Results

We begin the discussion of numerical results with the min-
imal subtraction scheme, which contains two subtractions
constants. According to the discussion of the previous sec-
tion, we can choose to fix these in two different ways: via
matching to the chiral anomaly or, more precisely, our esti-
mate of the amplitudes at the kinematical point s = t =

u = 0, cf. Eq. (46); or by reproducing the experimentally
measured radiative K* couplings via Egs. (55) and (56).

We start with the first option and match the subtraction
constants to the low-energy theorems. Figure 6 shows real
and imaginary parts of the full s-channel partial waves for all
four charge configurations, and compares these to a tree-level
model for the two y K~ channels with Breit—-Wigner prop-
agators for all vector exchanges taken from Ref. [44]. We
propagate the uncertainties both on the subtraction constants
and the ¢-channel amplitudes. Obviously, the error bands
are huge; a strong deviation of the central values from the
tree-level model is also observed. This illustrates the very
strong dependence of the partial waves, and in particular the
K*(892) resonance signals, on the amplitudes in the low-
energy limit. By reversing the argument, a concise measure-
ment of the cross section around the resonance peak will help
determine the anomaly and, potentially, its higher-order cor-
rections very accurately if the minimal subtraction scheme
can be validated experimentally to be sufficient. This is in
strict analogy to the argument of Ref. [26] that the full res-
onance signal of the p(770) can be employed to extract the
chiral anomaly in ymr — .

We note that the anomaly-matched amplitude fory K~ —
K~ 7% shows no zero crossing in the real part around the
K*(892), since it includes the I = 3/2 partial wave as well.
The latter is non-vanishing due to its inhomogeneity also for
a vanishing I = 3/2 single-variable amplitude; cf. Eq. (35).
Watson’s final-state theorem is fulfilled for the 7 = 1/2
amplitudes by construction. This effect is incorporated in all
partial waves for physical charge channels with the different
subtraction schemes, but only easily discernible in Fig. 6. The
radiative K* couplings calculated from this solution corre-
spondingly have huge uncertainties:

dP) = [1.7(2.6) + 0.06(14)i] GeV™",
d? =10.7(7) — 0.2(6)i] GeV~". (59)

The central value for the isoscalar coupling is closer to the
experimental result, while the isovector one differs from its
phenomenological value by two standard deviations. The
large errors reflect the variation of the w-exchange amplitude,
which is used explicitly in the matching, and the higher-order
corrections to the anomaly, which we have estimated rather
conservatively. Furthermore the complex phases are small
as expected (cf. analogous p couplings [27]), but the signs
cannot be determined due to the large uncertainties. Overall,
the tendency towards smaller radiative couplings is in agree-
ment with Fig. 6, where the K* resonance peaks are seen
to be significantly less pronounced than what the tree-level
model predicts in the y K~ amplitudes [44].

As the second approach, we fix the real subtraction con-
stants in the minimal subtraction scheme using the radiative
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Fig. 6 ResultsforyK~ — K~ 7% yK~— — K%, yK® — K70,
and yK® — K7t P-wave amplitudes (from top to bottom) in the
minimal subtraction scheme, matched to the chiral anomaly and the
K* radiative couplings separately. Left and right panels show real and
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imaginary parts of the partial waves, respectively. For comparison a
Breit—-Wigner model [44] is also shown. The error bands refer to the
uncertainties on the subtraction constants and the 7-channel amplitudes
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K* couplings derived from experiment. This results in
al” =074(12) GeV?, al'/? =3.18(42)GeV?.  (60)

Real and imaginary parts of the resulting partial waves are
also shown in Fig. 6 for all four charge configurations.
We observe that the uncertainties are much smaller in this
scheme. The heights of the resonance peaks match the sim-
ple Breit—Wigner parameterization [44] around the reso-
nance mass. When calculating the different amplitudes at
s =t = u = 0 for these subtraction constants, we find

F20,0,0) = 14.4(1.8) GeV 3,
F27(0,0,0) = —1.4(4) GeV 3,
F%0,0,0) = 13.8(2.0) GeV ™2,
F7H(0,0,0) = —1.4(4) GeV 3. (61)

While the low-energy limits for the charge-exchange ampli-
tudes, to which the Wess—Zumino—Witten anomaly does not
contribute, come out well within the range we have esti-
mated roughly due to possible higher-order corrections, see
Eq. (45), the amplitudes for 7° production exceed the value
of the chiral anomaly by 40-50%, or 2-2.5¢ in terms of the
experimental uncertainties. This confirms the statement we
have made above: if the minimal subtraction scheme turns
out to be sufficient to describe the cross section data up to
and around the K* resonance, even the rather time-honored
data of Refs. [18,19,37] will allow us to draw strong conclu-
sions on quark mass corrections to the chiral amplitudes for
yK — Km.

To obtain a larger degree of flexibility for the description
of future high-precision cross section data, we can apply the
twice subtracted version with four degrees of freedom. This
allows us to include both constraints, low-energy theorems
and resonance couplings, and combine them into a prediction
for experiment. Using the subtraction constants aé’) found
from low-energy matching, we can calculate the remaining
bg) via the resonance couplings, with the result

b = —0.4(1.7)GevS, b =27(1.7)GeV. (62)

The corresponding amplitude plots are shown in Fig. 7, again
for all four charge configurations. The uncertainty bands for
the partial waves are smaller due to the large anti-correlation
of the errors of the two subtraction constants in each isospin
channel.

Furthermore, in the twice subtracted representation it is
possible to include the a; r-channel contribution, which
changes the isovector part of the photon only. The corre-
sponding plots are also included in Fig. 7; the updated sub-

traction constants bg) read

b = —0.4(1.7)GeV >, b/P =2.9(1.7)GeV 3. (63)

Comparing the two solutions with and without a;-exchange,
we observe that this mechanism is fully negligible below
1 GeV for neutral-pion production. Furthermore, the devia-
tions in the charge-exchange channels are inside the uncer-
tainty bands and therefore also small. We conclude that it is
unnecessary to take D- and higher partial waves into account
when considering the left-hand cuts at the current level of
accuracy.

Using Eq. (8) and the respective partial-wave amplitudes,
we can calculate the cross sections for all physical channels,
shown in Fig. 8. While the differences between the various
channels at low energies, very discernible in the amplitudes,
are hardly observable due to the phase space factors — the
onset of the visible cross sections only seems to be deferred
by about 50 MeV for the charge-exchange reactions with
their suppressed near-threshold amplitudes — we see a sig-
nificant difference between the 7 and the charge-exchange
channels above the K *(892), where we predict a strong sup-
pression of the 70 production cross sections around 1.1 GeV.
As we expect D-wave corrections to become important only
above those energies, such a suppression should be realisti-
cally observable in experiments. Note that the order of mag-
nitude for the cross sections is the same as for the related
ym — mm process [27]. Furthermore we observe that with
incoming neutral kaons, the cross sections are enhanced by
about a factor of two compared to their charged-kaon coun-
terparts, while the outgoing-neutral-pion channels are sup-
pressed by again roughly a factor of two in the peak region
in comparison to the charge-exchange reactions.

7 Summary

In this paper, we have constructed a dispersive representation
for the reaction y K — K that can be measured with kaon
beams using the Primakoff mechanism. Our formalism relies
on isospin symmetry and describes all four physical charge
channels simultaneously. We have solved Khuri—Treiman-
type equations for the dominant s-(and u-)channel P-wave,
based on fixed #-channel singularities that are constrained by
data and phenomenology as far as possible. We have demon-
strated that subtraction constants, the free parameters of the
theory, can be matched to the low-energy prediction by the
chiral anomaly, or the radiative couplings of the K*(892)
resonance, or both. The dispersive amplitudes provide the
correct, model-independent framework to continue data both
to the subthreshold region, where it can be matched to chi-
ral perturbation theory, and into the complex-energy plane,
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real and imagnary parts of the partial waves, respectively. For compari-
son a Breit—Wigner model [44] is also shown. For the solution without
the a, resonance, the error bands refer to the uncertainties on the sub-
traction constants and the #-channel amplitudes
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where resonance couplings are defined as pole residues on
unphysical Riemann sheets.

Options for future theoretical improvement comprise in
particular the calculation of the next-to-leading-order, or
O(p®), corrections to the chiral anomaly for this reaction.
Furthermore, a reduction of the uncertainty in the ® — K K
coupling, which affects our amplitude representation rather
strongly, would be highly desirable; this may be achievable
via a refined analysis of the kaon vector form factor.

Once high-precision, high-statistics experimental data
is available, from COMPASS++/AMBER or elsewhere, a
simultaneous fit to the two observable charge configura-
tions in ¥ K~ fixes the subtraction constants, from where
it is possible to extract the physical quantities of interest.
The dispersive representation therefore allows future exper-
iments to determine precise information on the anomaly in
a photon—kaon reaction as well as the radiative couplings of
the K*(892) resonance from the complete measured energy
range up to /s ~ 1.2 GeV.
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Appendix A: Kernel functions
Starting from the definition in Eq. (42) we can calculate the

twice subtracted kernel functions explicitly. The form of the
three kernel functions is given by [86]
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The once subtracted kernel functions look very similar and
read
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Finally, also the D-wave kernel for the ay contribution can
be calculated, which reads

K5P(s, 8"y = (a*4 —5) Ki(s, ')
3 ) 3(a+A)2
—Ex(l—x)Qo(x)-i-l—T
b 3atAy 3572
52T T T

+ (A4

References

1. J. Wess, B. Zumino, Phys. Lett. B 37, 95 (1971). https://doi.org/
10.1016/0370-2693(71)90582-X

2. E. Witten, Nucl. Phys. B 223, 422 (1983). https://doi.org/10.1016/
0550-3213(83)90063-9

3. S.L. Adler, Phys. Rev. 177, 2426 (1969). https://doi.org/10.1103/
PhysRev.177.2426

4. 1.S. Bell, R. Jackiw, Nuovo Cim. A 60, 47 (1969). https://doi.org/
10.1007/BF02823296

5. W.A. Bardeen, Phys. Rev. 184, 1848 (1969). https://doi.org/10.
1103/PhysRev.184.1848


http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(71)90582-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(71)90582-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(83)90063-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(83)90063-9
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.177.2426
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.177.2426
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02823296
https://doi.org/10.1007/BF02823296
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.184.1848
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.184.1848

Eur. Phys. J. C (2021) 81:221

Page 17 of 18 221

12.
13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

217.

28.

29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

. J. Bijnens, A. Bramon, F. Cornet, Phys. Lett. B 237, 488 (1990).
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(90)91212-T

S.L. Adler, B.W. Lee, S.B. Treiman, A. Zee, Phys. Rev. D 4, 3497
(1971). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.4.3497

M.V. Terent’ev, Phys. Lett. B 38, 419 (1972). https://doi.org/10.
1016/0370-2693(72)90171-2

R. Aviv, A. Zee, Phys. Rev. D 5, 2372 (1972). https://doi.org/10.
1103/PhysRevD.5.2372

H. Primakoff, Phys. Rev. 81, 899 (1951). https://doi.org/10.1103/
PhysRev.81.899

. Y.M. Antipov et al., Phys. Rev. D 36, 21 (1987). https://doi.org/10.
1103/PhysRevD.36.21

J.A. Seyfried, Master’s thesis, TU Miinchen (2017)

A. Halprin, C.M. Andersen, H. Primakoff, Phys. Rev. 152, 1295
(1966). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.152.1295

C. Bemporad et al., Nucl. Phys. B 51, 1 (1973). https://doi.org/10.
1016/0550-3213(73)90496-3

W.C. Carithers, P. Miihlemann, D. Underwood, D.G. Ryan, Phys.
Rev. Lett. 35,349 (1975). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.35.
349

D. Berg et al., Phys. Lett. B 98, 119 (1981). https://doi.org/10.
1016/0370-2693(81)90380-4

S. Cihangir et al. [Fermilab-Minnesota-Rochester Collabora-
tion], Phys. Lett. B 117, 123 (1982). https://doi.org/10.1016/
0370-2693(82)90887-5

C. Chandlee et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 51, 168 (1983). https://doi.org/
10.1103/PhysRevLett.51.168

D. Carlsmith et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 56, 18 (1986). https://doi.org/
10.1103/PhysRevLett.56.18

A. Alavi-Harati et al. [KTeV Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 89,
072001 (2002). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.89.072001.
arXiv:hep-ex/0110016

V.S. Burtovoy, Phys. Atom. Nucl. 78, 1470 (2015). https://doi.org/
10.1134/S1063778815130062

V.S. Burtovoy, Phys. Part. Nucl. 48, 932 (2017). https://doi.org/10.
1134/S1063779617060120

P. Abbon et al. [COMPASS Collaboration], Nucl. Instrum. Meth-
ods A 779, 69 (2015). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2015.01.035.
arXiv:1410.1797 [physics.ins-det]

B. Adams et al., 2018. arXiv:1808.00848 [hep-ex]

J. Bernhard et al., AIP Conf. Proc. 2249, 030035 (2020). https://
doi.org/10.1063/5.0008957. arXiv:1911.01498 [hep-ex]

M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, D. Sakkas, Phys. Rev. D 86,
116009 (2012). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.116009.
arXiv:1210.6793 [hep-ph]

M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, M. Zanke, Phys. Rev. D 96,
114016 (2017). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.114016.
arXiv:1710.00824 [hep-ph]

R.A. Briceiio, J.J. Dudek, R.G. Edwards, C.J. Shultz, C.E. Thomas,
D.J. Wilson, Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 242001 (2015). https://doi.org/
10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.242001. arXiv:1507.06622 [hep-ph]
R.A. Briceiio, J.J. Dudek, R.G. Edwards, C.J. Shultz, C.E. Thomas,
D.J. Wilson, Phys. Rev. D 93, 114508 (2016). https://doi.org/10.
1103/PhysRevD.93.114508. arXiv:1604.03530 [hep-ph]

C. Alexandrou, L. Leskovec, S. Meinel, J. Negele, S. Paul, M.
Petschlies, A. Pochinsky, G. Rendon, S. Syritsyn, Phys. Rev. D
98, 074502 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.074502.
arXiv:1807.08357 [hep-lat]

M. Niechus, M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, PoS CD2018, 076 (2019).
https://doi.org/10.22323/1.317.0076. arXiv:1902.10150 [hep-ph]
M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, S. Leupold, F. Niecknig, S.P. Schnei-
der, Eur. Phys. J. C 74, 3180 (2014). https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/
$10052-014-3180-0. arXiv:1410.4691 [hep-ph]

M. Hoferichter, B.-L. Hoid, B. Kubis, S. Leupold, S.P. Schnei-
der, Phys. Rev. Lett. 121, 112002 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1103/
PhysRevLett.121.112002. arXiv:1805.01471 [hep-ph]

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

4.
43.
44,
45.
46.

47.

438.

49.

50.
S1.

52.

53.

54.

55.

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

61.

62

M. Hoferichter, B.-L. Hoid, B. Kubis, S. Leupold, S.P. Schneider,
JHEP 10, 141 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2018)141.
arXiv:1808.04823 [hep-ph]

G. Colangelo, M. Hoferichter, B. Kubis, M. Procura, P. Stoffer,
Phys. Lett. B 738, 6 (2014). https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.
2014.09.021. arXiv:1408.2517 [hep-ph]

T. Aoyamaetal., Phys. Rep. 887, 1 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1016/
Jj-physrep.2020.07.006. arXiv:2006.04822 [hep-ph]

D.M. Berg, Ph.D. thesis, Rochester University (1983)

R. Garcia-Martin B. Moussallam, Eur. Phys. J. C 70, 155
(2010). https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-010-1471-7.
arXiv:1006.5373 [hep-ph]

I. Danilkin, O. Deineka, M. Vanderhaeghen, Phys. Rev. D 101,
054008 (2020). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.054008.
arXiv:1909.04158 [hep-ph]

I. Danilkin, O. Deineka, M. Vanderhaeghen, Phys. Rev. D
96, 114018 (2017). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.114018.
arXiv:1709.08595 [hep-ph]

J. Lu, B. Moussallam, Eur. Phys. J. C 80, 436 (2020). https://doi.
org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-7969-8. arXiv:2002.04441 [hep-
ph]

F. Guerrero, J. Prades, Phys. Lett. B 405, 341 (1997). https://doi.
org/10.1016/S0370-2693(97)00656-4. arXiv:hep-ph/9702303

M. Moinester [COMPASS Collaboration], Czech. J. Phys. 53,
B169 (2003). arXiv:hep-ex/0301024

M.L. Vysotsky, E.V. Zhemchugov, Phys. Rev. D 93, 094029
(2016). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.094029. Erratum:
Phys. Rev. D 94, 019901 (2016). arXiv:1512.04438 [hep-ph]

T. Ebertshéuser, Ph.D. thesis, Mainz University (2001)

C. Hacker, Ph.D. thesis, Mainz University (2008)

N.N. Khuri, S.B. Treiman, Phys. Rev. 119, 1115 (1960). https://
doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.119.1115

P. Biittiker, S. Descotes-Genon, B. Moussallam, Eur. Phys. J.
C 33, 409 (2004). https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2004-01591-1.
arXiv:hep-ph/0310283

J.R. Pelaez, A. Rodas, Phys. Rev. D 93, 074025 (2016). https://doi.
org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.074025. arXiv:1602.08404 [hep-ph]
J.R. Peldez, A. Rodas, (2020). arXiv:2010.11222 [hep-ph]

S. Mandelstam, Phys. Rev. 112, 1344 (1958). https://doi.org/10.
1103/PhysRev.112.1344

M. Jacob, G.C. Wick, Ann. Phys. 7,404 (1959). https://doi.org/10.
1016/0003-4916(59)90051-X

G.F. Chew, M.L. Goldberger, FE. Low, Y. Nambu, Phys. Rev. 106,
1345 (1957). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.106.1345

L. Tiator, D. Drechsel, Nucl. Phys. A 508, 541C (1990). https://
doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(90)90516-O

D. Drechsel, L. Tiator, J. Phys. G 18, 449 (1992). https://doi.org/
10.1088/0954-3899/18/3/004

O. Hanstein, D. Drechsel, L. Tiator, Phys. Lett. B 399,
13 (1997).  https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(97)00272-4.
arXiv:nucl-th/9612057

O. Hanstein, D. Drechsel, L. Tiator, Nucl. Phys. A 632,
561 (1998). https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(98)00818-5.
arXiv:nucl-th/9709067

B. Pasquini, D. Drechsel, L. Tiator, Eur. Phys. J. A
27, 231 (2006). https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2006-10004-2.
arXiv:nucl-th/0603006

J. Stern, H. Sazdjian, N.H. Fuchs, Phys. Rev. D 47,
3814 (1993). https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.47.3814.
arXiv:hep-ph/9301244

M. Knecht, B. Moussallam, J. Stern, N.H. Fuchs, Nucl. Phys. B
457, 513 (1995). https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(95)00515-3.
arXiv:hep-ph/9507319

M. Zdréhal, J. Novotny, Phys. Rev. D 78, 116016 (2008). https://
doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.116016. arXiv:0806.4529 [hep-ph]
. M. Dax, Master’s thesis, Bonn University (2020)

@ Springer


https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(90)91212-T
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.4.3497
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(72)90171-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(72)90171-2
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.5.2372
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.5.2372
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.81.899
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.81.899
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.36.21
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.36.21
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.152.1295
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(73)90496-3
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(73)90496-3
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.35.349
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.35.349
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(81)90380-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(81)90380-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(82)90887-5
https://doi.org/10.1016/0370-2693(82)90887-5
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.51.168
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.51.168
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.56.18
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.56.18
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.89.072001
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/0110016
https://doi.org/10.1134/S1063778815130062
https://doi.org/10.1134/S1063778815130062
https://doi.org/10.1134/S1063779617060120
https://doi.org/10.1134/S1063779617060120
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.nima.2015.01.035
http://arxiv.org/abs/1410.1797
http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.00848
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0008957
https://doi.org/10.1063/5.0008957
http://arxiv.org/abs/1911.01498
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.86.116009
http://arxiv.org/abs/1210.6793
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.114016
http://arxiv.org/abs/1710.00824
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.242001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.115.242001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1507.06622
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.114508
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.114508
http://arxiv.org/abs/1604.03530
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.98.074502
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.08357
https://doi.org/10.22323/1.317.0076
http://arxiv.org/abs/1902.10150
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-014-3180-0
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-014-3180-0
http://arxiv.org/abs/1410.4691
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.112002
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.121.112002
http://arxiv.org/abs/1805.01471
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2018)141
http://arxiv.org/abs/1808.04823
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2014.09.021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2014.09.021
http://arxiv.org/abs/1408.2517
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2020.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physrep.2020.07.006
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.04822
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-010-1471-7
http://arxiv.org/abs/1006.5373
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.101.054008
http://arxiv.org/abs/1909.04158
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.96.114018
http://arxiv.org/abs/1709.08595
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-7969-8
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-020-7969-8
http://arxiv.org/abs/2002.04441
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(97)00656-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(97)00656-4
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9702303
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/0301024
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.094029
http://arxiv.org/abs/1512.04438
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.119.1115
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.119.1115
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s2004-01591-1
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0310283
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.074025
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.074025
http://arxiv.org/abs/1602.08404
http://arxiv.org/abs/2010.11222
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.112.1344
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.112.1344
https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(59)90051-X
https://doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(59)90051-X
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.106.1345
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(90)90516-O
https://doi.org/10.1016/0375-9474(90)90516-O
https://doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/18/3/004
https://doi.org/10.1088/0954-3899/18/3/004
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0370-2693(97)00272-4
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/9612057
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9474(98)00818-5
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/9709067
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2006-10004-2
http://arxiv.org/abs/nucl-th/0603006
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.47.3814
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9301244
https://doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(95)00515-3
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9507319
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.116016
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.78.116016
http://arxiv.org/abs/0806.4529

221 Page 18 of 18

Eur. Phys. J. C (2021) 81:221

63.

64.

65.

66.

67.

68.

69.

70.

71.

72.

73.

74.

B. Moussallam, Eur. Phys. J. C 53, 401 (2008). https://doi.org/10.
1140/epjc/s10052-007-0464-7. arXiv:0710.0548 [hep-ph]

V. Bernard, JHEP 06, 082 (2014). https://doi.org/10.1007/
JHEP06(2014)082. arXiv:1311.2569 [hep-ph]

F. Niecknig, B. Kubis, S.P. Schneider, Eur. Phys. J. C 72,
2014 (2012). https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-012-2014-1.
arXiv:1203.2501 [hep-ph]

M. Albaladejo, N. Sherrill, C. Fernandez-Ramirez, A. Jackura,
V. Mathieu, M. Mikhasenko, J. Nys, A. Pilloni, A.P. Szczepaniak
[JPAC Collaboration], Eur. Phys. J. C 78, 574 (2018). https://doi.
org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6045-0. arXiv:1803.06027 [hep-
ph]

G. Colangelo, S. Lanz, H. Leutwyler, E. Passemar, Eur. Phys. J. C
78, 947 (2018). https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6377-9.
arXiv:1807.11937 [hep-ph]

T. Isken, B. Kubis, S.P. Schneider, P. Stoffer, Eur. Phys. J. C
77, 489 (2017). https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-5024-1.
arXiv:1705.04339 [hep-ph]

F. Niecknig, B. Kubis, JHEP 10, 142 (2015). https://doi.org/10.
1007/JHEP10(2015)142. arXiv:1509.03188 [hep-ph]

F. Niecknig, B. Kubis, Phys. Lett. B 780, 471 (2018). https://doi.
org/10.1016/j.physletb.2018.03.048. arXiv:1708.00446 [hep-ph]
M. Hoferichter, D.R. Phillips, C. Schat, Eur. Phys. J. C 71,
1743 (2011). https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-011-1743-x.
arXiv:1106.4147 [hep-ph]

B. Kubis, J. Plenter, Eur. Phys. J. C 75, 283 (2015). https://doi.org/
10.1140/epjc/s10052-015-3495-5. arXiv:1504.02588 [hep-ph]

F. Klingl, N. Kaiser, W. Weise, Z. Phys. A 356, 193 (1996). https://
doi.org/10.1007/s002180050167. arXiv:hep-ph/9607431

C. Terschliisen, S. Leupold, Phys. Lett. B 691, 191 (2010).
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2010.06.033. arXiv:1003.1030
[hep-ph]

@ Springer

75

76.
71.

78.

79.

80.

81.

82.

83.

84.

85.

86.
87.

88

. S. Okubo, Phys. Lett. 5, 165 (1963). https://doi.org/10.1016/
S0375-9601(63)92548-9

G. Zweig. Unpublished (1964)

J. lizuka, K. Okada, O. Shito, Prog. Theor. Phys. 35, 1061 (1966).
https://doi.org/10.1143/PTP.35.1061

P.A. Zyla et al. [Particle Data Group], PTEP 2020, 083C01 (2020).
https://doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptaal 04

R. Garcia-Martin, R. Kaminski, J.R. Peldez, J. Ruiz de Elvira,
Phys. Rev. Lett. 107, 072001 (2011). https://doi.org/10.1103/
PhysRevLett.107.072001. arXiv:1107.1635 [hep-ph]

K.I. Beloborodov, V.P. Druzhinin, S.I. Serednyakov, J.
Exp. Theor. Phys. 129, 386 (2019). https://doi.org/10.1134/
S1063776119080016

J.R. Peldez, A. Rodas, Eur. Phys. J. C 78, 897 (2018). https://doi.
org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6296-9. arXiv:1807.04543 [hep-
ph]

G. Ecker, C. Zauner, Eur. Phys. J. C 52, 315 (2007). https://doi.
org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-007-0372-x. arXiv:0705.0624 [hep-ph]
C. Adolph et al. [COMPASS Collaboration], Eur. Phys. J.
A 50, 79 (2014). https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2014-14079-8.
arXiv:1403.2644 [hep-ex]

K.M. Watson, Phys. Rev. 95, 228 (1954). https://doi.org/10.1103/
PhysRev.95.228

0. Bir, U.J. Wiese, Nucl. Phys. B 609, 225 (2001). https://doi.org/
10.1016/S0550-3213(01)00288-7. arXiv:hep-ph/0105258

D. Stamen, Master’s thesis, Bonn University (2020)

J.R. Peldez, A. Rodas, J. Ruiz de Elvira, Eur. Phys. J. C
77, 91 (2017). https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-4668-1.
arXiv:1612.07966 [hep-ph]

. J. Ruiz de Elvira, Private communication (2019)


https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-007-0464-7
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-007-0464-7
http://arxiv.org/abs/0710.0548
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2014)082
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2014)082
http://arxiv.org/abs/1311.2569
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-012-2014-1
http://arxiv.org/abs/1203.2501
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6045-0
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6045-0
http://arxiv.org/abs/1803.06027
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6377-9
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.11937
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-5024-1
http://arxiv.org/abs/1705.04339
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2015)142
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2015)142
http://arxiv.org/abs/1509.03188
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2018.03.048
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2018.03.048
http://arxiv.org/abs/1708.00446
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-011-1743-x
http://arxiv.org/abs/1106.4147
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-015-3495-5
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-015-3495-5
http://arxiv.org/abs/1504.02588
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002180050167
https://doi.org/10.1007/s002180050167
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9607431
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2010.06.033
http://arxiv.org/abs/1003.1030
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9601(63)92548-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0375-9601(63)92548-9
https://doi.org/10.1143/PTP.35.1061
https://doi.org/10.1093/ptep/ptaa104
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.072001
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevLett.107.072001
http://arxiv.org/abs/1107.1635
https://doi.org/10.1134/S1063776119080016
https://doi.org/10.1134/S1063776119080016
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6296-9
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-018-6296-9
http://arxiv.org/abs/1807.04543
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-007-0372-x
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-007-0372-x
http://arxiv.org/abs/0705.0624
https://doi.org/10.1140/epja/i2014-14079-8
http://arxiv.org/abs/1403.2644
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.95.228
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.95.228
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(01)00288-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0550-3213(01)00288-7
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0105258
https://doi.org/10.1140/epjc/s10052-017-4668-1
http://arxiv.org/abs/1612.07966

	Dispersive analysis of the Primakoff reaction γK toK π
	Abstract 
	1 Introduction
	2 Decomposition of the amplitude
	2.1 Kinematics and partial-wave decomposition
	2.2 Isospin decomposition and reconstruction theorems

	3 Singularities in the t-channel
	3.1 mathcalG(+) using vector meson dominance
	3.2 mathcalG(0) with ππ intermediate states
	3.3 mathcalH(-) using tensor meson dominance

	4 Dispersive representations and Khuri–Treiman solutions
	5 Matching
	5.1 Chiral anomaly
	5.2 Radiative couplings of the K*(892)

	6 Results
	7 Summary
	Acknowledgements
	Appendix A: Kernel functions
	References




