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I. INTRODUCTION

Chiral perturbation theory (ChPT) provides a framework for implementing, in the
most general possible way, the constraints placed on the light hadronic degrees of freedom
by the symmetries and approximate chiral symmetry of QCD [1-3]. Because the under-
lying arguments are symmetry-based, the resulting effective chiral Lagrangian contains
as parameters the coefficients (usually called low-energy constants, or LECs) multiplying
all terms allowed by the symmetry constraints. The LECs, which are not determined
by the symmetry arguments, encode the effects of heavier degrees of freedom such as
resonances and are, in principle, calculable in the full underlying theory. A key goal in
making the ChPT framework as predictive as possible is the determination of all LECs
appearing up to a given order in the chiral expansion. In this paper, we focus on the
renormalized SU(3) x SU(3) NLO LEC Lf,. L, is closely related to the SU(2) x SU(2)
LEC ¢, and thus also determines the small QCD contribution to the S-parameter [4].

Previous determinations of LY, both continuum [5-8] and lattice [9-11], were produced
by analyses of the low-Q? behavior of the difference of the flavor ud vector (V) and axial-
vector (A) correlators,

Ally_4(Q%) = 190(@Q%) — 1% V(@) . (1)

Here H(u{i)_v y 1 (Q?) are the scalar, spin J components of the standard flavor ud V and A
current-current two-point functions, H"j'; 4(Q%), defined by

HZZ;V/A(qz) = Z/ d'z (0|7 (Jgd;V/A(x)Jz;V/A(0)> 0)
= (¢"¢" — ") ML), A (@) + ¢"¢" T (@) (2)
where Jf,,, = V* and Jl,. , = A* are the standard flavor ud V and A currents, and Q> =

—q?. The individual l'IQ(LOd’;lf)1 have kinematic singularities at Q% = 0, but their sum, H(u?;rj),

is kinematic-singularity-free. In what follows, the standard notation, pi‘g),v/ 4(s), with

s = —@Q?, will be employed for the spectral functions of the HEL‘QV/A(QQ). Apy_a(s) =
pg;) (s)— pgj) (s) is then the spectral function of Al _4(Q?). It is also useful to define

the m-pole-subtracted versions, ﬁud; a4, Ay _ 4, /77%); 4 and Apy_y, of ITyga, Ally_ 4, /)7%); A

and Apy_4.

As explained in more detail below, the pi‘QV/ 4(8) are determinable from experimen-
tal hadronic 7 decay distributions. Since AIlly_,4 satisfies an unsubtracted disper-
sion relation, this allows a continuum determination of AIly_4(Q?), and hence also
of ATly_4(Q?), to be achieved.

For Q% > 0, Ally_4(Q?) can also be determined directly on the lattice. The results
of course depend on the input quark masses used in the lattice simulation. The freedom

to vary these masses is a useful feature for the purpose of determining chiral LECs. We



work below with lattice ensembles covering a range of m, = my and m,. Ensemble m
and f, values then also yield the corresponding ATl _4(Q?).

The continuum determination of Ally_4(Q?) is very precise in the low-Q? region.
Since, to NLO in the chiral expansion, the Q?-dependence of AIly_(Q?) is LEC-
independent, the continuum results allow a direct determination of the only free param-
eter, L7, entering the @Q*independent part of the NLO representation. Unfortunately,
there is now clear evidence that the NLO representation is inadequate in the low-Q?
region [§]. The @Q2-independent part of the NNLO representation of Ally_4(Q?), how-
ever, involves two combinations of NNLO LECs, Cj and C7, in addition to Lj,, making an
NNLO determination of L}, impossible without input on the values of these combinations.
While the coefficients of LY, Cj and C{ depend differently on the pseudoscalar masses,
the fact that all three coefficients are independent of ()?> means the QQ?-dependence of
the continuum ATIly_4(Q?) data is of no use in disentangling the L7, contribution. This
problem precludes the possibility of a fully data-driven continuum NNLO determination
of Lj,.

The fact that the coefficients of Lj,, Cj and C] in the NNLO representation of
ATl _ 4(Q?) depend differently on the pseudoscalar masses raises the possibility of using
lattice data to disentangle the different Q*-independent contributions, and hence deter-
mine Lj,. Unfortunately, because the signal for the lattice two-point functions vanish
in the limit Q? — 0, errors on the lattice data for Ally_4(Q?) are large in the low-Q?
region, too large, as it turns out, to allow a purely lattice NNLO analysis to be carried
out.

In this paper, we show how the complementary advantages of the continuum and
lattice approaches can be combined to produce an NNLO determination of Lj, which
would not be possible using either approach alone. The rest of the paper is organized
as follows. In Sec. [[I, we expand on the background outlined above, providing technical
details and notation of relevance to the analysis to follow. In Sec. [l we recall briefly
certain key results from the continuum analysis of AIly_4(Q?) reported in Ref. |g],
also of relevance to the analysis below. Details of the lattice simulations are provided in
Sec. [[V-A], and an outline of the procedure for generating the V' and A two-point functions
on the lattice in Sec. [VBl Sec. [V.Cl presents the resulting Ally_ 4(Q?) lattice data, and
provides further detail on the problems encountered in attempting to carry out a NNLO
analysis of the lattice data alone. In Sec. [Vl we discuss how to combine lattice data,
continuum data, and a continuum constraint on Ally_4(0) to produce determinations
of all three LECs Lj,, Cj and C{, and how to further improve these determinations by
incorporating a constraint from the recent inverse-moment finite energy sum rule analysis
of the flavor-breaking difference of ud and us V-A correlators reported in Ref. [12].
Finally, in Sec. [VI, we provide a brief summary, and discussion of our results.



II. BACKGROUND

Continuum results for ATly_4(Q?) can be obtained via the unsubtracted dispersion

relation
ApV—A(S) (3)

s+Q*
The corresponding result for AIly_4(Q?) is obtained by replacing Ally_4 with
Ally_4(Q?%), Apy_a with Apy_4 and the lower limit on the RHS with the continuum
threshold, 4m?, in Eq. (3)).

For s < m?2, the p%);v/ () are accessible experimentally through the normalized dif-
ferential non-strange hadronic 7 decay distributions, dRyq.v/4 /ds, where

ATy A(Q?) = /0 s

Rugvia = Tt~ = vy hadronsygyv/a (7)]/T1 = vee (7)) . (4)
Explicitly [13]

dRyav/a 1272 Vyal *Sew (0+1)

ds = m2 wr (y-) pud;v/A(s) — wg, (y-) pz(il);V/A(S)] (5)

with y, = s/m?2, w.(y) = (1—y)?(1+2y), wi(y) = 2y(1—y)?, Spw a known short-distance
electroweak correction [14], and V,,4 the flavor ud element of the CKM matrix.

Apart from the 7 pole contribution to p(u(g; 4(8), which is not chirally suppressed, all

fil),v /4(s) are proportional to (mg F my)?, and hence numerically
(0+1)

negligible. The combination p,, .y, 4(s) is thus directly determinable from the non-strange
differential decay distribution. To form the V' — A difference requires a V//A separation.
The bulk of this separation can be performed using G-parity, which is unambiguous
for nm states. The main remaining uncertainty, in the region covered by the 7 decay
data, is that associated with contributions to the inclusive spectrum from K K states,
for which G-parity cannot be used. The separation in this case could, in principle, be
accomplished through a relatively simple angular analysis |[L5], but this has yet to be
done. The publicly accessible OPAL [16] versions of the inclusive V' and A spectral
distributions have been obtained assuming a maximally conservative, fully anticorrelated
50 4 50% V/A breakdown of the K K7 and much smaller K K77 contributions. ALEPH
data is also available, the 2005 version employing an improved V/A separation of K Krrr
contributions obtained using CVC and isovector K K7 electroproduction cross-section
results [17].

The continuum results we employ below are those reported in Ref. [8], obtained using
the updated version of the OPAL data [16] detailed in Ref. [18]. (An error in the publicly
accessible version of the ALEPH covariance matrix prevented the use of the nominally
higher-precision ALEPH data [19], the recently released corrected version [20] having not
been posted until after the work reported here was completed.) The 7 decay data covers
the region only up to s = m? in the dispersive representation. Above this point, Apy _4(s)
was obtained using a phenomenologically successful, experimentally constrained model

other contributions to p



for duality violations (DVs) investigated extensively in Ref. [18, 21]. In the region of low
Q? relevant to the chiral analysis, the resulting DV contributions to the dispersive result
for AIly_4(Q?) are numerically very small, making the result an essentially entirely
experimentally determined one. The key output from this analysis, for our purposes
below, is the very precise determination [g],

ATIy_4(0) = 0.0516(7) . (6)
The chiral expansion of ATly_4(Q?) to NLO has the form [2, [22]
[AﬁV_A(Q2)]NLO = —8Ljy + Rnzo(Q?) , (7)

where Q> = —¢?, and Ryzo(Q?), which contains all contributions from 1-loop graphs
with only leading-order (LO) vertices, is completely fixed, for a given Q?, by the 7 and
K masses and the chiral renormalization scale p. LY, of course also depends on . At
NLO, ATy _4(0) is thus determined by the single parameter L}, and, as noted above, a
determination of AIly_4(0) translates into an NLO determination of L.

FIG. 1: The contour underlying the chiral sum rules of Eq. (8]
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ATl _4(0) can be obtained either from the dispersive representation, or through the
use of inverse-moment finite energy sum rules (IMFESRs). These are sum rules based on
the integration, over the contour shown in Fig. [l of the product w(s)Il(s), where w(s)
is any function analytic in the region of the contour and II(s) = I1(Q?) (with Q? = —s)
any correlator free of kinematic singularities. With p(s) the spectral function of I1(Q?),
the resulting IMFESR relation is

w(0)TI(0) = —— jqflz a5 " ion) + / a5 2 sy (8)

2mi S ih S

where th is the threshold shown in Fig. [Il For large enough sq, the Operator Product
Expansion (OPE) representation of II(s) can be used in evaluating the first term on



the RHS. The IMFESR relation is based on the same analyticity properties as the basic
dispersion relation, the information on the integral from sy to oo in the dispersive rep-
resentation being replaced, in the IMFESR approach, by the OPE approximation to the
integral around the circle |s| = sg. The added advantage of the IMFESR formulation lies
in the freedom to choose the weight w(s) in such a way as to improve various features of
the evaluation of the RHS of Eq. ().

Early continuum NLO determinations of Lj,, using the IMFESR approach, were
performed in Refs. [3, [6]. Two NLO lattice determinations, based on analyses of low-
Euclidean-Q? lattice data for Ally_4(Q?), also exist [9, [10]. The only Q*-dependence
of Ally_4(Q?) at NLO lies in the loop contribution, Ryz0(@Q?). It is now known that
this dependence provides a very poor representation of the actual low-Q? behavior of
ATly_4(Q?) [8] (a similar observation was also made regarding the NLO representation
of the ud V correlator, I1,4.v(Q?), relevant to lattice determinations of the LO hadronic
vacuum polarization contribution to the muon anomalous magnetic moment [23]). This
raises obvious questions for the earlier NLO L7, determinations.

The NNLO representation of AIly_4(Q?), needed to extend the NLO continuum
dispersive/IMFESR determinations to NNLO, has the form [22]

(ATl _A(Q%)] ynro = Rvwveo(@%) + ¢o(Q%) Ly + cioLiy + Ch + Cf — 16C5Q% , (9)
where Ryyro(Q?) is the sum of 1- and 2-loop contributions involving only LO vertices,
cro = —8(1 = 8ux — 4pk) (10)
with pp = % log (";—2’) the usual chiral logarithm and f, ~ 92.2 MeV, co(Q?)
involves both chiral log and standard 1-loop, 2-propagator contributions, and
Co = 32m; [Cf, — Cgy + Oy
Ci = 32(m2+2my) [Cl; — Cg + Cgy] . (11)

The C] here are the renormalized, dimensionful NNLO LECs defined in Ref. [24]. The
expression for Rynyro(Q?), which is rather lengthy and hence not presented here, is
readily reconstructed from the results quoted in Sections 4, 6 and Appendix B of Ref. [22],
as is that for c¢g(Q?). cip and, for given Q% Rynro(Q?) and co(Q?) are all fixed by the
chiral scale ¢ and pseudoscalar decay constants and masses. The NNLO LECs in Cj are
LO in 1/N,, while those in Cj are 1/N_.suppressed.

The NLO LEC Lg has been accurately determined in an NNLO analysis of 7 and
K electromagnetic form factors [25], and will be considered known in what follows. To
simplify notation, we combine the known terms on the RHS of (@), defining

Rnro(Q?) = Runio(Q?) + co(Q*) L . (12)

Even with L} known, the NNLO representation of Ally_4(0) depends on the two NNLO
LEC combinations, Cj and Cf, in addition to Lj,. L7, is thus no longer fixed by a
determination of AII(0)y_4. Considering the @Q*-dependence of Ally_4(Q?) does not



help resolve this problem since the terms involving LY,, C; and C] in Eq. (@) are all Q*-
independent. Additional input on Cj and Cj is thus required to achieve a determination
of LY.

The Cj contribution to AIly_4(0) is proportional to m2 and expected to be small. In
Ref. [7], existing determinations of C7, [26] and C§, [27], and resonance ChPT (RChPT)
estimates for Cg, [22, 28], were used to confirm this expectation. Neglect of the C] contri-
bution is far less safe since the ratio, (m2+2m?2)/m?2 ~ 26, of the prefactors in Cj and C;,
more than compensates for the 1/N, suppression of the NNLO LECs Cf; 4,5, appearing
in C{. Even more problematic is the fact that previous determinations exist for none of
(136281, and that standard RChPT approaches yield no estimates for any of these LECs.
This problem was dealt with in Ref. [7] by assigning to the 1/N_.-suppressed combination
C3(10) — Cho(10) + Cgy (120) (with pp the conventional chiral scale choice p = 0.77 GeV)
a central value zero and error equal to 1/3 = 1/N, of the value of the corresponding
non-1/N,-suppressed combination Ciy(1o) — Cgy (o) + Cgo(io) appearing in Cj. Given
the rather strong cancellations in the latter combination, this assumption is a far from
conservative one. The uncertainty on the result for L}, obtained after implementing
this assumption in the NNLO representation of Ally_4(0) turns out to be completely
dominated by the assumed error on Cis(po) — Céy(tto) + Cg; (o). Improvements to this
unsatisfactory situation can be achieved only through an independent determination of
Cy.

The fact that the coefficients of Lj,, CT5(po) —C; (o) +Co (o) and Cls (o) —Chs (o) +
C% (o) in Eq. (@) depend differently on the pseudoscalar meson masses suggests disen-
tangling the L7, Cy and C} contributions to Ally_4(Q?) might be possible on the lattice,
where variations in the pseudoscalar masses are easily accomplished through variations in
the input quark masses. This paper shows how this possibility can be realized practically
in an analysis using a combination of lattice and continuum results.

III. INFORMATION FROM THE CONTINUUM ANALYSIS OF Ally_4(Q?)

The LECs Lj,, Cj and Cj are very tightly constrained by (@l). Inputting the results of
Ref. [22] for Rynro(0), and L§(po) = 0.00593(43) from Ref. [25], this constraint takes
the form [§]

Lio(110) — 0.0822[C(1t0) + Ci (10)] = —0.004098(59) (74 1 (13)

where the subscripts exp and Lj label contributions to the error on the RHS associated
with that in (@l), and the uncertainty on L§(uo), respectively.

Other information from the continuum analysis of Ref. [§] relevant to the analysis
below concerns the range of validity of the NNLO representation. Crucial to the use of the
lattice data is the ability to perform a chiral fit to the lattice data at non-zero Euclidean
Q? and then use the results of that fit to reliably extrapolate to Q? = 0. This needs to be
done for a range of pseudoscalar meson masses in order to allow the contributions of L7,
Ch and CI to Ally_4(0) to be disentangled. One thus needs to restrict one’s attention
to lattice data at Q* for which the chiral representation being employed is reliable, and,



of particular importance for our purposes, for which one knows the fit will produce a
reliable determination of the Q%-independent part of the representation, or, equivalently,
Ally_4(0). B

As we will see in the next section, lattice errors on Ally _4(Q?) turn out to be too large
to allow the range of validity to be assessed using lattice data alone. Moreover, because,
for Euclidean Q?, Q* = 0 requires all components of ) to be zero, the signal for the
current-current two-point function vanishes on the lattice as Q? — 0. This means that
ATl _4(0) cannot be measured directly on the lattice, and that errors on AILy_4(Q?)
are necessarily large for very low Q2.

The continuum dispersive approach, which produces significantly smaller errors on
Ally_4(Q?) in the low-Q? region relevant to the chiral analysis, and has no problem
in determining AIly_4(0) directly, is complementary in this regard. From Eq. (@), it is
evident that, since Rynzo(Q?) and co(Q?) Ly are known, the NNLO form is characterized
by two parameters, C§; and the combination cioL}, + C; + Cj. In Ref. [§] it was found
that the NNLO form produces a very accurate fit to the continuum data in a fit window
covering the range from Q? = 0 to ~ 0.1 GeV?, one which, moreover, nicely reproduces
the known value of AIly_4(0). Extending the upper edge of the fit window beyond
~ 0.1 GeV?, one starts to see signs of curvature with respect to Q2 beyond that present
in the NNLO representation. This is especially evident in a drift in the fitted value for
C%- (o) as the fit window is opened up, but also shows up in an accompanying small
downward drift in the fitted result for ATly_4(0) [§]. Curvature of Ally_4(Q?) with
respect to Q?, beyond that produced by the nearly linear Ry nzo(Q?) contribution, would
first appear at NNNLO in the chiral expansion, where it would be represented by a term
of the form CQ*, with the coefficient C' independent of the pseudoscalar meson masses
at this order. Adding such a term to the NNLO form, stabilizes the fit results for C§; as
a function of the upper edge of the fit window, and restores the success of the resulting
representation in reproducing the known value of AlIly_4(0) for fit windows with upper
edges extending up to ~ 0.3 GeV? [§]. This information motivates the restriction on the
lattice data to be used in our analysis, described in the next section, to Q? < 0.3 GeV?2.

IV. THE LATTICE DATA FOR AﬁV_A(Q2)
A. Simulation Details

We consider data on ATl _4(Q?) obtained from five RBC/UKQCD n; = 241 domain
wall fermion (DWF) ensembles, three with Iwasaki gauge action, inverse lattice spacing
1/a = 2.31 GeV, pion masses m, = 293, 349 and 399 MeV, and m,.L = 4.1, 4.8, 5.5,
respectively, and two with Iwasaki+DSDR gauge action, 1/a = 1.37 GeV, m, = 171
and 248 MeV and m,L = 4.0, 5.5, respectively.



Ensemble| V ‘ 6] ‘a_l [G’eVHQ2 [G6V2H ams ‘ amy, ‘mﬂ [GeVHmK [G’eVHF7r [GeV]

min

El 323 x 64[1.75] 1.37(1) 0.018  [0.045 0.001 | 0.171(1) | 0.492(1) |0.130(2)
E2 323 x 64[1.75| 1.37(1) 0.018  [0.045/0.0042| 0.248(1) | 0.509(1) |0.139(2)
E3 323 x 64[2.25| 2.31(4) 0.05 | 0.03]0.004 | 0.293(1) | 0.561(1) |0.142(1)
E4 323 x 64[2.25| 2.31(4) 0.05  [0.03]0.006 | 0.349(1) | 0.578(1) |0.148(1)
E5 323 x 64[2.25| 2.31(4) 0.05  [0.03]0.008 | 0.399(1) | 0.596(1) |0.154(1)

TABLE I: Parameters of the lattice ensembles used in our study. m,, mg and F are from [29]
(E'3-E5) and [30] (E1, E2).

The simulation parameters for the lattice calculations are summarized in Table [I.
Along with the bare lattice simulation parameters, we also list the associated values of
my, mg and Fy = V/2f, as well as the minimum @Q? value attainable for each lattice,
which is governed by its physical volume. Further details of the simulations for the three
fine and two coarse ensembles may be found in Refs. [29] and [30], respectively.

The fine ensembles provide only three Q? values in the region Q? < 0.3 GeV? em-
ployed in the current analysis. At the lowest of these, Q% ~ 0.05 GeV?2, the errors on
ATly_ 4(Q?), moreover, are so large that the result at this Q2 plays no functional role
in the analysis. The constraints obtained using these ensembles thus come from the two
intermediate-Q? points. The coarse ensembles have improved low-Q? coverage, providing
seven Q? values below 0.3 GeV?, four with errors small enough that the corresponding
data plays a role in the analysis.

B. The Current-Current Two-Point Functions on the Lattice

In this work we will need to consider the standard lattice current-current two-point
correlation functions, defined, in momentum space, for the V and A currents, by

W (Q%) =2y Y 970V (x)V*(0)[0), (14)

5 a(Q%) = Za) (0] A" ()A"(0)[0), (15)

where we use the standard flavor ud DWF conserved vector (V*) and axial-vector (A*)
currents [31] at the sink. At the source we use the corresponding local currents, V* and
A# and have hence included the vector and axial-vector renormalization constants, Zy
and Z4, in Egs. (I4) and (I3). The values of Zy and Z4 for each of our ensembles were
determined in [29, 130].

The two-point functions in Eqs. (I4]) and (I3 can be decomposed into longitudinal
(J =0) and transverse (J = 1) components,

0 a = (@0, — QuQu) T\, 4 (Q%) — QU@L 4 (@) (16)
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On the lattice momenta are discretised, @), = 27]1"“ where n,, is a 4-tuple of integers, and
i

L, is the length of the lattice in the p direction. In what follows, we will use the lattice
momentum

A 2 TNy,
=—sin| —|. 17
O a ( L, ) (17)
and associate the quantity @2 = Zu @i with the continuum spacelike squared-

momentum Q2.

The two-point correlators used here are the same as those used previously in studies
of the QCD S-parameter [10] and the hadronic contribution to the anomalous magnetic
moment of the muon [32], and we refer the interested reader to those papers for more
technical details.

C. The Lattice V-A Results

In Table [l we provide the values of m,, mx and F for each of the lattice ensembles.
These are needed both for the w-pole subtraction, required to convert Ally_4(Q?) to
ATly_4(Q?%), and in evaluating the 1- and 2-loop contributions to the NNLO represen-
tation of Ally_4(Q?) for each of the ensembles. The error on the 7-pole subtraction,
produced by uncertainties in the ensemble values of F; and m,, and that on All_4(Q?),
are treated as independent in computing the error on AIl,_4(Q?). Results for further
observables for the three fine ensembles may be found in Ref. [29] and for the two coarse
ensembles in Ref. [30]. In what follows, we identify individual ensembles using the labels
(E1-E5) introduced to specify them in the Table.

A comparison of the continuum (dispersive) results for AIl,_4(Q?) to those for en-
semble F1 (whose m, value, 171 MeV, lies closest to the physical one) are shown in
Fig. 2 We would expect these to be in good agreement, since the m pole contribution,
which depends more sensitively on m,, has been subtracted in forming ATy _ 4(Q?). The
left panel shows the comparison in the low-Q? chiral fit region, 0 < Q% < 0.3 GeV?, the
right panel the comparison for Q% ~ a few GeV?. The agreement in both regions is good,
suggesting lattice artifacts are well under control.

Fig. Blillustrates the problems that would be encountered if one attempted an NNLO
analysis involving lattice data alone. The figure shows the values of L7,(1) obtained by
assuming the validity of the NLO representation of AIl,_4(Q?) and using it to solve for

7o at each @Q%. Results are shown for each of the four lightest m, ensembles (E1 — F4).
The measured values for the pseudoscalar masses and decay constants for the given
ensemble [29,130] (see Table[l)) are taken as inputs in all cases. Also shown, for comparison,
are the results obtained from a similar NLO analysis of the continuum results. The
uncertainties on the continuum results (not shown explicitly) are small (~ 2.5%) and
strongly correlated in the region of Q% shown in the figure.

While the incompatibility of the NLO form and the continuum results is immediately
evident in the obvious non-constancy, within errors, of L7, with respect to Q?, it is far
from clear that this would be the case if one had access only to the lattice results. In



11

0.1 " T " T " 0016 T "~ T T T 1 T T
b o 1/a=1.37 GeV, m =171 MeV | - I o 1/a=1.37 GeV, m =171 MeV| 1
0.08- — OPAL+DV modd, central | L — OPAL+DV moddl, central i
L -- OPAL+DV moddl, 1o errors| 0.012- -- OPAL+DV model, 10 errors | -
Ng K q

< A

= 0.008

S L

| | 0.004

o L | L | L B | L L | |

0 0.1 0.2 2 4 5

T
Q’[GeV] Q’[GeV]

FIG. 2: Comparison of continuum and 1/a = 1.37 GeV, m, = 171 MeV ensemble lattice
results for AIly_4(Q?) in the low-Q? (left panel) and high-Q? (right panel) regions

fact, if one imposes as input the (albeit non-conservative) assessment/assumptions of
Ref. 7] regarding Cj and Cj, a NNLO fit does become possible, and returns a value for
the NNLO LEC Cf%, (which accounts for the bulk of the @2-dependence of ATly_4(Q?)
in the low-Q? region) which is ~ 20 away from zero [11], showing that the lattice data
is capable of distinguishing, to some extent, between the NLO and NNLO forms. The
lattice errors are, however, much too large to allow a simultaneous fit of all four unknown
LEC combinations Lf,, C§;, C§ and Cj.

To make progress, a way must be found to combine the lattice and continuum results,
and take advantage of their complementary strengths. We discuss a practical way of
accomplishing this goal in the next section.

V. COMBINING LATTICE AND CONTINUUM DATA TO IMPROVE THE
DETERMINATION OF L},

It is convenient to reduce the number of unknown LECs to be dealt with by working
with the difference of the physical-mass, continuum and corresponding lattice results for
Ally_4(Q?), evaluated at the same Q2. With Lj considered known [25], the resulting
difference

6Aﬁ(@2) = [AﬁV_A(Q2)}latt B [AﬁV_A(Q2)} cont ’ (18)
depends only on the LECs Lf,, Cj and Cj. Explicitly
SATI(Q%) = ARP(Q?) + Ach Ly, + ofCy + ofcy (19)

where

AﬁE(Qz) = [ﬁNNLO(Qz)]E

latt

- |:7%’NNLO (QZ)]

phys
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3 i — . ]
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— -0.004
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-0.008
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00 005 01 015 0.2
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FIG. 3: Point-by-point determinations of Lj(p0), with pg = 0.77 GeV, obtained assuming the
validity of the NLO form, Eq. (), for Ally,_4(Q?). Points with error bars are obtained from
the lattice data discussed in the text, while the continuous curve results from applying the NLO
form to the continuum dispersive results for Al _4(Q?).

. E

Acyg = [Clo]latt - [Clo]phys
21E 2

50 [mﬂ'}latt/ [mf}phys

O = [+ 2] oy / [+ 2]

s (20)
with the superscript E labelling the ensemble under consideration and the subscripts
phys and latt indicating the values of the quantities in question obtained using physical
and lattice values for the relevant pseudoscalar masses and decay constants, respectively.
dRE(Q?) and Ack) of course also depend on the chiral scale p.

With this notation, the combined lattice-continuum constraints, for a given ensemble
E become

A LT + 6ECh + 0PCr = SATI(Q?) — ARE(Q?) = ATH(Q?) . (21)

Since both terms on the RHS are Q?-dependent, while the LHS is Q*independent, the
versions of these constraints corresponding to different 92, but the same lattice ensemble
E can be used to provide checks on the self-consistency of the data employed, as well
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as on the reliability of the analysis framework. It turns out that the two constraints
with reasonable errors obtained for the ensemble E5 do not pass this self-consistency
test, while all of the available constraints are consistent for the other four ensembles.
We thus exclude the ensemble E5 from the rest of the analysis. FE5 is the ensemble
with the largest pion mass, m, = 399 MeV, a value which may, in any case, have been
pushing the bounds of the chiral analysis. The consistency of the constraints for the
other four ensembles is displayed in Fig. @ which plots the AT (Q?) for these ensembles
for the Q? of interest to the chiral analysis. The left panel shows the results for the
fine 1/a = 2.31 GeV ensembles E3 and F4, the right panel the results for the coarse
1/a = 1.37 GeVensembles E1 and E2. The lowest Q* points, at Q? = 0.018 GeV?,
have been omitted from the right panel since incorporating their absolutely enormous
errors would force a dramatic increase in the range displayed on the vertical axis. In
both panels, the Q2 values for the ensemble with heavier value of m, have been shifted
slightly to the right for presentational clarity.

: : : — 0.012; : : —
| o m=203Mev| | ‘ o m=171MeV] ]
I o m=349Mev| | 0.0081 o M =248 MeV |
0.021- = B r 1
— | ] <~ 0.004[ |
Lot ] uf\:/ ot ]
5 i % ¢ ] < i 1 ]
Un 1 -0.004\ |
-0.011 . -0.008f
L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L L
0 005 01 015 02 025 005 01 015 02 025
Q" [GeV] Q" [GeV]

FIG. 4: ATF(Q?) as a function of Q2 for the 1/a = 2.31 GeV ensembles E3 (m, = 293 MeV)
and F4 (m,; = 349 MeV) (left panel) and the 1/a = 1.37 GeV ensembles E1 (m, = 171 MeV)
and E2 (m, = 248 MeV') (right panel)

For the remaining four ensembles employed in the analysis, a final combined ver-

sion, ATE, of the RHS of the constraint for each ensemble is obtained by performing a
weighted average, over the points with Q% < 0.3 GeV/? available for that ensemble, of the
corresponding @Q*-dependent RHSs. The average is more heavily weighted to the upper
portion of the Q? analysis window, where the main source of error, that on AlIly_4(Q?),
is smaller, and, given the good self-consistency, we assign to T an uncertainty typical
of the errors in this region. The results of this exercise are

AT' = 0.0007(17)
AT = 0.0039(21)
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AT’ = 0.0062(18)

AT" = 0.0070(18) . (22)

Performing a combined fit incorporating the continuum Al _4(0) constraint,
Eq. (I3), and the four lattice-continuum constraints obtained by employing the results
of Egs. (22) on the RHS of Eq. (21]), we find

Liy(po) = —0.0031(8)
Cy (o) = —0.0008(8)
Cl(o) = 0.014(11) . (23)

The size of the errors reflects the non-trivial size of the uncertainties on the AT in
(22), and the fact that the associated constraints, (21I), are being required to provide
information on two additional fit parameters. While the resulting errors, especially those
on Cj and C7, are larger than one might hope, they have, at least, the advantage of being
data-based. L

The errors on the AT in (22) result largely from those on the lattice data for
ATl _4(Q?%). Tt is, unfortunately, difficult to significantly improve these, and thus neces-
sary to look to additional continuum input for any further improvement. The existence
of strong correlations amongst the fit parameters in ([23]) suggests that a single addi-
tional constraint should be sufficient to achieve a reduction in the errors for all three fit
parameters. Fortunately, such an additional constraint exists.

The source of this constraint is a recent IMFESR analysis [12] of the flavor-breaking
(FB) correlator difference

— —(0+1 —(0+1
SFEATI_4(Q%) = gy 4(Q%) — Ty 4(Q%) (24)
from which the result B
"B ATl _4(0) = 0.0113(15) (25)

was obtained. The analysis employed (i) OPAL non-strange spectral data for the V' and
A channels |16], updated as in Ref. [18]; (ii) us spectral data from ALEPH [33] and the
recent B-factory results for the exclusive mode K~r [34], K.~ [35], K7t~ [36] and
K r~n% [37] invariant mass distributions measured in strange hadronic 7 decays; and
(iii) PDG [38], FLAG [39], and additional lattice |40, 41] results for the treatment of,
and input to, OPE contributions. The us exclusive mode distributions are normalized to
current strange 7 branching fractions. We refer the reader to Ref. [12] for details of the
analysis.

The result given in Eq. (23] is of interest for our purposes because the NNLO LEC
contributions to the NNLO representation of 6" 2 Ally_4(0) appear in precisely the com-
bination Cj. Explicitly,
m2 —m?2

AT 0)] i = RYO)+ A+ Ly dfP L+ (ME ) € (ao)

m2
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where RYP((Q?) represents the sum of all 1- and 2-loop contributions with only LO ver-
tices. The (rather lengthy) expression for R¥(0), as well as those for the Q?-independent
coefficients df',,, are obtainable from the results quoted in Ref. [22] and not presented
here. They are fully fixed once the chiral scale p and pseudoscalar masses and decay
constants are specified.

Unlike the case of the NNLO representation of AIly_4(0), where the coefficient c;q
of Lj, in Eq. (@) contains both NLO and NNLO contributions, NLO contributions pro-
portional to L%, cancel in forming the FB difference 672 AIly_ 4(Q?). The result is that
diB is purely NNLO, and suppressed numerically compared to c¢j9. The coefficient of Cj
in Eq. (26) is, in contrast, enhanced by the factor (m% — m2)/m2 ~ 11.6. The linear
combination of LY, and C} appearing in (26)) is thus very different from that appearing
in the continuum ATly_4(0) constraint. Since L} is well known [25], and L, which is
also known [42], is such that its contribution to the RHS of (26]) is numerically small, the
result obtained by combining Eqgs.(28), and (24)),

2.12 L7 (j10) + 11.6C; (o) = —0.00346 (161) , (27)

provides the additional independent constraint we need.
We now have the two continuum constraints, Eqs. (I3]) and (27), and four combined
lattice-continuum constraints, Eq. (21)). All of these can be cast in the form

P+ aPer + oo = d® +5a® (28)
with k labelling the different constraints, the aglf)), a(()k) and agk) all known, and §d® the
relevant error. For the four lattice-continuum constraints, §d®) is totally dominated by
the error on the lattice determination of the AIly_4(Q?) for the ensemble in question.
For the continuum V — A constraint, Eq. (I3), 6d*) is determined by the experimental
errors on the ud V' — A spectral distribution. Finally, for the FB continuum constraint,
Eq. @7), 6d* is dominated by the experimental errors on the us spectral distribution
and us V/A separation uncertainties. Since the dominant sources of error for the different
constraints are independent, we fit L], (10), Co(po) and Cy (1) by minimizing

2
i — (aff) Lio(o) + o Coluo) + af Ci(uo) )|
X2 = Z D) . (29)
6d®)

k

Implementing this six-constraint fit, we find the significantly improved results
Lio(po) = —0.00346 (29)fit(13)L39
CS(IUO) = —000034(13)]0”(3)L379
Ci(po) = 0.0081(35)ﬁt(7)L379 , (30)

where we have separated out the contributions to the errors from the uncertainties on
the input values for L (1) and Lg(po). The resulting Cf(10)-C (140), C&(10)-Lio(100) and
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Ci(po)-Liy(po) correlations are —0.045, 0.012 and 0.978, respectively. The results (30)
update the preliminary versions presented in Ref. [43], and represent the best determi-
nation of L7, to date!.

VI. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

Our main results are those given in Eq. (30), where the error labelled by the subscript
fit is that resulting from the errors on the two continuum and four lattice-continuum
constraints employed in the combined fit. The key result is that for Lj,(uo), though
that for C] (o) provides a further example of a NNLO LEC combination vanishing in the
large- N, limit which cannot be neglected for N, = 3.

It is worth commenting on the absence of constraints from the two RBC/UKQCD
ensembles with 1/a = 1.75 GeV in our analysis.? These ensembles provide five Q? <
0.3 GeV?, three with errors small enough to be useful in assessing the self-consistency
of the AT®(Q?). The three low-error AT#(Q?) for the ensemble with m, = 333 MeV/,
unfortunately, fail the self-consistency test. Those for the ensemble with m, = 423 MeV
pass the self-cnsistency test, but correspond to an m, which is both potentially rather
large for use in an NNLO analysis and significantly larger than the largest value, m, =
349 MeV | employed in the analysis discussed above. We can, however, use the results
for the heavy m, ensemble to further test that the m, < 350 MeV employed above lie
safely within the range of validity of the NNLO analysis framework. To do so we have
performed an extended version of the analysis above, adding in the additional combined
lattice-continuum constraint AT = 0.0048(17) obtained for the 1/a = 1.75 GeV, m, =

! The reader might worry about the compatibility of the determination of L§(uo) in Ref. [25], our
result for L7, (o), and the constraint on L§(po) + Lig(1o) obtained from the NNLO SU(3) x SU(3)
analysis of radiative = decay data, reported in Ref. [28]. One should, however, bear in mind that
the latter constraint is obtained employing large-N. RChPT estimates for the NNLO LECs entering
the axial amplitude from which the constraint is obtained. In particular, central values of zero are
used for all 1/N -suppressed LECs. It turns out that, as in the case of the continuum ATy _ 4(Q?)
constraint, a particular combination, 4C5 + Cg, + 2 (C3 — Cgy + Cg;), of 1/N.-suppressed NNLO
LECs appears with a large (2m?% /m2 ~ 25) enhancement in its coefficient, relative to that of the non-
1/N.-suppressed NNLO LECs. We have, in fact, determined, as part of our fit, the 1/N_.-suppressed
combination C75(p0) — Cls (o) + C%1 (o). Shifting the central result 0 used for this combination in
Ref. [28] to the central value implied by our fit, one finds a modified version of the radiative 7 decay
constraint on L§+ L7, in excellent agreement with our result for L7, and that for L in Ref. [25]. This
exercise should, of course, be treated as illustrative only, since the discussion makes no attempt to
account for the effect of the additional, but unknown, 1/N.-suppressed combination 4C7;+Cg,. What
it does allow us to do, however, is conclude that the NNLO SU(3) x SU(3) radiative 7 constraint is
subject to non-trivial uncertainties associated with contributions from 1/N.-suppressed NNLO LECs,

and, within these uncertainties, perfectly compatible with our result for Lj.
2 For further information on these ensembles, see Ref. [44].
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423 MeV ensemble. The expanded fit yields results, CJ (o) = —0.0036(12), C7 (1) =
0.0070(24) and LYy(po) = —0.00355(23), in excellent agreement with those of the main
analysis. Since m, = 423 MeV is rather large, we do not use the results of this extended
analysis as our main ones, but do argue that the stability of the results with respect to
such a large increase in the maximum m, employed provides strong evidence in support
of the reliability of our NNLO treatment of the lower-m, data.

The only other NNLO determination of Lj (1) we are aware of is that of Ref. [7].
The central value in this case, Lj(po) = —0.00406(39), differs from ours by ~ 203. The
difference results, essentially entirely, from the difference in Cj(uo) values, with C7 ()
(then unknown) having been assigned the (assumed) central value 0 in [7], but fit, using
lattice data, in our analysis*. The error on Lj,(p) in Ref. [7], as stressed in that reference,
is completely dominated by the assumed uncertainty on Cj(149). This uncertainty is based
on the assumption that

|Cis (ko) = Coa(p0) + Cy (p0) | < |Cha(p0) — G (o) + Cgopo)l/3 (31)

which turns out to be insufficiently conservative, and would be even more so were the
data-based result obtained above for Cj(uo) (which is ~ —0.6 times that employed in
Ref. [7]) to be used on the RHS. Our error has the advantage not only of being smaller,
but of being based entirely on lattice and continuum data errors and independent of any
additional assumptions.

It is useful to clarify the relative roles of the lattice-continuum and continuum con-
straint errors, since this determines where best to focus future efforts to further reduce
the error on Lf,. In this context, it is also relevant to bear in mind that the ¥ 2 ATl 4(0)
constraint, Eq. (27)), which is crucial in achieving the reduced errors in (30), relies on
current strange hadronic 7 decay mode branching fractions for the normalizations of the
exclusive strange mode contributions to the us V' — A spectral function. These branching
fractions, as well as the exclusive strange distributions, remain the subjects of ongoing
experimental investigation. In addition, the V/A separation of the exclusive K7 mode
spectral contributions, which is currently done only approximately, can, in principle, be
improved through angular analyses [15] which are feasible with B-factory data. Improve-
ments to the FB IMFESR analysis, and hence to the associated FB V' — A constraint,
are thus likely to be accessible in the near future.

In order to illustrate the impact plausible changes in the us V' — A spectral data might
have on Lj,, we have rerun the analysis described in Sec. [V] using as input to the FB

3 In terms of the error quoted in Ref. |7], the difference in central values is only 1.50. Were the
assumption used to generate it to be updated using the improved determination of Cf(uo) obtained
above, however, the error of Ref. |7] would be reduced to 0.00023. The determination of C] using

lattice data is key to bringing this type of difficult-to-quantify uncertainty under control.
4 A significant difference also exists between our result for Cf (o) and that used in Ref. [7]. This results

largely from an overestimate, by a factor of more than 2 [12], in the RChPT value for C§,(p0) employed
in |7]. The smallness of the Cjj contributions to the ATl _4(0) constraint, however, means that this

difference has a negligible impact on the results for Lig(uo).
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V — A IMFESR constraint, the alternate value, 35 AlIly,_4(0) = 0.0098(15), obtained in
Ref. [12] using the alternate, still-preliminary BaBar results for the branching fractions
Bt~ = K- n7%,], n = 1,2,3, reported in Ref. [45]. The results of this exercise are
Liy(1o) = —0.00356(32), Ci(po) = —0.00024(12) and Cj(uo) = 0.0068(32). While the
input constraint value has been shifted by 10, Lig(uo) has shifted by only ~ 1/3 of
the fit component of the error in the main result. We learn from this exercise that, at
present, it is the lattice errors on AIly_4(Q?) which dominate the uncertainty on L7,.
Improvements in the error on the FB V' — A IMFESR constraint (the less precise of the
two continuum constraints), though almost certainly feasible in the near future, will not
help to significantly reduce the error on Lj,. Further non-trivial improvement requires
instead a reduction in the errors on the lattice determinations of AIly_4(Q?). A natural
target in this regard is a reduction in the errors on the 7 pole subtraction through a
reduction in the errors on f,; for the two coarse 1/a = 1.37 GeV ensembles, where these
errors on the f? factor entering this subtraction are currently a factor of ~ 2.3 larger
than those for the fine 1/a = 2.31 GeV ensembles.

Our determination of L}, allows us to also fix the corresponding SU(2) x SU(2) LEC,
(%, whose relation to L}, at NNLO has been worked out in Ref. [46]. With Fj the 7 decay
constant in the SU(3) chiral limit, mx the K mass in the limit m, 4 — 0, {x = log (%),
Uiy

Vg = # (lx +1) and X = oD this relation takes the form [46]

1
B(r0) = (1= 2Xtx) Luolpo) + s5vic + X (0.000339 + 0.002243¢xc — 0.00039603,)
— X Uk Ly(po) — 8 [Cls(po) — Cia(po) + Cly (ko)) (32)

where, in writing the second line, we have converted the dimensionless versions of the
NNLO LECs used in Ref. [46] to the dimensionful versions of Ref. |24] used above. Note
that the last term in this relation is proportional to the combination C] determined above.
Estimating 7x using the LO relation 73 = m3 — m?2 (with my the average of the
charged and neutral K masses), and taking F ~ 80 MeV from the ny = 2 4 1 lattice
results favored by the FLAG assessment [39], we obtain

52

s i) (33)

48 = 1430 L — 0.00046 0.215 Lt - —_—
5(Ho) 10(#o) + o(#00) 4(2m2 + m2

With the input of Ref. [25] for Lg (1), we obtain, taking into account the 0.978 correlation
between the fitted values of Lj,(1o) and C7 (o),
(o) = —0.00507(10) . (34)

The uncertainty on Lg(uo) plays no role to the number of significant figures quoted for
the error. The result (34]) corresponds to the value

ls = 13.0(2) (35)

for the scale-invariant coupling (5 defined in Ref. [2]. This is not only in excellent agree-
ment with the results g = 16.0(5)(7) and g — {5 = 3.0(3) quoted in Ref. [47], arising from
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the NNLO SU(2) x SU(2) analyses of the 7 vector form factor [48] and 7+ — eTv.y [49],
respectively, but, when combined with /5 — /5 = 3.0(3), in fact yields the somewhat
improved determination /5 = 16.0(4) for £g.

We close by comparing our results to RChPT estimates for the LECs/LEC combi-
nations determined in our analysis, RChPT being the framework most often used to
make such estimates in the literature. Large-N.-based RChPT estimates [50] for L}, are
scale-independent, and usually taken to correspond to pu ~ po. The resulting Li,(10)
(~ —0.0054) is significantly more negative than indicated by our determination. The
lack of scale-dependence in the large- N, version of the RChPT LEC predictions can be
repaired by going beyond leading order in 1/N,. This has been done for the V' — A cor-
relator in Ref. [51], where 1/N, corrections were shown to lower the RChPT prediction
for L7,(po) [51]. The resulting prediction, with the scale-dependence now fully under
control, is —0.0044(9), compatible within errors with our result above. Large-N, RChPT
predictions for the NNLO LECs entering the combination Cj [22, 128, 42, 152, 53] lead to
a result Cj(po) ~ —0.0004, in good agreement with the result above. This agreement,
however, results from a fortuitous cancellation, with RChPT predictions for the individ-
ual C7,, Cf; and Cg, differing significantly from the coupled channel dispersive result of
Ref. [26] for CT,(110), and the results for C§, (po) and Cg,(uo) obtained in Ref. [12] using
FB IMFESRs in combination with the results of our fit above. The large-N. RChPT
prediction for the 1/N.-suppressed LEC combination Cj is, of course, zero. To the best
of our knowledge, 1/N,-corrections have not yet been investigated for any of the NNLO
LECs.
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