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We compare precision e+e− → µ+µ− cross section measurements by BESIII in the Ecm = 3.8− 4.6 GeV
range, to predictions based on measured Rhad data. The consistency is poor (p-value < 0.012). Allowing for
resonance contributions not seen inRhad gives an excellent fit, with the state at 4421 MeV (4.6σ) giving insight
into the ψ(4415) and the 3.1σ structure at 4211 MeV, if confirmed, being a new, very narrow resonance. This
analysis shows the power of precision e+e− → µ+µ− measurements to uncover or probe otherwise difficult to
access states.
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Certain types of final states in e+e− collisions would not
have been detected in existing e+e− experiments, due to event
acceptance requirements [1]. We call such final states “in-
visible” for the purposes of this Letter. In addition to truly
invisible Beyond the Standard Model states, hadronic states
in which less than ≈30% of the energy is in visible hadrons
or leptons, or whose energy deposit is too asymmetric would
generally have been rejected [1]. The production of invisible
final states in e+e− annihilation can be investigated in two
ways:
• Measuring the total cross section inclusively, through inclu-
sive Initial State Radiation (ISR); this approach is limited by
the relatively poor resolution of the ISR photon energy and
very challenging background.
• Measuring σe+e−→µ+µ− very accurately, since the O(α2)
correction to the Born contribution depends on the true total
e+e− cross section through a dispersion relation [2].

Besides the intrinsic interest in potentially overlooked
states, another motivation for a search for states not detected
in e+e− → hadrons is the discrepancy between the very pre-
cisely measured anomalous magnetic moment of the muon [3]
and its value predicted using dispersion relations to obtain
the hadronic vacuum polarization contribution from e+e− →
hadrons data [4, 5]. This discrepancy may be resolved by
revision of Rhad ≡ σ(e+e− → hadrons)/σB(e+e− →
µ+µ−) in the ρ region, as suggested by the new CMD-3 mea-
surement [6, 7], where σB(e+e− → µ+µ−) = 4πα2

3s and
α is the QED fine structure constant. Complementary ap-
proaches to this problem are nevertheless valuable. Further-
more, as we show here, resonances which in principle can be
seen in hadronic final states of e+e− collisions given suffi-
ciently accurate measurements, can in some cases be more
precisely probed indirectly, through their virtual impact on
σe+e−→µ+µ− .

In this paper, we compare precision data on e+e− → µ+µ−

from BESIII [8] to predictions using Rhad data from the

PDG [9]. We find that the measured e+e− → µ+µ− cross
section shows structure in the 4.2-4.5 GeV range that is in sig-
nificant conflict with predictions from Rhad data. We look for
possible sources of energy dependent systematic uncertainties
in the e+e− → µ+µ− measurements, but none appear capa-
ble of explaining the data. However allowing for contributions
from resonances whose contributions to Rhad have gone un-
detected provides an excellent fit.

Data used
The BESIII collaboration measured the cross section σµ+µ−

for e+e− → µ+µ− at center-of-mass (c.m.) energies from 3.8
to 4.6 GeV [8]. The raw cross section data is shown in the left
panel of Fig. 1. Dividing the cross section by the Born cross
section for easier visibility, the center panel shows Rµ+µ− ≡
σ(e+e− → µ+µ−)/σB(e+e− → µ+µ−).

Data samples were collected at 133 c.m. energies with the
BESIII detector, operating at the BEPCII collider from 2011
to 2017. The c.m. energy of each dataset is measured using
dimuon events, with an uncertainty of ±0.8 MeV [10].1 The
statistical precision of the BESIII measurements is about 0.7%
for the energy scan data sets and is from 0.16% to 0.35% for
the other data sets.

The systematic uncertainty of the measurement is estimated

1 To test for the possible impact of potential correlated and uncorrelated sys-
tematic uncertainties among data from different running years, we also per-
form the analysis using only data taken in winter and spring 2013/2014;
there is no significant difference. In the restricted sample, 104 energy scan
data sets were taken from 3.84 to 4.59 GeV, each with an integrated lu-
minosity of about 8 pb−1. The scan data were taken from Dec. 9, 2013
to Jan. 24, 2014. For each point in the scan data-taking, the accelerator
energy was set to a specific value, data was taken for about 7 hours, then
the energy was increased one step and data was taken again. These data
were taken with a monotonically increasing energy. Five additional high-
luminosity data sets were taken in the remainder of the same data-taking
period, at c.m. energies 4.600, 4.467, 4.527, 4.575, and 4.416 GeV,with
integrated luminosities of 587, 49, 112, 111, and 1044 pb−1, respectively.
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FIG. 1: Left: σ(e+e− → µ+µ−) measured by the BESIII experiment [8]. Center and Right: The black (green) points show the corresponding
Rµµ from high-luminosity (scan) data, with statistical errors. The red curve in the center panel shows the prediction calculated from Rhad,
shifted by the rescaling in Eq. (9) to account for systematics. The right panel shows the fit with one (blue) or two (red, mostly covering blue)
constant-width resonances added to the Rhad data.

by BESIII to be about 2.91% and is common to all the data
sets; it originates from several sources including the lumi-
nosity measurement (1%), uncertainty in tracking efficiency
(1%), detector acceptance, signal extraction, Monte Carlo
generator, and so on. We allow for this with a linear rescaling
of the e+e− → µ+µ− measurement, as discussed in detail
below. Our analysis concentrates on a possible shape differ-
ence between the observed and predicted Rµ+µ− as a func-
tion of energy, which supplies information about final states
which have escaped detection in the direct measurement of
the hadronic cross section. The precision of our numerical
analysis is at the 0.1% level.

Theoretical framework
The total cross section σµ+µ− , for the exclusive process
e+e− → µ+µ−, is related to the vacuum polarization (VP),
Π(s), by

σµ+µ−(s) =
σB
µ+µ−(s)

|1−Π(s)|2
, (1)

where s is the c.m. energy squared. The charged lepton contri-
bution to Π(s) can be calculated in perturbation theory and we

omit it in subsequent formulae for clarity. The contribution to
Π(s) from virtual states other than leptons, Πnl(s), is related
to the total cross section σnl(s) to not-leptons final states in
the one-photon exchange approximation through a dispersion
relation [2]:

Πnl(s) =
s

4π2α

∫ ∞

4m2
π

σnl(s
′)

s− s′ + iϵ
ds′ . (2)

Using the identity (x+ iϵ)−1 = P (1/x)− iπδ(x) , gives

Πnl(s) = − s

4π2α
P

∫ ∞

4m2
π

σnl(s
′)

s′ − s
ds′ − i

s

4πα
σnl(s) , (3)

where P represents principal value. Following [2], the inte-
gration is performed analytically for narrow resonances J/ψ ,
ψ(2S), Υ(1S), Υ(2S), and Υ(3S). The high energy part of
the integration assumes that R(s) = R(s1) is constant above
a certain value s1 (taken to be above the Υ resonance region),
and the integral between threshold and s1 is carried out nu-
merically after separation of the principle value part. Thus

ReΠnl(s) =
3s

α

∑
j

Γj
e+e−

Mj

s−M2
j

(s−M2
j )

2 +M2
j Γ

2
j

+
α

3π
R(s1) ln

∣∣∣∣ s− s1
s1

∣∣∣∣− s

4π2α

∫ s1

4m2
π

σnr(s
′)− σnr(s)

s′ − s
ds′− sσnr(s)

4π2α
ln

∣∣∣∣ s1 − s

4m2
π − s

∣∣∣∣ ,
(4)

where Γj , Γj
e+e− , andMj denote the total width, partial width

to e+e−, and mass of the resonance j, respectively. Here,
σnr(s) is the σnl(s) in (3) with the contributions from narrow
resonances subtracted.

The measured cross section for e+e− → µ+µ− includes
unobserved radiated photons, so before comparing to data
we integrate the exclusive cross section σµ+µ−(s) calculated

from Eq. (1), with the ISR function as discussed in [2].

We model a possible undetected contribution to σnl, either
unresolved due to gaps in theRhad measurements or decaying
dominantly into undetected final states, as being due to one or
two resonances, R1 and R2. The generalization to more reso-
nances is straightforward from this case, and allowing for two
unseen states proves sufficient for our purposes. For this ini-
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tial study, we assume R1 and R2 can be described by constant-
width Breit-Wigner functions

A =

√
12πΓeeΓ

s−m2 + imΓ
, (5)

with m, Γ, and Γee being the mass, width, and electronic par-
tial width of the resonance. We allow for the possibility that
the more massive resonance (R2) can have common, interfer-
ing decay channels with R1.

The resonances R1 and R2 may or may not have final states
contributing to the detected Rhad, but their undetected contri-
butions simply add to σnl without interference since the two
types of final states are inherently orthogonal. If there is only
one resonance, R1, it can be treated using Eqs. (3) and (4),
just like the known vector mesons. This fit entails 3 new
parameters — the mass, width and electronic width of R1:
m1, Γ1, Γee,1. However in computing |1 − ΠRhad − ΠR|−2,
where ΠR is the contribution from the new sector, one must
take care about the proper treatment of possible interference
terms within the new sector. When there are two resonances,
we have two masses, widths and Γee’s, and in addition the
branching fraction B and relative phase ϕ of R2 decay into R1
final states, which we take to be energy independent constants.
If some resonance has both visible and unseen channels, the
values of m, Γ and Γee should be compatible when proper
account is taken of interference within each sector; for this,
a more sophisticated treatment than the constant width BW
used here could be warranted.

The contribution to σnl of the resonances R1 and R2 not
already included via the measured Rhad is then, in this ap-
proximation:

σR1+R2 = |AR1 + eiϕ
√
BAR2|2 + (1− B)|AR2|2

≡σR1 + σR2 + σR1R2 , (6)

where AR1,R2 are the appropriate BW functions, given in
Eq. (5) for the constant width treatment, and σR1R2 is merely
the shorthand

σR1R2 ≡ 2
√
BRe[A∗

R1AR2 e
iϕ] . (7)

The first two terms in Eq. (6) are just Breit-Wigner cross sec-
tions and their contributions to Πnl(s) in Eq. (3) are treated
in the standard way. The last term in Eq. (6)’s contribution to
ReΠnl in (3) must be directly integrated. Taking the BW’s for
R1 and R2 to be momentum-independent as in Eq. (5) we find

ReΠR1R2(s) ≡ − s

4π2α
P

∫ ∞

4m2
π

2
√
BRe[A∗

R1AR2 e
iϕ](s′)

(s′ − s)
ds′

=K Re

[
eiϕ

(s− a)(s− b)(b− a)

(
b ln

a

s
− a ln

b

s
+ s ln

b

a

)]
,

(8)

where a = m1(m1 + iΓ1), b = m2(m2 − iΓ2), K =
6s/(πα)

√
B Γee,1 Γ1 Γee,2 Γ2 and ln(|z|eiθ) = ln|z| + i θ.

If the resonance contributions are not constant-width Breit-
Wigners, the integral can be done numerically.

Fitting e+e− → µ+µ− from Rhad

We define χ2 to assess the quality of a fit as

χ2 =

N∑
i

(
Ri

µ+µ− − R̂i
µ+µ−/(f0 + f1(Ei − Ec))

σRi
µ+µ−

)2

+
1
N

∑N
i (1− f0 − f1(Ei − Ec))

2

(0.0291)2
, (9)

whereRi
µ+µ− and R̂i

µ+µ− are the predicted and measured val-
ues of Ri

µ+µ− at the ith data point, σRi
µ+µ−

is the statistical
error on the ith data point, 0.0291 is the systematic overall
normalization error estimate from BESIII for these measure-
ments, and f0, f1 provide a linear, energy-dependent rescaling
to the overall normalization; Ec = 4.2 GeV is the mean en-
ergy of the dataset.

The best fit to the Rµ+µ− data, using Eq. (1) and the
measured Rhad given in the PDG tabulation [9] to evaluate
Πnl from Eq. (3), yields the fit shown in the left and cen-
ter panels of Fig. 1, with normalization rescaling parameters
f0 = 1.00286±0.00052 and f1 = 0.01811±0.00301 GeV−1.
The normalization rescaling ranges from −0.004 to +0.01
over the 3.8-4.6 GeV range of the data — well within the es-
timated absolute normalization uncertainty of 0.0291.

However even after this rescaling, the energy dependent
structure of the data is significantly different from the predic-
tion based on the measured σe+e−→had, as can be seen by eye
and as reflected in the goodness-of-fit parameter χ2/ndf =
170.47/(133−2), corresponding to a confidence level of only
0.012. Thus in the following we consider the possibility that
some contributions to σe+e−→had could have been missed.

The right panel of Fig. 1 shows the fit with one and two
additional resonances. The fit parameters are listed in Ta-
ble I. The fit with one additional resonance improves the
χ2 by 27.6 with 3 more free parameters giving χ2/ndf =
142.87/(133 − 5). The statistical significance of this reso-
nance is 4.6σ. However the confidence level is 0.17, indicat-
ing possible room for improvement in the fit to the data.

The fit with two additional resonances has a χ2/ndf =
127.74/(133−8), corresponding to a confidence level of 0.42,
indicating a very good fit to the data. The masses of the two
resonances are too far apart relative to their narrow widths to
interfere, so we drop B and ϕ for the final fitting. Allowing for
a second resonance improves the χ2 by 16.1 with 3 more free
parameters compared to the fit with one resonance, as can be
seen in the left panel of Fig. 2 which shows the variation in χ2

when scanning over the mass m1 of a possible additional res-
onance taking the parameters of R2 to be fixed. The statistical
significance of the second resonance is 3.1σ. Figure 2(right)
shows the contribution of R1 and R2 to the R value, where R
here means the total e+e− cross section to states other than
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TABLE I: Fit results adding contribution from constant-width Breit-
Wigner resonances; “—” means “not applicable” and “fixed” means
these parameters were fixed at the one BW value.

Parameters one-BW fit two-BW fit
m1 (MeV) — 4211.4± 2.6
Γ1 (MeV) — 0.14± 0.16
Γee,1 (keV) — 0.076± 0.045
m2 (MeV) 4421.5± 3.4 4421.5 (fixed)
Γ2 (MeV) 15.9± 14.7 15.9 (fixed)
Γee,2 (keV) 0.63± 0.31 0.63 (fixed)
f0 1.0019± 0.0006 1.0019 (fixed)
f1 (GeV−1) 0.0175± 0.0032 0.0175 (fixed)
χ2/ndf 142.87/(133− 5) 127.74/(133− 8)

charged lepton pairs, divided by σB
µ+µ− . Inclusion of a third

resonance does not improve the fit significantly, as seen in the
left panel of Fig. 2; the most significant (but only 0.8σ) con-
tribution is at around 4020 MeV.

As an alternative to the procedure above, in which we
used an energy-dependent rescaling to account for system-
atic errors, one could require the systematic rescaling to be
an energy-independent constant shift. Without invisible res-
onance contributions, the best fit to the Rµ+µ− data gives
in this case f = 1.00369 with χ2/ndf=242.95/(133-1) and
CL=1.4 × 10−8. Fitting with two additional resonances, the
lower-mass resonance is similar to R2 in the baseline fit, while
the higher mass one is at 5.6 GeV and has a width of 1.7 GeV.
The upper resonance improves the χ2 by 59 with 3 more
parameters, but given its unphysically large width and mass
far above the energy of the last data point, we conclude that
functionally this resonance is providing the energy-dependent
rescaling of the data called for in the baseline fit and we reject
the resonance interpretation on physical grounds.

Implications for the vacuum polarization
An important element of the Standard Model prediction of the
muon anomalous magnetic moment is the determination of
the Hadronic Vacuum Polarization (HVP) contribution, from
experimental measurements of e+e− → hadrons in the “R-
ratio” method. The HVP contribution to the muon g-2 is

aHVP,LO
µ =

α2

3π2

∫
ds
R(s)K(s)Θ(s)

s
, (10)

where s is the c.m. energy squared, R(s) ≡ σ(e+e− →
hadrons)/σB(e

+e− → µ+µ−) and the function K(s) is
given in [4]. The function Θ(s) → 1 when calculating
aHVP,LO
µ , but we include it for more detailed comparison to

lattice QCD calculations below. With a different weighting
function an analogous calculation yields the running of the
QED coupling to higher scales.

Modifying the vacuum polarization to include invisible
or not-yet-detected contributions to the observed R-ratio,
whether from unseen hadrons or new physics (HVP being
a minor misnomer in the latter case), modifies the predicted
value of g-2. Reference [4] performed a comprehensive anal-

ysis of experiments on e+e− → hadrons and reported an
HVP contribution aµ ≡ (g − 2)had × 1010 = 693.1 ± 4.0.
This leads to a Standard Model prediction 5.0σ less than the
latest muon g-2 measurement [3]. However CMD-3 [6, 7]
recently reported a new determination of Rhad in the ρ reso-
nance region to much higher accuracy than previous experi-
ments, with improved control of systematics and using more
sophisticated radiative corrections. Adopting the CMD-3 re-
sults gives aµ(exp)− aµ(pred) = 4.9(5.5)× 10−10 [7].

We calculate the contributions of the new resonances to aµ
and ∆α(Z), by sampling the fit parameters according to the
covariance matrix. The contributions of resonances R1 and R2
to aHVP

µ and ∆α(Z) are closely correlated to one another and
make only a small change to the predictions: an increment of
δaµ = 2.18+2.16

−0.10 × 10−11 and δ∆α(Z) = 0.66+0.32
−0.19 × 10−4.

For more direct comparison to the predictions of lattice QCD,
we use window functions to calculate the R1 and R2 contri-
butions to the intermediate and short distance window func-
tions [11], finding: δaWµ = 0.314+0.279

−0.165 × 10−11 and δaSD
µ =

1.86+1.63
−0.98 × 10−11.

Interpretation
The dependence of σ(e+e− → µ+µ−) on energy seen in the
high-precision measurements by the BESIII collaboration [8],
from Ecm = 3.8 to 4.6 GeV, is poorly described using disper-
sion relations and the measured σ(e+e− → hadrons). The
shape of the spectrum has a confidence level of only 0.012,
after allowing for a linear, energy-dependent shift in abso-
lute normalization within the systematic uncertainty estimate.
Adding additional resonances, R1 and R2, results in a very
good fit. The contributions of R1 and R2 to Rhad required
to explain the e+e− → µ+µ− cross section are shown in the
right panel of Fig. 2, with the mean value in black and 10
random realizations from the covariance matrix in grey. The
Rhad data in blue shows no such structure. This means that if
the R1 and R2 signals in e+e− → µ+µ− are real, their final
states somehow elude detection.

The upper state R2, whose statistical significance is 4.6σ,
has mass 4421.5±3.4 MeV, width 15.9±14.7 MeV and Γee =
0.63 ± 0.31 keV. The mass is virtually identical with that of
ψ(4415) whose PDG value is 4421± 4 MeV and the width is
narrower than that of ψ(4415) by 46 ± 25 MeV, slightly less
than 2σ. A possible interpretation of the combined Rµ+µ−

and Rhad data is that R2 is in fact the ψ(4415), with a width
<∼ 30 MeV to account for the structure in Rµ+µ− , and a sub-
stantial fraction of its final states not being detected in the
Rhad measurements, for some reason. In this scenario, the Γee

of R2 should be interpreted as Γee×B(ψ(4415) → invisible)
and that of the ψ(4415) from PDG (0.58 ± 0.07 keV) [9] as
Γee × B(ψ(4415) → visible) final states. Then Γee of the
ψ(4415) would be about 1.2 keV. It should be noted that inter-
pretation of the measurements is quite model dependent [12]
and that the resonance parameters of the ψ(4415) in PDG are
estimates [9].

The lower mass resonance, R1 at 4211.4 ± 2.6 MeV, with
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FIG. 2: Left: Variation of χ2 when scanning over the mass of a second contributing resonance. Right: PDG data on Rhad (blue), with the
contribution of R1 and R2 added shown in black (connected with a line for readability). The grey curves are 10 sample fits.

Γ = 0.14 ± 0.16 MeV and Γee = 0.076 ± 0.045 keV has
a statistical significance of 3.1σ in the Rµ+µ− data. It is
very different from the known states in this energy region, the
ψ(4160) and ψ(4230), in both mass and width [9]. Thus if R1
is not just a statistical or systematic artifact, it is unlikely to be
the same state as either ψ(4160) or ψ(4230). Its width from
e+e− → µ+µ− is compatible with being so narrow it simply
lies between energy scan points. If that were the case it could
decay into conventional, visible final states and be detected di-
rectly by rescanning that energy range; the only puzzle would
be what produces such a narrow resonance.

Summary and Conclusions
Following up on the remark that certain types of hadronic fi-
nal states fail to meet the event selection criteria for e+e− →
hadrons [1], we have performed the first search for evidence
of missed states via their virtual effect in e+e− → µ+µ−.
In the dispersive representation of the vacuum polarization,
a narrow resonance in the hadronic cross-section produces
a very characteristic dip-peak shape in the e+e− → µ+µ−

cross section. This striking structure appears in two places in
the BESIII energy range. The upper one has a statistical sig-
nificance of 4.6σ. If real, its position and leptonic width sug-
gests it is due to the known resonance ψ(4415), which how-
ever has a narrower width and higher peak value than apparent
in the Rhad data, which could be due to a significant portion
of its final states going undetected. There is also an indica-
tion of the same shape structure produced by a very narrow
state at 4211 MeV, albeit with only 3.1σ statistical signifi-
cance. It cannot be excluded that these structures arise from
systematic glitches in the data, but the agreement of fits using
different datasets taken at different times and in both scan and
hi-luminosity modes, argues for their robustness.

There are several paths to investigate and extend these re-
sults. Recorded but not-selected events in BESIII data can
be re-examined, e.g., searching for pair-produced, undetected
neutrals via interactions of their decay products in the detec-
tor or via asymmetric energy deposits which caused the event
class to be rejected previously. An analysis of inclusive ISR
data from BaBar, Belle, and Belle II would in principle be
complementary to this approach, but given the present energy

resolution of ISR photons such a search could not detect such
narrow states as are accessible with our technique. To the
extent that adequate e+e− → µ+µ− data were available at
lower energy, they could be used as here to see if undetected
final states contribute to the 3.8σ discrepancy between lattice
QCD and dispersive Rhad determinations of the intermediate-
window-function-weighted HVP [13].

BESIII is currently taking data up to 5.0 GeV and will be
able to extend the energy coverage to 5.6 GeV, with improved
peak luminosity, after the upgrade in 2024; these measure-
ments should significantly improve the sensitivity to unde-
tected states in e+e− annihilation in the 3.6-6 GeV regime.
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