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Abstract

The measurements of reactions 7~ p — 7 7"n and 77n — 77 p on po-
larized targets at CERN found a strong dependence of pion production am-
plitudes on nucleon spin. Analyses of recent measurements of 7~ p — 707
reaction on unpolarized targets by GAMS Collaboration at 38 GeV/c and
BNL E852 Collaboration at 18 GeV/c use the assumption that pion produc-
tion amplitudes do not depend on nucleon spin, in conflict with the CERN

results on polarized targets. We show that measurements of 7~ p — 7070

n
and w~p — mmn on unpolarized targets can be analysed in a model inde-
pendent way in terms of 4 partial-wave intensities and 3 independent in-
terference phases in the mass region where S- and D-wave dominate. We
also describe model-independent amplitude analysis of 7~ p — 7%7%n reac-
tion measured on polarized target, both in the absence and in the presence
of G-wave amplitudes. We suggest that high statistics measurements of reac-
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tions 77p — 7°7%n and 7 p — nmn be made on polarized targets at Protvino
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IHEP and at BNL, and that model-independent amplitude analyses of this
polarized data be performed to advance hadron spectroscopy on the level of

spin dependent production amplitudes.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The dependence of hadronic reactions on nucleon spin was discovered by Owen Chamber-
lain and his group at Berkeley in 1957 in measurements of polarization in pp and np elastic
scattering at 320 MeV [[]]. The prevalent belief in 1950’s and 1960’s was that in hadronic
reactions spin is irrelevant and the spin effects observed by Chamberlain were expected to
vanish at very high energies, such as 6 GeV/c. Instead, measurements of polarization in
two body reactions found significant dependence on spin up to 300 GeV/c at CERN [P
and Fermilab [f]. Measurements at BNL found large spin effects at very large momentum
transfers [[f]. Inclusively produced hyperons show large polarizations up to the equivalent
of 2000 GeV/c [[]. Large spin effects in inclusive reactions were observed at Fermilab Spin
Facility with polarized proton and antiproton beams at 200 GeV/c [[]§. Today, work is in
progress to study dependence of hadronic reactions on spin and nucleon spin structure with
polarized colliding proton beams at RHIC collider at BNL [{].

The most remarkable feature of hadronic reactions is the conversion of kinetic energy
of colliding hadrons into the matter of produced particles. This conversion process is char-
acterized by conservation of total four momentum and quantum numbers such as electric
charge, baryon number and strangeness. The conversion process depends also on the flavour
content and spin of colliding hadrons.

The simplest production processes are single-pion production reactions such as 71N —
7tr™N and KN — KaN. In 1978, Lutz and Rybicki showed [I(] that measurements
of these reactions on polarized target yield enough observables that model independent
amplitude analysis is possible determining the spin dependent production amplitudes. The
measurements of these reactions on polarized targets are thus of special interest because
they permit to study the spin dependence of pion creation directly on the level of production
amplitudes. Several such measurements were actually done at CERN-PS.

The high statistics measurement of 77 p — 7~ 7tn at 17.2 GeV/c on unpolarized target

[T was later repeated with a transversely polarized proton target at the same energy [IZ-I7.



Model independent amplitude analyses were performed for various intervals of dimeson mass
at small momentum transfers —t = 0.005 — 0.2 (GeV/c)? [IZH[], and over a large interval
of momentum transfer —t = 0.2 — 1.0 (GeV/c)? [[§7].

Additional information was provided by the first measurement of 7*n — 777~ p and
K*n — K*7n~p reactions on polarized deuteron target at 5.98 and 11.85 GeV/c [[§[9.
The data allowed to study the t-evolution of mass dependence of moduli of amplitudes [R0].
Detailed amplitude analyses [1,2Z] determined the mass dependence of amplitudes at larger
momentum transfers —t = 0.2 — 0.4 (GeV/c)?.

The crucial finding of all these measurements was the strong dependence of production
amplitudes on nucleon spin. The process of pion production is very closely related to nucleon
transversity, or nucleon spin component in direction perpendicular to the production plane.
For instance, in 7~ p — 7~ 7n at small ¢ and dipion masses below 1000 MeV, all amplitudes
with recoil nucleon transversity down are smaller than the transversity up amplitudes, irre-
spective of dimeson spin and helicity. All recoil nucleon transversity down amplitudes also
show suppression of resonance production in the p meson region.

The measurements of TN — 77~ N reactions on polarized target also enabled a model-
independent separation of S- and P-wave amplitudes. The S-wave amplitude with recoil
nucleon transversity up is found to resonate at 750 MeV in both solutions [P3-R7] irrespective
of the method of amplitude analysis [RJ]. The resonance is narrow and the most recent fits
BF] determined its width to be 108 4 53 MeV.

0

Recently high statistics measurements of 7~p — 770 reaction were made at 38 GeV /c

by the GAMS Collaboration at IHEP Protvino PG£§] and at 18 GeV/c by the E852 Col-
laboration at BNL [29]. In principle one expects these experiments to confirm the existence
of o(750) state and to search for new states in higher partial waves. However the situation
is not so simple. The reason is that both groups analyse their well acquired data using a
strong simplifying assumption that the production amplitudes are independent of nucleon
spin [B0-B4]. The purpose of this assumption is to reduce the number of unknown amplitudes

by one half and to enable to proceed with amplitude analysis using such spin independent
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“amplitudes”.

At this point it is important to realize that one does not really make an assumption that
production amplitudes are independent on nucleon spin. It is a well-known fact that nucleon
helicity nonflip and flip amplitudes have entirely different ¢-dependence due to conservation
of angular momentum. The helicity flip amplitudes vanish as ¢ — 0 while helicity nonflip
amplitudes do not. The model independent amplitude analyses of two-body reactions also
found that the zero structure of flip and nonflip amplitudes are dramatically different. More-
over, the pion production at small ¢ proceeds mostly via the pion exchange which contributes
to helicity flip amplitudes. Thus the assumption that is really being made is that all nonflip
amplitudes vanish.

The assumption that production amplitudes in 77 p — 7°7°n do not depend on nucleon
spin is in conflict with the general consensus that hadronic reactions depend on nucleon
spin up to the highest energies, and contradicts all that we have learned from measurements
of TN — w7 N on polarized targets at CERN. Applied to reactions 7~ p — 77 n and
7tn — 77 p, the assumption has observable consequences that can be tested directly in
measurements with polarized targets.

The first consequence is that all polarized moments pf, vanish identically. All experi-
ments on polarized targets however found large nonzero polarized moments. An example is
given in Fig. 1 which shows polarized target asymmetry A related to the moment p3. The
polarized target asymmetry has large nonzero (negative) values in both reactions. Measure-
ments of Kn — K7~ p show similarly large values of A [19).

The experiments on polarized targets are best analysed using nucleon transversity ampli-
tudes rather than nucleon helicity amplitudes. The second consequence of the assumption of
independence of production amplitudes on nucleon spin is that all transversity amplitudes |A|
with recoil nucleon transversity “up” are equal in magnitude to transversity amplitudes | A|
with recoil nucleon transversity “down” relative to the scattering plane 7~ N — (7~ 7")N.
In Fig. 2 we show the ratios of transversity amplitudes for S-, P-, D- and F-waves for

dimeson helicity A = 0. The ratios are far from unity, indicating that production amplitudes



depend strongly on nucleon spin.
If the assumption that the production amplitudes are independent of nucleon spin does
not work in reactions 7 p — 7 7 n, 7tn — 77 p and Ktn — K7~ p then there is no

On reaction. We must conclude that some

reason to assume that it will work in 7=p — 797
of the results of the analyses of 77p — 7%7% by GAMS and E852 collaborations are not
reliable.

The question of reliability of amplitude analyses based on assumption of independence of
production amplitudes on nucleon spin is of special importance to confirmation and further

On reaction. The evidence for narrow o (750)

study of the narrow o(750) state in 7~p — 77
is closely connected to the spin dependence of production amplitudes. In Fig. 3 we show the
two S-wave production amplitudes for 77p — 7~ 7 n. We see that while the transversity
up amplitude |S|?Y resonates in both solutions around 750 MeV the transversity down
amplitude |S|?Y is large and non-resonating. This results in a partial wave intensity Ig =
(]S)?+1S]?)E that does not necessarily show a narrow resonant behaviour. As seen in Fig. 4,
such is the case of solution Ig(2,2).

It is therefore necessary to establish what quantities can be determined from the mea-
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surements of 7~ p — 77n on unpolarized targets without the assumption of independence

of production amplitudes on nucleon spin. Furthermore, it is necessary to find out if a model

0

independent amplitude analysis of 7~p — 7°7°n in measurements on polarized targets is

possible. The purpose of this work is to provide answers to these questions. We shall show

97 on unpolarized targets in the region where S- and

that in measurements of 7=p — 7’7
D-wave dominate, one can measure four spin-averaged partial wave intensities and three
unrelated phases connected with the spin-averaged interference terms. We will also show
that model independent amplitude analysis is possible when measurements of 7= p — 7%7°
are made on polarized target, both in the region where S- and D-wave dominate as well
as in the region where G-wave also contributes. We shall propose that such measurements

are a natural extension of measurements on unpolarized targets and should be performed at

both THEP in Protvino and at BNL using Brookhaven Multi Particle Spectrometer.



The paper is organized in seven sections. The kinematics, observables and pion pro-
duction amplitude are introduced in Section II. The method of model independent analysis
of data on unpolarized target is described in Section III. In Section IV we compare this
method with model dependent analyses of GAMS and E852 Collaborations. In Section V

we describe a model-independent amplitude analysis of 7= p — 797

n on polarized target in
the absence of G-wave. In Section VI we extend the model-independent amplitude analysis
to include the G-wave amplitudes. The paper closes with a summary and proposals for

measurements of 7~ p — 7% and 7~p — nnn on polarized targets in Section VII.

II. KINEMATICS, OBSERVABLES, AND AMPLITUDES
A. Kinematics

Various aspects of phase space, kinematics and amplitudes in pion production in 7N —
7N reactions are described in several books [B37|. The kinematical variables used to
describe the dimeson production on a polarized target at rest are (s,t,m, 0, ¢,1,0) where s
is the c.m.s. energy squared, t is the four-momentum transfer to the nucleon squared, and m
is the dimeson invariant mass. The angles (6, ¢) describe the direction of 7 in the 77 rest
frame. The angle 1 is the angle between the direction of target transverse polarization and
the normal to the scattering plane (Fig. 5). The angle ¢§ is the angle between the direction
of target polarization vector and its transverse component (projection of polarization vector
into the x,y plane). The analysis is usually carried out in the ¢-channel helicity frame for
the 7°7° dimeson system. The helicities of the initial and final nucleons are always defined

in the s-channel helicity frame.

B. Observables

0

In our discussion of observables measured in 7~ p — 7% with polarized targets we

follow the notation of Lutz and Rybicki [[(]. When the polarization of the recoil nucleon is



not measured, the unnormalized angular distribution (6, ¢, 1, 8) of 7°7° (or nn) production

on polarized nucleons at rest of fixed s, m and ¢t can be written as
I(2,v,0) = Iy(Q) + Prcos¢Ic(Q) + PrsinyIg(Q) + PrIp(2) (2.1)

where Pr = Pcosd and P, = Psind are the transverse and longitudinal components of
target polarization P with respect to the incident momentum (Fig. 5). The simple cos
and sin dependence is due to spin % of the target nucleon [[JBJ]. Parity conservation
requires Iy and Io to be symmetric, and Ig and I, to be antisymmetric in ¢. In the data
analysis of angular distribution of the dimeson system, it is convenient to use expansions of
the angular distributions into spherical harmonics. In the notation of Lutz and Rybicki we

have

Ip(Q) = Y thReY (D) (2.2)

The expansion coefficients ¢, p,r, q are called multipole moments. The moments t4, are
unpolarized. The moments p%;, rl, and ¢%, are polarized moments. Experiments with
transversely polarized targets measure only transverse moments p%, and r%, but not the
longitudinal moments ¢%;.

The multipole moments are obtained from the experimentally observed distributions in
each (m,t) bin by means of optimization of maximum likelihood function which takes into

account the acceptance of the apparatus [[[1,B9]. In these fits it is usually assumed that

moments with M > 2 vanish. However, it was pointed out by Sakrejda [If] that moments



up to M = 4 may have to be taken into account at larger momentum transfers extending to
1.0 (GeV/c)2
The expansion coefficients t, p, r, ¢ are simply connected to moments of angular distribu-

tions [[[0]:

th = er < Rek, >= ;—f;’ / 1(Q, 4, )ReYE(Q)d (2.3)
2
ph = 2en < cosYRel;, >= %/I(Q,qﬂ,é)ReY}@(Q) cos 1) cos 6dSY
4
ri =4 < sinyImY); >= Py /I(Q,qﬂ,é)Iij\Z sin ¢ cos 6dSY

4
ah =4 < ImYj; >= — /I(Q,@b,é)ImY]@ sin 8dSY
s

where d€¥ = dQdyd(—sind). In (2.3), ey = 1 for M = 0 and €y, = 2 for M # 0. Integrated
over the solid angles (6, ¢), the distribution (2.1) becomes

d’o

dmdt

I(v,9) = (1 4+ APrcos)) (2.4)

where A = A(s,t,m) = v/4np] is the polarized target asymmetry analogous to the polariza-
tion parameter measured in two-body reactions. In (2.4) d?c/dmdt is the integrated reaction

cross-section

s t, m
I dQ’ 2.
" dmdt / (2.5)

Finally we note the relation of moments %, to moments H(LM) introduced by Chung

BT.52:
2L +1
th = car < ReYh >= ey 4; H(LM) (2.6)




C. Amplitudes

The reaction 7-p — 7°7°n is described by production amplitudes Hy, ox,(s,t,m, 0, ¢)
where A, and A, are the helicities of the proton and neutron, respectively. The production
amplitudes can be expressed in terms of production amplitudes corresponding to definite
dimeson spin J using an angular expansion

0o +J
Hy,on, = 22 > 2+ D)Y2HY, oy, (5,1, m)d5o(6)e™ (2.7)
J=0 \=—J
where J is the spin and ) the helicity of the (7°7°) dimeson system. Because of the identity of
the two final-state mesons, the “partial waves” with odd J are absent so that J =0,2,4, ...

In the following we will consider only S-wave (J = 0), D-wave (J = 2) and G-wave
(J = 4) amplitudes. Furthermore, we will restrict the dimeson helicity A to values A = 0
or £1 only in accordance with the assumption that moments with M > 2 vanish. This
assumption is supported by experiments.

The “partial wave” amplitudes H ;\]/\mo/\p can be expressed in terms of nucleon helicity

amplitudes with definite t-channel exchange naturality. The nucleon s-channel helicity am-

plitudes describing the production of (7°7°) (or (nn)) system in the S-, D- and G-wave

states are:
1T 1" 0 0
_17 + 1+ 2 0 2 0
0 5 2 5 Hoy o4 = Doy Hoy o = Dy
= _Dy+Dy; ., Dy £Dy
+14,0+ — 7\/5 y H140—- — 7\/5
_17 + 1t 4 0 4 0
0 5 4 7 Hyy oy = Go, Hypoo =G
i _GixGo L, _GrEep
+1+4,0+ — \/5 ) +14,0— — \/5
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At large s, the amplitudes S,, D°, D, G°, G,., n = 0,1 are dominated by unnatural
exchanges while the amplitudes D and G}, n = 0,1 are dominated by natural exchanges.
The index n = |\, — A,| is nucleon helicity flip.

The observables obtained in experiments on transversely polarized targets in which re-
coil nucleon polarization is not observed are most simply related to nucleon transversity

amplitudes of definite naturality [L0[9HE0]. For S-, D- and G-waves they are defined as

follows:

S = k(So +1S1) , S =k(So—iSh) (2.9)
D = k(DY +iD?) , D° = k(D — iD?)

D™ = k(Dy +iDy), D~ = k(Dy —iDy)

D* = k(Df —iD}) , D = k(D§ + D)
G0 = k(GY+iGY) , G° = k(GY —iGY)

G~ = k(Gy +iGT), G = k(Gy —iGY)

Gt = k(G —iGH) , G = k(GE +iGH)

where k = 1/+/2. The formal proof that the amplitudes defined in (2.9) are actually transver-
sity amplitudes is given from definition in the Appendix in Ref. 19.

The nucleon helicity and nucleon transversity amplitudes differ in the quantization
axis for the nucleon spin. The transversity amplitudes S, D°, D=, D*, G° G-, G+
(S, EO,E_,E+,§O,@_,§+) describe the production of the dimeson state with the recoil
nucleon spin antiparallel or “down” (parallel or “up”) relative to the normal 77 to the pro-
duction plane. The direction of normal 77 is defined according to Basel convention by pi: X pir

where p; and Py, are the incident pion and dimeson momenta in the target proton rest frame.
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Using the symbols 1 and | for the nucleon transversities up and down, respectively, the
following table shows the spin states of target protons and recoil neutrons and the dimeson

helicities corresponding to the transversity amplitudes (2.9):

D n (7070)
S,D° GV 0 { 0
5D, ! 1 0
D~ G~ T + +1or —1
D .G { 0 +1or —1
Dt Gt { { +1or —1
@JF,GJF T T +1or —1

Parity conservation requires that in the transversity frame the dimeson production with
helicities +1 depends only on the transversities of the initial and final nucleons. The ampli-
tudes D=, D, ..., G*, G" do not distinguish between dimeson helicity states with A\ = +1
or —1. Also, the dimeson production with helicity A = 0 is forbidden by parity conservation

when the initial and final nucleons have the same transversities.

D. Observables in terms of amplitudes

It is possible to express the moments ¢, and p%, in terms of quantities that do not depend
explicitly on whether we use nucleon helicity or nucleon transversity amplitudes. However,
eventually we are going to work with transversity amplitudes. The quantities we shall need

are spin-averaged partial wave intensity

Iy = |AP + A = |A]* + | A (2.10)
and partial wave polarization

Py = |A]? — |A]? = 2e4Im(ApA}) (2.11)

where €4 = +1 for A=5,D°, D=, G° G~ and €4 = —1 for A = D, G*. We also introduce

spin-averaged interference terms
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R(AB) = Re(AB* + A B") = Re(AgBy + exc A, B}) (2.12)

Q(AB) = Re(AB* — A B") = Re(egAgB} — €4 A\ B}) (2.13)

Then moments t§, can be expressed in terms of spin-averaged intensities I, and spin-
averaged interference terms R(AB). The moments p%, are then expressed in terms of
polarizations P4 and interference terms Q(AB). The formulas for pk, are obtained from
those for t, using a replacement Iy — €4P4 and R(AB) — Q(AB) for ¢4 = e = 1
and R(AB) — —Q(AB) for e4 = eg = —1. There is no mixing of natural and unnatural
exchange amplitudes in the moments 4, and p%;.

Using the results of Lutz and Rybicki [[0] and of Chung [BY], we obtain the following

expressions for moments in terms quantities (2.10)—(2.13) and a constant ¢ = /4

Unpolarized moments (2.14)

ct) = Is+ Ipo + Ip- + Ip+ + Igo + Ig- + Ig+

2 2 1
Ctg — \/g{%R(SDO) —l— ?IDO + ?([Df + [D+)

0,40 2v/6 -G TGt
+73(pg)+T[R(D G7)+R(DTGT)]

20 17
-0—77[(;0 + 77([(;7 + [G+)}

ct2—2\/7{\/——R(SD )4_?3([)0[) )+ 2\/_

—%\/ER(D‘GO) + 27—\/71_53@0@—)}

R(D"G")

ct; = 2\/5{%\/%(ID —Ip+) — %[R(D_G_) — R(D*G™)]
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56
"'_F(IG* —Ig+)}

2 4 2
cty = @{?IDO - ﬁ(ID* +Ip+) + gR(SGO)+

40v/5 162
vy DO 0 —I
+ogr DTG + gy et

w02 e 81
+\[FIRID7GT) + RIDY G + 5oz (o + 4}

ct] = 2@{%@3(1}01)—) + gR(SG‘) + NQ—;/FR(DOG-)

+%R(D‘G°) 4 %R(GOG‘)}
ot = 2L 1, — 1)+ S R(D-Gr) - RD*G)
+217(;611_0(IG —Ig+)}
cth = M{%R(DOGO) — %[H(D‘G‘) + R(D*G™)]
+%1Go _ %3(1(; b))
ctb = Qm{lomR(DoG_) + 12@}%@@0) + 2\121?1%(1?06?‘)}

143

ot = 2B (D) - RD6M) + D (1~ 1))

490 392
cty \/17{2431]Go 2431( a- T+ G+)}
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- 2045 . o
ctf = 2V17{ 5131 R(G°G™)}

42+/35
8 S R
oty = 2VTT{ = - (o~ = Ia+)}
Polarized moments ph

cpy = Ps + Ppo+ Pp- — Pp+ + Pgo + Pg- — Pg+

1} = VBLZZQUSD") + 2 Ppo + = (Po = Poi)+

7 7
+71—55Q(D0G0) + 2—\7/6[Q(D‘G‘) — QDTG+
20 Pao + o (Pa- — Pov))

o = 2%{\/%—062(@‘) +Lowp) + Lowie)
—% %Q(D‘GO) + 27—\/71_5Q(G°G‘)}
cp? = NE{% %(PD + Ppe) — %[Q(D‘G‘) +Q(DTGY)]
+¥(Pa + Po+)}
eph — @{g Ppo — 2i‘l(PD — Pp+) + %Q(SGO)
A G0 + L2 g
+£ %{@(D—G—) — QDG + %(Pa — FPor)}
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ot =28 Py + Lasar) + D)

oy 8W2
Q(D G>+mQ(GG )}

L0
77V3

et = 25000y + poy+ Y06 + QD6

ot = VI3 o poen) - 2506 — o)

20 1
_'_E?)PGO - E?)(ng - PG+)}

10v/21
143

10v/35
143+/2

2v/105
143

cp} = 2V13{ QD°G™) + Q(D™G) + Q(G'G™)}

W06y + oot + LB py 1 Py

6 __
cpy = 2v13{ 143 143

490 392
& T py— 222 (p. P
“Po {oasiee — gug e ar )}

204+/5
2431

cpt = 2v/17{ Q(G°G7)}

42+/35

8 =921
erh = 2V17Y 2431

(PGf + Pg+)}

Polarized moments %,

e 2V1 S
r? = 2v/2Re(SDT* =S D) + @Re(pom* ~-D'D™

2 S
r2 = @Re(D—DH ~-D D)
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4 S
= ——\/7R (D°D* — DD

4 — s
rh = —T\ﬁR (D-D™* —-D D)

We do not include G-wave contributions in the polarized moments r%,. In general, these
moments are not well determined in measurements on transversely polarized targets and, as
can be seen in Appendix A, the calculation of relative phases between the natural exchange
amplitude DT and the unnatural exchange amplitudes S, D°, D~ already involves high degree

of ambiguity. The inclusion of G waves would make the situation even less tractable.

III. MODEL INDEPENDENT ANALYSIS OF MEASUREMENTS ON

UNPOLARIZED TARGETS.

We will now show that in the mass region where only S- and D-waves dominate, i.e.,
up to about 1500 MeV, it is possible to perform an analysis of measurements of 77p —
797% and 7~p — mmn on unpolarized targets without the simplifying assumption that
production amplitudes do not depend on nucleon spin. However we will find that data on
unpolarized targets measure in a model independent way only the partial wave intensities
and three unrelated interference phases, and not the production amplitudes which remain

undetermined.

When only S- and D-wave contribute, the unpolarized moments are (with ¢ = v/4n):
cty = Is+ Ipo+ Ip- + Ip+ (3.1)

2 )
Ct(2) = 2R(SDO) + iIDO + 4(][) —+ ID+)

2¢/10

ct? = 2V2R(SD™ )+—R( D)
30
Ct% = g(ID - ]D+)

17



6 4
dg:?bw—#hy+hﬁ)

44/1
d%::—ﬁréR(DQD‘)
24/10
= X (Ip- — Ip+)

7

There are 6 independent observables to determine 7 unknowns — 4 partial wave intensities
and 3 spin averaged interference terms. Since there are more unknowns than observables,
it is necessary to express the maximum likelihood function £ in terms of the partial wave
intensities and the interference terms and fit £ to observed data to find a solution.

For this purpose we will now show that the interference terms R(AB) in (3.1) have a

general form
R(AB) = VI,V Igcos(84p) (3.2)
;From the definition (2.12) we have

1 1
R(AB) = Y Re(A,B;) = Y |Aul| B cos(¢y, — ¢r)
n=0

n=0

We can write

R(AB) = VIaVI1pZap (3.3)
With definitions for n = 0,1
[Anl [Bal 4 _ a5
&P = 2 ont =9 — o 3.4
VIA Vs 4
we have
Zap = &7 cos oy + &7 cos P (3.5)

We now recall a theorem from wave theory []]]

Apsin(wt + 1) + Ay sin(wt + ) = Asin(wt + @) (3.6)

18



where

A% = A2+ A2+ 24, Ay cos(py — 1) (3.7)

Aqsin g + Ay sin s

tanp =
14 Aj cos 1 + As cos o

For wt = 5 we get
Ajcospy + Ay cos s = Acosp (3.8)
with A and ¢ given above. We can apply (3.8) to (3.5) and get

Zap = 4B COSOAR

where {45 and dap are given by (3.7) with the appropriate substitutions from (3.5). After

some algebra it is possible to show that
0<&up <+1 (3.9)

so that —1 < Z,p < 41. Thus we can actually write Zap = cosds g which proves the
statement (3.2). The phase d4p is not simply related to the two relative phases ¢ — ¢F
and @7 — ¢ of the helicity amplitudes A,, B,,n = 0, 1. Moreover, cos J5 is a measurable
parameter along with the intensities 74 and Ig.

We will refer to dspo, dsp- and dpop- in (3.1) as interference phases. Notice again that
interference phases are not relative phases between amplitudes and are thus independent.

Whereas relative phases satisfy for n = 0, 1

(05 — o) + (o2 — ¢5) + (82" — oL ) =0 (3.10)

there is no such relation for the interference phases.
We can use (3.2) to express the maximum likelihood function £ in terms of the 4 in-
tensities Ig, Ipo, Ip-, Ip+ and 3 interference phases dgpo, dsp- and dpop- and fit £ to the

observed angular distributions to find a solution for these quantities in each (m,t) bin. We
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can conclude that analysis of data on 7=p — 707°

n unpolarized target is possible without
the assumption that production amplitudes are independent of nucleon spin. However the
data on unpolarized target cannot determine the 8 moduli and 6 cosines of dependent relative
phases of production amplitudes. As we show below, for that determination measurements
on polarized target are necessary. The measurements on unpolarized target determine only
4 partial wave intensities and 3 interference phases in a model independent way.

In a mass region where G-waves contribute, measurements on unpolarized target measure
12 independent unpolarized moments t¥,. There are 7 intensities and 11 spin averaged
interference terms in (2.14) for a total of 18 unknowns. In this case model independent

amplitude analysis is not possible. However we shall see below that model independent

analysis including G-waves is possible for measurements on polarized targets.

IV. COMPARISON WITH MODEL DEPENDENT ANALYSES OF 7 p — 7%

ON UNPOLARIZED TARGET.

Both GAMS Collaboration and BNL E852 Collaboration use the assumption of inde-
pendence of production amplitudes on nucleon spin [BI,Bg] but employ different strategies
in actual fits to the observed angular distributions [B3,B4]. We will confine our discussion to
the mass region where S- and D-waves dominate.

The assumption of independence of production amplitudes on nucleon spin means that
formally there is one S-wave amplitude S and three D-wave amplitudes D, D, D*. The
amplitudes have no nucleon spin index. However, as we have argued above, these amplitudes
are essentially the single flip helicity amplitudes (n = 1) while all helicity non-flip amplitudes
(n = 0) are assumed to vanish.

In the GAMS approach B3] the unpolarized moments are then written as (with ¢ = v/4m)
cty = |S|* + |D°P + | D7) + |D*? (4.1)

205
7

V5

ct? = 2Re(SD™) + |D°* 4 7(|D‘\2 + |D* %)

20



ct? = 2v/2Re(SD ™) + @R

VI
oty = S2(D - DY)
6 4
ety = 2| = (D" + | D*P)

e(D°D™)

4
ct] = ?\/ERe(DOD_*)

cth = SVIO(D 1~ D)

There are 6 independent equations for 7 unknowns — 4 moduli and 3 cosines of relative
phases. The GAMS Collaboration determines these quantities by expressing the maximum
likelihood function £ in terms of the amplitudes (moduli and cosines) and fitting £ to the
observed angular distribution to find solutions for the moduli and relative phases 271,28 B3]
Formally this approach is equivalent to our approach (described in the previous Section)
with an additional assumption that the interference phases are not independent but satisfy

a constraint
dspo +0p-g + dpop- =0 (4.2)

What GAMS Collaboration is actually doing is determining partial wave intensities 14, A =
Sy, D°, D~, Dt and interference phases subject to the constraint (4.2). When the constraint
(4.2) is removed, their approach becomes fully model independent determination but not of
amplitudes but of partial wave intensities.

The BNL E852 employs a different approach [B4]. They express the moduli squared
and interference terms in (4.1) in terms of real and imaginary parts for amplitudes S, D°
and D~. Since there is no interference with DT, only |D¥|? is retained. Thus there are 7
unknown quantities. The maximum likelihood function is then expressed in terms of these
unknown real and imaginary parts of S, D, D~ and | D"|? and fitted to the observed angular
distributions to find the solution for the amplitudes [B4]. Formally this approach is different
from our model independent method and relies more explicitly on the assumption that the

non-flip helicity amplitudes all vanish.
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V. MODEL-INDEPENDENT AMPLITUDE ANALYSIS OF 7 p; — 7%

MEASURED ON POLARIZED TARGET WITH G-WAVE ABSENT.

In the following we will assume that unpolarized and polarized moments t%, and p%, (and
rk.) have been determined using maximum likelihood method in data analysis of measure-
ments of 77p — 77 and mp — nnn on polarized targets in a manner previously used in
reactions 7Ny — 77t N [[IHIY]. In this Section we show that analytical solution exists for
S and D wave in mass region where these waves dominate. In the next section we extend
the solution to include the G-wave amplitudes. In both cases we will find it useful to work
with nucleon transversity amplitudes (2.9).

In the mass region where S- and D-waves dominate and the G-wave is absent, there are
7 unpolarized moments t¥,, 7 polarized moments p¥, and 4 polarized moments r%, measured
in each (m,t) bin. Looking at equations (2.14) and (2.15), and recalling definitions (2.10)—
(2.13), we see that it is advantageous to introduce new observables which are the sum and
the difference of corresponding moments t%, and pk,. We thus define (with ¢ = v/47) the
first set of equations

c _ _
a1 = 5(ty+pg) = 1S+ |D)° + |D *+ [0 (5.1)

25 e, V3

c *
ay = 5 (65 + pg) = 2Re(SD™) + |D°|2+—(|D [+ D))

— g(tf +p}) = 2v2Re(SD ™) + £R (D°D™)

c V30, _
w=sB+p) = L2(D - D)

c 6 4 _
o5 = S5+ p8) = D — (D + D)

4
ag = E(t‘ll +pi) = ?\/ﬁRe(DOD_*)
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c 2 _ —
ar = S(th+p3) = ZVIO(D" [ — D" )

The second set of equations is obtained by defining observables @y, @s, . .., @; which are the

difference of corresponding moments. We obtain

_ C — —0 p—
@ =5(to—pp) =[SP+ D +[D [P+ [D*P’ (5.2)
B c — —0% 25 —o V5
@ = S5 — ) = 2Re(5 D) + 2D + (TP + (DY)
———y 2 —=—x
as = g(tf —p2) =2V2Re(S D7) + LR (DD
c V30
T = 58— pd) = L2 (D~ D)
_ c 6 —o 4
@ = St — o) = 2[D") — (D + |D*P)
— c 4\/E —055—*
d = 5(t —pi) = ——Re(D'D )
— Cra_ 4 2 12 +2
a7 = St —p) = 2VI0(D 2~ DY)

The first set of 6 independent equations involves 4 moduli |S|, |D°], |D~|, [D'| and 3
cosines of relative phases cos(vgpo), cos(vsp-), cos(vpop-). The second set of 6 independent
equations involves the amplitudes of opposite transversity — 4 moduli |S|, |[D°|, [D™|, | D*|
and 3 cosines of their relative phases cos(¥gpo), cos(Fgp-) and cos(Fpop-). The two sets are
entirely independent and the relative phase between transversity amplitudes up and down
is unknown in measurements on transversely polarized targets.

To proceed with the analytical solution, we first find from (5.1)

4 7
D2 — 2 (g —192) + = .
DY = o (a = SP) + 1o as (53)
3 7 7
D72 = (e — ISP?) = fas + o=

10



_ 3 7 7
D" = Z(ay — |5 — —as

10 10"~ 230"
1 1
= A S|? 5.4
COS 7Yspo |S||D0|( +2\/g| | ) ( )
1
COSYsp- = 7|S||D—|B
1
COSYpop- = WO
where
1 1 1
A= S T 5.5
2{a2 \/gal 2\/5a5} ( )

VI B
_2 \/§3 2\/56
17

C = 2{4\/ﬁa6}

Notice that a7 is not independent and does not enter in the above equations. Similar
solutions can be derived from the second set (5.2) for amplitudes of opposite transversity.
However we need one more equation in each set: one equation for |S]? in the first set and
another one for |S|* in the second set.

The additional equations are provided by the relative phases which are not independent:

Yspo — Ysp- + Ypop- = (¢s - ¢D0) - (¢s - QSD*) + (¢D0 - QSD*) =0 (5-6)

Yspo — Vsp- + Tpop- = (@ — bpo) — (bs — dp-) + (ppo — ¢p-) =0
These conditions lead to nonlinear relations between the cosines:
cos®(yspo) + cos®(vsp-) + cos” (Ypop-) (5.7)

—2cos(vspo) cos(ysp-) cos(ypop-) =1
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cos*(Fgpo) + cos”(Fgp-) + cos*(Fpop- )

—2co8(Vgpo) cos(Ysp-) cos(Ypop-) =1

Similar relations also hold for the sines. Next we define combinations of observables

4 7
D = — a1 — —=0j5

3 7
E:—al——a5+

10" 20T 98"

so that

4
DO =D — —|SP

_ 3
D = B - IS

(5.8)

Substituting into (5.7) first from (5.4) for the cosines and then from (5.9) for |D°* and

|D~|2, we obtain a cubic equation for x = |S|?

ar® + b+ cxr+d=0
where
_ 2
“= 200
1 1 9
b= —(—=A—-3D——-F
10(\/5 3D =5E)

c= 1—10(3/12 +4B? —10C? + 2v/5BC — 2v/5AE + 10DE)

d =2ABC — A’FE — B*D

Similar cubic equation can be derived for the amplitude |S|2.

25

(5.10)

(5.11)



Analytical expressions for the 3 roots of the cubic equation (5.10) are given in the Table
I of Ref. 21. It is seen from the Table that 3 real solutions exist, one of them is negative and
it is rejected. There are in general two positive solutions for |S|? which lead to two solutions
in the Set 1. Similarly there are two solutions in the Set 2 of opposite transversity. Since

the two sets are independent there are 4 solutions for partial wave intensities
La(i, ) = [A@F + [AGF 5 4,5 = 1,2 (5.12)

The error propagation in the cubic equation and the calculation of errors on the moduli,
cosines and partial wave intensities as well as the treatment of unphysical complex solutions
is best handled using the Monte Carlo method described in detail in Ref. 24.

The determination of relative phases between natural exchange amplitude D" and un-

natural exchange amplitudes S, DY, D~ is described in the Appendix A.

VI. MODEL-INDEPENDENT AMPLITUDE ANALYSIS OF 7~ p; — 7070n

MEASURED ON POLARIZED TARGET WITH G-WAVE INCLUDED.

In the mass region where S-, D- and G-wave all contribute (expected above 1500 MeV),

%% on polarized target will yield 13 unpolarized moments

the measurement of 7~ py — 77
t¥,, 13 polarized moments p%, and 8 polarized moments 7%,. Central to our discussion are
again the moments t¥, and p%, given by eqs. (2.14) and (2.15). Using the definitions (2.10)—
(2.13) we see again that it is useful to define two new sets of observables, one with the sums

t&, + p%; and another one with the differences t§, — pk,. With ¢ = V47 we obtain for the

first set (sums):

C _ J— _ —
a1 = S8+ p8) =[S+ DU + D+ D +IGOF + G+ G (6)

_ Cip N _ 2 oy L 2im02 L Lon—2 L Tt
02—2(to+po)—\/5{\/gRe(5D )+7|D| +7(|D "+ 1D %)

12 o0en - 2V/6 s P Nrantt
7 RRe(D°G™) + —=[Re(D"G™) + Re(D"G )
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17 _
012 4 -2 T2
77|G| (GG 1)}

ey V20 o
o = 508+ 9) = 2V5{=Re(SD ™) + LRe(D'D )+

215

V2 o(DG") + T Re(G°G )

5v/5

<+%K:R(LWG‘)

C, 9 N 1 /3 12 -+2
:§@+mﬁ—m£@¢;W|—ﬁDl%

~=[Re(D"G™) ~ Re(D'G™)] + M(\G =1

c 2 4 o)
as = 5(th+p}) = VOZID? = (D712 + D)+

2 0% 40\/3
+-Re(SG™™) + 531

. Re(D°G™)+

162
—|——|G0|2

2
1001 1001(K; 1@

10v/2

77vﬁ[ e(D"G™) + Re(D'G))}

g = ( —mf{¢1mpo +§4%@G)

10 81v/2
D° ———=Re(D~G") + ——Re(G'G™
m(G)+WﬁR(G)+mmR@G)}

*_17\/16
231

c VIO e i
ar = 5t +p3) = 295D~ D)+

2710
1001

6\/__

+25 o Re(D™G™) = Re(D'G") + Zoe (|62 — G )
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Cc

V13

ag = 5(zsg +p8) = e {30f 5Re(D°G™) — 20v/6[Re(D~G ™)+
+Re(D'G)] +20|G°2 — (|G~ + |G )}

_E 6 6 2\/7 0 10@ — 0%

ag = 2(t1+p1)— 3 {10\FR (D°G™) + 7 Re(D~G")

+2v/105Re(G°G)}

2V13

e {4\/_ 70[Re(D~G™*) — Re(D"G )]

C
ayp = 5(15(3 +pf) =

+V105(1G-* = [G7 )}

_ C/.8 8\ V17 0|2 —12 At
an = S0+ ) = S (49016 — 392(1677 + G )

2\/T7

Y {294f Re(G°G™)}

&
aip = 5@? +17) =

2V17

V(G - [TP)

C
5(153 +p5) =

13 =

The second set of observables @;,i = 1,2, ..., 13 is formed similarly by the differences t¥, —
pk;. Tt has the same form as set 1 but involves the amplitudes of opposite transversity.

The first set a;,2 = 1,...,13 involves 7 moduli
o=t | At
S[.|D°, |1, [D7], |G, |GT] |G, (6.2)
10 cosines of relative phases between unnatural amplitudes

cos(Yspo), cos(Vsp-), cos(Vsco), cos(Vsa-) (6.3)

cos(Ypop-), cos(Ypogo), cos(ypog-) (6.4)
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cos(yp-ao), cos(Yp-g-), cos(Ygog-) (6.5)
and one cosine of relative phase between the two natural amplitudes
cos(Yp+a+) (6.6)

The second set @;,7 = 1,...,13 involves the same amplitudes but of opposite transversity.
We will now show that the cosines (6.4) and (6.5) can be expressed in terms of cosines (6.3).

For instance, we can write
Ypop- = ¢po — ¢p- = (¢ps — ép-) — (¢s — ¢po) = Vsp- — Vspo (6.7)
Hence

COSYpop- = COS7Yspo COSYsp— + SN Ygpo sin Ygp-

Since the signs of the sines sin ygpo and sinygp- are not known, we write

sinyspo = €spo|sinyspo| , sinysp- = €sp-|sinysp-| (6.8)

Then
COS Ypop— = COSYgpo COSYsp— + €pop- \/(1 — cos? ygpo) (1 — cos? ysp-) (6.9)
where epop- = %1 is the sign ambiguity. The remaining cosines in (6.4) and (6.5) can be

written in the form similar to (6.9) with their own sign ambiguities. The sign ambiguities of
all cosines (6.4) and (6.5) can be written in terms of sign ambiguities egpo, €5p-, €50, €5G-

corresponding to the sines sin ygpo, sinysp-, sin ygqo, sin ysg-. We can write

€Epop— — €ESpPO€Egp— (610)

€EPoGgo = €gpOESEO

€poG- = €5pPoEsSG-
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€Ep—-Ggo — €ESp-€5@R0 (611)

€Ep-G- — €SD-€5G-

€RoG- = €5@OESG-

First we notice that reversal of all signs egpo, €5p-, €5go, and egq- yields the same sign
ambiguities (6.10) and (6.11). Next we notice that the sign ambiguities (6.11) of cosines
(6.5) are uniquely determined by the sign ambiguities (6.10) for cosines (6.4). Only sign
ambiguities (6.10) are independent and there is 8 sign combinations (6.10). The following

table lists all 8 allowed sets of sign ambiguities of cosines (6.4) and (6.4).

1 2 3 4 5 5 7 8
€pop- + — + + - — + -
€pogo + + - + - + - -
€poG— + + + - + - - -
€p-qo + — - + + — — +
€D-G- + - + - - + - +
€qoG— + + - — - — + +

Using expressions like (6.9) for cosines (6.4) and (6.5), we have 12 unknowns in each
nonlinear set of 13 equations a;,7 = 1,2,...,13 with one choice of sign ambiguities for
cosines (6.4) and (6.5) from the above Table. The nonlinear set can be solved numerically or
by x? method. In each (m,t) bin we thus have 8 solutions for moduli (6.2) and cosines (6.3)—
(6.5), and 8 solutions for amplitudes of opposite transversity from the set @;,i = 1,2,...,13.
Since each solution is uniquely labeled by the choice of sign ambiguities, there is no problem
linking solutions in neighbouring (m,t) bins.

Since the 8 solutions from the first set a;,7 = 1,2,...,13 are independent from the 8
solutions from the second set a@;,i = 1,2,...,13, there will be 64-fold ambiguity in the

partial wave intensities. For A =S, D%, D=, D+ G° G~, G we can write
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La(i, ) = [AG) PP + [AG)] , 4,5 =1,2,...,8 (6.12)

We now will discuss constraints on the moments that should be taken into account at
the time of fitting maximum likelihood function £ to the observed angular distribution in
the process of constrained optimization.

The observables a; and @;,7 = 1,2,...,13 are not all linearly independent. In fact one

finds two relations [B7]

91 119 |3
8v14ay — 4V42a7 + ——

2 Zas =0 6.13
VR T (6.13)

91 119 /3
8v14a, — 4vV42a ——q19g — —1/—a13 = 0
ay ar + \/1—3@10 5 17a13

By adding and subtracting the last two equations we get the same relationship for corre-

sponding moments t%, and pf;:

91 119 /3
V142 — 4401 + 48 — 2 48 = 14

91 o 119 [3
8V/p} — 4v/42p; + —=ph = -/ 32ph = 0

Additional constraints can be obtained by solving for |G~ |2+[G " |? from ay; and substituting
into a;. Proceeding in the same way also for |G |? + |GT|* from @;; and substituting into
ai, we get

2431 2431
a; + a1 >0, ag+ ———a;; >0 6.15
300017 30017 (6.15)

By adding the two inequalities we get

0, 2431 s
0" 39217 °

The constraints (6.13) and (6.14), or (6.15) and (6.16), are self-consistency constraints which

0 (6.16)

follow from the assumption that only S-, D- and G-waves contribute. These constraints
should be imposed on the maximum likelihood function during the fit to the observed angular
distribution. We then deal with constrained optimization [IZ-fi4]. A program MINOS 5.0
has been developed at Stanford University for constrained optimization with equalities and

inequalities constraints [&].
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VII. SUMMARY.

The dependence of hadronic reactions on nucleon spin is now a well-established experi-
mental fact. The measurements of reactions 7~p — 7 7 n and 77n — 777~ p on polarized
targets at CERN found a strong dependence of pion production amplitudes on nucleon spin.
The assumption thtat pion production amplitudes are independent of nucleon spin is in
direct conflict with these experimental findings. The analyses of 7~ p — 7°7°n data based
on this assumption thus are not sufficient and may not be fully reliable.

We have shown in Section III that unpolarized data provide model independent infor-
mation only on the spin averaged partial wave intensities and cosines of three interfer-
ence phases. To obtain information about the production amplitudes, measurements of

0.0

T~ p — 7w m’n on polarized target are necessary. We have shown in Sections V and VI

97 measured on po-

how to perform model independent amplitude analysis of 7=p — 707
larized targets. Model independent analysis is possible in the mass region where only S-
and D-wave amplitudes contribute, as well as in the mass region where also G-wave ampli-
tudes contribute. Our only assumption was that amplitudes with dimeson helicity A > 2 do
not significantly contribute to the 7°7° production. This assumption is supported by the
available data.

On this basis we propose that high statistics measurements of 7=p — 7°7%n and 7=p —
nmn be made at BNL Multiparticle Spectrometer and at IHEP in Protvino and that model
independent amplitude analysis of these reactions be performed. We note that this amplitude
analysis will require the unpolarized moments %, which should be determined from the data
on unpolarized targets in the same ¢-bins.

We suggest that the extensions of GAMS and BNL E852 program to measurements on
polarized targets will significantly contribute to new developments of hadron spectroscopy

on the level of spin dependent production amplitudes and to our understanding of hadron

dynamics.
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APPENDIX: CALCULATION OF PHASES vp+g AND 7, ¢

In this appendix we solve Eqs. (2.16) for the helicity frame invariant phases yp+g =

dp+ —¢s and Fpig = ¢p+ — dg. Other phases in (2.16) are then expressed in terms of these

phases and the phases (5.4):

Ypt+po = ¢p+ — ¢po = (¢p+ — ¢s) + (Ps — dpo) = Yp+s — Ypog (A1)

Yp+p- = ¢p+ — Op- = (¢D+ - ¢S) + (<Z5s - ¢D*) = Ybp+s — Vb-s

with similar relations for 7,4 po and Fp+p-. The system of equations (2.16) can then be

written as
7\/47T —_—t =
by = r2 = |DT||D7|cos - —|D"||D | cosT s - A2
1= 550 |DT||D™ | cosyp+p- — |D||D | cosFp+p (A2)
A4 —+ =0 _
b2 = 4\/ﬁ7ﬂil = |DF||D°| cos yp+po — |D+||D | cOSYp+ po
471' \/g —t =
by = ——1r2 —/=by, = |DT||S — |D™||S] cos 7
= 5"~ |7t = 107118 cosprs — D[S cosTpes
JFrom b3 we obtain
_ |D*||S|cosyprs — bs (A3)

COSYp+g = p————
1D {15]
Using (A1) we obtain from b,
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SinYp+g = — €08 T p+g(cos T pog/ sin Y pog)+

— |DF]|D°(cos yp+s cos ypos + 8inyp+ g sin ypog)

—+t70 - —
[D D] sinYpos

We now define

e = | D°||S]sinypos = 61\/|DO|2|5|2 (A+ —=|SPY?

2/5

¢y = |D7||S|sinvyp-s = ea\/| D~ [2|S|2 — B?

= | D || D] sinyp-po = e3y/| D= [2[DOJ2 —

where €, = £1,k = 1,2, 3 is the ambiguity sign of the sines. The c3 and the sign €3 are not

independent of ¢; and c¢s:

15)2¢; = (A + ~ Bey

1
— 192
NRE

(A6)

Similarly we define ¢;, ¢; and ¢3 for amplitudes of opposite transversity. Substituting for

cosYprg and sinypyg from (A3) and (A4) in the equation for b; and using the above

definitions for ¢, ¢, k = 1,2, 3, we obtain

(171 + bata + bsT3)|SP[S| =
sinyp+g|DT||S|? (1o + Ciea)+
+ cos yp+s| DT {1 (B[S]? — B|S[*)+

wﬁA+wanm2(A+;—@mﬁ%

Define

b1C1 + boCa + bses , |5
C1Cy + C1Co ‘D+|

d:
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tana = {e(B|S|* — BIS[") + (A + 7|S| OIS+

+(A+ 7\S| ISP/ (12 + Ties)|S)

With this notation (A6) takes the form

sinyp+g + cosyp+rgtana = d (A9)
Its solution is
COSYp+s = HT{dtana:t \/1—|—tan a—d?} (A10)
sinyp+g = {d:Ftana\/l + tan? a — d?}

1+ tan® «

Using (A10) we obtain cos ¥ +g and sin% ¢ from (A3) and (A4).

There are four combinations of solutions for moduli |A[?, [A]?, A = S, D° D=, D* en-
tering the calculation of d and tan «. In addition each such combination is accompanied by
the fourfold sign ambiguity from the undetermined signs €, and &, & = 1,2. This 16-fold
ambiguity increases to 32-fold ambiguity due to sign ambiguity in (A10).

The solvability of (A9) imposes a nonlinear constraint on data and on the solution for

moduli squared
d> —1<tan’a (A11)

Additional constraints follow from the requirement that cosines and sines of yp+g and ¥+ ¢
have physical values. In principle, these constraints could reduce the overall ambiguity of

solution (A10).
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FIGURES

FIG. 1. Polarized target asymmetry in reactions 7~ p — 7 7"n and 7#™n — 77 p. The
assumption that the pion production amplitudes do not depend on nucleon spin predicts that

polarized target asymmetry be zero.

FIG. 2. The ratio of amplitudes with recoil nucleon transversity “down” and “up” with dimeson
helicity A = 0 in 77p — 7~ 7tn at 17.2 GeV/c and —t = 0.005 — 0.2 (GeV/c)?. The assumption
that the pion production amplitudes do not depend on nucleon spin predicts that all ratios be
equal to 1. The deviation from unity shows the strength of dependence of production amplitudes

on nucleon spin. Based on Fig. 6 of Ref. 14.

FIG. 3. Mass dependence of unnormalized amplitudes [S|?Y and [S|?Y measured in
7 pr = montn at 17.2 GeV/c at —t = 0.005 — 0.20 (GeV /c)? using the Monte Carlo method
for amplitude analysis (Ref. 24). Both solutions for the transversity “up” amplitude [S|?Y res-

onate while the transversity “down” amplitude |S|?Y is nonresonating in both solutions.

tn

FIG. 4. Four solutions for the S-wave intensity Is measured in the reaction 7~ py — 77
at 17.2 GeV/c and —t = 0.005 — 0.20 GeV/c using Monte Carlo method for amplitude analysis
(Ref. 24). Although both solutions for amplitude [S|*S resonate, the intensity Ig(2,2) appears

nonresonating.

FIG. 5. Definition of the coordinate systems used to describe the target polarization P and the

0

decay of the dimeson 770 system.
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