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p — ey and 7 — [y decays in the fermion triplet seesaw model
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In the framework of the seesaw models with triplets of fermions, we evaluate the decay rates of u — ey
and 7 — [y transitions. We show that although, due to neutrino mass constraints, those rates are in general
expected to be well under the present experimental limits, this is not necessarily always the case.
Interestingly enough, the observation of one of those decays in planned experiments would nevertheless
contradict bounds stemming from present experimental limits on the u — eee and 7 — 3/ decay rates, as
well as from u to e conversion in atomic nuclei. Such detection of radiative decays would therefore imply
that there exist sources of lepton flavor violation not associated to triplet fermions.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The search for flavor changing rare leptonic decays, in
particular, for u — ey, 7 — w7y, and 7 — ey decays, has
been the object of intense experimental investigations for
decades [1]. With respect to the present experimental upper
limit, Br(u — ey) <1.2X 107" [1], Br(r— uy) <
4.5 X 1078 [2], Br(7 — ey) < 1.1 X 1077 [1], new experi-
ments are expected to improve in the near future their
branching ratios by as much as three orders of magnitudes
for the first decay mode [3] and by one or two for the two
others [4].

The recent experimental evidence for neutrino masses
has shown that lepton flavor is violated in the neutrino
sector and that, consequently, in a model independent way,
these decay rates are predicted to be different from zero.
The actual predicted rate, however, turns out to be highly
model dependent. There are three basic models which can
explain the neutrino masses at tree level, from the ex-
change of heavy states, through the seesaw mechanism.
The above rare decays have been studied at length in the
framework of two of these seesaw models, with right-
handed neutrinos [5] (type I seesaw [6]) and with one or
several Higgs triplets [7] (type II seesaw [8]). In this paper
we perform the calculation of these decay rates in the
framework of the third seesaw model, with heavy triplets
of fermions (type III seesaw [9]). This model has been
studied in detail, both from the theoretical and phenome-
nological point of view, in Ref. [10], where the result on
these rare decays has already been presented without the
detailed calculation. This paper also contains a determi-
nation of the constraint that u to e conversion in atomic
nuclei implies on the type III seesaw model.

II. THE TYPE III SEESAW LAGRANGIAN

The type III seesaw model consists in the addition to the
standard model of SU(2) triplets of fermions with zero
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hypercharge, . In this model at least two such triplets
are necessary in order to have two nonvanishing neutrino
masses. A nonvanishing [; — [,7 rate can nevertheless be
induced already with only one fermionic triplet. In the
following, we will not specify the number of triplets so
that our calculation is valid for any number of them. Being
in the adjoint representation of the electroweak group, the
Majorana mass term of such triplets is gauge invariant. In
terms of the usual and compact two-by-two notation for
triplets, the beyond the standard model (SM) interactions
are described by the Lagrangian (with implicit flavor sum-
mation)

L =TS, p3] - I T [SMs 3¢ + SM53]
- $tSV2vsL - LV2Yisg, (1

with L = L)', o= (d)*_', O = (¢p*, (v + H+
in)/2)7, ¢ = irydp*, 3¢ = C3T and with, for each fer-
mionic triplet,
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Without loss of generality, in the following we will assume
that we start from the basis where My is real and diagonal.
In order to consider the mixing of the triplets with the
charged leptons, it is convenient to express the 4 degrees of
freedom of each charged triplet in terms of a single Dirac
spinor

P=3%+ 3z, 3)
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The neutral fermionic triplet components on the other hand
can be left in two-component notation, since they have
only 2 degrees of freedom and mix with neutrinos, which
are also described by two-component fields. This leads to
the Lagrangian
L= WigW + S%ips) — TMeW — (20 53004, c)

+ g(W+ERy#PR\If + W;E%‘yMPL\I' + H.c.)

— gWi Wy, ¥ — (¢33 Ys v, + V26"V Ysl,

+ ¢TSRYsl — V247 P YLV + He). “

The mass term of the charged sector shows then the usual
aspect for Dirac particles

0\/ I,
(ZR\PR)(YEU Mz)(‘I’L)
T m; YEU lR
wf3 B o

with v = \/§<¢0> = 246 GeV. The symmetric mass ma-
trix for the neutral states is on the other hand given by

0 Yiv/242 (ug)
Yiv/2v2  Ms/2 J\X°

<0 0 YIv/2v2\( v,
(7% )<Y§v/2\/§ ?\42/2 )(EUC) ©

= —(DLEOC)<

A. Diagonalization of the mass matrices

To calculate the /; — [,y decay rates, we will work in
the mass eigenstates basis. As it happens with any Dirac
mass, the charged lepton mass matrix can be diagonalized
by a bi-unitary transformation

=U , 7
(w5) = e @
where Uy p are (3 + n)-by-(3 + n) matrices, if n triplets

are present. On the contrary, the symmetric neutral lepton
mass matrix can be diagonalized by a single unitary matrix

(95)= v 4 ) ®)

It is convenient to write the mixing matrices in terms of
three-leptons-plus-n-triplets sub-blocks

U = ( Ui Unw ) . = < Uri  Uriw )
L= ’ R — ’
Uwi Upww Urvi Ugvw
UOVI/ UOI/E
Uy = ( ) )
Uos, Upss
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In the following we will calculate the decay rates at
O((Ysv/Ms)?), which is a good approximation as long
as M is sufficiently big compared to Ys v. In order to do so
it can be checked that it is enough to calculate all the
mixing matrix elements at order O([(Ysv, m;)/MsT).
We obtain

Upyp=1-¢€ Uy = YiMs'v
Upw = —MS'Ysv Upgg=1-—¢€
URII =1 Uqu/ = le{ME v (10)
Upy) = —M3*Ysmv Urypy =1

_ € tar-1 Y
Uopy = 1_5 Upmns Upys = YsMy NG

El

Uss, = ~M5'¥s 500, Unss = (1-5)

where € = ”{YgMngg, € = %ZM;YEYgMgl, and
Upmns 18 the lowest order Pontecorvo-Maki-Nakagawa-
Sakata (PMNS) mixing matrix which is unitary. Note that
€ is nothing but the coefficient of the unique low energy
dimension-six operator induced by the triplets, once they
have been integrated out [10].! Equation (10) shows as
expected that the (3 + n)-by-(3 + n) mixing matrices
Up ro are unitary but the various submatrices are not.
The neutrino mass matrix in this model is given by>:

1
m, = - YT YE'

11
RS (11)

B. Lagrangian in the mass basis

After the diagonalization of the mass matrices, we ob-
tain the following Lagrangian in the mass basis (omitting

from now on the primes on the mass eigenstate fields):
.E - £Kin + ECC + £NC + '£H,‘q + £¢*, (12)

where

S

£CC=i(7 W) y*W, (P gsc + Prek \/_)< )

+ Hec. (13)

£Nc:

(I ¥)y#Z,(PLg)C + Prgl >( )

(14)

cosfy,

'The €' contribution does not appear in the low energy
effectlve theory as it involves external 3’s.

2As for the masses of the charged leptons, they are essentially
unaffected by the presence of the 2’s as the difference between
the physical masses of the I’ and the ones of the I’s, my, is of
order m;Y3v?/M3.
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.EH,n_m(l ’\I,)H(PLgL +PRgR) »\l,
+i S (1 W)n(PLg] + PrgR) : (15)
2My, L R\
——¢1-8 ¢ ¢
Ly =—¢71 P +P v
¢ ¢ \/EMW{( L8L, RgRV)
+(PLgf, + Prgk, )3} + He (16)
with
gCC = (gglc gf,i ) _ ((1 + €U, —Y%ME‘\/LE)
(17)

co_ [ 8k ks
8k~ cc cc
SRy, 8Rys
( 0 —m,Y%M?v)
= - (18)
— —1ly* * v _ e
My YsUs 5 -5
NC  NC
gNC — 8Ly 8Ly
L
8o &,
L _ 2 _ Lytas—1
_ (2 cos Oy — € EYEME v (19)
IMS'Ysv € — cos’Oy
gNC — g%”c g%fp _ [ 1—cos?Oy legMgzv
8 Sk 8Rew MGYsmpy  —cos’Oy
(20)
H H
g = Bt Shw
8Ly SLyy
- m;(3e — 1) —mYIMs'v
—Ysv(l —€) — MgZYEm%v
(21)

H H
= (5 G
Ry 8Ruw

( Be — )m

—M;nglv

—(1-eriv- mlzng;v)

(22)
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n n
n_ [ Ry  8Ry
8r gl g7
Ry Ry

_( —(e+Dm (- 6)Y£v - mlegMgzv
—M;nglv .
(23)
n n
n_ [ 8Ly 8Lw )
8L = ] ]
L <gL‘I'l 8Lyy
_ my(e + 1) mZYgMglv
—Ysv(l — €) + Mg*Ysmjv :
(24)
and
[g;i = szow
gh = —(1—emU;
¢ _ t -1 v
[ng _legMz NG ..
g, = (1 — vl n( — ) - V2myIms'v
(25)

The dots in Egs. (21)—(24) refer to V-V interactions which
we omit here since they do not contribute to the one-loop
l; — L,y rates.

1. 4 — ey AND 7 — [y DECAYS

In the following we perform the calculation of the u —
ey rate. The 7 decay rates will be obtained straightfor-
wardly from it later on. As it is well-known, the on shell
transition pu — ey is a magnetic transition so that its
amplitude can be written, in the m, — 0 limit, as:

T(n—ey) =AXi,(p— qlig'e* o), (1 + vys)]u,(p),
(26)

with e the polarization of the photon, p,, the momentum of
the incoming muon, g, the momentum of the outgoing
photon, and o, = £[y,, ¥,]. Using the Gordon decom-
position we can rewrite it as

T(w—ey) =AXi,(p—q)1+vys)2p-&—m,¢£)
X u,,(p). @7)

In the following we will calculate only the p - € terms. The
terms proportional to ¢ can be recovered from the p - ¢
terms through Eq. (27). All in all, this gives

3
m
Pl — ey) = Z1AP (28)

In the mass eigenstate basis, from the Lagrangian
of Eqgs. (13)—(16), there are 14 diagrams contributing to
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FIG. 1.
the physical Higgs boson.

m — ey, as shown in Fig. 1. The detailed calculation is
presented in the Appendix.’ In the limit in which Ms >

My, at (9((%)2), the total amplitude is given by

GM e
T(n—ey) = if W’”uﬁe(l’ —q)(1 + ys)

13
X io-A,,s)‘q”uM(p){(? + C)em

- va;(UPMNS)ei(U]iMNS)i,u}r (29)
mZ
where C = —6, 56, and x, = MZ" . Note that the second

term is the usual contribution from neutrino mixing [12],

while the first one is the explicit contribution of the fer-

mion triplet(s). As is well-known, a Glashow-Iliopoulos-

Maiani cancellation operates in the second term. The total
G3M e2ms,

decay rate is then given by
13
—+C
81927 ( 3 )E“‘

- va,»(UPMNS)ei(UItMNS)i,U«
i

P(p —ey) =

2
(30)

*General formulas for radiative fermion decays have been
derived in detail in Ref. [11], although restricted to the case in
which all fermion masses arise from the standard Higgs mecha-
nism. In consequence, isospin invariant mass terms as those
essential in seesaw models were not taken into account.
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Diagrams contributing to u — e?y. ¢=, ) are the three Goldstone boson associated with the W~ and Z bosons. H stands for

and the branching ratio reads

3 a| /13
Br(,u — 6’)/) = 3—2 ; |(? + C)Ee#

3D

- vai(UPMNS)ei(U;MNs)iM
7

T — [y decays can be obtained from Eq. (31) by replacing
M by 7, e by I, and by multiplying the obtained result by
Br(r — ev,v,) = (17.84 = 0.05) X 1072 [1].

IV. PHENOMENOLOGY

A. Bounds on €,,, €,,, and €,,

From the result above, it is not surprising that in general
we expect a very tiny u — ey rate. For instance, omitting
flavor indices, for a given value of My we would expect in

general from the seesaw formula that Y3 = m, My /v* ~

VomZ Ms /v? ~ Ms /(10" GeV). This gives €~
m,/Ms ~ 1073(10" GeV/My) and x, ~ Sm?,, /M3, ~
107*  which leads to Br(u — ey)~1073%:
(105 GeV/My)?, far below the present upper limit 1.2 X
107!, In this case, even for My as low as 100 GeV, we get
Br(u — ey) ~ 10726, Similarly, for 7 — w7y and 7 — e,
we get both rates of order 10733(10'° GeV/Ms)?, far
below the present upper limit 4.5 X 1073 and 1.1 X
1077), respectively.

There are cases, however, in which the branching ratio
can be much larger without any fine-tuning of the Yukawa
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couplings and mass parameters. This is the case if neutrino
masses are generated through ‘“‘direct lepton violation™
(see Ref. [10]), i.e., if neutrino masses are directly propor-
tional to a small lepton number violating scale rather than
inversely proportional to a high scale. Direct lepton viola-
tion appears naturally in the type Il seesaw model, since
two scales are present there: the mass of the heavy scalar
triplet M, and the dimension-full trilinear coupling u
between the scalar triplet and two Higgs doublets. In this
case m, ~ Yy uv?/M%, where Y, is the Yukawa coupling,
but Br(u — ey) ~ YAMj,/M}. If the scale u is suffi-
ciently small to suppress neutrino masses, Y /M, can be
large enough to generate visible effects in rare lepton
decays. A similar pattern can be realized also in the
type III seesaw, if besides a high scale My, a low scale
M, responsible for lepton number violation, is present. This
has indeed been studied in the context of type I seesaw
[10,13], but it can be applied here as well. In this case the
€., term in Egs. (29)—(31) is enhanced to much larger
values and the x,, term can be neglected.

With such a pattern the w — e7y branching ratio could
be as large as ~107* for the extreme case where the
Yukawa couplings would be as large as unity with triplets
as light as a few hundreds GeV. This shows that the present
experimental bound is already relevant to exclude too large
values of the Yukawas associated to too small values of the
triplet mass. The present experimental bounds on the
branching ratios give the following constraints on the
€ap coefficients®:

_ Yy L] SLIX10% (32
|6eu|—7 YE@FEYE e X 10 (32)
v? 1 1
— t )
v2 1 1 _
el == YgﬁM—EY2 Tesz.4><10 2. (34)
3

B. Comparison of I — I’y and [ — 3l decays

The bounds of Egs. (32)—(34) from [ — [’y decays turn
out to be on the same parameters € as the ones obtained
from p — 3e or 7 — 3/ decays, derived in Ref. [10]. This
can be understood from the fact that, at order 1/M2, for
example, for u — ey and pu — 3e, there is only one way
to combine two Yukawa couplings and two inverse M
mass matrices to induce a w-e transition along a same
fermionic line: through the combination €, (i.e., the flavor

“Note that these bounds show that the approximation we made
in the above to work only at first order in Y?v?/M3 is justified.
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structure of the u to e fermionic line is the same for both
processes, it corresponds to a u which mixes with a
fermion triplet which mixes with an electron). This can
also be understood from the related fact that the number of
independent parameters contained in the coefficients of the
dimension five operators (proportional to the neutrino mass
matrix) and dimension-six operators (encoded in the €,z
[10]) of the low energy theory (obtained in the limit of
large fermion triplet mass) equals the number of indepen-
dent parameters of the original theory. This implies that
any physical transition studied at order 1/M?2, necessarily
has to be proportional to the dimension-six operator coef-
ficients, and there is only one which gives a u to e
transition, €,,,.

As a result we obtain the following fixed ratios for these
branching ratios:

Br(u — ey) = 1.3 X 1073 - Br(u — eee), (35)

Br(tr— uy) =13 X 1073 -Br(t — puu)
=21X1073 Br(r- — e et u), (36)

Br(r — ey) = 1.3 X 1073 - Br(r — eee)
=21X103-Br(r— = u ute). (37

The ratios are much smaller than unity because [ — 3/ is
induced at tree level through mixing of the charged leptons
with the charged components of the fermion triplets [10],
while [ — I'y is a one-loop process. The results of
Eqgs. (35)—(37) hold in the limit where My > My g, as
they are based on Eq. (31). Not taking this limit, i.e., using
Eq. (A26) of the Appendix, for values of My as low as
~100 GeV, these ratios can vary around these values by up
to 1 order of magnitude. Numerically it turns out that the
bounds in Egs. (32)—(34) are thus not as good as the ones
coming from u — eee, 7 — eee, and T — puu decays,
which give [e,,|<1.1X107% e, |<4.9X107%
le,,] < 5.1 X 1074, respectively, [using the experimental
bounds:  Br(u — eee) <1Xx 1072 [1], Br(r—
eee) <3.6 X 1078 [14], and Br(r— puu) <3.2 X
1078 [14]].° This shows that even if the upper limits on
pm — ey and 7 — [y are improved in the future by 3 or 2
orders of magnitude, respectively, the & — 3e and 7 — 3/
will still provide the most competitive bounds on the €,z
(a # B). This can be clearly seen from the bounds,
Br(u — ey) <1073, Br(r— uy) <4 x 107", and

Note that these bounds from 7 decays are better than the ones
quoted in Table 8 of Ref. [10], as we have used the new
experimental limits on 7 — 3/ decays of Ref. [14]. This also
leads to the new following bounds: |€,,| < 5.6 X 107* [from
Br(r— ete u™)<2.7X107%] and |e,,| < 7.2 X 107* [from
Br(r — " u"e”) <4.1 X 107%]. We thank M. Nemevsek for
pointing to us the existence of Ref. [14].
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Br(7 — ey) <5 - 107!, that one obtains from Egs. (35)—
(37) using the experimental bounds on the / — 31’ decays.

This leads to the conclusion that the observation of one
leptonic radiative decay by upcoming experiments would
basically rule out the seesaw mechanism with only triplets
of fermions, i.e., with no other source of lepton flavor
changing new physics. To our knowledge this is a unique
result.

This is different from other seesaw models. For instance,
in type I seesaw, for the same reasons as for the type III
model, the ratios of Egs. (35)—(37) are also fixed at order
1/M?, but unlike for this type III model, both processes are
instead realized at one loop. As a result, generically, [ —
"y dominates over [ — 3!’ because the latter suffers an
extra a suppression. On the other hand, in type II seesaw,
no definite predictions for these ratios can be done, because
both types of decays depend on different combinations of
the parameters [10]. This stems from the fact that in the
type II model the Yukawa coupling Y, couples a scalar
triplet to two light fermions, so it carries two light lepton
flavor indices, instead of one in the type I and type III
models. As a result there are several combinations of the
Yukawa couplings which can lead to a u to e transition in
this model.®

V. n-TO-e CONVERSION IN ATOMIC NUCLEI

Beside [ — 'y and [ — 3/ decays, fermion triplets can
also induce pu-to-e conversion in atomic nuclei. The rele-
vant diagram turns out to be a tree level one, as for [ — 3/
decays, where w goes to e + Z with the Z connected to a u
or d quark fermion line. For the reasons given above, or
simply from the fact that this diagram involves exactly the
same w-e-Z vertex as the u — eee decay, u-to-e conver-
sion gives a constraint on the same &,, parameter than
from pu — eee decay (or than from p — ey decay). Using
the experimental upper bound for the u-to-e conversion
rate to total nucleon muon capture rate ratio for 337 nuclei,
RF™¢ < 4.3 X 10712 [15], the bound one obtains actually
turns out to be even more stringent than from p — eee

e, < 1.7 X 1077, (38)

This bound can be straightforwardly obtained by determin-
ing the quark-lepton effective interaction induced by the Z
exchange

Lo = —V2Gp(l;y PrgYS1)(ay,[(1 — Ssin®0y) — yslu

+ dy[(—1 + %sin’8y) + ys]d) (39)

“For instance the p — 3e transition involves the combination
YAMYLE while the u — e7y involve the combination YAMIYLe
with [ = e, u, 7 see, e.g., [10].
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which using standard formula, for example, Eq. (2.16) of
Ref. [16], gives

RE=¢ = 14X 10" - g, |2 (40)

This leads to the following fixed ratio predictions for 557

Br(u — eee) = 2.4 X 107 1R+ (41)

Br(u — ey) = 3.1 X 1074Rr—¢ (42)

which allows further possibilities to test and/or exclude the
model. Results from the gold nuclei, which experimentally
gives R#~¢ <7 X 10713 [17], are of same order of mag-
nitude. Note that the PRISM collaboration [18] is expected
to improve the experimental bound on R*~¢ for the 337
nuclei by several orders of magnitude in the long term.

VI. SUMMARY

We have calculated the u — ey and 7 — [y decay rates
in the presence of one or more triplets of fermions. As with
right-handed neutrinos, the obtained rate is in general
extremely suppressed but in special cases (not necessarily
tuned) it can exceed the present experimental bounds.
Unlike for other seesaw models, the observation of a
leptonic radiative decay rate close to the present bounds,
would nevertheless be incompatible with bounds which
arise in this model from  — 3/’ decays. Similarly it would
be incompatible with the bound from u to e conversion we
have determined. This provides an interesting possibility to
exclude this model as the unique low energy source of
lepton flavor changing new physics.
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APPENDIX

The 14 diagrams of Fig. 1 can be grouped according to
the fermion circulating in the loop. Performing the calcu-
lation in the 't Hooft-Feynman gauge, after loop integra-

tion, the various amplitudes, at @((%)2), are
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oY =1y +710 " 1) T

SM
= (f/— 326 smyi.(p— q)(1+ vs)2p - S)MM(P)[(Uow)ei(U(J)rw)mFl(xyi) + (GUOW)ei(UgW)i,uFZ(xV,»)

T (Up,)eiUE. € Fs(x,,)] (A1)

v o S
A A S M 4

GSM e
=17 yami(p =~ )1+ Y)2p - e <p>{<y*M 51720, Y Fils)

v2

+ (YTle)et(ME Yze)t,u 2

v *
e D€V o 5 o) 02 o)
2

I:(YT /*)et(YE)lM + (M, YIM3")oi(Ys)iuv :|F6(x2f) T (eYIM (M Ye)i 5 2

i s Fos)} a2)
Tt =71 + T + T

| GSM e 2
5 myf.(p —q)(1 +75)(2p'8)u#(p)[(Y§M§‘)ei(M§1Yz)m7(F7(yz,.)+Fg(z§,.))

2 2
(XM M Vo) (o) + Fales)) = (VMM Vs (Rl ) + oz )| (43)

GSM e _
TZ'H'W =T/ +T{+ 1) = lf Wm,ﬂe([? —q)(1 +v5)2p - &)u,(p)e, .Gy, z1,) (A4)
_ m? m? m? m2 m3
where x,, =Xy, = MZ VL= M—'; 2y, = M—% Vs, =5, 23, = M_Z and F;(x) and G(x) are the following functions:
10 — 43x + 78x% — 49x* + 4x* + 18x7 log(x)
F = A5
]()C) 3(_1 i X)4 ( )
2(5 — 24x + 39x> — 20x% + 6x*(—1 + 2x) log(x))
F = A6
2(x) 3(_1 + x)4 ( )
7 — 33x + 57x*> — 31x* + 6x%(—1 + 3x) log(x)
F = A7
3()() 3(_1 -I—x)4 ( )
—38 + 185x — 246x% + 107x3 — 8x* + 18(4 — 3x)x2 log(x)
Fyx) = : = (A8)
3(—=1+x)
1 — 6x + 3x% + 2x3 — 6x2 log(x)
F = A9
5()() 3(_1 + x)4 ( )
7 — 12x — 3x> + 8x3 — 6x(—2 + 3x)1
Fylx) = x — 3x X x( x) log(x) (A10)

3(—1 +x)*
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40 — 46x — 3x% + 2x + 7x* + 18x(4 — 3x) log(x)

F = All
7(X) 3(_1 + x)4 ( )
x(—16 + 45x — 36x> + 7x3 + 6(—2 + 3x) log(x))
F = Al2
8(x) 3(_1 + )C)4 ( )
x(2 + 3x — 6x% + x> + 6xlog(x))
F = Al3
9()C) 3(_1 + .X)4 ( )
1 4 =9y, +5y; +6(1 = 2y,)y, log(y;,)
G(y;,z;) =26 [8(7—00520 ) ‘ ’ Sa ]
o Y 6(~1+y,)"
s 16 — 45z, + 36z12i - 712 — 6(—2 + 3z;) log(z;)
ol 2=1+2,)
1 4 =9y, +5y; +6(1 = 2y,)y;, log(y;,)
J’_ . — 20 ! i i i i
55~ cosou) 6(—1+y,)"
2(=1+ y7 — 2y, log(y;))
— 8(1 — cos?fy) ‘ ' '
v (—1+y,)’
—20 + 39y, —24ys + 5y7 +6(—2 + lo
_— Vi )’1 y, 4( )’1) g()’z)] (Al4)
6(—1+y,)

Since y;, z;., x,, < 1 it is a good approximation to take the lepton flavor conserving quantities y; and z; to zero and to
keep only the hnear term in the flavor changing quantities x,,

Fi(x,)=2~x, (A15)
Fy(x,) =22 -3, (A16)
Fi(x,)=%—3x, (Al7)
G(y;, z;) = C = —6, 56. (A18)

Summing over i and neglecting terms of O((Ysv/Ms)") with n > 2, we obtain

I - GM 7
bW _ bW _ '
Ty = ZTV,- = l% Wmﬂue(l) —q) (1 + vs5)2p - S)MM(P){g €op — va;(UPMNS)ei(UPMNS)i#} (A19)

— g
n ZT; - i% %m“ﬁe(p — @)1+ ys)2p - 8)”M(‘D){_ wt Z (YT s Dei(MS1Ys ), Alxs, )}
(A20)

ZH n_ ZHn _ G_ISVM e _ 3 .
ZT /5 322 Ml (P — A0+ 75)2p - iy (plee, X € (A21)
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= S
GSM e t
= \/— 32 2m I/l (p Q)(l + 75)(217 8)” (P) + Z (Y MEI)eL(ME YE);,L(B()’E) + C(ZE ))}
(A22)
where
—30 + 153xy, — 198x% + 75x3 + 18(4 — 3xy, )x} logxs,
Alxs,) = % S % (A23)
3(xs, — 1)
33 — 18yy, — 45y% +30y3 + 18(4 — 3ys,)ys, logys.
B(ys,) = e (A24)
3(ys, = D
=7+ 12z + 3z2 - 812 + 6(3zy, — 2)z3, logzg

C(zs.) = A25
(zs,) = e (A25)

The total amplitude is then

. G%M e 3 t
T(pn — ey) = lf o2 e i,(p — @)1 + ys5)2p - e)u (P){( + C) - zxvi(UPMNS)ei(UPMNS)iM

V2

+ 3 (M a5 V) Aes) + BOS) + Cas))) (A26)

This result is valid at @((YEU)Z) For x5 , ys ., zs, 3 1, the additional limit xy , yy , zs, — o0 can be taken, which leads to
the result displayed in the text Eq. (29)
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