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Abstract.

W eanalyzetheexisting data on theangulardistributionsofthe

 ! �+ �� ;�0�0

reactionswith using ofthe unitary m odelforhelicity 2 am plitude. The purpose isto

obtain the D{wave param etersand S{wave crosssection. W e obtain from experim ent

in the� rsttim ethevaluesof� + � forsum oftheelectricand m agneticpion’spolariz-

abilities.W efound theS-wave crosssectionsm uch sm allerascom pared with previous

sim ilaranalysis.Com parison ofthe 

 ! �+ �� and 

 ! �0�0 data givesan indica-

tion fora m arked I= 2,J = 2 contribution in region off2(1270).
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1.Introduction.

Nowadaysthereexistfew experim entson theangulardistributionsofthe

 ! ��

reactions: with charged pions from CELLO [1]and M ARK-II[2]detectors and with

neutralpions from CrystalBall[3]. The m ost evident feature ofthese data is the

resonancepeak f2(1270)interfering with sm ooth background.Butthem ostinteresting

physically is the S-wave cross section and this interest is related with long-standing

problem ofscalar m esons whose properties and spectrum are looking as m ysterious.

Notethatthereisanothernotinvestigated earlieraspectoflow energy physics{ that’s

a possibility ofexperim entalstudy ofthesum (� + �)� ofelectricand m agneticpion’s

polarizabilities. The only experim entalinform ation on these values is the restriction

for(� + �)�
+

from experim entson nuclei[4]. 1 W efound thateven existing 

 ! ��

experim entsallow to have m uch m ore exactinform ation on � + �,the m ain problem

here isan investigation ofsystem aticalinaccuracy in such an analysis. The m atteris

thatoneneedsto extrapolateform ulaewith obtained param etersfrom s� 1 GeV2 to

points= 0.

The question is appearing how to use the existing experim entaldata on angular

distributionsto obtain the physicalinform ation. It’snotso evidentquestion,so let’s

say few wordson thism atter.

Inidealsituationofhighqualitydatathem ostpreferablewayisthem odel{independent

partialwave analysis. Butreally it’snotso pro� table with presentdata. Such an at-

tem pt was m ade in [6]and it was found that results are very inde� nite because of

incom pletesolid angle(jcos� j< 0:6)ofdetectorand presenceofhigherspin wavesin



 ! �+ �� from QED (� -exchange)m echanism .

Thesecond possibility,realized in [1],consistsin using ofthem odelfordom inating

helicity 2 am plitude T+ � ,where the m ain physicale� ectsare m ore orlessclear. This

way allowed to obtain from angular distributions the m ost interesting S-wave cross

section with low statisticalerrors.Evidently thisway needsthe accuratem odelling of

them ain contribution.

The third way [7]consists in using ofthe m odelexpressions forboth helicity am -

plitudesT+ � and T+ + . The m ain problem here isrelated with the m odelling ofI= 0

S-waveand isgenerated bythecontradictorysituation and insu� cientunderstandingof

1Let’srecallthatthesum �+ � playstheroleoftheD-wavethreshold structureconstantin helicity

2 am plitude,sim ilar to electrom agnetic radius in a form factor. As forthe S-wave param eter� � �,

theexisting near{threshold data 

 ! �� allow to getthe �rstinform ation on it,see[5].
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hadron dynam icsin thissector.In thiscaseoneshould usethem ulti{channelapproach

and itneedstheadditionalm odelassum ptionswith an additionaluncertainty.

Ourstarting pointisthe desire to look atthe S-wave contribution in the m axim al

m odel{independent way. So we choose the second way a’la CELLO with m odeling

ofthe m ain contribution and in the following we have allpluses and m inuses ofthis

choice. Ascom pared with [1]we use another(m ore developed)m odelfordom inating

am plitudeand includeinto consideration also the

 ! �0�0 reaction.

2.M odelforhelicity 2amplitude.

W eshallusethem odel[8]forhelicity2am plitudewhich hasthefollowingproperties:

1.Thelowestwavewith J = 2,I= 0satis� estheone{channelunitary condition.As

itwasshown e.g.in [9],the inelastic e� ectsin theprocess

 ! f2(1270)! ��

arerathersm all.

2.TheJ= 2,I= 2wavedoesnottakeintoaccountthe� nalstateinteraction e� ects

and containsonly Born contributions.

3.Them odelsatis� esthelow energy theorem [10]notonly on thelevelofTom pson

lim itbutwith accounting of� rststructuralcorrection too.

4.Itsatis� esalso theunsubtructed dispersion relation at� xed t[11].

Helicity am plitudes in CM S are de� ned in a standard m anner. The cross section



 ! �+ �� is(forneutralpionsthereappearsan additionalfactor1/2!):

d�

dcos�
=

�(s)

64�s
f jT+ + j

2 + jT+ � j
2
g (1)

Here�(s)= (1� 4�2=s)1=2 ,� = m �.Let’spassoverto reduced helicity am plitudes

M which arefreeofkinem aticalsingularitiesand zeroes[11].

T+ + = sM + + ; T+ � = (tu � �
4)M + � (2)

Thereduced helicity 2 am plitudes[8]with m inim alm odi� cation arelooking as:

M
C

+ �
=

1
p
3D f(s)

h

C
0 + H

0

V (s)
i

+ W
C (s;t)

M
N

+ �
=

1
p
3D f(s)

h

C
0 + H

0

V (s)
i

+ W
N (s;t) (3)
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Hereand below C m eans"Charged" and N "Neutral".

Thebackground contributionshavetheform :

W
C (s;t) = W

�(s;t)+
X

V = �;b1;a1

Z
V

 
1

m 2

V � t
+

1

m 2

V � u
�

1

m 2

V

!

� 5
Z a2

m 2

a2
+ s

+ a
C

seff

s+ seff

W
N (s;t) =

X

V = �;!;h1;b1

Z
V

 
1

m 2

V � t
+

1

m 2

V � u
�

1

m 2

V

!

+ a
N

seff

s+ seff
(4)

Here W �(s;t) is the contribution of�{exchange (QED),ZR = g2R �
=4. Besides the

known resonanceexchangesweallow thepresenceofcontributionswhich arenottaken

into accountexactly { these are the term sproportionalto arbitrary constantsaC ;aN .

Firstly,the existing experim entalinform ation on decays R ! �
 allowsthe m arked

freedom in the cross{ contributions. Secondly,the introduced term sshould absorb in

a som e way and anotherphysicale� ect: the m odi� cation of�{exchange due to pres-

ence ofsom e o� -shellform factor.The existence ofparam eterseff accountsadditional

arbitrarinessin extrapolation to points= 0.

D
� 1

f (s) is the propagator off2(1270){m eson with accounting ofthe � nite width

corrections.

D f(s)= (m 2

f � s)� (1+ ReH
0(m 2

f))� ReH (s)+ ReH (m2f)� imf�f(s) (5)

�f(s)ischosen in a standard way with accounting ofcentrifugalbarrier.

�f(s)= �f �

"
q�(s)

q�(m
2

f)

#
5

�
D 2(rq�(m

2

f)

D 2(rq�(s)
; D 2(x)= 9+ 3x2 + x

4 (6)

Theparam eterrde� nestheD{wavescattering length a0
2
.

Function H 0

V (s)in (3)istherescattering contribution.

H
0

V (s)=
s

�

Z
ds0

s0(s0� s)
m f�f(s

0)V 0(s0); (7)

whereV 0(s)isprojection ofbackground contributions(4)onto J = 0,I= 0 state.The

function R(s)= C 0+ ReH 0

V (s)atresonancepointde� nesthetwo{photon decay width

f2 ! 

 .2

R(m 2

f)=

p
3� 25 � 5�

m 3

f

q

�f � � (f ! 

)� B R(f ! ��) (8)

2In realcase ofthe m arked background,interfering with f2(1270),the question what we should

callby the two{photon width becom estransparently unam biguousatcurrentexperim entalaccuracy.

Theconsiderabledeviation ofvaluesf2 ! 

 from di�erentgroupsdata m ay be explained in partby

di�erentde�nitions.
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Thepion polarizabilitiesarede� ned atthepoints= 0 (e.g.[8])and wehavefrom (3):

(� + �)C

2�
=

C 0

p
3D f(0)

+
X

V = �;b1;a1

Z V

m 2

V

� 5
Z a2

m 2

a2

+ a
C

(� + �)N

2�
=

C 0

p
3D f(0)

+
X

V = �;!;h1;b1

Z V

m 2

V

+ a
N (9)

The am plitudes (3) contain three essentialparam eters C 0;aC ;aN . Instead ofthem

we can use another set of param eters (linear com binations of the � rst set) R0 =

C 0 + Re H 0

V (m
2

f); (� + �)C ; (� + �)N ,which is preferable from our point ofview.

Passing to thissetisrathersim ple.

3.Discussion oftheCELLO analysis.

Asitwassaid in Introduction,weshallanalyzean angulardistributionsin thesam e

sem i{m odelm anner[1],which islookingasthem ostattractive.Forhelicity2am plitude

we use the m odelexpression with few free param etersbutthe S{wave contribution is

extracted independently in every energy bin.So it’snecessary to say few wordsabout

theresultsof[1]wherethedataof[1]and [2]

 ! �+ �� wereanalyzed.They used for

helicity 2 am plitude a rathersim pli� ed expression,satisfying the one{channelunitary

condition.In sym bolic form :

T+ � = T
Q E D

+ � + B :� W :f2(1270) (10)

Butifto look on results[1]m orecarefully,thereareratherunexpected statem ents.

1.CELLO and M ARK{IIdata need the signi� cantdam ping ofthe QED contribu-

tion,in 1 GeV region thevalueofthisdam ping isfew tim esin any case.

2.There was found the S{wave contribution ofunexpectedly big scale: �S(

 !

�+ �� ;jcos� j< 0:6)� 60� 80 nbarn at
p
s= 0:8� 1:0 GeV.Itdi� erssigni� -

cantly from naturalscale� 10 nbarn,appearing both atthesim pleestim ates[8],

based on polarizability,and attheextrapolation ofnear{threshold analysis[5]to

thisregion.

It turns out (see for m ore details [12]) that these results are based on the speci� c

assum ption aboutform oftheBreit{W ignercontribution in (10).Itwastaken as:

d�B W

d jcos� j
= 40� �

m 2

f

s
�
�

 �f(s)B R(f ! �+ �� )

jm 2

f � s� imf�f(s)j
2

� jY22(cos� )j
2 (11)
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The expression (11)isvalid fornarrow resonance,when the chosen s{dependence

in nom inatorisunessential,butforratherbroad f2 such choiceislooking asarbitrary.

Thisassum ption isvery essentialforanalysis[1],so let’slook atconsequence of(11).

�f(s)waschosen as:
3

�f(s)= �f �

"
q(s)

q(m 2

f)

#
5

�
m f
p
s
� f

2(s) (12)

f(s)isso called factorofcentrifugalbarrier.Returning from (11)to thelowestpartial

waveonecan � nd :

(M + � )
J= 2;I= 0 = R(s)=(m 2

f � s� imf�f(s)); R(s)=
const

s
f(s) (13)

The m ain di� erence between the m odel(3) and [1]consists in behavior ofR(s). In

the m odel[8]the e� ective "coupling constant" R(s) = C0 + Re H 0

V (s) is de� ned by

rescatteringe� ectand ism uch m oresm ooth function invicinityofresonance.M oreover,

the appearance ofthe pole in R(s)(13)breaksthe low energy theorem requirem ents.

In an analysis the value R(m 2

f) is � xed wellby data. However in case of(13) the

function R(s)growsessentially below the resonance and itgivestoo big D{wave cross

section exceeding the experim ent. Justthisfactleadsto necessity to dam p the QED

contribution and in theend givesallabovem entioned results.Therepetition ofanalysis

with anotherm odel[8]givesotherresults:

a) For description ofexperim entaldata both on totalcross section and angular

distributionsit’snotnecessary any additionalQED dam pingatthesam eoreven better

quality ofdescription.

b)The extracted S{wave contribution �S(jcos� j< 0:6)is m uch less than was it

found in CELLO analysisand doesnotcontradictto resultsofthreshold analysis[5].

4.Analysisofangulardistributions.

Ourhelicity 2 am plitudes(3)contain threeparam eters:R 0 = C 0 + ReH 0

V (m
2

f);

(� + �)C ; (� + �)N . W e found at num ericalinvestigation,that corresponding cross

section of

 ! �+ �� dependsvery weakly on the(�+ �)N and 

 ! �0�0 practically

doesnotdepend on (� + �)C . So fora single reaction we can use the two{param eter

3In fact in [1]it was put f(s)= 1,the introduction ofany decreasing with s factor m akes allthe

problem seven stronger.
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expression � xing the alien polarizability som ewhere in theoretically expected region.

Onecan changeitin a few tim eswithoutany m arked changing in results.Recallthat

di� erentlow energy quantum � eld m odels[13,14]giveratherclosevalues:(�+ �)�
+

’

0:20,(� + �)�
0

’ 1:20 in unitsof10� 42 cm 3 . 4 Som e greatervaluesare predicted by

the dispersion sum rules[15]and two{loop calculationschiralm odelcalculations[16]

(seeTable2 form oredetails).

So weshalldescribetheexperim entalangulardistributionsin thefollowing way:

d�

dcos�
= aS +

�(s)

64�s
(tu � �

4)2� jM+ � (s;t)j
2 (14)

andusethem odel(3)withtwofreeparam eterforhelicity2am plitudeforeveryreaction.

W efound alsoanothersourceofuncertainty related with theparam eterrin centrifu-

galbarrier(6)orin otherwordswith D{wavescattering length.Asforthisparam eter,

it practically does not change the �2 value in analysis in
 uencing ,however, on the

extracted low energy param eters.

So the sources ofsystem aticalinaccuracy in our analysis are the uncertainties in

param eter r (D-wave scattering length) and in m odelfor background (4) interfering

with resonance.

Letusrestrictourselvesin analysisby theregion E < 1:5 GeV ,and takem f2 ,�f2

from PDG Tables[17]. Atthe � rststep let’s� x the value rin (6)by r = 5:5 GeV� 1,

itcorrespondsto the standard scattering length value a0
2
= 1:7� 10� 3 in unitsofpion

m ass.Thisscattering length wasobtained from experim ent[18]a0
2
= (1:7� 0:3)� 10� 3

and itwasused to � x counterterm sin thechiralm odelloop calculations[19,16].

The results ofour analysis at � xed r = 5:5 GeV� 1 are shown in Table 1. There

areindicated few variantscorresponding to di� erentform sofbackground contribution.

Letusnotefew factsseen from thisTable.

� Thequality ofdescription in allcasesissatisfactory with exception ,m ay be,the

CELLO data. In this case ,however, quality ofdescription is better than in

analysis[1]ofthesam edata.Indeed �2=N D F = 81:4=53 in [1]and 69/51 in our

analysis.

� In allvariantsofdescription the sum � + � isde� ned with very sm allstatistical

4W e use the units system e
2 = 4��,where the values ofpolarizabilities di�er by factor 4� as

com pared with the system e
2 = �. Below we shalluse the units 10� 42 cm

3 for polarizabilities not

indicating them .
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error. 5 It m eans that d�=dc in vicinity off2(1270) ( D{wave param eters are

de� ned in m ain by resonance vicinity due to big statisticalweight)isextrem ely

sensitive to valueofbackground contribution.

� Both param eters� + � for�+ and �0 arelying in expected regions.

� The S{wave contributionsnear1 GeV are m uch lessthan in [1]in allcasesand

correspond on the scale to resultsofnear{threshold analysis[5]and to old esti-

m ates [8]based on the value � � �. The typicalscale forthe obtained S-wave

crosssection is� 10 nbarn.

Ourresultsforpolarizabilitiesaresum m arized in Table2 in com parison with exist-

ing predictionsforthesevalues.Recallthatitwasobtained with standard param eters

off2(1270),generally accepted form of�f(s)and standard scattering length.

On theS{wave contributions.

Togetherwith D{wave param eters,shown in Table 1,we obtain the S{wave contribu-

tions in every energy bin (14). Our results for them ,corresponding to variant 2 of

Table 1,are shown in Figures 1{3. The other variants ofTable 1 have qualitatively

the sam e behavior. Note thatwe allow param eter aS in (14)to be negative in a � t.

Asa resultwe see thatthe S{wave contributionsturn outm uch lessthan in analysis

[1]. In case ofCELLO data one can see som e indicationson the scalarm eson �(1300)

production in thisprocessbutwecan seefrom Fig.1{3thatresonancepictureisnotso

transparent. Fornum ericalestim ate let’sconsiderthe CELLO S{wave,assum ing the

resonance production with m ass 1200 M eV and width 300 M eV.Then the extracted

crosssection ofFig. 1 correspondsto � (� ! 

)� B R(� ! ��)� 3:6 K eV {see the

curve. ForM ARK-IIand CrystalBalldata there isno evidentresonance{like picture

and S-waveislessthan in CELLO case.

Onecan seefrom theseFiguresoneexclusivecase:that’sforM ARK{IIdata in the

region E � 0:9 GeV ,where theS-wave crosssection isform ally negative.Ithappens

in allvariants1{4 ofTable 1.Thiscircum stance practically doesnotin
 uence on the

D{wave param eters since they are de� ned m ainly by resonance region. Besides,this

"negativecrosssections" haverathersm allvalueascom pared with totalcrosssections.

It’s not so di� cult to understand the origin ofthis e� ect. Sure the cross section

5Recallthat the only experim entalinform ation on the sum � + � is the following: (� + �)C =

1:8� 3:9� 3:1 [4].
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 ! �+ �� di� ersfrom QED onebecauseof� nalstateinteraction e� ects.Butatthe

standard form of��{interaction (i.e.sm ooth extrapolation of�� phaseshiftfrom reso-

nancetothreshold with thepositivescatteringlength)theD{wavecrosssection exceeds

theQED onein thisregion.6 Howeverin theregion E � 0:9 GeV theM ARK{IIdata

in contrast to CELLO are below then the QED contribution { see Fig.4 . Naturally

with given typeofanalysis(m odelforhelicity 2am plitude)thereisnoplaceforS{wave

and these contributions willbe negative. Let usnote thatand previous experim ents



 ! �+ �� (m easuring ofintegralcrosssection)di� erfrom each otherin thisaspect:

som eofthem obtain thecrosssection higherthan QED curve,and som elower.

On two{photon width off2(1270).

Atm ore detailed looking atTable 1 one can see the disagreem entin two{photon cou-

pling constantR 0 between 

 ! �+ �� and 

 ! �0�0 experim ents. To dem onstrate

it let us list the two{photon width,corresponding to the variant 2 ofTable 1,with

statisticalerrorsonly (system aticalonesarem uch less).7

CE LLO : � (f2 ! 

)= 2:95� 0:13 K eV

M ARK � II : � (f2 ! 

)= 2:84� 0:18 K eV

CrystalB all: � (f2 ! 

)= 3:70� 0:22 K eV (15)

Even takingintoaccountthatthisdiscrepancy isrelated with di� erentexperim ents,

we see that the di� erence m ay reach to three standard deviations and it should be

considered seriously.So let’sconsiderthepossiblephysicalreasonsforit.8

� Firstofallthissuggeststhatoneshould takeintoaccountthee� ectsof� nalstate

interaction in J = 2,I= 2 wavetoo.Thereexistsom eexperim entalinform ation

on thisphaseshift�2
2
:itisslow and negativein wideregion (see,i.g.[20]).Indeed,

we m ade such an attem ptand found thatthise� ectreducesthe di� erence. But

6Introducingofsom eform factortoQ ED vertexdoesnothelp hereifyou donotbreakthelow energy

theorem . Besides,this degree offreedom isabsorbed ratherwellby our"e�ective cross{exchange" .

The sam e problem butin m uch m ore sharp form was,evidently,in analysis[1],which hasbeen lead

to necessity ofadditional"dam ping factor" breaking the low energy theorem atthe levelofstructure

corrections.
7Here we shallaccept�(f2 ! 

)� (R0)2 forsim plicity. In factwe would notlike to discussin

thispaperwhatism ostcorrectde�nition fordecay width in thiscase.
8W em entioned in abovethattheD{waveparam etersarede�ned m ainly by the resonancevicinity

only.So we think thisdiscrepancy isnotrelated with problem ofnegativeS{wave,ifitreally exists.
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itsin
 uenceistoosm all:roughly speaking weshallhavethedi� erenceabouttwo

standard deviationsinstead ofthree.

� Perhapsthedata indicateon deviation ofthef2(1270)param etersfrom generally

accepted.Considering them assand totalwidth asfreeparam eterswefound the

best �2 at m f2 = 1:28 GeV and �f2 = 230 M eV.But it does not reduce the

di� erencein R0.Besides,theproblem ofnegativeS{wavecontributionsbecom es

m uch m oresharp.So thispossibility seem sto beunreasonable.

� One m ore possible reason: ifin the �{exchange the above m entioned o� {shell

form factor plays the essentialrole. In the lowest partialwave this e� ect is ab-

sorbed by our"e� ectivecross{exchange" (wechecked itin few exam ples)butthe

higherspin waves J > 2 in (3)do notcontain thise� ect. Asa result ofcorre-

spondingcalculationswecam etoconclusion thatthise� ectworksin theopposite

direction:any dam pingofhigherspin wavesJ > 2leadstostrongercontradiction

forthetwo{photon coupling constantR 0.

W ecam eto opinion thatm ostprobablereason ofthisdisagreem entin f2(1270)



coupling isrelated with som enon{standard D{wave dynam icswith I= 2.Let’srecall

thattheobserved in theprocesses

 ! �� anom aly nearthreshold (�(

 ! �0�0)�

�(

 ! �+ �� ))isinterpreted alm ostunam biguously asan exoticresonanceI= 2 pro-

duction (seee.g.discussion in [21]).Butthise� ectcan notbeconsidered in fram ework

ofone{channelapproach and isfaraway ofpurposesofpresentwork.

Finally,whatwillbechanged in resultsifto vary theparam eterrin thecentrifugal

barrier? Let it changes in interval4:0 < r < 6:0 GeV � 1,it corresponds to D{wave

scattering length between 0:6� 10� 3 and 2:2� 10� 3.W eshallhaveforpolarizabilities:

CE LLO : (� + �)C = 0:37� 0:08(stat:)� 0:10(syst:)

M ARK � II : (� + �)C = 0:23� 0:09(stat:)� 0:12(syst:)

CrystalB all: (� + �)N = 1:40� 0:10(stat:)� 0:26(syst:) (16)

Asfortwo{photon coupling constant,itisvery stableand theS{wavecontributions

willhavepractically thesam ebehavior.

5.Conclusions.
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Thus,we perform ed the sem i{m odelanalysis a’la CELLO [1]ofexisting data on

the angular distributions of

 ! �� for both reactions. In contrast to [1]we used

another m odelfor the helicity 2 am plitude [8]which does not break the low energy

theorem requirem ents.

W e cam e to naturalconclusion thatsuch kind ofanalysisneedsthe very accurate

m odellingofdom inatingam plitude.Theessentialdi� erencebetween ourresultsand [1]

tellsthatone should utilize in the m odelan inform ation on �� -interaction in rather

wide region.The controlofthreshold param etersboth ofhadron and electrom agnetic

am plitudesisvery usefulhere.

Another our observation: the angular distributions in resonance vicinity are very

sensitive (especially forneutralpions)to background value.Thisdegree offreedom is

absolutely necessary fordata describing. W e gave a physicalsense to these degreesof

freedom ,relating them with pion’spolarizabilities,butit’snota necessary step.

Therearefew factswhich areconvinced ourselvesin correctnessofourapproach:

� In ouranalysistheS{wave crosssectionsin region of1 GeV and below have the

typicalscaleabout10nbarn,which correspondstoreasonablevaluesofdi� erence

ofpolarizabilities[5,8].

� There isno necessity forintroducing ofany additionaldam ping ofQED contri-

butionsatleastin the� rstapproxim ation.Even ifhereisa problem ,itism uch

m oresoftascom pared with [1].

� Theobtained valuesforpolarizabilitiessum both for�+ and �0 in any variantdo

notcontradictto theoreticalpredictions(seeTable2).

W e cam e to conclusion that using ofthe m odel[8]for helicity 2 am plitude leads

to rather agreed picture at least on the leveloflarge contributions. W e m et som e

contradictionsin ouranalysistoo,butsotospeak on thenextlevel.Thecontradictions

appear either with rather sm allS{wave contributions or at com parison ofdi� erent

experim ents.Them ostseriousoneisthedi� erencein thetwo{photon couplingconstant

off2(1270)from 

 ! �+ �� and 

 ! �0�0 experim ents.In ouropinion ittellsabout

new physicale� ectnotincluded into standard description.

Asfor"negative"crosssectionsin M ARK-IIdata(seeFig.2):theappearanceofthis

e� ectisrelated with chosen form ofanalysis.Butwethinkthathereexistsalsothepure

experim entalproblem ofm oreexactcalibration ofthem easured crosssection {seeFig.
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4 forillustration.W ehavein m ind thelocation ofexperim entalcrosssection relatively

the�{exchangecontribution’scurve{surethat’sm uch m oredelicatequestion than the

crosssection m easuring.

W esupposethatthephysicalresultsoftheperform ed analysisarethefollowing:

� W e obtained from two{photon experim ents in the � rsttim e the sum ofpolariz-

abilitiesboth for�+ and �0. The existing data allow to extractthe background

contributions interfering with resonance f2(1270)with very sm allstatisticaler-

rors. Thoughtthere existssom e freedom atthe extrapolation to points= 0,it

isnotso big asone could think from the beginning. It’ssurprising,butdue to

existing ofthe"am pli� er"f2(1270),thereareeven betterconditionsforobtaining

theD{waveparam eter� + � from data than fortheS{wave one� � �.

� The obtained S{wave crosssectionsarerathersm allpartsofthetotalcrosssec-

tions,theirscaleisabout10nbarn.Thereexistssom eresonance{likeenhancem ent

near1.3 GeV ofrathersm allam plitudein CELLO case.Theobtained S{wavein

region ofE � 1 doesnotcontradictto resultsofnear{threshold analysis[5].

� W eobservethestatistically m eaningfuldi� erencebetween 

 ! �+ �� and 

 !

�0�0 experim entsin value off2(1270)

 coupling. The m ostprobable reason is

theexisting ofnon{standard dynam icsin I= 2,J = 2 wave.

Asforcom parison with resultsofM organ and Pennington [7],it’sdi� culttosay un-

am biguously doesourS{wavecontradicttotheirresultornot.They havefew solutions

(with accounting of�+ +f2

 coupling ornot),theirpreferablesolution hasresonance{like

behavior ofthe I=0 S{wave cross section with m uch bigger value. This solution has

thesizeable�+ +
f2



coupling.W ehererestricted ourselvesby assum ption �+ +
f2



= 0,asit

wasm ade in [1]. W e didn’tm eetseriouscontradictionswith thisassum ption atleast

in the� rstapproxim ation.The inclusion ofthiscoupling into consideration needsthe

essentialhypothesisbecauseofinterference e� ects.
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Table1.

1 2 3 4

� + !, � + !, Allresonances, Allresonances,

seff = 1 seff = 1:69 G eV 2
seff = 1 seff = 1:69 G eV 2

CELLO R
0 = 0:290� 0:009 0:291� 0:009 0:290� 0:009 0:291� 0:009



 ! �
+
�
� (� + �)C = 0:41� 0:04 0:40� 0:08 0:41� 0:04 0:42� 0:08

0:8 � E � 1:5 �
2
=N D F = 69=51 69.2/51 69/51 69/51

M ARK -II R
0 = 0:282� 0:014 0:286� 0:013 0:283� 0:014 0:285� 0:013



 ! �
+
�
� (� + �)C = 0:32� 0:05 0:23� 0:09 0:32� 0:05 0:25� 0:09

0:6 � E � 1:5 �
2
=N D F = 23:2=48 23.6/48 23.2/48 23.4/48

CB R
0 = 0:332� 0:013 0:326� 0:013 0:331� 0:013 0:324� 0:013



 ! �
0
�
0 (� + �)N = 1:24� 0:06 1:56� 0:10 1:32� 0:06 1:62� 0:10

0:85 � E � 1:45 �
2
=N D F = 44:0=47 42.0/47 43.6/47 41.6/47

Table2.

Presentwork Chiralm odels Superconduct. Q uark{virton Dispersion

O neloop Two loops quark m odel m odel sum rules

[22] [16] [14] [13] [15]

(� + �)C 0:41� 0:08� 0:01 0 { 0.2 0.2 0:42� 0:05

(CELLO )

0:28� 0:09� 0:05

(M ARK {II)

(� + �)N 1:43� 0:10� 0:20 0 1:45� 0:38 1.20 1.2 1:61� 0:08

(CrystalBall)
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Tablescaptions:

� Table 1 Best{� tD{waveparam etersat� xed valuer= 5:5GeV� 1,itcorresponds

to scattering length a0
2
= 1:7� 10� 3.Di� erentvariants1{4 correspond to di� erent

form sofbackground contribution (4). R 0 (the two{photon coupling constantof

f2(1270))in unitsofGeV
� 2,� + � in unitsof10� 42cm 3,e2 = 4��.

� Table 2 Com parison ofobtained values forthe sum ofpolarizabilities atr =

5:5 GeV � 1 (a0
2
= 1:7� 10� 3)with existing theoreticalpredictions.

Figurescaptions:

� Figure 1 Best{� tS{wave crosssection jcos� j< 0:6 from CELLO data [1]at

� xed value r = 5:5 GeV� 1. The points with centralbox are result ofanalysis

[1]ofthe sam e data. Forillustration there isshown the curve corresponding to

scalarm eson production with M = 1200 M eV;� = 300 M eV and

� (� ! 

)� B R(� ! ��)= 3:6 K eV .

� Figure 2 Thesam eforM ARK{IIdata [2].

� Figure 3 Thesam eforCrystalBalldata [3],jcos� j< 0:7.

� Figure 4 IntegralcrosssectionsofCELLO and M ARK{IIbelow 1 GeV,

jcos� j< 0:6,in com parison with �{exchangehelicity 2 contribution (curve).










