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Abstract.

W e analyze the existing data on the angular distrbutions of the N
reactions w ith using of the uniary m odel for helicity 2 am plitude. T he purpose is to
obtain the D {wave param eters and S{wave cross section. W e cbtain from experim ent
Inthe rsttinethevaliesof + forsum ofthe electric and m agnetic pion’s polariz—
abilities. W e found the S-wave cross sections m uch an aller as com pared w ith previous

+

sin ilar analysis. C om parison of the ! and ! % 9 data gives an indica—

tion foramarked I= 2, J= 2 contrbution in region of £, (1270).


http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9504261v2
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9504261

1. Introduction.

N ow adays there exist few experin ents on the angular distrdbutions of the !
reactions: with charged pions from CELLO [LI] and M ARK-II P] detectors and w ith
neutral pions from Crystal Ball §]. The most evident feature of these data is the
resonance peak f, (1270) interfering w ith sm ooth background. But the m ost interesting
physically is the S-wave cross section and this interest is related with long-standing
problem of scalar m esons whose properties and spectrum are looking as m ysterious.
N ote that there is another not investigated earlier aspect of Iow energy physics { that’s
a possbility of experim ental study ofthe sum ( + ) ofelctric and m agnetic pion’s
polarizabilities. The only experim ental Inform ation on these values is the restriction
for ( + ) from experinents on nucki @]. § W e Hund that even existing !
experin ents allow to have much m ore exact nform ation on + , the m ain problem
here is an investigation of system atical inaccuracy in such an analysis. The m atter is
that one needs to extrapolate form ulae w ith obtained param eters from s 1GeV? to
point s= 0.

The question is appearing how to use the existing experin ental data on angular
distrdoutions to obtain the physical inform ation. It’'s not so evident question, so lkt's
say f&w words on thism atter.

In idealsituation ofhigh quality data them ost preferable way isthem odel{ ndependent
partialwave analysis. But really it’s not so pro table w ith present data. Such an at-
tempt was made ;n [§] and i was found that results are very inde nite because of
ncom plete solid angle ( joos K 0:6) ofdetector and presence ofhigher spin waves in

vt from QED ( -exchange) m echanism .

T he second possibility, realized in [l.], consists in using of the m odel for dom inating
helicity 2 am plitude T, , where the m ain physicale ects are m ore or less ckar. This
way allowed to obtain from angular distrlbbutions the m ost Interesting S-wave cross
section with Jow statistical errors. Evidently this way needs the accurate m odelling of
them ain contribution.

The third way [4] consists in using of the m odel expressions for both helicity am —
plitudes T, and T,; . Them ain problm here is related w ith the m odelling of I= 0
S-wave and is generated by the contradictory situation and insu cient understanding of

Let’srecallthat the sum + playsthe rolk ofthe D -wave threshold structure constant in helicity
2 am plitude, sim ilar to electrom agnetic radiis in a form factor. A s or the S-wave param eter ,
the existing near{threshold data ! allow to get the rst inform ation on i, see :ﬁ:].



hadron dynam ics in this sector. In this case one should use the m uli{channel approach
and i needs the additionalm odel assum ptions w ith an additional uncertainty.

O ur starting point is the desire to ook at the S-wave contribution In the m axin al
m odel{independent way. So we choose the second way a’ la CELLO wih m odeling
of the m ain contribution and in the follow ing we have all pluses and m nuses of this
choice. A's com pared with {]] we use another (n ore developed) m odel for dom inating
am plitude and include into consideration also the ! % 0 yeaction.

2 .M odel for helicity 2 am plitude.

W e shalluse them odel B] orhelicity 2 am plitude w hich hasthe fllow ing properties:

1. Thelowestwavewih J= 2, I= 0 satis esthe one{channeluniary condiion.As
it was shown eg. In 9], the inelastic e ects in the process ' £@1270) !

are rather an all.

2. TheJd= 2,I= 2wave doesnot take nto account the nalstate interaction e ects

and contains only Bom contributions.

3. Themodelsatis esthe low energy theorem '[Ip] not only on the level of Tom pson
lim it but w ith acoounting of st structural correction too.

4. Tt satis es also the unsubtructed dispersion relation at  xed ti [{1].

Helicity am plitudes in CM S are de ned in a standard m anner. The cross section
Pt is (for neutral pions there appears an additional factor 1/2)):

d (s)
= fqT + 9T 1
doos 64 s Jle s f Jis ng 1)

Here (s)= (1 42%=s)'™, =m .Let’spassover to reduced helicity am plitudes
M which are free of kinem atical singularities and zeroes [11].

Tip = M 445 T, = (tu 4)M+ 2)

T he reduced helicity 2 am plitudes B] w ith m inin alm odi cation are looking as :

h i
Mf = p— C0+H$(s) +Wc(s;t)
3D ¢ (s)
1 h i
MY =p=—— C°+HJ@) +W" 550 €)

3D ¢ ()



Here and below C m eans "Charged" and N "N eutral".
T he background contrbutions have the fom :

X 1 1 1 7 22 Sef £
WE(sih) = Wo(sin+ 2V ———+ — — 5 +a®—
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Here W (s;t) is the contrbution of {exchange QED), zZ% = gﬁ =4 . Besides the
known resonance exchanges we allow the presence of contributions which are not taken
into account exactly { these are the tem s proportional to arbitrary constants a“ ;a" .
F irstly, the existing experim ental inform ation on decays R ! allow s the m arked
freedom In the cross{ contributions. Secondly, the introduced tem s should absorb in
a som e way and another physical e ect: the modi cation of {exchange due to pres-
ence of some o —chell form factor. The existence of param eter ¢ accounts additional
arbitrariness in extrapolation to point s= 0.

D¢ ! (s) is the propagator of f, (1270){m eson wih accounting of the nite width
corrections.

De(s)= Mm% s) (1+ReHm?)) ReH (s)+ ReH @m?) imge ¢ (s) )

£ (8) is hosen in a standard way w ith acoounting of centrifigal barrier.
"q© " pLea )
2
£(8)= ¢ 2 L Dox)= 9+ 3x%+ x* ©)
q msz) D2 (g (s)

The param eter rde nes the D {wave scattering length £ .
Function H (s) In @) is the rescattering contrbution.
s? ds’

HY ()= — e WV E) ; @)

where V 0 (s) is progction ofbackground contributions @) ontoJ= 0,I= 0 state. The

finctionR (s) = C°+ Re Hf,) (s) at resonance point de nes the two{photon decay w idth

£, ! A
- P—

3 2 5

R(m%)=T £ (f ! ) BR(f! ) ®)

2In real case of the m arked background, interfering w ith f, (1270), the question what we should
callby the two{photon w idth becom es transparently unam biguous at current experin ental accuracy.
T he considerabl deviation of values £, ! from di erent groups data m ay be explained in part by

di erent de nitions.



T he pion polarizabilities are de ned at thepoint s= 0 (eg.'B]) and we have from (3) :

(+ c? X zV z
= + — 5—2 + a
2 DO vo p OV ma,
( + )N CO X ZV .
2 DO - lhhi TV

The amplitudes @) contain three essential param eters C %;a% ;a" . Instead of them
we can use another st of param eters (lnear combinations of the st set) R =
C°+ReHI@mZ%); ( + ); ( + )N ,whih ispreferable from our point of view .

Passing to this set is rather sin ple.

3. D iscussion ofthe CELLO analysis.

Asitwassaid in Introduction, we shall analyze an angular distribbutions in the sam e
sem i{m odelm anner [I], which is Jooking asthem ost attractive. Forhelicity 2 am plitude
we use the m odel expression w ith f&w free param eters but the S{wave contrbution is
extracted independently in every energy bin. So it's necessary to say few words about
the results of [}] where the data of {1 and ] ! 7  wereanalyzed. They used for
helicity 2 am plitude a rather sin pli ed expression, satisfying the one{channel uniary
condition. In symbolic fom :

T. =T2*Y +B: W:£(1270) (10)
But if to Jook on resuls @;] m ore carefully, there are rather unexpected statem ents.

1. CELLO and M ARK {II data need the signi cant dam ping ofthe QED contribbu—
tion, In 1 G &V region the value of this dam ping is few tim es in any case.

2. There was fund the S{wave contribution of unexpectedly big scale: ° ( !
T ;joos K 0:0) 60 80 nbama1?§= 08 10 GeV.Ltdi erssigni -
cantly from naturalscale 10 nbam, appearing both at the sim ple estin ates '[B],
based on polarizability, and at the extrapolation of near{threshold analysis [§] to
this region.
It tums out (see for m ore details fl:Z]) that these results are based on the speci ¢
assum ption about form of the B rett{W igner contrloution in {1().  was taken as:

d BW _ 10 m_% s BRE! * )
djoos s jmZ s I £ (s) F

% (s ) (11)



The expression (1) is valid for narrow resonance, when the chosen s{dependence
In nom inator is unessential, but for rather broad f, such choice is looking as arbitrary.
This assum ption is very essential for analysis [I}], so Jet’s Jook at consequence of ([1).

¢ (8) was chosen as : &

©
qls m ¢
2 D) = *(s)

£(8)= s 12)

f(s) is so called factor of centrifigal barrier. Retuming from (11) to the lowest partial

waveonecan nd :

const

™. )J=2;I=O:R(S):([n§ s im £@6)); RI(s) = £ (s) 13)

S

The manh di erence between the m odel E(B) and E[IJ.] consists in behavior of R (s). In
the m odel B] the e ective "coupling constant" R (s) = C° + Re H? (s) isde ned by
rescatteringe ectand ism uch m ore an ooth function in viciniy of resonance. M oreover,
the appearance of the pok In R (s) (13) breaks the low energy theorem requirem ents.
In an analysis the value R m2) is xed wellby data. However in case of (I3) the
function R (s) grow s essentially below the resonance and it gives too big D {wave cross
section exceeding the experin ent. Just this fact leads to necessity to damp the QED
contribution and in the end gives allabove m entioned results. T he repetition ofanalysis
w ith anotherm odel §] gives other results:

a) For description of experim ental data both on total cross section and angular
distributions it’s not necessary any additionalQ ED dam ping at the sam e oreven better
quality of description.

b) The extracted S{wave contrbution ° (jcos ¥ 0:6) ismuch lss than was it
found in CELLO analysis and does not contradict to results of threshold analysis BI.

4. Analysis of angular distributions.

Our helicity 2 am plitudes ) contain three parameters: R’ = C%+ ReH m %);
(+ )X; (+ M. We Pund at num erical investigation, that corresponding cross
sectionof ! ' dependsvery weakly on the ( + )N and ! % 0 practically

doesnot depend on ( + ). So fora sihgle reaction we can use the two{param eter

3 fact in '[J:] it was put f(s)= 1, the introduction of any decreasing w ith s factor m akes all the
problem s even stronger.



expression xing the alien polarizability som ewhere in theoretically expected region.
One can change it in a few tim es w ithout any m arked changing In results. Recall that
di erent low energy quantum  eld m odels [13, 4] give rather close values : ( + )y 7
020, ( + ) ' 120 i unisof10 * an?® . ! Som e greater values are predicted by
the digpersion sim rules [[5] and two{loop calculations chiralm odel calculations [16]
(see Table 2 form ore details).

So we shall describe the experin ental angular distributions in the follow ing way:

d =ag + _© w9 9M (s (14)
64 s

doos

and use them odel §3) w ith two free param eter forhelicity 2 am plitude forevery reaction.

W e found also another source ofuncertainty related w ith the param eter r in centrifii—
galbarrier {§) or in otherwordsw ith D {wave scattering length. A s for this param eter,
it practically does not change the 2 value :n analysis in uencihg however, on the
extracted low energy param eters.

So the sources of systam atical inaccuracy In our analysis are the uncertainties in
param eter r (D -wave scattering length) and in m odel or background 4) interfering
w Ith resonance.

Let us restrict ourselves In analysisby theregion E < 15G€&V ,and takemyg, , ¢,
from PDG Tablks [[7]. Atthe rststep Bt's xthevalnierinil6) by r= 55Gev?,
it corresponds to the standard scattering length valuie a) = 17 10 in units of pion
m ass. T his scattering length was cbtained from experiment fl§1aJ = (17 03) 16
and t wasused to  x counterterm s in the chiralm odel Joop calculations 19, 16].

The results of our analysis at xed r = 55 GeV ! are shown in Tabl 1. There
are ndicated few varants corregoonding to di erent fom s ofbadckground contribution.
Let usnote few facts seen from this Table.

T he quality of description in all cases is satisfactory w ith exception m ay be, the
CELLO data. In this case , however, quality of description is better than in
analysis [I] ofthe sam e data. Indeed *sNDF = 81:4=53 ;n [] and 69/51 in our

analysis.

In all variants of description the sum  +  isde ned wih very amn all statistical

‘W e use the units system € = 4 , where the values of polarizabilities di er by factor 4 as
com pared w ith the system e® = . Below we shalluse the units 10 2 an ® fr polarizabilities not
Indicating them .



error. || T means that d =dc in vichity of £, 1270) (D {wave param eters are
de ned in main by resonance viciniy due to big statistical weight) is extrem ely
sensitive to value of background contribution.

Both parameters + fr* and ? are ying in expected regions.

The S{wave contrbutions near 1 GeV aremuch kss than i [l1] in all cases and
correspond on the scake to results of near{threshold analysis B] and to old esti-
m ates E}] based on the value . The typical scale for the obtained S-wave
cross section is 10 nbam.

O ur resuls for polarizabilities are sum m arized In Tabl 2 In com parison w ith exist—
Ing predictions for these values. Recall that it was obtained w ith standard param eters
of £, (1270), generally acospted form of ¢ (s) and standard scattering length.

On the S{wave contributions.

Together w ith D {wave param eters, shown in Tablk 1, we obtain the S{wave contriou-
tions In every energy bin (14). Our resuls for them , corresponding to variant 2 of
Tablk 1, are shown In Figures 1{3. The other variants of Tabk 1 have qualitatively
the sam e behavior. Note that we allow parameter as in (14) to be negative n a  t.
Asa result we see that the S{wave contrbutions tum out much less than in analysis
1. In case of CELLO data one can see som e indications on the scalarmeson  (1300)
production in thisprocessbut we can see from Fig. 1{3 that resonance picture isnot so
transparent. For num erical estin ate kt’s consider the CELLO S{wave, assum ing the
resonance production with mass 1200 M €V and width 300 M &V . Then the extracted
cross section of Fig. 1 corresponds to (! ) BR( ! ) 36 K&V {see the
curve. For M ARK -IT and C rystal Ball data there is no evident resonance{lke picture
and S-wave is less than n CELLO case.

One can see from these F igures one exclusive case: that’s forM ARK {II data In the
region E 09 GeV , where the S-wave cross section is form ally negative. It happens
In allvarants 1{4 of Tablk 1. This circum stance practically does not In uence on the
D {wave param eters since they are de ned m ainly by resonance region. Besides, this
"negative cross sections" have rather sm all value as com pared w ith totalcross sections.

Tt’s not so di cul to understand the origin of this e ect. Sure the cross section

SRecall that the only experin ental nform ation on the sum  +  is the Plowing: ( + )€ =
18 39 31 @l



vt di ers from QED onebecause of nalstate nteraction e ects. But at the
standard form of {interaction (ie. an ooth extrapolation of phase shift from reso-
nance to threshold w ith the positive scattering length) the D {wave cross section exceeds
the QED one in this region. & However in the region E 09 GeV theM ARK {IIdata
In contrast to CELLO are below then the QED contrbution { sse Fig4 . Naturally
w ith given type of analysis (m odel for helicity 2 am plitude) there isno place for S{wave
and these contridbutions w ill be negative. Let us note that and previous experin ents

Pt (m easuring of integral cross section) di er from each other in this aspect:

som e of them cbtain the cross section higher than Q ED curve, and som e lower.

On two{photon width of £, (1270).
Atmore detailed Jooking at Table 1 one can see the disagreem ent in two{photon cou—

pling constant R between ! *  and ! 0 0 experin ents. To dem onstrate
it Jet us list the two{photon width, corresponding to the variant 2 of Tablk 1, wih
statistical errors only (system atical ones are much less). -'_7:

CELLO : & ! )= 295 013K eV
M ARK IT: £ ! )= 284 018K eV
CrystalBall: & ! )= 370 022K &V 15)

Even taking into acoount that this discrepancy is related w ith di erent experim ents,
we se that the di erence may reach to three standard deviations and it should be
considered serfously. So Jet’s consider the possible physical reasons for it. &

F irst ofall this suggests that one should take into account thee ectsof nalstate
Interaction n J= 2, I= 2 wave too. There exist som e experin ental nform ation
on thisphase shift 2 : it isslow and negative in w ide region (see, ig.20]). Indeed,
wem ade such an attem pt and found that thise ect reduces the di erence. But

® Introducing of som e form factorto Q ED vertex doesnot help here ifyou do not break the low energy
theorem . Besides, this degree of freedom is absorbed rather well by our "e ective cross{exchange" .
The sam e problem but In much m ore sharp form was ,evidently, in analysis '{_]:], which has been lead
to necessity of additional "dam ping factor" breaking the low energy theorem at the level of structure

corrections.
"Here we shall accept (£, ! ) RY)? orsinplicty. T fact we would not like to discuss in

this paper w hat ism ost correct de nition for decay w idth in this case.
%W e m entioned I above that the D {wave param eters are de ned m ainly by the resonance vicinity

only. So we think this discrepancy is not related w ith problem of negative S{wave, if it really exists.
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tsin uence istoo amn all: roughly speaking we shallhave the di erence about two
standard deviations Instead of three.

Perhaps the data ndicate on deviation ofthe £(1270) param eters from generally
acospted. Considering the m ass and totalw idth as free param eters we found the
best % atmg = 128 GeV and ¢ = 230 MeV.But i does not reduce the
di erence in R°. Besides, the problem of negative S{wave contributions becom es
much m ore sharp. So this possibility seam s to be unreasonable.

One more possbl reason: if n the {exchange the above mentioned o {shell
form factor plays the essential role. In the lowest partial wave this e ect is ab—
sorbed by our "e ective cross{exchange" Wwe checked it in few exam ples) but the
higher spin waves J > 2 in @) do not contain thise ect. As a result of corre-
soonding calculationswe cam e to conclusion that thise ect works in the opposite
direction : any dam ping ofhigher spin waves J > 2 leadsto stronger contradiction
for the two{photon coupling constant R°.

W e cam e to opinion that m ost probable reason of this disagreem ent in £, (1270)
coupling is related w ith som e non{standard D {wave dynam icswith I= 2. Let’s recall
that the observed in the processes ! anom aly nearthreshold ( (! % 9)

( ! T )) is interpreted aln ost unam biguously as an exotic resonance I= 2 pro—
duction (see eg. discussion n P1]). But thise ect can not be considered in fram ew ork
of one{channel approach and is far away of purposes of present work.

F inally, what w illbe changed In results if to vary the param eter r In the centrifiigal
barrier ? Let it changes in interval40 < r < 6:0 GeV !, it corresponds to D {wave

scattering length between 0:6 10 and 22 10 . W e shallhave r polarizabilities :

CELLO : ( + ) =037 008(stat) 0:10 (systs)
M ARK IT: ( + ¥ =023 0:09(stat) 0:12(systy)
CrystaBall: ( + ) = 140 0:0(stat:) 026 (systs) 16)

A s fortwo{photon coupling constant, i is very stabl and the S {wave contributions
w ill have practically the sam e behavior.

5. Conclusions.
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Thus, we perform ed the sam i{m odel analysis a’ la CELLO {li] of existing data on
the angular distrloutions of ! for both reactions. In contrast to ::I:l] we usd
another m odel for the helicity 2 am plitude B] which does not break the low energy
theorem requirem ents.

W e cam e to natural conclusion that such kind of analysis needs the very accurate
m odelling of dom inating am plitude. The essentialdi erence between our results and 1]
tells that one should utilize in the m odel an mnfom ation on — Interaction in rather
w ide region. T he control of threshold param eters both of hadron and electrom agnetic
am plitudes is very usefiil here.

A nother our cbservation: the angular distrioutions In resonance vichhiy are very
sensitive (egpecially for neutral pions) to background value. T his degree of freedom is
absolutely necessary for data descrbbing. W e gave a physical sense to these degrees of
freedom , relating them w ith pion’s polarizabilities, but it’s not a necessary step.

There are few facts which are convinced ourselves In correctness of our approach :

In our analysis the S{wave cross sections In region of 1 G&V and below have the
typical scale about 10 nbam, w hich corresponds to reasonable values ofdi erence
of polarizabilities [, 8].

T here is no necessity for Introducing of any additional dam ping of Q ED contri-
butions at least in the rst approxin ation. Even ifhere is a problem , it ismuch
m ore soft as com pared with {1].

T he cbtained values or polarizabilities sum both for ¥ and ° in any varant do
not contradict to theoretical predictions (see Tablk 2).

W e cam e to conclusion that using of the m odel [§] for helicity 2 am plitude leads
to rather agreed picture at last on the lkvel of lJarge contrbutions. We met some
contradictions in our analysis too, but so to speak on the next level. T he contradictions
appear either with rather an all S{wave contrbutions or at com parison of di erent
experin ents. Them ost seriousone isthedi erence in the two{photon coupling constant
of £, (1270) from ' * and ! 9 0 experin ents. In our opinion it tells about
new physicale ect not included into standard description.

A s for "negative" cross sections in M ARK -ITdata (seeF ig2): the appearance ofthis
e ectisrelated with chosen form ofanalysis. But we think that here exists also the pure
experin ental problam ofm ore exact calibbration ofthe m easured cross section { see F' ig.
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4 for illustration. W e have in m ind the location of experim ental cross section relatively
the {exchange contrlbution’s curve { sure that’sm udch m ore delicate question than the
Cross section m easuring.

W e suppose that the physical results of the perform ed analysis are the follow ing:

W e obtained from two{photon experim ents in the st tine the sum of polariz—
abilities both for * and °. The existing data allow to extract the background
contribbutions interfering w ith resonance £, (1270) w ith very an all statistical er—
rors. Thought there exists som e freedom at the extrapolation to point s= 0, it
is not s0 big as one could think from the beginning. It’s surprising, but due to
existing ofthe "am pli er" £ (1270), there are even better conditions for obtaining
the D {wave param eter + from data than for the S{wave one

T he obtained S{wave cross sections are rather an all parts of the total cross sec-
tions, their scale isabout 10 nbam. T here exists som e resonance{ like enhancem ent
near 13 GeV ofrather an allam plitude In CELLO case. The cbtained S{wave In
region of E 1 does not contradict to resuls of near{threshold analysis[b].

W e cbserve the statistically m eaningfiildi erence between Pt and !
0 0 experin ents in value of f, (1270)  coupling. T he m ost probable reason is

the existing of non{standard dynam ics In I= 2,J = 2 wave.

A s for com parison w ith results ofM organ and Pennington [1], t’sdi cul to say un—
am biguously does our S {wave contradict to their resul ornot. They have few solutions
(W ith acoounting of E; coupling or not), their preferable solution has resonance{lke
behavior of the =0 S{wave cross section w ih mudc bigger value. This solution has
the sizeable ' ocoupling. W e here restricted ourselves by assumption ;' = 0,asi
wasmade in Ij:]. W e didn’t m eet serious contradictions w ith this assum ption at least
In the st approxination. The inclusion of this coupling into consideration needs the

essential hypothesis because of Interference e ects.
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Tabk 1.
1 2 3 4
+ ! + !, A 11 resonances, A 11 resonances,
Seff = 1 Seff = 169 GeV2 Seff = 1 Seff = 169 GeV2
CELLO R%= 0290 0:009 0291 0:009 0290 0:009 0291 0:009
[ ( + ) =041 0:04 040 0208 041 004 042 008
08 E 15 22N DF = 69=51 692/51 69/51 69/51
M ARK-II RO= 0282 0014 0286 0:013 0283 0:014 0285 0:013
[ ( + )X =032 005 023 0209 032 005 025 009
006 E 15 2NDF = 232=48 23.6/48 232/48 23.4/48
CB R?= 0332 0013 0326 0013 0331 0013 0324 0013
1 00 (+ W =124 006 156 0:10 132 006 1062 0:10
085 E 145 2N DF = 44:0=47 42.0/47 43.6/47 41.6/47
Tablk 2.
P resent work Chiralm odels Superconduct. | Q uark{virton | D ispersion
One Ioop | Two loops | quark m odel m odel sum rules
pa] e {4 (3] i)
( + ) | 041 008 001 0 { 02 02 042 005
CELLO)
028 0209 005
™M ARK {ID)
( + W™ [ 143 010 020 0 145 038 120 12 161 0208
C rystalBall)
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Tabls captions:

Table 1 Best{ tD {waveparametersat xedvaluer= 535G eV}, it corresponds
to scattering length @) = 157 10.Di erent variants 1{4 correspond to di erent
form s of background contribution @). R® (the two{photon coupling constant of
£, (1270)) nunitsofGev %, + i unisofl0 “m?, &= 4

Table 2 Comparison of obtained values for the sum of polarizabilities at r =
55GeV ' @ =17 10) wih existing theoretical predictions.

F gures captions:

Figure 1 Best{ t S{wave cross section jcos K 0:6 from CELLO data,[L] at

xed valuie r = 55 Ge&V !. The points wih central box are result of analysis
fl] of the sam e data. For illustration there is shown the curve corresponding to
scalarm eson production with M = 1200M &V; = 300M &V and

(! ) BR( ! )= 36KeV.
Figure 2 The same forM ARK {II data' R].
Figure 3 The same forCrystalBalldata! 3], joos ¥ 0:7.

Figure 4 Integralcross sections of CELLO and M ARK {ITbelow 1 G&V,
joos K 06, n comparison wih {exchange helicity 2 contrbution (curve).
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