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Combined analysis of the γn → K0Σ0 and γn → K+Σ− reactions
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The recently released data on differential cross sections for γn → K0Σ0 from the A2 and BGOOD
Collaborations are used to examine the theoretical model constructed in our previous work [Phys.
Rev. D 105, 094017 (2022)] for γn → K+Σ−, and it is found that the model predictions are able
to qualitatively reproduce the A2 data but fail to describe the BGOOD data. Then, a combined
analysis of the γn → K0Σ0 and γn → K+Σ− reactions is performed to revise the theoretical
model. Due to the inconsistency problem, the A2 and BGOOD data are included in fits separately.
In the case of including the A2 data, both the data for γn → K0Σ0 and γn → K+Σ− can be
fairly well described, and the contributions from the N(1710)1/2+ , N(1880)1/2+ , N(1900)3/2+ ,
and ∆(1920)3/2+ resonances are found to dominate the reactions in the lower energy region. While
in the case of including the BGOOD data, although most of the data for the γn → K+Σ− reaction
can be described with the exception of some noticeable discrepancies on beam asymmetries at lower
energies, the BGOOD data for γn → K0Σ0 can be only qualitatively described, and the contributions
from the N(1710)1/2+ , N(1900)3/2+ , and ∆(1910)1/2+ resonances are found to dominate the
reactions in the lower energy region. In both cases, the t-channel K∗(892) exchange is found to play
a crucial role at forward angles in the higher energy region. Further precise measurements of data
for γn → K0Σ0 are called on to disentangle the discrepancies between the data sets from the A2
and BGOOD Collaborations.

PACS numbers: 25.20.Lj, 13.60.Le, 14.20.Gk, 13.75.Jz

I. INTRODUCTION

Studies of the spectrum and structure of the excited
states of the nucleon and ∆ (N∗s and ∆∗s) can provide
us with essential information about the dynamics of the
strong interaction in the nonperturbative regime of quan-
tum chromodynamics (QCD). Extracting information on
resonances from the data of the πN scattering experi-
ments and single-pion photoproduction experiments rep-
resents the most important part of the preceding explo-
ration of the N∗s and ∆∗s. However, both the QCD-
inspired phenomenological models [1, 2] and lattice QCD
calculations [3–6] have predicted many more N∗s and
∆∗s than those have been unraveled in experiments as
listed in the Review of Particle Physics (RPP) [7], which
is known as the “missing resonance problem” in baryon
spectroscopy.
Since the πN channels are sensitive to resonances with

sizable substantial decays to the πN final states, those
“missing resonances” may have escaped from observation
in the πN scattering experiments and/or single-pion pho-
toproduction experiments due to their small couplings to
the πN final states. In this regards, the hadrons photo-
and electroproduction processes can offer opportunity to
study resonances with sizable decays not only to πN final
states but also to other final states such as ηN , ωN , ρN ,
KΛ, KΣ, et al.. Consequently, studying the spectrum
and structure of N∗s and ∆∗s through probes of real and
virtual photons has been a key objective of the hadron
physics community in the past 20 years [8–11]. Actually,
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the accumulated high-quality data of various exclusive
meson photo- and electroproduction experiments have
helped to identify several long-awaited new resonances
known previously as the “missing resonances” [8].
Due to the broad and overlapping nature of light-flavor

resonances, the identification of individual resonance con-
tributions requires analyzing the data of different exclu-
sive meson photo- and electroproduction reactions that
have selective sensitivity to different resonances. Stim-
ulated by the recently released data on beam asymme-
tries Σ [12] and beam-target asymmetries E [13] for the
γn → K+Σ− reaction, in our previous work [14] we have
performed a timely theoretical analysis of all the avail-
able data [12, 13, 15, 16] for the γn → K+Σ− reac-
tion based on an effective Lagrangian approach in the
Bonn approximation. There, all the available data for
the γn → K+Σ− reaction were well described and ex-
plained by the model results. The reaction mechanisms
were analyzed, and the parameters of the relevant reso-
nances were extracted and compared to those quoted by
RPP [7].
Meanwhile, in Ref. [17] the same data for the γn →

K+Σ− reaction were also analyzed within an isobar
model with two sets of fit results, i.e., fit M and fit L,
which were obtained by using, respectively, the standard
MINUIT and the so-called Least Absolute Shrinkage and
Selection Operator method for fitting the data. The data
for the γn → K+Σ− reaction can be also well described
with the two sets of fit results in Ref. [17], but different
conclusions about the reaction mechanisms, in particu-
lar about the resonance contents and major resonance
contributions, were drew.
The fact that the two independent analyses of Ref. [14]

and Ref. [17] have led to quite different results indicates
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that the currently available data for γn → K+Σ− are in-
sufficient to uniquely determine the reaction amplitudes
in theoretical models. In fact, even a mathematically

complete experiment for a pseudoscalar-meson photopro-
duction process would require data on at least eight care-
fully chosen independent observables to determine the
corresponding reaction amplitudes at each center-of-mass
energy and meson polar angle [18–20]. In this sense, fur-
ther experimental constraints are needed in fully deter-
mining the reaction mechanisms of γn → K+Σ− by test-
ing and distinguishing the phenomenological models for
the γn → K+Σ− reaction.

In 2019, the A2 Collaboration released the world first
data on differential cross sections for the γn → K0Σ0 re-
action from threshold up to center-of-mass energy W =
1855 MeV [21]. Very recently, the BGOOD Collabora-
tion reported the differential cross sections for this re-
action from threshold up to W = 2400 MeV [22]. Since
the hadronic and electromagnetic vertices are exactly the
same in both the γn → K+Σ− and γn → K0Σ0 reactions
except for some possible isospin factors, the differential
cross-section data from the A2 and BGOOD Collabo-
rations for γn → K0Σ0 can be, in principle, used to
test the theoretical models for γn → K+Σ−. Further-
more, it is expected that a combined analysis of the data
for these two reactions would provide more experimental
constraints on theoretical models to disentangle the res-
onance hadronic and electromagnetic couplings, and to
achieve a better understanding of the reaction dynamics
of the KΣ photoproduction off neutron.

It is worthy to mention that except for the two most
recent works of Refs. [14, 17] which have been devoted to
analyze all the available data [12, 13, 15, 16] for K+Σ−

photoproduction, in literature several works [23–26] have
been devoted to analyze the LEPS data published in
2006 [15] and CLAS data published in 2010 [16] for
K+Σ− photoproduction and the A2 data published in
2019 [21] for K0Σ0 photoproduction. In Ref. [23], the
LEPS data [15] for K+Σ− photoproduction were ana-
lyzed within a Regge-plus-resonance model. The data
from Refs. [15, 16] for K+Σ− photoproduction and the
data from Ref. [21] for K0Σ0 photoproduction together
with the data for K+Σ0 and K0Σ+ photoproduction re-
actions were analyzed in isobar models in a series works
of Refs. [24–26], where the contributions from resonances
with spin from 1/2 up to 15/2 were considered.

In the present paper, we perform a combined anal-
ysis of the γn → K0Σ0 and γn → K+Σ− reactions
within the model constructed in our pervious work [14] by
further taking into account the differential cross-section
data from the A2 [21] and BGOOD [22] Collaborations
for γn → K0Σ0. The purpose is to implement more ex-
perimental constraints on the theoretical model and thus
to achieve a better understanding of the reaction dynam-
ics of the KΣ photoproduction off neutron, especially, to
learn more about the resonances that couple significantly
to these two reactions.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we briefly
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FIG. 1. Generic structure of the amplitude for γN → KΣ.
Time proceeds from left to right.

review the framework of the theoretical model. The re-
sults are shown and discussed in Sec. III. The summary
and conclusions are given in Sec. IV.

II. FORMALISM

The tree-level effective Lagrangian model constructed
for the γN → KΣ reaction is diagrammatically depicted
in Fig. 1. One sees from this figure that the following
reaction mechanisms are taken into account in construct-
ing the KΣ photoproduction amplitudes: Fig. 1(a) the
s-channel N , N∗, ∆, and ∆∗ exchanges, Fig. 1(b) the
t-channel K and K∗(892) exchanges, Fig. 1(c) the u-
channel Σ exchange, and Fig. 1(d) the interaction current
which stands for other diagrams that do not have s-, t-, or
u-channel poles and ensures the gauge invariance of the
full photoproduction amplitudes. The gauge-invariant
amputated photoproduction amplitudes of γN → KΣ
can be written as [27–30]

Mµ
≡ Mµ

s +Mµ
t +Mµ

u +Mµ
int, (1)

where the letter µ denotes the Lorentz index of the in-
coming photon γ. The terms Mµ

s , M
µ
t , Mµ

u and Mµ
int

stand for the amplitudes calculated from the s-channel
mechanism, t-channel mechanism, u-channel mechanism
and the interaction current, respectively. According to
Refs. [28, 30], the interaction current Mµ

int can be mod-
eled by a generalized contact current as

Mµ
int = ΓΣNK(q)Cµ +Mµ

KRft, (2)

with q being the four-momentum of the outgoing K me-
son and ft being the phenomenological form factor at-
taching to the amplitude of the t-channel K exchange.
Here, ΓΣNK(q) is the vertex function of the ΣNK inter-
action and reads

ΓΣNK(q) = gΣNKγ5

(

λ+
1− λ

2MN

q/

)

, (3)
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TABLE I. Fitted values of resonant parameters and the extracted resonance decay branching ratios obtained by fit A. The
asterisks below the resonance names denote the overall rating of each resonance evaluated by RPP [7]. The values in the
brackets blow resonances’ masses, widths, and branching ratios are corresponding values advocated by RPP [7].

MR [MeV] ΓR [MeV] g
(1)
RNγgRΣK g

(2)
RNγgRΣK βNγ [%] βKΣ [%]

N(1710)1/2+ 1692± 1 94± 1 1.475 ± 0.010 0.01 0.018

∗∗∗∗ [1680 ∼ 1740] [80 ∼ 200] [0.0 ∼ 0.02] [seen]

N(1880)1/2+ 1860± 1 400± 2 1.605 ± 0.001 0.05 21.363

∗∗∗ [1830 ∼ 1930] [200 ∼ 400] [0.002 ∼ 0.63] [10 ∼ 24]

N(1895)1/2− 1920± 1 113± 10 0.015 ± 0.001 0.005 14.085

∗∗∗∗ [1870 ∼ 1920] [80 ∼ 200] [0.003 ∼ 0.05] [6 ∼ 20]

N(1900)3/2+ 1931± 1 141± 2 −0.151± 0.001 0.083 ± 0.005 0.04 7.000

∗∗∗∗ [1890 ∼ 1950] [100 ∼ 320] [<0.04] [3 ∼ 7]

N(2060)5/2− 2051± 2 450± 1 −1.025± 0.023 −0.942 ± 0.043 0.037 1.948

∗∗∗ [2030 ∼ 2200] [300 ∼ 450] [0.003 ∼ 0.07] [1 ∼ 5]

∆(1910)1/2+ 1895± 1 200± 2 0.589 ± 0.001 0.02 14.000

∗∗∗∗ [1850 ∼ 1950] [200 ∼ 400] [0.0 ∼ 0.02] [4 ∼ 14]

∆(1920)3/2+ 1870± 1 360± 1 −1.715± 0.004 0.365 ± 0.066 0.2 5.771

∗∗∗ [1870 ∼ 1970] [240 ∼ 360] [2 ∼ 6]

TABLE II. Fitted values of cutoff parameters (in MeV) obtained by fit A.

ΛN(1710) ΛN(1880) ΛN(1895) ΛN(1900) ΛN(2060) Λ∆(1910) Λ∆(1920) ΛK∗(K) Λ∆(N) ΛΣ

1655 ± 7 1082 ± 4 800± 32 2000± 8 1579± 6 1316± 30 1248 ± 4 589± 1 984± 2 1218± 7

which is calculated from the following Lagrangian for the
ΣNK interaction,

LΣNK = −gΣNKΣ̄γ5

[(

iλ+
1− λ

2MN

∂/

)

K

]

N+H. c., (4)

with λ being the mixing parameter for the pseudoscalar
(λ = 1) and pseudovector (λ = 0) ΣNK couplings. The
traditional Kroll-Ruderman term Mµ

KR in Eq. (2) reads

Mµ
KR = −gΣNK

1− λ

2MN

γ5γ
µτQK , (5)

which is obtained from the following Lagrangian for the
ΣNKγ interaction,

LΣNKγ = igΣNK

1− λ

2MN

Σ̄γ5γ
µAµQKKτN, (6)

with τ being the isospin factor andQK the electric charge
of outgoing K meson. The Cµ in Eq. (2) is an auxiliary
current introduced to ensure that the full photoproduc-
tion amplitude given in Eq. (1) satisfies the generalized
Ward-Takahashi identity and thus is fully gauge invari-
ant. According to Refs. [27–30], for the γN → KΣ reac-
tion, the general prescription for Cµ is chosen as

Cµ = −QKτ
ft − F̂

t− q2
(2q − k)µ −QΣτ

fu − F̂

u− p′2
(2p′ − k)µ

−τQN

fs − F̂

s− p′2
(2p+ k)µ, (7)

with

F̂ = 1− ĥ (1− δtft) (1− δufu) (1− δsfs) , (8)

where k, p, and p′ are the four-momenta for the incoming
photon γ, incoming nucleon N , and outgoing Σ, respec-
tively; QN and QΣ are the electric charges of incoming
nucleon N and outgoing Σ, respectively; fu and fs de-
note the phenomenological form factors attaching to the
u-channel Σ exchange and s-channel N exchange, respec-
tively; the constant δx = 1 for non-zero charges Qx, and

δx = 0 for zero charges Qx; ĥ = 1 is used for simplicity
as usual [31–33].
Note that the t-channel K exchange, u-channel Σ ex-

change as well as the interaction current contribute to
the γn → K+Σ− reaction, but vanish in the γn → K0Σ0

reaction due to the neutral charges of K0 and Σ0.
The amplitudes Mµ

s , Mµ
t , and Mµ

u can be straight-
forwardly obtained with the effective Lagrangians, res-
onance propagators, and phenomenological form factors
that have been explicitly given in Sec. II of Ref. [14]. We
do not repeat these materials here for the sake of brevity.

III. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The main purpose of the present work is to perform a
combined analysis of the γn → K0Σ0 and γn → K+Σ−

reactions within the model constructed in our pervious
work [14] by further considering the differential cross-
section data from the A2 and BGOOD Collaborations
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TABLE III. Fitted values of resonant parameters and the extracted resonance decay branching ratios obtained by fit B. The
asterisks below the resonance names denote the overall rating of each resonance evaluated by RPP [7]. The values in the
brackets blow resonances’ masses, widths, and branching ratios are corresponding values advocated by RPP [7].

MR [MeV] ΓR [MeV] g
(1)
RNγgRΣK g

(2)
RNγgRΣK βNγ [%] βKΣ [%]

N(1710)1/2+ 1692± 1 200± 1 2.677 ± 0.056 0.01 0.020

∗∗∗∗ [1680 ∼ 1740] [80 ∼ 200] [0.0 ∼ 0.02] [seen]

N(1880)1/2+ 1830± 1 200± 1 0.306 ± 0.001 0.005 21.275

∗∗∗ [1830 ∼ 1930] [200 ∼ 400] [0.002 ∼ 0.63] [10 ∼ 24]

N(1895)1/2− 1920± 1 200± 1 −0.046± 0.001 0.027 8.462

∗∗∗∗ [1870 ∼ 1920] [80 ∼ 200] [0.003 ∼ 0.05] [6 ∼ 20]

N(1900)3/2+ 1890± 1 235± 3 0.438 ± 0.001 −0.837 ± 0.007 0.04 9.668

∗∗∗∗ [1890 ∼ 1950] [100 ∼ 320] [<0.04] [3 ∼ 7]

N(2060)5/2− 2200± 1 450± 2 −0.000± 0.001 0.562 ± 0.001 0.01 1.994

∗∗∗ [2030 ∼ 2200] [300 ∼ 450] [0.003 ∼ 0.07] [1 ∼ 5]

∆(1910)1/2+ 1850± 1 200± 1 −0.854± 0.012 0.02 17.939

∗∗∗∗ [1850 ∼ 1950] [200 ∼ 400] [0.0 ∼ 0.02] [4 ∼ 14]

∆(1920)3/2+ 1970± 1 286± 16 −0.318± 0.006 0.220 ± 0.008 0.04 3.262

∗∗∗ [1870 ∼ 1970] [240 ∼ 360] [2 ∼ 6]

TABLE IV. Fitted values of cutoff parameters (in MeV) obtained by fit B.

ΛN(1710) ΛN(1880) ΛN(1895) ΛN(1900) ΛN(2060) Λ∆(1910) Λ∆(1920) ΛK∗(K) Λ∆(N) ΛΣ

876± 4 2066 ± 3 2039 ± 46 2100 ± 2 2000± 4 1436 ± 25 750± 15 567 ± 1 907± 4 1188± 30

1.8 2 2.2 2.4

0

0.1

0.2

0.3

dσ
/d

Ω
 [

µb
/s

r]

W [GeV]

-0.40<cosθ<-0.10

FIG. 2. Differential cross sections for γn → K0Σ0 (black
solid line) predicted from the model of Ref. [14]. The red
inverted triangles and black circles denote the corresponding
BGOOD data obtained by the fitting methods of RD and PS,
respectively [22]. The blue diamonds and squares denote the
A2 data measured at cos θ = −0.125 and cos θ = −0.375,
respectively [21].

for the γn → K0Σ0 reaction [21, 22]. No extra model
parameter is needed to be introduced in constructing the
amplitudes for the γn → K0Σ0 reaction as the hadronic
and electromagnetic vertices are exactly the same in both
the γn → K+Σ− and γn → K0Σ0 reactions except for
some possible isospin factors. Therefore, the data for the
γn → K0Σ0 reaction can be used to test the theoreti-

cal model for the γn → K+Σ− reaction. Moreover, a
combined analysis of the data for both the γn → K0Σ0

and γn → K+Σ− reactions will implement more experi-
mental constraints on the theoretical model to determine
better the reaction amplitudes and to result in more re-
liable theoretical results.
Firstly we want to see how well the model of Ref. [14]

can describe the data from the A2 and BGOOD Collab-
orations [21, 22] for γn → K0Σ0. As an illustration, part
of the model predictions of the differential cross sections
for γn → K0Σ0 is shown in Fig. 2 with a comparison to
the corresponding data from the A2 and BGOOD Col-
laborations [21, 22]. Here, the prediction of the model
results (black solid line) is calculated at cos θ = −0.25.
The red inverted triangles and black circles denote the
corresponding BGOOD data at −0.40 < cos θ < −0.10
obtained by using the fitting methods of, respectively,
RD and PS, which denote two different methods used
to describe and subtract background [22]. The blue di-
amonds and squares denote the A2 data measured at
cos θ = −0.125 and cos θ = −0.375, respectively [21],
which are located at the range of the angle measured by
the BGOOD Collaboration. One can see from Fig. 2 that
the model results of Ref. [14] are able to qualitatively re-
produce the data from the A2 Collaboration [21], but
fail to describe the data from the BGOOD Collabora-
tion [22]. Furthermore, obvious discrepancies between
the data sets are shown: the A2 data have an upward
tendency as the center-of-mass energy increases with a
maximum value ≈ 0.14 µb/sr, while the BGOOD data
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FIG. 3. Differential cross sections for γn → K+Σ− obtained by fit A. The solid (black), dotted (red), and long-dashed (green)
lines represent the results from the full calculation, the t-channel amplitudes (K and K∗(892) exchanges), and s-channel
amplitudes (N , N∗, ∆, and ∆∗ exchanges), respectively. Data with red circles and blue triangles are taken from the CLAS
Collaboration [16] and the LEPS Collaboration [15], respectively. The numbers in parentheses denote the incident energies
(left number) and the corresponding center-of-mass energies of the system (right number), in MeV.

appear almost flat with values remaining blow 0.4 µb/sr.

Even though the BGOOD data are far from being sat-
isfactorily described, the qualitative description of the
A2 data is, to some extent, an advocate of the valid-
ity and feasibility of the theoretical model constructed
in Ref. [14]. No matter what, a simultaneous analysis
of the data for both the γn → K0Σ0 and γn → K+Σ−

reactions is anticipated to implement more experimental
constraints on the theoretical model and thus to result
in more reliable results. However, we have checked and
found that, due to the discrepancies between the data
sets of the A2 and BGOOD Collaborations, there is no
way to obtain a unique fit if we consider both of them si-
multaneously. As we have no clear reason to discard one
data set in favor of the other, we are therefore forced to
consider them separately. In one case, we have considered

the data from the A2 Collaboration [21] for γn → K0Σ0

and all the available data [12, 13, 15, 16] for γn → K+Σ−,
which is denoted as fit A. In the other case, we have con-
sidered the data from the BGOOD Collaboration [22] for
γn → K0Σ0 and all the available data [12, 13, 15, 16] for
γn → K+Σ−, which is denoted as fit B.

In Ref. [14] contributions from the N(1880)1/2+,
N(1895)1/2−, N(1900)3/2+, N(2060)5/2−,
∆(1910)1/2+, ∆(1920)3/2+, ∆(1950)7/2+, and
N(1710)1/2+ resonances have been taken into ac-
count to reproduce the available data for γn → K+Σ−.
Apart from the N(1710)1/2+ which is marked as “seen”
in its decay branching ratio to the KΣ channel, all the
other considered resonances have sizable KΣ branching
ratios in RPP [7]. Nevertheless, the results of Ref. [14]
have shown that the contributions from the high partial
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FIG. 4. Photo-beam asymmetries Σ for γn → K+Σ− obtained by fit A. The solid (black) lines represent the results from the
full calculation. The dotted (red), dashed (blue), long-dashed (green), and dot-dashed (magenta) lines represent the results
obtained by switching off the t-channel amplitudes (K and K∗(892) exchanges), u-channel amplitude (Σ exchange), s-channel
amplitudes (N , N∗, ∆, and ∆∗ exchanges), and interaction current, respectively. Data with red circles and blue triangles are
taken from the CLAS Collaboration [12] and the LEPS Collaboration [15], respectively. The numbers in parentheses denote
the incident energies (left numbers) and the corresponding center-of-mass energies of the system (right numbers), in MeV.

wave resonance ∆(1950)7/2+ are rather small. In
the present combined analysis of γn → K0Σ0 and
γn → K+Σ−, we have checked and found that the
contributions from this resonance are even smaller. We
thus do not consider this resonance in the present work.

The results obtained by fit A are shown in Fig. 3-9.
The resulted χ2 per degree of freedom, χ2/N , is 3.21
with N = 828. The fitted values of resonant parameters
as well as the extracted resonance decay branching ratios
are listed in Table I. Here, the number of asterisks below

each resonance names denote the overall status of this
resonance evaluated by RPP [7]. The masses and widths
of resonances have been varied within the ranges (values
in the brackets below the resonance masses and widths)
advocated by RPP [7] to fit the data for γn → K0Σ0

and γn → K+Σ−. In the present tree-level calculations,
the calculated results are only sensitive to the products
of the electromagnetic and hadronic coupling constants,
and we, therefore, list the values of these products in-
stead of individual electromagnetic and hadronic cou-
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Data with red circles are taken from the CLAS Collaboration
[13]. Eγ and W denote the incident energies and the corre-
sponding center-of-mass energies of the system, respectively.
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FIG. 6. Differential cross sections for γn → K0Σ0 obtained
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the t-channel amplitude (K∗(892) exchanges), and s-channel
amplitudes (N , N∗, ∆, and ∆∗ exchanges), respectively. Data
with blue squares are taken from the A2 Collaboration [21].
The numbers in each subfigure denote center-of-mass energies
(in MeV) of the system.

pling constants. The last two columns of Table I show
the extracted decay branching rations of R → Nγ and
R → KΣ, respectively. Here, the values in brackets de-
note the ranges of the corresponding branching ratios
available in RPP [7]. For each resonance, its electro-
magnetic branching ratio is fixed at a selected value (in
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FIG. 7. Differential cross sections for γn → K0Σ0 obtained
by fit A. The solid (black), dotted (red), and long-dashed
(green) lines represent the results from the full calculation,
the t-channel amplitude (K∗(892) exchanges), and s-channel
amplitudes (N , N∗, ∆, and ∆∗ exchanges), respectively. Data
with red inverted triangles and black circles are taken from
BGOOD Collaboration obtained by the fitting methods of RD
and PS, respectively [22]. Data with blue squares are taken
from the A2 Collaboration [21].

bold font) within the range advocated by RPP [7] and
its hadronic branching ratio is then extracted from the
corresponding products of the resonance electromagnetic
and hadronic coupling constants. One can see from Ta-
ble I that, for all the resonances, the electromagnetic
branching ratios and the extracted hadronic branching
ratios are all consistent to those advocated by RPP [7].
The corresponding fitted values of cutoff parameters are
listed in Table II.

The differential cross sections for γn → K+Σ− ob-
tained by fit A (black-solid lines) are shown in Fig. 3
and compared to the data from the CLAS [16] Collab-
oration (red circles) and LEPS [15] Collaboration (blue
triangle). Individual contributions from various reaction
dynamics are also shown. The red-dotted and green-
long-dashed lines represent the results from the t-channel
mechanisms (K and K∗(892) exchanges) and s-channel
mechanisms (N , N∗, ∆, and ∆∗ exchanges), respectively.
Note that, contributions from the interaction current and
the u-channel mechanism are too small to be clearly seen
with the scale used, and thus they are not plotted in this
figure. The numbers in the parentheses denote the cor-
responding incident energies (left numbers) and the cor-
responding center-of-mass energies of the system (right
numbers), in MeV. One can see that, the differential cross
section data for γn → K+Σ− can be well described with
the model results. In the lower energy region, contribu-
tions from the s-channel mechanisms dominate the reac-
tion, while contributions from the t-channel mechanisms
become more and more prominent as the center-of-mass
energy increases and finally dominate the reaction in the
higher energy region. In particular, contributions from
the t-channel K∗(892) exchange account for the forward-
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FIG. 8. Predicted total cross sections obtained by fit A for γn → K+Σ− with contributions from individual terms.
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FIG. 9. Predicted total cross sections obtained by fit A for γn → K0Σ0 with contributions from individual terms. Data with
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angle-peaked behavior exhibited at higher energies.

The beam asymmetries Σ (black-solid lines) and beam-
target asymmetries E (black-solid lines) for γn → K+Σ−

obtained by fit A are shown and compared to the
data [12, 13, 15] in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5, respectively.
Here, the red-dotted, blue-dashed, green-long-dashed,
and magenta-dot-dashed lines denote the results ob-
tained by switching off the t-channel amplitudes (K and
K∗(892) exchanges), u-channel amplitude (Σ exchange),
s-channel amplitudes (N , N∗, ∆, and ∆∗ exchanges),
and the interaction current, respectively, in the full pho-
toproduction amplitudes. Overall, the agreement of the
model results with the data is reasonable. For the photo-
beam asymmetries Σ in Fig. 4, contributions from the s-
and t-channel mechanisms have significant effects. Con-
tributions from the u-channel mechanism have noticeable
effects at higher energies and backward angles, while the
effects from the interaction current is quite small. For the
beam-target asymmetries E in Fig. 5, contributions from
the s-channel mechanisms have dominant effects. The

effects from the t-and the u-channel mechanisms are sig-
nificant, while the effects from the interaction current are
found to be negligible, just as the situation seen in the
differential cross sections and photo-beam asymmetries
Σ.

The results for the differential cross sections for γn →

K0Σ0 obtained by fit A (black-solid lines) are shown in
Fig. 6 and compared to the data from the A2 Collabora-
tion [21]. One can see that, the experimental data can be
well described and the contributions from the s-channel
mechanisms dominate this reaction.

In Fig. 7, we also compare the differential cross sections
for γn → K0Σ0 obtained by fit A (black-solid lines) to
the data from the BGOOD Collaboration [22]. The data
from the A2 Collaboration [21] measured at the same
ranges of the meson polar angle are also shown for com-
parison. One can see that, the model results of fit A can
well reproduce the data from the A2 Collaboration [21]
but fail to describe the data from the BGOOD Collabo-
ration [22].
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FIG. 10. Differential cross sections for γn → K+Σ− obtained by fit B. Notations for lines and data are the same as Fig. 3.

The predictions of the total cross sections for γn →

K+Σ− and γn → K0Σ0 obtained by fit A are shown
in Fig. 8 and Fig. 9, respectively. Clearly, one can see
that in both reactions, the s-channel resonance exchanges
dominate the reactions in the lower energy region, and
the t-channel K∗(892) exchange become more and more
prominent as the center-of-mass energy increases and fi-
nally dominates the reactions in the higher energy region.
In the lower energy region, the dominant s-channel con-
tributions in both reactions are from the N(1710)1/2+,
N(1880)1/2+, N(1900)3/2+, and ∆(1920)3/2+ reso-
nances. We remark that, even though the dominant reso-
nances in γn → K+Σ− found here are the same as those
in Ref. [14], the individual contributions from each res-
onance are noticeably different in these two works. In
particular, the contributions from the N(1710)1/2+ res-
onance are much narrower and located at lower energy re-
gion in the present work due to the much smaller fit value
of the cutoff parameter as listed in Table II. The contri-
butions from both the N(1880)1/2+ and ∆(1920)3/2+

resonances are much stronger in the present work mainly
due to the larger branching ratios derived from the fit-
ted resonance couplings as listed in Table I. The contri-
butions from the N(1900)3/2+ resonance in the present

work are similar to those in Ref. [14]. The N(2060)5/2−

resonance contributes significantly at higher energy re-
gion in both works, while its contributions are a little bit
more stronger in the present work due to the larger fit
value of the cutoff parameter and bigger branching ratio
derived from the fitted coupling constants. Nevertheless,
the coherent sum of all resonance contributions in the
γn → K+Σ− reaction in fit A of the present work is sim-
ilar to that in the fit of Ref. [14]. Note that the resulted
χ2/N for fit A in the present work is 3.37, bigger than
the value 3.11 in Ref. [14], indicating a little bit worse
fitting quality of fit A in the present work than the fit
in Ref. [14], which is reasonable as the data from the A2
Collaboration [21] implement additional constraints on
the theoretical model.

We now come to the discussions of the results ob-
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FIG. 11. Photo-beam asymmetries Σ for γn → K+Σ− obtained by fit B. Notations for lines and data are the same as Fig. 4.

tained by fit B. The resulted χ2 per degree of freedom is
χ2/N = 15.81 with N = 819, which is significantly larger
than that of fit A. Note that, for the BGOOD data, the
two methods (RD and PS) used to describe and subtract
back ground show a good agreement [22], and we have
included the data obtained by RD in our fits. The results
obtained by fit B are shown in Fig. 10-15. The fitted val-
ues of resonant parameters as well as the extracted reso-
nance decay branching ratios are listed in Table III. One
sees from Table III that the fitted values of the model pa-
rameters have changed significantly compared with those
shown in Table I. The extracted electromagnetic branch-
ing ratios and hadronic branching ratios are consistent to
the ranges advocated by RPP [7], except for those of the

N(1900)3/2+ and ∆(1910)1/2+ resonances, which are a
little bigger than the corresponding values advocated by
RPP [7]. The fitted values of cutoff parameters are listed
in Table IV.

The differential cross sections for γn → K+Σ− ob-
tained by fit B (black-solid lines) are shown in Fig. 10
and compared to the data from the CLAS [16] Collab-
oration (red circles) and LEPS [15] Collaboration (blue
triangle). One can see that the differential cross-section
data can be also well described by the results of fit B.
Similar to the situation of fit A, contributions from the
s- and t-channel mechanisms dominate the reaction in
the lower and higher energy regions, respectively.

The results for the beam asymmetries Σ (black-solid
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FIG. 13. Differential cross sections for γn → K0Σ0 obtained
by fit B. Notations for lines and data are the same as Fig. 7.

lines) and beam-target asymmetries E (black-solid lines)
for γn → K+Σ− obtained by fit B are shown and com-
pared to the data [12, 13, 15] in Fig. 11 and Fig. 12, re-
spectively. For the photo-beam asymmetries Σ in Fig. 11,
noticeable discrepancies between the data and model re-
sults are observed at lower energies, resulting in rela-
tive large χ2/N as the measured error bars in the data
are quite small. Contributions from the s-channel and
t-channel mechanisms have significant effects on photo-
beam asymmetries in the lower energy region and higher
energy region, respectively, while the effects from the u-
channel mechanism and the interaction current are found
to be negligible. For the beam-target asymmetries E in

Fig. 12, the agreement of the model results with the data
is reasonable. Contributions from the s-channel mecha-
nisms have the most strong effects in the whole energy
region. In the higher energy region, the effects from
t-channel mechanisms are significant at forward angles,
and noticeable effects from the u-channel mechanism are
also shown. Again, the effects from the interaction cur-
rent are found to be negligible.

The differential cross sections for γn → K0Σ0 obtained
by fit B (black-solid lines) are shown in Fig. 13 and com-
pared to the data from the BGOOD Collaboration [22].
The data from the A2 Collaboration [21] measured at the
same ranges of the meson polar angle are also shown for
comparison. One sees that, the experimental data can be
only qualitatively described. The bump structure shown
at W ≈ 1900 MeV and −0.10 < cos θ < 0.20 can not be
described by the model results.

The predictions of the total cross section for γn →

K+Σ− and γn → K0Σ0 obtained by fit B are shown in
Fig. 14 and Fig. 15, respectively. One can see that in
both reactions, contributions from the s-channel mech-
anisms dominate the reactions in the lower energy re-
gion, while the contributions from the t-channel mech-
anisms dominate the reactions in the higher energy re-
gion. Although the t-channel interactions provide sim-
ilar contributions in both γn → K+Σ− and γn →

K0Σ0, the contributions from the s-channel resonance
diagrams in γn → K0Σ0 are much smaller than those
in γn → K+Σ−. Compared with fit A where the
contributions from s-channel diagrams are mainly com-
ing from the N(1710)1/2+, N(1880)1/2+, N(1900)3/2+,
∆(1920)3/2+, and N(2060)5/2− resonances, the dom-
inant s-channel contributions in fit B are from the
N(1710)1/2+, N(1900)3/2+, and ∆(1910)1/2+ reso-
nances. For the γn → K+Σ− reaction, the coherent sum
of all resonance contributions from fit B is similar to that
from fit A. On the contrary, for the γn → K0Σ0 reaction,
the coherent sum of all resonance contributions from fit
B is less than 1/6 of that from fit A. One also sees that
the predicted total cross sections for γn → K+Σ− are
similar in fits A and B, while for γn → K0Σ0 they are
quite different.

We remark that the predictions of the differential cross
sections and various polarization observables obtained by
Kaon-Maid for γn → K+Σ− and γn → K0Σ0 are avail-
able online [34]. Actually, the Kaon-Maid’s predictions
of the differential cross sections and beam asymmetries
Σ for γn → K+Σ− have been published in Ref. [25], and
those of the beam-target asymmetries E for γn → K+Σ−

have been published in Ref. [13]. One notes that the pre-
dictions of Kaon-Maid for the differential cross sections
of γn → K0Σ0 agree well with the BGOOD data. Nev-
ertheless, as shown in Refs. [13, 25], noticeable discrep-
ancies can be seen between the data and the predictions
of Kaon-Maid for the results of the differential cross sec-
tions, beam asymmetries Σ, and beam-target asymme-
tries E for γn → K+Σ−.

In brief, by considering different data sets from A2
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FIG. 14. Predicted total cross sections obtained by fit B for γn → K+Σ− with contributions from individual terms. The black
dashed line in the panel (a) represents the results from the full calculation of fit A.

 0

 1

 2

 3

 4

 1.75  2  2.25  2.5  2.75

σ 
[µ

b]

W [GeV]

(a) Total
Sum of N

*

N
∆
K

*

Fit A

 0

 0.1

 0.2

 0.3

 1.75  2  2.25  2.5  2.75

σ 
[µ

b]

W [GeV]

(b) N(1710)1/2
+

N(1880)1/2
+

N(1895)1/2
−

N(1900)3/2
+

N(2060)5/2
−

∆(1910)1/2
+

∆(1920)3/2
+

FIG. 15. Predicted total cross sections obtained by fit B for γn → K0Σ0 with contributions from individual terms. The black
dashed line in the panel (a) represents the results from the full calculation of fit A. Data with blue squares are taken from the
A2 Collaboration [21].

-1

-0.5

 0

 0.5

 1

-1 -0.5  0  0.5

Σ

cosθ

W = 1800 MeV W = 1900 MeV

-1

-0.5

 0

 0.5

 1

-1 -0.5  0  0.5

Σ

cosθ

W = 1800 MeV W = 1900 MeV

-1 -0.5  0  0.5  1

Σ

cosθ

W = 1800 MeV W = 1900 MeV

-1 -0.5  0  0.5  1

Σ

cosθ

W = 1800 MeV W = 1900 MeV

FIG. 16. Predictions of the photo-beam asymmetries Σ ob-
tained by Fit A (red solid lines) and Fit B (blue dashed lines)
for γn → K0Σ0.

and BGOOD Collaborations [21, 22] for γn → K0Σ0,
the model results of fit A and fit B have led to differ-
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ent conclusions about the reaction mechanisms. In fit
A where the data from A2 Collaboration are considered,
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all data can be well described by the theoretical model,
while in fit B where the data from BGOOD Collabora-
tion are considered, noticeable discrepancies between the
data and model results are seen. At present, we have
no clear reason to discard on data set in favor of the
other. Thus, further precise measurements of data for
γn → K0Σ0 are called on to disentangle the discrep-
ancies between the data sets from the A2 and BGOOD
Collaborations [21, 22], and to further determine the re-
action mechanisms for KΣ photoproduction reactions.
Since the polarization observables are more sensitive to
the details of the reaction dynamics in general and thus
are preferred by experimentalist, in Figs. 16 and 17 the
predictions of the photo-beam asymmetries Σ and beam-
target asymmetries E obtained by Fit A and Fit B for
the γn → K0Σ0 reaction at W = 1800 and W = 1900
MeV are given, which can be examined by the future
experiments.

IV. SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION

The available data for the γn → K+Σ− reaction have
been analyzed in our previous work [14] and in Ref. [17].
However, these two independent analyses have extracted
different resonance contents and different reaction mech-
anisms for this reaction even they described the same sets
of data.
Recently, the A2 [21] and BGOOD [22] Collaborations

released the data on differential cross sections for the
γn → K0Σ0 reaction. Since the hadronic and electro-
magnetic vertices are exactly the same in the γn →

K+Σ− and γn → K0Σ0 reactions except for some pos-
sible isospin factors, the data for γn → K0Σ0 can be
used to test the theoretical models of the γn → K+Σ−

reaction. A combined analysis of the data for the γn →

K+Σ− and γn → K0Σ0 reactions would provide more
experimental constraints on the theoretical models and,
therefore, allow us perform a better analysis of the reac-
tion mechanism and extract more reliably the resonance
contents and parameters.
In the present paper, we have examined the theo-

retical model constructed in our previous work [14] for
γn → K+Σ− by comparing the predicted differential

cross sections for γn → K0Σ0 with the corresponding
data, and it was found that only the A2 data can be qual-
itatively reproduced. We have then performed a com-
bined analysis of the data for both the γn → K0Σ0 and
γn → K+Σ− reactions [12, 13, 15, 16, 21, 22]. Due to
the inconsistencies of data, we have included the data
from the A2 and BGOOD Collaborations separately in
the fits.
In the case of including the A2 data, all the data for

the γn → K0Σ0 and γn → K+Σ− reactions can be
well described. Contributions from the s- and t-channel
mechanisms were found to dominate the reactions in the
lower energy region and higher energy region, respec-
tively. The dominant s-channel contributions in the lower
energy region were found to be from the N(1710)1/2+,
N(1880)1/2+, N(1900)3/2+, and ∆(1920)3/2+ reso-
nances.
In the case of including the BGOOD data, the data for

the γn → K+Σ− reaction can be also reproduced, with
the exception of some noticeable discrepancies in the de-
scriptions of the beam asymmetries. The data on the
differential cross sections from the BGOOD [22] Collab-
oration for the γn → K0Σ0 reaction can be only qualita-
tively described. The s- and t-channel mechanisms were
also found to dominate the reactions in the lower energy
region and higher energy region, respectively. The dom-
inant s-channel contributions in the lower energy region
were found to be from the N(1710)1/2+, N(1900)3/2+,
and ∆(1910)1/2+ resonances. Further precise measure-
ments of data for γn → K0Σ0 were called on to disen-
tangle the discrepancies between the data sets from the
A2 and BGOOD Collaborations.
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[29] F. Huang, M. Döring, H. Haberzettl, J. Haidenbauer, C.

Hanhart, S. Krewald, U.-G. Meißner, and K. Nakayama,
Phys. Rev. C 85, 054003 (2012).

[30] F. Huang, H. Haberzettl, and K. Nakayama, Phys. Rev.
C 87, 054004 (2013).

[31] A. C. Wang, W. L. Wang, F. Huang, H. Haberzettl, and
K. Nakayama, Phys. Rev. C 96, 035206 (2017).

[32] A. C. Wang, W. L. Wang, and F. Huang, Phys. Rev. C
98, 045209 (2018).

[33] N. C. Wei, F. Huang, K. Nakayama, and D. M. Li, Phys.
Rev. D 100, 114026 (2019).

[34] https://maid.kph.uni-mainz.de/kaon/.

http://arxiv.org/abs/2108.13319


0

0.1

0.2

0.3

-1 -0.5 0 0.5
0

0.1

0.2

-1 -0.5 0 0.5 -1 -0.5 0 0.5 -1

dσ
/d

Ω
 [

µb
/s

r]

cosθ

1690 MeV 1720 MeV 1750 MeV

1795 MeV 1815 MeV 1835 MeV


