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Abstract There is a long-standing anomaly in the ratio 3 Magnitudes of three kinds of contributions . . . . . 9

of the decay width for ¥(3770) — DD to that for 4 Analysis of ratio of decay probabilities Ry . . . . . 11

¥ (3770) — DT D~ at the level of 9.5 . A similar anomaly 4.1 Wave-packet analysis . . . .. ......... 11

exists for the ratio of ¢(1020) — KPKJ to ¢(1020) — 4.2 Wave-packetresults . . . . . .. .. ... ... 12

KTK™ at 2.10. In this study, we reassess the anomaly 4.3 Plane-wave analysis . . . . ... ........ 14

through the lens of a Gaussian wave-packet formalism. Our 4.4 Plane-waveresults . . .. ... ... ..... 14

comprehensive calculations include the localization of the
overlap of the wave packets near the mass thresholds and
the composite nature of the initial-state vector mesons. The
results align within a ~ 1o confidence level with the Parti-
cle Data Group’s central values for a physically reasonable
value of the form-factor parameter, indicating a resolution
to these anomalies. We also check the deviation of a wave-
packet resonance from the Briet—Wigner shape and find that
wide ranges of the wave-packet size are consistent with the
experimental data.
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1 Introduction

There is a long-standing anomaly (discrepancy between
experimental and theoretical results) in the ratio of the decay
width for ¥(3770) — D°DO to that for ¥ (3770) —
DTD™. A similar but weaker anomaly exists for the ratio
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of ¢(1020) — KK to ¢(1020) — K+K~. On the other
hand, the ratio of Y (4S) — BTB~ to T(4S) — B°B0 is
consistent with the standard theoretical predictions.

At the quark level, these processes are!

P(s5) - K (us) K~ (si)

Y (cc) - DT (cd) D™ (do),

Y (bb) — B*(ub) B~ (bir),

¢(s5) — K°(d5) KO(sd) — KPKQ,
¥ (ce) — D(cit) DO(ut) ,

Y (bb) — B(db) BO(bd),

which can be summarized as V(Q Q) — P(09) + P(q0).
where V and P are vector and pseudo-scalar mesons, respec-
tively, and Q and ¢q are heavy (s, ¢, b) and light (u, d) quarks,
respectively. This ratio of decay widths is theoretically clean
because most of the quantum chromodynamics (QCD) cor-
rections cancel out between the numerator and the denomi-
nator. These decay processes are via strong interaction, and
hence in the limit of exact isospin symmetry u < d, the ratio
becomes unity. The isospin violation makes a deviation from

unity.
We name the ratio of the widths as?
I(¢—> KTK"™)
Ry = 00’
I'(¢ - KPKY)
(w — DtD7)
Rw =—
(w N DODO)
r(r—B*B7)
Ry = (1
F(T N B0B0>

The experimental results are combined by the Particle Data
Group (PDG) [1]:3

RPDG 1.45 +0.03,

' Here and hereafter, we omit (3770), (1020), and (45). Y (45) is some-
times written as Y (10580). We do not distinguish the weak-interaction
eigenstates K9 K0 and the mass eigenstates K E K g , neglecting the small
C P-violation effects. Other processes have even smaller C P-violation
effects, and we neglect them too.

2 Inthe original Ref. [1], the first two of Eq. (2) are given in its inverse

(R;")™S =090 0015, (R;') ™S =1.253+0.016,

and we have inverted them in Eq. (2). In the theoretical literature, the
ratio (1) of charged to neutral modes is mainly used, and we follow it
for ease of comparison.

3 In the evaluation of Ry = 1.058 %+ 0.024 [1], the following
isospin symmetry among, e.g., B — J/y Ks and Bt — J/y K+
is assumed. The extent to which the isospin symmetry is valid in
hadronic decays is debatable (private communication with Dr. Aki-
masa Ishikawa).

@ Springer

RyPY =0.798 +0.010,
RIPS = 1,058 +0.024. )

The theoretical prediction of the decay rates for V. —
PYP~ and V — P9P0 is based on the plane-wave for-
malism so far. The tree-level result of the chiral perturbation
Rplane _

theory reads
2 2 2\ 32
— 8v+ ——4m (3)
g%,o mV 4m

where gy (gvo) is the coupling between V and PTP~
(POPO) and my,m p+,and m po are the masses of V, P*, and
PO, respectively. Even if we assume an isospin-symmetric
coupling gv4+ = gvo, the difference in the pseudo-scalar-
meson masses m p+ 7 m po results in a deviation in Ry from

unity: Putting the mass values in Ref. [1],* we obtain
g

RP™® = “0% (1.5156 + 0.0033) ,
g¢o
g

RY™® = Z2% (0.6915 + 0.0046)
gwo

1 8%
n

RY™ = =2% (1.047 £0.026) . )

80

Comparing Eqs. (2) and (4), we see that the isospin-
symmetric limit for the coupling gy = gyo results in the
anomaly at the level of 2.1 ¢, 9.5 0, and 0.32 ¢ for ¢, ¥, and
Y, respectively.

We briefly review the theoretical accounts for the anomaly
within plane-wave formalism. For Ry, it turned out that radia-
tive corrections make the anomaly more significant [2]: The

4 Concretely,

mg = (1019.461 + 0.016) MeV,
my = (3773.7 + 0.4) MeV,

my = (10579.4 £ 1.2) MeV,

= (987.354 £ 0.032) MeV,
2mp+ = (3739.32 £ 0.10) MeV,
2mp+ = (10558.7 + 0.24) MeV,
= (995.222 4 0.026) MeV,
2mpo = (3729.68 + 0.10) MeV,
2mpgo = (10559.3 & 0.24) MeV,

2mK+

2m ko

assuming the standard error propagation for the twice pseudo-scalar
mass. The total decay widths are

Iy = (4.249 £0.013) MeV,

Ty = (27.2+ 1.0) MeV,

Iy = (20.5£2.5)MeV.
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standard quantum electrodynamics (QED) corrections make
the theoretical prediction of the ratio 4 % larger, and isospin-
breaking corrections to the ratio gé 4/ géo further make it
“some 2 % [2] larger, leading to a larger anomaly of roughly
5.2 o assuming that the error is dominated by that in Eq. (2).
In Ref. [3], the authors introduce a smeared decay rate that
is a function of the energy difference between the initial and
final plane-wave states; this smearing is by the Lorentzian
distribution due to the inclusion of the width and by a phe-
nomenological form factor put by hand to regularize an ultra-
violet (UV) divergence; the anomaly for ¢ can be explained
with a mass parameter M =~ 1.5 GeV in the phenomenolog-
ical form factor. In Ref. [4], the authors have estimated the
effects of the electromagnetic structure of kaons and other
model-dependent contributions to the radiative corrections,
and the resultant corrections have turned out to be tiny. In Ref.
[5], two (a Breit—-Wigner and a nonrelativistic Lorentzian)
types of averaged decay widths over the initial-state energy
are introduced with two phenomenologically chosen energy
intervals, 1.010-1.060GeV and 1.000-1.100GeV, to relax
the anomaly.

For Ry, another type of averaged decay width is intro-
duced in Ref. [6], and the resultant anomaly has become
even more significant. There is no explanation for this 9.5 ¢
anomaly so far.

The above smearing/averaging over the energy provides
significant effects because the decay V — PP is near the
threshold my =~ 2mp. In situations near the threshold, it
is desirable to treat the decay more rigorously by using
wave packets for the initial and final states. Recall that the
S-matrix in the plane-wave formalism contains the energy-
momentum-conserving delta function and is theoretically ill-
defined when computing the probability rather than the rate.
A well-defined decay probability can be calculated only as a
transition from a wave packet to a pair of wave packets. This
is theoretically more reliable.

In the previous analyses [3—5], it has been assumed that
the transition processes are described by the (plane-wave)
rates alone.’ In this paper, we present an analysis based on
the transition probability of the normalized states and wave
packets, without the divergence of the delta function squared.
Concretely, we compute the decay V — P P in the Gaussian
wave-packet formalism [9-13]; see also Refs. [14-16].° In
particular, we include a wave packet effect, called the in-time-
boundary effect for the decay, by simply limiting the time
integral of the decay interaction point to ¢t > Tj, [10]. Here,
Tin 1s the time from which the interaction is switched on. This
procedure is proven to provide approximate modeling of the

3 See also Refs. [7,8] for nonstandard approaches within the plane-
wave formalisms.

6 There is an ongoing experimental project directly to confirm this
wave-packet effect [17,18]; see also Ref. [19].

full production process of V in the corresponding two-to-two
wave-packet scattering, say, ete™ — V — PP [13]; see
also Refs. [11,12,20-24] for related discussions.

The organization of this paper is as follows: In Sect.2,
we will introduce the minimum basics of calculating the
(generalized) S-matrix that describes wave-packet-to-wave-
packet transitions considering the initial state’s decaying
nature when wave packets take the Gaussian form. In Sect. 3,
we will review significant properties of the Gaussian wave-
packet S-matrix. In Sect.4, we will compare the theoretical
predictions for the ratios of Ry, Ry, and Ry in the wave-
packet and the plane-wave formalisms taking into account
the form factor of the vector mesons. In Sect. 5, we will dis-
cuss the constraint from the resonant shape in the electron
positron collider experiments for ¢ and ¥ . In Sect. 6, we will
provide a summary and further discussions. In Appendix A,
we will review the form factor details for vector mesons used
for our analysis. In Appendix B, we will provide the details
on how to derive the total probability of V — P P under non-
relativistic approximations. In Appendix C, a brief review on
how to derive the plane-wave decay rate for V — P P will be
provided. In Appendix D, we will comment on a specific for-
mal limit where the wave-packet decay rate coincides with
the plane-wave decay rate. In Appendix E, we will briefly
consider the isospin violation on the p system.

2 Basics of Gaussian wave-packet formalism

For the near-threshold decay, the velocities in the final state
are small, and the overlap of the wave packets becomes more
significant in general. Therefore, it is important to take them
into account.

Here, we spell out how to compute the probability for
the V. — PP decay in the Gaussian wave-packet formal-
ism. Throughout this paper, we work in the natural units
h = ¢ = 1. Readers who are more interested in analyses of
experimental results rather than detailed theoretical formu-
lation may skim through this section.

2.1 Wave-packet S-matrix

In the Gaussian wave-packet formalism, a transition from an
initial wave-packet state |[WWPq) to a two-body final wave-
packet state |WWP1, WP»,) is characterized by the following
generalized S-matrix [9]:

SWPe—WPWPs = (WP1, WP| U(Tou, Tin) IWPy),
)

@ Springer
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where U describes the unitary time evolution from the initial
time T, to the final time 7oy

—~ Tout .
U (Tout, Tn) :=Texp<—i/ dr /d%?—[fﬁ(r,x)), (©6)
Tin

1

in which T denotes the time ordering, and ﬁflll)t is the
interaction Hamiltonian density in the interaction picture.
The local interaction point (¢, x) is integrated in the four-
dimensional spacetime. It is noteworthy that the wave-packet
states |WWPo) and |[WP1, WP5) are normalizable, and hence
the transition amplitude (5) is finite, unlike in the ordinary
plane-wave formalism.” Through the Dyson series expansion
of U (Tout, Tin), a perturbative S-matrix can be systematically
constructed at any order of perturbation using Wick’s theo-
rem, as in the plane-wave case [11]. Throughout this paper,
the subscripts 0, 1, and 2 denote V, P, and P, respectively.

A free Gaussian wave packet is characterized by a set of
parameters {m, o, X°, X, P}, where m is the mass; o is the
width squared; and X? is a reference time at which the wave
packet takes the Gaussian form with the central values of the
peak position X and momentum P.

Within the chiral perturbation theory, the effective inter-
action Hamiltonian density is
HY o= igvsVE[PT, P~ — P8, P"]

int,eff —

+igyoVt [Poauﬁ . ﬁa,m“] , 7

where V, P, PV, and PO are the fields representing the
vector meson, the charged pseudo-scalar mesons, the neutral
pseudo-scalar meson, and its antiparticle, respectively, and
gv+ and gyo are the vector-meson effective couplings to
the charged pseudo-scalars and to the neutral pseudo-scalars,
respectively. In this paper, we take the isospin-symmetric
limit

gv+ =gvo (=:gv), (8)

with which the effective coupling ger takes the form in the
momentum space

geft(Ro, Po, P1, P2) := gy e, (Po, ko) (P — P3') . 9

where Py, P;, and P, are the four-momenta of the vector
meson V, the pseudo-scalar meson P, and its antiparticle P,
respectively, and ¢, is the polarization vector of the vector
meson with Ao being its helicity.®

7 See the “Discussion” subsection in Ref. [13] for further discussion.
8 InEq. (9), Py = (PéL)M:OW3 = (P, Po) stands for the four-
momentum of V, with its subscript denoting the initial particle. We use
the same letter PO for the particle label of the neutral pseudo-scalar,

@ Springer

In this paper, we investigate the transition from an off-
shell initial state for V to an on-shell final state for PP,
having an off-shell energy Eo and on-shell ones E{, E»,
respectively:’

E() = \/m%, ~|—P% —ilymy

= JE2—iTymy ~ Eg— im=LTy,
2E)

m%, + Pz,

i

E; :=/m% + P3, (10)

where my and m p are the masses of V and P, respectively;

Ey = m%, + P% is the on-shell energy of V; and I'y is the
“decay width” of V, or more precisely, the imaginary part
of its plane-wave propagator divided by my; see Ref. [13]
for detailed discussion, and see also footnote 13. Throughout
this paper, we take the narrow width approximation for I'y
as in Eq. (10).!0 Here, the off-shell V should eventually be
regarded as an intermediate state for a scattering process that
includes the production of V, which necessarily introduces
the in-time-boundary effect appearing below.
Their wave functions take the form

:

fv(x) := Ny (00)3/4 (1>3/2

b o0

. (x—2¢1)?2
1 elPO'(X*XO)*T

V2P 2r)?

fp(x) = (%)3/4 (611>3/2

2
1 eiPr(x—Xl)—i(x 2511(’))

2P0 (2m)3/?

fp(x) = (%)3/4 <%>3/2

. (x—E2())?
1 ol Prre—Xo)— E=3200

2P) (2)%/?

X

’

PY=E,

X

’

PY=E,

(11)

Footnote 8 continued
with its zero denoting its charge. The distinction should be apparent
from the context.

9 This procedure of introducing Eg is equivalent to the Weisskopf—
Wigner approximation [25,26]. See Ref. [27] for its inclusion in the
Gaussian wave-packet formalism.

10" Theoretically, I'y is obtained as the imaginary part of the plane-wave
V propagator at the loop level. See footnote 13.
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where Ny is a wave-function (field) renormalization factor
for V due to its off-shellness , !! and

EA(t) = XA+ Va (;_xg) (A=0,1,2) (12)

describes the location of the center of the wave packet at a
time ¢ with the central velocity

P4

Vai= .
A Ea

(13)

Now it is straightforward to compute the S-matrix from
Eq. (5) at the leading order in the Dyson series (6) with the
effective Hamiltonian (7) from the wave functions (11) [11]:

Sy_, pp = i8efi(ho, Po, P1, P2)
2
1 1
% 0
<H) V2E4 (noA
Tout 1 . 2
y / 4t ¢~ Tl (THio0)]
T;
5 fd3x efi[xf(fthtfiaséP)]z

r ~
x Ny e 3 CCTOFE(V, — Vy)), (14)

3/4 It 2_ o 2. R
) o~ TP -F PP

where the notation follows Eq. (27) of Ref. [11] (see also
below for a short summary).'? Differences from the previ-
ous calculation [11] are the following four points: First, the
coupling is changed to k/+/2 — gefi. Second, the “decay
width” of V is included as the phenomenological factor

r
e~ 7 =10 13 where Ty := X{ is the initial time from which
V starts to exist.!* Third, Ny in Eq. (11) is introduced.

' Ny shows a factor that accounts for the possible extra decrease of

the norm of the initial state due to the off-shellness I'y > 0. Anyway,
Ny will drop out of the final ratio of the decay probabilities.

12 In Eq. (14), we have dropped the overall phase factor which is
irrelevant to the calculation of the probability, while properly taking into

r
account the real damping factor e~ = (t=To) coming from the imaginary
part of Eg; see Eq. (11).

13 'When one includes the production process in the amplitude, e.g.,
as ete™ — V — PP, the result does not change whether we expand
the complete set of intermediate states of V by the Gaussian-wave-
packet or plane-wave bases; see Sec. 2.3 in Ref. [12]. The imaginary
part my 'y of the plane-wave propagator of V appears through loop
corrections, and when translated to the decay process V. — PP, its
effect can be expressed as the phenomenological factor e ~Tv(¢=70)/2 jp
the plane-wave formalism. Here, we also phenomenologically take into
account the exponentially decaying nature of the initial wave packet of
V through the channel that is common to the plane-wave decay, namely,
through the bulk effect that appears below. See also footnote 9.

14 74 is indeed irrelevant in the sense that the time-translational invari-
ance results in the dependence of the final result only on the difference
Tin — Ty Furthermore, this dependence on T;, — T cancels out between
the numerator and denominator of the final ratio of the decay probabil-
ities, as we will see. (Physically, we would expect Ti, >~ Tp.)

Fourth, we have included a phenomenological form factor
F due to the composite nature of V:

1

F(Vi - Va|) = ,
( ) 1+ (Rompl‘z/l—Vzl)2

15)

where R describes a typical length scale of the composite-
ness of V; see Appendix A. The normalization is such that
F becomes unity for V| = V5.

Now we provide a brief introduction to other variables
in the first two lines of (14) (see Sect. 3.1 of [11] for more
details):

e /oy is a typical spacial size of the region of interaction

2
1
-1
o =) —. (16)
a=0 %4
e /07 is a typical temporal size of the interaction region!?
. O'S
O 1= A_‘/z (17)
e T is the time of intersection of the three wave packets,
V.-X-v.Xx
T=0——m—, (18)
Os
where
X4 = E4(0) (=XA—VAXE,) (19)

is the location of the center of each wave packet at our
reference time ¢+ = 0. As mentioned above, each wave
packet takes the Gaussian form centered at X 4 at its ref-
erence time X g.

e R is called the overlap exponent, which provides the
exponential suppression when wave packets are sepa-
rated from each other:

_Ax? ®

Oy Ot

R: (20)

15 We adopt the following notation for arbitrary scalar and vector vari-
ables C and C, respectively,

2
_ C _ C —
CC:O’SE —A, C :=o; —A, AC?:=C*-C".
=0 74

@ Springer
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NI A Wave packets
) T Tout (— ©0) Out state
Out-time-boundary 1
region
Bulk region
In-time-boundary I =
region +T T
In state

Fig. 1 Schematic figure for the finite wave-packet process (left) and
the infinite plane-wave process (right), without taking into account the
decay width I'y. In the left, we have shown the time of intersection T;
the spatial and temporal sizes of the overlap /oy and ,/o;; the center
of wave packets Z 4 (A = 0, 1, 2); and the initial and final times of the
scattering T, and Toy¢. Also, the bulk 7, < << Ty, in-time-boundary
(It = Tin| < 4/01), and out-time-boundary (|Tou — t| S \/07) regions
are shown. (This panel corresponds to the bulk-like case |T — Tj,| >

e We write the deviation of energy momentum from the
conserved values (for their central values of wave pack-
ets) as

P =P+ P, — Py,

SE:=E\+Ey,—Ey, 6Sw:=8E—V.-8§P, (2l
where wq := E4 — V - P4 is the “shifted energy” of

each packet.

A schematic figure is shown in the left panel of Fig. 1, com-

pared with the plane-wave counterpart in the right.

After the square completion of ¢ and the analytic Gaussian
integration over x in (14), as made in [11], we represent the
S-matrix as

Sy_ pp = i&ftNy

2 1 1 3/4 o 2_ o 2R
% 1—[ < ) o F G0 -FPP?-F
i V2EA \TTOp
x 2mog)? 20, G(T)

Y (G Tytiadorr T
X e - ( 0+iodw)+ —¢ F(|V1 _ V2|)s

(22)

where the window function G (%) is defined as!®

Tow  {f _L[z—(T— F‘ga’ +io,6w)]2

e 20t
Tin A/ 27t0't

G(T) =

16 1n Eq. (23), T on the right-hand side is replaced from the original
definition of G(T) in [11]as T — T — %

@ Springer

Plane waves

" Out state

In state

J/o1; see Fig. 2.) In the right, the spatial overlap of the plane waves never
decreases in time, and hence the interaction would be never switched
off, and the scattering would be never completed; therefore the extra
. By 70 . . .
damping factor ¢¥¢! J °x Hin(%) with an infinitesimal € > 0 is conven-
tionally put by hand for the future and past infinite times t — oo,

which is depicted by the damping of the opacity of the orange region.

. . S I
This factor eventually results in the propagator o< ( PP+ m?— l€) in
the conventional Feynman diagram calculation

(T T = Lo 4 joysw
=—|er
2 20;
T — Tou — "X 4 o800
erf out 2 t 7 (23)
20’[
with
2 < 2

erf(z) := ﬁfo e dx (24)

being the Gauss error function. The window function G (%)
becomes unity for T, < T <K Ty and zero for T < Ty
and for T,y < %. For a given configuration of in and out
states, which fixes the value of oy, the time regions Ti, <
t L Tou, |t = Tinl < Jor,and |t — Toy| S (/07 are called
the bulk, in-time-boundary, and out-time-boundary regions,
respectively. In the phenomenological analysis below, we
will neglect the out-time-boundary contributions as we will
discuss.

2.2 Differential decay probability

From the S-matrix (22), the differential decay probability can
be derived as

dPy_, pp
d3X1d3P1 d3X2d3P2 2
= (27.[)3 (27[)3 \ V—>PF|

17 More precisely, the bulk region is the one satisfying |t — Tip| > \/UT
and | Toy — t| > \/(?t
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“Bulk-like”
t 1T — Tl > /o7

“Decay within wave-packet overlap”

Iyt < oo

: /};1

Fig. 2 Schematic figures for two limiting cases |T — Tiy| > /oy (left)

and /o; > F;l (right). The case dw > ofl/ 2 is hard to draw in the
position space and is not shown here. The overlap region is determined
by both the initial and final states as in Fig. 1

En T

In state In state

, 1 d&p,  dp, 4
v 3 355, &)
2Eg 2m)32E; (27)32E,

y ( /ﬁe—a,<aw>2> ((ﬁ)m e—zfs(SP)2>
T T
[oF Oy 3
x| == <—> EX 1P X2 RIGE)2
T 00p01072

2

= |geff|2N

2o o
x e TVETTETT | F (V) - Va)

(25)

where we have taken the average over the helicity A, which
results in the helicity-averaged effective coupling

- 2
|gett|* := g?v > lentPo, 20) (P} = PL)[?
Ao

g2
=Lpy - po2 (26)

Here, the last equality further assumes the vanishing ini-
tial momentum Py = 0. We will compute the integrated
decay probability under this assumption in Sect. 2.3 and in
Appendix B.

Hereafter, we assume both the following conditions:

T = T — 552 +icb0)
> 1,

20[

’T— Tout — F‘a“’ + iotﬁa)‘

> 1. 27
T 27)

Physically, each of these conditions is satisfied when at least
one of the following three conditions is met:

o |T — Tinl » Jo; (or [T — Tou| > /0/) when the inter-
action time ¥ is apart enough from Ti, (or T,y) compared

to the temporal width of the overlap /o, which typically
corresponds to the “bulk-like” case (Fig. 2, left);

o Jor > Ty ! when the “mean lifetime through bulk
effect” F;l is much shorter than the temporal width of
the overlap region ,/o;, which typically corresponds to
the so-to-say “decay within wave-packet overlap” case
(Fig. 2, right);

e dw > a,_l/ ? when the deviation from the conservation
of the shifted energy, dw, is much larger than the inverse
of the temporal width of the overlap 1/,/0, namely, the
“violation of shifted energy” case.

This assumption (27) is made for simplicity, and there is no
obstacle to using the full form (23) in the numerical com-
putation in principle, but the result would remain the same
approximately because this is satisfied anyway in the ordi-
nary bulk-like case and when anything interesting happens
around the (in-)time boundary.

Under the assumption (27), the following asymptotic form
is obtained [11]:

G(T) =~ W(T)
T-T; 7FV2”t 2
m 5 ) r .
— %e_(zm)-i‘zl(&w)z—léw(I_Tin_ \g t)
;20, 1
N I'yo .
7T T —Tin— =5+ +iodw
T7M’T0ut ?
+ le_%*'%@w)z—i&o(:{— szot —Tom)
2

« ]2 ! (28)
thf; . ’
T T —Touw — 5+ +iodw

where we have defined the “bulk window function”

1 T—Tin— 5% +i0yd
W(S) — [sgn( n 0 10y a))

2 2(7[
T — Tout — %% + 0,80
—sgn ( out 2 t 7 (29)
20’[

in which the sign function for a complex variable is

+1 for Nz > 0or Nz =0and Iz > 0),
—1 forNz <0or Mz =0and Iz < 0),
0 forz=0.

sgn(z) 1=

(30)
Here and hereafter, ! and I denote the real and imagi-

nary parts, respectively. Equation (29) describes the ordinary
“bulk contribution” for the quantum transition from the in to
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out states in the time period [7i, Tout]. The second and third
terms of Eq. (28) show the contributions near the in and out
time boundaries T, and Tyy, respectively. More explicitly,'®

wem = |1 Tt =5 < T < Tout 552, 31)
0 0therw1se.

Because the contribution from the out-time-boundary ¥ ~
Tout is suppressed by the extra dumping factor e~ 1V (¥=T0)
in the differential probability (25),'? it is safe to neglect the
out-time-boundary contribution, and we can take

Tour — +00, (32)

with which the second line in Eq. (28) goes down to zero.
With this limit, |G (%)|? reads

GO = [GGTouik (D) + [GGTbary (T) + [GGTimt (D),

(33)
where
(GG Toui (%) == | WD), 34
(T*Tin*r‘gq )2
[gg]bdry (f) = le_aitﬁﬂ (éa))zE
4 b4
: (35)

2 9
(5= T = 552) "+ (0100)”

W(3) _ (z-rn-"%")

. Ly 2
4% G [ 201
2 T

[GGTinif (B) := ———e 2

—is0(T-Tn— %)
e

X

‘I—Tm—m—i—la&o

-H(Sw(f Tin— rVJt)

(36)
I—Y}H—T’—iat&u

The three functions [GGJpuik> [9G bdry> and [GG ]ings describe
the square of the bulk term, the square of the in-time-
boundary term, and the interference between the bulk and
in-boundary terms, respectively.

With the approximation (27) and the limit (32), the dif-
ferential probability (25) takes the simpler form and can be
classified into the following three parts:

+ detf (37)

_ bulk bdry
dPV%PF dP>™* _ 4+ dP Vo PP’

V—PP V—PP

18 Precisely speaking, Eq. (31) i 1s given except right at the boundary
T =Tn+ r‘g" or T = Toy + V L, which is rather a peculiarity of
how to define a boundary value and is out of our current interest.

19 Here, we physically assume Tout — Tin > F;l with Ty >~ Ti,; see
also footnote 14.
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with
d3P1 d3P2
dP “type” 2 4
v = e NG S s g, )

y ( /ﬁea,(awﬂ) <<_s)3/2 eax(sp)2>
T T

3
(oF (o}
X —IS d d3X1d3X2 e,R [gg]“type”(z)
T 000102

—FV(T—TO)-F@ T _ 2
e T |FIvi = Val)|”, (38)

where the argument “type” discriminates the three types of
contributions.

2.3 Integrated decay probability

To compare the theoretical predictions in the Gaussian wave-
packet formalism with the experimental results in Eq. (2),
we integrate the differential decay probability (37) over the
whole position-momentum phase space of the final-state
pseudo-scalar mesons, namely, over X1, Xo, Py, and P5:

Pbl.llk 7+ P

P V—PP

+ Pintf . (39)

VPP — V—PP

V—>PP

We focus on the situation where these integrals can be per-
formed analytically using the saddle-point approximation;
see e.g. Ref. [11]. In the current setup, we can safely take
nonrelativistic approximations in the kinematics of the sys-
tem because the mass difference my — 2m p is small.

Here, we only list the final form of the three types of
contributions to the integrated decay probability: the bulk,
boundary, and interference contributions. These calculations’
details are provided in Appendix B. For later convenience,
we define a common dimensionless factor Cy, _, »3 for all of

bulk bdry intf
PV%PP PV%PF’ and PV*)P? as
ngPN2 —Tv (Tin—To)
Cypp = (40)

1271mv

2.3.1 Bulk contribution

Integrating the bulk contribution in Eq. (37), we obtain

3/4
poute . Cvoppme ((my — 2mp)* | T§
VPP~ T

v P

2 2
mp 4m

1 mpJopVB
X 3 |:1 + erf (T)}

h N(VP)

bulk 2

372
bulk

X

(41)
A
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where
1/4
—2mp)?> T3
VAP i eV MR A “2)
mp dmp
Fouy :=mpop (— (my —2mp)
r2
+y Ony = 2mp)* + £ | (43)
1 (my —2mp)
Apulk = . (44)

2\/(mv —2mp)* +

We note that the wave packet size of the decaying particle oy
drops out of this expression at this order of the saddle-point
approximation.

2.3.2 Boundary contribution
Integrating the boundary contribution in Eq. (37), we obtain

I bdry

bdry ~
Cvopps,

VPP 45)

where Ipqry is written as an integration of a function of V_ as

o0
Tvdry :Z[) dV—fbdry(V—) s (46)
in which
V4 ~ 2
Jodry(V2) = 5 ~ |[F(vO)|
( 4mv 2mp> + ﬁr_
m3, 4
2 4r2
i‘[ 4mv’"imp) _3_2:] ~ 2
FOOP.

P

The integral (46) will be evaluated numerically.

2.3.3 Interference contribution

Integrating the interference contribution in Eq. (37), we
obtain

intf
PV —PP

e B |

FO
F(vl)‘2

e Vintf

x PEE
intf

(13 = (60)°) cos(@rv8w) — 2Ty wsin(2rv5;50)

X — (48)
o, (l"‘z/ + (Sa))z)
where the definition of new parameters is
1/4
[(mv —2mp)? + L]
vi= , (49)
Jmp
0
Fing
mpop 2 F%/
= ) —(my —2mp) + 4/ (my —2mp) +7 )
(50)
1 my —2m
Ain 1= | 3+ s : (51)
4 2 l_‘%/
(my —2mp)”+ -~
- 20p
o1 = , (52)
(v1)*
~ 1 I 2
5 = Jmp (V_) — (my —2mp). (53)

The tilde denotes that the values are evaluated at the saddle-
point for the interference contribution.

3 Magnitudes of three kinds of contributions

We have seen the magnitudes of the three kinds of contribu-

tions to the integrated probability from the bulk part P"'*

in Eq. (41), from the boundary part PV dry PP in Eq. (45), and

from the bulk boundary interference P\‘/“i PP in Eq. (48).
Hereafter, we call the following three ratios the P-factors:

bulk
V—>PP

Poulk = c ,
V—PP
bdry
V—>PP

Prodry = ,
CV% PP
intf
Pint 1= =L, (54)
CV% PP
where the common Cy, _, »7 given in Eq. (40) is factored out.
In Fig. 3, the P-factors (54) are shown for the following
cases, with a typical value 0.0015MeV~! = (0.67 GeV)~!

for Ro (see Appendix A):
e > K"K~ and ¢ — KOK__O(ﬁrst row),

e Y — D™D~ and ¥y — DDV (second row),
e T — B¥B~ and T — BBP (third row).
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Fig. 3 The P-factors (54) are shown for¢p — KK~ and¢ — K 0g0 A. The wave-packet treatment breaks down when the wave-packet size
(in the top row), ¥ — DTD~ and  — DODO (in the middle row), of the decay product ,/op is smaller than the de Broglie wavelength of
and Y — BTB~ and T — BYBO (in the bottom row), where we take P, which is depicted by the hatched region

a typical value 0.0015MeV~! = (0.67 GeV)~! for Ry; see Appendix
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We remind that all of PPk Pbdry _,and Pt donot

o VorPp VPP
depend on oy within the nonrelativistic saddle-point approx-
imation; see Appendix B for details.

From Fig. 3, we can read the following properties:

e If the magnitude of ,/op is relatively low, the three kinds
of the P-factors are of the same order.

e When ,/op is a certain magnitude, the bulk contribution
is exponentially suppressed, while the boundary contri-
bution takes almost the same value, where the interfer-
ence part is negligible. For such a ,/op and other higher
choices of it, the boundary part dominates.

e Physically, the wave-packet treatment of the decay prod-
uct P breaks down when the wave-packet size ,/op is
shorter than the de Broglie wavelength of P,

21

_—, 55
VB (55)

Ade Broglie ‘=

where VB is the expectation value in the bulk part in
Eq. (42). Itis straightforward to estimate it for each decay

process:

Ade Broglic g k+k— = 0.025MeV ™! = 40 1\1/[ev’
Ade Brogliel 5, gogs = 0.029 MeV™! = 34 I\I/IeV’

Ade Brogliely— p+p- = 0.012MeV™! = 83 1\1/[ev’
hde Brogiel,_, popn = 0.011 MeV ™! = o 1\1/[eV ’
hde Brogliel v 5+ 5~ = 0.0090MeV ™~ = ﬁ’
Ade Brogliel_, gogo = 0.0091 MeV ™! = ﬁ-

(56)

The theoretically excluded region \/op < Ade Broglie 1S
depicted by the hatched region.

e The differences in the P-factors between the charged
meson and neutral meson final states are sizable for

higher-,/op regions.

To clarify the dependence on R(, we prepare the surface
plots for the bulk, boundary, and interference parts of the P-
factors for W — D+ D™ as atypical example as Fig. 4. Here,
the following properties are observed: (i) The magnitude of
each part becomes larger for a smaller ,/op and a smaller
Ro; (ii) In the entire domain of ,/op and Ro, the boundary
part exceeds the bulk part in magnitude.

In Fig. 5, we have also plotted the P-factors for p? —
ntx~ and pt — 770 by adopting the same formu-
las (41), (45), and (48) for a qualitative comparison between

0.006
0.008

(op)"? Mev™"]

0.010

Fig. 4 The distributions of the P-factors (54) representing ¢ —
DT D™ are shown as functions of (O‘D)l/ 2 and Ry, where the bulk,
boundary, and interference ones are shown by the orange, magenta, and
green color, respectively

the decays with narrow phase spaces (¢, ¥, and Y) and
that with broad phase spaces (p), knowing that it is spec-
ulative whether we can still use the nonrelativistic approxi-
mation.?” As expected, the difference between po —>natn~
and p* — 7770 is small since the magnitude of the isospin
breaking is much smaller even for a smaller /0.

4 Analysis of ratio of decay probabilities Ry

In this section, we discuss the ratio Ry of decay probabilities
for three vector mesons ¢, ¥, and T in the wave-packet
formalism. We compare each with the PDG result and find
an agreement around a reasonable value of Ry of the form
factor (for the compositeness of V). In particular, the 9.5
discrepancy for i is dramatically ameliorated. We find that
the effect of the form factor is significant in both the wave-
packet and plane-wave formalisms.

4.1 Wave-packet analysis

We estimate the wave-packet counterparts of the ratio of the
decay rates defined in Eq. (1) for the three vector mesons as

RYP = DOKIK
quaKOF
Y —DODO

20 We set mp+ >~ my > 770 MeV and remind m o =~ 135MeV, and
my+ =~ 140 MeV. We also remind the property that the decay channel

% — 7970 is prohibited by the conservation of the isospin.
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bulk bdry ===== intf Total
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Fig. 5 We show the P-factors (54) for p® — 77~ (left panel) and the
difference between the P-factors for p° — 7tz and pt — 770
(right panel), with a typical value 0.0015MeV~! = (0.67 GeV)~! for

Py_. p+p-

P’Y‘% BOBO

RYP = , (57)

where we ignored the tiny CP violation effectin¢ — K ](3 K 8 .
We note that the ratio does not depend on the wave-function
(field) renormalization factor Ny (accounting for the off-
shellness of the vector meson V'), nor on the decay factor
e TvTin=To) " Also, we take the isospin-symmetric limit in
the couplings as introduced in Eq. (8), and the dependence
on the coupling is dropped off. For further comparison, we
also define a “bulk” ratio as

bulk

Py prp-
bulk  °
V— pOp0

Ry = (58)

which contains the wave-packet contribution only from the
bulk part. Also, we introduce the ratio without interference
as

bulk bdry
PV% PP + PV% PP

bulk _  pbdry
V%POPO—F V—POpo

(59)

R without interference .__
Vv

4.2 Wave-packet results

In Figs. 6, 7, and 8, we show the wave-packet results for the
decay probability ratios of ¢, ¥, and Y, respectively. Several
comments are in order.

e Forthe ¢ decay in Fig. 6, the full wave-packet resultin the
red solid line can fit the PDG result around the form-factor
size Ry ~ 2 x 1073 MeV—! and 6 x 1073 MeV~! for the
wave-packet size of the decay product ,/ox = 1 MeV~!
and 0.1 MeV ™!, respectively.
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Ro; see Appendix A. We set the lowest /0, near the bound from the
de Broglie wavelength ~ 0.012 MeV ™!

e Forthe ¢ decay in Fig. 7, the full wave-packet resultin the
red solid line can fit the PDG result around the form-factor
size Ry > 2 x 1073 MeV~! and 3 x 1073 MeV~! for the
wave-packet size of the decay product \/op =1 MeV~!
and 0.01 MeV ™!, respectively.

e Forthe Y decay inFig. 8, the full wave-packetresultinthe
red solid line can fit the PDG result around the form-factor
size Rg >~ 2x 1073 MeV~! and 2 x 1073 MeV ! for the
wave-packet size of the decay product /o5 = 1 MeV~!
and 0.01 MeV ™!, respectively.

e As discussed in Fig. 3, if \/op is sufficiently large,
the bulk contribution becomes exponentially suppressed
compared to the boundary one. In this regime, we may
still formally evaluate the ratio between the (exponen-
tially small) bulk contributions of PY and P~ as

0
bulk einulklfor pt
Ry™ ~ 0
e_Fbulklfor PO

2
elZMeV oK for V ¢’
3 2
~ e—140><10 MeV~<op for V I//,

2 2
eB.leO MeV~<op forV = T,

(60)

where the exponent is from Eq. (43). This ratio becomes
either exponentially large or small due to the mass dif-
ference between P+ and P, where the magnitude of the
exponents is much greater than O(1). For example, we
obtain op > 10MeV~2 and 100 MeV 2 if we estimate
\/op to be larger than the smallest radius of an electron
in atoms that interact with decay products of P, namely,
the Bohr radius divided by a typical atomic number of the
detector atoms, say, ag/Z =~ 3MeV~! and 10MeV~!
for lead and iron with Z = 82 and 26, respectively. As
introduced, the experimental results of Ry, Ry, and Ry
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Fig. 6 The ratio comparing the decay rates of ¢ — KTK~ to ¢ — K 0K?0 is drawn as a function of R for two fixed wave-packet sizes of the
kaons of \/ox = 1 MeV~! (left panel) and ,/ox = 0.1 MeV~! (right panel). The experimental result is provided by the PDG [1] [shown in Eq. (2)]
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Fig. 7 The ratio comparing the decay rates of ¥ — DD~ to ¥ — DD is drawn as a function of Ry for two fixed wave-packet sizes of the
D-mesons of /op = 1 MeV~! (left panel) and ,/op = 0.01 MeV—! (right panel). The experimental result is provided by the PDG [1] [shown in
Eq. (2)]
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Fig. 8 The ratio comparing the decay rates of Y — BTB~ to T — BB is drawn as a function of Ry for two fixed wave-packet sizes of the
B-mesons of ./og = 1 MeV~! (left panel) and /o5 = 0.01 MeV~! (right panel). The experimental result is provided by the PDG [1] [shown in
Eq. (2)]
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are around unity, and they disagree with R"’,“lk, both for
¢ and ¥. So the R}‘J,ulk curves are completely out of the
depicted ranges of the left panels of Figs. 6, 7, and 8.

4.3 Plane-wave analysis

For a comparison with the wave-packet results, we also show
results with the plane-wave decay rate ['P12% (see Eq. (168)
in Appendix C), taking into account the relativistic form fac-
tor (103). The resultant plane-wave ratio becomes

12\ 2
Ro (m%,—4m20)
plane 2 £ +1
lane r +p- It
RP . _VoPrPtPT [Rparton

2

2

V. "7 plane 14 NV
FV—)POW (Ro(m%,;ln1;,+) ) 41
(61)
where the parton-level contribution to the ratio is
3/2
2 2
RParton . _ my — 4mp+ (62)
v T\ m? —am? '
\%4 PO

and the other factor is from the relativistic form factor (103)
written in terms of the masses and Ry.

For another comparison, we will also show analyses using
its nonrelativistic approximated form as

plane, non-rel

plane
R)™ = RY
2

Rom o [V1=V2l 50 \ 2
iy — 2m o2 | (R ) g

" = am | (R |
(63)
with
2 -2 1/2
V1= Vol pe ~ 200V 1/’?21p+) |
mp;
1/2
2(my — ZmPO
|V1 - V2|P() ~ ( 7 ) , (64)
m
PO

where “=" represents the operation of taking the nonrel-
ativistic approximation, and ~ denotes equality under the
nonrelativistic approximation. The contributions from the
form factor are not canceled out in R[‘),lane.21 Note that the
ratio (63) can be obtained from the wave-packet counterpart
by taking the limits I'y — O and op — o0 in 'y Py,_, pp;
see Appendix D for details.

21 A similar factor is taken into account in Ref. [3] as a purely phe-

nomenological cutoff factor of a divergent integral within the plane-
wave formalism.
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4.4 Plane-wave results

We provide comments on the plane-wave results shown in
Figs. 9, 10, and 11 below.

e For all of the vector mesons, ¢, ¥, and Y, the parton-
level ratios (4) (under the isospin-symmetric limit for the
couplings,?? without taking into account the form factor)
are disfavored with the PDG’s central values at the level
of 2.10,9.50, and 0.32 o, respectively.

e On the other hand, when the form factor effectis included,
which is compulsory since the vector mesons are com-
posite particles, we can see agreements with the PDG’s
results. It suggests the importance of the form factor in
addressing the ratio, where its effect is not fully can-
celed. Also, we can confirm that the nonrelativistic results
approximate their relativistic counterparts well for the
current system.

e We can find appropriate ranges of the form-factor param-
eter Ro, where theoretical predictions agree with the
PDG’s results for both the full wave-packet and plane-
wave curves. For each vector meson, the favored regions
of Ry for the wave packet and the plane wave are close
to each other but different.

The calculation based on the plane wave works successfully,
even though the presumption of free plane waves character-
izing initial and final states is, at most, a viable approxima-
tion. The wave packet-based calculation provides a compre-
hensive approach, accounting for all aspects of the quantum
nature inherent in the initial and final states, thereby enhanc-
ing its reliability. It would be important to precisely discuss
the theoretically valid region of R(, which depends on many
details on the strong interaction. We leave this point for future
research.

Note that we also briefly consider the isospin violation
on the p system, where the result is separately available in
Appendix E since it might be out of our main interest.

5 Constraint from the shape of vector-meson resonances

In general, it is expected that the resonance shape of V is
modified by the inclusion of the wave packet effects. That is,
vector mesons, produced as resonances in electron positron
colliders, are subjected to a shape-fitting process. This section
addresses the constraint on the wave-packet size of pseudo-
scalar mesons through the resonance shape of the process
e"et — V — PP. Sufficiently precise resonance data
from experiments is available for ¢ and v, facilitating this

22 Here, we are assuming the isospin-symmetric limit in the sense of
Eq. (8) for both the wave-packet and plane-wave calculations.
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Fig. 9 The plane-wave ratio comparing the decay rates of ¢ —
KtK~ to ¢ — KOKO is drawn as a function of Ry, where the cap-
tions “rel” and “Non-rel” mean the relativistic and nonrelativistic results
shown in Eqgs. (61) and (63), respectively. For comparison, we also show
the wave-packet results for two fixed wave-packet sizes of the kaons of
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Fig. 10 The plane-wave ratio comparing the decay rates of ¥ —
DD~ toyy — DODOisdrawn as a function of Rg. For comparison, we
also show the wave-packet results for two fixed wave-packet sizes of the
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Fig. 11 The plane-wave ratio comparing the decay rates of T —

BYB~toY — BBY isdrawn as a function of Ro. For comparison, we
also show the wave-packet results for two fixed wave-packet sizes of the
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ok = 1MeV~! (left panel) and ,/5x = 0.1MeV~! (right panel).
In both panels, the plane-wave results are the same since they are inde-
pendent of ok . The experimental result, shown in Eq. (2), is provided
by the PDG [1]
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D-mesons of /op = | MeV~! (left panel) and ,/op = 0.01 MeV~!
(right panel). The other conventions are the same as in Fig. 9
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(right panel). The other conventions are the same as in Fig. 9
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objective. However, detailed resonance data for Y is cur-
rently unavailable. Consequently, our focus is maintained on
the instances of ¢ and . Our analysis in this section is meant
to be a brief consistency check, assuming the factorization of
the production and decay processes of V in both the wave-
packet and plane-wave formalisms, and hence is confined to
data around the peak.

5.1 Invariant mass distribution of a decaying vector-meson
wave packet

First, we summarize the invariant mass distribution of the
decaying vector-meson when the Gaussian wave packet
describes the decaying state.

We define a Lorentz-invariant mass squared M? for the
pair of pseudo-scalars in the final state as

2= (B + B2 = (P14 P)? = m) (44 V), (69)
where V_ is the magnitude of V_ := V| — Vo with V, =

P,/E, fora = 1, 2 [see Eq. (108) in Appendix B]. We will
use

I
v2r — (M2 —dm}). (66)
n'p
which results in
MM dm
vodvo & S = PV (67)
mP mP

where we have approximated that V decays at rest in the last
step.

It is straightforward to derive the following forms after
integrating Eq. (38) over the final state phase space, except for
V_, under the current nonrelativistic approximation, which
is easily rewritten as the invariant mass distribution by use
of Eq. (67):

bulk bdry intf
dPy_ p5 _ dPV—>PP dPV—>P? dPV—)PP
= + + . (68)
dm dMm dm dm
where
dP\?lﬂ(PP . 2my ( 1 ) monP
dM - m%n 16 /; V~>PF FV
e~ Fou— mzaP(V—*VE)Z ~ 2
x 373 |[F(vol™, (69)
Abulk
bd
T T I fbdry(m o)
dM - m%, 4 V—>PP

dPintf o m 1
VPP . \4 I 7) opm2
—_— ~ pmp) V_
dm m%) (8[ V—PP ( P)

@ Springer

m2 2
e (v

X 32
Ain/tf
{(rzv — (8w)?) cos(2T'y0r8w) — 2Ty dw sin(21‘wr,5w)i|
X
(T3 + () o Voo
x |F(vo)l*. (71)

Here, we consider the distribution of M instead of M2 due
to the convenience of comparing the wave-packet shape with
the nonrelativistic Breit—-Wigner (BW) shape, which is the
well-known resonant shape for the decaying plane wave with
the decay rate I'y; see the next subsection.??

We note that under the current setup Ty — 00, the factor
N ‘2, in Cy,_, pp [recall Eq. (40)] can be determined by the
normalization

+ Pil’ltf

bulk bdry
P pT P V—PP

V—PP V—PP
= (the corresponding branching ratio) (72)

that is obtained after integrating over M; see Egs. (41), (45),
and (48).

5.2 Breit—Wigner shape
For the plane-wave calculation, it is well-known that the

nonrelativistic Breit—-Wigner distribution nicely describes the
shape of a narrow resonance:>*

frraw(E) = ——1L G0
NRBW B (E — mres)2 + F2/4’
+00
(/ dE fNrBW(E) = 1), (73)

where mes, E, and I" are the resonant mass, the total energy
in the center-of-the-mass frame, and the total width of an
intermediate resonant particle, respectively. Note that

E=M. (74)

23 Experimentally, one may perform a precision experiment by mea-

suring the ratio per each bin AM near the resonance, in principle as

dp, +p— dpP 4 p—
VopPtp Voptp
dmM AM dmM

aP. = = 4P, o
v— pOpO v— pOpO
dM AM dM

24 The relativistic Breit~Wigner distribution takes

(myes T) /70
(S — res) + (Myes F)

+00
</ ds frBw(s) = 1),

which is not used for the calculation. Mandelstam’s variable s is equal
to E2.

SfrBW(S) =
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Since we used the nonrelativistic approximation, we are
adopting the nonrelativistic Breit—~Wigner shape (73) for
comparison.

5.3 Method of analyzing the resonant shape

We assume the following factorization for the resonant pro-
duction, where the cross section of the resonant production
of V and its subsequent decay into P and P, o Oy ot Vs PP
can be factorized in the wave-packet (WP) and plane-wave
(PW) formalisms, respectively, as

G:YS+—>V—>PP( )= Newe+avdpg—;,}ﬁ’ (75)
:vzfit\gn—wp( )= N'ePVeVJrPf\(}anR—BW(M) , (76)
:}Z+FEV—>PP(M) = /\/;P\ZfivaR—BW(M)

2
x % ; (77
1+ RO(M2474m 2)

where we consider the two cases for PW with and without the
form factor (FF); the two cases are discriminated by the short-
hand notations “PW-FF” and “PW-Parton.” For the form-
factor part of (77), we used the relation in Eq. (66) to convert
V_to M.

/\[L}Vc+~>V’ ]\/ePVZfi““j", and Nepw FF * , possess the mass
dimension of minus one and describe the factorized produc-
tion part e"e’ — V via the e"e™ collision at the center-of-
the-mass energy M. Here, we take these three factors to be
independent of M since the primal structure of the resonance
is in dPy,_, pp/dM or fNrBw, and we use only the data
points near the peak of a resonance.2’ We will take Myes and
I for fNrR-Bw(M) in Eq. (73) as my and I'y, respectively;
see also Eq. (74). The actual analysis fore et — V — PP
will be done in the following manner:

e We focus on the values of the experimentally given
cross sections only around the resonant peak, namely,
in[my —T'y /2, my 4+ 'y /2] since the factorized forms
in Egs. (75), (76), and (77) may work only around the

25 As is widely known, under the narrow-width approximation in the
plane-wave calculation at the resonant peak M = mis, we can derive
the factorized form explicitly as

PV (M) ~

e~et—V—PP

Br(V — PP);

e~ e+—>V

refer to, e.g., Chapter 16 of [28]. And at this point, Ne_ is deter-

mined as

et—V
b4
PW PW
/\/e etV T Oty ZFV~>PP

Also, we note that the width-to-mass ratios of the vector mesons take
Iy/my >~ 0.42% and I'y, /my, =~ 0.72%, where the adaptation of the
narrow-width approximation is justified.

peak. Here, we will adopt the PDG values for my and
Ty [1].

e In the analysis, we fix the values of 'y and m p as con-
firmed by the PDG group [1], while we treat my as an
unfixed parameter and will determine it through our sta-
tistical fit. The isospin-symmetric coupling gy and the
wave-function renormalization factor for V, Ny are taken
as unity since it can be absorbed into the factor AV, +_, .
Furthermore, for simplicity, we focus on Ti, = Ty, where
the exponential decay factor in Cy,_, p7 in Eq. (40) does
not work.

e Under the current scheme, o)

ters {NW Ly

PW.
hz;s;}v ﬁl\J/e parameters {NPW I v, !
arton arton
et 2 Vos PP has three parameters {\/; 277400, !
We will determine them through statistical analysis. We
remind ourselves that the vector-meson wave-packet size
WP
oy does not appear in o VPP under the saddle

point approximation.

WP h
as Six parame-
—et—V—>PP p

PW-FF
my, 'y, mP, Ro, op}. 0, " op

my, I'y, mp, Ro}, and

5.4 Result of ¢

In Ref. [29], the latest result of the resonant shape of ¢
through e~et — ¢ — K™K~ measured with the CMD-3
detector in the center-of-mass energy range 1010-1060 MeV
was reported, where the Born cross sections of e et >
¢ — KK~ around the resonance are available in Table I
of [29]. According to our guideline, we adopt the seven data
points from 1018.0 MeV to 1021.3MeV and adopt the x>
functions:

7 (O_WP eXP)

Xq%,WP ZZZ i ?

i=1 (‘Saiexp) ’

7 (O_iPW—Pa.rton _ O_iCXP)z

2 oy

1

2 —
X¢, PW-Parton *=—

7 (oiPW-FF _ UieXP)Z

i=1 (‘S‘T'exp)z ’

1

Xq%, PW-FF ‘= (78)

where i discriminates the seven points of M where experi-
mental data is available; O’ P and 50 P are the central and
error of the experlmentally determmed cross section at the
point i, respectively. O'WP iPW'Pmon and O’PW FF represent
the theoretical values of the corresponding cross sections at
the energy point identified by i.

As examples, we show the fitted distributions for the
two sets of the fixed parameters ./ox = 10MeV~! and

Ry = 0.0015MeV~! for the left panel of Fig. 12,%°

26 Note that the value of Ry = 0.0015MeV~! is a typical value in the
current scheme of the form factor (see Appendix A), and its magnitude
is favored by the analysis on Ry (see Sect.4).
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Fig. 12 The fitted resonance distributions of ¢ in e"e™ — ¢ —
KK~ are drawn for the two sets of the fixed parameters \/ox =
10MeV™! and Ry = 0.0015MeV~! (left panel) and /ox =
10MeV~! and Ry = 0.01 MeV~! (right panel), where the mass of
¢ and the normalization factor - ,+_,, are determined through our

Jok = 10MeV~! and Ry = 0.01MeV~! for the right
panel of Fig. 12, where the two remaining parameters
{J\/e—e+ﬁ¢, mg} take the best-fit values, and the values of
the X2 over the degrees of freedoms (DOFs), which is cur-
rently five, at the best-fit points are calculated as

o for \Jox = 10MeV~! and Ry = 0.0015MeV~! (left
panel of Fig. 12):

my" = 1019.8 MeV,
best fit
N =6.23 x 10°MeV ™",
best fit
i Paron =1019.4 MeV,
best fit
PW-Parton _ 4 -1
Nemer 2 | oy = 150 > 107 MeV™,
mgW'FF =1019.4MeV,
best fit
PW-FF _ 4 —1
N g e = 1.62 x 10*MeV™!, (79)
2
X
o, WP ~ 55,
(DOFs)
best fit
XZ
2¢, PW-Parton ~ 6.3,
(DOFs) )
best fit
X2
A4, PW-FE ~ 6.7, (80)
(DOFs)
best fit

e for \/ox = 10MeV~! and Ry = 0.01 MeV~! (right
panel of Fig. 12),

mWP

. ~ =1019.9MeV,
best fit
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statistical analysis based on the x? function defined in Eq. (78). The
best-fit parameters and the x? functions for the left/right panels are
shown in Egs. (79) and (80)/and in Eqgs. (81) and (82), respectively,
for the wave-packet (WP) and plane-wave without/with form factor
(BW/BW with FF)

N =3.94 x 10°MeV ',
best fit
my " Paen) = 1019.4 MeV,
best fit
PW-Parton _ 4 -1
NS b= 1.51 x 10*MeV ™!,
my" TE =1019.6 MeV,
best fit
PW-FF 5 —1
'/\/;'_e"'%qﬁ —— 1.03 x 10° MeV™", (81)
2
Xoowp | gy
(DOFs) -
best fit
2
X¢, PW-Parton ~ 6.3
(DOFs) -
best fit
2
Ko PWER| gy (82)
(DOFs) T
best fit

We comment on the difference between the plane-wave
resonant shapes with and without the form factor. With-
out the factor, the shape obeys the Breit—Wigner distribu-
tion (73) and is symmetric under the reflection around the
peak (M = mg); while taking it into account, the resonant
shape becomes asymmetric under the reflection around the
peak. The magnitude of the asymmetry is governed by the
part R (M?* — 4m? ) of the form factor. So for a greater Ry,
a more significant asymmetry will be realized, as observed
in Fig. 12.

Here, we comment on the origin of the “over-5¢” values
of x%/(DOFs): this is because the resolution of the exper-
imental results near the peak is very high, and the current
simple scheme foro,—,+_, y,_, p3 in Egs. (75), (76), and (77)
is not enough for discussing statistical significance precisely.
On the other hand, however, we are able to discuss the rel-
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Fig. 13 We plot the variable X; /(DOFs)|  defined in Eq. (83) to
min

compare the significance of the wave-packet calculation with the plane-
wave one for various ,/ox. Here, Ry is fixed as 0.0015 MeV~!, and
for each /o, my and N,-,+_, 4 are determined to (locally) minimize
the corresponding x2 function in Eq. (78). The black curve and the
blue dashed horizontal line describe the values in the wave-packet and
plane-wave calculations, respectively, without form factor, where the
latter is manifestly independent of /ox

ative significance between the wave-packet and plane-wave
results. According to Eq. (80), the shape of the wave-packet
resonant distribution is at least as good as that of the plane-
wave resonant distribution at the focused parameter point,
where we conclude that the wave-packet result at the first
parameter point (for the left panel of Fig. 12) is consistent
with the experiment. Note that at the first parameter point, Ry
is taken as a typical value in the current scheme of the form
factor (see Appendix A), and a wave packet with a greater
size looks similar to the plane wave.

We also see the significance of the wave-packet results
over a broad range of ,/ox under Ry = 0.0015 MeV~!. In
Fig. 13, we plot the “minimized” x2/(DOFs) defined by

2 2
X¢, WP/PW-Parton L . X, WP/PW-Parton (83)
(DOFs) ’ (DOFs) ’

= min
"WP/PW-Parton
e ‘/ve “et—¢

which measures the statistical significance for ,/ox. We do

not consider the PW-FF case since no sizable difference is
generated when Rp = 0.0015 MeV‘l, as shown in the left
panel of Fig. 12, and the form factor part does not depend on
+/0k . Under the simple guideline that a wave-packet result is
atleast as good as the ordinary plane-wave one, from Fig. 13,
we can put the lower bound on ,/og as

Jok = 3MeV! (84)

for Ry = 0.0015MeV—L.

5.5 Result of ¢

The BaBar, Belle, BES, and CLEO experimental collabo-
rations have provided recent experimental data of the ¥’s
resonance produced by the e~e™ collision.

e We will adopt the results on [30] of the converting experi-
mental results to the exclusive initial-state-radiation scat-
tering cross section, eTe~ — 2D, where the follow-
ing experimental papers are taken into account by BaBar
[31], by Belle [32], and by CLEO [33,34]. “2D” means
the inclusive final states of DD~ and D?D0 27

e We also take account of the experimental results by BES
of the inclusive hadron production cross section in [37,

38]. The original data is provided in the form,

0
R(s) = haa®)_ (85)
Oty ()
where 03+M_(s) = 47a?(0) /3s is the lowest-order

QED cross section for muon pair production at the total
center-of-mass energy E = ./s. a(0) >~ 1/137 is
the QED fine structure constant at the Thomson limit.
Ruds(e)+w3770) and R, 44 are reported in [37] and in [38],
respectively. Through the approximation Ry 3770) =~
Ruds(ce)+w3770) — Ruas, We can recast the cross section
of ete™ — 2D, as done in [39].

Since the final state is inclusive as 2D, we adopt the fol-
lowing factorized form for the production cross section:

WP
Op et —y—sapM)
dPy_pip- 4P, popo
=NZeiLy ( dm M ) (86)
hrnen L p(M) = NPWPUON farpw (M) 87)
Ty = NP (M)

2
1

R3(M2—4ni? )

SR oo

X Brl//—)D*D*

2
1
2 2
R3 (M= )
7

+Br, _ oo : (88)

27 The exclusive initial-state-radiation scattering cross sections of
ete™ — DTD™ and ete — DODO are also reported by Babar
[35] and by Belle [36]. Since few data points are available inside the
focused range [my, — 'y, /2, my + T’y /2], we do not adopt them for
our analysis.
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where Bry,_, p+p- = 0.41 and Brw_)DOﬁ = 0.52 are the

corresponding branching ratios [1]. The x? functions are
defined as

2
Xy, WP

- =

I: BaBar, Belle, BES, CLEO i

2
B
(o7 021
Y
5 ,
exp,l
(™)

2
X+, PW-Parton
2
PW-Parton __ G_CXPJ)

-y oyl i 7,

I: BaBar, Belle, BES, CLEO iy (801.?“)’1)

2
X+, PW-FF

i i

= 2 E . (89)
exp,l 2
I: BaBar, Belle, BES, CLEO i (50’1-I ’ )

where O';:XP Tand 8(7;)(‘) ! are the central and error of the exper-
imentally determined cross section at the point it of the exper-
iment I, respectively. (Tl-\[NP s al.}; W-Parton 3 d aifl) W-FF represent
the theoretical values of the corresponding cross sections at
the energy point identified by ij.

Here, we will see the two examples for the same wave-
packet size \/op = 1 MeV~! but two different values for
the form-factor parameter Ry. In the left and right pan-
els of Fig. 14, the fitted distributions about the parameters
{Ny=¢+ sy, my} are shown for Ry = 0.0015MeV~! and
Ro = 0.01 MeV~!, respectively, where the valid ranges of

Ne=et—y and my, are fixed as

2
W- exp,l

o for Jop = IMeV~! and Ry = 0.0015MeV~! (left
panel of Fig. 14),

my" = 3770.4MeV,
best fit
WP _ 5 —1
Afe*e*—)vﬁ e 1.02 x 10°MeV™!,
myVPaen| = 3774.6 MeV,
best fit
PW-Parton _ 2 -1
Ne=er 50 by = 390 10°MeVT,
my"TE =3775.5MeV,
best fit
PW-FF 2 1
Ne—er oy bt = 5.77 x 10> MeV ™!, (90)
2
*s, wp ~ .92
(DOFs) -
best fit
2
X, PW-Parton ~0.91
(DOFs) T
best fit
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2
Xg, PW-FF

SOk ~0.91. 1)

best fit

e for,/op = 1 MeV~!and Ry = 0.01 MeV~! (right panel
of Fig. 14),

my"® = 3775.7MeV,
best fit
NP =4.92 x 10°MeV~!,
eTet—y best fit
my, Y Paron = 3774.6MeV,
best fit
PW-Parton _ 2 —1
N = 3.90 x 10> MeV ™!,
m{;W'FF = 3780.0MeV,
best fit
PW-FF 4 1
NYEE, o 3.36 x 10*MeV !, (92)
2
X9, wp ~0.92
(DOFs) o
best fit
2
X g, PW-Parton ~ 091
(DOFs) | -
est fit
2
%p. PW-FF ~0.92. 93)
(DOFs)
best fit

From Fig. 14, when Ry is large as ~ 1072 MeV ™!, the reso-
nant distribution of the wave packet becomes identical with
that of the plane-wave without taking into account the form
factor. Meanwhile, when Ry ~ 1073 MeV !, where this size
is favored with the agreement in Ry, , we observe the deviation
from the BW shape in the wave-packet distribution. Note that
all three kinds of distributions agree with the experimental
data for the larger and smaller Ry.

We comment on the large asymmetry observed in the
right panel of Fig. 14, namely, the large deviation of “BW
with FF” in the low M range. As mentioned in the previ-
ous subsection, the asymmetry under the reflection around
the peak originates from the parts R(z) (M2 — 4m%+) and

R% <M z_ 4m2D0> of the form factors. The realized asym-

metry in Ry = 0.01 MeV~! becomes extensive when M is
less than the range used for the statistical fit, so this case is
considered to be disfavored even though the limited part near
the resonant peak is fitted to the experimental results well.

To clarity the experimentally valid range for ,/op, we see
the curve of the “minimized” x2/(DOFs) defined by

2 2
X4y, WP/PW-Parton ) . [ X4, WP/PW-Parton }

= min
(DOFs) my , N WPPW-Parton (DOFs)

min emet—y

(94)
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Fig. 14 The fitted resonance distributions of ¢ in e~et* — 1 — 2D
are drawn for the fixed parameters /op = 1 MeV~! and Ry =
0.0015MeV~! (for the left panel), and \/op = IMeV~! and Ry =
0.01 MeV~! (for the right panel), where the mass of ¥ and the normal-
ization factor V- ,+_, y, are determined through our statistical analysis

Rp=0.0015[MeV!]; BaBar+Belle+BES+CLEO

1.0 Breit-Wigne
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Fig. 15 We plot the variable Xl%,/ (DOFs)|  defined in Eq. (94) to
min

compare the significance of the wave-packet calculation with the plane-
wave one for various ,/op. Here, Ry is fixed as 0.0015 MeV~!, and for
each /op, my and N,-,+_,, are determined to (locally) minimize the
corresponding x 2 function in Eq. (89). The black curve and blue dashed
horizontal line describe the values in the wave-packet and plane-wave
calculations, where the latter is manifestly independent of ,/op

for Rp = 0.0015MeV~!. Due to the same reason with the
case of ¢ for Ry = 0.0015 MeV~!, we skip to consider the
PW-FF case. From Fig. 15, we recognize that the range for
/0D is consistent with the constraint

2
Xy, WP/PW-Parton

< 2,
(DOFs)

min

even though the wave-packet shape does not exceed the BW
shape in the goodness of fit. To summarize, within the cur-
rent scheme for the production cross section, no significant
bounds on ,/op are imposed. This is because, as recognized

WP ==-===e- BW -----— BW with FF

(op)t/?=1[MeV '] ,Ry=0.01[MeV']; Peak-fit
12 - T T

. ; | ‘
\ vl | @ CLEO (from DD ()
9 10f e | @ BABAR
= \\ I ISy e BELLE
g 8l \\-{.’-", 1t ‘'Nefir e BES
T e ]
= | IN¢
iy BAYX
Ty I I I
TR S Y
o L :Data for Flt: .I}k\::‘-._
E . . PN
0 - L L = 13 T35 -F]
3740 3760 3780 3800 3820

M [MeV]

based on the x2 function defined in Eq. (89). The best-fit parameters
and the x2 functions for the left/right panels are shown in Egs. (90)
and (91)/and in Eqs. (92) and (93), respectively. The other conventions
are the same as those of Fig. 12

from Fig. 14, the experimental results still have sizable errors
for the 1/’s resonant shape.

6 Summary and discussion

In this paper, we have discussed the long-standing anomaly
in the ratio of the decay rates of the vector mesons ¢ and
Y, namely, Ry = I'(p > KTK~) /(¢ — K'KQ) and
Ry =T(y > D*D™)/T(y — Doﬁ), where the strong
interaction causes the decay channels, and they measure
isospin breakages. If we estimate their theoretical values in
the plane-wave formalism without considering the effects
originating from the composite nature of the initial-state vec-
tor mesons, they are disfavored with the PDG’s central values
at the level of 2.1 0 and 9.5 ¢. In particular, there has been
no explanation for the latter 9.5 0 anomaly so far.

The decay channels that we focus on are near the mass
thresholds, where the velocities in the final state are small,
and hence the localization of the overlap of the wave packets
is more significant. Here, we fully take into account such
effects in the Gaussian wave-packet formalism. We care-
fully clarified the properties of one-to-two-body nonrelativis-
tic quantum transitions between normalizable physical states
described by Gaussian wave packets under the presence of
the decaying nature of the initial state, which is a full-fledged
calculation taking into account the essences that are missing
in the plane-wave calculations.

The result shows agreement with the PDG’s combined
results within a ~ 1 o confidence level. We conclude that the
long-standing anomalies in Ry and Ry, are resolved.

In the calculation, the abovementioned compositeness has
been described by the form factor. The agreement is achieved
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when we appropriately take the form factor parameter at
around the physically reasonable value Ry ~ (500 MeV)_l.

We also analyzed and made a comment on the bb-vector-
meson counterpart Y, namely, Ry =T (T — B+B_) / I‘(T

— BB 0) , where the plane-wave calculation without consid-
ering the abovementioned composite nature already agrees at
the 0.32 o level with the corresponding PDG result due to the
smallness of the mass difference between B* and B°. The
wave-packet result agrees well with the PDG result around
the same value of Ry.

We mention that the same form factors can be formally
multiplied on the ratio of the plane-wave decay rates in order
to partially take into account the wave-packet effects, though
the wave-packet approach is more comprehensive in describ-
ing quantum transitions. By doing so, around the same value
of Ry, the plane-wave results can also be made to agree with
the PDG ones.

In general, the shape of a wave-packet resonance deviates
from the Briet—Wigner shape, where the magnitude of the
deviation depends on the size of wave packets. For ¢ and
Y, experimental data is available, and we put constraints on
the size. We found that when the size of the wave packets is
small, the derivation from the Briet—Wigner shape tends to
be sizable. Both for ¢ and v, wide ranges of the wave-packet
size are consistent with the experimental data.

In the decay channels of the vector mesons, the nonrela-
tivistic approximation works fine, which simplifies the inte-
grations in the S-matrices and the final-state phase spaces in
the wave-packet formalism. Many other quantum transitions
in high-energy physics are relativistic, and it is worthwhile
to establish the general method to perform such integrations
without relying on the nonrelativistic approximation. Also,
analyzing resonant productions precisely requires the full
transition probabilities, including production parts. Doing
more dedicated analyses on resonant shapes will be another
important task.
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Appendix A: Vector-meson form factor

We focus on the following form for a nonrelativistic bound
state V (Q Q) composed of a heavy constituent quark Q and
its anti-particle Q at a certain time:

V(Q0). P):=} / &x Pxy P

51,82

x 07 (x1.51) Q' (x2.52)10) . (95)

FS],S2(xl - x2)

where Fj, 5, (x1 — x7) is a wave function for the bound state;

0" (x1,s1) and @T (x2, 52) are the Fourier transforms of the
momentum-space creation operators of Q and Q, respec-
tively, with x1 > and s1 > being their positions and spins; and
|0) is the vacuum; see e.g. Ref. [40].

We consider the following matrix element:

(0 (p1.51) O (Pa.52) IV(QQ), P)

.p X11+X 1 6
= d3x1 d3x2 Pas 5 Fy 5, (x1 —x2) (—)
/ e Nz

e iPIX1—ix2:p)

:/d3Xd3rei(P—m—pz)-X—i(’”z”z)-r 1
(n)?

= 53(P —p— pz)/d3r e_i<pl;m)'rFsl,s2 (r),

—7 p1—pr2
TS 2

Fyy.5,(r)

(96)

where X := (x| + x2)/2, r := x| — x3, and the normal-

ization of the form factor Fy, (p =2 2) is irrelevant for our
purpose.®
Hereafter, we assume the separable form
= pi—p =(P1—P
F,2<%) = Sy.5 F(%) 97)

28 What is relevant is only the product of the normalization of the
effective coupling and that of the form factor. Such a normalization
factor will be dropped out of the final ratio of the decay probabilities
under the isospin-symmetric limit (8).
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for the heavy and nonrelativistic quarks Q'Q, which have
negligible spin-orbital angular momentum interaction. Fur-
ther, we drop the spin structure Sy, 5,, which will be canceled
out in the ratio of the neutral to charged rates, and focus on
the momentum part.?

We adopt an approximate form of the wave function of
the (s-wave) ground state under a Coulomb potential in the
position space as

Fr) =t ©8)
r)y= ,

2mRy 1
where r := |r|, the parameter R( describes a typical length

scale of the bound state discussed below, and N is the irrele-
vant normalization factor mentioned above. Its Fourier trans-
form is

~ dr —ipr
F(p)ZN/(Zn)3/2g F(r)=

where we used [° dr sin(pr)e” %o = 25 . In this paper,
Ly

R

0

we choose N = JT/RS/Z such that f(O) =1,
F(p) P 1 (100)
P)=—>S—F"71-
R p? + RL%

This form is also introduced in Ref. [3] to cut off a UV diver-
gence in the plane-wave computation. The treatment in Refs.
[4,5] is equivalent to taking this form factor to be unity.

Here, a vector meson V(QQ) decays into two light
pseudo-scalar mesons P(Qq) and F(qa). We approximate
the mass and momentum for each pseudo-scalar P (P) by
those of the constituent quark Q (Q): mp =~ mg and
Pp = py (pp = py), respectively. In this paper, we focus
on the situation where the masses of the two pseudo-scalar
mesons are almost the same (due to the approximated flavor
isospin SU (2) symmetry), and the mass relation is near the
decay threshold,
my ~2mp. (101)
Therefore, we can treat the process as a nonrelativistic one,
and thus, we conclude that

pr—py=mp(Vi—=V3), (102)

2 Concretely, the orbital and total angular momenta £; is S1 (£ = 1),
D (£ = 2), and S for ¢(1020), ¥(3770), and Y (4 S), respectively;
see e.g. “Quark Model” section in Ref. [1].

thereby,

F Pr— P2\ 1
2 B Ro(p1—p2) 2
(Rolograd )™ 4 4
1

2 b
Romp(V1—V2)
(0P21 2)+1

(103)

(104)

where V| and V; are the (nonrelativistic) velocities of P and
P, respectively.

Finally, we reach the spin-independent dimensionless
function suitable for our purpose:

F(Vi—Va)) = (105)

R
Romp(V1—V>)
( OmP2l 2) _"_1

This is the form factor shown in Eq. (15) for the matrix ele-
ments of the meson decays (with my =~ 2mp) in the rest
system.

Now we estimate a typical value of the parameter Rg in
Eq. (98). The quarkonium potential can be approximated by
asum of the confining linear potential and the QCD Coulomb
potential:

(106)

where a; is known as a; = 1.95GeV~! [40], and oy is
the QCD fine structure constant. For the domain where
r Srei=ag oy = 1.5 GeV~! 30 the wave function can be
approximated by the Coulomb form (98). One can estimate »
by equating the potential and kinetic energies, V(r) ~ Ko,
where Ko ~ my —2mg = O(10) MeV. Since K o is much
smaller than the typical energy scale a I'=0.5GeV of the
potential, the typical Q Q distance can be estimated by equat-
ing two terms in the right-hand side of Eq. (106): r ~ r.. The
use of Coulomb wave function (98) is marginally justified,
which suffices for our current consideration. See e.g. Ref.
[42] for further refinement.
Finally, a typical value of the parameter in Eq. (98) is

1
Ro~r.~15GeV-!' =0.0015MeV "} = —— .
660 MeV

(107)

Appendix B: Details on calculations of Py,_ ,+
We present detailed computation to obtain the decay proba-
bility integrated over the final-state positions and momenta

under the rest-frame assumption Po = 0.

30 Here, we have put oy >~ 0.6 at the scale 0.5GeV [41].
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B.1 Variables under nonrelativistic limit

As preparation, we show concrete forms of the kinetic vari-
ables and parameters, whose physical meaning is given in
Sect. 2.1, under the nonrelativistic limit |V1,2| < 1. At first,
we define the “light-cone” variables for later convenience:

Pi = P1:|:P2, Vi = V1:|:V2. (108)
The kinetic variables are
Pyp=0=Vy=0, Pi=>mpVy, Pr=>mpVy,

mp 2 mp o
Eo=my = my, El:>mP+TV]’ E2:>mP+TV2»

. 2 2
|gerr]? = %(Pl —P)’ = ‘% (mi,vz_) : (109)

where the symbol = represents the nonrelativistic approxi-
mation, which we will take later. We also have

_ Vv \ 4
V = o, (—1+—2) %y, (110)
op op op
_ VZ VZ
VI=o, <_1+_2)= % (Vﬁ+vz), (111)
op op 2013
SP =P+ Py=mpV., (112)
SE =—my +E| + E» = —(my —2mp)
1
“rEmP (V%+V%)
1

==y —2mp)+ gmp (Vi +V2), (113)

S =8E—V-8P = 8E —mp>V2, (114)
op
oyop

__ovor 115
s 20y +op ( )
Ufz—zgs—zzl 2 0; o2 (116)

vi—(V) E(V++V—)_EV+

Also, we define the variables V, and V_
Vi=|Vyl, V_:=|V_|. (117)

B.2 Bulk contribution

We compute the bulk contribution in Eq. (37). First, we per-

form the position integrals f_J’OOOo d*Xd3>X,. AsinRef. [11],
we obtain

EXd3X, = Py dyo, (118)
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/&yfR_ f(%m®>3 !
o\ 05 GVDE+(BVa)?

(119)
l'yvor Yo
T-— _—\/ﬁer, (120)
BV "+ @6V
4% = — dyo (121)

NS

where yo becomes a flat direction under the (unphysical) no-
decay limit I'y — O (as considered in [11]), while the other
five directions are not flat directions irrespective of I'y:

g
/ P X Xpe RTVE T ()

I'yo
Tout+—5~ r2
000102 o2 A% e Tv(E-To)+ ‘f‘a’

Iyor

5 3 an

T 000102 1 ey v

_ | Fvle Py (Tin—To)——% , (122)
O Oy

where we also used Eq. (31) and took the limit T,y — 0.
The range of the integration is given by the bulk window
function W(%) in Eq. (31). After the position integrations,
we obtain

2
deulk - | |2 NZ F—le—rv(Tin_TO)_r‘ith L
vopp = 18effl Ny ly 2E

&*Py &Py
X
(2n)32E; 2n)32E,
% ( o (2)3/260,(5@2%@1»)2)

T \TT

x |[Fovo))?, (123)

. _ 2 3/2 _ 2
where the damping factors\/g e~10)" and (%) /2 g=0sGP)
provide the approximate conservation for the mean energy
and momentum, respectively.3! So far, the expression (123)
does not assume Py = 0 nor the nonrelativistic approxima-
tion given in Sect. 1.

Next, we perform the momentum integrals under the
saddle-point approximation with Py = 0 in the nonrela-
tivistic approximation given in Sect. 1:

Pbll]k

L (N2p=lp- Ty (Ta-To)) &1 !
V—PP viv

3 2my (2m)24E(E,
mé o0 00
x ?P </ 4nv?rdv+) (/ 4nv2dv_)
0 0

31 Of course, the energy—momentum conservation is fulfilled in itself
as a fundamental physical law of nature, in particular, for each partial
plane-wave component in the Fourier transforms.
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L 172 32/ 2 2\ —Fy )i 2 1/4
Lol (3 V2) e PtV v 2 ((mv Comp %)
(124) 0, ,
Jmp
where the factor 1/8 = 1/23 is from the Jacobian, and the
. 1/4
exponent is 2
P 2i ((mv —omp)? %V)
0, ’
Fouik(V4, V-) Jmp
2o
= 0y (§P)% + 0, (Sw)> +YT’ s
. r?
= o V2 o ((mv —2mp) + TV)
Oy
(1-2)viev? op
2 2 A
1 r 2 -2 v
+ompV2 —(my —2mp)| + 1. (125) ((’"V mp)”+ 4>
4 4 , 01,
J/mp
We see that
2\ /4
205 1 -2 <(mv —2mp)? + TV>
1__=ﬁ>0’ (126) 0
which implies
2\ /4
2i ( (my —2m )2+—V)
op — 20, > 0. (127) ( v Pl 0
N ) ;
Also, we see that
174
op (op — 20y) —2i [ (my —2mp)* + v
op —doy = — L 50 S, (128) 4
op + 205 0
J/mp
which leads to
(132)
Lo L pmdoy =0 (129)
- — — = —(op — 40 > U.
4 op dop F g Now we focus on the kinetic region (V4 >~ 0 and V_ > 0),
and thus only the first one is relevant in our calculation:
Thereby,
, 1/4
e~ Pk, 0, e Pk 0, (130) 2 ((’"V —2mp)” + TV)
— — (VB VB) —1lo
Vi—o00 V_—o00 + =) ’ m
The stationary point (V3, V*) that satisfies
) , /4
-2 [(’"" —2mp)” | T ] (133)
0 Fouk(VY, VS 9 Foux(Vi, V2 N 2 2
bulk ( ) _ 0 ang FouVi. VD) o (131) mp 4m3,
vy av_
) Note that
is found to be
2\ 174 Ft())ulk = Fpuk (V_E, VP) =mpop
2<(mv —2mp)2+TV> ;
r
(vivi)eilo. — (my —2mp)+\/(mv —omp)+ L |, 134

@ Springer



978 Page 26 of 32

Eur. Phys. J. C (2023) 83:978

which goes to zero in the (unphysical) limit I'y — 0. Also,

we can see
3% Foulk
; = Zm%,os
Wr lsvm)
my — 2mp
X
Aﬂmv—zmpﬁ o
=: 2m505 Apuic (> 0),
3% Fouk
8—‘/121 = m%:UP (> 0),
- H(vEvE)
@ =0 (135)
aVioV_ (VB.VB) ’

where Apyk — 1 under the (unphysical) limit 'y — 0.
We perform the integrals under the saddle-point approxi-
mation (putting E1 = E = mp in the overall factor) as

bulk gv 1 1
VPP — 3 sz (271.)24mP
6

"p 2
x - (/O 4nV+dV+)</ n(V ) dV_>
2 Lt S

2
X e Fbulke 2(2mP0V)AbUIk(V+ V. ) gif(mPUP)(V— VE)
2
« (Nve—rvmn—rm) ’;:(Vg)f
Ty

— L — 3/4
_ Pmp N VT My —ompy? T3 7Y
_ e

]V+—>V+ V_—>VB

127rmvm%, m%, 4m%,
1 £ mp,/cfle3 7Fk?ulk ~/ B\|2
5 1+e 7 a/lzk )F(V_> s
u
(136)
where we have used the formulas for a > 0,
o y 2v/2 732
/ 47rrze_7r2dr=\/_3—n2, (137)
0 a’/
o0
/ e’ g, = /1[1+erf<*/5r°>] (138)
0 2a V2

and the Taylor expansion around one of the stationary points
Vi, Vo) = (V5 VE)

1
HWﬂKJ:FWLVD+§

< D

ij=+—

ZF(VS, V)
aV; aV;

Wi =v) (vi=v}).

(139)
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B.3 Boundary contribution

We compute the boundary contribution in Eq. (37) as

I'yo; 2
2o T—Tyy—
T e
20’[ 1

2
T (T T = B2) + @000’

35 3
_ [T (009192 e*FV(Tin*TO)ZO-t'/ 4T e 7 (T
Oy Oy T —0

1
X ) s
(7 - 52) + @80

(140)

where ¥’ := T — Ti,, and the range of the integration is
(—00, +00) since there exists no window function W (%) for
this boundary term other than the exponential factor.

Now we perform the Taylor expansion of ¥ around the
saddle-point ¥ = 0 up to the second order:

Ly

(z- FVT") + (0r8)>

. ) (rvo,> ¥
= o)\ 2 ) + 5 )
( 5 ) + (016w) ((F\éﬁt) + (J,Sw)2>
")~ o2 ) ()

(
((”70)2 + (a,3w)2>3

e m ) (1an

to obtain

o
/wdT(
_ <

o (T

- %) + (0160)>

T Oy 1

G(%ﬁz—wwﬂ)
~ +

of (%)2 + (Bw)? ((%)2 + (8w)2>3 201
(142)

which yields

Vo1 1
phdy o (NZe*FV(Tin*To)> 8y
_~ (N2 -
V—pPP 3 2my (2m)*4EEy

mo 00 [
x —L (/ 4r Vidw) </ 471dV_)
8 \Jo 0
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x 27115/203/2 mp e~ Ve
2
v4 & 3(%) _(‘3"))2}
rv)? . 2 3
(TV) + (bw) [(F—ZV) —|—(8a))21| 20,
|F(vo) (143)

There is no V_ in the exponent, and we will perform the
numerical computation for the V_ integral. On the other hand,
the saddle-point of V. is located at V. = 0. With it in mind,
we approximate the polynomial part of the integrand by set-
ting V4 = 0 other than Vf:

| 1
bdry 2 —Ty(Tu-Tp\8v _+ 1
P Nye 2
VPP 3 2my (2m)%4m?,

m6 00 00
P 2
x ?/ 47'[V+dV+/ 4mdV_
0

[Y) mAy2 (mp\TL ~
X 27T5/ZUS/ m%’e UAmPV+ (T) fbdry(v—),
(144)
where we define a dimensionless function
~ ]nP 2
Fray (V) = (22)
4
v {3 (T) = (52
V4 — - - ( C!))
X — +
2 3
r 2 2
(%) + 6o [(%v) +<aw>2} 20,
V+4>0

=~ 2
x |F(V2)|
V4
2 2
2 4 (T
(V 4mvm_PmP> +E<Tv>
2 2
4 2 _gmy=2mp |7 _ ,4y
V([V gz | 3m%))

2 273
2 ((Tt|V+—>O) (%)2 [(VE — 4m—vn—1imp) + %]

with

2(Tp

R (146)

Ut|V+—>0 =

Now we execute the V integral using the formula (137)

by _ me?DN‘Z/e—Fv(Tm—TO) Todry 47
V—PP 12nmvm%, 21’
where the integral
m ~
oary = / dV_ Foary (V) (148)
0

is convergent.
B.4 Interference contribution

We compute the interference contribution in Eq. (37). We
focus on the part including the factor

+18w(T Tin— FVG')

:
T —Tn— VJ’ —iodw

since the other part can be obtained by taking complex con-

jugation. At first, we perform the square completion of the T
part:

Lingg := /d3X1d3X2

Mo, (T-T="4%)
x exp| —R—-Ty (¥—Ty) + —
4 20;
r
Fidw <T Ty — VU’)]
2
1
W (%)

‘3 Tm_m_mt

Ty
000102 Tout+ 2

T'yor

= ; |
1 r 2
X exp[—g <‘I— (Tin— ‘;Ut +ia,8a))>
t
r

2
or
4 —sza,(Sa)i|

1
—Tv (Ta—To) =50 (Bw)* +

1

rg Tm_m_m’

000102 dS’

r
x exp[—g <5f’ — <Tin— ‘;a,
t

=Ly (Tin

2
+ ia,8w>>

2
or
4 —1Fvo,8wi|

1 , T
—To) =501 )"+

1
el 149
% T —Tin —iodw (149)
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where in the last fine, we changed the variable to ¥’ :=
T — I'yoy/2 and took the limit Ty — o0.

In order to use the analytic formula for o; > 0 and ¢ €
(C,32

/Oodt L paeor = _Lg(_
Tin -« 2

where Ei(z) is the exponential integral function defined by
the principal value of

o] e—t
[ Cat
.t
and we add an extra term in the denominator of the integrand
of Iines such that

1 T 2
_20t (Tin — ) > ,
(150)

Ei(z) := (151)

000'10'2 "
Lt ~ dT

, r
X exp _Z T — |\ Tin—
t

—I'v (Tin—

2
VOt .
1)
> +i0; w))
2

1
To) ——o, (80)) + —ll"vcr,&a]

1
x (152)

T — (Tin — V”’ +io; Sa))

which would underestimate the integral to some extent. Now
we reach the analytic form

5 3 | 120
T (M) o~V (Tu—To)— 0y 60+ 4 —iTy 0y

Tines ~
Ot Og
1.
x <—5E1(—X/)), (153)
with
/ 0; Lo \2
X ::E(FV—H&U) . (154)

Here, we will take the leading term of the expansion
around infinity for X'

—Ei(-X') = ;X057 [% + O(#)} :

32

(155)

One of the necessary conditions for this relation is
“(Tin + o ¢ B) & (3(Tin) # (@) & (M(Tin) = N()).” In our case,
the set of these conditions is manifestly fulfilled since o corresponds
to “Tin — Tyoy /2 +ioidw,”.
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which leads to

3
LS 909192 efr‘/(Tin*
Ot O

eZiFVméa)
+ b
% Ty — isw)*

(156)

1
Lingt + (linet)™ ~ >

—2ilCyo; 6w
x 0 . 2
5 Ty +idw)

and

intf
dPV—) PP

1 dpr, &p,
~ _lgeft| Nv 3 3
2Ey 27)32E, (27)32E,

x [ [ gmortw)?
T

” ($>3/2e—m(aP>2
b

r2 o
e TV Tn—To)~ 5" 4 Loy [ 201
T

(F%, — ((Sa))z) cosRl'yo8w) — 2Ty Sw sin(2TNy 0 dw)
X
2
o1 (T} + (6w)?)

Qm)*

x |[F(vo)*. (157)

We perform the momentum integrals in the nonrelativistic
limit:

N2 TV T w8y 1 !
3 2my 2Qm)24E E>

m6 00
x —L (/ 4nvfdv+) </ 4nv3dv_)
8 0 0
U2 32000 00\ Fug(veve) |20
X —0,' "0y (mPV_> e ' o
T T

(F%, — (8w)2) cos2l'yo,8w) — 2Ny dw sin(2Ty 0,8 w)
X
2
o/ (T2 + (bw)?)

intf
PV —P P

(158)
where
2 1 2 F%/"f
Fing(Vy, Vo) := 05, 6 P)” + 501 (Bw)” + 4
= asm%,V_%_
2 1T 1
+ ki {— MP<——$>V3
(l 20'5)V++V2 2_ 4 op
=07
1, 1
+ZmPV7—(mV —2mp) +T (159)

This function is similar to Fyyk, but a factor of the half comes
in front of o; (w)?. As in the case of the bulk part, we can
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see
e*Fimf — 0’ e*Fimf — 0. (160)
— —
Vi—o00 V_—o0
Stationary points (V, V) are defined by
0 Fineg(V, VS 9 Finee(VY, VS
intf ( + ) —0 and intf( + ) =0, (161)

v, IV_

and we find one stationary point in the kinetic region (V; >~ 0
and V_ > 0),

o i/
2 [(mv —2mp)* + 7V1|
(vivi) = o,

Jmp

(162)

Note that

Fing = Fin (Vi V1)

2
= mPZUP |: (my —2mp) + \/(mV - 2mP)2 + FZVJ . (163)

which takes a positive value when I'y is finite, and goes to
zero in the (unphysical) limit I'y — 0. Also, we can see

82 Finet 1 my —2m
8Vl;ltf :—m%,os 3+ - - 2
SR Jony —2mpp + 7
1 2
=: | 30 4 At
9? Finit _ L
2 —HPElR
W=y 2
i =0 (164)
aVioV_ R% ’

where Aiy¢ — 1 under the (unphysical) limit 'y — O.
Now we evaluate the nonrelativistic integral in Eq. (158).
By use of Egs. (137) and (138), we reach

23 Ar2 Ty (Tin—To
pinf gympNye V™I N mp Jop (VI)Z
V—PP 127my E1E> 227w \ T
1 / VI 7Fi$:u‘ ~ 2
X 1 +erf DpyopY- ¢ F(Vl)‘
2 A3/2
intf

)

2
{ (13 = (60)°) cos(@rv8w) — 2Ty bwsin(2rv5;50)
X

& (13 + (&;)2)2
(165)

where the factor ,/op comes in the overall factor [instead
of I'y, ! compared with the bulk result in Eq. (136)], and we
defined the parameters

~ _ 20p
Or =0 Vis Vi vVl T (L 200 2 L2
or ) T Ty vl vyt
2
= LPZ, (166)
I
(vV3)
Sw = dw . .
V+—>V+,V,—>V,
1 1
= [mp (* — ﬁ) V_'z_ + 7mpVE — (my — 2mp)]
4 op 4 ViV vosvl

(167)

1
= Zmp (Vi)2 — (my —2mp).

Appendix C: Plane-wave decay rate

From the effective Hamiltonian (7), under the use of the form
factor (105), it is immediate to get the following form in the
plane-wave formalism for the resting V:

Fplane o % <8VP2> |kP|3 i:(k] _k2> 2
V—PP 3\ 4m m%, 2
2
_ gVP22 (m%/—4m%)>3/2 %
48w my, (Ro(k12—k2)> +1
(168)

where gy p represents gy (for P = P*) or gy (for P =
PO), and the magnitude of the final-state momenta in the
center of mass frame is given as

1 1/2
lkpl = k| = lkal = - (m} —am) " (169)
The form factor part does not take the nonrelativistic limit as
in Eq. (105), and currently, k| = —k», and thus

5 5 \1/2
k) —ky| =2 k)| = (mv—4mp) . (170)
Note that under the nonrelativistic approximation taken in
Egs. (101) and (102), it is easy to obtain the approximated
form as

l.,plane plane,non-rel
V—>PP V—>PP
2
_ gvpim} (mv —2mP)3/2 1
T Ramy mp Romp(V1-V2)\? ’
( omp (Vs 2) +1
(171)
2(my —2mp)!/?
|V17V2|%M. (172)

Jip
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Appendix D: Comparison with the plane-wave decay rate

As shown in Sect. 3, the boundary contribution dominates
over the bulk and interference ones in all regions of the
parameter space Rp and op. This is because of the fast decay
of the vector meson V due to strong interactions. The fast
decay suppresses the contribution from the bulk so that the
contribution from the initial time boundary becomes more
significant compared to the bulk one.

As mentioned above, the plane-wave decay width I'y is
dependent on other theory parameters such as gy, mp, and
my . Therefore, it is meaningless to take an “on-shell” limit
I'y — 0 with other parameters being fixed. Nevertheless,
one might pretend that one can take this unphysical limit,
and then one extracts the plane-wave decay width (171) as

plane,non-rel __ .
ryopp = lim (Flvlm FVPV—>PP>

lim (hm Iy pbuk >

(173)

op—00 \ 'y —0 V—PP

where the limit of large wave-packet size op — o0 is taken
after the limit 'y — 0.33 The second equality in Eq. (173)
is derived as follows: Under the limit I"'y — 0, the two ratios

bdry 1ntt
'y PV PP andI'y P — approach zero since PV PP and

Pim_f) pp arenot proportlonal to FV as shownin Egs. (45) and
(48). When taking the above limits 'y — 0 and op — 00,

the following is satisfied:

Jmy —2 JopVB
vB 2M, orf [ PENVOPY- ) 1,
Jmp ﬁ
Foux = 0. Apuik — 1,
(174)

as is the physical requirement Ny — 1 from I'y — 0.

In the actual setup, the (unphysical) I'y — 0 limit is not
good, and we see that the boundary contribution dominates
over the bulk one for the parameters corresponding to the real
experimen(t)s mainly because of the exponential suppression
~F,

factor e™ “buik,

Appendix E: A brief comment on the isospin breaking of
the p system

We will make a brief comment on the isospin breaking of the
p system. Here, we define the following ratio:

pr — Pp+~>7'[+JT0

P

pO—mtr—

3

33 As said above, oy drops out of the result at this order of the saddle-
point approximation.

@ Springer

plane
Rplane . ptoatal
P T Fplane
pO—smta—

)

plane
pt—atn0

without form factor

parton |
Ry

- plane
r pO—>mtr—

) (175)

without form factor

where we replace m p to (mn+ + mﬂo) /2 for the calculations
of p* — 7+70 In Fig. 16, the R, in terms of the wave
packet and the relativistic plane wave is depicted for Ry =
0.0015MeV~! (left panel) and Ry = 0.01MeV~! (right
panel); see Sects.2.3 and 4.3 for the details of the wave-
packet decay probabilities and the plane-wave decay rates,
respectively.

First, we mention the experimental inputs that we adopt.
As official results reported by the PDG [1],

e Six digits are reported as typical mass scales of the broad
resonant p system, where their central values are located
from 769.0 MeV to 775.26 MeV.

e Also, six digits are shown as typical width scales of the
o system, where their central values are located from
147.4MeV to 151.5 MeV.

e Thedifference betweenm 0 andm ,+ takesm o —m + =
—0.7 £ 0.8 MeV.

e The difference between I' jo and I' )+ takes I' jo — I' )+ =
0.3 £ 1.3MeV.

Since R, measures isospin-violating effects, it is thus insen-
sitive to what is a typical mass scale of the system. So we sim-
ply take m 0 =770 £ 1MeV and I o = 147.4 = 0.8 MeV.
Based on the mass scale, m ,+ is estimated by use of the above
data onm 0 and m 0 —m,+ as

my+ = 770.7MeV (central),
my+ = 771.5MeV (+10),
my+ =T712.3MeV (+20),

while the central value of I',+ is similarly estimated as
147.7MeV. As expected and as shown in Fig. 16, R, can
depend on the mass difference notably.

Next, we discuss the numerical result shown in Fig. 16.
As expected, the experimental result is located very near the
unity since the p vector mesons do not contain heavy quarks.
The plane-wave theoretical predictions with and without the
form-factor effect show similar results. The wave-packet pre-
dictions deviate from the unity several percent upward, show-
ing fewer agreements. Nevertheless, this does not necessarily
mean that wave-packet formalism works less effectively for
the p system than plane-wave formalism because the current
wave-packet result is precise only for nonrelativistic sys-
tems (due to the usage of nonrelativistic approximations).
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— Mp=T70.7[MeV] — mp,=771.5[MeV]
— Mp=T72.3[MeV]

(Ro = 0.0015 [MeV-])

Wave-Packet (full) cases

Plane-Wave parton-level(x10) 1

0.98 . . . . . . .
005 010 015 020 025 030 035 040

(o) "2 (Mev~"]

Fig. 16 Values of R, defined in Eq. (175) are depicted for Ry =
0.0015MeV~! (left panel) and Ry = 0.01 MeV~! (right panel). The
captions “Wave-Packet (full),” “Plane-Wave (rel),” and ‘“Plane-Wave

Note that the decays p* — 7+7° and p° — 7t~ are
fully relativistic due to the large difference between the total
masses of the initial state and final state. Several percent
of theoretical errors are expected from the fully relativistic
wave-packet prediction, which is beyond the scope of this
paper. The typical scale of the form factor under the cur-
rent scheme Ry = 0.0015MeV works well compared with
Ro = 0.01 MeV.

Also, we comment on the dependence on Ry in R,. As
typically observed in the curves of “Plane-Wave (rel)” of
Fig. 16, the form-factor part of R, is not sensitive to Ry
since the total mass differences between the initial and the
final states take almost the same values in p* — 77 7? and

p¥ — 77, and their final-state phase spaces are wide.
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