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Abstract

In the first part of this work, we present differential cross section and polarization measurements for
the reactions vp — KX and vp — ¢p. The data were collected using the large-acceptance CLAS
detector stationed in Hall B at Jefferson Lab. An unpolarized energy-tagged photon beam produced
via bremsstrahlung and a liquid hydrogen cryotarget was used for this, during the so-called glla
experimental run-period. The kinematic coverage of our results is from near production threshold
to /s = 2.84 GeV in energy and —0.95 < cosfem. < +0.95 in the meson production angle 6 ..
For the most part, our results are finely binned in 10-MeV-wide /s bins. For the ¢p channel, we
analyze both the charged (¢ — KK ™) and the neutral (¢ — K2K?) decay modes. For K39,
our work corresponds to a 300 MeV increase in energy coverage for the differential cross sections
and forms the first extensive recoil polarization world dataset. For ¢p, where previous world data
is either non-existent or exist with wide energy bins and very limited statistics, our results will be
the first extensive world dataset for both the cross sections and the spin density matrix elements
P8ap- Our KTX0 results are now published as PRC 82, 025202 (2010) [1] and the ¢p results are
also nearing completion of internal Collaboration analysis review. In addition, we have also been
able to extend upon a previous KA analysis in the backward-angles and near-threshold kinematic
regimes, using a higher statistics dataset.

The second segment consists of setting up a general framework for performing a coupled-channel
partial wave analysis (PWA) on these extracted data results. Our final goal is to search for the
so-called “missing” baryon resonances, that is, states predicted by quark models, but absent in con-
ventional w/N analyses. We construct the amplitudes and polarization observables required for this
PWA. For polarizations in the pseudo-scalar sector, sign discrepancies due to different conventions
adopted by different authors in the field are treated in a systematic manner and this study has been
published as PRC 83, 055208 (2011) [2]. During our preliminary PWA, we found that certain nor-
malization discrepancies exist between CLAS and older higher energy data from SLAC/DESY/CEA.
A systematic global study of these normalization issues and their effect on the coupling constants
in hadrodynamic model is presented. Our PWA is an ongoing work and the rich set of data results
and analysis tools obtained here will provide a strong impetus for continuing investigations.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

The primary motivation behind this work is to understand the nature of the strong interaction,
the fundamental force holding together sub-nuclear objects like the proton. This chapter gives an
introduction to the problem and an overview of our approach towards investigating it using Hadron
Spectroscopy experiments and partial wave analysis (PWA) theoretical tools.

1.1 The Strong Force or QCD

We tried to put a little color into QED and we got into a considerable mess.
- Predrag Cvitanovi¢, Field Theory

Fig. 1.1 shows a pictorial representation of the Standard Model of particle physics with all the known
fundamental matter particles and interaction forces. Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD) is part of
this Standard Model and is the theory of the strong interaction. As the word “strong” suggests,
it is like the big brother of Quantum Electrodynamics, or QED, the quantum field theory of the
electromagnetic (EM) force. QCD is responsible for gluing together point-like objects called quarks
to form composite nuclear particles such as the proton and the neutron. However, unlike the or-
dinary EM interaction which has a single type of charge (the ordinary electric charge), QCD has
three types of charges, fancifully termed as “color”. The color charges are called red (r), blue (b)
and green (g), and all physical particles occurring in nature must be color singlets, i.e., one can only
have color neutral combinations like 1T or rbg existing in nature. Since quarks carry one unit of color
charge, this implies that a single quark can never be isolated, but must always be confined inside a
multi-quark system. This so-called “confinement” is just one of the many mysterious properties of

QCD.

Strongly interacting particles are called hadrons. “Normal” hadrons are made up of quarks and
are of two types, |¢.gz) pairs called mesons (like the pi-meson or pion) or color singlet |g,gsqn) objects
called baryons (like the proton). Here, ¢. is a quark of color charge “c” and @ is an anti-quark with
anti-color charge “¢”. In addition to quarks, the theory also includes “force carriers” that transmit
the interaction force. Just like the photon is the carrier of the EM force, the force-carrying “glue”
particles in QCD are called gluons and there are eight of them. Another important property of QCD
is that unlike the photon which is charge-neutral, the QCD gluons carry color charges themselves.
Therefore, one can have “exotic” hadrons made up of pure glue called glueballs, or even quark-glue
hybrid states. In principle, tetraquark and pentaquark states are also not ruled out, as long as they
are color singlets. The fact that nature has chosen these exotic particles to be elusive is yet another
puzzle. In this work, we will be concerned with the usual ground-state mesons and baryons.
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THREE GENERATIONS OF MATTER
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Figure 1.1: The Standard Model particle “zoo” with all the known fundamental point-like matter
particles and interaction forces. This work involves the electron, the up, down and strange quarks,
on the matter side, and the photon and the gluons on the force-carriers side.

Having described the bare essentials of QCD, we now turn to why Dr. Cvitanovi¢ finds the
transition from QED to QCD so messy. The general structure of any quantum field theory derives
from internal gauge symmetries [3]. A representation of such a gauge symmetry is a set of objects
(quarks carrying color charge, for example) that transform among themselves according to the
symmetry transformation laws, akin to a rotation in real space. Furthermore, to make these gauge
transformations local (i.e., the transformations are functions of space-time as well) one needs an
additional set of fields called gauge fields (the gluons). The most general gauge invariant Lagrangian
density that one can write down is

L= ~F0 Dy ) — JFLEL, (11)
where v* are the Dirac matrices, ¥ are the matter fields with mass w and D is the gauge-covariant
derivative

Dytp = (8, — igAlta)p. (12)
The gauge fields Aj} are massless spin-1 particles carrying the gauge charge indexed by a. They
transform in the so-called adjoint representation of the symmetry group. For the gauge group SU(N),
a=1{1,...,(N* = 1)}; for QCD, N = 3 and there are 8 gauge fields. The t,’s are generators of the
gauge transformation for a given representation of the matter fields, and ¢ is a generalized charge
representing the strength of the interaction. Overall, the gauge fields are constructed in such a
fashion that the derivative D, remains locally gauge invariant. The last term in Eq. 1.1 involves
the covariant field tensor defined as the commutator of the covariant derivative

Fp, =Dy, D))" = 0,47 — 0, A5 — gf*PTAJAY, (1.3)

where %7 are the structure constants of the Lie algebra in the commutators [t?,¢7] = if*f7¢e.
For QED, the symmetry group is U(1), which is a local phase transformation, and the f#7’s are all
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zero. For QCD, the fact that SU(3) is a non-Abelian group means that the structure constants are
non-zero and it is this little difference that results in drastically different properties of QCD vis-a-vis
QED.

The first new property of QCD is the presence of pure gauge field interaction vertices due to the
last term in Eq. 1.3. Both 3- and 4-gluon vertices are possible now, which would be absent if the f’s
were zero. Another important property is asymptotic freedom, discovered simultaneously in 1973
by Gross, Wilczek and Politzer [4, 5], for which they received a Nobel prize. The strong coupling
constant o, =~ g2 is dependent on the energy scale. Asymptotic freedom means that at high enough
energies (small distances), as approaches zero asymptotically and perturbative calculations are pos-
sible. At lower energies (larger distances), as; ~ O(1) and calculations become non-perturbative.
This non-perturbative nature of low-energy QCD coupled with interacting gluons carrying color
charges themselves, results in a highly complex and non-linear interacting theory. As of this writing,
no analytical solution exists for QCD and the theory remains essentially untested at low energies.
Given that QCD is an essential part of the Standard Model of particle physics and is well tested
in the high energy regime in particle colliders at CERN, Fermilab, DESY, et al., this is a highly
undesirable situation. Jefferson Lab was built to specifically study medium- and low-energy QCD.

1.2 QCD and Baryon Spectroscopy

In ordinary optics, one of the ways to understand the properties of a system is to photo-excite
it and observe the emitted spectrum. For example, one can identify different chemical elements
from their emission spectra and this process is called spectroscopy. Similarly, a strongly interacting
hadronic system can be photo-excited and as these excited states (called “resonances”) decay back
to the ground states, they follow many different paths (or “channels”), emitting a wide variety of
particles. By measuring the angular distributions of the emitted particles it is possible to decipher
the properties of these excited states. Given that an exact solution of QCD is not available, we
can construct QCD-“inspired” effective theory models and cross-check the predictions from these
models with experiment. Of course, hadrons include mesons, glueballs, hybrids, etc., in addition to
baryons. To be more specific, in this work we will be concerned with the excited baryon spectrum.
Furthermore, the excited baryons we are interested in will have valence quark constituents of only
the light quarks (u and d). That is, we are looking at the excited N* and A* resonances.

1.2.1 Pre-QCD Strong Interaction Models

Even before the realization of QCD as the fundamental theory of strong interactions, the hadronic
spectrum was a rich playground for strong physics. In the 1960’s, as multitudes of strongly inter-
acting particles were being discovered in particle accelerators, it was slowly realized that several
patterns were emerging in the spectrum. The strong interaction seemed to preserve various quan-
tum numbers and one could predict selection rules for the allowed decays, in complete analogy with
atomic spectroscopy. It was ultimately realized that all hadrons were composite particles made up
of quarks (Feynman called them partons). For our purposes, quarks come in three “flavors”: up (u),
down (d) and strange (s), that form an approximate (ignoring mass differences) representation of
the flavor SU(3) group. In addition, each quark also has a £1/2 spin quantum number, giving rise
to the an approximate SU(6) spin-flavor symmetry for the strong interaction. Of course, with the
advent of QCD, it was realized that each quark carries a color SU(3) charge as well. Furthermore,
within the flavor SU(3) group, the u and d quarks form a smaller isospin SU(2) subgroup. Isospin
symmetry connects the proton and the neutron. The N* states have isospin I = 1/2 and the A*
states have I = 3/2.
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Figure 1.2: The spins (J) of several hadrons, when plotted against their mass-squared (M?) approx-
imately lie on linear trajectories called Regge trajectories. The ground-state K (493) and the excited
K*(892) trajectories are shown here, along with the spin-parity J¥ combinations.

Around the same time as the evolution of the quark model, it was noticed that the spin (J) and
mass (M) of hadrons seemed to follow a simple relation:

J =~ Jo+ o M2 (1.4)

Fig. 1.2 shows some of these plots (called Chew-Frautschi plots) for the K(493) and K*(892) trajec-
tories, where the variable z is the 4-momentum squared of the exchange process and a(z) = ap+a'x
represents the Regge trajectory [6]. In Regge theory, a represents the (complex) angular momentum
variable in the scattering process. Such an approximate linear relationship between the angular
momentum and M? is known to arise in String Theory with 1/2wa’ as the string tension. The
Regge work strove to understand strong interactions from the analyticity of the scattering matrix
(or S-matrix) and crossing properties between the variables s, t and w [7]. The situation is shown in
Fig. 1.3 for a simple 2 — 2 scattering with equal masses for all particles. The Mandelstam variables
are defined as

s = (pa+pp)’ (1.5a)

= (pa—pc)? (1.5b)

u = (pa—ppn)* (1.5¢)

Since s +t +u = m? +m% + mZ + m%, the most general amplitude would be of the form A(s, t)

with s, ¢t and u treated on an equal footing (crossing-symmetry) and poles (singularities) at the
physical masses of the exchanged particles. The exchange of an s-channel resonance is equivalent to
the exchange of several particles in the ¢-channel and the Regge trajectory effectively sums up the
combined exchange of all particles lying on a given trajectory. At low energies close to threshold,
however, a few s-channel resonances should dominate, but at higher energies the non-resonant t-
and u-channel processes should take over. Furthermore, the principle of duality, proposed by Bloom
and Gilman [8], links the resonant and the non-resonant contributions as

Z s-channel = Z t-channel, (1.6)
avg. avg.

i.e., the average of all the s-channel contributions should equal the average of all the t-channel
processes. The Bloom-Gilman conjecture leads to the problem of double-counting; i.e., one has to
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Figure 1.3: Crossing relations for an AB — C'D scattering process: (a) s-channel, (b) ¢-channel and
(¢) u-channel.

be careful while including both s- and t-channels in the production amplitude.

Although QCD has certainly replaced S-matrix theory and Regge theory as the fundamental
theory of strong interactions, a full explanation of why nature exhibits Regge trajectories still eludes
us. A specifically important case is the so-called Pomeron (IP) trajectory. The Pomeron is a
universal object appearing in all high-energy processes, especially in the diffractive regime ¢ — 0
(very forward-angle scattering). This universality of the Pomeron indicates that it has the quantum
numbers of the vacuum. Another property is ap(t = 0) &~ 1, which saturates the so called Froissart
bound a(t = 0) < 1 that comes from very general unitarity principles (see Refs. [9, 10]). Aside
from these features, very little is known about its fundamental properties, and a first-principle QCD
derivation is yet to come (see Sec. 5.6.7 for discussions). For example, we do not know exactly how
the Pomeron couples to hadrons. Since the Pomeron is supposed to be a glue-rich non-perturbative
object and is known to dominate the ¢ photoproduction process, studying the Pomeron is one of
the chief motivations of the present ¢ analysis.

1.2.2 CQM, the Missing Baryon Resonance Problem and Efforts at CMU

Given that an analytic solution of low-energy QCD is too hard, it is prudent to start by simplify-
ing the problem down to its bare essentials. One idea propounded by Dalitz [11] was to consider
baryons as excitations of a basic three-quark system. Only the valence quarks are included here and
this is called the Constituent Quark Model (CQM). With just the u, d and s quarks, this gives a
basic SU(6) spin-flavor symmetry group to work with. In the harmonic potential model [12], the
quarks interact via a harmonic oscillator potential force with radial O(3) rotational symmetry, and
the baryon spectrum emerges as the supermultiplets of the full SU(6)xO(3) symmetry group. A
glaring problem arising from this model is that the number of states predicated is much higher than
the number of excited states observed in wN phase-shift analyses. This over-abundance of predicted
states is called missing baryon resonance problem.

Extensive work by Isgur (1980) and co-workers [13] later added aspects of QCD to the basic
CQM model and calculated the excited baryon spectrum as well as their decay couplings into var-
ious channels. Capstick (1992) and co-workers [14, 15] further extended the Isgur calculations by
adding relativistic corrections. A prominent feature of these extracted couplings was that the ex-
perimentally known states had strong couplings to the 7N channels, which is where the bulk of the
data lie. This leads to the question: have we not seen the “missing” states because they couple to
the non-m N sector, where there is very little data? Two papers by Capstick and Roberts, on the
non-strange [16] and the strange [17] sectors indeed predicted that some of the previously unseen
resonances had strong couplings to non-7N channels. These Capstick-Roberts predictions have in-
stigated an extensive worldwide program at several experimental nuclear facilities to hunt for the
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| Hadron [ I(J¥) | Mass [ Charge | Valence quarks | Decays (b.f.) ‘
at, = | 1(07) | 139.57 | +1-1 ud, du
KT K~ | 2(07) [ 493.67 | +1-1 us, us
K° 2(07) | 497.64 0 ds K9 — ntr~ (69.2%)
o 0(17) | 1019.46 0 55 KTK~ (49.2%), KSKY (34%)
p 14T | 9327 | 41 uud
A 0(27) | 1115.68 0 uds pr— (63.9%)
»0 1(17) | 1192.64 0 uds ~A (100%)

Table 1.1: Characteristics listed in the PDG [25], of particles we will commonly encounter in this
thesis. Here, I, J, and P denote isospin, spin, and parity quantum numbers; the mass unit is MeV
and the charge is in units of the electron charge. The last column gives the decay-mode(s) and
branching fraction (b.f.) relevant to this work.

missing states. Using data from the CLAS detector at Jefferson Lab, the Carnegie Mellon PWA
group has already published high-statistics results for the wp [18, 19], np/n’p [20] and KA [21]
channels. The latest results for the K+° channel, which will be presented in this work are also
published now [1] and the ¢p results are currently undergoing internal Collaboration review. The
final goal is to perform a full coupled-channel PWA on these and other available world data.

1.2.3 Diquark Model and Lattice QCD Predictions

The diquark model, first proposed by Lichtenberg et al. [22], tries to solve the missing baryon prob-
lem by clustering together two of the quarks inside a baryon. This reduces the number of degrees of
freedom, and thereby, the number of predicted resonance states. The diquark model mass spectrum
has been claimed to be in better agreement with the observed mass spectrum [23]; however there is
little direct experimental evidence of the clustering process itself.

In the Lattice QCD (LQCD) framework, one tries to solve the full non-perturbative QCD nu-
merically on a discretized space-time “lattice”. The usual Minkowskian metric is converted to a
4-dimensional Euclidian metric by a technique known an Wick rotation that allows analytic contin-
uation of the time variable ¢ to imaginary it. Quarks sit on the lattice sites and local gauge symmetry
is maintained by assigning a transformation (the gluons) at each lattice site that is an element of
SU(3). Finally, the lattice spacing provides a natural regularization scale and the proof that QCD
can be properly renormalized in this fashion was developed by Kenneth Wilson (this work led to
a Nobel Prize). Although these numerical calculations are very computationally expensive, with
novel algorithms and computing technology, LQCD has seen tremendous progress in recent years.
In Ref. [24], the full baryon spectrum upto J¥ = %i has been calculated on the lattice, for the first
time. Interestingly, these latest lattice results lend support to the CQM models, over diquark and
other models. This will provide a further impetus to search for the missing states.

1.3 Introduction to the K™X" and ¢p Channels

Table 1.1 lists some basic properties of the particles of interest in this work. The kaons, the ¢ and
the two hyperons (Y = {A,X°}) are all hadrons with strangeness content, due to the presence of the
strange quark. Therefore, in a sense, this thesis is really about ground-state strangeness physics.
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1.3.1 Previous KTY° Measurements

In the hyperon sector, A is an iso-singlet (I = 0), while X0 is part of an iso-triplet (I = 1).
Therefore, the K+ A channel acts as an isospin filter (only I = % N* resonances are accessible), while
both N* and A* (I = %) can couple to the K+X° channel. In previous hyperon photoproduction
measurements, it was customary to treat both KTA and K*X° channels together. One usually
detected a K+ (the kaon identification part) and the missing mass spectrum off the kaon showed
two clear peaks at 1.115 and 1.192 GeV, which were the A and X%, respectively. Furthermore,
the KTY channels were usually treated as by-products, so to say, of 7N analyses that had much
larger statistics. In some sense, the present glla analyses are an exception in these aspects. The
unique event trigger for this experiment (see Sec. 2.5) does not allow for 7N analyses. Also, the
high statistical precision and control over systematics in glla made it worthwhile to treat the two
hyperon analyses independently. As a result, the KTA channel has been investigated separately in
the thesis work of Mike McCracken [26]. Here we mostly concentrate on the K+X° channel (see
App. A for KTA results as well).

1.3.1.1 Pre-CLAS/SAPHIR Era

In the 1960’s, several groups at SLAC [27, 28], Cambridge [29, 30] and elsewhere used low-intensity
untagged photon beams and limited-acceptance magnetic spectrometers to conduct photoproduction
experiments. “Untagged” signifies that the energy of the photon (usually produced from an electron
beam) was not known event-by-event. By modern standards, the energy binning of these early
measurements were coarse and only a handful of data points were produced. Therefore, aside from
the discussion on normalization issues in Ch. 11, these older results will not be discussed further in
this work.

1.3.1.2 Modern Large-Acceptance Experiments: CLAS and SAPHIR

The older SLAC/Cambridge measurements had very small angular coverage (mostly in the forward-
angles), while, uncovering reaction dynamics requires measurements over a large part of the scatter-
ing angle. These wide-angle measurements were possible only after the emergence of large-acceptance
spectrometers like SAPHIR at the University of Bonn and CLAS at Jefferson Lab. Although there
are some older SAPHIR data, we focus on the most recent SAPHIR-Glander-2004 results [31].
About 54388 K130 events were reconstructed here with an energy-tagged photon beam, and inci-
dent photon energy £, from 0.85 to 2.65 GeV. The data were binned in 50-MeV-wide E, bins and
0.1-unit-wide cos 05; bins. Due to the self-analyzing nature of the A — pr~ weak-decay process,
where the A is produced via 3° — A~, the X° polarization normal to the production place can be
measured even with an unpolarized beam. This is called the recoil polarization, Ps. The SAPHIR-
Glander results included both cross section and recoil polarization results.

Previous CLAS results consist of CLAS-McNabb-2004 [32] and CLAS-Bradford-2006 [33], based
on the unpolarized g1 and circularly-polarized-beam glc datasets, respectively. Since glc had a
polarized beam, Bradford et al. also published a subsequent dataset [34] containing the double
polarization variables C, and C, (see Sec. 8.1 for a detailed discussion of these variables). The
current glla experiment does not have a polarized beam, so we will not be discussing the C, and
C, variables further, here. The coverage of these previous CLAS results were from near-threshold
till /s ~ 2.53 GeV. Around 440,000 K+%° events were reconstructed for the glc experiment, and
the increased statistics allowed for a finer 25-MeV E.,, binning, compared to the SAPHIR results.
Fig. 1.4 shows comparisons between the Glander and Bradford results. Agreement is generally fair
to good.
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Figure 1.4: Comparison of KT differential cross sections between the SAPHIR-2004-Glander [31]
and CLAS-2006-Bradford [33]: (a) backward- and (b) forward-angles. Agreement is generally fair
to good.

While the cross section results were of reasonable statistical precision, the recoil polarization
from both the SAPHIR [31] and CLAS [32] datasets had very poor resolution. Part of the problem
was that the X9 polarizations in these measurements were “twice diluted”. The first step of dilution
occurred because the outgoing photon spin in the X° — Ay decay was not measured (see Sec. 8.4).
The second step of dilution occurred because these experiments measured the A — pr~ angular
distributions not from the A rest frame, but from the X° rest frame (see Sec. 8.3). It is to be noted
that in comparison, the KA channel does not suffer from either of these dilutions. In addition,
these previous Ps results very limited statistical precision and wide energy bins.

1.3.1.3 Modern Limited-Acceptance Experiments: LEPS

The LEPS Collaboration (Sumihama-2006 [35]) at the Spring-8 facility has also published high-
statistics differential cross section results recently. Unlike SAPHIR and CLAS, the LEPS detector
can only detect very forward-going particles. In addition, their maximum photon beam energy is
limited to £, = 2.4 GeV. However, within these limitations on kinematic coverage, their statisti-
cal precision is quite good, and as we shall show later, our present CLAS results are in excellent
agreement with the LEPS-2006-Sumihama data.

1.3.2 Previous ¢p Measurements

Historically, vector-meson photoproduction and electroproduction have played an important role in
our understanding of photon-hadron interactions. Sakurai [36] first proposed that during interactions
with hadrons, the photon (either real or virtual) behaves like an on-shell vector-meson V' = {p, w, ¢}.
This is possible because the photon and the vector-mesons share the same set of quantum numbers
(see Ref. [37] for a review on the hadronic properties of the photon). Following Feynman [38], if
the real or virtual photon momentum is ¢, we can write the photon-hadron interaction amplitude in
terms of a current J,(¢?) as (hadrons|.J,(¢?)|0), and one sees “resonances” at the values ¢* = mi,.
In the so-called vector-meson-dominance (VMD) model for photoproduction, a real photon can
fluctuate into a virtual vector-meson, which subsequently scatters off the target proton. Therefore,
the amplitude A,,_ v, is related to Ay,_yv, by

€
Aryp-ﬂ/p - E 7Av/p—>Vp7 (17)
v, v
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where V' indicates that the summation is only over the transversely polarization for the vector-
meson (a real photon has no longitudinal polarization), vy is the V-v coupling constant and e is the
electric charge.

Traditionally, the ¢ vector-meson has played a special role in our understanding of this VMD
picture. Since SU(3) assigns an almost pure s5 configuration to the ¢, assuming the strangeness
component of the proton to be small, the OZI rule [39] suppresses direct exchanges of quarks between
the ¢ and the proton. Therefore, ¢ photoproduction is predicted to proceed by the exchange of color
singlet gluonic objects. From quite early on, several authors [40] gave very general arguments that
¢p scattering should proceed by the exchange of the universal Pomeron trajectory. For pp or 7N
scattering, at low energies, p and w exchanges can occur and the forward-angle differential cross sec-
tions exhibit “shrinkage”. However, at very high energies, both the total and the differential cross
section show only a slow (logarithmic) variation with the total energy and almost no shrinkage. This
is also known as “diffractive” scattering at s — co and t — 0. The shape of the differential cross
section (do/dt plotted against t) resembles the intensity distribution in ordinary diffraction of light
around a small object. For diffractive scattering with Pomeron exchange, the total cross section
stays almost constant with energy and the width of the forward peak decreases only logarithmically
with energy. That is, there is only a very slow shrinkage.

In the case of ¢p scattering, since meson exchanges are suppressed, diffractive Pomeron exchange
dominates even at low energies. The early (1972) SLAC beam-asymmetry measurements for ¢p
photoproduction by Halpern et al. [41] confirmed the dominance of natural-parity (Pomeron) ex-
change over unnatural-parity () exchange. It is this decoupling from the light quark (u and d)
sector that makes the ¢ a very “clean” system to study gluonic interactions, the gluonic structure
of the Pomeron, for example. There is also speculation that at near threshold and forward angles,
the ¢ channel will give access to the 07" glueball fo(1710) [42].

Experimentally, most of the world data exist in the high energy diffractive region. This includes
results from DESY (Erbe 1968 [43]; Alvensleben 1972 [44]; Behrend 1978 [45]), Cornell (McClellan
1971 [46]; Berger 1972 [47]), SLAC (Anderson 1970 [48]; Anderson 1973 [49]; Ballam 1973 [50]),
Fermilab (Egloff 1979 [51]; Busenitz 1989 [52]), Daresbury (Barber 1978 [53]; Barber 1982 [54])
and HERA (Derrick 1996 [55]; Breitweg 2000 [56]). However, due to the inherently small ¢ cross
sections, these data are generally sparse with wide energy bin-widths and limited statistical precision.

The earliest low energy near-threshold measurement (apart from the ABBHHM results [43],
which had some low energy data as well) was at (pre-SAPHIR) Bonn (Besch 1978 [57]), with more
recent results coming from SAPHIR (Barth 2003 [58]) and LEPS (Mibe 2005 [59]). Although both
the Bonn-Besch and SAPHIR-Barth results covered the E, = 2.0 GeV energy region, it was the
LEPS 2005 paper that first took note of a localized “bump” around F, = 2.0 GeV, when a simple
Pomeron exchange model predicts a smooth rise from threshold, as shown in Fig. 1.5. The first CLAS
measurement at E, = 3.6 GeV (Anciant 2000 [60]) also noted an interesting feature, a slight rise in
the cross section at the backward-angles from nucleon exchanges via the u-channel. As mentioned
earlier, the strangeness content of ordinary nucleons is usually assumed to be very small. However,
u-channel nucleon exchanges points directly towards an appreciable strangeness content (possibly
sea quarks) of the nucleon, or a violation of the OZI rule. As we show later, our current results
confirm this backward-angle rise as well.
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Figure 1.5: The forward-angle “bump” seen in the LEPS-2005-Mibe ¢p data depicted the by filled
circles. The monotonic solid curve represents the prediction from a Pomeron-exchange model. Image
source: Ref. [59]

1.4 Summary and Structure of this Thesis

In this introductory chapter, we presented an overview of Hadron Spectroscopy studies in general
and two specific photoproduction channels, K+%° and ¢p, that are the primary focus of this work.
The rest of this thesis is structured as follows. Ch. 2 gives an overview of our experiment at Jefferson
Lab, and the CLAS detector system where all our data were taken. Ch. 3 details our data analysis
procedure starting from the raw data as measured by CLAS, to clean samples of KTX° and ¢p
events, ready for further physics analysis. A complex detector system like CLAS has inefficiencies
that must be accounted for, prior to a PWA on the data. This step is called acceptance correction.
Ch. 4 explains how we deal with this important step using Monte Carlo data and GEANT, a generic
detector simulation software package. An important part of this thesis involves PWA and extractions
of baryon resonances. Ch. 5 explains our PWA formalism and construction of the amplitudes that
will be needed for theoretical investigations. Chs. 6 and 9 pertain to the extraction of differential
cross sections for the KTX9 and ¢p channels, respectively. The A hyperon travels a finite distance
before decaying to a proton and a w—. This causes a subtle difference in the event triggering system
for our experiment for the K*X° channel. Ch. 7 explains all the systematic studies that went into
understanding and correcting for this feature. Chs. 8 and 10 deal with extraction of polarization
information for the pseudo-scalar (K+X%) and vector-meson (¢p) sectors respectively. Ch. 11 is a
preface to future PWA fits and conducts a global survey of certain normalization discrepancies that
currently exists between different world datasets. Ch. 12 summaries the main achievements of this
work and lays out our future analysis plans. Lastly, as a side project, we were also able to extend
upon an earlier set of results for the KA channel with increased statistics and kinematic coverage.
These new data are presented in App. A.



Chapter 2

Jefferson Lab, CEBAF and the
CLAS Detector

The data used in this analysis were taken during the so-called “glla” run-period in the summer of
2004 at the Thomas Jefferson National Accelerator Facility (TJNAF), also referred to as Jefferson
Laboratory or JLab, in Newport News, Virginia. The glla run was part of the experiment E-04-
021 [61], Spectroscopy of Excited Baryons with CLAS: Search for Ground and First Fxzcited States.
The main goal of this experiment was to carry out a high-statistics search for the exotic ©% pen-
taquark state [62]. At that time, the pentaquark had attracted a huge amount of attention within
the field of nuclear and particle physics and pentaquark-search had become one of the top priorities
at several experimental nuclear facilities across the globe. As of this writing, the ©% has never been
conclusively shown to exist, neither by glla, nor by any other experiment anywhere in the world.
However, being a high-statistics precision experiment, designed to detect an exotic particle, the glla
dataset received very careful attention during its calibration and has since become a rich source of
data for the analysis of a number of other final states, including K*X° and ¢p.

At JLab, there are three experimental halls, denoted as A, B and C, with an upcoming Hall D
under construction which will be dedicated to the GlueX project [63], along with the main CEBAF
electron accelerator and a number of other research facilities. An aerial view of the lab is shown
in Fig. 2.1. The detector used in this analysis was the CEBAF Large Acceptance Spectrometer
(CLAS) housed in Hall B. CLAS is optimized for the detection of multi-particle final states. The
large acceptance of the CLAS detector, along with the continuous nature of the CEBAF electron
beam and the fast data acquisition system of Hall B led to production of the world’s largest K +3°
and ¢p photoproduction dataset. In this chapter, we provide details of the CEBAF accelerator, the
CLAS detector and several other hardware devices that played key roles during the glla experiment.

2.1 CEBAF

The Continuous Electron Beam Accelerator Facility (CEBAF) at JLab delivers electron beams to
the three experimental halls. At present, the maximum electron beam energy deliverable by the
accelerator is 6 GeV (scheduled to be upgraded to 12 GeV in the near future [64]). In general,
particle beams used in high energy physics come in three different types, strong, electromagnetic,
and weak, according to the interaction category of the beam particles. Further, experiments can be
divided into two major categories, collider experiments (such as Fermilab and the LHC) or fixed-
target experiments (such as JLab). The advantage of collider machines is that that the available
center-of-mass (c.m.) energy /s grows linearly with the energy of the colliding beams, while for

12
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Figure 2.1: An aerial view of the Thomas Jefferson National Accelerator Facility (TJNAF), also
referred to as JLab. Shown are the mile long race-course track linear accelerator (LINAC) and the
three experimental halls, A, B and C. The CLAS detector is housed inside Hall B. Image source:
Ref. [65].

fixed-target experiments, the c.m. energy grows as the square root of the incident beam energy.
Therefore, colliders are preferred when the goal is to search for higher energy particles. On the other
hand, fixed-target experiments allow for greater flexibility in the choice of the target material and
polarizations.

The dominant interaction at JLab is the electromagnetic interaction; i.e., a real (photoproduc-
tion) or virtual (electroproduction) photon is used as the probe. The salient feature of electromag-
netic probes is that they are relatively clean, the photon or the electron being a point particle. In
comparison, a pion or a proton probe is a messy bag of strongly interacting quarks and gluons. The
other advantage of a photon beam is that the photon often behaves like a hadronic particle (see
Ref. [37] for discussions); therefore, a photon beam is equivalent to a beam of vector-mesons. In this
so-called vector-meson-dominance picture, the photon acts like a |¢g) system where the spins of both
the quarks are aligned and this configuration is sometimes preferred, for example, in searches of the
so-called exotic mesons [66]. Early fixed-target electromagnetic probes in the 1960’s existed at SLAC,
Cornell, Cambridge and DESY. These were low-duty-cycle machines, and due to the inherently weak
nature of the electromagnetic interaction, the acquired datasets in these older experiments were of
low statistical precision. Many of the older facilities were later decommissioned and replaced with
either hadronic machines or collider-type experiments. It was not until the 1980’s that interest in
photon-hadron interactions re-emerged with newer technologies for producing the desired reactions
at high enough rates. The major advancement employed at CEBAF was the creation of an ac-
celeration gradient using superconducting radio frequency (RF) cavities. Prior to CEBAF, copper
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Figure 2.2: A schematic diagram of the “race-track”-shaped Continuous Electron Beam Accelerator
Facility (CEBAF). The electron beam, which begins its first orbit at the injector, is accelerated by
the two LINACs (shown in red) up to a maximum energy of 6 GeV at the time of glla, prior to
being directed towards one of the experimental halls (A, B or C). At top-right is a magnified view
of the five separate bending magnet assemblies for up to five beam passes. Image source: Ref. [67].

RF cavities had been used. The resistivity of the copper caused the cavities to heat up during use
which, in turn, required significant cooling time between beam spills. Superconducting cavities are
non-resistive, allowing CEBAF to obtain a 100% duty-factor and the continuous delivery of elec-
trons permits quick acquisition of high-statistics datasets even at relatively low beam currents (a
requirement that ensures fewer accidentals while running coincidence experiments). As a result, it is
now possible to study electromagnetic processes with statistical sensitivities comparable to hadronic
reactions.

A schematic diagram displaying the major components of CEBAF is shown in Fig. 2.2. Produc-
tion of the CEBAF electron beam begins at the injector that includes a photoemission electron gun,
a chopper, a buncher, and an RF accelerating cavity. The electrons are obtained by illuminating
a GaAs photocathode with three diode lasers. pulsed individually and at 120° out of phase with
each other. The use of three separate lasers allows for independent tuning of the beam character-
istics (current, polarization) for each hall. The laser pulses are driven at 499 MHz, so that each
experimental hall receives electron bunches every 2 ns. After extraction from the photocathode and
passage through a chopper and a buncher, two superconducting RF cavities are used to accelerate
the electrons to 45 MeV [68], prior to sending them to CEBAF’s recirculating linear accelerators
(LINAC:).

Each recirculating LINAC contains 168 superconducting RF niobium cavities; Fig. 2.3 shows a
picture of a RF cavity assembly. Each cavity is cooled to -271°C by immersing in liquid helium,
when it becomes superconducting. The acceleration gradient for the electron beam is provided by
setting up radio frequency standing waves in the cavities, using klystrons. The standing waves are
kept in phase with the electron bunches resulting in a continuous positive electric force on each
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Figure 2.3: A pair of CEBAF’s superconducting RF cavities, shown here with support hardware
and beam pipe. Image source: Ref. [65].

Figure 2.4: The acceleration gradient in the CEBAF LINACSs are provided by establishing standing
waves tuned such that an electron always experienced a positive electric force while propagating
through the cavity [70].

bunch as it passes through a cavity (see Fig. 2.4). CEBAF has two such LINACs located along the
“straightaways” of the 7/8 mile “race-track” course. Each LINAC is capable of providing 600 MeV of
acceleration, which will get nearly doubled with the 12 GeV upgrade. The LINACs are connected by
nine recirculating arcs, allowing the beam to make up to five passes through each LINAC, obtaining
a maximum energy of ~ 6 GeV prior to extraction to the experimental halls. The recirculation is
achieved by bending magnets in the arcs (see Fig. 2.2). Extraction of the beam to the halls is per-
formed using RF separator cavities and septum magnets. Each hall can choose to extract the beam
after any number of passes (not exceeding the maximum number of five), giving them flexibility to
run at different beam energies and currents, simultaneously. It is to be noted however, that, while
any number of halls at JLab can run at the maximum energy, no two halls can run with a single
lower energy [68].

After extraction, each beam pulse is directed towards either Hall A, B or C. CEBAF is able
to supply each hall with up to on the order of 100uA of electron current, although for Hall B the
requested beam is typically of the order of a few tens of nA. For glla, the current was about 60
to 65 nA [69]. Although glla was an unpolarized photoproduction run, CEBAF is also capable of
delivering polarized electron beams. The polarization can then be transferred to radiated photons
in different ways and several experiments before and after gl1la have made use of this feature.
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Figure 2.5: The Hall B photon tagging system. The main components include the radiator, magnetic
spectrometer and collimators. Image source: Ref. [71].

2.2 The Photon Tagger

For a photoproduction experiment like glla, the electron beam provided by the accelerator is used
to produce a photon beam. Production and energy determination of the photons is the job of the
Hall B tagging system [71]. This comprises a radiator that produces photons via bremsstrahlung,
a magnetic spectrometer that sweeps the recoil electrons away from the path of the photon beam
(and also makes energy and timing measurements), and finally, a series of collimators. A schematic
diagram of the Hall B tagging system is shown in Fig. 2.5.

2.2.1 Radiator

When the electron beam interacts with a gold foil radiator, photons are produced via bremsstrahlung
radiation. The nuclear electromagnetic field of the radiator decelerates (scatters) the electron, and
the energy change appears in the form of an emitted photon — hence the name bremsstrahlung
(“braking radiation”). The high atomic number (mass) of gold helps reduce contamination of photons
produced by electron-electron scattering. A radiator of thickness 10~ radiation lengths was used
during glla production runs, while a much thinner radiator was used during normalization runs.

2.2.2 Magnetic Spectrometer

After passing through the radiator, the beam is a mixture of non-interacting electrons, recoil elec-
trons and photons. A dipole magnetic field then sweeps the electrons out of the beam, allowing
the photons to proceed towards the CLAS target. Since the bremsstrahlung spectrum is not mono-
chromatic, the energies of the individual photons in the beam need to be measured as well. Assuming
the energy transferred to the heavy nucleus (during bremsstrahlung) is negligible, the photon beam
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Figure 2.6: Schematic diagram of the tagger spectrometer. The dashed lines show the trajectories
followed by recoil electrons corresponding to various fractional energies transferred to the outgoing
photon. Both hodoscope scintillator planes, the E- and T-planes, are accurately depicted geometri-
cally and with the correct segmentation. Image source: Ref. [71].

energy is given by £, = Ey — E., where Ej is accelerator energy and E, is the energy of the recoiling
electron. Therefore, E, for the individual photons can be determined by measuring E. of the cor-
responding recoil electron. This is the job of the magnetic spectrometer of the Hall B tagging system.

The tagger magnetic field directs the recoil electrons towards two hodoscope planes, each made
of overlapping arrays of scintillators. The field is also tuned to match the accelerator energy Ejy, so
that the non-interacting electrons can be directed into a shielded beam-dump. The first scintillator
plane, referred to as the E-plane, is used to determine the momentum (and thereby, the energy) of
the recoiling electrons. It consists of 384 scintillator paddles (“E-counters”) that are 20 c¢cm long,
4 mm thick and from 6 to 18 mm in width, arranged in an overlapping fashion to give an increased
number of 767 logical paddles. The momentum resolution achieved due to this highly segmented
design is about 1x 1073, while the intrinsic resolution of the tagger magnet is ~ 2 x 10~*. The second
scintillator plane, referred to as the T-plane, is used to make accurate timing measurements of the
recoiling electrons. To correctly associate a tagged electron with the corresponding 2 ns beam-bunch
provided by the accelerator, and thereby, the physics event to be induced by the tagged photon,
a timing resolution of at least o = 300 ps is required. To achieve this, the T-plane is made up of
61 scintillator paddles (“T-counters”), each 2 cm thick, the added thickness allowing for sufficient
light to accurately determine the pulse-shapes. The widths of the paddles vary from 9 to 20 cm, so
that each paddle has a uniform counting-rate, despite the 1/E, dependence of the bremsstrahlung
cross section. The final timing resolution was 110 ps and the spectrometer was able to tag photons
ranging from 20-95% of the incident electron beam energy. Fig. 2.6 shows a schematic diagram of
the tagger spectrometer, with some typical trajectories for the recoiling electrons corresponding to
various fractional energies transferred to the outgoing photon.

The signals produced by the scintillator paddles are read out using photomultiplier tubes (PMTs).
The T-counter PMT signals were passed through fast (200 MHz, Philips 715) discriminators before
being fed to the “Master OR” (MOR) and an array of FASTBUS TDCs. The MOR is an important
part of the glla trigger, discussed in Sec. 2.5. The TDC array was used to extract the timing in-
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Figure 2.7: Schematic diagram of the readout electronics of the Hall B photon tagging system.
Image source: Ref. [71].

formation from all 61 T-counters and also to count the total number of hits registered in the tagger
for use during normalization calculations. This timing information was used to correctly associate
photons with events in the CLAS detector as multiple photons per event were typically written to
tape during readout (see Sec. 3.5 for details). The E-counter PMT signals were also sent through a
discriminator and then forwarded to a multi-hit TDC. The timing signals from both the E- and T-
counters were written into the data stream and used during offline analysis to establish coincidence
between paddles, i.e., to determine which sets of signals corresponded to an electron passing through
the two planes of the tagger spectrometer. Fig. 2.7 shows a schematic diagram of the front-end elec-
tronics of the Hall B tagging system. As mentioned earlier, the timing resolution of the tagger is
precise enough to correctly identify which RF beam bucket each photon is associated with. The RF
signal obtained from the accelerator is the most accurate timing information available in the entire
experiment. The event vertex time, or the time at which all the final-state particles produced in the
interaction were at the same point in space, is calculated by propagating (temporally) the RF time
from the radiator to the event interaction vertex.

To trim the beam halo, before it reaches the CLAS detector, the photon beam also passes
through a pair of collimators. Sweeping magnets were placed between the two collimators to remove
any charged particles created by interactions of photons with the first collimator. More detailed
information on the Hall B tagging system can be found in Ref. [71].
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Figure 2.8: Photograph of the CLAS detector taken during a maintenance period for which the
time-of-flight scintillator walls, forward region Cerenkov counters and electromagnetic calorimeters
were pulled away from the interior detector elements. Image source: Ref. [65].

2.3 The CLAS Detector

The CEBAF Large Acceptance Spectrometer (CLAS) is the main physics detector in Hall B. CLAS
comprises several subsystems like the start counter, drift chambers, time-of-flight scintillators, along
with Cerenkov counters and electromagnetic calorimeters in the forward region. The latter two
forward region detector elements are for electroproduction experiments and will not be discussed
here. Our analysis also did not incorporate any timing information from the start counter. However,
the start counter plays an important role in the glla event trigger. The drift chambers are used
to track charged particles. The tracks are bent by a superconducting toroidal magnetic, as they
travel through the detector. By reconstructing a particle’s flight path, one is able to determine its
momentum. The time-of-flight scintillator walls are used for particle identification purposes. In this
section, we will discuss the detector subsystems which played important roles in our analysis. A
photograph and schematic drawing of CLAS is shown in Figs. 2.8 and 2.9, respectively, and a general
description of CLAS can be found in Ref. [72].

2.3.1 The glla Cryotarget

Over the years, target cells with a variety of shapes, sizes and material types (both solid and liquid)
have been employed by experiments using CLAS. The glla target cell, which was cylindrical in
shape, was constructed out of kapton by CLAS technician Steve Christo. The cell was 40 cm long
with a radius of 2 cm, and a schematic diagram is shown in Fig. 2.10. The target material for glla
was liquid hydrogen and the temperature and pressure were monitored approximately once per hour.
Calculations of the target density (an important quantity for making cross section measurements)
have been made by Mike Williams. The average value over the glla run-period is 0.07177 g/cm?.
with a relative run-by-run fluctuation of about 1.4% [75].
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Figure 2.9: Schematic of the CLAS detector showing all of the major subsystems. The detector,
which is approximately 8 m in diameter, is housed in experimental Hall B at Jefferson Lab. Image

source: Ref. [73].

Figure 2.10: Target cell used during the glla run period. Image source: Ref. [74].
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Figure 2.11: Schematic diagram of the new CLAS start counter installed just prior to running glla.
Image source: Ref. [76].

2.3.2 Start Counter

Although the most precise timing information was provided by the RF signals from the accelerator,
this happened during offline analysis. During actual data collection, it was important to be able to
promptly correlate (in real-time), a sub-nanosecond co-incidence between the tagging spectrometer
(T-counters) and time of a hadronic interaction within the target cell. This is achieved by placing a
start counter surrounding the target region. For a 99% confidence level determination of the correct
RF beam bucket, the requisite resolution of the counter has to be ~ 388 ps. Earlier versions of
the CLAS start counter proved to be inadequate for high-intensity runs like glla. Therefore, a
completely new start counter was installed for the glla run period. Like the CLAS detector itself,
the start counter is divide into six sectors each with four scintillator paddles (see Fig. 2.11). The
main improvements in the new start counter design were a higher degree of segmentation (needed
for better timing resolution), greater hermeticity and increased length (to match that of the glla
target cell). Though we did not incorporate the timing information obtained from the start counter
in our analysis, it was included in the Level 1 trigger during glla. As described later in Sec. 7.1.
the start counter played a critical role for the K+%9 analysis. More information on this detector
element, including details on its construction, can be found in Ref. [76].

2.3.3 Superconducting Toroidal Magnet

The functionality of CLAS as a magnetic spectrometer derives from the magnetic field due to its
superconducting toroidal magnetic system. The magnetic field bends the trajectories of charged
particles traversing CLAS, and together with the tracking system, enables accurate determination
of the particle momenta. Fig. 2.12 shows a picture of the cryostats containing the bare torus coils
during construction of the CLAS detector.

The magnet comprises six kidney-shaped superconducting coils, designed and tested by Oxford
Instruments Ltd. in Witney, UK. The coils are separated by 60° in the azimuthal direction about
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Figure 2.12: The cryostats of the coils of the CLAS toroidal magnet prior to installation of the rest
of the detector subsystems. Image source: Ref. [65].

the beam-line. For the normal field configuration, used during glla, negatively charged particles
are bent in towards the beam-line and positively charged particles away from the beam-line. CLAS
has a “hole” (zero-acceptance) in the extreme forward-direction where the event rates are too high
for the detector components. As a consequence of the particular magnetic field setting for glla,
the acceptance for forward-going negative-tracks (bent into the beam-dump) is lower than that of
the forward-going positive-tracks (bent into the fiducial region of the detector). The peak current
the magnet can support is 3861 A, resulting in a peak integral magnetic field 2.5 T-m, although
the current for glla was limited to about half that at 1920 A. Running at higher currents provides
better momentum resolution but further decreases the acceptance for negative particles due to the
forward hole. Since the physics goals of glla demanded a high overall forward-angle acceptance,
running at a lower current was found to be the optimal choice. During operation, the magnet was
cooled down to 4.4 K using liquid helium obtained from the central CEBAF refrigerator [77].

2.3.4 Drift Chambers

As mentioned above, the momenta of charged particles are measured by tracking the particles as
they travel through the field generated by the toroidal magnet. The charged particles are tracked
using three separate “regions” of drift chambers. Region 1, the inner-most chamber, is positioned
radially below the torus cryostats where the magnetic field is weak. Region 2 is mounted directly to
the magnet’s cryostats and occupies the space where the magnetic field is the strongest. Region 3
is positioned outside of the torus coils, and further away from the target, again in a region of weak
magnetic field. Fig. 2.14 shows a cut-away diagram of the CLAS detector, depicting the geometrical
positions of the three drift chamber regions relative to the torus coils.

For track-reconstruction purposes, each of the three drift chamber regions is further divided into
two superlayers, one with axially oriented wires (relative to the magnetic field direction) and one
with wires oriented at a 6° stereo angle (for azimuthal information). Each superlayer consists of
six wire layers of hexagonal drift cells arranged such that neighboring layers are offset by half a
cell width. Each cell has a 20 um gold-plated tungsten sense wire (positive potential) located at
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Figure 2.13: The magnetic field strength and direction of the CLAS toroidal magnet: (A) shows the
contours of constant magnetic field strength. The magnetic field is strongest in the forward region;
(B) shows the magnetic field vectors in a plane transverse to the beam direction, centered at the
target. The length of each line segment is proportional to the field strength at that point. Image
source: Ref. [72].
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Figure 2.14: Cut away diagram of CLAS showing the relative positions of the detector subsystems.
The kidney shaped dashed lines outline the location of the toroidal magnet coils. Image source:
Ref. [78].

its center, surrounded by six 140 pm gold-plated aluminum alloy field wires (negative potential).
The drift gas mixture was chosen to be 90% Argon and 10% COs, due to its ionization and drift
properties and also because it is non-flammable. More information pertaining to the CLAS drift
chambers can be found in Refs. [78, 79, 80, 81].

2.3.5 Time-of-Flight Scintillators

The outer shell of the CLAS “onion” is made up of six segmented time-of-flight (TOF) scintillator
walls, one for each sector, located approximately four meters from the cryotarget. The scintillator
wall in each sector has four panels and a total of 57 bars (TOF-counters) of varying lengths and
widths, mounted in a fashion such that their lengths project perpendicularly onto the beam-line (see
Fig. 2.15). The counters in the forward-region (scattering-angle less than 45°) are 15 cm wide with
lengths of 32-276 cm, while the large-angle counters are 22 cm in width and 271-445 cm in length.
The signals from the scintillators were collected via photo-multiplier tubes (PMTs) mounted at each
end of the bars. The timing resolution was 80-160 ps, depending on the length of the bar (longer
bars had worse resolution). The TOF-system plays a central role in this analysis, being a part of the
Level 1 glla trigger (Sec. 2.5) and also for performing particle identification (Sec. 3.6.3). A more
detailed description of the TOF system, construction and performance, is given in Ref. [82].
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Figure 2.15: Diagram of the time-of-flight (TOF) scintillator shell from one CLAS sector. Image
source: Ref. [82].

2.4 Beamline Devices

A number of beamline devices were used in Hall B during glla. Devices placed upstream from
the CLAS detector were used to monitor the quality of the beam. These included beam position
monitors (BPMs), harps and devices which measured the current of the beam. Downstream devices,
such as the total absorption shower counter (TASC), pair spectrometer (PS) and pair counter (PC),
were used to measure the photon flux. The TASC was used by gfluz [83], the standard CLAS photon
flux calculation method, to obtain the tagging ratio of the T-counters. It consisted of four lead glass
blocks, with 100% photon detection efficiency, each instrumented with a phototube. The TASC
could provide an absolute measurement of the photon flux, but only if the beam current was less
than 100 pA [71]. Thus, low current normalization runs were taken periodically so that the flux
calculated by the tagger could be calibrated against the TASC.

2.5 Triggering and Data Acquisition

Since the goal of glla was specifically to search for the pentaquark, predicted to decay via channels
with multiple charged final states, glla used a more restrictive event trigger than previous CLAS
runs. This helped reduce the number of unwanted background events that were not relevant to the
physics goal. A number of extraneous sources could also produce signals, such as cosmic radiation
passing through a detector element, electronic noise, etc. It was the job of the trigger system to
determine which sets of signals constituted a physics event. Once this decision had been made, the
data acquisition system (DAQ) collected the signals and wrote them to magnetic tape for future
offline analysis. At the time glla was run, the DAQ was capable of running at ~ 5 kHz. The
glla trigger required coincidence between the tagger Master OR (MOR) and the CLAS Level 1
trigger. Although the entire tagger focal plane was kept on and recorded data, only the first 40
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(highest energy) tagger T-counters were enabled in the trigger (see also Sec. 4.10.3). Effectively, this
truncation ensured that most of the triggered events lay above Ey =~ 1.5 GeV, where most of the
interesting physics was supposed to lie. For an individual CLAS sector to satisfy the Level 1 trigger,
a signal was required from any of the 4 start counter paddles and any of the 48 TOF paddles (in
that same sector) within a coincidence window of 150 ns. The Level 1 trigger, as a whole, was only
passed if at least two sector-based triggers were registered. The final requirement for the glla trigger
was a coincidence between the tagger MOR and the start counter OR within a timing window of
15 ns [84].

2.6 Summary

Prior to performing our analysis, we required an experimental setup which could produce, observe
and record K1tX° and ¢p photoproduction events. Production of the desired events employed the
tagged photon facility at JLab comprising the CEBAF accelerator and the Hall B tagging system, and
the CLAS cryogenic liquid hydrogen target. The events were observed by the various components
of the CLAS detector and recorded by the data acquisition system. At this stage of the glla
experiment, we had ~21 TB of electronic signals stored on magnetic tape. In the following chapters,
we will detail the process of converting this raw information into meaningful physics observables.



Chapter 3

Event Selection

The glla dataset consists of about 20 billion event triggers and around 21 TB of data collected by
the CLAS collaboration at Jefferson Lab between May 17th and July 29th, 2004. Next, the data
underwent a step known as cooking, where raw signals recorded by the various detector subsys-
tems were repackaged into a form suitable for physics analysis. This included recording of tracking
information and assignment of particle kinematics for every event. Each detector component was
also calibrated and checked for functionality at this point. The chef for glla cooking was Maurizio
Ungaro at INFN [85]. After cooking, the actual physics analysis began.

At the time of this writing, glla is by far the largest strangeness photoproduction dataset in
the world to have been fully analyzed. However, cross sections for strangeness photoproduction
generally being much smaller compared to the non-strange sector, most of the data consisted of N,
N7, pw, pp, ... production, which were “background” events for the K*X° and ¢p channels. In
this chapter, we describe all the steps involved in the extraction of good KTX% and ¢p events from
this very large dataset.

3.1 Reaction Topologies

3.1.1 K*X%: “Three-track” and “Two-track” Topologies

The X0 is a neutral particle. Upon production, it decays ~100% of the time via 3° — A~. This is an
electromagnetic M1 transition and occurs almost instantaneously. The A subsequently undergoes a
weak decay via both charged (pm~, 63.9%) and neutral (n7°, 35.8%) decay modes. Since CLAS is
optimized for detecting charged tracks, we will be concerned with the A charged decay mode only.
For glla, at least two charged tracks were required to be detected and assigned to a particular tagged
photon for an event to be triggered. Previous CLAS analyses often required the detection of one
greater than the minimum requisite number of charged tracks for the event trigger to fire. Therefore,
for a major portion of the K30 analysis, our selected events have tracks detected for all the three
final-state charged particles concerned: K, p and 7. The undetected outgoing photon (v¢) is
reconstructed as the total missing 4-momentum. Henceforth, we will refer to yp — KTp7n~(vf) as
the “three-track” topology for the K30 channel.

We also examine the full two-track dataset by detecting only the positively-charged final-state
particles (KT and proton). We will refer to yp — KTp(m~v¢) as the “two-track” topology for
K*¥9 CLAS has zero acceptance for very forward going tracks due to a hole in the forward
direction along the beam-line. The CLAS magnet bends negatively-charged tracks inwards toward
the beam-line where they have a greater chance of escaping undetected through the forward-angle

27
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’ Channel \ Topology \ Reaction-chain \ Features

PWA-based acceptance

Kt30 — calculation
K+30 Three-track = :
K+A(’Yf) — KTpn~ (vf) Less “diluted” polarization
measurements.

Higher statistics.

+130 _ +30 +o (=
LR Two-track vp = KTE0 = Kop(noy) Greater kinematic coverage.

Effect of ¢-A(1520) overlap.

- (K~
op Charged-mode W = op — KK Higher statistics.

070
op Neutral-mode zg;g;;pKS(KL)p - No ¢-A(1520) overlap.
L

Table 3.1: Summary of the reaction topologies for the K*X° and ¢p channels used in this analysis.
The undetected final-state particles are shown within parentheses.

hole of the detector. Therefore, by not requiring the 7~ to be detected, the two-track topology
has substantially higher acceptance and statistics. However, X0 polarization measurements with the
A-X° polarization transfer preserved (see Sec. 8.3) as well as our event-based partial wave analysis
setup (see Sec. 6.6), require knowledge of all four final-state particle momenta. Since the missing
momentum for the two-track topology is the sum of the 7~ and v momenta, the individual momenta
of these tracks could not be reconstructed. Hence, our two-track topology analysis is mostly limited
to differential cross section measurements only. As shown in Sec. 6.8, in regions where the kinematics
overlap and statistics are high enough, the two- and three-track KTX° results are found to be in
good agreement with each other, even though the two analyses are independent of each other with
quite different event selection and analysis schemes. This in turn serves as an internal check for our
understanding of the glla dataset and the detector acceptance.

3.1.2 ¢p: “Charged-mode” and “Neutral-mode” Topologies

The ¢ primarily decays into two kaons via charged- (¢ — KTK~, 49%) and neutral-mode (¢ —
KgKg7 34%) decays. For the charged-mode, both two-track vp — ¢p — KT (K~ )p and three-track
vp — ¢p — KTK p topologies are possible. Since the ¢ cross section is inherently small, the
three-track topology has quite limited statistics. Therefore, we only use the two-track dataset for
the “charged-mode” topology in the analysis. This has the highest statistics and forms the primary
source of results for this channel.

Along with the charged mode, we also analyze the neutral-mode decay of the ¢. Below /s ~
2.2 GeV, the charged-mode topology overlaps in phase-space with the reaction yp — K1TA(1520) —
K*K~p, while the neutral-mode kinematics are impervious to the A(1520). It is therefore crucial
to compare results between the charged and the neutral modes to understand any effect the A(1520)
might have on ¢ photoproduction below 2.2 GeV. It is to be noted that all previous world data
utilized only the charged decay mode by detecting the K. The present results represent the first
analysis of the neutral decay mode of the ¢. Henceforth, we define the “neutral-mode” topology as
vp — ¢p — KI(K?)p — ntr~ (K?)p with the undetected K9 being reconstructed as the missing
4-momentum. Being a three-track topology, statistics are again rather limited here. To bolster
statistics, the energy bins are kept wider for the neutral-mode.
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’ Excluded runs \ Description
43490-43525 Commissioning runs.
44108-44133 5.021 GeV beam-energy.
43675-43676, 43777-43778, 44013 Alternate trigger configurations.

43989, 43990-43991, 44000-44002,

44007-44008, 44010-44012 TOF problem in sector 2.

43586-43589, 43590-43596 TOF problem in sector 3.

43588, 43585, 43657, 44036, 44101 Abnormal data yields.

43526, 43527, 43532, 43533, 43540, Damaged magnetic tape during full two-track
43541, 43547-43553, 43561 data transfer (for two-track topologies only).

Table 3.2: Table of glla runs excluded from this analysis

3.2 Excluded Runs

Data acquisition (DAQ) in CLAS proceeds on a run-by-run basis, each “run” consisting of about
10 million events. This subdivision helps in diagnosing detector and DAQ problems that might creep
in over time. The glla run period includes CLAS runs 43490 to 44133. Runs 43490 to 44107 were
taken with an electron beam-energy of 4.019 GeV, while for runs 44108 to 44133, the beam-energy
was 5.021 GeV. Since the latter set of runs forms only a small fraction of the entire dataset and
will not reduce our statistical uncertainties by any considerable amount if removed, but can lead to
possible differences in systematics, we use only the 4.019 GeV beam-energy runs in this analysis.
We also exclude the very first few runs from 43490 to 43525; these were commissioning runs taken
for diagnostic reasons and were not meant to be used for any actual physics analysis.

There were several other runs which were later found to be unreliable and are excluded from
this analysis. While gl1la was being recorded, a logbook was kept of all shift workers’ observations.
The CLAS glla logbook entries for runs 43981-43982 show that there were problems with the drift
chambers during these runs. Similarly, logbook entries for runs 43989-43991 show problems with
the DAQ system. In order to study the glla trigger, runs 43675-6, 43777-8, 44013 were taken with
different triggering configurations than the standard production trigger. Several runs showed sys-
tematic problems with the DC power supply to the TOF counters in sector 2 (runs 43989, 43990-1,
44000-2, 44007-8, 44010-2) and sector 3 (runs 43586-9, 43590-6). Also, run 43588 was found to have
abnormalities in previous glla analyses and runs 43585, 43657, 44036 and 44101 exhibited abnor-
mal flux-normalized K+ yields (see Sec. 4.10). All of the runs listed above are excluded from our
analysis.

For three-track analyses in both channels, all glla runs between 43525-44107 not mentioned
as “excluded” in Table 3.2 are included. During the full two-track data transfer (this was done
separately, at a later stage in the analysis), one particular magnetic tape containing about a hundred
files was found to be physically damaged at the Jefferson Lab end. These hundred odd files spill on
to 15 runs (see Table 3.2) and are further excluded from the two-track analyses for both channels
(two-track mode for K*X° and charged-mode for ¢p).
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3.3 Kinematic Fitting

3.3.1 Introduction

Our particle identification methods (except for the K+X° two-track dataset), as well as our tag-
ger and momentum corrections make heavy use of a method known as kinematic fitting. For the
glla dataset, this powerful tool was developed by Mike Williams, a former CMU graduate student
[75, 86]. In this section we sketch out very briefly how this method works.

To start with, we consider a set of n measured quantities, denoted by the n-vector 7. For
example, these can be the momenta of different tracks measured by CLAS. Each measurement has
an associated deviation from its actual value, given similarly by the n-vector €. The actual values
of the observables being measured are ¢/, with the relation

T=J+¢ (3.1)

The idea is to estimate ¥ from 77 using a set of kinematic constraints, in our case, the conservation
of energy and momentum. For example, in the K+ X9 channel, we have an outgoing photon which
we do not detect. The constraint equation is therefore the requirement of a zero total missing mass,
and the fit is a one constraint (1-C') fit. If we had detected all the final particles we would have
required every component of the total missing 4-momenta to be zero and the fit would have been a
4-C fit. Note here that the fit parameters all go inside the constraint equations. Then, consider the
following n-vector, 5, given by .

0i = Y5 — Vi (32)
where ¢y are the final required fit results, ¢; is the improved measurement at the i*" iteration step
and the starting 3y taken as the measured 77. If the covariance matrix for the measured quantities is
Cy, then the quantity we want to minimize is § TCn_ 15, However, this minimization has to be done
in tandem with the aforementioned constraint equations, which is done by employing the standard
procedure of Lagrange multipliers.

3.3.2 Event Selection Scheme Using Kinematic Fitting

The way we use the above procedure to select good events is as follows. First, we require every
event to be of the form “+ : +”, where at least two positively charged tracks have to be detected
and ascribed to the particular event in question. For all three-track analyses, we also require an
additional negatively charged track and the event topologies take the form “+ : 4+ : —”. It is to be
noted here that the CLAS event reconstruction software typically assigns several charged tracks to
the same event and incorrect particle track assignments can thereby be associated with an event at
this stage. However, as we will show later, these incorrect assignments will not escape our cuts. In
the next step, we make a physics hypothesis of which particles these tracks refer to. For example, for
the K+X9 three-track analysis, the physics hypothesis can be either “K* :p: 77 or “p: KT : 77",
That is, the negatively charged track is assumed to be a 7~ and the positively charged tracks have to
be either a proton and a K, or vice versa. Similarly, for the ¢p charged-mode topology, our event
hypotheses are of the forms “p : K™” or “K™ : p”, with a missing K. We reiterate that throughout
this analysis, all possible particle hypothesis combinations are looped over and each hypothesis is
treated as an independent event hypothesis. This serves to minimize any initial bias in our particle
identification procedure.

3.3.3 Confidence Levels

The “goodness of fit” from our kinematic fitting is given by the confidence level for a given physics
hypothesis. The fit deviations are contained in € vector; if all measurements were independent of
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each other so that the covariance matrix C, was diagonal, the minimization quantity would have

n
taken the familiar x* form )7 €5/0%. However, for the general case, the covariance matrix will not
j=1
be diagonal and the minimization quantity follows a x? distribution with d = k — m degrees of
freedom, where m is the number of fit parameters and k is the number of constraint equations. A
measure of the “goodness of fit” for the least squares method is then given by the confidence level:

CL= /‘:O f(z;d)dz, (3.3)

where f(z;d) is the x? probability density function with d degrees of freedom. The confidence level
indicates how real and repeatable and not just random, a certain fit result is. It is the probability
that another random event from the same distribution would have given a x? from the fit which
was at least as large as the event in question. If the errors are normally distributed, the confidence
levels from “good” events will uniformly populate the range (0,1] and “background” events which
fail the hypotheses will have very small confidence levels.

The quality of error estimation from the above procedure are given by the pull distributions for
each measured quantity. These are defined as z; = ¢;/0o(¢;) with €; = n; — y; and standard deviation
o(€;). Recasting this as

z = i —Yi , (3.4)
72() — o2
puts them in a calculable form (the covariance matrix C,, for calculating o(y;) is obtained here by
standard error propagation techniques from C,). If all the errors are accounted for properly, the
pull distributions are normal distributions, centered around zero with ¢ = 1.

The kinematic fitter for glla has undergone extensive testing and has been applied to several
other channels with outstanding results [18, 20, 26]. The confidence level from kinematic fits are
therefore one of the main handles for event selection and background reduction for this analysis.
Since the confidence levels for good events are given by a flat distribution, by demanding that we
accept events only with confidence level greater than a certain percentage, we are throwing away
a known and well understood fraction of actual good events, but as we show later, this effectively
trims out most of the background.

3.4 Energy, Momentum and Tagger Corrections

3.4.1 Energy Loss Corrections

Energy loss by particles as they pass through various materials in the CLAS detector happens ubig-
uitously. Even before a particle hits any component of the tracking system, energy losses occur
in the target material (liquid Hydrogen) and walls, the beam pipe, the start counter, the air gap
between the start counter and the inner regions of the drift chamber, and so on. The PDG [25] lists
a comprehensive list of all such energy losses during the passage of high energy particles through
matter. These losses had to be properly corrected for. For CLAS, these corrections were handled
by the eloss package written by Eugene Pasyuk, then at ASU [87].

3.4.2 Vertex Reconstruction Corrections

For the KX three-track topology (as opposed to the two-track analysis), the A decay vertex is
reconstructable using tracking information. For the three-track case, since we detect the 7~ along
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Figure 3.1: Shown above are the relative tagger corrections for each tagger E-counter for the glla
dataset as calculated in Ref.[75]. The four dips correspond to the sagging of the E-counter focal
plane between its four support yokes. There are a few points off the general trend. These are due
to wrong cable connections for the counters during data recording. Image source: Ref. [75].

with the proton, we can use tracking information to find the point of closest approach between the
7~ and the proton tracks and assign to this as the A decay vertex position. We then set the 7~ and
proton vertices as the A decay vertex position. Similarly, for both the two-track and the three-track
K*X0° analyses, the event vertex position is set as the point of closest approach between the K+
track and an idealized beam along the z-axis. All vertex calculations were performed using MVRT,
a vertexing package written by J. McNabb [88]. In earlier CLAS analyses and the early stages of the
present analysis, the event vertex was being calculated by projecting back all the detected tracks
to one single point and the energy loss for any particle was being calculated assuming it emanated
from this point. Due to the multiple decays in the K+X° channel and the fact that the A has a
macroscopic pathlength of several centimeters, the proton and the 7~ tracks inevitably get “kinks”
in the direction at each decay vertex. It is thus inappropriate to project all the tracks to a single
point. Once we have reconstructed the more accurate event and A decay (for the three-track case)
vertices, we are also able to calculate the improved energy loss corrections accordingly.

For the ¢p charged-mode, all the final-state particles emanate from a single event vertex. For the
neutral-mode, the K2 has a finite path-length of ¢7 ~ 2.68 cm. The K3 vertex is therefore different
from the event vertex. The K g vertex is reconstructed as the point of closest approach between the
7+ and the 7~ tracks. Energy loss corrections are also employed accordingly after the improved
vertex reconstructions.

3.4.3 Tagger Corrections

The photon energy (E,) for an event comes from the E-counters of the photon tagger in CLAS. How-
ever, physical distortions of the tagger’s focal plane gave rise to inaccuracies in this measurement.
This effect was examined earlier by studying the inclusive (v)p — prtn~ reaction via a kinematic
fit. This was an inclusive reaction in the sense that the measurements for the incoming photon were
ignored and a 1-C' kinematic fit was made to zero total missing mass corresponding to a missing
photon. Only events with a high enough confidence level were selected in this study (here one is
concerned not about throwing away good events, but that the events selected really be good events).
This was done for both the CLAS glla [75] and glc [89] datasets. Tagger corrections were then
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ascribed as the difference between the measured photon energy and the energy from the fit result.
By taking the Gaussian mean over the entire /s range, a systematic correction was found for each
tagger E-counter (see Fig. 3.1). These results have been interpreted as due to sagging of the focal
plane between its four support yokes [90]. This sag displaced the narrow E-counters from their ideal
locations, causing them to detect electrons with slightly different energies. In this analysis, we have
applied the derived glla tagger corrections to each event according to its associated tagger E-counter.

3.4.4 Momentum Corrections

Momenta for the various particles are measured in CLAS from tracking information as the particles’
trajectories bend during their flight though the toroidal magnetic field. Therefore, any discrepancy
between the “ideal” field map from survey information and the “actual” field during the experiment
gives rise to incorrectly reconstructed momenta. Similarly for misalignments and sagging in various
parts of the drift chamber.

Momentum corrections for the glla run period have been derived using the yp — pr 7~ channel
[91]. Tagger and energy-loss corrections were applied to each prt7~ event in which all final-state
tracks were reconstructed by CLAS. Three separate kinematic fits were then performed, each treat-
ing one of the detected final-state particles as “missing”: vp — prt(77), vp — p(nT)7n~, and
vp — (p)m 7~ hypotheses. The measured momenta for the “missing” particles were then compared
to the missing momenta from the kinematic fits. Corrections were calculated for each CLAS sector
and particle charge. Each sector was divided into twelve 5° bins in the azimuthal angle ¢. Each
¢ bin was then divided into fifteen polar angle (6) bins: nine 5° bins in the range 5° < 6 < 50°,
four 10° bins in 50° < 0 < 90°, and two 25° bins in 90° < 6 < 140°. Corrections to the magnitude
of momentum for each track charge were calculated in each of the angular bins, and were typically
found to be less than 10 MeV.

3.4.5 Effectiveness of the Corrections

To check the effectiveness of these corrections, we employ the K+X° channel and look at the missing
mass off KT and the invariant (p7~) mass distributions in the three-track dataset. The former
corresponds to the X% mass (~1.1926 GeV) and the latter to the A mass (~1.1156 GeV). We choose
events by kinematically fitting to vp — K*Tp7~ (7) and applying a 1% confidence level cut (the
validity of this cut is described in detail in Sec. 3.6.1) keeping only events with missing mass off
Kt between 1.14 GeV and 1.24 GeV. Fig. 3.2 shows the two distributions as they looked before
and after the corrections were made (but before kinematic fitting). All events are taken from runs
43810-43819. There is a distinct shift in the peaks between the pre and post-correction distributions.
The corrections pulled the mass peaks closer to their PDG values, demonstrating the effectiveness
of our corrections.

3.5 Photon Selection

For photoproduction experiments in CLAS, the interaction time for an event can be measured in two
different ways. Each event has a number of tagged photons. As mentioned in Sec. 2.2, the timing
resolution of the tagging spectrometer in CLAS is 110 ps and this is good enough to identify the
RF beam bucket the tagged photon is associated with. The next step is to temporally propagate
the photon time from the radiator to the interaction vertex. This tagger vertex time, derived from
the RF signal time is the most accurate timing information available in the entire experiment and
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Figure 3.2: Effectiveness of energy, momentum and tagger corrections using the K*X° channel:
shifts in the (a) X° and (b) A mass peaks respectively, before and after the corrections. Fits to the
distributions in (c) and (d) for X%, (e) and (f) for A show that the peaks are pulled closer to the
masses listed in PDG after the corrections. Note that the events are selected using a kinematic fit
cut, but the momenta used to compute the above variables use the corresponding pre-kinematic fit
values.
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this is the event vertex time that we use in this analysis. For a given event, every tagged photon !
is looped over independently, as “the” photon. Photons associated with the wrong RF bucket are
removed by cuts later on. An alternative way of determining the event vertex time is to use timing
information from the start counter. The start counter is the first detector system that a charged
track trigger after it leaves the target. Timing information from the start counter is propagated
backward temporally to the event vertex by using the track’s momentum and tracking information
and a start counter vertex time is obtained from here. In some CLAS analyses (see Bob Bradford’s
CLAS glc analysis [92] for example), an initial +1 ns photon selection cut was placed between the
tagger and start counter vertex times for every detected track. We examined the effect of this cut
in the very initial stages of our analysis, and though we found it to be a loose enough cut, we do not
employ this cut in this analysis.

3.6 Event Selection — KX Three-track Topology

3.6.1 Kinematic Fitting of vp — K pr~(vy)

As noted earlier, the glla dataset is swamped by events from the non-strange physics sector. For
the K+ X three-track topology, the first step towards cleaning up the data is to perform a very loose
skim using the kinematic fitter, aimed at trimming out this large and all pervasive background.

As described in Sec. 3.3.2, we begin by selecting “+ : + : —” events and making a physics
hypothesis, where the tracks are assigned as “K+ :p: 7#=” or “p: Kt : 77", To save computation
time, we reject events we can realistically assume to be background by placing the following two
extremely loose cuts:

1. require total missing mass to be less than 400 MeV, and,
2. require missing mass off KT to be less than 1.45 GeV.

These cuts greatly reduce the number of ineligible background events that we kinematically fit. We
then employ a 1-C kinematic fit to yp — KTp7~ (77) and place a 1% confidence level cut.

Before proceeding to describe the results of this skim, we note that for any of the two combinato-
rial physics hypotheses we make, prior to applying kinematic fitting, we applied all the appropriate
energy, momentum and tagger corrections. Also, post-skim, only events with missing mass off K+
between 1.14 GeV and 1.3 GeV are retained. Clearly, the X9, for which the PDG [25] lists as mass
of ~1.192 GeV, lies well within this range. The upper limit is intentionally kept higher to facilitate
our background subtraction method.

The results of the fit are shown in Fig. 3.3. The confidence level distribution for all events is
shown in Fig. 3.3a. The distribution is almost flat above 0.4. Note that effectively (aside from the
two very loose cuts mentioned above) we have not applied any cut at all and the K+X° channel
is completely swamped by background at this stage (Fig. 3.3b). Upon further requiring the total
missing mass to be within 460 MeV, the %0 peak finally shows up (this last cut is just for visualiza-
tion purposes here and was not included in the actual skimming). There is still a large amount of
background, most of which is removed by the 1% confidence level cut (shown in blue in Fig. 3.3c).
Since we have not made any particle identification cuts at this stage and even our confidence level
cut is pretty loose, expectedly, some amount of background leaks in, but the post-confidence-level
dataset is reasonably clean (shown in red in Fig. 3.3c). The crucial point is that events rejected by
the 1% confidence level cut (blue, Fig. 3.3¢c) hardly show any sign of a peak and we can fairly claim

1For this analysis, this means having a status word 7 or 15 in the TAGR bank.
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that we are throwing away very few “good” events.

3.6.2 Effectiveness of the Confidence Level Cut

If the kinematic fitter is working perfectly and errors are all Gaussian, we expect to lose ~1% signal
with a 1% confidence level cut. We check this by comparing the estimated total signal from a
Gaussian (signal) plus quartic (background) fit to the event distributions prior to and after making
the confidence level cut. This is shown in Fig. 3.4. The cut hardly changes the signal Gaussian
characteristics, the mean (~1.193 GeV) and the width (~0.011 GeV) of the signal Gaussians are
almost equal in going from Fig. 3.4a to Fig. 3.4b. The signal yield is then estimated by integrating
the fit Gaussian function over p +2.50. The estimated signal is found to be 34672 and 34335 before
and after the cut, in excellent correspondence with a ~1% signal loss.

3.6.3 Particle Identification — Timing Cuts

The main motivation behind the skim was to reduce the glla dataset to a manageable size while
losing as few good events as possible. We have seen that we were able to achieve this very efficiently
using the kinematic fitter. To further our event selection process we have to decide upon, and fine
tune, the next level of cuts. Recall that the kinematic fitter used only kinematic information about
the particle trajectories, the various momenta. A second source of information for particle identi-
fication (PID) is timing information recorded by CLAS for the tracks. We will assume here that
the negatively charged track is a 7~ (positive and negative tracks bend differently in the magnetic
field inside the detector and are distinguished quite easily). Then the main job of the PID is to
identify the positively charged tracks as either a proton or a K and trim out the 77’s leaking in.
By judiciously selecting timing-based cuts, we are able to arrive upon a very clean dataset with
minimal loss of good events.

Timing information for any particle is chiefly encoded in its time-of-flight (tof). This is the
time difference between the event vertex time and time at which the particle hit the time-of-flight
scintillator walls on the outer shell of the detector. Consider the quantity:

Atof = 10 fmeas — t0fcaic, (35)

where t0feqs is the measured time-of-flight and tof.qc is the time-of-flight calculated for the mass
hypothesis for the particle in question. The latter is given by

L me\?
tofcalc = ; 14 ? 5 (36)

where L is the path length from the target to the scintillator, ¢ is the speed of light, m is the
hypothesized mass and p is the magnitude of the 3-momentum. Obviously, the closer to zero Atof
is, the more confidence we have in our hypothesis. An equivalent way of looking at this is to look
at the calculated mass (meqic) for a particular track, given by

_p _ [pP(1-p?)
Meale = ’Yﬁc - ﬁ202 ) (37)

L

tofmeas .

where

1
B==-x
c
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Figure 3.3: Kinematic fit to yp — K p7n~ (7¢) for the KX three-track topology analysis. Events
are from runs 43810-43819: (a) confidence level from all the events — the distribution is fairly flat
above 0.4. (b) Missing mass off KT distributions for all events (with the two loose skim cuts
described in the text). (¢) Includes a total missing mass requirement between £60 MeV (see text).
There is still a large amount of background, but the X° peak is visible. Shown are all the events
(black), events rejected by a 1% confidence level cut (blue) and events passing the 1% confidence
level cut (red).
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Figure 3.4: Effectiveness of the confidence level cut for the KTX° three-track dataset. Events are
from runs 43810-43819 and include a |[M M| < 60 MeV cut. The total fit function (in green) consists
of a Gaussian signal (in red) plus a quartic background (in blue). Fits are to the following event
distributions: (a) all events, prior to confidence level cut. Estimated signal — 34672 events. (b)
events surviving a 1% confidence level cut. Estimated signal — 34335 events.

For our analysis purposes, we will go back and forth between these two pictures to show the legiti-
macy and effectiveness of our cuts.

Note that the momenta used in Eqgs. 3.5 to 3.8 are the track momenta as CLAS measured it,
prior to our corrections and kinematic fitting. The other caveat to note is that the Atof and the
calculated mass plots that are to follow (which we based our cut selections on) include only events
with missing mass off KT between 1.14 GeV and 1.24 GeV. That is, events with missing mass off
Kt between 1.24 GeV and 1.3 GeV, although included in the skim, were excluded for our PID
studies. This was to ensure that events which we a priori knew to be background did not influence
the selection of our cuts.

Fig. 3.5a and 3.5b show Atof and mcq. respectively for the particle passing the kinematic fit
under the KT hypothesis plotted against that for the particle passing under a proton hypothesis.
There are a couple of things that are easy to see from the very outset:

1. in Fig. 3.5a, the clusters of events around (+2, £2), (£4, £4),..., are due to photons associated
with the wrong RF' bucket (recall from Ch. 2 that the accelerator delivered bunches of elections
to Hall B every 2 ns).

2. the band of events inside the boxed region “II” in Fig. 3.5b corresponds to events for which
our particle hypothesis calls a particle a proton when it is actually a kaon, and vice versa.
Likewise, in the same region one can also see p ™+ combinations which passed the kinematic
cut under a K*p hypothesis. Such incorrectly assigned events could pass the 1% confidence
level cut if the tracks had a high enough momentum relative to the particle masses so that the
kinematic fitter could not reliably distinguish between the two. This band actually continues
vertically upwards until and beyond where the calculated mass distributions for the two com-
binations meet — which means also that we could not reliably separate signal from background
in this region using timing information. To further clean the data we utilize our powerful
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Figure 3.5: Cumulative skimmed KX three-track dataset: (a) Atof and (b) calculated masses
for p and Kt (see text for regions marked “I” and “IT”). The “iron cross” in (a) shows our PID
timing cut. Only events with missing mass off K between 1.14 GeV and 1.24 GeV are included in
these plots.
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Figure 3.6: Incorrect Proton timing for region “I” of Fig. 3.5b: (a) Missing Mass off Kt for these
events (b) sector ID difference vs TOF Paddle ID difference between n~ and proton — the blob at
the center corresponds to both the tracks hitting the same physical TOF counter.

signal-background separation method to be described in the next section.

3.6.4 A Subtlety

Region “I” in Fig. 3.5b deserves special attention. The K’s seem to have been correctly identified
here but the protons look more like K™’s. One is first led to suspect that these events somehow
resulted from the production of double strangeness cascade events. However, firstly, it is hard to
imagine that such events would pass even a loose 1% confidence level cut from a kinematic fit to
zero missing mass. Secondly, we have constrained the missing mass off KT to be less than 1.24 GeV
and any double strangeness exotic particle itself would have a much higher mass. Thirdly, and most
importantly, the missing mass off K+ for these events contain a very clean peak around the ¥° mass
(Fig. 3.6a).

Upon further investigation it is found that these events are good K10 events after all, save that
CLAS recorded the proton timing information incorrectly. Recall that the breakup momentum of
the A particle is relatively small. The breakup angle in the laboratory frame is further reduced due
to the boost and the proton and the 7~ coming from the A decay can sometimes hit the same TOF
scintillator paddle. This is indeed what happened for these particular events, as shown in Fig. 3.6b.
The big blob at (0,0) is where CLAS recorded the same TOF paddle ID and the same sector ID, and
thus the same physical TOF paddle, for the proton and the 7~ tracks. TOF scintillators in CLAS
have single-hit electronics. CLAS therefore assigns the same one time-of-flight to both the proton
and the 7~. The 7~ being lighter, typically arrives first and is assigned the correct time-of-flight.
The proton which follows is then assigned a shorter time-of-flight which reduces its calculated mass,
bringing it closer to the kaon mass region. However, as long as we were careful not to use the proton
timing information anywhere else in our analysis, we can still include these events. Also, note that
the K+ goes completely unaffected by this.
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Figure 3.7: PID cut on the cumulative K130 three-track skimmed dataset. In red are events that
passed the cut and in blue are the events rejected by the cut.

3.6.5 The “Iron-cross” Cut

The PID cut chosen for the K0 three-track analysis is shown by the quadruplet of black lines
in Fig. 3.5a taking the shape of an “iron-cross”. That is, we reject events lying outside the cross.
The cut is essentially based on the idea of accepting tracks with |Atof| < 1 ns, executed in a
2-dimensional fashion. It is meant to be both loose enough to minimize signal loss but stringent
enough to reduce the background substantially. The result of the cut is shown in Fig. 3.7. Fig. 3.8a
shows the calculated mass distribution for events rejected by our cut while Fig. 3.8b shows that
for events passing the cut. One can ask here whether our cut is too loose and we should also
trim out region “I” (containing 7% p background) and region “II” (containing pp background) in
Fig. 3.8a. However plotting the missing mass off K for these regions (Fig. 3.9), we find that there
is sufficient amount of signal in these regions to retain them. Furthermore we show in Sec. 4.4 that
for the Accepted Monte Carlo, which we know to have almost negligible 7+ p and pp background,
also have events populating these regions. The few events remaining in region “III” (Fig. 3.8a),
though can reliably be claimed to have a wrong PID assignment, will be retained at this stage to
give enough leverage to our background fitter for pulling out the background underneath region “II”.

This completes all our PID cuts for the three-track dataset. All remnant background will be
removed by our signal-background separation method (Sec. 3.11).

3.6.6 PID Uncertainty

As evident from Fig. 3.7, our PID cuts throw away very few good events. We can make an estimate
of how much signal we are throwing away by fitting the missing mass off KT distribution before the
cut and that for events rejected by the cut with a Gaussian plus a quartic. This is shown in Fig. 3.10.
Fig. 3.10a shows the fit to the entire skimmed dataset. The total fit function seems to slightly fall
short of the total histogram peak though the background function describes the background pretty
well. We thus chose to estimate the total signal by subtracting the background integral from the
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Figure 3.8: Calculated masses after the PID cut for the cumulative skimmed K*X three-track
dataset: (a) events passing the cut. Regions marked as “I” and “II” here contain possible 7F p and
p p background respectively which survive the cut (see Fig. 3.9). Region “III” is also retained at this
point (see text). (b) events rejected by the cut.

T

3000

2500F

2000
15001
1000

500

o b b b by I I i TSI RSN R
1.14 1.16 1.18 1.2 1.22 1.24 1914 1.16 1.18 1.2 1.22 1.24
Missing Mass Off K* (GeV) Missing Mass Off K" (GeV)

(a) (b)

Figure 3.9: Missing Mass off K for events in regions “I” and “II” from Fig. 3.8a: (a) Region “I”
— 77p background mostly (b) Region “II” — possible pp background. There is sufficient signal in
both regions to not throw them away completely. The remaining background will be removed by
our signal-background separation method.
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Figure 3.10: PID uncertainty for the K+ three-track topology. Fits were to a Gaussian signal (red)
plus quartic polynomial (blue). In green is the total fit function. (a) Cumulative skimmed dataset
before PID cuts. Estimated signal ~1.068 million (b) Events rejected by PID cuts. Estimated
“signal” being lost due to PID cut ~6610. The ratio ~0.62% is the estimated uncertainty in our
PID scheme.

total histogram in the range [ — 2.50, u + 2.50], where p (= 1.1935 GeV) and o (= 0.005 GeV) are
from the signal Gaussian fit. Our signal estimate is thereby found to be ~1.068 million events.

Next, we fit the distribution of events rejected by the cut. The small signal we are trying to pull
out here made the fits sensitive to the starting values of the fit parameters as well as range that the
fit was being run over. A good fit was found on running it between 1.175 GeV and 1.215 GeV and
is shown in Fig. 3.10b. For this range, the total fit function seems to match the event distribution
very well in this case. The estimated signal content is thus found by a 2.50 integral of the signal
Gaussian (p = 1.1934 GeV, o = 0.004 GeV) about the mean and amounts to ~6610 events. The
percentage of signal lost by the PID cuts is therefore ~0.62%. We will quote this as the uncertainty
in our PID scheme for the K*X° three-track analysis.

3.6.7 KA Background Removal

Recall from Sec. 3.6.1 that during kinematic fitting, we fit each event to a K™ pr~ hypothesis with
zero total missing mass. While this is appropriate for K Tpn~ events with a missing outgoing pho-
ton, events with the same topology but with no missing particle would also pass the kinematic fit
cuts. In the present context, the latter set of events originates from a long K+A “tail”. There are
two kinematic regimes where this occurs predominantly.

First, note that the higher one goes in /s, the higher the momenta of the various decay particles
generally get. Momentum resolution in CLAS worsens with increasing particle momenta. Thus, the
KTA signal peak (at ~1.115 GeV) widens as we go higher in /s and the K+ A tail will encroach
more and more under the K %9 peak. This effect is clearly visible in going from Fig. 3.11a to 3.11b.
Second, the breakup energy (and correspondingly, the breakup angle) of X0 is small (~77 MeV).
This means most of the time the A will continue to move in the same direction as the X9 it originates
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from. In the kinematic region where the opening angle is small enough, the kinematic fitter can
end up wiggling the various momenta to make a KA event look like a KTX° event. Fig. 3.11c
demonstrates this effect. Note that given the information which is supplied to the fitter, this is not
a pathology at all but a peculiarity of the kinematics.

Given the above considerations, we expect to see the A tail in higher /s and smaller X0 breakup
angle regions. Note that for the plots in Fig. 3.11, we have already applied our 1% confidence level
(from a kinematic fit to yp — K*pn~, zero total missing mass) and PID cuts, which means that
neither of these cuts remove the KA background. This was actually a good sign, because the way
we tuned these cuts, neither of them were supposed to remove KA events in the first place.

The solution to the problem at hand employs the kinematic fitter again. To efficiently skim out
the KA events, we can fit every event which we included in our skim to yp — K Tpr~ with nothing
missing — that is, we fit to every component of the missing 4-momenta being zero. This is a much
tighter 4-C fit than fitting to a zero total missing mass (a 1-C fit). Real KTX" events have near-
zero confidence level to this fit while KA events would have evenly distributed confidence levels
over the range (0, 1]. Fig. 3.11d demonstrates this, where we have plotted the confidence level from
vp — KTpr~ (nothing missing) fit against missing mass off K. The higher confidence level region
corresponds to the KA tail. We can thus effectively remove the KTA background by rejecting
events with confidence level (from a kinematic fit to yp — K Tpr~, nothing missing) greater than
0.1% (Fig. 3.11(e)). The effect of the cut is shown in Fig. 3.11(f) — our cut is remarkably efficient in
skimming out the KA background with minimal signal loss (the blue histogram in 3.11f for events
rejected by the cut, representing a long KA tail, shows no sign of a X9 peak).

Note that to accentuate the effect of the KA background we have used events only with higher
Vs (between 2.7 and 2.84 GeV) for the plots shown in Fig. 3.11b through 3.11f.

3.7 Event Selection — K*X? Two-track Topology

3.7.1 “Dalitz” Cut

Consider the decay chain X° — Ay — pr~+, treating it as an overall three-body decay. In the
standard “Dalitz” analysis of a three-body decay M — mimgmsg, for a given value of the invariant
mass mqa, Meg is bound between [25]

2

* *\2 * %
(m§3)ma$ = (E3+E3) — (\/E22 —m2 — \/E32 - mg) and (3.9a)

2

* *\2 * %

(mgs)mm = (By+E3) - (\/Ez2 —mj + \/E32 - m%) ) (3.9b)
where

By = (miy—mi+m3)/2mz and (3.10a)
By = (M®—miy—m3) /2ma. (3.10D)

In our case, if we assign M as X° my as p, mo as m—, and mg3 as v, miz is the (pr~) mass
corresponding to the A mass. Then megg is the invariant (7~ ) mass, which is also the total missing
mass M M (pK™) for the two-track topology. Substituting the physical values of the masses, we find
the condition:

0.176 GeV < mo3 < 0.251 GeV. (3.11)

We call a cut based on this requirement, a “Dalitz” cut.
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Figure 3.11: K*A background removal (K+X° three-track topology): the KT A tail is more promi-
nent at higher /s (compare (a) and (b)) and smaller relative angle between X° and A (from (c)).
(d) and (e) show the 0.1% CL cut we make (red horizontal line in (e)) and (f) shows the efficiency
of the cut. See text for details.
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3.7.2 Initial Skim

Our event selection for the two-track topology follows the general itinerary set up earlier for the
three-track case. We choose events of the type “+ : +” having at least two positively charged tracks.
We then make the physics hypotheses “p : KT and “K¥ : p” for these two tracks, looping over all
possible combinations. The event vertex and the KT vertex are set as for the three-track case, but
since information on the 7~ track is unavailable, we are not able to locate the A decay vertex any
longer. As our next best approximation, we set the p vertex as the event vertex. Energy, momentum
and tagger corrections are then applied corresponding to each hypothesis.

Since both the outgoing photon and the 7~ momenta remain unknown, we cannot avail of the
kinematic fitter. For our initial skim, we place the following four cuts:

1. missing mass off KT between 1.14 GeV and 1.3 GeV,

2. calculated mass of p between 0.3 GeV and 1.2 GeV,

3. calculated mass of K* between 0.2 GeV and 0.85 GeV and
4. total missing mass between 0.15 GeV and 0.28 GeV.

These cuts are intentionally kept loose at this stage to keep the loss of good events at a minimum.
Cut (4) corresponds to the “Dalitz” cut after allowance for energy-momentum resolution. Fig. 3.12
shows the signal shape, calculated masses and total missing mass in the cumulative skimmed dataset.
The total number of events which pass the skim is ~ 6.4 million.

3.7.3 Particle Identification — 2-D Calculated Mass and “Dalitz” Cut

Our first PID cut consists of a 2-D cut on the calculated masses of the hypothesized K+ and p tracks.
The cut is shown in Fig. 3.12a — events lying outside the quadruplet of black lines are removed. The
second cut we employ is a “Dalitz” cut, accepting events only that satisfy the criterion:

0.16 GeV < MM (pK™) < 0.265 GeV. (3.12)

The two limits are marked by the two horizontal lines in Fig. 3.12c. The cut limits are kept looser
than given in Eq. 3.11 to account for momentum resolutions. Fig. 3.12b and 3.12d show the effect
of the calculated mass and Dalitz cuts individually.

Fig. 3.13 shows the combined effect of both cuts (the histograms include around a third of the
full two-track dataset). The black histogram is the skimmed dataset. In green are events that pass
the calculated mass cut. Events retained after a subsequent application of the Dalitz cut appears
in red. The blue histogram shows the events that fail either cut. The estimated “signal” for the
skimmed dataset and for events failing the PID cuts are ~ 2.28 million and ~ 41, 738 respectively.
Thus the upper limit on the signal loss due to the PID cuts is ~ 1.8%. We quote this as our PID
error for the two-track topology.
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Figure 3.12: PID cuts on the skimmed KX two-track dataset: (a) Calculated masses for proton
and the kaon. Events lying outside the quadruplet of black lines are rejected. (b) Effect of the
calculated mass cut — the black histogram is the original skimmed dataset, in red are the accepted
events and in blue are the rejected events. (c) Total missing mass (which, for real K+%9 events,
should correspond to the invariant (777) mass) plotted versus missing mass off K. The two
horizontal lines show the “Dalitz” cut — only events lying in between the two lines are kept. (d)
Effect of the Dalitz cut — black histogram is the original skimmed dataset, in red are the accepted

events and in blue are the rejected events.
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Figure 3.13: KTX° two-track topology, PID cuts: green histogram shows just the calculated mass
cut. Red histogram shows the effect of subsequently applying the Dalitz cut. The blue histogram is
the background removed after both cuts are applied. Total signal loss is ~ 1.8%.

3.8 Event Selection — ¢p Charged-mode Topology

3.8.1 Kinematic Fitting of yp — KT (K )p

For the charged-mode topology for ¢p, the first step in the event selection process is a kinematic
fit to yp — KT (K~ )p. This is a 1-C fit to total missing mass mg- = 0.493 GeV with the K~ 4-
momentum reconstructed as the total missing momentum. As always, both combinations of proton
and KT assignments to the two positively charged tracks were looped over. To save computation
time, we placed an initial extremely loose constraint of |[MM (p) — 1.019] < 0.5 GeV to select out
possible ¢ events. Fig. 3.14a shows the confidence level distribution. To avoid an overwhelming
amount of background, we have placed an additional |[M M — 0.493 GeV| < 100 MeV cut here (this
is only for illustrative purposes and was not used during the actual kinematic fitting). Fig. 3.14b
shows the effect of placing a 10% confidence level cut. The red histogram shows the M M (p) distri-
bution after the cut and the blue histogram shows the events rejected by the cut.

To facilitate further analysis, a skimmed dataset was formed by applying a 10% confidence level
cut and two additional calculated mass cuts of 0.4 GeV < meqiep < 1.2 GeV and 0.2 GeV <
Meaie, i+ < 0.8 GeV. The dataset was binned in /s = 10 MeV-wide energy bins after this.

3.8.2 Particle Identification — Timing Cuts

Fig. 3.15a shows the Atof distribution for the two positively charged tracks hypothesized as proton
and KT, for the entire skimmed dataset. The preliminary timing cut we apply is the “iron-cross”
cut, shown by the quadruplet of black curves. This cut was described earlier in Sec. 3.6.5 and is an
extremely loose cut. Fig. 3.15b shows the effect of applying the iron-cross cut. The blue histogram
represents the events removed by the cut and the red histogram are events passing the cut; there
is hardly any signal loss at this point. However, there is still a preponderance of pion background,
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Figure 3.14: Kinematic fit to yp — KT (K™ )p for the ¢p charged-mode topology: (a) shows the
confidence level distribution and (b) shows the effect of placing a 10% confidence level cut. In blue
are the events rejected and in red are the events accepted by the cut. All events belong to the runs
43800-43839.

as shown by plotting the calculated masses of the proton and K™ tracks (after application of the
iron-cross cut) in Fig. 3.15¢. To further reduce this significant pion background, we have chosen to
place an additional two-dimensional cut on the calculated masses. This is shown by the two black
curves in Fig. 3.15¢ where events on the left side of the “pinch” are removed. The “pinch” shape
has been tuned to remove as much of the pion background as possible, while keeping signal loss at
a minimum. Finally, we also place a hard cut on the calculated masses of the proton as:

0.8 GeV < micgiep < 1.1 GeV (3.13)

The progressive effect of the two timing cuts are shown in Fig. 3.15d. The black histogram is
the full skimmed dataset. The green histogram represents the events surviving the iron-cross Atof
cut and the red histogram, those after both the iron-cross and the two-dimensional calculated mass
cuts have been applied. The blue histogram represents the cumulative events rejected by our timing
cuts (Atof and calculated mass cuts applied in succession). Figs. 3.16a and 3.16b show fits to the
cumulative yield prior to the timing cuts and set of events rejected by the cuts. The signal function
used in the fit is a Voigtian with a mass-dependent Breit-Wigner width and the background function
has been taken to be of the ansatz (a suitable polynomial function would also work):

f(x) = ay/22 — 4m3 + b(a? — 4m3,), (3.14)

since MM (p) = 2m is the threshold for the ¢ — KK decay (see also Ref. [94]). The estimated
signal loss due to the timing cuts is ~ 4.2%. We will quote this as the upper limit of the systematic
uncertainty due to the timing cuts for the ¢p charged-mode topology.
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Figure 3.15: Timing cuts for the ¢ charged-mode topology: (a) shows the Atof distribution for
proton and K+ for the entire skimmed dataset. The “iron-cross” cut is shown by the quadruplet of
black lines; events outside the iron-cross are removed. The effect of this cut is shown in (b) where the
red and blue histograms are the events accepted and rejected by the cut, respectively. (c) shows the
calculated mass distribution after the iron-cross cut has been placed; there is a significant amount of
remnant pion background which is removed by rejecting events on the left side of the “pinch-shaped”
doublet of black curves. Events with the proton calculated mass higher than 1.1 GeV or lower than
0.8 GeV are also removed. (d) shows the progressive effect of applying the two-step timing (Atof
and calculated mass) cuts. The blue histogram represents events rejected by this two-step timing

cut.
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Figure 3.16: The estimated signal in the MM (p) distribution prior to the timing cuts is ~ 713380
events and in that rejected by the timing cuts is ~ 29965. The percentage signal loss is ~ 4.2.

3.8.3 A(1520) Cut

Consider the reaction chain yp — KTA(1520) — K+ K ~p. Since the final-state particles in this reac-
tion are the same as in the ¢p charged-mode topology, the two reactions can overlap in certain regions
of phase-space. For further insight, we look back at our K+X° “Dalitz” cut discussion in Sec. 3.7.1.
In Eq. 3.10b, if we put M = \/s, m1 = mpg+, mg = mg—, mio = M(KT,K~) =mg and mg = my,
we obtain a /s dependent constraint on the minimum and maximum values of mas = M(K ™, p).
Fig. 3.17a shows the variation of the maos(y/s) limits with /s, where M (K~ p) = 1.52 GeV is
shown by a horizontal dashed line in red. Therefore, in the region roughly corresponding to
2.0 GeV < /5 < 2.2 GeV, the K+ A(1520) and ¢p channels can kinematically overlap in phase-space.

In the region of overlap, if the KTA(1520) background does not interfere with ¢p production
process, our background subtraction procedure (Sec. 3.12) should be able to remove the KA (1520)
events under the ¢ mass peak. If, however the KTA(1520) and the ¢p channels do interfere, then
the situation becomes more complicated. To study this effect, we can apply a hard cut around the
A(1520) mass as |[M(K~,p) — 1.52 GeV| < § and the width ¢ can be varied as 10, 15, or even
20 MeV.

3.9 Event Selection — ¢p Neutral-mode Topology

3.9.1 Kinematic Fitting of yp — prra— (K?)

For the neutral-mode topology, a kinematic fit to yp — prt7~(K?) was first performed. This was
a 1-C fit to total missing mass mgo = 0.497 GeV with the K¢ 4-momentum reconstructed as the
total missing momentum. The K2 was reconstructed as the sum of the 77 and 7~ 4-momenta and
both combinations of proton and 7% assignments to the two positively charged tracks were looped
over. The confidence level distribution is shown in Fig. 3.18a. Fig. 3.18b shows the effect of a 10%
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Figure 3.17: In the process vp — ¢p — KK~ p, the invariant mass M (K~ p) is constrained to lie
between the two black curves as shown in (a), depending on +/s. For 2.0 GeV < /s < 2.2 GeV,
M (K~ p) = 1.52 GeV falls within these limits and the ¢p and KA (1520) channels are kinematically
allowed to overlap in phase-space. (b) shows M (K~ p) vs. MM (p) in the overlap region, while (c)
shows the same in a region where the A(1520) and ¢ are separated.
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Figure 3.18: Kinematic fit to yp — prTn~ (K?) for the ¢ neutral-mode topology: (a) shows the
confidence level distribution and (b) shows the effect of placing a 10% confidence level cut. In blue
are the events rejected and in red are the events accepted by the cut.

confidence level cut. The blue histogram are the events rejected and in red are the events that
passed the cut.

3.9.2 Timing Cuts

Given that the neutral-mode was a three-track topology, in conjunction with the inherently low
statistics for the ¢p channel, we employed PID cuts that were as loose as possible. Fig. 3.19a shows
the Atofproton plotted against Atof,+ for the entire skimmed neutral-mode dataset along with the
“iron-cross” cut described earlier in Sec. 3.6.5. The effect of applying this cut is shown in Fig. 3.19b.
Events that passed the cut are in red, while those rejected are in blue. The latter shows no sign of
a peak around M M (p) = 1.019 GeV, depicting the fact that the cut was extremely loose.

3.9.3 K} Selection Cut

Fig. 3.20a shows the invariant M (7+7~) mass spectrum of the skimmed ¢p neutral-mode dataset, af-
ter the application of the timing cuts. The peak around 0.5 GeV represents the K3 mass. Fig. 3.20b
shows the distribution of M (7+7~) with MM (p). The dot-dashed lines in Figs. 3.20a and 3.20b
show the boundaries of a 0.488 GeV < M (nt7~) < 0.508 GeV K§ selection cut. Fig. 3.20c shows
the effect of this cut — the red histogram represents events that pass the cut, while the blue histogram
are events that fail the cut.

To estimate the amount of signal lost due to this cut, we fit the original M M (p) distribution prior
to applying the cut and that of the events removed by the cut, to a mass-dependent Voigtian plus
a general quartic background. These are shown in Figs. 3.21a and 3.21, respectively. To accentuate
the effect of the final cut-limits, we have also applied a loose 0.47 GeV < M(rtn~) < 0.53 GeV
cut for these plots. The estimated signal (by integrating the signal Voigtian function) before the
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Figure 3.19: Timing cuts for the ¢p neutral-mode topology: (a) shows the “iron-cross” cut on
proton-mt Atof distribution. The effect of the cut is shown in (b). The rejected events in blue
hardly show any sign of a peak at MM (p) = 1.019 GeV, since the cut was very loose. The set of
events that passed the cut is shown in red.

cut is ~ 190,000 and that removed by the cut is 12,500, a roughly 6.5% estimated loss in signal.
However, we note that the same cut is also applied to the Monte Carlo, with a comparable signal
loss (see Sec. 4.7). Therefore, as a reasonable upper-bound on the systematic uncertainty due this
cut, we quote 5% as the systematic uncertainty in our K g selection cut.

3.10 Detector Performance Cuts

A crucial part of our analysis depends on how well we understand the acceptance of the CLAS
detector. Our acceptance calculations employed Monte Carlo K+3°/¢p events and GSIM, a GEANT
based simulation of the CLAS detector, as described in the next chapter. At this point, we simply
note that if there are regions, or particular elements, of the detector which were not well understood,
to allow a reliable acceptance calculation, they had be removed from our analysis. This section deals
with these types of cuts that went into our analysis.

3.10.1 Minimum Proton Momentum Cut

Slow-moving protons, because of greater susceptibility to interactions with the detector material,
were difficult to model accurately. Studies by Matt Bellis, a then post-doctoral researcher at CMU
compared the acceptance of the data and Monte Carlo, both of which were calculated empirically
using the vp — prt7w~ channel.

For example, one could require only a 7+ and a 7~ to be detected and kinematically fit to a
missing proton. For events passing this fit with a high enough confidence level, one could then cross
check whether a proton was actually detected in the correct sector in CLAS or not. Using a large
enough sample of events, the acceptance of each particle type could be calculated in each kinematic
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Figure 3.20: Kg selection cut for the ¢p neutral-mode after application of timing cuts: (a) shows
the K2 peak and (b) shows the m K9-Me distribution. (c) shows the effect of a 0.488 GeV < myqg <
0.508 GeV K cut, where the red histogram shows the events passing the cut and the blue histogram
shows those that failed the cut. The cut boundaries are shown by the dot-dashed lines in (a) and

(b).
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Figure 3.21: Signal loss due to K9 selection cut in the ¢p neutral-mode topology: (a) and (b)
show fits to the M M (p) distributions prior to applying the cut and the events rejected by the cut,
respectively, in Fig. 3.20c. The signal, background and total fit functions are in red, blue and green,
respectively. The signal loss is estimated to be ~ 6.5%.

region of the detector in this way. This was carried out both for the Data and the Monte Carlo,
upon which we defined the acceptance asymmetry in the following manner

A= |Adata - -Amc|

= 3.15
Adatu + Amc ’ ( )

where Agqta, Ame Were the acceptances of the data and Monte Carlo respectively. In regions where
this was near zero, we could claim to have been reliably modeled the acceptance.

Fig. 3.22 shows A for protons, plotted as a function of the magnitude and direction of the track
momentum. In most areas, A was found to be close to zero, signifying good agreement between
the real data and the Monte Carlo. Two regions where problems are evident, are forward-angle
track and low momentum track regions. The former region were to be removed by our fiducial cuts
as discussed below while the latter, we cut out by placing a minimum proton momentum cut at
375 MeV.

3.10.2 Fiducial Cuts

The acceptance study from the previous section also led to the need for removing events with tracks
going into certain regions of the detector. For example, near the superconducting torus coils, the
magnetic field varies too rapidly to be properly modeled by GSIM. Events with any track going
into these regions will thus be removed from this analysis. This effect is most prominent in the
forward direction where the coils occupy a greater amount of space. Similarly, CLAS has a hole
in the very forward direction. We thus place a hard cut in the forward direction for tracks with
c08 04p > 0.985. CLAS is also limited in detecting very backward-angle tracks. There is a sector-
dependent backward-angle cut to account for this. Finally, fiducial cuts remove events with any
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Figure 3.22: Acceptance asymmetry defined in Eq. 3.15 plotted as a function of 3-momentum magni-
tude p and cos 8 for protons in Matt Bellis’ acceptance study. The curved band of large asymmetries
was due a problematic 11?» TOF counter in sector 3 which was removed from this analysis. The
vertical dashed line at cos @ = 0.985 shows a hard fiducial cut placed on forward going tracks. The
horizontal dashed line at p = 375 MeV indicates the minimum proton momentum cut that we
employed.
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Figure 3.23: Fiducial cuts: (a) All tracks in run 43582 (three-track dataset). (b) Tracks which
pass our fiducial cuts for the same run. Note that the effect of the cuts is most dramatic at the
sector boundaries and the forward-angle regions where the torus coils occupy a large fraction of the
available space.
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Sector Removed Paddles
configuration I | configuration II
1 18, 26, 27, 33 18,23,26,27,33
2 none 23
3 11, 24, 25 11,23
4 26 23,26
5 20, 23 20,23
6 25, 30, 34 23,25,30,34

Table 3.3: The two configurations of removed problematic TOF paddles studied during this analysis.
Configuration II has the 23rd paddle removed in all the sectors and was used for the K+ X0 results,
while the ¢p results use configuration I. See text for more details.

track having an unphysical sector or TOF paddle index assigned to it due to some glitch at the time
of recording. The results of the fiducial cuts are shown in Fig. 3.23.

3.10.3 Problematic TOF Paddle Removal

There are also certain specific TOF paddles which we remove from our analysis. These problematic
paddles are known to cause discrepancies in the occupancy distribution between the data and the
Monte Carlo. Note that this is independent of the kind of particle track. For TOF paddles known
to have problems, this would show up for protons, pions, kaons, etc. A sector-wise list of these TOF
paddles is given in Table 3.3. Two different configurations of the set of removed paddles were tried
out for this analysis, denoted as configurations I and II in Table 3.3. Configuration I is more or less
the “basic” configuration of knocked-out paddles used in previous CLAS analyses [18, 20, 75]. In
configuration II, paddle 23 is removed in all six sectors. The 237¢ paddle is located at the boundary
between the first and second sections of the TOF wall which gives rise to an overlap in the logical
output between paddle 23 and 24. For tracks that hit both paddles 23 and 24, tracking is sometimes
inconsistent (the paddle assigned a default zero value). The effect of the 23"¢ paddle was studied
in detail during systematic checks on glla (see Ref. [26] and also Sec. 7.4) for the KT%? and KTA
channels [26]. The overall difference in results from two configurations was found to be negligible,
although the final results for both the K*t%% and KA channels still had the 23"¢ paddle removed
(configuration II). For the ¢p analysis, which was done at a later stage, we reverted back to the
more “standard” configuration I.

.. KTX9 Topolo
Description Three-track T Tvgc}),—track
Confidence level cut Sec. 3.6.1 —
Kt A removal cut Sec. 3.6.7 -
Timing cuts Sec. 3.6.5 Sec. 3.7.2
Total MM cut — Sec. 3.7.3
Fiducial cuts Sec. 3.10.2 Sec. 3.10.2
TOF paddle knockout Sec. 3.10.3 Sec. 3.10.3
Final MM (K™) cut Sec. 7.5.3 Sec. 7.5.4

Table 3.4: Table of cuts applied to the two topologies for the KTX° channel.
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o Topolo
Description Charged—ﬁﬁ)de T Negli,tral—mode
Confidence level cut Sec. 3.8.1 Sec. 3.9.1
Timing cuts Sec. 3.8.2 Sec. 3.9.2
A(1520) removal cut Sec. 3.8.3 -

K selection cut - Sec. 3.9.3
Fiducial cuts Sec. 3.10.2 Sec. 3.10.2
TOF paddle knockout Sec. 3.10.3 Sec. 3.10.3
Final MM (p) cut Sec. 3.12.4 Sec. 3.12.4

99

Table 3.5: Table of cuts applied to the two topologies for the ¢p channel.

3.11 Signal Background Separation

After the application of all our cuts (Tables 3.4 and 3.5), some amount of background still remains.
A great deal of effort in the CMU PWA group had gone into devising a signal-background sepa-
ration technique [93] which suits our needs — both analytically /computationally and physics-wise.
Traditionally, background separation has been performed using the side-band subtraction method.
That is, one tries to estimate the background under the signal by looking at the side-band regions
where there is presumably no signal and only background. The problem with using such a method
in our case is two-fold. First, for a reaction like yp — KTX% — KTAvy; — KT pr~~; with multiple
decays and thus multiple independent decay angles, the background will generally depend on the
region of phase-space one is looking at, because the physics is different in each localized region of
phase-space. One could bin in, say, cos 95; and then apply the side-band technique individually for
every bin. But again, given that there are multiple independent decay angles, such a process will
not suffice. What one needs instead is a technique that simultaneously incorporates all the relevant
independent decay angles.

Secondly, our partial wave fits are event-based fits using unbinned likelihood fits. Normally for
extracting yields for cross sections or asymmetries for polarization one employs a binned method
where the collective background in a particular bin is what matters, as opposed to an event by event
evaluation. Therefore, in our case it is required to have a signal-background separation method at
individual event level for the kind of fits we wanted to run.

In keeping with the above two considerations, one would ideally want a binary 1 or 0 for every
event to be a signal or a background. While this is not possible, we can however assign a signal
probability to every event by fitting a select group of events lying in the vicinity of the event in
question in phase-space to a signal plus a background fit function. By making this particular choice
of events lying close together in phase-space we are ensuring that that background shape remains
roughly similar between all of them. To make the definition of “closeness in phase-space” more
specific we define the following metric between the i*"* and j** events

d i 12
9= [H] : (3.16)

,
k=1 k

where 5 represents the d independent kinematic angles in phase-space and 7 are the corresponding
ranges.

For the KXY three-track case, the angular variables were cos 05;, cos 08 iy PR gy cosOR 1
and ¢} ;- (the superscript denotes the particular track in question and the subscript denotes the
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particular frame the angle is being measured in; HF refers to the Helicity Frame, which is loosely
the same as the Rest Frame, but defined in Sec. 8.3). Thus, d = 5 and 7= {2, 2, 27,2, 27}. For the
two-track case, the variables were cos er: and cos 0% ». Then, d = 2 and 7 = {2,2}. Once we had
defined a metric, we chose N, events closest to the particular event in question and fit the missing
mass off Kt (denoted simply by m, from now on) distribution for these N.+1 events to a Gaussian
signal S(m) and a suitably chosen background function B(m). The fits were unbinned likelihood
fits run using different choices of N, (50, 100, 200) and the background function B(m). The latter
consisted of two parts — a Gaussian centered at the A mass (the tail of the Gaussian encroaching into
the X9 mass region only matters) and another function which was test run as a linear, a quadratic,
a quartic and finally as another Gaussian tail coming from above the X mass peak from general
pion background.

3.11.1 (@-values and Error Estimation

Once the fit functions S;(m) and B;(m) for the i*" event have been extracted, the event is assigned
the following quality factor or (Q-value as its signal probability

Si(m;)

Qi = m (3.17)

Furthermore, if the Ny fit parameters are denoted by the vector 77 and the covariance matrix from
the fit as C,,, we can extract the errors in the () values as the following

Ny Ny

9 0
0 = ZZ&%(C;l)mna—i. (3.18)

The use of these errors in yields calculation for differential cross section measurements is described
in Sec. 6.7.1.

3.11.2 Application of the Procedure for K*+X°

Fig. 3.24 shows the signal-background separation as a function of the missing mass off KT in three
different /s regions for the two topologies. The shaded histograms have each event weighted by
its @-value and represent the extracted signal. The blue histograms use (1 — Q) as the weight,
representing the background. The fits were run with N. = 200 and the background as a sum of two
Gaussian tails — one KA and the other from a general 7= background coming from above the X°
mass peak as mentioned earlier. The background estimation seems quite reasonable.

If we weigh each event by its -value, the cumulative yield after all our cuts and background
separation is ~ 655,500 for the three-track topology and 4.64 x 10° for the two-track topology.
We will quote these as the number of “good” events for this analysis. The @Q-value weighted +/s
distributions are shown in Fig. 3.25. To check for systematic effects, fits with different N.’s and
different background fit functions were run simultaneously. No significant shift in the fit results were
observed. For example, with N. = 200 and B(m) as a sum of a Gaussian (for the KA background
tail) and a quartic, the @-value weighted cumulative yield for the three-track topology was found
to be ~ 653,200, a less than 1% deviation from the earlier quoted value. A global fit to the same
dataset with a Gaussian signal and quartic background also gave a very similar signal yield.
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Figure 3.24: Signal-background separation in three different /s ranges for the K*%° (a) three-track
and (b) two-track topologies. The black histograms are the unweighted distributions. The shaded
histograms (bordered in red) are the Q-value weighted distributions representing the signal. The
blue histograms are the same distributions but weighted by (1-Q), representing the background.
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Figure 3.25: Q-value weighted occupancy as a function of /s for the two K*%° topologies. Each
V/s bin in the z-axes is 10 MeV wide so that the occupancies reflect the signal content in each /s
bin where we will extract differential cross sections. The discontinuity near /s ~ 1.95 GeV is an
artifact of the glla trigger (see Sec. 4.10.3) while the “hot” region at /s ~ 2.61 GeV is due to a
discontinuity in the length of the T-counter scintillators. The total number of “good” events after
all our cuts and background separation is ~ 0.655 million for the three-track and ~ 4.64 million for
the two-track dataset.



CHAPTER 3. EVENT SELECTION 63

3.12 Systematic Study of the Background for ¢p

Since the ¢ lies very close to the edge of the K K production threshold, the background subtraction
procedure for the ¢p channel had some unique issues not present in the K TX° analysis. The main
problem is that side-band subtraction is not always possible because the M M (p) distribution on the
lower side of the ¢ mass peak has very low occupancy. Additionally, the ¢ has a finite signal-width
of ~ 4 MeV and strictly speaking, the ¢ line-shape is also not known exactly. Previous ¢ analyses
have often employed a Gaussian signal line-shape, which is, at best, an approximation. Here, we try
to employ a better approximation by taking the signal function as

= —

S(ma f) = Fs(f)v(m’ K, o, F(m))7 (319)

_ ﬁRe {w (2\1/3(771 )+ zg(};‘;ﬂ , (3.20)

is the convolution of a Gaussian of width ¢ and a non-relativistic Breit-Wigner of width T'(m)

—

where

V(m, pu,0,I'(m))

with mean p, known as a Voigtian (w(z) is the complex error function) and Fy(§) is the un-
known kinematic dependence of the signal distribution. The set of angular variables were chosen
as € = {cos0?,, ,cos0K oK |} where 05, and ¢ describe the ¢ — KK decay in the helicity
frame, and m is the ¢ mass variable, M M (p).

Note that the Breit-Wigner width I'(m) is mass-dependent. The ¢ — KK decay is an L = 1
P-wave decay. In the ¢ rest frame, the maximum orbital angular momentum L of the K K system
is limited by the break-up momentum ¢(m) = /m? — 4m3%, /2 for a ¢ mass m. The daughter K
particles moving slowly with an impact parameter (meson radius) d of the order of 1 fm (1/d =
0.1973 GeV) have difficulty in generating sufficient L to conserve the overall angular momentum.
Each angular momentum amplitude therefore has to be weighted by the barrier factor given by
the Blatt-Weisskopf function By, [25]. For L = 1, By, = +/2z/(1 + z), where z = (gd)?>. The
mass-dependent Breit-Wigner width is then given by

2L4+1 2
q mo\ ( B
I(m) =T, (L (—) (> , 3.21
m=ro (L) () (5 (3.21)
where the subscript 0 denotes evaluation at the ¢ mean mass mg = 1.01946 GeV, and I'y = 4.26 MeV.

Three types of background functions were studied. The first one was a general quartic, the
second was a general quadratic and the third was of the form f(z), as given by Eq. 3.14. The set of
angular variables were cos 02, , cos 0% _ and ¢%_, (the particular choice of reference frame for the

c.m.’

¢ — KK decay did not matter here).

3.12.1 Review of Yield Extraction Methods Used in Previous Analyses

As mentioned above, the yield extraction for the ¢ is complicated by several factors. The ¢ mean
mass is very close to the K K threshold, it has a significant decay-width (the ¥° and A widths are
negligible, by comparison), the ¢ lineshape is not known precisely, there is a small S-wave (ag/ fo)
underneath the P-wave (¢), and for the charged-mode, there is the additional complication (in cer-
tain kinematic regime) due to the K A(1520) channel. We will present detailed comparisons of our
final results with previous world data in Sec. 9.5, but in this section, we briefly go over some of the
techniques used in these older analyses. It is also worth noting that all previous analyses had limited
control over the systematics due to wide energy bins and low statistics. The impetus in many of
these older results had been towards the overall shape and gross features, instead of more minute
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details.

We first look at the Anciant [60] results. This was a CLAS analysis on the g6a dataset published
in 2000. From the available analysis note [95] and Eric Anciant’s thesis [96], it appears that two
types of background subtraction were tried out: a “flat” background (Fig. 14 in Ref. [95]) and a
simulated ag/fo plus KK phase-space background (Fig. 15 in Ref. [95]). The yield extraction fits
were performed till the ¢ mass of 1.2 GeV, with a rather coarse binning in the ¢ mass variable.
Fig. 15 in Ref. [95] is questionable from a different aspect: the ag/fo contribution is shown to be
comparable to the ¢. While there is certainly an S-wave underneath the ¢, the extent of the S-
wave contribution shown here is suspicious, the presently accepted estimated being at the percent
level [97, 98]. By assigning the total M M (p) yield as a sum of the P-wave plus S-wave plus KK
phase-space, Ref. [95] also implies that their particle identification is perfect. That is, each event
under the MM (p) peak (Fig. 15 in Ref. [95]) is presumed to be a pK K event. This is certainly
questionable, because a large portion of the background underneath the ¢ is undoubtedly populated
by non-strange (non-pK K) events, generic pion production, possibly.

For the SAPHIR [58] and LEPS [59] results, similar “templates” were used to model the A(1520)
and KK phase-space backgrounds. Given the coarse binning and wide ranges for the MM (p) (¢
mass) distributions shown in the papers [58, 59], is difficult to ascertain what the systematic un-
certainties were in these yield extractions. For example, one might question whether the A(1520)
contribution underneath the ¢ could have been “over-subtracted”, since no information is given
about what the ¢ lineshape looked after the background had been subtracted out.

In this work, we avoid the use of such “templates” to model the background. Instead, we
adopt the mass-dependent ¢ lineshape as described earlier and enforce this lineshape in our fits,
while allowing for generic background shapes. Therefore, there is some difference in philosophy
between our approach and that in some of the previous ¢ analyses — instead of “subtracting out the
background”, we are “pulling out the signal”. Furthermore, by performing independent fits in very
small regions of phase-space for each event (where the background shape is assumed to be roughly
constant), we are not making any a priori guesses about the global features of the background. Even
if there is an fy/ap or A(1520) background, unless this background interferes strongly with the ¢, our
method should work and provide a much better handle on the systematics of the signal-background
separation process than in the older methods.

3.12.2 Charged-Mode Topology

Being a two-track topology, the charged-mode has higher statistics than the neutral-mode. Therefore
a 10-MeV /s binning was preserved here. For each of the background function forms, the quality
of signal extraction was studied with the number of closest points N, as 100 and 200. The results
we present here were with N, = 200 and a quartic background. Initially, no hard cut was placed
around the A(1520) mass (§ = 0 from Sec. 3.8.3). However the Q-values seemed to be unable to
cleanly remove the A(1520) background. This was true for all values of N, and all types of back-
ground functions that were tried out. Fig. 3.26 shows M (pK ) plotted against M M (p) in three
angular regions for the bin /s = 2.085 GeV. The A(1520) background (M (pK ~) = 1.52 GeV) is still
faintly visible, especially in the mid-angles. As mentioned earlier, our signal-background separation
method assumes that the background does not interfere with the signal. It is possible however, that
there is some interference between the charged-mode ¢p and K+A(1520) channels (due to the same
final-states), in which case our method would fail. In this case, the separation has to be done at the
amplitude level in a coupled-channel partial wave analysis.

In keeping with the above discussion, we placed an additional cut of |M (pK~) — 1.52| > 15 MeV.
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Figure 3.26: ¢-A(1520) overlap for the charged-mode topology for the bin /s = 2.085 GeV. Q-value
weighted M (pK ~) vs. M M (p) distribution after cuts and background removal. The A(1520) “band”
is still visible, with the most relative prominence in the mid-angles.

The quality checks for the energy regime /s between 2.12 and 2.15 GeV are shown in Figs. 3.27- 3.29
where the Q-value weighted ¢ signal-distributions are in red and the (1 — Q) weighted background
distributions are in blue. The three plots cover the backward-, mid- and forward-angle regions,
individually. Further, in each plot, we have broken the ¢ — KK decay phase-space into 3 x 3
segments and show the quality checks in each region of phase-space. It is clear that the background
level (both shape and scale) depends on the phase-space region one is in. Roughly speaking, there
is an fo/ag peak below the ¢ mass, and a general background above the ¢ peak. Similar checks
were also done in the other energy regimes. Fig. 3.33a shows the weighted /s occupancies for the
charged-mode, the dashed histogram corresponding to no hard cut around the A(1520) mass, while
the shaded histogram corresponds to a 15 MeV hard cut around the A(1520). Our estimated signal
yields are around 0.456 and 0.423 million events for the two cases, respectively. To compare the
systematics due to using different values of N, and different background functions (while preserving
the A(1520) cut), the overall yield using N, = 200 and a quadratic background was ~ 0.4255 million,
clearly, a deviation at the sub-percentage level.

3.12.3 Neutral-Mode Topology

Being a three-track case, the neutral-mode has a reduced detector acceptance. Additionally, the
¢ cross sections are inherently small. Therefore, this topology had an overall limited statistics.
To bolster statistics, a wider energy binning was chosen (at least 30-MeV wide /s bins), though
statistics was still quite limited in the backward-angles. We also note here that unlike the charged-
mode, the “detected” kaon (Kg) for the neutral-mode is not detected directly, but reconstructed
via the detection of two other tracks. Therefore the resolutions for the neutral-mode are inherently
worse than that of the charged-mode. All three background-functional forms mentioned earlier in
this section were tried out and were found to give similar results. Our signal-background separation
quality checks for the neutral-mode using a general quartic background and N, = 200, /s between
2.12 and 2.15 GeV are shown in Figs. 3.30-3.32. As for the charged-mode, we make these checks in
localized regions of phase-space. The estimated neutral-mode signal yield is around 0.097 million
events, roughly a fifth that of the two-track charged-mode dataset. With the background function
form given by Eq. 3.14 and N, = 200, the cumulative yield was ~ 0.095 million, again pointing to the
fact that as long as the background functional form is generic enough, the signal-extraction process
gives similar results. We reiterate that the main problem with the background subtraction here is
that the ¢ mass lies so close to the K K threshold. This is especially prominent in the forward-angle
plots (Fig. 3.32), since there are so few events below the ¢ mass, there is no easy way to model the
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Figure 3.27: Charged-mode signal-background separation quality checks for /s between 2.12 and
2.15 GeV and cos#¢,, < —0.33, in different phase-space regions of the ¢ — KK decay angles. The
red histograms correspond to the signal (each event being weighted by @), while the blue histograms
are the backgrounds (each event being weighted by (1 — Q)). See text for details.
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Figure 3.28: Charged-mode signal-background separation quality checks for /s between 2.12 and
2.15 GeV and |cos#? | < 0.33, in different phase-space regions of the ¢ — KK decay angles. The
red histograms correspond to the signal (each event being weighted by @), while the blue histograms
are the backgrounds (each event being weighted by (1 — Q)). See text for details.
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Figure 3.30: Neutral-mode signal-background separation quality checks for /s between 2.12 and
2.15 GeV and cos#?,, < —0.33, in different phase-space regions of the ¢ — KK decay angles. The
red histograms correspond to the signal (each event being weighted by @), while the blue histograms
are the backgrounds (each event being weighted by (1 — Q)). See text for details.

background. This is why we have chosen to model the signal-function instead and the background
function is flexible enough to represent the remnant background in each localized phase-space region.

3.12.4 Additional MM (p) Cut After Signal-background Separation

To effectively perform the signal-background separation process, till now, we have intentionally kept
a wide range for the ¢ mass. After the completion of the signal-extraction (Q-values) process, we
placed an additional 1.00 GeV < MM (p) < 1.08 cut for both the charged- and neutral mode ¢p
topologies. As for all PID/event-selection cuts, the cut was applied on both the Data and the Monte
Carlo. The main purpose of the cut was to remove any extraneous events below the ¢ mass and in
the long “tail”, that might have slipped through the background-removal process.

3.13 Summary

To extract a clean sample of vp — KXY events from the glla dataset, we have selected events
using two different final-state topologies, a series of cuts and employment of a signal-background
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Figure 3.31: Neutral-mode signal-background separation quality checks for /s between 2.12 and
2.15 GeV and |cos#? | < 0.33, in different phase-space regions of the ¢ — KK decay angles. The
red histograms correspond to the signal (each event being weighted by @), while the blue histograms
are the backgrounds (each event being weighted by (1 — Q)). See text for details.
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Figure 3.32: Neutral-mode signal-background separation quality checks for /s between 2.12 and
2.15 GeV and cos#?, > 0.33, in different phase-space regions of the ¢ — KK decay angles. The
red histograms correspond to the signal (each event being weighted by @), while the blue histograms
are the backgrounds (each event being weighted by (1 — Q)). See text for details.
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Figure 3.33: Q-value weighted occupancy for the ¢ channel as a function of /s for (a) charged- and
(b) neutral-mode topologies. Each /s bin in the z-axes is 10 MeV wide. The dashed histogram
in (a) represents the occupancies without the 15-MeV-wide cut around the A(1520) mass for the
charged-mode (~ 0.456 million signal events) while the shaded histogram is with the A(1520) hard
cut (= 0.423 million signal events). Above /s ~ 2.2 GeV, this cut makes no difference any more.
For the three-track neutral-mode dataset, the total estimated signal yield was &~ 0.097 million, that
is, around a fifth that of the two-track charged-mode dataset.
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separation procedure. Similarly, for the yp — ¢p channel, we have selected events corresponding to
two different decay modes of the ¢. Some of the cuts employed pre-existing detector performance
studies whilst others were specific to these channels. At every step we have detailed both the validity
and utility of the cut we make. The results are a set of clean yields of KT3° and ¢p events, ready
for further physics analyses.



Chapter 4

Detector Acceptance and
Normalization

Extraction of signal yields, which was covered in detail in the last chapter, was just one of the
steps towards the measurement of differential cross sections, the other two being correction for
the detector acceptance and normalization factors. The CLAS detector is a complex device and
the mere production of an event with a particular kinematics does not mean that the event will
actually be successfully detected and recorded by CLAS. The yields from the previous chapter will
therefore have to be properly corrected for the acceptance of the detector. Normalization refers to
the number of photons impinging on the target and the density of the target material. If the flux
or target density is higher, this will ratchet up the signal yields. The differential cross sections thus
have to be normalized by the inverse of the integral flux and the target density. Additionally, the
electronics of the detector have a finite dead time when it is not ready to record events because it
is writing out previously recorded data, or for some other reasons. This fractional live time needs
to be accounted for too in the normalization. All these calculations and corrections, we cover in the
this chapter.

4.1 Detector Simulation

4.1.1 “Raw” Monte Carlo

To simulate detector acceptance, we first generated “raw” Monte Carlo events according to phase-
space distributions. For the K*+X° channel, 300 million events were generated for the three-track
and around 337 million for the two-track topology. For ¢p, around 100 million events were generated
for both the charged- and neutral-mode topologies (the event-generator used the same ¢ lineshape as
described in Sec. 3.12). The events were thrown such that after all cuts and background separation,
the I, occupancy for the Monte Carlo was roughly three times that of the data. Ideally, one needs
to throw Monte Carlo events based on some physics model. Except for the K+X° two-track analysis,
our acceptance calculation was obtained by weighing the Monte Carlo by a PWA fit to the actual
data distribution, so that no a prior: physics generator was needed.

For the KTX0 two-track case, this remained a concern, since a fit to the data could no longer
be effected (our PWA setup required knowledge of all the final state particles). We were thus forced
to use the unweighted Monte Carlo for this case. Fortuitously, due to the break-up momenta being
small in both ¥° and A decays, the difference between the weighted and unweighted acceptance
calculations was found to be minimal (see Sec. 7.3). Were this not the case, it would have been

74



CHAPTER 4. DETECTOR ACCEPTANCE AND NORMALIZATION (0]

| Parameter | Sefting \
AUTO 1
KINE 1
MAGTYPE 2
MAGSCALE 0.4974 0.0
FIELD 2
GEOM ALL
NOSEC OTHE
TARGET gllia
TGPOS 0.0 0.0 0.0
STZOFF -10.00
STTYPE 1
SAVE ‘LEVL’ 1 ‘HADR’ 0.93
RUNG 43852 1
BEAM 4.023

Table 4.1: Some of the values used for input to the GSIM ffread card for this analysis. The items
marked in blue were only used for the two-track topology.

considerably more difficult to use the KTX° two-track dataset for making measurements.

4.1.2 GSIM

The “raw” events were next passed through GSIM, a GEANT based simulation software for the
CLAS detector, and the collaboration’s standard simulation package [99]. GSIM’s main task was
to simulate detector signals for each subsystem of CLAS based on the kinematics for each parti-
cle. To do so, GSIM took as input, the initial particle types, momenta, and positions for each raw
MC (Monte Carlo) event and used spatial information regarding the CLAS detector materials and
toroidal magnetic fields to “swim” particles through the detector. GSIM also knew how to decay the
various unstable particles (K°, K+, 3% A, 7~, ...) so that we did not need to put in any branching
fractions while calculating the cross sections — these are already included in the acceptance. The
only exception was the ¢ — K K decay. This decay was effected by hand. That is, our thrown events
already had the ¢ decayed either into K™K~ or K2K? according to the corresponding branching
fractions. Therefore the ¢ differential cross sections needed to be scaled by the inverse of the corre-
sponding branching fractions.

GSIM accepts parameters in the form of an ffread “card”. Table 4.1 shows some of the typical
values used for this analysis. One element that needs additional mention here is the set of parameters
marked in blue. It is the peculiarity of the K*%? and KA channels in the gl1a dataset (see Sec. 7.1
for explanations) that knowledge of the secondary vertex for the A decay was essential. At the time
of this writing, no previous CLAS analysis at CMU required knowledge of secondary decay vertices.
For the three-track topology, the vertex could be re-constructed from tracking information and the A
momentum. Since the A momentum was unknown in the two-track case, even this approach failed.
Since it was not required, the earlier existing local versions of GSIM at CMU was not set up to retrieve
secondary decay vertex information directly from GEANT though the BOS banks which stored this
information, namely, MCVX and MCTK, were already built in and compiled. One simply needed
to instruct GSIM to correctly write out the information into these banks using the SAVE command
in the ffread card. For our purposes, it sufficed to save the first decay vertex (‘LEVL’ 1) where
the decay products include a “‘HADR’ 0.93”, that is, a hadron with mass greater than 0.93 GeV
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Figure 4.1: Confidence levels from kinematic fitting to vp — K+ pn~(v) after GPP and momentum
smearing. The confidence level distribution is flat beyond 0.2 which suggests that the resolution of
the accepted Monte Carlo is of the same order as the data.

(a proton, in our case) — this addition is shown in blue font in Table 4.1. We subsequently double
checked our code using a small three-track topology test-run by fitting ¢, r, the flight time of the A
in its rest frame (this calculation requires knowledge of the A momentum and thus the necessity of
the three-track topology) to an exponential and retrieved the value of ¢r = 7.89 cm, as quoted in
PDG, to a fairly high precision.

4.1.3 GPP

The output from GSIM was next processed by GPP, a CLAS software package which smeared the
detector signals to match the actual detector resolutions more accurately. Signals from the TOF
scintillator paddles were smeared according to their lengths, a longer scintillator requiring a more
diffused smearing function. Timing signals from the drift chambers were similarly diffused according
to the distance of closest approach (DOCA) to set the momentum resolution in the Monte Carlo.
After applying all these smearings, however, it was found that the Monte Carlo still had a higher
resolution than the data [75]. Since GPP also allowed for user specified “degree of smearing”, a
nominal value of 1.0 (corresponding to no smearing), and instead, an empirical smearing algorithm
tuned to produce a more accurate resolution over all regions of the detector was applied.

The empirical algorithm took the reported values of the tracking angles as the mean and
1.850¢rqck as the width of a Gaussian function and randomly sampled from this Gaussian distri-
bution (o¢reck Was the resolution obtained from the tracking code). The momentum magnitudes
were also smeared by ~ 2 MeV on the average. Fig. 4.1 shows the confidence level distribution from
a subsequent vp — K Tpm~(vf) kinematic fit for the accepted Monte Carlo. Since the covariance
matrix of the kinematic fitter was tuned to give a globally flat confidence level for the glla data,
the flatness for the accepted Monte Carlo distribution suggests a good resolution match between the
two.
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proton (b) m~. Image source: Ref. [75].

4.2 Trigger Simulation

The role of GSIM was to account for inefficiencies in the various detector components once a set of
tracks triggers an “event” (see for the details on the glla triggering criteria). However the trigger-
ing itself was not without inefficiencies, so the next step was to account for these in the Monte Carlo.

Trigger inefficiencies in glla were first noticed by the Genova group [84] through discrepan-
cies in the yp — pw differential cross sections between the two topologies yp — prT (7~ 7%) and
vp — prta~ (7). This was investigated further in great detail by Krahn et al. [91] by utilizing
the trigger word written into the data stream when events were being recorded. The CLAS Level 1
trigger requires a coincidence between the start counter time and the TOF scintillator time within a
time window for two charged tracks in two different sectors. The trigger word contains information
on which sectors met this trigger condition. By using the kinematic fitter and a high enough con-
fidence level cut to select good vp — prt7~ events, one can look at the trigger word and see how
many times one of the three final state particles did not meet the trigger condition (at least two of
the tracks must have triggered for the event to have been recorded). In this manner Krahn et al.
built up a “trigger map” for each particle type (proton, 7% and 7~ ) as a function of sector, TOF
paddle and azimuthal angle ¢. Fig. 4.2 shows this for the proton and 7.

One can immediately make out the problematic TOF paddles from Fig. 4.2. For example paddle
33 in Sector 1 is non-functioning for both the proton and the 7—. Paddles 12 and 13 have localized
regions of lower efficiencies, either due to defective scintillator materials in these regions or due to
high threshold settings of the discriminators for the PMT’s located at the ends of each paddle. Note
that many of the problematic paddles are already excluded altogether, as mentioned in Sec. 3.10.3.
To correct for the localized inefficiencies for the remaining paddles, we use the trigger map as follows.
For every track, we generate a random number between 0 and 1. If this is lesser than the efficiency
read out from the map, we set the trigger word as positive for that particular track. The event as a
whole is accepted if two or more tracks are “triggered” in this way. For the KT, we utilized the 7+
trigger map (see also Sec. 7.5.2).
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Figure 4.3: Accepted Monte Carlo from kinematic fit to yp — K Tpm~(y¢): in red are events after
a 1% confidence level cut and in blue are events rejected by the cut. All histograms produced after
a |[MM]| < 60 MeV cut to compare with data (Fig. 3.3c).

4.3 Start Counter Correction

Due to the peculiar simultaneity of certain nuances lying in the glla start counter, the glla trigger,
and the kinematics involving the decay of a A, an additional trigger correction is required for the
accepted Monte Carlo in the K*X° analysis. Events for which the A decays outside the geometrical
boundary of the start counter fail to trigger in the data, but might be included in the Monte Carlo.
Thus, these events must be separately removed in the Monte Carlo by a cut. Both the effect and
the cut are detailed in Sec. 7.1 and we direct the reader there to avoid repetition.

4.4 Event Selection — K*X" Three-track Topology

After passage through GSIM and GPP, the Monte Carlo is the form of raw events as was obtained
from the detector. From here on, it undergoes cooking and skimming using the same versions of the
software that the data was processed with. This ensures any systematic inefficiencies to be reflected
in the same way in the Monte Carlo as in the data.

Event selection follows suit along the same philosophy — kinematic fitting, particle identification
and event selection are replicated on the Monte Carlo as was applied on the data. Fig. 4.3 shows
the effect of a 1% confidence level cut after a kinematic fit to yp — K¥Tpm (7). In red are events
surviving the cut and in blue are events rejected by the cut. As for the data, we have applied a total
missing mass between £60 MeV cut prior to making this plot. There is no “background” per se for
the Monte Carlo, except for a proton-K ™ swap misidentification, which the latter cut removes. We
have added this cut here for comparison with the corresponding plot for data — while skimming the
Monte Carlo, as in the case of data, no such cut was applied. Fits to the black and red histograms
(i.e., before and after the cut) yield a signal loss of about 1.5%, in tune with what we had found for
the data.

Fig. 4.4a shows the Atof plot for the proton hypothesis vs. the KT hypothesis, inlayed with the
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“iron-cross”. As for the data, events outside the “cross” are rejected. Fig. 4.4b shows the calculated
masses of the proton and the KT, while Fig. 4.4c (Fig. 4.4d) show the calculated mass distributions
for events accepted(rejected) by the iron cross cut. It is to be noted that the feature in Region “I”
of Fig. 3.5(b) due to incorrect timing information of the proton occurs for the Monte Carlo as well.

4.5 Event Selection — KX Two-track Topology

For the K1%° two-track case, the only “background” is an identification-swap between the proton
and K, which is mostly removed during the initial skimming process (using the same calculated
mass and Dalitz cuts as in the two-track data skim) itself. Thus the skimmed dataset is very clean
already. Fig. 4.5 shows the calculated masses and the total missing mass distributions for this.
However, to avoid any systematic “bias” between data and Monte Carlo, the same PID cuts which
were applied on the data were applied on the Monte Carlo as well. The number of events rejected
by these cuts were found to be nearly negligible. Energy, momentum and tagger corrections were
also applied as for the two-track data.

4.6 Event Selection — ¢p Charged-mode Topology

Following the general norm for this analysis, as noted earlier, the accepted Monte Carlo for the ¢p
channel was processed in exactly the same fashion as the real data. Fig. 4.6a shows a plot of the
proton and K+ Atof for the accepted Monte Carlo ¢p charged-mode topology skimmed dataset
(after a 10% confidence level cut from kinematic fitting to vp — KTp(K™)). The quadruplet of
black curves shows the “iron-cross” cut limits. Fig. 4.6b shows the calculated masses after the “iron-
cross” Atof cut has been applied. Events on the left of the “pinch” shaped doublet of black curves
were also rejected, as in the Data. Fig. 4.6c shows the cumulative effect of the timing cuts. The
blue histogram represents the signal loss due to the cuts. A simple event count (without fits) gave
a signal loss of ~ 4%, in very good agreement with the 4.2% loss for the Data in Sec. 3.8.2.

4.7 Event Selection — ¢p Neutral-mode Topology

Figs. 4.7a and 4.7b show the “iron-cross” timing cut and the K2 selection cut, respectively, for the
¢p neutral-mode topology on the accepted Monte Carlo skimmed dataset (after a 10% confidence
level cut from kinematic fitting to yp — 77~ (K9)p). The cut boundaries are shown by the black
curves (Fig. 4.7a) and horizontal lines (Fig. 4.7b). As in the case of the Data, the iron-cross cut
results in very little signal loss. Fig. 4.7c shows the effect of the K2 selection cut — the red histogram
represents events that pass the cut, while the blue histogram are events that fail the cut. A simple
counting of events under the histograms in Fig. 4.7c gives a ~ 6.6% loss of events due to our Kg
selection cut. This is comparable to the ~ 6.5% estimated signal loss for the Data that was given in
Sec. 3.9.3.

4.8 Systematic Uncertainties

Since both the beam and target were unpolarized for glla, the K+X° photoproduction yields must
be isotropic in the azimuthal production angle. To estimate systematic uncertainties in our accep-
tance calculation, we compare the acceptance normalized yields for each of the six (azimuthally
symmetric) sectors the K+ goes into. Tagging the sectors by the KT helps in mapping over the
acceptance to useful quantities like cos 05(; and t. Since each sector has its own set of acceptance
inefficiencies, if we have properly accounted for them in our acceptance calculation, we should get
the same acceptance corrected yield for each sector. Fig. 4.8a and 4.8b show the yields before and
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Figure 4.4: Accepted Monte Carlo PID for the K*X° three-track topology: (a) Atof — events
outside the “iron-cross” are rejected. Calculated masses — (b) before cut, (c) events accepted by cut,
and (d) rejected by cut. See text for details.
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Figure 4.5: Accepted Monte Carlo PID for the KTX° two-track topology: (a) calculated masses for
the entire skimmed dataset. The black lines denote our cut — events outside the “iron-cross” region
are rejected. (b) Total missing mass, corresponding to the invariant (7~ ) mass, plotted against
missing mass off K+ — only events lying between the two horizontal lines were accepted.

after acceptance correction for /s = 2.05 GeV. The localized depletions in cos 951: in Fig. 4.8a
correspond to knocked out TOF paddles (for a given /s, each cos 6’5,;: and cosf?  corresponds to
a particular sector based TOF paddle). Since the same cuts that were applied on the data go into
the acceptance calculation, the acceptance correction removes these depletions and brings all the
individual sector-wise yields into alignment, as evident from Fig. 4.8b.

Some discrepancies still exist between the sector-wise yields and the mean. Following Ref. [75],
we next investigate whether these discrepancies can be accounted for by the statistical errors or
whether one needs to assign supplementary uncertainties. If the errors were only statistical, then
assuming a normal distribution, we expect that 68% of the time the deviation from the mean should
be within 1o, or,

3002, — (Yeus — 1)) = 0.68N, (4.1)

where s denotes the sector, c is the cos 65{; bin, o, s is the statistical error for each point and © is
the Heaviside step function. Before proceeding further, we pause to note that one of the differences
between the K+%° channel and the pw channel analysis of [75] is that we have much lower statistics
due to the inherent low cross sections of strangeness production compared to non-strange channels.
Thus, upon initial survey, it was found that the fraction within 1o from Eq. 4.1 was more than 68%,
indicating that osaristicar Was being over-estimated. A check on the occupancies per sector based
cos 95; bin (see Fig. 8.4) revealed that due to TOF paddle knockouts, localized occupancy distri-
bution could be as low as a single event per bin, which kicks up ostatisticar- However, the acceptance
corrected yields are much closer to the mean (|y. s — c| ~ 0), since our acceptance was devised to
correct for these deficiencies in the first place). So if acceptance correction is being handled properly,
these bins on the average, will have ois > (Ye.s — He)? more than 68% of the time, which is what
we see. In other words, in a way, this confirms our faith in the acceptance calculation.
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Figure 4.6: Accepted Monte Carlo timing cuts for the ¢p charged-mode topology: (a) Atof plots
for the entire skimmed dataset. The quadruplet of black lines denote our cut; (b) shows calculated
masses of the proton and KT after the “iron-cross” Atof cut has been applied. The events on the
left of the black curves were also rejected, as in the Data. The effect of the timing cuts is shown in

(c).
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Figure 4.7: Accepted Monte Carlo PID and event selection cuts for the ¢p neutral-mode topology:
(a) Atof for the entire skimmed dataset. The quadruplet of black lines denote our “iron-cross”
timing cut. (b) Shows the cut on the reconstructed K2 mass as M(rTn~). The cut limits are
shown by the two horizontal lines. (c) shows the effect of the K3 selection cut, where the red
histogram shows the events passing the cut and the blue histogram shows those that failed the cut.
Note that the histograms in (b) and (c) were produced after the application of the Atof cut.
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Figure 4.8: Acceptance normalization for /s = 2.005 GeV for the K™% channel: (a) sector-wise
data yields before acceptance correction, and (b) normalized yields after acceptance correction.
Post-correction, the occupancies are much more similar between the different sectors.

Similar issues with low statistics were encountered in the CLAS glla K+ A channel analysis [26].
Taking a cue from there, we first bolster our statistics by simply merging bins. For instance, bins
were merged from /s = 2.0 GeV to 2.04 GeV. Now, since Eq. 4.1 is valid only in a statistical sense
and we seem to be statistics limited here, we next arrive upon the following compromise — demand
that the minimum occupancy (pre-acceptance-corrected yield) in every sector-wise cos 95{; bin is
greater than 40 and that there are at least 40 such bins. Having enforced a higher statistics, we
go back and check on Eq. 4.1 again. The percentage of points within 1o is now reduced to ~ 62%
which means that there Eq. 4.1 must be modified to

3 0002, + (Gucctiens)? — (Yeus — pe)?) ~ 0.68N (4.2)
C,8

where 0, is the (relative) systematic error from our acceptance calculation. Note that since no

particular dependence on cos 05; can be noticed in the errors from Fig. 4.8, we will assume that
0ace does not depend on this variable.

The discrete nature of Eq. 4.2 means that it cannot be solved analytically. In order to determine
0ace We plot the percentage of points satisfying Eq. 4.2 versus incremental o,.. as shown in Fig. 4.9.
We see that 68% is hit at around o,.. = 0.04 which is then our estimate for the systematic error in
acceptance for a mean /s of 2.2 GeV.

Similar studies were undertaken for higher energies with wider bin summations. However, the
higher in /s one goes the more forward-peaked the yields become so that summing over /s bins
often do not help too much. Since the study in [75] involved a much higher statistics channel but
was on the same dataset (CLAS glla) and the errors that are of concern here depend “mostly” on
hardware/recording/cooking malfunctions independent of the particular reaction under analysis, we
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will use the o4 values for higher /s as quoted there. Namely,
Tace(v/8) = 0.0217+/s + 0.002791. (4.3)

Fig. 4.10 shows the comparison between studies on the pw and K'A channel. The errors are
mostly within half a percent of each other for two completely different channels, easily within the
limits of statistical fluctuations. Furthermore, in the region where there is enough statistics (the
Vs & 2.2 GeV region that we analyzed above), our 4. estimate of 4% agrees well with [75]. This
further bolsters our confidence in using Eq. 4.3.

Since the ¢ (both charged- and neutral-mode topologies) has even lower statistics, it becomes even
more difficult to conduct a similar sector-based study. Production-amplitude-wise, the ¢ channel is
more akin to the w. Particle-identification-wise, the difference between a kaon and a pion detection
should not have too much of an effect on the acceptance uncertainty, as shown by the comparison
between the wp and K+A channels in Fig. 4.10. We therefore adopt Eq. 4.3 for the ¢p channel as
well.

4.9 Target Density

One of the factors going into the cross section calculation is the density of the liquid hydrogen
target. The density characteristics of the target changes with time and can be empirically written
as a function of the pressure P, and temperature T of the target. CLAS records the latter quantities
run-by-run and thus the density can be calculated on a run by run basis too. It was found in Ref. [75]
that during the glla run period, the average target density was

5= 0.07177mi3, (4.4)

with a variance of

02 =6.776 x 107°

cgi. (4.5)

mb6

That is, the relative fluctuations are of the order of 0.11%.

4.10 Photon Flux Normalization

The final piece of information we require to calculate a physical cross section from the measured
yields is the total number of photons incident on the target. This quantity is called the integrated
photon flux and goes into the cross section calculation as a factor in the denominator to give the
flux normalized yields. The standard CLAS normalization utilizes the gflux package developed by
Pasyuk et al. [87]. We will give a brief description of the gfluz next.

4.10.1 gflux

The basic idea is the following. Recall from that the Hall B tagging system converts a fraction of
the electron beam provided by the CEBAF accelerator into a photon beam using bremsstrahlung.
The remnant electron beam is thereafter bent by magnetic fields into the tagging system. However,
only a fraction of these electrons are actually associated with events within a specified time window
(during which CLAS was recording events), the rest of the electrons being the so called “out of time”
electrons. Assuming Poissonian statistics for the electron hits, one can estimate the total number
of “good” (reliably detected) electrons entering the tagging system within a certain time window.
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Figure 4.11: Flux normalized yields for the three-track topology: (a) Before and (b) After the
correction for the glla trigger. The correction makes the yields look continuous across the cutoff
bin /s = 1.955 GeV marked by the blue vertical line.

Next, one defines the tagging efficiency as the number of “good” electrons in the tagger relative
to the number of corresponding energy-tagged photons impinging on the target. To calibrate the
tagging efficiency, special normalization runs with lower beam intensity and thinner bremsstrahlung
radiators were taken, the resultant lower photon flux being directly measured by a total absorption
counter (TAC) placed directly in the photon beam. The efficiency was found to be around 85% and
was generally dependent on the photon energy but independent of the flux. Finally, since the TAC
was located some distance downstream from the target there were some additional corrections for
the photon attenuation between the target location and the TAC [100].

4.10.2 Current-dependent Normalization Correction

During preliminary analysis, inconsistencies in current dependence of flux-normalizations were found
for the glla dataset, which was traced back to the live-time correction going into the gfiuz calcula-
tion [75]. Generally, live time in CLAS is calculated by the scaler clocks in the DAQ system, but
can also be measured by an additional component called the Faraday cup, a downstream device
normally used for measuring the electron beam current, but which essentially measures electronic
noise for a photon beam. Though the Faraday cup measurements are less precise for photons, no
systematic discrepancies are expected with the clock measurements. However what was seen in
practice was that the ratio LTrcup/LTcrockx showed a monotonic deviation from unity with an
increasing beam current. Furthermore, the deviation went away with another factor of LTcrock
in the denominator, that is, LTrcup/ LTgv rock seemed to hold at a constant unity over a range
of beam currents. Thus replacing LTcrockx by LT%LOCK in gflur correspondingly removed the
current dependence of the flux and here onwards LT, é rock Will be taken as the corrected time. For
a more detailed account of this effect, see Ref. [75].
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Figure 4.12: Photons corresponding to T-counter 9 spill on to the two W-bins (bin-centers 2.74 GeV
and 2.75 GeV) where we see an abnormal photon flux.

4.10.3 Trigger Correction for Flux

Recall from Sec. 2.5 that the glla trigger required a signal from the first 40 T-counters in the
Master OR (MOR). These T-counters correspond to the higher end of the photon energy spectrum.
An event with a lower E, would have been recorded only if it fell within the time window of a
separate electron hit on any of the first 40 T-counters. The exact cutoff E, whereon only the first
40 T-counters are hit varies from run to run, but the average is E, ~ 1.57 GeV or /s ~ 1.956 GeV
as found in Ref. [75]. However, gfluz was programmed to accumulate photon flux over all the T-
counters for any particular run. Thus for /s < 1.956 GeV, the photon flux (for events that were
triggered) is over-estimated by gfluz. It was shown in Ref. [75] that the average probability over all
runs that at least one electron hits any of the first 40 T-counters is ~ 0.47. Thus if gfluz recorded N
photons in all, only ~ 0.47N would correspond to the first 40 T-counters. Correspondingly, below
/s <1.956 GeV, the photon flux has to be scaled down by a 0.47 multiplicative factor.

Fig. 4.11 shows the flux normalized yield before and after the correction. Note that the correction
brings continuity in the normalized yields across the cut-off energy 1.956 GeV though at the crossover
bin itself, the yield seems abnormal. We shall henceforth exclude the /s = 1.955 GeV bin from this
analysis. Also the two bins /s = 2.735 GeV and /s = 2.745 GeV show higher fluxes recorded than
their surrounding bins. Fig. 4.12 shows a plot of W (= 4/s) vs. T-counter. Clearly photons from
T-counter 9 are common to these two bins (and do not spill on to any other W-bin as well), so this ef-
fect is most probably due to a malfunction in T-9. Both these bins will thus also be excluded hereon.

4.10.4 Systematic Error

Fig. 4.13 shows the flux-normalized yields for the K TX° three-track topology, as a function of the run
number. The photon flux was recorded as a function of the photon beam energy £, or equivalently,
the center of mass energy +/s. The flux normalized yield for a particular run was then obtained by

Y,
No=> 7 (4.6)



CHAPTER 4. DETECTOR ACCEPTANCE AND NORMALIZATION 89

x10°®

3.5

N
N ol
[TrT T T[T rrrrprrrrg
>

Flux Normalized Yields

S P R B Cl il

[ | I R
43500 43600 43700 43800 43900 44000 44100
Run number
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where Y, and F, are the K+ XY yield and corrected photon flux for each /s bin in the run r. A fit to
the distribution gave a mean pu = 1.38192 x 10~% and standard deviation o = 4.44843 x 10~8. Thus,
o/u ~ 3.2% which represents an ad hoc estimate of the systematic error for the flux normalization.
Generally flux normalization systematics are studied by comparing cross sections for different re-
actions between different experiments/datasets. A wider study encompassing the pw, KA and pn
photo-production channels [18] gives a 7% systematic error for the flux. Combined in quadrature
with the 3.2% run-by-run error (this number is 1.8 for the pw case [18]) gives a 7.7% error for the flux.

Lastly, note that runs 43585, 43657, 44036 and 44101 seem to have abnormal flux-normalized
yields. They were also found to have low statistics and will be removed from our analysis here on.

4.11 Summary

To calculate the acceptance of the CLAS detector, we generated 300(200) million yp — K+%° events
for the three(two)-track topology, which were subsequently passed through GSIM, a GEANT based
detector simulator. For the ¢p channel, similarly, 100 million vp — ¢p events were generated for
the charged- and neutral-mode topologies and processed by GSIM. Every particle identification and
event selection cut that was applied on the data was repeated on the Monte Carlo using the same set
of softwares. In addition the Monte Carlo required other corrections from triggering and resolution
issues. The overall effort resulted in the Monte Carlo resembling the actual data as near as possible
apart from the fact that the Monte Carlo contained no physics, being generated flat in phase-space.
We also calculated the photon flux and flux normalized yields for each run, with corrections for a
live time detector error and an error arising from the glla trigger. Our estimated systematic errors
for each relevant factor were also calculated in this chapter.



Chapter 5

PWA Theoretical Formalism

In this chapter we discuss the construction of the amplitudes for our PWA. Since our amplitudes
will be written down in a manifestly covariant fashion, our language will be tensorial which is best
equipped to deal with Lorentz covariance. We will first give a brief description of the representation
theory of the Homogenous Lorentz Group (HLG). A particle of spin J and mass M is a member
of a particular representation of the HLG. Furthermore, higher spin states are built up as tensor
products of lower spin states, with supplementary conditions which are required to lower the number
of independent components to that appropriate for a spin J state. The crucial point here is to do
this while maintaining Lorentz covariance all the way. We describe this formalism, due to Rarita,
Schwinger [101] and Zemach [102], in detail, following the setup of Refs. [75, 103]. Once we have
constructed the spin states, we write out the amplitude for the entire decay chain. We also construct
amplitudes for the non-resonant “background” processes and finally comment on how our formalism
maintains the underlying gauge invariance of the theory.

5.1 Representation Theory of the Homogenous Lorentz Group

The group of continuous space-time symmetries in special relativity consists of 4 space-time trans-
lations, 3 rotations and 3 boosts, a total of 10 generators. This group is called the Inhomogeneous
Lorentz Group or the Poincaré group [3, 104]. The group consisting of the 3 boosts and the 3
rotations, or 6 rotations in space-time, forms a sub-group called the Homogenous Lorentz Group or
HLG. It is defined by the following group multiplication law

AL = gh (5.1)

where g,,,, is the metric tensor diag(1,-1,-1,-1). This is nothing but the unitarity condition AAT =1
written out with the proper indices attached. An infinitesimal element of the HLG can then be

written as
A~ ghl + W (5.2)

where we have assumed that every element is path connected to the unit element g# so that the
discrete translations — space reflections and time inversion, are not included. It is easy to see then
that w,, = —w,, so that the HLG is isomorphic to the group of 4 x 4 anti-symmetric matrices
(which also has *Cy = 6 generators).

A representation of the HLG is then defined as a group of operators D(A) acting on a “state”
space, with the following group multiplication law

D(A1)D(Az) = D(A1A2), (5.3)

90
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with the generators J*” given by
i i
D(A) = exp(wuJ™) = 14 gwu "+ (5.4)

The “state” space will contain all our usual particles — scalars, vectors, etc., but to see the connection
between spin and representations, we need to further work out the algebra for the generators of the
representations.

5.1.1 The HLG algebra

The easiest way to do is by invoking the group multiplication law for the infinitesimal element
A =1+ @. Neglecting ©? and higher terms,

D(AMDA)D(A™Y) = D(AAATY) (5.5a)
= D(1+AoA™Y) (5.5b)
- o1g %(Amfl)paw (5.5¢)
= 1+ %@MVAgAzJPU. (5.5d)
On the other hand,
D(AMDA)DA Y =1+ D(A)%QWJ””D(A‘l). (5.6)

Comparing Egs. 5.5d and 5.6 we find that the generators J*¥ transform as second rank contravariant

tensors:
v -1\ __ LAV o
D(A)J“ D(A ) = A’pAUJp (5.7)

If we further take A be infinitesimal too, as 1 4+ w, and keep all w terms till the first order, Eq. 5.7
gives the following algebra:

[J,LLV,J;)U] — -(gMUJpV + gl/a'J,up _ gpMJUV _ gpl/JuO'). (58)

Until now we have not made assumptions about the dimensionality of space-time and Eq. 5.8 will
hold for SO(1,d), the rotation group in (d 4 1) space-time dimensions. However (n + 1) space-time
has the special property "Cs = n for n = 3, so that we can write the following:

Ji = JB =y (5.9a)
Jo = J=Jy (5.9b)
J3 = J2=Jp (5.9¢)
K, = JY (5.9d)
Ky, = J*® (5.9e)
Ky = J%, (5.9f)

where the J;’s are the three rotation generators and the K;’s are the boosts. We can then recast
Eq. 5.8 into the more physically transparent following three commutators [104]:

i, Jj] = ieijndi (5.10a)
[Ji, K] = €Ky (5.10b)
(K Kj] = —iegndi (5.10¢)



CHAPTER 5. PWA THEORETICAL FORMALISM 92

Note that the K;’s here are not Hermitian because the boost operator is not unitary (which is
okay since the HLG is a non-compact group). Also, from Egs. 5.10b and 5.10c, the rotations and
boosts mix. This has consequences like the phenomenon of Thomas precession in relativity.

Next, consider the following linear combinations:

1
1
whereupon one finds,
[Ai, AJ] = iéijkAk, [B“ Bj] == ieijkBk (512)
together with the decoupling
[4;,B;] = 0. (5.13)

The structure of the HLG unfolds now — it is simply a direct product of two rotation groups!
General representations of the HLG are to be labeled as (A4, B) where A and B are integers or half-
integers. Within a representation, a particular state is labeled as (a,b) where a = -4, —A+1,..., A
and b = —B,—B + 1, ..., B. Since the total angular momentum is J=A+ é, the “spin” j of any
particle will come from Clebsch-Gordon decomposition of mixing two spins with j taking integral
and half-integral values between |A — B| and |A + B|.

5.2 Spin Half Representation
The simplest possible representations are fields transforming as (0, %) or (%, 0). These 2-component
spinors are called Weyl spinors. Note that the two discrete transformations — charge conjugation
C' and parity reversal P transform (A, B) to (B, A) (see Ref. [104] for a proof). Thus, in theories
like QED and QCD where both C and P are separately conserved, the fields must have both (0, 1)
and (3,0) components. These 4-component spinors transforming as (3,0) & (0, 3) are called Dirac
spinors. However, a spin half particle has only 2 independent components. To reduce the number
of independent components from 4 to 2, we need a supplementary condition, which is nothing but
the Dirac equation

(v*pu — w)u(p,m) =0, (5.14)

where u(p,m) is the Dirac spinor for a particle of mass w, 4-momentum p and spin projection

m(= :i:%), while the 4 x 4 matrices v* satisfy anti-commutation relations

YA+t = 29" (5.15)

In the Dirac basis, which we will use here, the v matrices are defined as

N ((1) _01) (5.16a)

5 ( 0 ‘6) (5.16b)

—0;

where o; are the Pauli matrices. The “fifth” v matrix, which anti-commutes with all the other four
is given by

) : 0 1
P =iyt = < 1 0 ) : (5.17)
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The Dirac equation in the particle’s rest frame then becomes

(0 5 )utperm =0 5.19)

Therefore, the lower two components of u(p, s, m) are zero and the 4-component spinor takes the
form

u(pry,m) = 2w( X(én) ) (5.19)

wy=(g) wp=(7) (5.20)

are the 2-component spinors. To get the 4-component spinor in any arbitrary frame, we simply
boost it from the rest frame yielding [3]

where

u(p,m) = A

1
2

(p)u(pry,m) = VE +w ( a?}(m) ) , (5.21)

X (m)

where A% (p) is the spinor boost operator under which the +’s transform like a 4-vector:

D(A3 (P)y" D(Ay (p) = Ay (p)y" (5.22)
An important property of the gamma matrices is that (’yi)T = —~' for i from 1 to 3, whilst

(’yO)T = 4%, This stems from the fact that the HLG is isomorphic to SO(1,3) instead of SO(4).
Both these relations can be summed up as (’y")Jf = /%#~0, An immediate consequence of this is
that the adjoint of the Dirac spinor u is not u' but @ = w4, for only then does the hadronic current
uy*u come out to be Hermitian. With w and u, we can now build Lorentz scalars uu, pseudo-scalars
uy°u, vectors iy u, pseudo-vectors uy’y*u and tensors uctu (oHV = % Y, w]). We also define
the spin % projection operator

1

w

Z U(p, m)ﬂ(p7 m) = ﬁ(’wpu + ’LU), (523)

which, acting on an arbitrary spinor II projects out the piece that is a solution to the Dirac equation

1 1
(V"p, — w)P2) (p)IT = %(ﬁ —w?)II = 0. (5.24)

Note that this also sets the normalization of our Dirac spinors as uu = 2w.

5.3 Integral Spin Formalism

Moving on to integral spins now, the simplest case is for vectors — spin-1 massive particles (we will
come back to the massless case in a bit). The transformation properties of these objects are

D(ATHVED(Ay) = A*, VY, (5.25)

which leads to,
[JZ', Vj] = i€;;% Vi, [Ki7 VJ] =0, (5.26)
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or, in terms of A and B, ‘ ‘
i i
[4;,V;] = ieijkvka [Bi, V] = ifijkvlv (5.27)
That is, these come from the (3, 1) representation or the direct product (3,0)® (0, 3) (note however
that the vector representation is an irreducible representation). A 4-vector has four independent
components, but we know that there are only three polarization states for a spin-1 particle. Thus
we need a constraint equation, which comes in the form

pue’(p,m) =0 (5.28)

for momentum p,, mass w, spin projection m and polarization 4-vector €”. In the particle’s rest
frame this correctly implies that the time-component of €* is 0. The spatial components are then

chosen as 1
€(£1) = :Fﬁ(l,ii,O), €(0) = (0,0,1). (5.29)

As noted earlier, the polarization vector in any general frame is gotten by making a boost on Eq. 5.29
from the rest frame. The spin-1 projection operator is then defined as

* ptpl/
PD(p) = eulp,m)es(p,m) = —gu + = (5.30)

so that yf; = Pﬁ) (p)y" is orthogonal to p for any y”. Note that in the c.m. frame, gi‘u takes the
simple form

0o 0 0 0

N o -1 0 o0
guu,om. - 0 0 -1 0 ) (531)

0 O 0 -1

so that it projects out the spatial part of any 4-vector in which the angular momentum states “live”.

5.3.1 Massless Case

For a massless particle like the photon, we cannot go to its rest frame. Eq. 5.28 now does not
uniquely specify e*, for if €# is a solution, so is €* + ap* for any a. This is quite common in gauge
theories where the extra gauge symmetry renders certain degrees of freedom unphysical (here, the
longitudinal polarization component). One needs to place extra conditions called gauge conditions
to fix the gauge completely and the theory/final result is completely blind as to what this condition
may be. In QED, this is called the Gupta-Bleuler formalism [105] where the only allowed physical
states are those with €?, or rather its expectation value, equal to that of 3. Following this, in this
work we will choose the two states as the left and right circular polarization states for the particle
momentum in the 2 direction:

(k2 +1) = F—(0, 1, +i,0). (5.32)

1
V2
Likewise, the massless spin projection operator cannot be written in the form of Eq. 5.30 because
the polarization now has only two independent components. Following [106], in photoproduction
the photon projection operator is constructed for the v p system as a whole. Thus

. PP, ik
G = Y eulmy)es(ms) = g = ~5~ =~ (5.33)
1

My
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where P* is the total and k* is the relative momentum of the vp system and

v v PLPV
ky =k'gn, =k (gW - }32 ) : (5.34)

Then, in the c.m. frame, with the photon momentum parallel to the z-axis, glf,}
form

takes the simple

0 O 0 O
o -1 0 o0

gul/7c.m. - 0 0 —1 0 (535)
0 0 0 0

5.3.2 Spin-2 (and higher) Tensors

Now that we have set up the formalism for spin-1 tensors, it is easy to couple them to form higher
momentum tensors. A general spin-n tensor has n indices as €., ,...,, - For massive states these will
be representations of SO(d — 1) for d space-time dimensions. The massless case, as for example the
graviton g,,, which transforms as a massless spin-2 particle, will be in a SO(d — 2) representation
because there being no rest frame and one has to go to the helicity frame ppe; = (F,0, ..., E) to define
the angular momentum states. Henceforth we will be concerned with massive higher spin states only.

The spin-2 polarization state is then formed as a direct product of two spin-1 states with the
appropriate Clebsch-Gordon coefficients attached in the front:

€uv(p,m) = Z (Imq1ma|2m)e,(p, m1)e, (p, ma). (5.36)

mi,msa

Since these are representations of SO(3), they are also traceless and symmetric and must satisfy the
appropriate generalization of Eq. 5.28. Or,

9" euw(p,m) = 0 (5.37a)
e (p,m) = eu(p,m) (5.37b)
preu(p,m) = 0. (5.37c)

These supplementary conditions, known as Rarita-Schinger conditions correctly reduce the num-
ber of independent components from 16 (for a general rank-2 tensor) to 5 (for a spin-2 state). The
generalization of Eq. 5.30 to spin-2 states is

P2 ris®) = D €pp(pm)es,,, (p,m) (5.38a)
_ 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 5.38b
- i(gﬂlljlgﬂzyz + ngVzgltle) - ggmmguww ( : )

which projects out that part of a general rank-2 tensor T}, which satisfies the Rarita-Schwinger
conditions.

Further generalization to spin-J states is easy to see now. One builds up the spin-.J states by
coupling together spin-(J — 1) and spin-1 states as follows

eulug...u] (pv m) = Z <(J - 1)mJ—11m1|Jm>EH1H2~~HJ—1 (pa m.]—l)e,uJ (pa ml)- (539)

myj—1,Mm1
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The Rarita-Schwinger conditions remain the same except that every summation in Eq. 5.37 is done
pair-wise over all the indices now. Finally, the spin-J projection operator is defined as

P/,(L;][)LZ...ijlVQ...l/J (p) = ZGNJPQWNJ (pa m)ezlyz,.‘uj (p7 m) (540)

The last object we need here is a projection operator for spin-J which is not of rank 2J. In other
words we want to project out the spin-J states of a rank r tensor when J # r (we will need this
during construction of amplitudes using the multipole basis). One of the ways in which this can be
done is by coupling spin-(r — 1) and spin-1 states and using Clebsch-es to project out the spin-J
part (note that J is constrained to be between r — 2 and r now, which will suffice for our multipole
construction as we will see). Thus,

GilyQ...pT(pa m) = Z <(T - 1)m7“*11m1|Jm>€lt1,u2---,ur—1(pa mT’*l)E#r (pvml)’ (5'41)
My —1,M1
and
P}S{BLQ...urulug...Dr(p) = 6;{1#2...#T (p7 m)eil*llg...llr(p7 m)' (5’42)

m

5.3.3 Orbital Angular Momentum

Consider a general decay reaction a — b+ c¢. We know that the combined state bc having orbital
angular momentum L is given by the spherical harmonics in the c.m. frame of the system. The
trouble is that, with multiple decays, one cannot be in the c.m. frame for each individual decay
all at the same time. Thus one needs to define orbital angular momentum in a covariant fashion,
independent of any frame, but which boils down to the familiar spherical harmonics in the c.m. frame.

To proceed further, we first define P = py, + p. and py. = %(pb — pe) to be the total and relative
momentum, respectively. The angular momentum-¢ state is formed by first building up a rank-¢

V1

tensor as the product of the relative momenta p,’p;? ... p,- and then projecting out the spin-¢ part
. ¢
with Pl(h)#2~~~wl/1l/2~-~w (P) Thus,

4 4 vy, VU v
LEH)Mzmw (pbc) = P/S1)M2muzlfluz...w (P)pbépdf o 'pbﬁ‘ (5'43)

Note that the projection operator automatically enforces the Rarita-Schwinger conditions and en-
sures that there are (2¢ + 1) independent components only. For £ = 0,1,2 and 3, these states are
given as [106]

LOpy) = 1 (5.44a)
LO(pre) = pict (5.44b)

3 C C 1 C
Eatn) = 5 (vl - 50k ) (5410

5 1

3 _ bcl bel, bel be L\2/ L be L iR be L N be L
L) s (be) = 3 (pm Py Py = 50 ) (G Py + Ginua P T Giaiss P ))5.44(1)
P, P, e v
where gljll,UQ = Gpips — % and pZ L= g,jupbc'

5.4 Tensor-Spinor Combinations

Having covered Dirac spinors and tensors, we now want to combine them to form spin-J represen-

tations where J = n + % for integral n. Consider for example the simplest case — spin—%. Note
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that a spin-2 particle can belong to any of the following representations of HLG, (%,0)7 (0, %),

(%, 1) or (1, %) This is a central feature of field theory — there is no unique correspondence be-
tween particles and fields. However, our aim here is to build up a spin—% state out of a Dirac
spinor and a vector, so we will look at the latter two, which are contained in the direct product
(3.3)®((3,00®(0,3)) =(1,5) @ (5,1)®(0,5) ®(5,0). As usual, on adding spin-1 and spin-%, we
get spin-5 and another spin—%. One can also count the degrees of freedom here. A Dirac spinor has
242 (spin—% and its antiparticle) and a spin-1 vector, 3 independent components — the product, 12.
In the product, these 12 components are divided into 8 components for a spin—% and its antiparticle,
along with 2 4+ 2 components for another pair of conjugate Spin—%’s (which must be eliminated to
project out the spin-3 part). If ¢¥*(p) = €"(p)u(p,m1), the latter two spinors are formed by the two
possible ways of contracting ¥, viz., ¥1 = p,* and Y = y,9". If Y# satisfies the Dirac equation,

it is easy to see that 1, must too.

The case for 15 is slightly trickier. In fact vy does mot satisfy the Dirac equation — the sign of
the mass comes out with a wrong sign, i.e., (v px + w)12 = 0. One needs an extra v> here. Thus,
¥l = 541, is the other Dirac spinor. Alternatively, 1, satisfies the Dirac equation for an antipar-
ticle (which has the sign of p,, reversed). Since 7° is block diagonal (or equivalent to a block diagonal
form in some basis) setting either ¥ or ¢4 to 0 will kill the extra 2 degrees of freedom floating around.

This formulation is easily generalizable to higher spins. The Rarita-Schwinger conditions for
general spin-(n + %) tensor-spinor ¥, u, ..., (p, m) takes the form [101]

Vs ity i (D5 10 Uttty opin (05 1) (5.45a)
I g (M) =0 (5.45b)
(V'Pu = W) bprps....pn (0,m) = 0 (5.45¢)

P @m) =0 (5.45d)

Y i (Pym) =0 (5.45¢)

Egs. 5.45d and 5.45e are the generalized versions of setting 11 and 1, to zero, as explained above.

5.4.1 Spin-Polarization Connection for Photon

Before ending this section we want to clarify the connection between the “spin” of the photon and
its polarization given by e€*. The photon, even though a spin-1 particle, has only two polarization
states. As we have mentioned before, this comes from the fact that it is massless — the longitudinal
polarization is unphysical and can be gauged away. Thus the spin-projection of the photon can
only take values +1 and there is no 0-spin-projection state. Additionally, the “spin” quantization
is along the longitudinal direction and these are called the helicity states, even though €, along
the longitudinal direction is 0. This last part is slightly tricky to see, so we will demonstrate the
connection here explicitly. Our proof follows Jackson [107] treating the problem semi-classically.

Classically, the angular momentum of the electromagnetic field is given by
J= /d%f x (E x B) (5.46)
where E is the electric field and B is the magnetic field given in terms of the vector potential A as

B =V x A. In field theory, A* is the photon field, proportional to €. Expanding E x (ﬁ X /T) we
get
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J = / PxZ x (BN Ay — B9, A) (5.47a)
- / P (By(F x V) Ar — Eywidy Ayei* ) (5.47D)
- / P (Bo(@ x V) Ag + B x A), (5.47¢)

where €% is the completely anti-symmetric tensor and the last step uses an integration by parts. If
we identify the orbital angular momentum operator by —i(Z x V) then the expression for the total
angular momentum breaks down into an orbital part L = E;(Zx V)A, and a “spin” part S = F x A.

Now in the radiation gauge, A is transverse to the propagation vector k = k2 with E = f%—‘f .
This allows an expansion of A in the helicity basis e+ = (1/v/2)(&, £ i€y) as
A=ay(k)e, +a_(k)e, (5.48)
and using the property €7 X €2 = —iZ, one finds
S~ k(las (k)* = Ja— (k)| )2. (5.49)

Thus, semi-classically, the photon “spin” is always along k with the amplitudes for “up” or “down”
given by a4 (k) and a_ (k) respectively.

5.5 X = ~A — ypr~ and ¢ — KK Decay Amplitudes

551 X0 — A

Spin-parity dictates that the ©° — ~A transition can only be through an M1 transition. The
amplitude for this process is given by

Asoyn = €, (Dy,my) (A (pa, ma) [ T4 2° (0, ms0)), (5.50)

where €, (py,m) is the polarization of the outgoing photon and J* is the electromagnetic hadronic
current. The matrix element for the electromagnetic hadronic current can be written as [108]

(A (pa,ma) | T Z° (pxo, ms0)) = egsoatia (pa,ma) " pyuso (pso, mso) (5.51)

where p = p, = pso — pa and gsop is the effective coupling constant for the transition. In the %°
rest frame, the amplitude expression then effectively boils down to

Aso_qn ~ Up (—p,ma) ¢ (py, mey) puso (0,mso), (5.52)

where we have used the Feynman slash notation p = p*~,,.

To simplify this expression, from Eq. 5.21,
_ 0 - PA o -
ap =u'y’ = /Ex +wa (XT(mA), _XT(mA)p) ~ (XT(mA)»XT(mA)Eer

in the 3° rest frame. Similarly,
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Now,
_( p —o7p
p‘(&-ﬁ i ) (5.55)
(from here on, p = |F|) so that

Puso ~ ( 5 ;E,%i;) > : (5.56)

We also know that the time component of €}, is 0, so that

= ( 59? _50-5* > (5:57)
and thus
(20 ) ).

Putting everything together, we arrive at the following expression for the decay amplitude, computed
in the 3° rest frame

AEO—)’YA ~ (XT (mA)7XT(mA) Ear+wa p( N ?)X(mEO)

= [ )@ @) G - Pxmse) + g (ma) (G -7

G ) ( *(5'?)(5'@X(m20) )
& (5.59)

The above expression can be further simplified as follows. First, note that since p,e” = 0 and
we fixed the time component of e# as 0 via our gauge choice, p’- € = 0, which means p'- €* is also 0.
Thus (G-p)(G-€)=p- &+ (Px &) - F=(Fxe)-d=—(F€)(F-p). Substituting this in the
above expression, we get

Aso_yp ~ — <EA‘]|7'U)A + 1> [XT(mA) ((Fx &)-7)x(mso)]. (5.60)

Let us now go to the helicity basis for the outgoing photon and expand € as a4 €4 +a—_€_. Then
€ =a_é€; +asé_ and Px & = —i(a_€4 + a4 €4) = —i€*, whence we can write finally write the
amplitude expression stripped of all prefactors as

Asoya ~ X' (ma) (€ - 7) x(mso) (5.61)
5.5.2 A —pr—
1

The A — pr~ decay is a weak decay. The most general form of the invariant amplitude for a spin-5
hyperon going into a Spin—% baryon and a spin-0 pseudo-scalar meson is given by [109]:

Ap—pr— ~ Tp(A = By Jun. (5.62)
To compute this in the A rest frame, from Eq. 5.21,
_ —5-p
Uy ~ (x*(mp% xT(mp)) (5.63a)

Uy ~ (X(m/‘) > (5.63b)
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where p'is the proton momentum and Ej,, the proton energy, in the A rest frame. Plugging these
back, Eq. 5.62 becomes

A~ (Moo ZE) (G ) (Y o
~ x'(mp) (s +p3&-7)x(ma) (5.64b)
~ Xf(mp) (I1+xd-n)x(ma), (5.64c)

where s = A, p = |p|B/(Ep + wp), v = p/s, n = p/|p| and A = d5 — J, is the phase between s and
p (the s and p nomenclature here refers to the non-relativistic S and P wave decays respectively).
To relate to experiments, we now define the following quantities

a = 2Re(s"p)/(Is|* + [p|*) = 2lz[ cos A/(1 + |z[?) (5.65a)

B = 2m(s'p)/(sl + pl2) = —2felsinAJ(1+ [of) (5.65)

o= (s = /(5P + ) = (L= o2)/(1 + [), so that  (5.65¢)
A+p82+4% = 1L (5.65d)
Also, 3 = (1—a®)Y%sing (5.65€)

v o= (1—0a®)Y%cos¢ (5.65¢f)

tan A = —é(l — ®)Y2%gin ¢. (5.65g)

The PDG [25] lists a = 0.642+0.013 and A = 7.7°+4.0°, whence z >~ 2.71e™*2 or z ~ 0.37¢~** from
the quadratic equation 5.65a. The first value for = gives v = —0.76 while the latter gives v = +0.76.
One can see the sign ambiguity arising from the square root in Eq. 5.65f. However, PDG lists v as
0.76, so we will take |z | = 0.37. Finally, for the two body decay of A — p7—, |p/| ~ 0.1005 GeV and
E, ~0.9436 GeV so that B/A ~ 6.88¢~** and the final form of the amplitude is

Appr ~ Tp(1 — 6.88¢ 7295 uy. (5.66)

As a passing note, for |z | = 2.71, B/A ~ 50.83¢ 4.

553 ¢— KK

The four kaons K+, Kg’ g are all pseudo-scalars, while the ¢ is a vector, 4. There is only one way
to form a vector out of two pseudo-scalars, viz., 0,K; — 0,K>, antisymmetric in the two kaons.
Therefore, the general ¢ — K7 K> amplitude can be written as

Ak 1, ~ (€6)" (PK, — PK ) (5.67)

In other words, this is a simple P-wave decay.

5.5.4 Normalization

The % — ~A transition being an electromagnetic decay, occurs instantaneously before the X9 can
travel any significant macroscopic distance. The A pathlength is of the order ~ 10 cm, which means
that the probability of its decaying outside the CLAS detector (roughly around 5 m, till the outer
regions of the drift chambers) is around 1/exp(50), which is negligible. Thus, aside acceptance
issues, all the final states should be detected by CLAS. Quantum mechanically, this translates to:

/ | A0y Arypr— 2 AP 50 oA —pr— = 1, (5.68)
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where ®x0_,,A_,ypr— incorporates the phase-space for the 9 decay. This condition should thus be
enforced by a normalization factor N which can we seen as an overall prefactor for the amplitude
Aso_.pn— that gets absorbed by the fit parameters. Similarly for the ¢p channel since the ¢ decays
strongly to KK (almost instantaneously) and CLAS is able to detect all the decay products.

5.6 Non-resonant Amplitudes

In this section we set up the amplitudes for the non-resonant processes for several ground-state
pseudo-scalar and vector-meson photoproduction channels. Our final goal is to perform a coupled-
channel PWA encompassing several channels.

5.6.1 Effective Lagrangians

We summarize below the requisite effective Lagrangians that we will need to build amplitudes for
specific processes. To keep the form of these Lagrangians as general as possible, we will denote scalars
(JP =0%) as S = {0(500), fo(980), ...}, pseudo-scalars (JF =07) as ¢ = {m,n, 7', K*,...}, vector-
mesons (JE =17) as V = {p,w, s, K*(892), ...}, axial vectors (J¥ = 1T) as V, = {K1(1270),...},
tensor (J¥ = 2%) as T = {a2(1320), K2(1430) ...} and J¥ = %+ baryons as B = {N,A, X% ...}.
The photon field is denoted as A, and the vector-meson and photon field tensors are V,,,, = 9,V,, —
0,V, and A, = 0, A, — 0,A,, respectively.

Lsppr = ¢gsppUpupS (5.69a)
€9ySV 1 v

Loy = QVTOVH A,,S (5.69b)

Lopp = (CigapBB’SDTﬂB"YE’)UB +(1- C)%\?H()#@TﬂB’%%UB) (5.69¢)

%)

Loy = —ie(p 0 — pduph)A* (5.69d)
€GveV va,

E'yng = ﬁﬁu EV,LLVAQBSD (5696)

_ KV BB’

,C ’ = — ’ ’ e ———— UJV'U‘V 569f

VBB gvBB'UB (V + S0y + MB,)(T; ) up ( )
eg Va v

Lypv, = 2}\20 Vi A;w ¥ (5.69¢)

T

Lv,pp = —up | 9% gy —VaBBL__, v 5.69h

VaBB up (gVaBB Va + 2(Mp + MB/)U“ a )75”3 ( )

Logr = —ieDE caBu A (°T% = 9°T0)d,p (5.691)

0
NONE. NON
Lrpp = —2i"LBB B/(,0, +v,0\) BT + 471859, B'9, BT*° (5.69j)
Mg M2,

The forms of these Lagragians represent the simplest possible way of constructing a scalar Lagra-
gian density function £ out of the J properties of the particles at the interaction vertex. Gauge
invariance is naturally incorporated by constructing the Lagrangians using the gauge invariant ten-
sors V,,, and A,,. The variable ¢ in Eq. 5.69c ranges between 1 and 0 and interpolates between a
pseudo-scalar coupling g,pp’ and a pseudo-vector coupling f,pp’ that are related as

feBB'  9uBB
M, = Myt M (5.70)

The forms of the tensor couplings can be found in Ref. [110].
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5.6.2 Feynman Rules

In this section we summarize our Feynman rules to clarify the choices of the phases in our amplitudes.
We start by writing the S-matrix element connecting the initial and final states as

St =1—1T4, (5.71)

where TY; is the transition matrix element which is also identified with the Lorentz invariant am-
plitude A. For the Feynman rules for obtaining Sy;, each vertex contributes a factor 7g, where g is
relevant coupling constant in the Lagrangian. The spinor propagator is i(p+m)/ (p?—m?2+ie) and the

spin-0 propagator is i/(p*> —m?+ie). The vector boson projection operator is Pl =3 eitel,, where
the sum is over the spin-projections. For the massless case (photon), this is given by P = —gh,
while for the massive case, this is P})" = —g"” + p*p”/p*. The corresponding (Feynman pole)

propagators are iPl” /(p*> — m? + ie). For any incoming (outgoing) particle, the derivative opera-
tor 0, brings down a factor of —ip, (+ip,). Finally, we will add an overall factor of i to get A
from S§y;. Unless otherwise mentioned, the 4-momenta for the incoming photon, outgoing meson,
initial target proton and final outgoing baryon (a proton or a hyperon) are k, ¢, p and p’, respectively.

5.6.3 K*A and KTX° Amplitudes
5.6.3.1 s- and t-channel Born terms

Denoting Y as a generic hyperon for both A and X%, the s-channel proton and ¢-channel KT exchange
amplitudes are:

s—ch. proton . J,-kJ,-M
Assehopoton o (ngyp% +(1- C)JZ\IX’%g) % (¢7 n 2’;\2 }é¢7> w; (5.72a)
p p
—eh. K+ 2ieq - €~ _ f
Ay B = ﬁmf (CQKY;D'VS +(1— C)%%(g - K?)) ;. (5.72b)

For the t-channel Born term, it turns out that the pseudo-scalar (¢ = 1) and pseudo-vector (¢ = 0)
forms are equivalent. This can be shown as follows:

Kt prv _ 2ieq - &, fryp\ - ,
Axy vy ( My ) Uy ys(p — P )ui

,2ieq cEy nyp _ ,

= 1 r_ M}z{’ ( M uy (zﬁ Y5+ 75}7))%'

_ 2ieq - e, fryp ay (My s + 75 M, )u;
t— MIQ( My Y Y5 54iWlp Jts
2ieq - € _ +

= 7;9KYpUY'Y5Ui = Aﬁy Ps (5.73)
t— My

where we have invoked the Dirac equation (pul = Mpu; and ﬂyp’ = uy My) and the connection
between the pseudo-vector and pseudo-scalar couplings given by Eq. 5.70.

Egs. 5.72a and 5.72b are not gauge invariant by themselves. For the pseudo-scalar coupling case,
in the Guidal-Laget-Vanderhaeghen (GLV) [111] model, the ¢-channel term (Eq. 5.72b) is combined
with the pseudo-scalar s-channel electric term in Eq. 5.72a to give a gauge invariant Born amplitude

. _ k¢ p-e q-¢€
AGEY = degrypiy s <2p jk + (p lg s ]3) u;. (5.74)
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For the pseudo-vector case, preserving gauge invariance requires the addition of an extra “contact”
term

.A;(%Etad — —ie(l — C) (JZI\}ZI)) ﬂy’}/g)ﬁ(,y’ui, (575)

and the gauge invariant pseudo-vector Kt exchange Born term reads

M, K .
%) Uy (7’ J;ﬁ +k = (¢, + 21\217 k¢, — ‘;513 (8- ¢7> u;. (5.76)

Aggre —ie(1- )

5.6.3.2 t¢-channel K*(892) exchange
The K*(892) exchange amplitude is

—c * <\ €uvapq" k(e A v KK~ v
A KT g (g'yKK > L G (7 4 _BKYN (g_;(;)) w  (5.77)

M, t— MZ. M, + My
5.6.3.3 {-channel K1(1270) exchange
The axial vector K1(1270) exchange amplitude is
t—ch. K1 _  C€YyKK1 (k . Q(a'y)a —q- g'yka) _ E (’% - ¢) M
Ay = — M, rom M12(1 uy | 9g1ypYa + mgxlyp%y vsu;  (5.78)

5.6.3.4 wu-channel Y’ exchanges

The u-channel processes correspond to hyperon (Y') exchanges. For J¥ = *

A(1115), $°(1192) and A*(1800), the amplitude is

% spinors such as

— M~ ,
% (gKPY’C% +(1-0 fff; 75%)} Ui (5.79)
Y/

u—ch. Y’ . Ryy’
=ie——1u
Asey 21, ™ ¥

5.6.3.5 t-channel tensor exchanges

Following the work of Yu-Choi-Kim (YCK) [110], the 27T tensor meson K»(1430) exchange ampli-
tude reads

P(2)Bpra i) ~ ~ o
t_ingt)uy (G%r (APo + 'Yap)\) + G%pxpg) Uy, (5.80)
T

-Ai(_;h K2 = €aﬁ;LV€#kuqOLQpXI
where p; = (¢ — k) is the t-channel exchange momentum, p = (p+ p’)/2, and the tensor polarization
projection operator P(?) is of the same form as Eq. 5.38. The two couplings are further broken down
as:

20~k K2 295y K2 29~k k2 490y K2
Gl — 2 p , G2 — _ 2 p 5.81

5.6.4 np and n'p Amplitudes

The forms of the amplitudes remain exactly the same between the  and 7’ cases, so only the np
amplitudes are given below. The spinors for the incoming and the outgoing proton are u; and uy,
respectively.
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5.6.4.1 t-channel p and w exchanges

For vector-meson V = {p,w} exchanges, the form of the amplitude is the same as Eq. 5.77 and reads

t—ch. V GV \ €uvapd"k® (‘%)ﬁ _ v, BVNN 4
—ch.V = _ EVNN v — : 82
Ap EGVNN ( M, ) t— 2 up (7" o, | (4 —#) ) us (5.82)

5.6.4.2 s- and u-channel proton exchange

The proton exchange Born terms are given by

7) u;  (5.83)

_eh. proton o V5 +E+ M, K
A;Z,Ch' proton  _ iegnppl s (C’V5 +(1-9¢) 2]\; ) P — P (¢7 i 2]\2
p

Alch-proton - og g (¢7+ ke >7’ ﬂM <Cv + (1 C);;Z)u (5.84)

p

where both terms must be taken together to maintain gauge invariance. A contact term for the
pseudo-vector case can be added here as well [112]:

Agpmt et =ie(1 =) (fnpp) urd Kysu;. (5.85)

5.6.5 7n and 7'p Amplitudes

In the following, we will include an extra isospin factor X; that equals /2 and 1 for the 7 n and
7%p channels, respectively [110, 111].

5.6.5.1 s- and t-channel Born terms

Due to C-parity conservation in 7p channel, the t-channel 7 exchange and therefore the crossed
nucleon exchange Born terms can occur only in the 77n channel. The forms are the same as in
Eq. 5.72:

s—ch. proton __ . — f‘n'NN p + k + MP Kp
A7r+n - ’LEXI Unp (CgTFNNFyE) + (1 - C) M7r 75%) S — Mg ¢fy + 2Mp k¢fy U
(5.86a)
ch.m 2X1ieq-¢€ p
Ajr*nh. - $ (C%NN% +(1— )f okl V5 — k)) U, (5.86b)

Similar to the K™Y channel case, we have a gauge invariant GLV term

‘Aﬂ""n 1€ X1 grNNUNTY5 < k¢’y + <p ] _ T 6ﬂ/)> U . (587)

2p - k p-k q-k

5.6.5.2 t-channel vector-meson exchanges

For the t-channel vector-meson exchanges, p* can be exchanged for the 7 n case, while both p® and
w exchanges can occur for 7p. Following Eq. 5.77, the V = {p,w} exchange amplitude is

t—ch.V _ _ Gymv euvaﬁquka(gw) _ _
.A = egVNNXI < My > t—M‘Q/ ’)/ —+ 2M — (g %) ;. (588)
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5.6.5.3 t-channel axial vector exchanges

Following the work of GLV [111] and YCK [110], we include ¢-channel exchanges of the axial vector-
mesons V, = {a1(1260)(1~(1+%)),b1(1235)(1F(117)), h1(1170)(0~(177))} . The general form of
the amplitude is the same as Eq. 5.78:

ch. Vo _ _9ynVe 5o (k- a(e5)* —q-e4k%) k=) u
Ayt Ve = — X/fo X1 Z—M‘z/a : v (97, v + 2M¢ 9V NNTa | Y5uie (5.89)

5.6.5.4 t-channel tensor exchanges

The spin-2 tensor meson a2(1320)(17(2*1)) exchange amplitude for the 7n case (C-parity forbids
this exchange in 70p) is:

ha o P(2)Bpra p
AL 92 = € ek 4 qp X Sz U Mg g n (GT (VDo + VoDr) + GFPADs) Ui, (5.90)
T
where . )
29yra2 29N N 2gyra2 29
Ga = 2)Ta2 "INNa2 Ga — _Jymaz ZINNa2 (5.91)
2T oME m2 2 Mg m?

5.6.6 wp and ¢p Amplitudes
5.6.6.1 ¢-channel pseudo-scalar (7 and 1) exchanges

Continuing our notation set up in Sec. 5.6.1 we denote ¢ = {m,n} and V = {w, ¢}. The pseudo-scalar
exchange amplitudes then take the form

c €JoN NGV 1
A ? = =i PR Gy, (67 ) ka6 p g (5.92)
M, t— M2
5.6.6.2 {-channel scalar meson (o, f,(980) and ¢((980)) exchanges
The scalar meson (S) exchange amplitudes read
At ch.§ _ €9ySVYSNN apu; (k-qey ey —k-eyq- 57)_ (5.93)

M, ! t— M?2

5.6.6.3 s- and u-channel nucleon exchanges

Since both w and ¢ are isoscalars, only nucleons (and not A’s) can be exchanged in the u- or
s-channel (the former and latter are sometimes referred to as the “crossed” and “direct” terms,
respectively). From the perspective of gauge invariance, the two amplitudes must be taken together,
since the individual amplitudes break gauge invariance. The proton exchange amplitude can thus
be put into a compact form

+ M, + M,
Aproton = egvpplif (va MQPF + T, Ij M2 Fv> (5.94)
where
r, = (5.95a)
r £y — Vg (5.95b)
v = ~ons ) .
14 2Mp \4

and p; = (p+k) and p, = (p—q) are the exchanged 4-momenta in the s and u-channel, respectively.

1The isospin, G-parity and spin, parity and charge-conjugation quantum numbers are denoted by IG(JPC).
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5.6.7 The Pomeron (/P) and Related Exchanges

For later convenience, we first list some of the general numerical values of the Regge trajectories,
couplings, etc. The most basic IP trajectory is the classical soft or diffractive Donnachie-Landshoff
(DL) Pomeron

ap, (t) = ap, (0) + op t (5.96)
where ap, (0) & 1.08 is the intercept and o/p, = 0.25 GeV =2 is the slope. There is also a “hard” DL
Pomeron given by [10]

ap,(t) = ap,(0) + alpt, ap,(0) =144, o =0.1 GeV 2 (5.97)

With a larger intercept, the hard-DL Pomeron is supposed to dominate at higher energies, especially
in the charmonium sector. At lower energies, near threshold, some authors [42, 113, 114] postulate
the existence of a daughter glueball trajectory

ap,(t) = ap,(0) + a'p,t, ap,(0)=—0.75, o/p, =0.25 GeV > (5.98)
The negative intercept indicates that this will contribute only at the lowest energies. Actually, the

ap,(t) is inspired by a 07* glueball with mass M;b ~ 3 GeV? that is predicted from lattice QCD
calculations [115].

Following the work of Titov et al. [113, 114, 116, 117], we will denote

) AM?2 — 2.8t (5.992)
= . a

’ (402 = )(1 — t/1to)?

1 20
Fy(t) = 5.99b
v(®) 1—t/M2 202 + M2 —t ( )
FP™(t) = exp(—Bylt — to) (5.99¢)
128,08y
Cy = M (5.99d)
A%
s ap(t)—1 .

Mp(s,t) = CyF,(t)Fy(t) (SO) emisar®) (5.99€)

where F), is the proton isoscalar form-factor, Fy is the IP-y-V vertex form-factor (the"' is a
phenomenological ansatz for the ¢ case [114], B, being the exponential slope from Sec. 9.4) and
sp = 1/a’. The phenomenological momentum cut-off scales in the form-factors are to = 0.7 GeV?
and p2 = 1.1 GeV2 The vector-meson decay constants are v, = 17.05, 74 = —13.13 that follow
from the decay width as [10]:

a? 4r

o , 5.100

1_‘V—ns*e* =
Note that 7, has a relative minus sign compared to v, and ~y, from SU(3) [10]. The couplings of
the Pomeron to the individual quarks are given by 3, where 3, = 2.05 GeV~! for the light quark
sector and 3, = 1.61 GeV~! for the strange quark. Therefore, for the w channel, the coupling will
be /32, while for the ¢, this will be 3, 0.

5.6.7.1 How does the Pomeron couple?

We first note that the Pomeron is not a single particle, it is a Regge trajectory. From Regge theory,
we only know that its overall energy behavior is like a spin-1 exchange. However, this does not tell us
that that the Pomeron couples like a spin-1 particle, and this point was specifically noted by Gilman
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Pomeron

Figure 5.1: In the VMD picture, the incoming photon first converts into a vector-meson (gg pair)
that scatters off the nucleon during photoproduction. This is shown here at the quark level.

et al. [118]. In the DL-model [10], taking a cue from the fact that the IP exchange process seems to
be universal, independent of isospin, charge conjugation and parity reversal, it was postulated that
IP couples to individual quarks like an isoscalar J©¢ = 1t photon. The DL-model also assumes
that IP couples to individual quarks inside the hadrons, which leads to the so called additive quark
rule [10]. This leads to 7p cross sections being 2/3 those of pp scattering, since mesons have two
constituent quarks and baryons have three. Another property of the Pomeron exchange amplitude is
that in the diffractive limit, this has to be almost purely imaginary (in the parlance of Regge theory,
the Pomeron has an even signature factor). The optical theorem relates the total cross section to
the forward-angle cross section:

Orotal(s) = s T A(s,t = 0), at large s (5.101)
so that in the t — 0 diffractive limit, A4 scales as ~ s' as well. Combining these facts, the Regge
factor in the soft diffractive Pomeron amplitude behaves like [10]

Ap, x exp(—iap, /2)(alp, s) P17, (5.102)

The only remaining part is the v, (photon-like) coupling at the IP-g-¢’ vertex, which Donnachie and
Landshoff put in “by hand” [10]. From this, it follows that a vector coupling will preserve helicity
(for approximately massless quarks). Therefore, the DL-model immediately explains the observed
s-channel helicity conservation for the vector-mesons in the diffractive limit (see also Ref. [118])%.
At this point following Titov et al. [113], we will combine the Regge and the form-factors into the
expression given by Eq. 5.99e and write the IP exchange amplitude as [113]

AVy = —Mp(s,1)(ev ) (&)t h u;. (5.103)
The problem therefore reduces to determining the form of the tensor h*¥.

In the vector-meson-dominance (VMD) picture [36, 37], the incoming photon first converts into
a vector-meson (g pair) which then scatters off the target nucleon. This is shown schematically in
Fig. 5.1. The diagram includes two IP-q-¢’ vertices and an integration over the internal quark loop.
If the IPqq coupling is like a scalar (J¥ = 07) [113, 119], h*¥ is

hot = (g""k-q—k"q"). (5.104)

2There are issues with a C' = +1 vector current which will not be conserved, but we will not discuss this further
here.
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If the coupling is like 7., then h*" takes the following gauge invariant form as given by Titov and
Lee [113]

KV bl . k- dq*
uv _ w974 v w4 qay\ v v q wo_ 1
hy. invar. %(9 v ) gl (k 7 ) (q P k) (7 ra ) (5.105)

where p = (p+p')/2. It can be checked that this form satisfies the transversality (gauge invariance)
requirements h*”q, = 0 and h*k, = 0 Since €}, - ¢ = 0 (gauge condition), we can drop all ¢* terms
in the above expression and cast it in the form

hip 0 = (kg — kHy”) — AF (Q” - ﬁ”%) (5.106)
We note that only the terms within the first set of parenthesis in Eq. 5.106 were used in several
previous works [116, 114, 117]. Also, the fg"” term in Eq. 5.106 will give a (¢}, - &,) term in the
final amplitude that is helicity preserving. At high energies this term will dominate and lead to
s-channel helicity conservation between the incoming photon and the outgoing vector-meson, but at
lower energies, the other terms in Eq. 5.106 will contribute as well and give rise to helicity flips. In
the high energy limit with p ~ p ~ p’ and ~y, ~ p,, (inside the traces), Eq. 5.106 takes the form

v v v 17 v k i q
15" gruon = k- g™ — K" — p (q Pk k) : (5.107)
where the subscript refers to the fact that this form closely resembles the perturbative QCD 2-gluon
exchange calculation by Ryskin and others [120].

5.6.7.2 f» (271) and glueball (0"") exchanges

In Laget’s model [121], the soft Pomeron is combined with the fo exchange to give a combined
amplitude

ARG, = Oy (OFv (1) (51)u(e)y b5 (5.108)

2—gluon

a t)—1 agf, (t)—1 —iTa
y (8) Py (1) —idmap, o (S) £2(8) (I+e fz(t))7r0/f2
f2 - )
S0 Sfa 2Sln(ﬂ—OéfQ (t))r(ﬂafz (t))

(5.109)

where hgigluon is of the same Titov form given in Eq. 5.107. The f> Regge trajectory is

ag,(t) = ap,(0) + oyt ap,(0) =055, of, =0.7 GeV~? (5.110)

and the corresponding energy scale is set at sz, = 1 GeV2 The relative strength factor s is
Kf,(1270) = 9 for the light quark sector (w and p), while for the strange sector (¢), this is & (1525) =
—4.5 [121]. Tt should be stressed upon here that the fo and the IP; coupling in the same fashion is an
assumption which goes back to the work by Donnachie and Landshoff [10]. While it is correct that
the Reggeon f5 has the quantum numbers of the vacuum, as does the Pomeron, it could be argued
that it should couple as a rank-2 tensor. Following this idea, Titov and Lee [113] have calculated the
0** glueball and 2+ f, Reggeon exchange amplitudes assuming 1 and 7,73 Reggeon-¢-¢' vertex
couplings, respectively. The h*¥ for the glueball remains the same as given in Eq. 5.104, while that
of the fo is [113]

h;”ov’ M = hiy = 2ioap (ga”gﬁ”k g+ kP g+ g PRM + gﬁ”ko‘q”) . (5.111)
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The 0T and 2% Regge trajectories are given by Egs. 5.98 and 5.110, respectively. The corresponding
Reggeon prefactor is

1 S

ar(t) 14+ —imar(t)
Mpg(s,t) = CrF,(t) Fy () ~— () nr(l+e )

2sin(rag(t))C(ar(t))’

5.112
N \sn (5.112)

where s = 1/aj; and the normalization factors are Ny = M,MZ and Ny, = 2sMy. The phase
factors ng and the coupling strength 5% (this goes into Cr, as in Eq. 5.99d) need to be fixed by fits
to the data.
5.6.7.3 Quark correlations in the 2-gluon exchange model
In the 2-gluon exchange model of the Pomeron,

ALagetl — 12\/6i

2—gluon v 87

y /0 " doltran D(t/A — 2)2[F, (1) — F,(t/4 — 32)

(5;)H (E’Y)V hgzgluon

t+ 4z
(1 —t/MZ)(m} + 4x)

(5.113)

where «,, = 0.3 is the non-perturbative quark-gluon coupling [122] and D(g?) is the “dressed” gluon
propagator. In Refs. [121, 122], D(¢?) is taken to be of the Gaussian form

Bﬁ 242
anD(q*) = 7%0)\ e /%,
0

with the value of the cut-off factor set at A3 ~ 2.7 GeV? [122]. In a later version [123], following the
work of Leinweber et al. [124], this is given as

(5.114)

AM? L(g?, M)
2\ )
D(q") =Z <(q2)1+a CaEE g +M2> : (5.115)
where Z = 2.09, A =2.29, M = 0.38 and o = 1.09 and
1 —dp
L(g> M) = (2 In[(¢® + M*)(1/¢* + 1/M2)]) , dp = 13/22. (5.116)
5.7 Vector-meson Radiative Decay Constants
From Eq. 5.69f, the transition matrix element for the decay V — 7 is given by?3
eg rvo
AV = 3 0V )ulev)ka (o) (5.117)
This amplitude is related to the decay width of the vector-meson as:
1 1]
dl' = ——dN) a1
53 pZ Al 7 (5.118)

where |p] is the decay 3-momentum of the outgoing particles in the overall rest frame and M is the
total invariant mass (the vector-meson mass, in this case). The summation is over the spins of the

3Note that some authors [111, 125, 126] choose to normalize by the pseudo-scalar meson mass M, instead of Mpy.
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final states and includes an averaging over the initial state spins. Keeping all the spins and indices
intact, the amplitude squared becomes

2
€ * *
Sl = Y (?MV) RGO W NCR PN EANNEINEAL

spins spins

2
eJyoV
= () Comamkathy

2
N (W) Gukagoh, e P e, (5.119)
My

where ¢ and k are the momenta of the outgoing pseudo-scalar meson and photon, respectively. Since
qv = q+ k, where qy is the momentum of the decaying vector-meson, the above can also be written
as:

2
eg ro 1%
S vl = () vkl e

spins

2
= <W> M2(km)c.m.(kn)c.m.eOlmonlno

My
€GyeV 2
= =22V ) op?|k 2 12

where we have substituted ¢y = (M, 0,0,0) in the overall c.m. frame, which is also the rest frame of
the decaying particle. Substituting Eq. 5.120 in Eq. 5.118 and completing the phase-space integral
[ dQ = 4x, we get

2
& [ GyeV 713
FV"’YLP = 3 ( ) |k|c m
3 My o
3
_ o (gev ) (ME M (5.121)
3\ M, oMy '

The extra factor of 1/3 comes from averaging over the three polarization states of the initial vector-
meson.

For the case of the 1’ meson decaying to yw and vp, the forms of Eq. 5.118 and Eq. 5.120 remain
the same, except that we do not need to add the extra factor of 1/3 as in Eq. 5.121 since the
vector-meson is a final state particle now. Hence, we have:

g \2 (M2 — M2\’
Ty = n’ Ui 5.122
n'—=yV a( M, ) ( M, ) ( )

We note that a different formula for T',y_.,v is quoted in the work by Chiang et al. [126], though
our result agrees with that of Refs. [127, 128]. The partial widths are obtained by multiplying the
total decay width by the relevant branching fraction and vary slightly between different versions of
the PDG. The latest PDG [129] values of the partial widths and the resulting coupling constants are
given in Table 5.1. For the ¢ decaying to the scalar mesons, we have adopted Eq. 5.121, following
Ref. [114].
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’ Decay process \ Partial width (keV) \ Coupling constant (g) ‘

p—ny 44.73 1.58
w — Ny 3.9 0.45
n — py 56.84 1.317
n — wy 5.34 0.4261
pt — mty 67.1 0.72
pV — 70y 89.4 0.831
w — w0y 702.97 2.3
¢ — 7oy 5.41 -0.133
b —ny 55.76 -0.693
¢ — o(500)y 0.48 V3 x 0.0583
¢ — [0(980)~ 1.37 3.12
¢ — ap(980)y 0.32 1.52
K*t — Kty 50.1 0.834
aj —mty - 1.043
hi — 70y - 1.337
b — my - 0.626
K — Kty - 0.808
a2t — 7ty 287 0.915
K2t — Kty 235 0.914

111

Table 5.1: Summary of the coupling constants for the various vector-meson radiative decays.

For the axial-vector-meson radiative decays, we follow Ref. [130] and first write the general form
of the decay-width I'y, v

fvav,ov 2 D 2 2 2
Ty oy = a 2p,, - E2), 5.123
Va—oV ( M, 24mm?, (Rl pv)” + v ) ( )

where we have generalized Eq. 5.69g by replacing e with fy, and everything is understood to be
computed in the rest-frame of the decaying V,. The vector-meson-dominance model (VMD) then
relates the couplings as gy, ,v = gv, 4y, S0 that Eq. 5.123 can equivalently written as

fvv, Y 2 ‘ﬁsa| 2 2 12
I'v Lov = = 2 . E?). 5.124
VooV ( M, 247m?, (2(py - pv)* + my E7) ( )

For Ty, —nw = 142 MeV and f,, = 15.6 [110], we get gp,rw = 0.626, while, due to lack of direct
measurements, the chiral unitarity model predictions [131] of g, (1170)x0 = 1.337 and gx1x- = 0.808
are assumed.? For the a;(1260) meson, the full width is somewhat uncertain. Yu et al. [110] take
Iy, —ny = 0.64 MeV which gives g, -y = 1.043. From Eq. 5.69i, the radiative decay width of the
tensor mesons is given by [110]

% [ gro\2 (M3 —m? 5
Dy = — [ 2227 T ¥ 12
T—y 5 < Mg ) ( 2mT (5 5)

With Tag .y = 0.287 MeV, gagny = 0.915, and with Tga i, = 0.235 MeV, g, = 0.914.

4Note that the work of Yu et al. [110] absorbs a factor of e into the radiative coupling.
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[ Exchange | a9 | o | Reference
T 0 0.7 111
P 055 | 0.8 111
w 0.44 | 0.9 111
fa 0.55 | 0.7 121
P, 1.08 | 0.25 10
P, 144 | 0.1 10
P 075 | 0.25 | [113]
K+ 02 | 0.8 [6]
K* 025 | 0.83 | [111]
N 03 | 0.9 [6]
A 0.6 | 0.9 [6]
5 08 | 0.9 [6]

Table 5.2: Summary of the Regge trajectories a(x) = ag + o/« for different exchanges. The book
by Collins [6] lists most of these, and sometimes differs slightly from the values quoted from other
sources.

5.8 Reggeization

A detailed account of Regge theory can be found in Refs. [6, 10, 132, 133]. For our purposes here,
a particle of mass m, spin J and Regge trajectory a(x) = agp + oz, exchanged in the a-channel
(x = {t,u}) will have the usual Feynman propagator 1/(x — m?) replaced by the following Regge
propagator

(a(z)=J) —im(a(x)—J)
) gt 8(a) 5126)

PRegge(C? S, I) = ( 9 sin(m(a(z) — J))INa(z) + 1 — J))’

S0

where 3(z) = ma’ is the residue and ¢ = +1 is the signature of the Regge trajectory. The above form
of the propagator is for the so-called non-degenerate type. Sometime, the { = +1 trajectories overlap,
and the +1 signature amplitudes can either add or subtract to produce the so-called degenerate
propagators. The degenerate propagators have the phase either rotating (e‘i”("‘(m)_‘] )) or constant
(1). The choice of the phase is not governed by Regge theory, but has be fixed by fits to the data.
The Regge trajectories for the different exchanges are listed in Table 5.2.

5.9 Coupling Constants

Table 5.3 gives a brief summary of the hadrodynamic couplings relevant to this work. The values
listed are taken from the work of several authors in this field and aside from f,yy, wide disagree-
ments exist between them. It should also be noted that the issue of phenomenological form-factors
will also play an important role since the form-factors can effectively “kill” any large contribution
from a coupling. From the form-factor perspective, the GLV type Regge models are somewhat at-
tractive, since these models do not use any form-factors. However, given that mesons and baryons
are indeed not point particles, the form-factor arguments do have a strong physical basis. In any
case, we simply note here that caution must be taken while comparing different results because these
are all effective models and do not arise from a fundamental theory.
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5.10 Resonant Amplitudes

5.10.1 JP — K*t¥° Amplitudes

We consider a general JP state (either N* or A*) with 4-momentum P and spin projection M
decaying to KTX° and write the amplitudes below. Our amplitudes easily generalize to other
pseudo-scalar meson production channels like KTA, 7N, etc.
)
1+

Consider the state J* = 5 which decays to K +30 (0_%+) through a P-wave decay only. The

amplitude can thus be written as

5.10.1.1 J” States with P = (-)'~ = (=), t=J+1 (1747,

Nt

At s ~ @pso, Mo ) LD (prerso)y v u( P, M), (5.127)

where py+s0 = 2(pg+ — pxo) is the relative momentum used to define L) and the inclusion of 4
ensures parity conservation (KT is a pseudo-scalar). The general case for J¥ with P = (—)” -3,
going to (O_%+) occurs in an ¢-wave with the angular momentum selection rule ¢ = J + % Only

(=J+ % survives from parity considerations and we can write the following amplitude

P=(-)"% o (0) B g
Ap iso ~ (pso, mso) Ly, (Prs0 )y Y u (P, M), (5.128)

whereE:JJr%.

5.10.1.2 JP States with P = (—)7/*2 = (=), ¢ =J -1 ({, 3t

Nojnt

-

Now consider J = %_, which can decay to KTX° only through an S-wave decay, the amplitude
being simply
As-_ grso ~ A(pso, mxo)y u(P, M). (5.129)

For the general case, the decay occurs in an ¢-wave, again with ¢ = J £ %, but this time parity

dictates that only the £ = J — % survive and the general amplitude can be written down as

J+3

=(— _ [ e
AT~ Do, miso ) LY (D50 )Y P ul 14 (P, M), (5.130)

WhereE:Jf%.

5.10.2 J” — ¢p Amplitudes

For the pseudo-scalar sector, for a given J¥, there is only a single allowed ¢-wave. For the vector-

meson sector (¢p, wp), it is convenient to first couple the ¢p spins together as s = 1/2 and s = 3/2.

As we shall see, there are three £ - s combinations allowed for each J (# %i) wave.

5.10.2.1 J” States with P = (-)’~% (17,37,5%..)

1+

We first consider the special case, JI = 5 which decays to ¢p in P-wave only:

—15=13
AR = alpg, mp)e™ (g, mg) PR (PYLY (pgy u(P. M), (5.131)
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which generalizes to all J = ¢ — % states:

(=J+4%,s=1%,3 _ * s v b
AJPng = u(pf’rnf)(E H(q7m¢)P;SV)(P)L(e) patz e 1(p¢p)ul"1#2---#é—l (Pv M) (5'132)

Next, consider %7 — ¢p in S-wave. The ¢p system must couple to s = %7 so there is only a single

amplitude:
0=0,s=3 _ *
Ay =" gy = o, mp)e (4,me )u (P, M). (5.133)
This can be generalized for J = ¢ + % states to

t=J—3% s=3%
JP —¢p

A = a(ps, my)es(q,my) LY (pop)u?Fiiz1e (P M). (5.134)

H1p2.--fhe

5.10.2.2 J” States with P = (-)"*% (17,3737

Next, we consider §+ — ¢p where the ¢p system can be in either P-wave (with s = % or s = %) or
F-wave (with s = 5). The amplitudes for the P-wave decay can be written as
l=l,s=3 _  _ ™ (s) v 57(1) o
A%+H¢p = u(py,ms)et (g, mg) Py (P)Y"7° Ly (pgp)u (P, M) (5.135a)
f=1,5=2 _ * s o v
AT = e ma)e™ (ama) B (PYyy LY (pgp)u” (P, M), (5.135b)
which can be generalized for J = ¢ + % to
(=J—1 s=1 — * s v ajas...a
AJP*)(Z?p 2 = 1’[’(pf7’n7’f)6 #(Q7m¢)P;5u)(P)7 75L(£) 1z e(p(bp)ualaz...ag (P) (51363')
[:Jfl,szé — * S 14 a1Q2...x
-AJPﬂpi, Po= u(pf,mf)eu(q,mw)P( " (P)'YMVSLM) Y (pgp ) vy, (P)- (5.136D)
The F-wave decay of the %+ to ¢p has amplitude:
0=3,5=%  _ v (3) a5,
A%+_>¢p = U(pf, mf)e (Q7m¢)L,uuo¢(p¢P)’y 7w (Pv M)v (5137)
which can be generalized for J = ¢ — % to
A[=J+%’s:% —_ *L (0) H2 A5, U3 e
JP —op - U(pf, mf)e (q’ m¢)Lu1y2..,u5 (pd)p)’y Tu (P’ M)' (5'138)

Egs. 5.136 and 5.138 can be used to obtain all of the J¥ — ¢p amplitudes for P = (—)J“‘% states.

The only exception is J© = %7, which has no corresponding ¢-s =0- % case. Therefore, Eq. 5.136b

P _ 1
does not apply to J* = 3

5.10.3 ~p — J¥ Amplitudes

5.10.3.1 J” States with P = ()"*% (17,37,

(\[e

-

The crux of the discussion to follow is summarized in Table 5.4. We study the case J with

P = (=)’ +2 with a few examples, but the trend should be obvious. First we couple the yp sys-

tem (17 ® %Jr) together to give a 2~ state and a 3 state. Next, 2~ and 1~ are individually coupled

to the appropriate angular momentum L states which can yield the final J? state. In the second
column we have first coupled the photon 1~ to the allowed L states to give spin-parity states called

multipoles. These are next coupled with the proton %Jr to give the final J¥ state where we have
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[ j%, ® L (allowed) — J¥ [ 17 ® L (allowed) — Multipole |

%_®L:2H%_ 1;®L:2H17,2/L,3/L
%7®L:0—>%7 1A7®L=0—>1_

3 eL=13-3" |[10L=3-2% 3% 4"
1"@L=1-3" 1, @L=1—1%, 2%
T oL=24-3 | 1;0L=4-3,4",5
IT@L=2-3" LoL=4—-1/,27,3"

Table 5.4: Evolution of multipole basis for a particular J* resonance. In the left column, the photon

and proton are first coupled together to give a %_ and a %_. These are subsequently coupled to
those L states which can yield the final J* state. The multipoles in the right column are formed
by coupling the photon directly with these allowed L states. The crossed out multipoles are those

which cannot combine with a %Jr proton to yield the final J*.

crossed out the multipoles which do not work (that is, cannot combine with the proton to give the
final J¥ state).

Until now we have not utilized the fact that even though the photon is a spin-1 particle, its L,
components are only +1, there being no L, = 0 state for a real massless photon. As a result, the

amplitudes for a D-wave coupled with %_ vp and an S-wave coupled with %_ vp to produce the

final J¥ = %7 state have the same angular distributions. Similarly, an F-wave coupled with %7 vp

and a P-wave coupled with %7 vp to produce J¥ = %+ have the same angular distributions. And

so on. We prove this for the JF = %_ case as follows. The two amplitudes are
Aipz_o)i— = a(P, M)y~ u(pi, mi)eu(k,m,), and (5.139a)
2
A2 = w(P M)LE) (o )y ulip, ma)e” (k). (5.139b)
2

However, AL=2 . can be written as
=3

_ v _ 1 v
QL) (ppy)y" ue” = a7 P = 2 (9) 507"y ue
~ u(pp) ey u
_ (1)12 gL=0
= [LVFAT - (5.140)

where we have used (p;:y)“eu =0 and gf;ue” = ¢, for a real photon (these relations are most easily
proved in the c.m. frame of the yp system). Thus aside from the |L(})|? ~ O(s) factor (which is
just a multiplicative constant for us since we bin finely in +/s), the two amplitudes are the same.
The convenience of working in the multipole basis is that it neatly separates independent angular
amplitudes. Following standard nomenclature, we will then call the j? multipole with p = (—)? as
the electric, and with p = (—)7T1, as the magnetic multipole. Thus, 17,27, ... are called E1, E2, ...
while 17,27, ... are M1, M2, ....

Getting back to the original problem at hand, we find that for J* with P = (—)‘H‘%, there is
an electric and a magnetic contribution, both of which can be built from an ¢ = J —1/2 wave. The
difference is that we need to project out the j part where j = J — 1/2 is the magnetic part and
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’ Jr \ Multipole \ Jr \ Multipole ‘

! El i M1

- | B, M2 | 2T | M1, E2
57 | M2, B3 | 37 | E2, M3
T | B3, M4 [ TT | M3, E4
97 | Ma, E5 | 97 | E4, M5
=1 g5, M6 | U | M5, E6

Table 5.5: Multipoles associated with JF’s used in this analysis.

j =J+1/2 is the electric part. Thus

AP=()Hh

~p— JP = akrhe (P, M)’YV’Y5P;§,‘Z?U.2...,U.[UC¥1QQ...agﬁ(P)L(Z)ala2“.al (pm)eﬂ(pn,,my)u(pp, mp).

(5.141)
Note that since there is no 0 multipole, %7 has an E1 contribution only.

")

The only thing which changes now is that £ = J+1/2. The electric part is now given by j = J —1/2

while the magnetic part is from j = J+1/2. Also, %+ has an M1 contribution only. The amplitude

1S

1

5.10.3.2 J” States with P = (-)’~% (3"

ot

3—
’ 92

P=(=)""% _ e :
A — P 1(p’M)7uz7uz+1p£{)

yp—JF ENTTERY 2P 7%

(P)L®Ovr--ve (Dpy )€+ (K, My Ju(ps, mi).
(5.142)

For ease of reference we have tabulated the relevant multipoles for the J* waves used in this
analysis in Table 5.5.

5.10.4 The Full Amplitudes

The amplitudes for the entire reaction chains are now easily constructed by multiplying the individual
components together. The only other thing we need to keep in mind is that the spin-projections for
the any intermediate particles have to be coherently summed over. Thus, for the K30 case,

‘A%DHJPHK*ZOHK*'yAHK*A/pﬂ'* = E E E A,YPA)JP X AP gr+50 XAEO‘},YAX.AA_,Z,.,T—, (5143)

me '"L):O mAa

and so on. Note that, in the actual physics amplitudes, there will be /s dependent Breit-Wigner and
other factors in this amplitude, but for our purposes, since we will run fits on bunches of events finely
binned in +/s, this is just an additional factor floating around, to be absorbed in the overall scale
during the fits. The amplitudes were numerically evaluated using the qft++ software package [139].

5.11 Gauge Invariance and Form Factors

All the amplitudes constructed above have to satisfy one general condition — the Ward-Takahashi
identity for gauge invariance in QED [3]. The total amplitude can be written as A = ¢,A" where
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€, is the polarization of the incident external photon and A* represents the hadronic current which
the photon couples to. The Ward identity states that this current is conserved. That is, 9,A* = 0,
or k, A* = 0 for the photon momentum %,. Note that individual diagrams may not obey the Ward
identity, but when summed up over all possible diagrams, the total amplitude has to be gauge in-
variant in this manner.

As an example, consider yp — KX occurring via the simplest s, t and v channels with the
exchange of a proton, a K+ and a 3° respectively. The amplitude is given by

At = getusy? 7@”';’1)7'7?;7”" [e Y= gke -k - 'y} Up

+2gets t’f;;% Yoy, (5.144)

—  Ky0 (ps—k)v+mso 5
—gelux5>—¢- R e L R TP
P u—mgg

where k is the incoming photon momentum and ps. is the outgoing X° momentum. Now if we replace
€, with k, everywhere, we first see that the magnetic terms (~ ¢f) go to zero (because ff = k* =0
for a real photon). Thus the magnetic terms individually satisfy the Ward identity and it is only
the electric terms that we need to be concerned about. The remnant electric terms are

2pp - € 2p -€| 5
2
—m2  t—mj

e A" = geus Up, (5.145)

where we have used the identity ¢f = —pd +2a-b (from the v* anti-commutation relations), the fact
that 4° anti-commutes with all the v#’s and finally, pp up = myu, from the Dirac equation. kA" is

then easily seen to be zero after substituting (k + p,)? for s and (k — px)? for t. Thus if we include
the Kt exchange t-channel process, we also have to include the proton exchange s-channel process
to ensure that the Ward identity is satisfied.

The K*(892) exchange t-channel amplitude is gauge invariant by itself because of the e”“'@/\kﬁe Y
term. The K1(1270) exchange ¢t-channel and the Y exchange u-channel terms too are manifestly
gauge invariant, being built out of F},,. It can similarly be shown that for the np/n’p and ¢p/wp
channels, the u-channel nucleon exchange Born terms break gauge invariance and the s-channel Born
terms must be added.

The PWA resonant amplitudes contain electric terms and are thus not gauge invariant in general.
However, our setup ensures that we do not run into gauge invariance violations using these. To
understand why, note that if any amplitude is not gauge invariant as such, by multiplying it with g+
from Eq. 5.33, we can project out the gauge invariant part. Indeed one should actually be doing this,
but also note from Eq. 5.32 that the way we have constructed our polarization vectors, €”(m.) gf;/f- =
e(m~). In other words, computationally, multiplying by g+ does not change anything, because of
the particular choice of our polarization basis.

5.11.1 Form Factors and Contact Terms

Until now, we have assumed that the vertices have point particle interactions. In reality, the hadrons
and mesons are extended particles and it is customary to put in phenomenological form factors to
account for their finite sizes. These form factors involve a cutoff mass A which sets the short-range
scale of our (effective) theory. However, it is well known that the addition of phenomenological form
factors break gauge invariance even at the tree level. For example, if the s- and t-channels have
different form factors Fs and F;, Eq. 5.145 becomes

2pp - € 20K - €
5 —msy t—miy

Fi| 7°u,, (5.146)

1K =
e A'rp = gets
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and thus the cancellation does not occur and gauge invariance is violated.

There are various prescriptions in the literature for the addition of form factors and ways to
tackle the ensuing violation of gauge invariance [140, 141, 142, 143] . It must be kept in mind here
that all these prescriptions are phenomenological after all, so their correctness goes as far as the
fits match the data. It is generally agreed upon however that some sort of form factor is required,
because otherwise the bare tree level Born diagrams give too large a cross section. A widely used
form factor in the literature [144] is of the dipole form

A4

B = e e

(xz = s,t,u). (5.147)

Since the problem lies in the s and ¢-channels getting different form factors in Eq. 5.146, Haberzettl
et al. [140] applied a common form factor F instead. That is, an euA'“ﬁ' term is added to and
subtracted from the total amplitude. After this, the electric terms which remain are what is called
—eu A iaet- To cancel this, one thus adds the term

2pp - €, ~ 2K - €
pp Z(F—FS)“F pKQ
s —my t—mi

6/1«"4/507175(1015 = geus (F - Ft) 7511;17. (5148)

The contact terms represent 4-point interactions and thus cannot contain any pole. The original
suggestion by Haberzettl [140] was

Fr = asFy(A) + a;Fy(A) + auFy(A), ap+ap 4+ ay = 1, (5.149)

which was shown to not be free of poles by Davidson and Workman [141] who subsequently suggested
a different form, R
Fpw = Fs(A) + Fy(A) — Fs(A)Fy(A). (5.150)

To sum it up, the upshot of the above discussion is that the electric terms must get a common form
factor Fpy, while the magnetic terms can independently get (dipole) form factors based on which
ever channel s, u or ¢t they might be a part of.

5.12 Summary

We described the construction of our amplitudes for both pseudo-scalar and vector-meson pho-
toproduction in a fully covariant manner, following the Rarita-Schwinger formalism. Production
amplitudes for both resonance and background processes were described. The problem of gauge
invariance violation and a prescription for fixing it was also addressed.



Chapter 6

PWA Fit Formulx and KXV
Differential Cross Sections

Having described in detail the construction of amplitudes in the previous chapter, we move on to
describing the setup for using these amplitudes to run fits. Our fits can be classified into two cate-
gories — unbinned extended maximum likelihood method (EMLM) fits, and binned x? fits. Overall,
our work will follow closely those of Williams [75] and Chung [145]. Three points are to be noted
here. First, the EMLM is powerful but also computationally intensive, requiring a dedicated com-
puter cluster for the Medium Energy group at Carnegie Mellon. The result is a highly stable fitting
procedure where every event effectively becomes a separate degree of freedom. Compare this with
binned x? fits where information is invariably lost due to binning.

Second, our resonance amplitudes are model-independent, in the sense that for a given spin-
parity J¥, we do not make ab initio assumptions about the masses and widths of the exchanged
s-channel resonances. We run individual fits on events which are finely binned in energy, so that /s
is approximately a constant for every fit. Therefore, \/s-dependent propagators and Breit-Wigners
(which depend on the choice of resonances included in one’s model) feature only as an overall pref-
actor in our fits. Traditionally, one fits to the full expressions for the s-channel resonant amplitudes,
including mass-dependent propagators. In our case, if a resonance of a particular spin-parity J
and mass M contributes to our channel, its signature should lie in appreciable contributions from
the same J¥ amplitude around /s ~ M.

Third, in this chapter we employ the EMLM fits to extract differential cross sections using s-
channel J¥ waves from %i up to %i, for the K+%° three-track dataset (the ¢p fits are described
in Ch. 9). It is important to realize that in this particular fit (which we call the mother fit),
we are not trying to interpret the fit results as physics. Our method is equivalent to using a
(nearly) complete basis of sines and cosines to fit to a distribution, save that instead of harmonic
functions, we use a (semi-)complete basis of J¥ waves. As long as there are enough “wiggles” in
these waves, we should be able to fit to any distribution. The advantage of using the PWA-fit
procedure for cross section extractions is that the accepted Monte Carlo events weighted by our
mother fit results incorporate any physics dependence into our acceptance calculation. For the two-
track KX dataset, however, since the final-state 7~ and ~f momenta are unknown, the amplitudes
cannot be constructed and we fall back on unweighted acceptance calculations using simple phase-
space Monte Carlo events. Fortunately, the break-up angles for both the X° and A decays are small,
so that the unweighted acceptance is a very good approximation to the more correct physics-weighted
acceptance (see discussion in Sec. 7.3).

120
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6.1 The Maximum Likelihood Method

Suppose we have a set of n events and a set of variables Z (the fit parameters) whose values we
want to estimate, with the i** event having the kinematics X;. Let the probability of occurrance of
the i*" event be given by the probability density function (pdf) P(#, X;). The likelihood function is
then defined as

L(Z) = HP(f, X;). (6.1)

L(Zy) is the statistical inference that given the set of n observed events with the given kinematics,
how likely it is that &y were the actual values of the estimators. In reality one measures the intensities
Z(#, X;) and not the actual probabilities. The probabilities are obtained from dividing the intensities
by the normalization integral N (T):

N@) = YT XD 6:2)
PaEx) = oo (69

The maximum likelihood method then says: the best estimators are given by those which maximize
the likelihood function.

6.1.1 The Extended Maximum Likelihood Method (EMLM)

An important aspect of the above scheme is that it fits only to the shape of a particular distribution.
The normalization integral always cancels the overall normalization of the distribution. However,
there are instances when one wants to fit not only to the shape but also to the overall number of
events. If the expected number of events is 7, the probability of observing n events is given by the

Poisson distribution: o
n =
Pn = ﬁ e_ n , (6.4)

so that the extended likelihood function is given by
T
Leat(T) = (n!e ") H’P(a:,Xi). (6.5)

Note that 7 is not known either. We will later write expressions for 7 in terms of the amplitudes
themselves.

6.1.2 Amplitudes, Probabilities and Cross Sections

In the previous chapter we wrote down the formulee for the individual PWA amplitudes A, (X),
where {m} denotes the set of spin-projections for the initial- and final-state particles and a denotes
the particular type of amplitude concerned (a background process, a J* wave, etc.). The full Lorentz
invariant transition amplitude is given as:

Ay (T, X) = 0a(# X) Af,,y (X), (6.6)

with «, being (complex) coefficients built from the fit parameters (and possibly dependent on the
kinematic variables X as well). The pdf Py,,; can be written as

Ay (@ X)Pr(X)8(X)

(6.7)
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where ¢(X) = d®(X)/dX is the differential phase-space element, n(X) is the detector acceptance,
and we have explicitly retained the polarization dependence.

The unpolarized cross section (g1la used an unpolarized beam and target) is now defined as the
transition rate per unit incident flux per target particle, or in terms of measurable quantities,

N

= ) 6.8
]:ptargetgtargetNA/Atarget ( )

o

where NV is the number of scattering events, F is the integrated incident photon flux, piarget; Lrarget
and Agqrger are the target density, length and atomic weight and, N4 is Avogadro’s number. Like-
wise, it can also be written in terms of the transition element!

1 (2m)4 .
o= 42(5—11)3,)/{%:} | Ay (F, X)[Pd®(X). (6.9)

where the factor of 1/4 comes from averaging over the target proton and incident photon spins. In
a slight abuse of notation, we denote > | A,y (Z, X)|? simply as |A(Z, X)|? and combine Egs. 6.8
{m}

and 6.9, to get

2m)? S
N = (]:ptargetétaTgetNA/Atarget) ((Sir)wZ)/|A(x7X)|2d(D(X) (610)
p

8(

Incorporating the detector acceptance n(X) gives the following expected mean number of events

2 4
n= (fptargetetargetNA/Atnfr’gct) iir)u}2) / ‘A(f,X”zn(X)dq)(X) (611)
p

8(

Since there is no analytical expression for n(X), one has to resort to numerical computation using
Monte Carlo techniques to calculate the last integral. We have already covered this in Ch. 4 where
we described in detail how phase-space “raw” Monte Carlo events are generated and passed through
GSIM which simulates the CLAS detector and decays the various unstable particles as they “swim”
though various detector components. In the end, 7(X;) for the i*" event is either 1 or 0 according
to whether the event was successfully “detected” or not. In this way, provided we have generated
enough “raw” events everywhere in phase-space, the numerical integral can be written as

(6.12)

/|A(f,X)\2n(X)d<I>(X) ~ ®(s) (|A(f,X)|2n(X))Mg
where ®(s) = [ d®(X) is the total phase-space volume, while the average transition element is given
by

Nraw Nace

> A@E X)Pn(Xs) 3 A X

= 2 _ i _
(MA@ X) (), = - T (6.13)

with N4 as the total number of “raw” Monte Carlo events generated and N,.. as the total number
of “accepted” events after passage through GSIM. Eq. 6.11 can therefore be written as

Noce

n=A(s) Z |A(Z, X)|?, (6.14)

1See also Eq. 8.19.
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where

Bs) =

(2m)t B(s) ( FpmgetftargetNA> . (6.15)

8(s — w2) Nyaw

D Atarget

Removing the detector acceptance by summing over all of N, yields the total cross section:

Nraw

o =0(s) > A& X)), (6.16)

%

6.1.3 Log Likelihood Formula

Instead of maximizing the likelihood function directly, it is computationally simpler to maximize the
logarithm of the likelihood function. Also, instead of maximing In £, it is conventional to minimize
In L. From Eq. 6.5 this is given by

—InL = —nhan+hnl+n-— ZlnP(f,Xi)
= -—nhn+hn'+n-— Z In (JA(Z, X;)*n(X;)$(Xi)) + nN (D). (6.17)
Now, from Egs. 6.7 and 6.11,
N(Z) = C(s)n, (6.18)
where )
8(s — A
C(s) = (s~ wy) e (6.19)

(277)4 fptargetétargetNA .

Thus we can rewrite Eq. 6.17 as

~InL = - W|A@EX)>+n+C

Nace

—Zln\A( D2+ B(s) ZIA X)?+C, (6.20)

where we have accumulated all terms that are independent of the fit parameters in the term C.

Note that the prefactor 3(s) is really superfluous here and can be absorbed into the amplitudes.
If we scale the amplitudes by 1/6(s), —In £ will still be minimized by the re-scaled amplitudes with
the same fit parameters. If we want to estimate the yield n, as long as we consistently use the same
re-scaled amplitudes all over, we would get the same yield as earlier.

6.1.4 Including Background

In Sec. 3.11 we explained how we account for background for our analysis — every event gets a
Q-factor, which is the probability of the event being a good signal event. The @Q-factor will weight
the contribution of the event in the —In £ expression as well:

Nace

—InL ==Y Qiln|AF X;)* + A(s) Z|A X)2+C. (6.21)
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6.2 Least Squares Fitting

We had earlier emphasized the fact that the likelihood method is an unbinned method where all
events are being simultaneously fitted to. While this lends stability to the fits, it is also very com-
putationally intensive. Sometimes it is prudent to use the alternative method of least square fitting
which fits to ~ 20 data points instead of ~ 10,000 events. For example, it is convenient to use the
x? fits to do a quick scan for potential partial wave solutions. In addition, for fits incorporating
binned results from other experiments, the x? method is the only possibility.

The x? method is a binned method. As in the likelihood case, we are still trying to determine
the estimators £ from a set of n data samples. However, the sample space is not the set of events
themselves but a set of measured observables O;(X;) from those events with kinematics X; at
particular values of a subset of X according to some binning in the kinematic variable X. For our
purposes, these observables will be the measured differential cross sections or recoil polarizations or
both. The fit function that we will try to minimize is

oy (oi(x2) —U;@ X)) | 622)

%

where O;(X;) are the measured values, O;(Z, X;) are the estimated values from the functional form

O (to be built out of our amplitudes) and o; are the errors in the measurements.

6.3 Calculation of do/dt

Consider the kinematics of the reaction yp — M B, where M is a meson and B is a baryon. In the
overall c.m. frame, the energy and 3-momemtum of the particles are given by

s + w?
E, = L 6.23
p 2\/5 ( a)
2
s—w
E = —F (6.23b)

K 2y/s
s+ w2, —w?
E - 21 7M 7B 6.23
M 2/s (6.23¢)

s+ wh —wi

By = TR (6.23d)
Pyl = By (6.23¢)
gl = Y= (oar b ws)s — (wy —wp)?) (6.231)

2V/s
Denoting 6. ,. as the meson scattering angle, the Mandelstam variables ¢ and u are given by

= wZZW - QEV(EM - |ﬁM| CoSs Hc.m.) (6243.)
u = wy—2E,(Ep + [Par|cosfem.), (6.24b)

so that the expression s +t 4+ u = m2 + m3; + m% holds.
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The amplitude-level expressions for the polarization observables will be given in Chs. 8 and 10.
For the (unpolarized) differential cross section do/dt, the functional form of O is obtained from
1 (2n)?

|A(Z, X)|2d®(X). (6.25)

The phase-space element in the c.m. frame is given by

1 |ﬁM|dQ _ 1 |ﬁM|27TdCOSGC.m. _ dt

d2(X) = 42m)5 /s 4(2m)° Vs T 4(2n)5(s —w2)’ (6:26)
so that,
WX o @ P (627
dt - 64m(s — w2)? v ' ’

6.4 Multiple Dataset Fits

To fit to several datasets at once, for example when a particular parameter is constrained to be the
same over several datasets, is easily achieved here. The fit function, either x? or —In £, will simply
be the sum of the fit functions of the two separate datasets.

6.5 MINUIT

To run all these fits, with many degrees of freedom, significant hardware computing power and effi-
cient minimization routines are needed. The software package we use for this purpose is MINUIT,
an efficient and well-honed minimization routine widely used in the particle physics community [146].

The minimization algorithm we employ while running MINUIT is MIGRAD, which is based upon
the Davidon-Fletcher-Powell (DFP) variable metric method. The DFP is an iterative process that
assumes that the gradient §(Z) = VF(Z) of the minimization function F(Z) with respect to the fit
parameters & can be calculated explicitly. In the majority of our fits, we supply MIGRAD with
randomized initial values, &g, of the fit parameters. MIGRAD then uses the gradient of §(Z) to find
another value of the fit parameters, #, for which F'(#,) < F(Zy). The &y are then replaced by the #7,
and a new set of fit parameters, 25 is found in the same manner. MIGRAD repeats this process until
the difference in the minimization function between consecutive iterations, F = F(%,,) — F(Z,-1),
is less than some user-defined tolerance.

Since MIGRAD requires the derivatives explicitly, to ease calculations, we also supply it the
partial derivatives of the fit functions with respect to the fit parameters. For likelihood fits this is,

d(~InL) L A X)) o 0 AF, X))
37% ZQZ (|A(:c X)E o ) +B8(s) ) — (6.28)

while for least squares fits with n do/dt points, it is

ox? 1 OAZ, X)I? v= 2 (do do

= = 7, X)) — — . 6.29
0z <647T(s —w2)? 0z z; dt @ &X) dt (6.29)

For both cases, we compute the partial derivatives of the |A(Z, X)|?

8|A 7, X;) Do (Z, X;) . i
{;} 2Re (Z TAG Z o (T, X5) AL (Xi)> . (6.30)
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Figure 6.1: Mother fit results for K*X°: weighting by the mother fit results brings the accepted
Monte Carlo into excellent agreement with the data.

6.6 The K*X° Mother Fit

As mentioned earlier, the first step towards extraction of differential cross sections constitutes run-
ning an EMLM-based PWA fit using a “sufficient” number of J” waves. We call this fit the mother
fit. What we mean by “sufficient” is a semi-complete basis of functions in cos 95; Wthh we will
take as the PWA amplitudes yp — J¥ — K™% — Kty A — K*yppr~ for J* from 1 * till Hi

We parameterize each complex prefactor a,(Z, X) in Eq. 6.6 (with “a” now consisting of J¥ and
electric/magnetic multipole specifications) in terms of three real fit parameters 6 ;r, r;» and ¢ r as

o (%, X) = fap(050)r e exp(io r), (6.31)
where +
_ cosf;r  for electric multipoles p , 1
Fap(07) = { sinf;r  for magnetic multipoles } for J© # P (6.32)

Thus each J¥ wave has an independent phase angle ¢ ;» and decay magnitude r;r whilst between
the two allowed monopole variants in each case we keep an extra factor which we parameterize by
tan®,;r. For J& = %i there is only one allowed monopole, so that there is no fy;p for these two
cases. In this way, J* = %i has 2+2 = 4 independent parameters while %i till 12—1i has 3x 10 = 30,
resulting in 34 overall fit parameters and every fit was run for at least 4 iterations. For the results
to follow, we used 10 iterations and present the result for the iteration with the least —In L. All
throughout, we bin events in 10 MeV wide /s bins and run individual fits for every /s bin.

6.6.1 Quality Checks on Fit Results

Fig. 6.1 shows the results of our mother fit for two different /s bins, in a particular kinematic
variable (cos Gg{;) The black squares represent the data and the blue circles are the unweighted
accepted Monte Carlo. The red triangles show the accepted Monte Carlo weighted by the fit results.
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Figure 6.2: Quality check for the K %% mother fit: (a) data and (b) accepted Monte Carlo (weighted
by the fit) at /s = 2.005 GeV. The plots show ¢ plotted against cos6} ;. in eight cos 9({(;
bins. Each bin is 0.2-unit-wide and the bin centers increase from -0.6 to 0.8, top-left to bottom-right,
thus traversing from backward-angles to forward-angles. All correlations presented in the data are
faithfully represented in the accepted Monte Carlo after being weighted by the fit results

The weighted accepted Monte Carlo matches very well with the data.

It is however not enough that the fit reproduce the data distribution in just one particular
kinematic variable. Recall that the mother fit was designed to match the data in every single
independent kinematic variable. To ensure that our fits satisfy this criterion, we must look how the
results look in multiple kinematic variables simultaneously. Fig. 6.2 shows gb% g Dlotted against

cos b} ;- in eight different cos fo bins for /s = 2.005 GeV. The data and the weighted accepted

m
Monte Carlo agree very well with each other.

6.7 Differential Cross Sections

There are three parts to the +formula for calculating differential cross sections. First comes the
differential yield Y(v/s,cos0X ), next is the acceptance factor n( /s, cos0X ), and finally there is
a target factor. In all, it reads,

dU _ Atarget > y(\/§7 COs 95;) (633)

d cos 95; B (f(\/g)PtargetgtargetNA (A cos 955.)77(\/57 COS 9({(1;) '
where Aigrget, Prarget, and Liqrger are the target atomic weight, density, and length respectively, N4
is the Avogadro number, F(4/s) is the corrected number of photons incident on the target in each

/s bin, and A cos Gfr; = 0.1 is the width of our binning in cos 95;., kept same for all kinematic

regions. The values used for the target factors are listed in Table 6.1.
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| Factor || Value \ Description \
Ptarget 0.7177 g/cm?® | Target density (see Sec. 4.9)
Liarget 40 cm Target length [74]
Ng 6.022 x10% Avogadro number
Atarget || 1.00794 g/mole Target atomic weight

Table 6.1: Target factors used for our cross section measurements.

The detected data yield in each (1/5,cos X ) bin is obtained as

V(V/s,cos 0% ZQ“ (6.34)

where N is the number of detected events in the bin and @; are the Q-values obtained in Sec. 3.11.
For the K*TX° analysis, we employ two expressions for calculating acceptance in any particular

(V/3, cos 0K ) bin:

Nace

2 Ail?

n(y/s, cos 95;) weighted = ~Noo (three-track topology) (6.35a)
Z A2
NCLCC
n(v/s,cos X ) unweighted N (two-track topology), (6.35b)

where Ngee(Nraw) is the number of accepted(raw) Monte Carlo events in the bin and the |.A|*’s are
the physics weighted transition elements obtained from the mother fit (for the three-track topology).

|27

Note that the expression in Eq. 6.35b ignores the dynamics of the reaction. This can be important
in the present case since hyperons are known be produced with a high degree of polarization. In
Eq. 6.35a, by weighing the Monte Carlo with results from the mother fit, we are properly accounting
for the physics, in our acceptance calculation. However, for both A and X° decays, the breakup
momenta/angles are small, so that in the laboratory/detector frame, the decays products keep
travelling in almost the same direction as the decaying mother particle. Hence Eq. 6.35b should be a
very good approximation to the more correct expression appearing in Eq. 6.35a. In Sec. 7.3 we will
confirm this explicitly, when we compare the cross sections for the three-track topology obtained by
both expressions for acceptance and find them to agree very well.

6.7.1 Uncertainties

The statistical error in each (1/s, cos 95;) bin is given as

Nduta
0y = Y+(D 0q) (6.362)
Tace = Nace (6.36b)
Jgaw = Nraw (6.36C)

where og, is the error from our background fitting procedure in determining the quality factor Q;
for the i*" event (see Sec. 3.11.1). Note that by summing over the 0Q,’s, we are assuming that
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’ Source \ Value \ Description
Confidence Level 3% Kinematic Fitter Uncertainty (three-track) [18]
Particle Identification 0.62% Signal loss to PID cut (three-track) (Sec. 3.6.6)
Particle Identification 1.8% Signal loss to PID cuts (two-track) (Sec. 3.7.3)
Acceptance 3-6% Sector-wise acceptance study (Sec. 4.8)
A — pr~ Branching Fraction 0.5% PDG listed uncertainty [25]
Target Density 0.11% Std. dev. of target measurement per run [75]
Target Length 0.125% Target survey precision [74]
Photon Normalization 7.7% Based upon run-to-run normalized yields [18]
Photon Transmission Efficiency | 0.5% Propagation of photons to target along beamline [18]
Live-time 3% DAQ live time [75]

Table 6.2: Table of systematic uncertainties for the KX channel.

these errors are fully correlated with one another, which is an over-estimation. The total relative

statistical error is:
2 1 1
2 J—

oy n
I = 32
re y2 Nacc NT'(I’U} ’

ag

(6.37)

2

Cow appears because Ngq is ultimately derived from Npqq.

is always negligibly small. The systematic uncertainties

where the negative sign before the o
However, for all practical purposes

’ N’V‘G/’UJ
are summarized in Table 6.2. Due to the /s dependence in the acceptance uncertainty, we will

present a point-to-point systematic error, but overall, this ranges from about 10 to 12%.

6.8 Two- and Three-track Results

We now present the yp — K+X0 differential cross section results for the glla dataset. Figs. 6.3
through 6.9 show the results from the two-track and the three-track analyses in red and blue re-
spectively. There are 112 /s bins, each 10-MeV-wide, from 1.695 to 2.835 GeV (bins /s = 1.1955,
2.735 and 2.745 GeV are skipped for reasons given in Sec. 4.10). Within each /s bin, the cos 95;
bins in the z-axis are 0.1-unit-wide.

A number of features are immediately apparent from these results. First, where the kinematics
overlap, the two- and three-track results are in very good agreement with each other. As the two
analyses employed entirely different event selection and PID schemes, the internal consistency of
glla results thus bolsters our confidence in this analysis.

Second, the two-track analysis provides cross sections in the backward-angle regions where the
three-track dataset has little, or almost zero statistics. There is a prominent rise in the cross sec-
tions in this region, signaling the possible presence of u-channel contributions. Thus, the two-track
dataset adds vital information to our overall understanding of K *X° photoproduction.

Fig. 6.10 shows the cumulative global difference between the two results. The quantity plotted

here is:
T2 — T3

Vo3 + 03 + (Toy(v5))?
where z; and o; are the cross section and its associated statistical error respectively, for the i-track

topology, while T is the weighted mean of the two and o0,(y/s) is the /s dependent systematic
uncertainty provided by Eq. 4.3. A Gaussian fit to the distribution yields a mean pa = 0.558 and

A(+/s, cos 95;)

, (6.38)
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Figure 6.3: yp — KX differential cross sections for glla: the red squares are the two-track results
while the blue triangles are the three-track results. The vertical axis range is the same for all the
plots in the canvas and is shown in the first column. All errors are statistical.
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Figure 6.4: yp — K TX0 differential cross sections for glla: the red squares are the two-track results
while the blue triangles are the three-track results. The vertical axis range is the same for all the
plots in the canvas and is shown in the first column. All errors are statistical. No result is presented
for the bin /s = 1.955 GeV due to reasons given in Sec. 4.10.
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Figure 6.5: yp — KX differential cross sections for glla: the red squares are the two-track results
while the blue triangles are the three-track results. The vertical axis range is the same for all the
plots in the canvas and is shown in the first column. All errors are statistical.



CHAPTER 6. PWA FIT FORMULE AND K*+%° DIFFERENTIAL CROSS SECTIONS 133

ik Vs =2.185 GeV %™ | \s=2.195GeW ™ | \s=2.205Gew"™ L \s=2215 Ge\gl¥mg
i Wi v W ¥
L ]

[ ..I'l'l -IM* & -~ -
; hf & **ﬂ = SO w,
A .

10 F :fi‘* - m* L ﬁﬂ, L ?”'

i \'s = 2.225 GeV el \fz 2.235 Ge:/;w F \s=2.245 Ge\‘/;w - \s=2.255 Gellm

[ g v .
i - » W
~ | h{ ,ﬁw *I"i+ - . o # -
ER N R LI o
%5 10'1:— + “:% o *%* o %ﬁ! o ;’g
§ : 1 1 1 1 L L 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1
% 3 \'s = 2.265 GeV"W - \s=2.275GeVete | \'s=2.285 GeV gmp | Vs = 2.295 Gev:‘;;!

*

Wi . E v
: e " ' %j’ m** % " ¥ "
¥ :* ” t T'I' . 3 o
gL L &

;* = §

1+ \s=2.305GeV g¥ [ Vs =22315GeV F \s =2.325 GeV =m¢* | s = 2.335 GeV
:':W *:ﬁ" ;w‘ Ld ?ﬁ ,,m

*"" ¥ k] £
I S T s S
# GY g ¥ [?.., o v 8
I L L Ty R R
10 * *w ﬁ wg
I:I. OIS 5 O.IS i I1 OIS (; 0I5 JI. IZL OIS 6 OIS ::. I1 0I5 6 0I5 :II.
cos 95;

Figure 6.6: yp — KX differential cross sections for glla: the red squares are the two-track results
while the blue triangles are the three-track results. The vertical axis range (in logarithmic scale) is
the same for all the plots in the canvas and is shown in the first column. All errors are statistical.
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Figure 6.7: yp — K TX0 differential cross sections for glla: the red squares are the two-track results
while the blue triangles are the three-track results. The vertical axis range is the same for all the
plots in the canvas and is shown in the first column. All errors are statistical.
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Figure 6.8: yp — KX differential cross sections for glla: the red squares are the two-track results
while the blue triangles are the three-track results. The vertical axis range (in logarithmic scale) is
the same for all the plots in the canvas and is shown in the first column. All errors are statistical.
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Figure 6.9: vp — K TX0 differential cross sections for glla: the red squares are the two-track results
while the blue triangles are the three-track results. The vertical axis range (in logarithmic scale) is
the same for all the plots in the canvas and is shown in the first column. All errors are statistical. No
results are presented for the bins /s = 2.735 GeV and 2.745 GeV due to reasons given in Sec. 4.10.
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Figure 6.10: A (defined in Eq. 6.38) depicting the relative spread between the two- and three-track
differential cross sections for glla.

standard deviation on = 1.017. That the A distribution is roughly normal with unit width shows
that estimated errors correctly reflect the uncertainties. The mean shows that the two-track cross
sections are on the average ~ 0.5 standard deviations higher than the three-track. A possible expla-
nation for this might be the different acceptance calculation techniques (c.f. Egs. 6.35a and 6.35b).

6.9 Final Differential Cross Sections

The consistency between the results for the two topologies allow us to quote our final cross sections
as a weighted mean of the two in regions where results from both datasets exist. In any such “overlap
bin”, let po 3 and 023 be the measured differential cross section and its error from the two- and
three-track datasets respectively. We then write the error matrix as

E— o3 P230203 (6.39)
P320302 o3 ’ ’
where the cross-terms denote the degree of correlation. Assuming p = pag = ps2, we can invert this
as
o o5 —po0s (6.40)
(1—p?)o3o3 \ —po203 o3 ’ :

and thereby, obtain the x? function
X =D (=) (BT, (= ), (6.41)
Minimizing the x? yields the requisite mean

p203 — p(p2 + p3)o203 + p3os
U% — 2pog0s + U%

o= , (6.42)
and the error on the combined measurement

~1/2 -1/2
1 9%y? 1 1—p2
5= |2 =3, - 02051 = p%) (6.43)
2 (0p) 2 K 02/03 —2p+03/02

2]
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This method is very similar to the so-called BLUE method [147, 148] employed elsewhere [149] and
also boils down to the familiar expressions for uncorrelated measurements at p = 0. The only pathol-
ogy of this method is the near p =~ 1 region where the error matrix becomes non-invertible, but as
long as one is away from the high-correlation regime, the formula is pathology free (the p ~ 1 limit
requires o = puz and oo &~ o3 and the formula becomes highly sensitive to small deviations from
this behavior). Under the present circumstances, one can form two correlation factors. Since the
entire three-track dataset is (to a high approximation) present in the two-track dataset, psa ~ 1.0.
However, from Sec. 3.11.1 the total occupancy after cuts and background separation is ~ 4.64 million
for the two-track and ~ 0.655 million for the three-track dataset — hence po3 =~ 0.14. Taking the geo-
metric mean of the two, one can get an effective correlation p.yy ~ \/p23ps2 =~ 0.37. Employing this
method, our final glla differential cross sections are shown as the red squares in Figs. 6.11 and 6.12
as functions of /s in different production angle regions.

6.9.1 A Note on the Errors

Before ending this section we want to point out that several other related expressions were tried out
before finalizing on Eqgs. 6.42 and 6.43. While it is true that some events are physically common
between the two topologies, how we use the CLAS detector to detect these events are sufficiently
different between the two topologies (event selection method, acceptance calculation, etc.). There-
fore, the degree of correlation might be less than 100% (that is, all three-track events being included
in the two-track dataset). It is true however that certain segments of the measurements (the nor-
malization, to be precise) which goes into the differential cross section calculation is the same and
thus highly correlated between the two measurements. The same might not apply for the acceptance
calculation, however (see the discussion by Lyons [147]).

As a simple approximation, we tried a completely uncorrelated (p = 0) combination, both for p
and 0. Next, we tried keeping p uncorrelated, but & = \/0203. As an extreme, we also tried p = 0.9
— however, the errors seemed too small in this case, reflecting the near p = 1 pathology. The final
correlation coefficient p.r; seemed the most plausible, both in terms of underlying justifiability and
final results. However, we also found that to a large extent, as long as one stayed away from the
p =1 limit, the results (including taking the geometric mean of the errors) were very similar. This
is probably due to the errors being small enough (as a reminder, we are not looking at the very
backward-angle regions here — which is where the largest statistical errors are) and also the fact that
the agreement between the two datasets is generally very good.

6.10 Comparison With Previous Experiments

Figs. 6.11 and 6.12 show our final differential cross sections for CLAS glla in comparison with
previously published high statistics measurements. The latter consists of results from the CLAS glc
dataset by Bradford et al. (2005) [33], a SAPHIR analysis by Glander et al. (2004) [31] and more
recent forward-angle measurements using the LEPS detector by Kohri et al. (2006) [150]. Overall,
there is good consistency among the different datasets, with an enhancement at /s ~ 1.9 GeV
prominent over the entire angular range. Some structures are also visible around /s ~ 2.1 GeV in
the forward-angles. Some interesting localized discrepancies also occur between the different results.
Chiefly, this pertains to the “hump” in the backward-angles at ~ 2.2 GeV seen in the CLAS glc
results, but not prominent in the SAPHIR data. The present CLAS glla analysis however clearly
confirms this structure.

In the kinematic region around 0.4 < cos 95; < 0.7, 2.0 GeV < /s < 2.2 GeV, glla seems
to be slightly lower than gle. The SAPHIR results seem to agree better with glc in this region.
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Figure 6.11: —2%2_ (ub) vs. /s in the backward angles: final CLAS (present analysis) differential

dcos 0K ;;1
cross section results as the weighted average of the two topologies are in red squares. Previous CLAS
results [33] are in blue up-triangles while green down-triangles are results from SAPHIR [31]. All
error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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cross section results as the weighted average of the two topologies are in red squares. Previous CLAS
results [33] are in blue up-triangles while green down-triangles are results from SAPHIR [31]. The
black circles represent LEPS measurements [150] in the forward-most angular bins. All error bars

represent statistical uncertainties only.
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The difference is small and can be attributed to the systematics involved in the different analyses.
In Ch. 7, we make a detailed study of glla to understand its systematics and find it to be self-
consistent to a high degree. The particular kinematic region in question is neither statistics limited
(see Figs. 3.25 and 8.4), nor falls in a region of questionable understanding of the detector acceptance
(see Sec. 3.10.2). For glla, the energy and momentum corrections for the proton and 7~ should
also be better because of the usage of the kinematic fitter in deriving them (the kinematic fitter
was specially honed for the glla dataset [86]). This is especially true for the three-track topology
where the secondary A decay vertex is reconstructed using tracking information on the proton and
7w~ trajectories and corrections for these two tracks subsequently derived using the A vertex as the
source, instead of the event vertex, as used traditionally (see Sec. 3.4). Also note that only the three-
track topology uses the more correct physics-weighted acceptance calculation, while we found in the
previous section that the two-track results (which, like the previous gle and SAPHIR measurements,
used unweighted acceptances) to be higher than the three-track results by around 0.50. While none
of these effects are large enough to cause a 5-10% difference, they do contribute to slight overall
systematic shifts. Lastly, note that the more recent high statistics LEPS measurement roughly falls
between the glc and glla results.

6.11 Summary

We extracted differential cross sections for yp — K+ X9 using the CLAS glla dataset separately for
the two- and three-track topologies. The agreement herein, despite the fact that the two topologies
are almost independent, employing significantly different analysis techniques, strengthens our faith in
the overall consistency of this analysis. We have also compared our results with previous world data.
Mild localized differences remain between the CLAS glla and glc results, but on the whole, world
data, including our results, for KTX° photoproduction seems largely consistent among different
measurements.



Chapter 7

Systematics Studies of glla for
KTy

In this chapter we address several issues that were previously either hinted at or touched upon.
Though most of the checks described here pertain to the K*+X° analysis, they contribute towards
our overall understanding of the systematics of CLAS and the glla dataset, and thereby, to the ¢p
analysis as well. A chronological summary of our progress through the K TX° analysis is useful here.
We started off by analyzing the three-track dataset. The kinematic fitter and the energy, momentum
and tagger corrections, as well as the trigger efficiency maps for g11la had already been scrupulously
studied, well-established and applied to other channels [18, 20], which gave us confidence in using
them. However, our preliminary differential cross sections showed significant discrepancies with Bob
Bradford’s CLAS glc results [33] over all energies and angles. Further investigation of glla [26]
revealed that events where the A’s decay outside the start counter are not triggered in the data,
something which was not being accounted for in the Monte Carlo. Fine-tuning the A decay vertex
position reconstruction (from tracking and momentum information) took us a while. The vertexing
package [88] being used had its own idiosyncrasies that had to be understood and at places, modified
slightly. Note that the version of GSIM being employed at this time did not provide direct access
to the decay vertices (see Sec. 4.1.2).

Including the correction for the A decay vertex pulled up our overall differential cross sections,
but they were still lower than glc in a few places. We thus embarked upon a process of making
various checks, as recounted in this chapter. This included a scrutiny of our background subtraction
procedure, an extensive TOF-paddle survey, effects of possible KT decays in the far interiors of the
drift chamber regions, differential cross section extraction using unweighted acceptance calculations,
amongst others. After all our corrections, in a few mid-energy, mid-angle bins, glla was lower than
glc by ~ 10%. In every other region, including the forward-most angles, the agreement between the
two was excellent.

One of the remaining aspects left to check was to abandon the approach of reconstructing the
A decay vertex, but to pull out the actual vertices directly from GSIM. GSIM was subsequently
modified to churn out the A decay vertices directly and differential cross sections were extracted
anew at five different c.m. energies — no systematic shift was noticed in the results. The silver
lining however was that the updated version of GSIM enabled us to analyze the two-track dataset
as well. The two-track analysis yielded measurements all the way into the backward angles, where
the three-track had poor or no statistics at all.

The agreement between the two- and three-track analyses was found to be very good (Fig. 6.10).
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Figure 7.1: Cross-sectional view of the start counter for glla — it sits roughly 10 cm around the
target, about the same as the A’s characteristic path-length. Image source: Ref. [76]

It has to be kept in mind here, how distinct the two analyses really are. Even though both employ
the glla dataset, the three-track analysis makes heavy use of the kinematic fitter, besides employing
a physics-weighted acceptance calculation, while the two-track does neither. Given these circum-
stances, the overall consistency within glla is noteworthy indeed.

7.1 Trigger Correction for A Decay

Fig. 7.1 shows a cross-sectional cutaway of the glla start counter. Recall that the glla trigger
required a coincidence between a start counter hit and a TOF paddle hit in the same sector for
at least two charged tracks in two different sectors. In the yp — K30 — KtyiA — Ktyppr~
reaction chain, one of the hits has to come from the K+ and the other from either the proton or the
7w, since the breakup momentum for the A decay is small and the proton and the 7~ mostly go
into the same sector, so that even if both the proton and the 7~ triggers successfully, it still counts
as a single sector-based hit.

The start counter is triggered by charged tracks only, while the A is a neutral particle. Coupled
with the fact that the A decay pathlength is ¢7 ~ 7.89 c¢m [25] while the start counter is positioned
about 10 cm around the target cell [76], this means that there is a finite chance that the A decays
outside the start counter, the proton and 7~ (travelling radially outwards) miss it, and the event
does not trigger. Such an effect is not compensated for in the Monte Carlo however, as trigger
information from the start counter is not included in GSIM. Fig. 7.2 shows reconstructed A decay
vertices for the data and the accepted Monte Carlo. The relative position of the start counter is
marked by thick black lines. One can immediately spot the difference — for the data, there is a
significant drop in occupancy whenever the A’s decay outside the start counter, while the accepted
Monte Carlo occupancy is smooth across the start counter boundary.

As apparent from Fig. 7.2a, some “bleed through” occurs across the start counter boundary.
This can be attributed to the fact that the opening angle between the proton and the 7w~ for the A
decay is small, leading to resolution issues in our reconstruction of the position of closest approach
between the two tracks using MVRT [88]. Because of this “bleed through”, instead of applying a
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Figure 7.2: Perpendicular distance from beamline versus z position along beamline for the recon-
structed A decay vertex: (a) data and (b) Monte Carlo. The outline of the start counter is marked by
the thick black lines. Aside from the “bleedthrough” (due to resolution issues in the reconstruction
fit), there is a sharp drop in occupancy across the start counter boundary for the data.

hard-cut on both the data and the Monte Carlo based on the reconstructed secondary (A decay)
vertex, we chose to apply a statistical based “trigger” cut only on the Monte Carlo, as explained
below.

7.1.1 Simulated A Decay Start Counter Trigger

Our starting point is the primary/event vertex 7o = (xo, Yo, 20) which is the position of closest
approach between the KT track and an idealized beam along the center of the target cell, calculated
using MVRT [88]. We also calculate the A momentum py = (pa, 0, @) as the sum of proton and 7~
momenta. The interaction vertex where p)y is projected to hit the start counter wall is denoted as
Tint = (Tint, Yint, Zint). I zine lies prior to the “nose” of the start counter (znpse ~ 12 cm), z;n: and
[ (pathlength travelled by the A before it hits the start counter) are given by:

d
in = ) d 1
Fint ZO+tan0cos¢’ o (7.1a)
d
I = —— b
sin cos ¢’’ (7.1b)

where d ~10 cm is the shortest radial distance between the beamline and the start counter and ¢’
is the azimuthal angle with respect to the azimuthal center of the CLAS sector in which px belongs
(i.e., ¢' € [—30°,30°]). However, if zo + m > Znose, this means that pj enters the “nose”
region, and the expression for [ changes to:

Znose +d — 2

= . .2
! cos @ + sin 0 cos ¢’ (72)

Using the A’s characteristic lifetime 7 = 2.63 x 10719 s, we can then calculate the characteristic
lifetime of the A as observed in the laboratory frame to be

t=~1 = S — (7.3)

-7
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Figure 7.3: Effect of the simulated start counter trigger cut in one of the forward-angle bins: in red
are the preliminary cross sections, in blue are the cross section after including the cut, while in green
are the glec results for comparison. Similar results were obtained for other angles as well.

where 3 is calculated from pj. We also calculate the distance dy that the A would have traveled in
time ¢ to be
dp = Bct. (7.4)

Finally, we consider the exponential nature of the A decay and construct the probability P(l, ) that
the given A will intersect the start counter before it decays:

P(L, 8) = exp{~1/da} = exp{~1/(Bet)}. (7.5)

We then use P(l,3) to generate a start counter trigger efficiency along the same lines as we had
generated the trigger maps in Sec. 4.2: a random number x is generated between 0 and 1; if P(l, 3)
is greater than x, we cut the event. In this fashion, we treat the A decay effect for the Monte Carlo
in a purely statistical fashion, as nature does for the data. Some resolution issues remain, pertaining
to how well ro and the proton/n~ momenta are known. To check for such effects we made slight
variations in the parameters d and z,,se, but found minimal effect on the cross sections. The effect
of the cut was ubiquitous and substantial. Fig. 7.3 shows the comparison in one of the forward-angle
bins. Similar results were obtained in other angles as well and the cross sections increased by 5-10%
after the application of the cut.

7.1.2 Comparison With Hard Cut

To further check the credibility of the above cut, we generated Monte Carlo with a version of GSIM
that provided direct access to the A vertices and placed a hard cut at the start counter limits. In
cylindrical co-ordinates, let the secondary A decay vertex be 7see = (pPsecs Zsee, Psec) and ¢, be the
sector-based azimuthal angle. If zse. < Zpose, we cut the event if

Psec COS Pye. > d, (7.6)

while if zgee > Zpose, the event is cut if

Psec COS ¢/sec > d - (zsec - Znose)- (77)
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Figure 7.4: Comparison between the simulated trigger cut and a hard cut on GSIM secondary A
decay vertices for /s = 2.135 GeV. No systematic difference is apparent between the two. Checks
were also done at four other energies yielding similar results. Two overlapping bins from glc are
also shown for comparison.

Instead of processing the entire dataset, we test-ran on five energy bins with /s = 2.105, 2.135,
2.165, 2.205 and 2.235 GeV, that is, bins which have substantial difference between the glla and
glc results. Fig. 7.4 compares the cross sections between the simulated trigger and the hard cut,
for the energy bin /s = 2.135 GeV. The difference between is well within statistical and systematic
error limits. This lends further credence to our usage of the simulated start counter trigger. Our
final KX results quoted for the three-track topology are obtained using the simulated trigger cut
while the two-track results use the hard cut.

7.2 Background Subtraction Systematics Check

After application of all our cuts, the three-track K+X° dataset is reasonably clean. Some 5-15%
background remain, which is subsequently removed by our background subtraction method. Fur-
thermore, no systematic shifts are noticed by the usage of different background shapes, pointing
towards the fact that we are not truncating events from any specific kinematic region. As an
extreme case, consider the following: suppose our background subtraction scheme is completely in-
accurate. We can instead apply a hard cut on the X° invariant mass, demanding MM (K ™) to be
within 1.192 4+ 0.02 GeV. This cut is applied on both the data and the Monte Carlo, but instead of
weighing the data by Q-values from the background fits, we take all the @)’s to be unity. By doing
this we are intentionally over-estimating our data yields because we know that our background levels
are not completely null.

Fig. 7.5 compares the cross sections obtained by the above method to our original cross sections
as well as to glc results. From this plot we can conclude that everything else remaining the same,
the discrepancy between glc and glla cannot be caused by our background subtraction method,
since, even with the maximum over-estimated yield for the data, glla is still lower than glc.
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Figure 7.5: Cross sections with @ = 1 for all events in red while original cross sections are in green.
Even after ignoring any background subtraction, the glla cross sections are lower than gle (in blue)
— the difference thus cannot be due to systematics in our background subtraction scheme.

7.3 Acceptance Calculation

One of the major differences between the (three-track) glla and (two-track) glc analyses is the way
acceptance is calculated. Recall from Eq. 6.35 that the three-track glla calculation invokes a physics-
weighted acceptance calculation, while glc employed a less sophisticated unweighted calculation. To
check how this difference can potentially affect our results, we re-extracted our cross sections using
the unweighted acceptance method. The results are shown in Fig. 7.6. Though the cross sections
increase slightly with the unweighted acceptance, it cannot account for the larger difference between
glla and glc. This confirms that the physics model has little impact on the KTX° cross section
calculations.

7.4 TOF Paddle Survey

A given value of /s and cos 65; roughly maps on to a small “band” of TOF scintillator paddles
that the KTs can hit in each sector. Since the difference between glla and glc cross sections lies
only in a few localized /s and cos 95; bins (mid-energy, mid-angles), we carried out a careful sur-
vey of the TOF paddle hit occupancies in these kinematic regions. Note that at the time of this
analysis, a detailed study of the systematic uncertainties for g11a had already been carried out using
the much higher-statistics yp — pr ™7~ channel [91]. Problematic TOF paddles identified therein
were already removed at the start of this analysis. However, these studies did not make any direct
observation of TOF paddle efficiencies for the Ks.

Paddle 23 lies at the juncture of a discontinuity in the alignment of the scintillators giving rise to
occasional physical overlaps between paddle 23 and 24. In this region, the tracking software cannot
reliably decide which of the two paddles a particular track passed through. On such occasions a de-
fault zero TOF paddle id is sometimes assigned to the track — to do away with these inconsistencies,
we decided to remove paddle 23 altogether from this analysis.

Paddles 24 and 25 also seem questionable from the above point of view. However, removal of
these paddles had almost no effect on the cross sections, so we decided to keep them. Fig. 7.7 shows
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Figure 7.6: Effect of unweighted acceptance calculation as opposed to a physics-weighted acceptance,
for the glla three-track dataset. The difference is small and cannot account for the ~ 10% difference
between glla and glec.
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Figure 7.7: TOF paddle survey for (a) data (b) accepted Monte Carlo in the /s = 2.135 GeV
bin. Paddle 23 is removed in all the sectors. Paddle 24 in sector 2 looks somewhat over-populated.
This might be due to a spill-over from hits in Paddle 23. However, the effect occurs in both data
and Monte Carlo. Cross sections with this paddle removed over all sectors demonstrated no visible
change either, so we chose to keep it.
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a sector-wise comparison of TOF paddle occupancies between data and accepted Monte Carlo for
the /s = 2.135 GeV bin. Overall, all the features present in the data are replicated in the Monte
Carlo.

7.5 A Few Other Checks

7.5.1 Re-entry of proton/7n~ into the Start Counter Region

The trigger correction in Sec. 7.1 assumes that the proton or the 7~ from the A decay does not
re-enter the start counter region again. To check for the frequency of such events, we generated
a “trigger bit” using Monte Carlo yp — KTX% — Kt~;A — Ktv;pr~ events where the A was
propagated in space and decayed by the event generator before submitting the event to GSIM. The
propagation of the proton and the 7~ from the A decay vertex onwards were then reconstructed
using their individual momenta. In case any of the projected proton/7m~ trajectories re-entered the
start counter region, their corresponding start counter sector id’s were noted. If the track satisfied
the “Level 17 trigger condition (that is, the start counter sector id and the TOF paddle sector id
matched) the trigger bit was set to 1 for the particular track. The event was cut unless at least two
tracks “triggered” in this fashion (for the KT, the propagation vertex was simply the event vertex).
In other words, the Level 1 trigger for gl1la was reconstructed “by hand”. Inclusion of the above cut
was found to have almost zero influence on the differential cross sections. We therefore concluded
that the frequency of events where the A decays outside the start counter but the proton/7~ re-enters
it and triggers the event, is very small.

7.5.2 Trigger Map for K+

Recall from Sec. 4.2 that our trigger efficiency correction for KT uses the 7% trigger map. This is
justified on the account that K™’s and 77’s, having same the same charge and comparable masses,
should have similar ionization properties. Given that the mass of K+ lies mid-way between the
proton and 7 masses, the other possibility is to apply the p trigger map for the K. The cross
sections obtained by applying the proton map (instead of the 7 map) for the KT is shown in
Fig. 7.8 for one particular /s bin — no systematic shift is noticeable.

7.5.3 Additional M M(K*) Cuts (Three-track Topology)

Fig. 7.9a shows the invariant (p, 7~) mass plotted versus the missing mass off K= (MM (KT)) for
the accepted Monte Carlo (three-track topology). The small “band” of events above MM (K1) =
1.24 GeV passes all our event selection and PID cuts but seems to have an incorrect mass for the X.0.
However, the invariant (p,7~) mass for these events seems to be around the correct A mass. Note
that the (p, 7~) invariant mass reconstruction does not involve any K+ momentum resolution (while
MM (KT) obviously does). Furthermore, since only K 7% events were thrown in the Monte Carlo,
we know that the only way a well-resolved A can arise is from a decaying X°. We thus conclude
that these represent well-identified KX events after all, but where the K+ decays somewhere deep
inside the Drift Chamber regions. Since all the prominent K+ decay modes produce a single pos-
itively charged track (along with other neutral tracks), the topology of the reaction is maintained,;
save that the reconstructed K+ momentum gets affected in the process.

To avoid systematic errors due to such events, we place additional v/s dependent MM (K ™) cuts
on both the data and the Monte Carlo as follows. Fig. 7.9b shows the Q-value weighted (background
subtracted) occupancy for the data for every /s bin. The MM (K™) cut limits are shown by the
heavy red lines in this plot — they mark the MM (K™) values where the occupancy drops below
1% of the maximum on either side for that particular /s bin. The cut does not have a significant



CHAPTER 7. SYSTEMATICS STUDIES OF G11A FOR K+3° 150

\s = 2.135 GeV
- . glia, Trigger Correction: K" as p
1.4 B glia, Trigger Correction: K" as 1r* T
e glcNsS=213GeV o 1
1.2 glcNs =2.14 GeV T
B ¢ :%}EH
—_ 1= ﬁtiﬁ Fz{
Q | (]
= B % —a— ‘
o 0.8 ¥ o
0|8 o _ooTe
ol o - o —2
< 0.6 =
B =
0.4 :
- = 5
-1 b4 _ k:§:1
0 2; E{{%* &
2f v
O—I\\\‘\\\‘\\\‘\\\‘\\\‘\\\‘\\\‘\\\I\\\
-08 -06 -04 0.2 0 02 04 06 0.8

et
cos 6,

Figure 7.8: Effect of using the proton trigger efficiency map for KT instead of the 7+ map (used
for rest of the analysis). No systematic shift is noticeable. Overlaid are the CLAS glc results for
comparison.

effect on the cross sections, but this study contributes towards a better understanding of some of
the subtler aspects of this channel.

7.5.4 Additional MM (K*) Cuts (Two-track Topology)

In keeping with the discussion in the previous sub-section, we also make a similar cut for the two-
track dataset. The /s dependent MM (K ™) limits in the cut are shown by the heavy red lines in
Fig. 7.10.

7.5.5 Additional Sector 5 Fiducial Cut

Sector-based studies of glla using the yp — K*A channel by McCracken [26] indicated some
additional inconsistencies in our understanding of certain regions of the CLAS detector pertaining
to Sector 5. The effect seemed to be localized in 0.45 < Gl[g < 0.55 (Sector 5) but independent of
the KT track momentum. McCracken et al. thus chose to remove events that included any track
(proton/ K™ /7~ ) belonging to Sector 5 and satisfying 0.45 < 6,4, < 0.55. The effect of the cut on
the overall dataset was small but it resulted in greater consistency in the yp — KA differential
cross sections among the six sectors of CLAS. Our statistics for the yp — KTX° channel did not
suffice for a similar sector-based study of the differential cross sections, but given the similarity in
kinematics between the two hyperon reactions, we found it prudent to include this cut in our present
analysis too.
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Figure 7.9: Three-track topology: (a) Possible K+ decay inside CLAS for K*3° photoproduction.
The effect is explained in the text. (b) y/s dependent M M (K ™) cuts demarcated by the bold red
lines — only events lying between these demarcations were accepted (both for data and Monte Carlo).

\s (GeVicd)

- P L
12 122 124 126
MM(K") (GeVic?)

Figure 7.10: Two-track topology: Q-value weighted data events. The slightly long “tail” in
MM (K™) near the threshold bins occurred at the very backward angles, due to extremely lim-
ited statistics for these kinematics. The /s dependent M M (K ™) cuts limits are shown by the thick
red lines, as for the two-track case in Fig. 7.9b.
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7.6 Summary

We studied possible avenues for systematics issues in our analysis techniques and the glla dataset.
Nuances in the kinematics of the KX channel in conjugation with the glla trigger setting results
in subtle issues in event triggering. We described in detail the resolution of this and some other
minor effects. After all corrections, our final K+X° differential cross sections for glla are in fair
to very good agreement with previous CLAS glc results (see also Sec. 6.10). Although this chapter
deals with the K*X° channel only, it furthers our overall understanding of CLAS and glla, and
thereby affects the ¢p channel as well.



Chapter 8

K+YY Recoil Polarizations

A generic feature of hyperon physics is that over a large variety of production mechanisms, the
hyperons come out often strongly polarized [151, 152]. For a pseudo-scalar meson photoproduction
reaction like yp — K +§_j0, where the beam, target and recoiling baryon can be all polarized, the
most general production amplitude involves 2 x 2 x 2 = 8 complex amplitudes, depending on the
spin states of the photon, target and the outgoing baryon. The reaction can be simplified by con-
sidering the parity invariance of the strong and electromagnetic interactions, reducing the number
of independent complex amplitudes to four. As shown originally by Barker, Donnachie and Storrow
(BDS) [153], this leads to fifteen experimentally observable single- and double-polarization observ-
ables, in addition to the unpolarized differential cross section. These sixteen observables occur as
bilinears in the four independent amplitudes. However, several ambiguities originate with the BDS
work. BDS treats reactions with the four amplitudes in the helicity basis (non-flip, N, double-
flip, D, and two single-flip amplitudes, S; and S3), but does not clearly specify to which helicity
configurations the amplitudes S; and Sy refer. Other authors [154, 155] follow different schemes
for enumerating the four amplitudes and sign ambiguities are known to exist in the literature [2].
Chiang and Tabakin (CT) [156] later showed that, to completely characterize the full production
amplitude, measurements of the differential cross section and a carefully chosen set of only seven
polarization observables is required. These types of measurements are therefore known as “complete
experiments” and represent a major part of the ongoing experimental effort within the Hall B Collab-
oration at JLab [157]. In this chapter, we will first give a detailed description of the general theory of
polarization observables for such “complete measurements” in pseudo-scalar meson photoproduction.

For the glla dataset, with an unpolarized beam and an unpolarized target, parity conservation
dictates that the outgoing baryon (X, in our case) can have a polarization only in the direction
perpendicular to the production plane. This is known as the “recoil” polarization, Ps;, and this can
be measured due to the self-analyzing nature of the hyperon decays. In this chapter we will present
the recoil polarization results for K+ X9 extracted from the glla dataset. We note here that an ad-
ditional problem occurs for the KX channel (compared to KA case) — the measured polarization
is inherently “diluted” because the spin of the undetected outgoing photon in the £ — Ay decay
is unknown. This is because all experiments to date (including the present case) do not detect the
¢ directly, let alone measure its polarization. For our K TX° three-track topology, even though the
«f momentum is re-constructed as the total missing momentum, the ~; polarization remains un-
known. For the two-track topology, neither the v momentum. nor its polarization is accessible to us.

An additional step of dilution occurs in going from the three-track to the two-track topology.

Since the three-track topology has access to the A momentum, this topology preserves the spin-
transfer information between the ¥° and the intermediate A. In contrast, for the two-track case, the

153
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A momentum is unknown and one needs to average over the intermediate A directions. The latter
represents an extra factor of dilution in the extracted polarizations. Hence, the main bulk of the
polarization results that we quote will be from the three-track dataset (1.8 GeV < /s < 2.84 GeV,
—0.55 < cos 95; < 0.95). We will quote results from the two-track dataset only in the near-
threshold energy and backward-angle kinematic regions, where the three-track dataset is severely
limited by statistics.

8.1 The General Theory of Polarization Observables in Pseudo-
scalar Meson Photoproduction

In this section, we first derive the general expression for the reaction intensity with all three po-
larizations (beam, target, and recoil). Our motivation is the density matrix approach of Fasano,
Tabakin and Saghai (FTS) [155], the power of which is compactness of notation. The full expres-
sion consists of 4 x 4 x 4 = 64 terms. Invariance under mirror symmetry transformations (a parity
inversion followed by a rotation, see Sec. 8.1.4) removes half of these terms. In the remaining terms,
each of the sixteen physically measurable observables occurs twice. All results herein follow simply
from the properties of the Pauli matrices and the mirror symmetry operator acting on the spin
density matrices of the photon and baryons. Second, we provide amplitude-level expressions for
the polarization observables corresponding to measurable particle momentum distributions, care-
fully keeping track of the relative signs between experimental measurements and amplitude-level
expressions. Our amplitudes are constructed in the longitudinal basis, that is, with spin projections
for all particles quantized along a single direction, the beam direction. For reactions with multiple
decays and non-zero spins for the final-state particles, a single spin-quantization axis enables one to
write the full production amplitude in a manifestly Lorentz-invariant fashion. Finally, we list and
numerically validate the various “consistency relations” connecting the different spin observables.
These consistency relations provide important checks for both theoretical analyses and constraints
in the case of future experiments which will have access to polarizations of the beam and target and
recoil baryons.

8.1.1 Axis Conventions

In the case of single pseudo-scalar meson photoproduction, let l;, 712, ¢ and —¢ be the momenta of
the incoming photon, target baryon, outgoing meson, and outgoing baryon, respectively, in the over-
all c.m. frame. This is shown in Fig. 8.1. The beam direction defines the z-axis, Zevt = E/|E| The
y-axis is taken to be normal to the reaction plane established by the photon and meson momenta,
Tevt = k x q/ \E X q]. The x-axis is then simply Zevt = Jovt X Zevt. Here the subscript “evt” denotes
that these axes, with Zeyt and geyt parallel and perpendicular to the reaction plane, are defined on
an event-by-event basis.

The above-mentioned set of axes is often referred to as the “unprimed” basis and will be the
coordinate basis adopted in this work. In the literature [153, 155, 158], authors also make use of
the so-called “primed” axes, where the z-axis points along the direction of the outgoing meson. The
primed and the unprimed axes are related by a rotation about the normal to the production plane.
Therefore, the observables in the two frames are related by

O, = Opcos(W, )+ O, sin(Wl,) (8.1a)
O, = —0ysin(¥%,)+ O, cos(I74,.), (8.1b)
where 97 is the meson scattering angle in the c.m. frame!. In the Adelseck-Saghai work [158], the

1With apologies for the proliferation of symbols, ¥c.m. in this section translates to c.m. every where else.
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Figure 8.1: Axes for pseudo-scalar meson photoproduction in the c.m. frame for a particular event.
See text for details.

z'-axis is chosen along the direction of the outgoing baryon and therefore has an an overall 180° flip
with respect to the BDS “primed” frame. Furthermore, although the BDS article describes both the
primed and the unprimed reference frames, it lists the observables in the unprimed frame, when it
actually means to list them in the primed frame. To avoid such inconsistencies, we will not refer to
the primed frames from here onwards. Unless otherwise mentioned, our z-axis will always be along
the longitudinal beam direction.

8.1.2 The Photon Polarization State and Density Matrix

There is some disparity between the optics and particle-physics community in the nomenclature of
the right- and left-handed polarization states. Particle physicists define the right-handed polarization
state following the right-hand rule for the transverse electric polarization vector. The spin of the
photon points along its momentum for the right-handed polarization state (or positive helicity state).
The left-handed polarization state has the photon spin anti-parallel to its direction of motion. The
optics community swaps the definitions for the right- and left-handed states, though the notions
of positive- and negative-helicity states are the same in both treatments. Here, we adhere to the
particle-physics convention and define the polarization basis states for the photon as

) = —([Zevt) + ilfevt))/V2 (8.2a)
‘€;t> = (|‘%evt> - i|gevt>)/\/§7 (82]3)

where |e) is the right-handed (positive-helicity) state, |¢~) is the left-handed (negative-helicity)
state, and |Zevt) and |gevt) are states of transverse polarization along Zeyt and ey, respectively.
Looking into the incoming beam, the y-component phase leads (trails) the z-component phase for
the positive (negative) helicity states and the polarization vector rotates counter-clockwise (clock-
wise) for the positive (negative) helicity states, in accordance with the right-hand rule.

For a general mixed state, it is useful to switch to the density matrix notation for describing
the polarization state of the photon. We follow the work of Adelseck and Saghai (AS) [158] and



CHAPTER 8. K*%° RECOIL POLARIZATIONS 156

Yiab
A

ot

> Xiap

@ (ilab! Eevt)

Figure 8.2: For a linearly polarized beam, {Ziab, §1ab, Z1ab} defines the fixed laboratory axis of the
experiment. The polarization direction (7po1) is at an angle 6 to the laboratory z-axis. For a given
event, the reaction plane is at angle ¢ to the laboratory z-axis. Therefore, the polarization vector
is at an angle ¢ = (6 — @) relative to the reaction plane.

FTS [155] and write the photon spin density matrix as

o= L [ 1+ P¢ — P exp(=2i(0 — p))
2 | —P] exp(2i(0 — ¢)) 1- P
1 [ 1+P? P —iP}

5 S - DS S
2| PS+iPy  1-P5 |

AS

(8.3)

In the AS prescription, the quantities P} and P/ denote the degree of linear (L) and circular (C)
polarization. In the FTS treatment, PS is the Stokes’ vector common in optics, with z-, y-, and
z-components indicating the amount of polarization along each spatial direction. The kinematic
variable ¢ is the azimuthal angle between the reaction plane and the laboratory 2, for a linearly
polarized photon for a given event. The linear polarization vector relative to the laboratory frame
is

Tab = €08 6 T1ap + sin 6 Yap- (8.4)

For the circularly polarized photon (or unpolarized beam) case, the production amplitude is
azimuthally symmetric about the beam direction. However, for the linearly polarized case, &1, and
Jiab define a preferred transverse coordinate system. The experimental conditions define 71, and 0 =
0° (90°) correspond to parallel (perpendicular) plane polarizations according to the experimentalist.
For a given event, relative to the reaction plane, the polarization vector is

flevt = c08(0 — ©)Tevt + SIn(0 — ©)Jevt, (8.5)
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’ Polarization ‘ P? ‘ PyS ‘ P? ‘
(r) Circular helicity +1 | 0 0 | +1
(1) Circular helicity -1 0 0 -1
(L) Linear (¢ = 7/2) +1] 0 0
(]]) Linear (¢ = 0) -1 0 0
(—t) Linear (¢ = —7/4) | 0 | +1 | O
(+t) Linear (¢ = 7/4) 0 |-11]0

Table 8.1: Stokes’ vector PS for different photon polarization configurations (adapted from
Ref. [155]). The right- (r) and left-handed (I) circular polarizations are our basis states. The
different configurations for the linearly polarized states can be expressed in terms of these basis
states. ¢ is the angle the linear polarization direction makes with Zeyt. See text for details.

and the Stokes’ vector PS may be related to the circular polarization quantities by

pPS = P (8.6a)
PS5 = —P]cos(2¢) (8.6b)
Py = —P]sin(2¢) (8.6¢)

in the basis formed by {Zevt,Jevt, 2evt} and ¢ = (6 — ). The angles ¢, 6, and ¢ are shown
schematically in Fig. 8.2 and the connection between PS and the different polarization states are
given in Table 8.1. Apart from the right- (r) and left-handed (1) circular polarizations, which are
our basis states, there are the perpendicular (L) and parallel (]|) states, corresponding to photons
linearly polarized along the y- and z-axes, respectively, and two linearly polarized states at £45° to
the z-axis (in the 2-j plane), labeled as =+t.

8.1.3 The Intensity Profile and 7},,, Elements

We first note that as far as the theoretical definitions of the polarization observables are concerned,
the only relevant kinematic variables for a given /s are the angle between the photon polarization
vector and the reaction plane, ¢ = (§ — ¢) (for a linearly polarized beam), and the polar meson
production angle 97", . This is because the observables are defined as asymmetries relative to
the reaction-plane coordinate system {Zevt, Jevt, Zevt}. 1t is only when we will need to connect
the observables to experimentally measurable intensity distributions, that the orientation between
reaction plane, photon polarization vector, and the lab frame (quantified by angles 6 and ) will
be required. We will return to this point later in Sec. 8.1.11. In what follows (as in the FTS
conventions) we will refer to the Pauli matrices operating in the spin spaces of the beam, target
baryon, and outgoing baryon as ¢”, o*, and ¢, respectively. The density matrices are then given by

1 _
pY = 5(1+PS~EV) (8.7a)
) 1 L
po= S+ P35 (8.7b)
1 _
b = 5(1+Pb-5”). (8.7¢)

The vectors PS, Pi, and P? denote the polarization vectors of the beam, target and recoiling baryon,
respectively. If any of the beam, target or recoil polarization is not measured, the corresponding P
is the zero vector.
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We define Ay, m,m, to be the reaction amplitude for a particular spin configuration of the photon
(m.), target (m;) and baryon (my), with the spin-quantization axes for all particles along 2, the
beam direction. For a given photon spin, m~, the four A amplitudes correspond to the elements of a
2 x 2 matrix J,,  in the space of transition elements for a target spin state [m;) going to the baryon
spin state |my). Therefore the matrix elements of J,,  are (Jpn. )mym; = (Mp|Jm, |m;) and J and A
are connected via

<mb|‘]m«,|mi> = Am«,mimy (8.8)

For experiments with “mixed” states p;, and pout as the initial prepared (input) and final measured
(output) configurations connected by the transition operator J, the intensity profile is proportional
to the trace Tr[pousJpinJ]. In the present case, pin = p' ® p¥ and pou; = p°. Therefore, the most
general intensity expression for the profile dependent upon beam, target, and recoil polarizations is

given by
Tr[pbJp'p? 1]
IT=Ty —2E0 8.9
0( Te[JJT)/8 ) (8.9)

where 7 is the unpolarized cross section? and the traces are over the beam, target and recoil spins.
This derivation can be found in FTS [155] and in an equivalent form, in the paper by Goldstein,
et al. [159]. The main utility of this formulation is its symbolic compactness which enables easy
derivation of other observables and their correlations. In Sec. 8.1.12 we will describe in detail how
to expand these traces to give amplitude-level expressions for the polarization observables.

We now establish a notation for the Pauli matrices and the polarization vectors as four-component
vectors, wherein

{o0,01,02,03} = {l,04,0y,0.} (8.10a)
{Po,Pl,PQ,Pz;} = {1,Pw,Py,PZ}. (810b)

Since each density matrix in Eqgs. 8.7 has four terms, the full profile in Eq. 8.9 has 4 x 4 x 4 = 64
terms. We will also adopt the convention:

Tr[ob Joi o) J1]
Timn = "—ml, 8.11
: Te[JJT] (8.11)

so that Eq. 8.9 can be compactly represented as

T=1, Z PSP P? Tipn | - (8.12)
Iimn € {0,1,2,3}
8.1.4 Mirror Symmetry Transformations
Following the work of Artru et al. [160], we first define the mirror inversion operator
M =TI exp(—inJ,), (8.13)

which describes a parity inversion (II) followed by a 180° rotation about the § axis. We list the
effects of M on the relevant particle types labeled by their spin and parity quantum numbers, J*:

e JP = 0~ pseudo-scalar meson: Only the parity inversion contributes. Thus, M =II = —1 is
a simple sign flip.

o JP = %Jr baryons: Here Il = 1 and J, = 02/2. Therefore M = II exp(—inJ,) = —ice. In
terms of the spin states, the transformation is given by |+) — |—) and |=) — —|+).

2In this chapter we denote the cross section by Z instead of o, to avoid confusion with the Pauli matrices.
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e JP =1~ photon: A 180° rotation about the § axis leaves |j) unchanged but changes |#) to
| —2). Substituting this in Eq. 8.2a leads to an interchange between |e/,,) and |e, ). Including
II = —1 for a vector particle leads to M = —o for the photon in the Pauli basis. In terms of

the spin states, the transformation is |eJ ) < —|eo..)-

There are two main effects of the M transformation of which we make use. First, M acting on
any Ty, element results in a reshuffle in the Pauli operators for the incoming states:

{0,1,2,3} = {1, —0,—i3, i2} (photon) (8.14)
{0,1,2,3} = {-i2,-3,—i0, 1} (target) (8.15)

where we have transformed the matrices as
o= Mo, 1 € {0,1,2,3}, (8.16)

M being the corresponding mirror transformation matrix for the particular state. However, Eq. 8.15
does not quite work for the outgoing baryon density matrix, since the effect of the pseudo-scalar
meson in the outgoing system needs to be incorporated as well. For the outgoing meson-baryon
system, the reshuffle is given by

{0,1,2,3} = {—i2,3,—i0, —1} (outgoing system), (8.17)

where we have added an extra sign flip for o7 and o3 compared to Eq. 8.15, that comes from the
parity of the pseudo-scalar meson. The o terms do not acquire this extra sign flip, since they
physically correspond to the situation where the experiment is “blind” to the spins of the outgoing
states. Also, since o is connected to the identity matrix by the M transform, it does not acquire a
sign flip.

Second, the action of M on the production amplitudes and invariance under this transformation
lead to relations between the amplitudes for positive and negative photon helicities:

Ly = A4 =+A___ (8.18a)
Ly = Ajpo=—A__, (8.18b)
Ly = Aj_=+A_, (8.18¢)
Ly = Aj_4=-A_,_, (8.18d)

where the four independent amplitudes L; will be called the longitudinal basis amplitudes.

8.1.5 Connection with the CGLN Amplitudes

The L; amplitudes are very closely related to the standard CGLN amplitudes [161], since they are
both in the Cartesian basis. We first write the general differential cross section for polarized beam,
target and recoil baryon as

dT 11(@

an ) = e\

dQ > |Am'ymimb|27 (8]‘9)
c.m.

where, as in Ch. 5, we have adopted the Peskin-Schroeder [3] normalization for the Dirac spinors,
uu = 2w. In the CGLN approach, the cross section is written as

dT q
E(mwmi,mb) = ('j) [ (| Fo, [mi)|?, (8.20)
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which leads to the simple relation:
A)\’H’Limb = (871—\/;) [XT (mb)f(/\)X(mz) ]

where x(m;) and x(m;) are the two-component spinors of the initial target and the final baryon,
respectively, and A = 41 is the photon helicity. Since the amplitude A is a Lorentz invariant quantity,
one can calculate this in any reference frame. In the c.m. frame, the matrix F(\) is expanded in
terms of the four CGLN amplitudes F; as

FN) =i(@G-)FL+(6-§)(6 x k) -eFy +i(¢-§)(G-k)F5 +i(¢- Q)G §)Fy, (8.22)

(8.21)

mym; ’

where the unit vectors ¢, ¢ and k are in the c.m. frame. Since the A = +1 amplitudes are related
via Eq. 8.18, we only need to calculated the F;’s for any of A = +1. Doing this for A\ = 41 leads to
—i [ sF3+csFy 2F, — 2cFy + s2F,

F(+l) = —

V2 $2Fy —28Fy — sF3 —csFy |’ (8.23)

where we have abbreviated s = sin(¢¥7, ) and ¢ = cos(97%,, ) in terms of the polar meson production
angle in the c.m. frame, ¥ (see Fig. 8.1). Neglecting any irrelevant overall phase, the connections
between the L; amplitudes and the CGLN amplitudes F; are:

L1 = 4V2sn(sFs + csFy) (8.24a)
Ly = 4V2sn(s’Fy) (8.24b)
Ly = 4V2sm(—2sF, — sF3 — csFy) (8.24¢)
Ly = 4V2sm(2F, — 2cFy + s%F)y), (8.24d)

where the normalization factor 4v/2sm is important only for the total intensity and can be neglected
as far as the polarizations are concerned.

We emphasize again that our longitudinal amplitude formalism is essentially the same as the
CGLN formalism. It may also be worth noting that the original CGLN work already pointed out
that there are only four independent complex amplitudes. Aside from the extra factor of 47W
in Eq. 8.21, our amplitudes match exactly with the CGLN matrix elements. The only difference
between the L;’s and the F;’s is that the F; amplitudes are computed in a particular reference frame,
the c.m. frame, whereas the L;’s are the invariant amplitudes, “as is”. Therefore, the L;’s can be
computed in any reference frame.

8.1.6 The Polarization Observables

We first define the sixteen observables as the various Ty, elements (see Table 8.2) noting that
each observable occurs twice in the expansion given by Eq. 8.12. Our definitions for the observables
follow those in F'TS [155]. It is to be noted that there are minus signs in front of the defining 7},
elements for the four double-polarization observables that use a linearly polarized beam (G, H, O,,,
and O,). These extra sign flips are needed to preserve the definitions of these variables as physical
asymmetries, as given in FTS [155]. The signs for G, H, O,, and O,, in terms of the density matriz
trace calculations, as given in App. A in the FTS article will therefore acquire sign flips (see Sec. 8.1.8
and Sec. 8.1.9 for further details). We now write the full intensity profile in terms of the polarization
observables as:

I = Zo{(1+P’P,P))+ P(P)+ P;P)+%(P; + P,P))+T(P, + P.P))
+E(PSPi + Py PiPY) + F(P?P. — P PIPY) + G(—P; Pl + PP PLPY)
+H(—PJP. — PSPIP)) + Co(PPPL + Py PiPY) + C.(PZ P! — PFPIPY)
+04(—PJ P, + PPPiP!) + O.(—P; P! — PSP P.) + T, (PLP} + P PiP?)
+TL(PLP? = Py PLP)) + Lo(PLP; — Py PP)) + L.(PIP! + PYP,P))}.  (8.25)
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’ Type \ Observable \ Definition \ M transform ‘
| Unpolarized | 1 | (000) ] (122) ‘
Single-pol. P (002) (120)
» s (100) (022)
g T (020) (102)
Beam-target E (330) (212)
» F (310) “(232)
K G -(230) (312)
K H -(210) -(332)
Beam-recoil Cy (301) (223)
2 C. (303) ~(221)
K O, -(201) (323)
» 0. ~(203) ~(321)
Target-recoil T, (011) (133)
i T, (013) ~(131)
g L. (031) (113)
Z L. (033) (111)

Table 8.2: The definition of the 16 observables as the T}, correlations in Eq. 8.12. The defining
Timn elements are listed as (Imn) in the third column and the corresponding M transformed elements
are listed in the last column. Invariance under the M transform results in each observable occurring
twice. The full intensity expansion is given in Eq. 8.25.

We note that the three single polarizations (P, ¥ and T') occur again as double correlations and the
twelve double polarizations (E, F, G, H, Cy, C,, O, O,, T,,, T., L, and L) occur again as triple
correlations.

8.1.7 The 32 Vanishing Terms

The expansion in Eq. 8.12 has 64 terms, while Eq. 8.25 has only 32 terms. The other 32 terms vanish
under M invariance. Tpo; and Tpos are examples of such terms (they do not occur in Table 8.2).
Physically, these two elements correspond to recoil polarizations (with unpolarized beam and target)
along the  and Z directions, which are required by M invariance to be zero. The general structure
of these vanishing terms can be understood from the following example. From Eq. 8.14 for the
photon, under a M transform, oy is connected to the identity matrix (o¢). Similarly, from Egs. 8.15
and 8.17 for the baryons, it is o2 that is connected to the identity matrix. We group oy and the
Pauli matrix connected to og by the M operator as “E” (type +1), and the rest (02 and o3 for the
photon, and o7 and o3 for the baryons) as of the “O” (type -1). A general correlation T}, vanishes
if the product of the “types” of I, m, and n is -1, since these are not invariant under the mirror
symmetry transformation.

8.1.8 Beam-target Type Experiments

We will show that our expressions for the intensity profiles as measured by the experimentalist
conform to the definition of these observables as asymmetries. Following the notation set up in
FTS [155] we will denote the cross section for any configuration of the beam, target and recoil
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polarizations as ZO":?) 3. For beam-target type experiments, P® = 0, and Eq. 8.25 becomes
4,0 _ s i s s i s i s S
IO = To{1 + PSS + Pi(—PJH + P F) + PA(T + PSP) + P{(—P;G+ PYE)}.  (8.26)
The beam asymmetry is defined as
7(L£.0,0) _ 7(]0.0)

X = 7(L0,0) 1 7(1.0,0)’ (8.27)

where || and L correspond to a beams with polarizations along the Zevt (¢ = 0) and fevt (¢ = 7/2)
directions, respectively, and 0 denotes an unpolarized configuration. The target asymmetry is defined

as
7(0,+y,0) _ 7(0,—y,0)

= 7(0,4y,0) 4 7(0,—y,0)’
and the four double polarizations are defined as

(8.28)

Z(r,+z,0) _ I(nfz,O)

E = Z(r+20) 4 7(r,—z,0) (8.29a)
I(r,+:v,0) _ I(r,fz,O)

Fo= Z(r+2,0) 4 7 (r,—,0) (8.29b)
T(+t,42,0) _ 7(+t,—2,0)

¢ = Z(+t,+2,0) 4 T(+t,—2,0) (8.29¢)
I(+t,+1‘,0) — I(+t,—$,0)

i = T+t +a,0) L T(+t,—2,0)’ (8.29d)

where “r” denotes a right-handed circularly polarized beam (all photons in the state |eJ,)), and
“+¢” denotes a linearly polarized beam with ¢ = +m/4 with respect to Zeyt. The full expression for

the cross section in beam-target experiments reads
IOEY) = To{l - PYScos(2¢) + Pi (T — P} Pcos(2¢))
+PL (PLF + P} Hsin(2¢)) + PL (PLE + P} Gsin(2¢))} (8.30)
where we have added a subscript “theory” to remind the reader that this is for the theoretical for-
malism only. It can easily be checked that the definitions in Eqgs. 8.27-8.29 are consistent with the
intensity profile given by Eq. 8.30. Recall that ¢ = +7/4 corresponds to PUS = —1 (see Table 8.1),

explaining the extra minus signs for G and H in the definitions of the correéponding Timn €lements
in Table 8.2.

It is to be noted that one has access to an “extra” single-polarization observable, the recoil
polarization P, even though the polarization of the recoiling baryon is not measured here. This is
again due to the M transform relations. In fact, any double-polarization experiment has access to
all the three single polarization observables. The definition of P as an asymmetry is given in the
next sub-section.

8.1.9 Beam-recoil Type Experiments

For an experiment with beam and recoil baryon polarization information, we follow a similar logic.
Here, P* = 0, and the beam-recoil expression is

T = Ty{l — P}Scos(2¢) + PL(P — P]T cos(29))
+P) (PLC, + P] O, sin(2¢)) + P! (PAC. + P]O. sin(2¢))},

3FTS defines the cross section as o(7%?) whereas we define it as (V%% to avoid confusion with the Pauli o
matrices
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where the recoil polarization P is defined as

7(0,0,+y) _ 7(0,0,~)
P= 7(0,0,+y) 4 7(0,0,—y) " (8.31)

The four beam-recoil double polarizations are

Z(r0,+2) _ 7(r0,—2)

C: = Z(r,0.42) 1 7(r,0,~=2) (8.32a)
I(r107+I) _ I(’I‘,O,fa:)

Co = Z(r0.4=) 4 7(r,0,—z) (8.32b)
Z(+t.0,+2) _ 7(+t,0,—2)

0. = T(+,0,42) 4 T(+4,0,—2) (8.32¢)
T(+t,0,+x) _ 7(+t,0,—=)

Os = Z(+t,0,42) 1 T(+t,0,—x) " (8.32d)

The “extra” single polarization observable accessible here is the target asymmetry 7T, defined in
Eq. 8.28. As in the case of G and H, the definitions of O, and O, as asymmetries use ¢ = 4+ /4
that corresponds to PyS = —1. This explains the extra minus signs in the defining 7},,, elements in
Table 8.2 for O, and O,.

8.1.10 Target-recoil Type Experiments

The target-recoil expression is
70 = 79{1 4 PIT + PY(P + SP}) + P! (P’L. + P!L,) + P. (P:T, + P'T.)},
where the four target-recoil double polarizations are

I(O1+$,+Z) _ _’Z(O,+x,fz)

L = TO+a,+2) 4 7(0,4z,—2) (8.33a)
I(O7+I,+r) _ I(O,+9c,—z)

T:p = I(O;"rw,-i—w) + I(O,-‘rw,—m) (8.33b)
70 42.42) _ 7(0,+2,—2)

L. = Z0,+z,+42) 4 7(0,42,—2) (8.33¢)
TO4z42) _ 7(0,+42,—2)

Lo = T(0,+2z,+x) +Z(O,+z,fm) . (833d)

8.1.11 Connection with Experimental Intensity Profiles

Until now, we have been careful to distinguish the “theoretical” intensity profiles from what exper-
imentalists will actually measure. The only difference lies in the case of a linearly polarized beam
where the laboratory analyzing direction set by the choice of the angle 6 (see Fig. 8.2) can vary.
Eq. 8.33 remains the same between the theory and experimental formalisms, since it is independent
of 6. For Egs. 8.30 and 8.31, however, we need to get back to the relation ¢ = (0 — ¢) in Fig. 8.2.
The easiest choice is to measure everything with respect to 1,1, which usually represents the exper-
imentalist’s choice of photon polarization axis. Therefore, we take 8 = 0 (also called “para” setting),
so that ¢ = —¢ and Egs. 8.30 and 8.31 become

IGED = To{1 — P]Xcos(2¢) + P (T — P} P cos(2¢))
+PL(PLF — P} Hsin(2¢)) + P! (PYE — P} Gsin(2¢))}, (8.34)
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and
IO = To{l — P} Scos(2p) + PL(P — PT cos(2¢))
+P? (PLC, — PO, sin(29)) + P (PLC, — P]O, sin(2¢))}, (8.35)
respectively. Similarly, for § = 7/2 (also called “perp” setting), we get
II()Z;;’O) = Io{l+ P}Scos(2¢) + P, (T + P} P cos(2p))
+PL (PLF + P} Hsin(2¢)) + P! (PYE + P} Gsin(2¢))}, (8.36)
and
IOOY = To{l + P S cos(2p) + PL(P + P)T cos(2¢))
+PY (PLC, + PO, sin(2¢)) + P? (PLC, + P} O, sin(2¢))}. (8.37)

It is important to note that the sine and cosine terms in Eqgs. 8.30 and 8.31 alter signs differently in
going from the “theory” expressions to the “para” and “perp” settings, and this directly affects the
signs of the extracted polarization observables. Therefore, care must be taken by the experimentalist
to conform to a definition of the “para” and “perp” settings that matches with the theoretical
definitions. Finally, we also note that it is beneficial to measure the intensity profiles for both
the “para” and “perp” settings and extract the polarizations from the asymmetries between the
two settings. This removes the overall normalization factor (the unpolarized cross section), and
therefore, any dependence on the detector acceptance (see Ref. [162] for details).

8.1.12 Computation of Polarization Expressions in the Longitudinal Basis

We list some basic caveats that will be useful during the computations.

1. The matrix representation of an operator is Oy, = (n|O|m) (note order of subscripts). For
the Pauli matrices for example, (0)4— = —i, (0,)—— = —1, etc.

2. FTS uses mg and mg for outgoing baryon and incoming (target) spins. We adopt m; and
m; as the final baryon and initial proton spins, respectively, and denote the photon spin by
m~ = A. Any other index will be a dummy index for summation purposes. Also, unless
otherwise mentioned, it is understood that repeated indices are to be summed over.

3. A useful relation is that for the conjugate operator J)T\, the matrix elements are (Ji)mimb =
(JA):nbmi = ;mbmi'

4. There are two types of traces in the FTS paper. “Tr” implies a trace over all spins, while
“tr” implies a trace over the baryon spins, assuming that the photon spins have been traced
over. To go from “Tr” to “tr”, that is, the procedure of doing the photon spin trace, is as
follows. Let €2, and €2; be any operator in the final baryon and initial target proton spin space
respectively. For the three Pauli matrices ¢, o) and o7, the photon traces are computed as

s Yy
follows:
Tr[Q I T = Y te[ (07 ax (T a] = QT Qi (TT) - + QT Qi (JT) 4]
AN
Tr[Q JQo) I = Y te[ (0] )an (J)a] = =i tr[ QT Qi (JT) - — QI Qi(JT)4]
AN
Tr[Q Q07T = Y e[ JaQi(07)an (J)x] = tr[ QT Qi (JT) 4 — QT Qui(JT)_].
AN

Note that these expressions for the summations over the photon states are equivalent to those
from the more conventional forms that can be found in Ref. [159], for example. The trace
notation is simply a more compact way of expressing the spin sums.
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5. Overall normalization factor. All 15 polarization observables will be normalized by the intensity

factor Tr[JJT]. This is given as

T[T = Y [Axmm, >

Am;my

(8.39)

This will not appear in our expressions below, but it is understood that this normalization

always goes into the computations.

8.1.13 The 15 Polarization Expressions

The detailed computation of the 15 polarizations are given below:

P =Tr[o}JJT]
= (mp|ery|my) (my | Jx|ma) (ma] J{ [ma)
= (mpoy [my) (my| I [mi) ((m| Tx|m))”
= —i (= |Ialm) ((F|Ia|ma))* + i+ Ia|mq) ((—|Ixa|ms))*

)\mi
Y = Tr[Jo) JT]
= (ma| Ty ) (mil T [ma) + (m| T mg) (mi] J] jmy,)

= (mp|J[mi) ((mp|J-mi))* + (mw|J - [m) ((mp| S [mi))”

= Z 2 Re (A+mimb~’4imimb)

T = T;[Ja;ﬁ]
= —i(mp|Ja|+)(—| L mp) + i{mp| | =) (+| L ms)
= —i{mp| I +) (Ml Jn]=))* + i(me|Ja | =) ((my] J{|4))*

= Z —2Im (A,\_mb §+mb>

)\mb

E=Tr[Jolo?JT

]
= (ma| J i) (o [m) (mi| T [m) = (my| T |mi) (mi o Jmf) (m|TL )
(

(
= (ma| S [my) (mi oz fmi) ((mw| T [mg))™ — (ma| T [my) (mi oz fmi) ((m| T [m))*

= (mp| Sy [H) (| T4 [4))" = (map| Ty | =) ((ma| T4 | =))"

(8.40a)

(8.40D)

(8.40c¢)

= {mp| J-[+) ({mp| T [+))" + (mp| T =) ((mp] | =)

= Z (‘A++mb|2 - |A+*mb|2 - "A*erb'z + |A**mb|2)

mp

(8.40d)
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F =Tr[JololJT]

il [mi) (mi| T fmy) — (my| T [mi) (mi o [m?) (mi] T [my)

= (my| T [my )
= (m| Ty [my) (mp o [mi) ((m| T [mi)) ™ — (g | T i) (g lorg [mi) ((m| T [mg)) ™
= (ma| S [+) ((ma| T4 [ =)™ + (mp| T | =) ((mp| S | +))"
= (mp || +) (| T |=))" = (ma| T =) ({(ma] J-|+))"
= 2Re (Apim, ALy — A, AT ,) (8.40¢)

my,
G= —Tr[Jaia;’JT]

D (il T fmy) — i(ma| T |mi) (mp o2 [mi) (m] T L [my)

= i(my|J 4 [mp) (mplo.|my)
= i{my| Sy [my) (mp o [mg) ((mp| T [mi))* — i{my| T |my) (mp o [mg) ((mp| S [mg))”
i{mp| Sy [+) ((mp | T [4+))" — i{mp|J [ =) ((mp|J-|—))"
= i{ma|J-|+) ((m | T [+))" + i(mp|J- | =) ((me] S [ =)
= 2Im (Ay—m, A"y + A, A, (8.40f)

mp

H= —Tr[JU;JgJT]

= i{my| i [mi) (o i) (mi ] T L i) — im| T |mp) (mi o |mi) (mi| TL my)
= i(ma| 4 [mp) (mp o [mi) ((ma| T [mg))™ — i(me| - [mp,) (mp o [mi) ((me| T4 [m5))*
= i{ma| Ty [+) ((ma| J-[=))" + i(ma| T | =) ((ma| T-[+))"
— i{mp| S [4) ((ma| T [=))" = imp| T | =) ((mp| T4 [+))"
= 2Im (A, A%, + A, AT ) (8.40g)

Cp = Trlob Jo) JT]
= (myplogmi) (mi] T fma) (mil T m) = (mylog|mi) (mi| T [m) (mi| L |ms)
= (mplow|mi)(mi] T [mi) ((m| Ty [mi))* = (mp|ox|mg) (mg] - [ma) ((ma] ] [ma))"
= (=T Ima) ((F T [ma)) ™ = (=] |ma) ([T mi))”
+ (F T Ima) (=T fma))* = ([T ma) ((=| - |m))*
= 2Re (Apm, - Alpy — A, AT ) (8.40h)

C, = Tr[o’ ol JT]
= (o2 |ml) (mi| Ty fma) (ma| T L) = (moo|mi) (mi| T |mi) (mi] I jmy,)
= (muoz|mg) (mi] T ma) (M| T Ima)) ™ — (m|o [mi) (mi |- [ma) ((my] J - [ms))*
= ([T Ima) ((F[ T [mi))* = ([T fma) (|- [ma))*
= (=1 ma) (=T |ma)) " + (=T ma) ((=]J-[mi))"
= (Mt P = A P = [A, P+ [A ) (8.401)

Oy = —Tr[UgJJ;’JT]
= iy [mi) (i T [mi) (mil ¥ fmy) — im|org|mf) (mi| T |mq) (mi] T )
= i(mplog my) (mi| Ty fma) ((ma | T [mi))™ = d(me|oe [mg) (mi| T [ma) ((mp| Ty [mi))”
= U= fma) (T [ma))™ = i(=| - [ma) (| Ty [ma))*
i Ty fma) (=T = [ma))™ = i+ fma) (=T [ma))”
= 2Im (A, A%y + Ay Al ) (8.40)
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0. =-Tr[ol o] ]|
= i(mp o= [mi) (mi | T [m) (] T [m) — i (mp oz mi) (mi | T ) (mi] L mo)
= i{mylozmg) (mil T fma) ((mp| - [ma))™ — i{mplozmg) (mg| T [ms) ((me] Ty [mi))”
T fma) (T fma))™ = ([T ma) ((+] T4 [ma))*
— i(= ]S [ma) (== |ma)) " + i =T |ma) ({(~] T [ms))"
= 2Im (A_p 4 A%y + Apm, A, ) (8.40k)

T, = Tr[ob ol JT]

= (| ma) (mil IaJmf) (mf| o [my) (mi | T [my)

<mb\ax|ml><m2|J)\|m ){m ;|Ux|mg>(<mb|J>\|mé>)*

(=[x [mi)(milos [mi) ((+HIamy)) ™ + (F[Ixme) (mglowmy) ((=[Txlmy))*

= (= LH) (A=) 4 (FIAF) (= IA D)7+ (S IA ) (HIAH)T + (A=) (=)

= 2Re (Arp A5, +Ax e A5 ) (8.401)
A

T. = Tr[obJol J1]
(my | I [mo)
((mp| Ix|my))*

= (mup|o|mg) (my| Jx|mi) (mi|os|my,)

= (mw|o|mg) (my| Jx|mi) (mi|os|my,)
= (+[Ia|mi) (mi|os [mi) ((+| T [mi))”
= (=[Ialmi) (milo|my) (=[x ]my))"

= (HAH) (A=) = (=) (= [Ia=D)7 + TN ()T = (ST =) (=)

= 2Re (Anpr A5 —Av - A5_) (8.40m)
A

L, = Tr[obJol JT]
= (mplog|ma) (mal Jalmi) (mi]o2 [mp) (mi| T [mo)

)
) ((ma]Jx|mp))*
)"+

)(m

= (maloz|mi) (mil Jxmi) (mio|my,

= (=|Talmg) (milo=mp) ((+]Tx|my)

+ [ Tx|mg) (milo|my) (([x[my))”

= (Sl H) (AT + (FHIAH) (IAH)T = (A=) (A=) = FA =) (I =)

= 2Re(Anp-Aj, — A A5 L) (8.40n)
A

L. = Tr[o%Jo! JT]
= (my|oz[m) (mil Jxmi) (mi o [my) (mi | T )
= (mp|ozma) (ma] Jx|mg) (milo [mi) ((ma| Jx [my,)) ™
= (H|Ialmg) (milozlmy) ((+HIx[mp))™ = (=|Txlmg) (milos|my) ((—|Txmp))*
= ([ F)(FHIAFD)T = (LA (IAH))T = FHIA ) (TN =)+ (S =) ((=1Ia] =)
=Y (Mg s P = AP = A P+ A P) (8.400)
X
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8.1.14 Expressions in terms of L; Amplitudes

A summary of the expressions for the 16 observables in terms of the L; amplitudes is given below:

To/2 = (|L1 > + |La|?* + |Ls|? + | L4|?) (8.41a)
P = —9Im(Ly L} + LyL3) /N (8.41D)
S = 2Re(L1 L5 — LyL3) /N (8.41c)
T = 2Im(Ly L} + Lo L3) /N (8.41d)
E = (|L1* 4 |La|* = |Ls|* — [La|*) /N (8.41e)
F =2Re(L1L; + Lo L3) /N (8.41f)
G = -2Im(L, L5 — Lo L}) /N (8.41g)
H =2Im(L, Ly + LsL}) /N (8.41h)

C, = 2Re(L L% + LsLy) /N (8.411)
C. = (L1 = |Lal* = |Ls* + |Laf*) /N (8.41j)
O, = 2Im(Ly L — Lo L) N (8.41k)
0. = —2Im(L L} + Ly L%) N (8.411)
T, = 2Re(L1 L% + LyLE) /N (8.41m)
T, = 9Re(L, L} — LoL%) /N (8.41n)
Ly = 2Re(L L — LyL%) /N (8.410)
L. = (IL1]* = |Lal? + |Ls|* — |La|?) /N, (8.41p)

where N = 7 /2 is the normalization factor for the polarizations.

8.1.15 The Consistency Relations

It is well known that the fifteen polarization observables occurring as bilinears in Eq. 8.41 can be
connected by various identities. These are also called constraint equations, because they interconnect
and place restrictions on the physical values these observables can take. Simply put, these equations
are nothing but identities in the four independent amplitudes L;. Chiang and Tabakin [156] have
showed that these identities can be derived in a more sophisticated fashion by considering the
complex space spanned by the four amplitudes. The observables can then be expanded in terms of
the sixteen 4 x 4 Dirac gamma matrix bilinears {1, v, ¥ VP ~#¥P7} and the constraint relations
emerge from the various Fierz identities connecting products of the Dirac bilinears. We list the set
of relations (Eqgs. L.0-S.r) that we find to be valid while maintaining the equation-numbering as in
Chiang-Tabakin [156]:

1={2?+T*+ P>+ E*+G*+ F*+ H?

+O02+02+C2+C2+ L2+ L2+ T2 +T2}/3 (L.0)

Y =TP+T,L,—T.L, (L.tr)
T =%P —(C,0, — C.0,) (L.br)
P=YT+GF—-EH (L.bt)
G =PF+0,L, +O0.L. (L.1)
H=-PE+O,T, +O.T, (L.2)
E=-PH+C,L,+C.L, (L.3)
F = PG+ C,T, + C.T, (L.4)
O, =TC, +GL, + HT, (L.5)
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O0,=-TC,+GL, + HT, (L.6)
Cy,=-TO,+ EL, + FT, (L.7)
C.=TO,+EL,+FT, (L.8)
T,=%L.+HO, + FC, (L.9)
T.=-%L,+HO. + FC, (L.10)
L, =-XT, + GO, + EC, (L.11)
L.=%T, +GO. + EC, (L.12)
0=C,0,+C.0, — EG—FH (Q.b)
0=GH+ EF — L,T, — L.T, (Q-t)
0=C,C,+0,0, - L,L,—T,T, (Q.x)
0=-YG+TF+0.T, - 0,T, (Q.bt.1)
0=-XH-TE—-0.L, +0,L, (Q.bt.2)
0=%E+TH - C.T, + C,T. (Q.bt.3)
0=-YF+TG~-C,L, +C,L, (Q.bt.4)
0=-Y0, + PC, - GT, + HL, (Q.br.1)
0=-%0, - PC, +GT, — HL, (Q.br.2)
0=-%C, — PO, — ET, + FL, (Q.br.3)
0=-%C, + PO, + ET, — FL, (Q.br.4)
0=TT, - PL,— HC, + FO, (Q.tr.1)
0=TT,+ PL, + HC, — FO, (Q.tr.2)
0=TL,+ PT,—-GC,+ EO, (Q.tr.3)
0=TL, - PT, +GC, — EO, (Q.tr.4)
1=G*+H*+E*+F?+%24+7?% - pP? (S.bt)
1=02+02+C2+C2+%*-T?+ P? (S.br)
1=T2+T2+L2+L2—-%*+T%+P? (S.tr)
0=G*4+H?>-FE*-F?>-0?-0%+C%*+C? (S.b)
0=G*-H*+F*-F*4+ T2 +7T? -2 - ? (S.t)
0=02-02+C2-C2-T2+T? - 12+ L2 (S.r)

The above relations have been numerically verified by assigning random values to the four com-
plex L; amplitudes and calculating the polarizations employing Eqs. 8.41a-p. The relations consisting
of only squares of the observables (Egs. L.0 and S.bt-S.r) have no sign ambiguities. However, the
signs in the remaining set of relations depend on the conventions adopted while defining the polar-
izations.

8.2 Sign Conventions for Polarization Observables

There appears to be some disagreement between different groups in the sign conventions for the
polarizations, most likely arising from differences in the physics motivation. For example, +in the
CLAS C,/C. measurements for KA photoproduction [34], it was found that C, — +1 at X" — 0

c.m.
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and C', was seen as the spin-transfer from a right-handed circularly polarized photon to the recoiling
baryon. Other groups [163] prefer to have C, — 41 at 62— 0, with the interpretation that C, is
the transfer of helicity from a right-handed circularly polarized photon to the A. Whatever be the
choice of convention, the important issue is that the intensity profile the experimentalist uses must
match with the asymmetry definitions that give the amplitude-level expressions. This point was
detailed in Sec. 8.1.11. We also note that except for a sign flip for the variable F, our consistency
relations match those found by Sandorfi et al. in Ref. [164].

8.2.1 The Translation “Dictionary”

In this work, we are following the FTS sign conventions as listed in App. A of the FTS paper [155]. It
is important to note here that FTS first gives the definitions as asymmetries, which we agree with.
Next, FTS also gives their definitions in the density matrix language. As pointed out earlier in
Secs. 8.1.6B and 8.1.6C, for the double-polarization observables with a linearly polarized beam, viz.,
G, H, O, and O,, these FTS density matriz expressions should have extra negative signs. Therefore,
except for these extra four sign flips, the conventions in this current work (CMU) agree with FTS. To
find how our signs relate to those from the work of other authors, the simplest way is to do a term-by-
term check of what signs the different polarization observables carry in the full intensity expression.
In our case, this is given by Eq. 8.25. Making comparisons with the corresponding expressions for
SAID/MAID [163] and EBAC [164], we arrive at the following translation “dictionary” for the signs:

1. CMU/FTS < SAID/MAID : flip signs of H, E, Cy, C., Oy, O, and L,.
2. CMU/FTS « EBAC : flip sign of E.

For the experimentalist, we urge that the particular sign convention chosen be clearly mentioned
and care be taken that the “para” and “perp” definitions are correctly adhered to in going from
¢ to p (as defined in Fig. 8.2). Also, while showing the full intensity profile, it should be clearly
mentioned which of the angles ¢ and ¢ is being referred to.

8.3 “Traditional” Methods of Extracting Px

Once the production amplitudes L;’s are extracted by a PWA, the recoil polarization can be ex-
tracted by directly employing Eq. 8.41b. We will denote this as the “PWA” method of extracting Ps.

The more conventional methods of extracting polarizations involve a fit to an intensity distri-
bution, such as given in Eq. 8.25. To derive the requisite intensity distribution, we need to first
define what we mean by the “helicity frame” of a particle. The helicity frame (HF) of any particle
is given by an initial rotation that aligns its direction of motion along the z-axis, followed by a
subsequent boost to its rest frame. 6% ;. is then defined as the angle between the proton and the
A momentum direction, as measured in the A helicity frame, while §4,  is the angle between the
normal to the production plane (assumed to be the y-axis) and the A direction, as measured in
the X0 helicity frame. A pictorial description of these two angles is given in Fig. 8.3. Fig. 8.3a
shows vp — K1%0 reaction in the c.m. frame, where the z-axis is along the beam direction and
the y-axis is normal to the production plane. As mentioned earlier, if both the beam and target are
unpolarized, as in the case of glla, parity considerations imply that the induced 3° polarization can
only be along the normal to the production plane. This is shown by the bold arrow in red in Fig. 8.3a.

To go the X° helicity frame from the c.m. frame, we first rotate our system so that the 3°
momentum points along the z-axis and then perform a boost to the X° rest frame. Fig. 8.3b shows
the X% — Avs decay in the X0 helicity frame. Since the outgoing photon (shown by the dotted
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arrow) was not detected in our experiment, the polarization transfer from the X0 to the A is given
by (see Sec. 8.4 for a derivation)
Py = —Pscos 03 . (8.42)

Note that in terms of spin structure, the £ — A~y reaction is a % — % @ 1 decay, while Eq. 8.42 is
obtained after averaging over the spin projections of the unobserved outgoing photon. Thus, there
is a step of “dilution” in the accessible £ spin information that occurs here. In the next step, we
go to the A helicity frame from the £° helicity frame by making a rotation that aligns the z-axis
with the A direction, followed by a boost to the A rest frame. The A — prn~ decay (see Fig. 8.3¢)
is a self-analyzing reaction. That is, the A polarization information is contained in the intensity
distribution as

T ~ (1+ aPpcosbh ;p), (8.43)

where a@ = 0.642 £ 0.013 is the A weak decay asymmetry [25]. Combining Eqs. 8.42 and 8.43, the
final intensity distribution is given as

T~ (1 —aPscos0dypcos ). (8.44)
Traditionally, the extraction of Ps; has been made using this intensity distribution.

In addition to the “dilution” mentioned earlier, a further step of “dilution” occurs if one does
not have access to the A momentum. It can be shown (see App. A in Ref. [34]) that if the %0-A
spin-transfer information is averaged over, then Eq. 8.44 is replaced by

T~ (1—vaPscosbb ), (8.45)
where 6%, is the angle between the outgoing proton’s momentum and the normal to the K T30
production plane as measured in the X0 helicity frame and v ~ ﬁ is a “dilution factor”. Since the

n~ from the A decay was not detected in the two-track topology, the A momentum could not be
reconstructed. Therefore, Eq. 8.45 applies instead of Eq. 8.44 for the two-track topology.

8.4 Polarization Transfer Between X°-A

In this section we give the proof for Eq. 8.42; that is, in the electromagnetic decay X0 — A~, if we
do not measure the final photon polarization, then in the X0 rest frame, the polarizations of the A
and the X0 are related as

(Py) =— ((132> 'ﬁA) P (8.46)

where (ﬁA> and pp are the polarization and direction respectively of the produced A and <ﬁg> is the
initial polarization of the decaying %°. The proof appears in several places [165, 166] and we will
sketch the one given by Feldman and Fulton here.

The starting point is Eq. 5.61. Since we are dealing with mixed states we need to take the density
matrix approach to find expectation values. The initial density matrix for the 2° with polarization
Ps, is given by

p= % (1 +(Ps) -&) (8.47)

where the o’s are the usual Pauli matrices and & = (0,,0,,0,). The expectation value of the A
polarization is then given as

Te [TpT'5] Tr [TTTC? + T<132>TT5}

VN = TR, Te [T+ T(Ps)T'|

(8.48)
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" ZsHF

P,=-P; cos Oy

(if ¥ is not observed)
(a) (b)

YAHF P
AHF
P
A
AL > LAHF
A
-

A decay is self-analyzing

(©)

Figure 8.3: A pictorial representation of the helicity angles HQHF and GﬁHF and the polarization
transfer between the ¥° and the A. (a) Shows the yp — KX reaction in the c.m. frame with
the y-axis as the normal to the production plane. The only component of the induced X° spin
measurable in the current experiment is along the normal to the production plane, shown by the
bold arrow in red. (b) Shows the ¥° — A~v; decay in the X0 helicity frame and (c) shows the
A — pr~ decay in the A helicity frame. See text for details.
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where T is the transition matrix for ¥° — Ay and Tp T is the final density matrix for the X°.

To evaluate this expression we will need the following properties of the Pauli matrices

ol = o (Hermitian) (8.49a)

Tr[o;] = 0 (traceless) (8.49Db)

Tr(o;0;] = 26,5, from which it follows (8.49c¢)

Tr[(d-0)d] = 24 (8.49d)

(@-8)(U-8) = (€-V)I+i(dx7)-4, which leads to (8.49¢)
Tr[(@-0)(0-d)] = 2(d-0v)and (8.49f)

Tr[(@- o) (U-0)d] = 2i(dx7) (8.49¢g)
Tr[(@-0) (V- 7) (W-d)] = 2id-(dx0) (8.491h)
Tr[(@- o) (V- 0) (W-d)d] = 2[(d-0)d+ (& 0)d— (0 @) V] (8.491)

Going back to Eq. 5.61, we had chosen the polarization 3-vectors as the positive and negative
helicity vectors €+ = (1/v/2)(€1i & &) where & and & are orthogonal unit vectors in the plane
transverse to the photon momentum p, such that € x €2 = p,. We then showed that the photon
”spin” is along its direction of motion and can be expressed in terms of the €1 components of the
photon field. The helicity vectors have the following properties

@) = & (8.50a)
& xp, = +idy (8.50b)
e, &= = 0 (8.50¢)
€r €~ = 1, so that (8.50d)
Bl = @) g = 1 (8.50¢)
goxe = —ip, (8.50f)

Then in Eq. 5.61, we see that the transition matrix T' goes like (€ x pl,) - &. So if € is one of € o
then Ty o ~ &1 - and if it is one of €4 then T4 ~ €. - 7. Note that Tr[T7TT] = 2€- € ~ 1 for either
case so that unitarity of the scattering matrix is maintained. For ease of computation, since they
are real, we will use the € o basis for the rest of the computation.

Then, putting it all together, the numerator of Eq. 8.48 becomes
Te((€- &) (€- 6)5] + Tr[(€- 7) ((Pr) - 6) (€- 5) 6] = 4(¢- Pr)é — 2(Py), (8.51)
while the denominator is
Tr[(- 3)(¢- &)] + Tx[(€- &) (Ps - 7)(- 7)) = 2. (8.52)
Thus for the two polarization states €; and €,
(Prgy,) = —(Px) +2(&1 - Pr)éa (8.53)
If we fix our coordinate axes as & = €1, § = €5 and Z = p, the above two equations take the form
(Prg) = —Po+2(Pg).#, and (8.54a)
(Prg) = —Ps+2(Ps),g. (8.54b)
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Averaging over the two photon polarizations immediately gives

— — —

(Pr) = —(Pg):2 = —((Pg) - DA )Pa- (8.55)

8.5 Preliminary Measurement Results and Discussion

For the three-track topology, we have then at our disposal two equivalent ways of extracting the po-
larizations — the “traditional” way using Eq. 8.44, or the PWA method (Eq. 8.41b) using the mother
fit results from Ch. 6. However, before embarking on that, we need to reconsider our binning first to
ensure that we have enough statistics for every polarization extraction point. Recall that earlier we
binned the data very finely in 10 MeV /s bins. The final distribution of “good” (Q-value weighted)
data events after this binning is shown in Fig. 3.25a for the three-track dataset.

This is however not the Comglete story, because we are dealing with an essentially two dimensional
problem here (in /s and cos X ). In the higher /s bins, most of the events are very forward peaked,
and thus, asymmetrically distributed in cos 95; as apparent from Fig. 8.4a.

—
e —

S

—

N
o
o

I

©

Figure 8.4: @Q-value (from background subtraction fits) weighted data occupancies in both /s and
cos#E " for the three-track dataset: (a) log scale (b) normal scale with a cap at 100 events. Binning
in both axes was set according to how we binned our data in /s and where we extracted differential
cross sections in cos 95; See text for details.

The y-axis bins in this plot are 10 MeV wide in /s with bin centers at 1.805 GeV, 1.815 GeV, ...,
2.835 GeV and the z-axis bins are 0.1 wide in cos 95; with bin centers at -1.0, -0.9, ..., 1.0. That is,
the binning is set according to where we measured our differential cross sections. If we now look at
the same histogram but place an upper cap on the occupancy at 100 events (Fig. 8.4b), we see that
many of these bins have much fewer than 50 “good” events. If we tried to extract the polarizations
in these regions with our present binning, we would be severely limited by statistics. We thus need
to find a plausible way to merge our bins. To do this, we preserve the same 0.1 binning in cos 95;
but use wider bins in v/s. Also, guided by Fig. 8.4a, we will limit our cos 95; bin center range from
-0.5 to 0.9 for our polarization extractions.

Fig. 8.5 shows the extracted polarizations with our initial 10 MeV wide /s binning. The errors
(estimated from the scatter between adjacent /s bins, as explained in Sec. 8.6.1) seem large, but the
gross structures are clearly evident. It is to be noted here that we are limited not only by statistics
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but also by the fact in the X° decay, with spin-1/2 going to spin-1/2 plus spin-1, we are not observing
the spin-1 particle (the “missing” outgoing photon). Thus, the polarization information in Eq. 8.44
is “diluted”. For example, for cos 05;1 = 0.8 in Fig. 8.5, where we have excellent statistics for most
/5, the polarizations are not as smooth as might have been expected 4.

8.6 Re-binned Polarizations

To choose an optimal binning such that we have reasonable statistics while retaining as fine a /s
binning as possible, we tried setting a minimum /s bin-width of 20 and then 30 MeV, and required
a minimum number of “good” events to be present per bin. The latter was gradually varied from
50, 75, ..., to 500 events per bin. We found that a 30 MeV minimum +/s bin-width and a minimum
requirement of 200 events per bin was optimal. Fig. 8.6 shows the polarizations after merging bins
according to this criterion. The scatter in the points are much less now and the overall structures
evolve quite smoothly.

8.6.1 Statistical Error Estimation for the PWA method

Following previous work on the w channel [75] polarizations, we compute the statistical uncertainties
for the recoil polarization Ps extracted using the PWA method from the statistical spread relative
to the adjacent \/s-bins. That is, our estimated statistical error on Ps(y/s;,cos 6’({(;) at the 7"

. . . . . +
\/s-bin is obtained by comparing it to Ps;(y/s,4,,cos 0% ) as

1
1 + _ £ \2
2 W, K K
o ( i, COS e(cbm) = 5 E (PZ(\/gi+j’COS ec.m.) - PE(\/§i>COS ec.m.)) ) (856)

j=—1

where Pg(y/s;, cos 95;) is the mean value of the three measurements. Subsequently, a smoothing
algorithm is applied that sets the statistical error on Ps(4/s;,cos 95(;) as the mean value of the
estimated errors at (y/s,,,cos 6K ).

8.7 “Traditional” Method Polarizations

Fig. 8.7 shows the polarizations extracted using the “traditional” way of fitting the data to the
intensity profile appearing in Eq. 8.44 (plotted in blue) and compared to the PWA results (in red).
The fits were run using the unbinned maximum likelihood method and the errors are the errors that
Minuit provides. The agreement between the two methods is remarkable (especially in regions of
good statistics). This underscores the fact that the underlying physics is the same.

Note that, by definition, the polarizations from the PWA method are bound between +1, while
the “traditional” method involves a fit to a slope and can jump beyond the physical limits, as evident
from some of the bins in Fig. 8.7. If we constrain the fit to remain within 1, we found the results to
always cap off at 1 if the unconstrained result was already beyond +1. Thus, no new information
is gained by constraining the fits in this fashion.

The “traditional” method seems to be somewhat overestimating the polarizations in the forward-
most angular bin. The reason is two-fold. Firstly, the statistics is not as good here as the next lower
couple of angular bins. Secondly, note that the polarizations are typically very high in this region.
In the PWA method, for a particular /s bin, we fit over the entire cos#X  range as a whole.

4Especially in comparison to K1TA (see App. A), which has comparable statistics but does not suffer from such a
“dilution”.
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Figure 8.5: Py from the PWA extraction method with 10 MeV wide /s binning. The error bars are

derived from the scatter between adjacent /s bins. The large errors arise from the small statistics
and mean that we need coarser binning in /s.
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Figure 8.6: Re-binned Py, from the PWA extraction method. Every point is at least 30 MeV wide
s and has a minimum of 200 events. Error estimates are from the scatter between adjacent /s

in

bins.
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Thus, the polarization results at a particular /s and cos ant is somewhat constrained by the PWA
fit results in the neighboring angular bins for the same /s. Since our angular binning is quite
fine (0.1-unit-wide in cos 95;‘), we expect the physics to be continuous between adjacent angular
bins, which is exactly what the PWA method results show. For the traditional method, fits to the
intensity profile are run independently in a particular /s and cos 05; bin. Thus, these results are

less constrained than the PWA results and for a high degree of polarization, tend to overestimate
at the forward-most angles.

8.8 Final Polarization Results and Statistical Errors

8.8.1 Three-track Results

It is clear from the previous sections that the two methods for polarization extraction agree very well
with each other in regions of high statistics. The advantage of the PWA method lies in the polariza-
tions being within the physical limits of +1 and also because of the reasons outlined in latter part
of the last section. The disadvantage, however, is that there is no direct handle on the error estimates.

The polarizations from the “traditional” method, on the other hand, are less constrained, but
here we have a direct access to the errors. Also, from Fig. 8.7, these errors are quite comparable to
the PWA errors obtained from the scatter in the measured polarizations. This shows that the errors
from Minuit in the “traditional” method are a true reflection of the statistical uncertainties.

With these considerations in mind, we will present our final recoil polarization measurements
for the three-track dataset in the following fashion — the values of the polarizations will be the ones
from the PWA method, while the statistical errors will be the errors obtained from the “traditional”
method. Our final Ps, measurements and the final estimated errors are shown in Figs. 8.13 and 8.14.
A systematic account for differences between the two methods is given in Sec. 8.9.

8.8.2 Including Two-track Results

We noted earlier that our Py, measurements from the intensity profile in Eq. 8.44 are already diluted
because the polarization of the outgoing photon is not being measured. Going from Eq. 8.44 to
Eq. 8.45 represents a further step of dilution. To check this effect, for the three-track dataset, we
measured Py using the “approximate” expression (using Eq. 8.45) and compared it to our previous
measurements. The results are shown in Fig. 8.8 — the effect of the dilution is clear. Quantitatively,
we plot distribution of the ratio

— Japproz. (8.57)

Ooriginal

in Fig. 8.9, where 0original (Tapproz) are the Py errors from using Eq. 8.44 (Eq. 8.45). The peak
at r &~ 2.5 indicates the degree of dilution introduced by averaging over the intermediate A directions.

Keeping in mind the above considerations, and the fact that the two-track dataset can use only
the “approximate” expression for Ps extraction, we will quote results from the two-track analysis
only at those kinematic points where we do not have results from the three-track dataset (recall that
due to higher acceptance, the two-track dataset has a wider kinematic coverage than the three-track
dataset). Though the two-track results have, in general, larger error bars than the three-track results,
by including them, we are able to extend our /s coverage till the production threshold (~ 1.69 GeV)

and our backward-angle coverage all the way till cos 05; = —0.85.

Our re-binning for the two-track dataset follows the method outlined in Sec. 8.6 for the three-
track case. The only change is that instead of a minimum of 200 events, we now require at least
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Figure 8.7: Comparison of Py, obtained from the PWA method (red squares) versus the “traditional”
method (blue up-triangles). Within the statistical uncertainties, the agreement is excellent. The
forward-most angle bin is both statistics limited and is highly polarized. The “traditional” method
seems to be systematically overestimating the polarizations here. Errors for the PWA method are
from the scatter between adjacent /s bins while for the “traditional” method, they are the Minuit
errors.
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fits, but the latter is more scattered, reflecting the effect of the “dilution”.



CHAPTER 8. K*%° RECOIL POLARIZATIONS 181

lOOj _Gapprox
I’—O.—

B original
801

i I mean = 2.5
60—
401~
20— JJ»
OHIHH\HH\HH NI I =

0.5 1 15 2 2.5 3 3.5
r

Figure 8.9: Distribution of the ratio between the errors in Ps; measurements from the intensity
profiles in Eqgs. 8.44 and 8.45 for the three-track dataset.

300 “good” events per kinematic point. While re-binning, we also ensure that the bin-edge around
Vs ~ 1.8 GeV is always at /s = 1.8 GeV for all values of cos 95;., so that there is no overlap with

the three-track dataset (which extends from /s > 1.8 GeV onwards). The two-track Pys results
appeared to be unstable at the very backward-angle bin, so we will not be presenting results for

cos 95; = —0.9. Our final kinematic coverage for Ps extraction is as follows:
Three-track : —0.55 < cos6% < 0.95, AND, 1.8 GeV < /s < 2.84 GeV
Two-track : —0.85 < cosfX < —0.55, OR, 1.69 GeV < /s < 1.8 GeV

In all, we present results at 472 independent kinematic points.

8.9 Systematic Error Estimation

The systematic errors for polarization measurements are of a different nature than those for the
differential cross sections. Since normalizations cancel out, the photon flux normalization does not
contribute to the errors. We thus need only the systematic errors in our acceptance calculation.
However, our acceptance calculation involved measuring the total yield Niyq and not Ny (yields
for opposite spin orientations of the ¥9). Thus, there is no straight-forward (or rigorous) way to
calculate the polarization systematic errors.

As a reasonable estimate, we chose to look at the difference between the polarization results
obtained from the two methods of polarization extraction for the three-track results — the PWA
method and the “traditional” method. Since the underlying physics is the same, within statistical
fluctuations, both methods should yield the same results. Fig. 8.12 shows the difference between the
two measurements accumulated over the regions with reasonable statistics (—0.05 < cos 05; <0.85).
A Gaussian fit to the distribution gives a mean p ~ —0.028 and a width ¢ ~ 0.1. The width is due to
statistical fluctuations, while the mean represents an overall systematic shift, and its absolute value
will be quoted as our systematic error. As a check, we note that systematic errors in polarizations
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Figure 8.10: Final recoil polarization results from the CLAS glla dataset. Apart from the very
backward-angles and near-threshold regions, results are available from the three-track dataset (in
red). In the remaining kinematic regions, we present results from the two-track topology (in blue),
which involves an averaging over the ¥°-A spin transfer information.
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which involves an averaging over the ¥°-A spin transfer information.
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Figure 8.12: Systematic Error Calculation for Py: difference in the extracted polarizations from two
different but equivalent methods give an estimate of the systematic uncertainty in our Py, calculation.

from previous CLAS analyses using the same dataset ([26], [75], et al.) were in the same range.
Since the systematic errors are ultimately dependent on the detector acceptance, 2.8% is reasonable
estimate for the K19 channel as well. For the two-track results, to incorporate the dilution in
averaging over the A directions, we include a (1 + r) multiplicative factor, where r = 2.5 from
Fig. 8.9.

8.10 Comparison With Previous Measurements

Previous world data on Ps is generally sparse. There are three other measurements — a Bonn
measurement using the SAPHIR detector, published in 2004 (Glander et al. [31]), an earlier CLAS
analysis on the gl dataset in 2004 (McNabb et al. [32]) and a more recent GRAAL analysis in 2007
(Lleres et al. [167]).

SAPHIR published results at four cos 05; (-0.75, -0.25, 0.25 and 0.75) points for each of three
/s points — 1.847, 2.029 and 2.279 GeV. The CLAS g1 results consisted of measurements at cos 95;
=-0.7,-0.5, ..., 0.9 with /s ranging from 1.79 to 2.29 GeV — a total of seventy data points. Finally,
the GRAAL results were at two /s points — 1.762 and 1.85 GeV with two forward-angle and two
backward-angle measurements at each /s; a total of eight measurements. The present results cover
472 individual kinematic points, vastly increasing our overall knowledge of Ps, both in statistics and
kinematic coverage.

As shown in Figs. 8.13 and 8.14, agreement between our results and previous world data is
generally good. Even in the bins where the previous results seem to differ from ours, they either
have large error bars or show a localized deviation from a smooth variation between angular bins.
There are prominent structures present which the present results map out in much greater detail
than before. In the cos 95; = 0.7 bin, the gl polarizations seem to get flatter than glla. Note
however, that glla maintains its shape between the two neighboring angular bins, while g1 goes
down and comes back up again. Our agreement with the latest GRAAL results is especially good.
In the bin cos 6‘5; = —0.7, there seemed to be considerable disparity between previous CLAS g1
and SAPHIR results with both datasets having wide error bars. The new results smoothly varies
between consecutive angular bins and seems to support the general trend of Ps tending towards
negative values in the backward-angle regions.
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Figure 8.13: Pg vs. /s : Recoil polarization world data in the backward-angles. CLAS [1] (present
analysis) results are in red squares, earlier CLAS [32] results in blue up-triangles, SAPHIR [31] in
green down-triangles, GRAAL [167] are in black circles. The error bars represent the statistical
uncertainties.
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Figure 8.15: The SU(6) prediction of Py & — P, is seen to hold at (a) forward-angles, but is broken
for certain (b) mid- and backward-angle kinematics. The P, values are taken from Ref. [21].

8.11 Discussion

The overall trend of the polarization seems to be that Py is large and positive in the forward-
angles and tends toward zero or negative values in the backward-angles. Many local structures
are visible, especially in the backward-angle bins, possibly from resonance contributions, though the
variations are smoother than seen in KA [21]. In the static quark model, assuming an approximate
SU(6) symmetry [168], the spin-flavor configurations of the two hyperons are |AT) = |u'd!s') and
|X0T) = |uldls'); i.e., the spin of the A (X°) is the same as (opposite of) the spin of the constituent
s-quark. Therefore, for a given kinematics (1/s, cos 05 ), it follows that Py ~ —Px. A new feature
that we see from the present results is that this prediction is explicitly broken in certain kinematic
regions. Fig. 8.15 shows this for one region, where Py [21] and Ps are both non-zero and have the
same sign. Similar features are visible in several other mid- and backward-angle bins, but not in any
of the forward-angle bins. In other words, the SU(6) prediction is not observed globally. Of course,
SU(6) is known to be a broken symmetry, and it is an interesting question by itself, as to why the
Ps, ~ — Py prediction seems to hold at high /s and forward-angles. A possible answer may lie in
the fact that the static quark model assumes that the production mechanisms for both hyperons are
the same. This hypothesis no longer holds if A* resonances contribute to KX production, and
SU(6) can be broken explicitly.

8.12 Summary

Recoil polarizations for KTX° photoproduction in the CLAS glla dataset were presented in this
chapter. For the three-track dataset, two equivalent methods of polarization extraction along with
their pros and cons were discussed. Our final results incorporate the best features of both methods.
Systematic errors were extracted by looking at the difference between the two methods. For the two-
track dataset, the polarization information is diluted because the A momentum is not accessible.
We thus chose to present results from the two-track analysis only at kinematic points where the
three-track dataset is limited by statistics. We also compared our results with previous world data
and found good agreement. The present results however represent a many-fold improvement in
both statistics and kinematic coverage over previous world data and maps out in great detail, the
structures only hinted at previously.



Chapter 9

¢ Differential Cross Sections

In this chapter we apply the mother fit PWA formalism of Ch. 6 to the vp — ¢p channel. The
only additional element required here is the ¢ — KK branching fraction, which was unity for the
%0 — A~y decay. The differential cross section formula appearing in Eq. 6.33 is scaled by 1/b.f.,
where b.f. is the appropriate branching fraction — 34.0% for the neutral-mode and 49.1% for the
charged-mode decay of the ¢ [25].

9.1 The Mother Fits

The basic set-up for the mother fits in the ¢p channel is the same as described in Sec. 6.6 for the

K*30° case. We use J¥ waves from %i, ceey 12—1i and following Eq. 6.31, for each J¥ wave, there is

a phase angle ¢;r and a production angle 6;r. However, unlike the pseudo-scalar case, there are
three decay parameters r;r 4., tagged by the corresponding /- s combination. The J P = %i waves
are special cases again, since only two £ - s projections are possible, as discusssed in Sec. 5.10.2.
Therefore, the J© = %i waves contribute three fit parameters each, while J¥ # %i waves have five
fit parameters each. For J? from %i till 1—21i, there are 56 independent fit parameters in all.

Figs. 9.1 and 9.2 show the mother fit results for the charged-mode topology at the energy bin-
centers /s = 2.155, 2.455 and 2.755 GeV (10-MeV bins) and for the charged-mode topology at the
energy bin-centers /s = 2.135 and 2.455 GeV (30-MeV-wide bins), respectively. For each energy
bin, comparisons are shown in the angular variables cos ei{dam q’)ifdair and cosf? . The real data
is shown in black, the unweighted accepted Monte Carlo in blue, and the Monte Carlo weighted
by the fit results, in red. The weighted Monte Carlo matches the real data very well in all three
kinematically independent variables.

Fig. 9.3 shows an example of a multi-dimensional quality-check for the PWA fit shown in a
particular energy-bin (y/s = 2.155 GeV) for the charge-mode topology. The events have been
divided into three regions in the 62, | backward-, mid- and forward-angles. In each angular region,
we look at the ¢ decay distributions in the Adair frame. The top, middle and bottom rows represent
the data, accepted Monte Carlo prior to being weighted by the fit results and accepted Monte Carlo
after being weighted by the fit results, respectively. The fit pulls the Monte Carlo distributions

closer to the data in each localized region of phase-space.

188



CHAPTER 9. ¢ DIFFERENTIAL CROSS SECTIONS 189

\'s = 2.165 GeV \'s = 2.165 GeV \'s = 2.165 GeV
140r . 140F 140F
L Data L = Data - ® Data
[ © Acc MC (unweighted) [ o Acc MC (unweighted) r © Acc MC (unweighted)
1200 120 1200
[ & AccMC (weighted) [ 2  AccMC (weighted) I 2 Acc MC (weighted)

100 1005 1001 i
80 80 80 § %
60°%s 60F eor ?

[ a0
40y 40~ r +
iy 20 "
20 20&5‘ F 5
L OF | | | %
C11 0.5 0 0.5 1 0 1 0.5 0 0.5 1
coS8) cos; ,
(a) (c)
\'s = 2.455 GeV \'s = 2.455 GeV 160 \'s = 2.455 GeV
160F [
= Data [ = Data L = Data
100f o Acc MC (unweighted) 140f © Acc MC (unweighted) 140; O Acc MC (unweighted)
Acc MC (weighted) [ & Acc MC (weighted) [ A Acc MC (weighted)
L + 120~
80| 120: r
100F 100
60 L C
8o 80
L 60—
40 60~ [
40
20 20
C o ks
0 0 L | | = | | |
-1 0.5 0K 0.5 1 2 0 -1 0.5 0 0.5 1
OS8Oy q’iuau cose‘:m
(d) (e) ()
100 \ls = 2.755 GeV \/s = 2.755 GeV \/s = 2.755 GeV
: = Data 140w pata 180r = pata
905 o Acc MC (unweighted) [ o AccMC (unweighted) [ O Acc MC (unweighted)
3 r 160f
gof & AccMC (weighted) 120 5 Acc MC (weighted) [ 4 AccMC (weighted)
£ r 140
70 A 100~ L
C R r 120
60F A F £
E A 80— 100~
504 ! L £
t r 80
40[HA 60~ F *
r 60—
30 L [
g 40 40F
20 L L
E 207 | gl 20
10 E
E ! ! ! i OF= \ | !
Ql 0.5 0 0.5 1 0 1 0.5 0 0.5 1
cosef cos8
'Adair c.m
(2) (i)

Figure 9.1: Mother fit results for the ¢p charged-mode topology using J¥ waves from %i till 12—1i.

The rows correspond to three different energy bins. The first, second and third columns show the
cos 9114(;“;7,7 qﬁff;air and cos0?  ~distributions respectively. For each plot, the black points are the
actual data, the blue points are the initial unweighted accepted Monte Carlo data while the red
points are the accepted Monte Carlo weighted by the mother fit results. As evident from the plots,
the weighted Monte Carlo follows the real data quite well.
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Figure 9.2: Mother fit results for the ¢p neutral-mode topology using J waves from %i till %i.

The rows correspond to two different energy bins. The first, second and third columns show the

cos Qf(%ai7,7 ¢§§air and cosf?  distributions respectively. For each plot, the black points are the
actual data, the blue points are the initial unweighted accepted Monte Carlo data while the red
points are the accepted Monte Carlo weighted by the mother fit results. As evident from the plots,
the weighted Monte Carlo follows the real data quite well.
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Figure 9.3: Multi-dimensional fit-quality check for the ¢p charged-mode in a single enery bin, /s =
2.165 GeV. Column-wise, the events are divided into backward-, mid- and forward-angles. Row-
wise, the top row is the data, the middle row is the accepted Monte Carlo, and the bottom row
is the accepted Monte Carlo weighted by the PWA fit results. Each panel shows the ¢ — KK
decay angular distributions in the Adair frame — the PWA fit pulls the Monte Carlo distributions
to resemble the data in all regions of phase-space.



CHAPTER 9. ¢ DIFFERENTIAL CROSS SECTIONS 192

’ Source \ Value \ Description
Confidence Level 3% Kinematic Fitter Uncertainty [18]
Particle Identification 4.2% Signal loss to PID cut (charged-mode) (Sec. 3.8.2)
K?Y Selection 5% Signal loss to K2 selection cut (neutral-mode) (Sec. 3.9.3)
Acceptance 3-6% Sector-wise acceptance study (Sec. 4.8)
¢ — KK~ Branching Fraction | 0.6% PDG listed uncertainty [25]
¢ — K2K? Branching Fraction | 0.5% PDG listed uncertainty [25]
Target Density 0.11% Std. dev. of target measurement per run [75]
Target Length 0.125% Target survey precision [74]
Photon Normalization 7.7% Based upon run-to-run normalized yields [18]
Photon Transmission Efficiency | 0.5% Propagation of photons to target along beamline [18]
Current-dependent live-time 3% Current-dependent DAQ live time correction [75]

Table 9.1: Table of systematic uncertainties for the ¢p channel.

9.2 Uncertainties

The statistical uncertainties were calculated as described earlier in Sec. 6.7.1. The systematic un-
certainties are listed in Table 9.1.

9.3 Cross Section Results

Figs. 9.4, 9.5 and 9.6 show the differential cross section results for the charged-mode topology (with
a |M(p, K7) — 1.52| < 15 MeV cut). Our energy coverage is from near production threshold,
Vs = 1.97 GeV, to 2.84 GeV in 10-MeV-wide /s bins. The angular binning is 0.1 in cos#¢,, and
our angular coverage is —0.85 < cos Hfm. < 0.95 at most energy bins. Also, no cross section result
is presented at the bins /s = 2.735 and 2.745 GeV due to the normalization issues described in
Sec. 4.10.3.

Fig. 9.7 shows the differential cross sections for the neutral-mode topology. The energy bins
are at least 30-MeV-wide /s, with some 40-MeV bins at the higher energies. The angular binning
remains 0.1 in cosf?  , as for the charged-mode, but the angular coverage at backward-angles is
more restricted, especially at higher energies, due to very low available statistics for these kinematics.

Figs. 9.8 and 9.9 show the comparison between the charged- and neutral-mode differential cross
section results. In keeping with the diffractive nature of vector-meson photoproduction, we have
chosen to present our results as do/dt here, with the conversion being

do 1 1 do
o _ - _ 2 ), 9.1
e 2 (E’y|p¢|)c_m, (dcos&?,m,) ©.1)

The diffractive Pomeron exchange mechanism is clearly borne out in the very forward-most angular
bin (¢ — 0), where do/dt remains almost constant above /s > 2.3 GeV. It is interesting to note
that the structure around /s ~ 2.1 GeV is clearly present in both topologies. Above /s = 2.3 GeV,
the two topologies are in very good agreement, except in the cos? = 0.8 and 0.9 bins, where the
neutral-mode cross sections tend to be slightly lower.
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Figure 9.4: Differential cross section results for the charged-mode topology in the energy range
1.97 GeV < /s < 2.29 GeV. The centroid of each 10-MeV-wide bin is printed on the plots. The
y-axis range is constant over each horizontal row and is shown in the left-most column for every row.
All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 9.5: Differential cross section results for the charged-mode topology in the energy range
2.29 GeV < /s < 2.61 GeV. The centroid of each 10-MeV-wide bin is printed on the plots. The
y-axis range is constant over each horizontal row and is shown in the left-most column for every row.
All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 9.6: Differential cross section results for the charged-mode topology in the energy range
2.61 GeV < /s < 2.84 GeV. The centroid of each 10-MeV-wide bin is printed on the plots. The
y-axis range is constant over each horizontal row and is shown in the left-most column for every row.
No results are presented for the bins /s = 2.735 and 2.745 GeV due to the normalization issues, as
described in Sec. 4.10.3. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 9.7: Differential cross section results for the neutral-mode topology. The minimum bin-
width is 30-MeV and the bin-centroid is printed on the plots. The y-axis range is constant over
each horizontal row and is shown in the left-most column for every row. All error bars represent
statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 9.8: Comparison of the charged- and neutral-mode do/dt results in the mid- and backward-

angle bins. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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=109 (t — 0), as expected for
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Figure 9.10: Extracted Pomeron slope parameter By by fitting do/dt to the functional form
Cyexp(—Bgylt — tol).

9.4 Extraction of the Pomeron Parameters

Fig. 9.10 shows the extracted constant slope (By) parameter, for both the charged- and neutral-
mode topologies. The exponential fitting function was of the form Cyexp(—By|t —to|), where £
refers to the minimum value of [t| for a given /s bin, that is, the value of t at cos 2, = 0. Since we
are interested in the forward-angle diffractive regime only points with cos#? , > 0.5 were included
in the fits.

9.5 Comparison with Previous World Data

9.5.1 Differential Cross Sections

Previous world data for ¢ photoproduction cross sections are generally scarce and no detailed results
exist for the neutral-mode topology at all. We therefore restrict our discussion to the charged-mode
topology only. For low energy and forward-angle kinematics, there are three previous results from
DESY (1968, ABBHHM Group [43]), Bonn (1973, Besch et al. [57]), SAPHIR (2003, Barth et
al. [58]) and LEPS (2004, Mibe et al. [59]). In general, these older results have wide energy bins.
The ABBHHM results are quoted with E, from 1.58 to 2.5 GeV with extremely limited statistics.
The Bonn measurements [57] are quoted at E, = 2.0 GeV, but incorporate limited control over the
¢ decay distributions. The more recent SAPHIR and LEPS have energy bin-widths of £, ~ 200
and 100 MeV, respectively, which are still quite broad compared to our 10-MeV-wide /s binning.
However, the common feature in the SAPHIR/LEPS results is the mention of a prominent “en-
hancement” around E, = 2 GeV (y/s = 2.2 GeV) in the forward-angle do/dt, in agreement with our
current results.

Fig. 9.11 shows the comparison between the present CLAS and the 1973 results from Bonn at
E, =2 GeV. SAPHIR [58] and LEPS [59] reported results as do/dt vs. |t — to|. The conversion
from cos#?, to t or |t — to| depends on /s. With wide energy bins, it is not immediately clear
which /s should be chosen for this conversion. Therefore, we convert our results into the units
chosen by SAPHIR and LEPS and make independent comparisons with both of them. Since our
energy binning is much finer (10-MeV-wide in +/s), we overlay our results at the energy bin-center
of the SAPHIR or LEPS results. Figs. 9.12 and 9.13 show the comparison between our results and
SAPHIR and LEPS, respectively.
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Figure 9.11: Comparison between the present CLAS 2011 (red circles) and Bonn 1973 Besch [57]
E, =2 GeV results (blue squares) for the charged-mode topology. All error bars represent statistical
uncertainties only.
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results are at the bin-centers for each SAPHIR energy bin. All error bars represent statistical
uncertainties only.
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Figure 9.13: Comparison between the present CLAS 2011 (red circles) and LEPS 2004 Mibe [59]
(blue squares) results. The LEPS data had E, = 200 MeV wide bins (the bin-center is printed on
each pad). All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.

The only existing world data for large |t| are the CLAS (2000, Anciant et al. [60]) results for a
bin-center at E, = 3.6 GeV (tagged photon energy range 3.3 to 3.9 GeV). The chief motivation of
the previous CLAS experiment was to investigate whether u-channel processes (at small u or large
t) contribute to the ¢ channel. Assuming that the ¢ is almost pure s5 and the strangeness content in
ordinary nucleons is small, the coupling constant g4y is expected to be small and therefore nucleon
exchanges in the u-channel are supposed to be suppressed. However, as shown in Fig. 9.14, both the
CLAS 2000 and the current CLAS 2011 results show a small but distinct rise in the backward-angles,
suggestive of a non-negligible value for ggn .

Lastly, we compare our results with the £, = 3.3 GeV bin-center results from Daresbury (1982,
Barber et al. [54]). The Daresbury binning was 1-GeV in E, and away from the ¢ — 0 region, the
error bars are large. Overall, within the limitations of statistical uncertainties, agreement between
the two results is fair.

9.5.2 Pomeron Parameters

It seems more or less “conventional” to compare the Pomeron parameters Cy and By while reporting
new results for the ¢. However, we point out that there are several issues that need to be kept in
mind while making these comparisons. Behrend [45] points out that the slope seems to show some
t dependence as well. That is, the extracted Cy and By parameters depend on the ¢ range in the
exponential fit. In the highly forward-angle region, Behrend [45] reports a relatively high ¢-slope of
around By ~ 6 GeV~2 in the energy range E, = 3.0 to 6.7 GeV. Additionally, there is also some
/s dependence in these parameters.

Above around /s & 2.2 GeV, where the A(1520) overlap ceases to be a factor, our slope is
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Figure 9.14: Comparison between the current CLAS (red circles) and CLAS 2000 Anciant [60]
(blue squares) results at the energy bin-center E, = 3.6 GeV. The CLAS 2000 energy binning was
600-MeV in E. while the current CLAS binning is 10-MeV-wide in /s.
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Figure 9.15: Comparison between the current CLAS (red circles) and Daresbury 1982 Barber [54]
(blue squares) results at the bin-center E, = 3.3 GeV. The Daresbury energy bins were 1-GeV-wide
in E, while the CLAS binning is 10-MeV-wide in /s.
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Figure 9.16: Extracted Pomeron parameters by fitting do/dt to the functional form
Cyexp(—DBg|t —to]). (a) shows the extracted constant Cy and (b) shows the slope By.

stable at By ~ 3 GeV~2 for both the charged- and neutral-mode topologies (Fig. 9.10). Fig. 9.16b
shows the comparison with previous world results. We reiterate that these parameters depend on
the range of ¢ in the fit. In our case, this corresponded to the angular range 0.5 < cosf? < 0.9 in
every energy bin. Therefore, our results do not include the forward-most angular region. The By
results show some difference between the charged- and neutral-mode results (Fig. 9.10). We also
note that different authors treat the ¢y portion of |t — ¢o| differently. That is, some authors fold the
to dependence into the prefactor of the exponential function. If the energy binning is wide, this can
affect the extraction of Cy. From Fig. 9.16a, above /s = 2.2 GeV, we see a slowly increasing Cy,
with an average value of about 1ub/GeV2. This slow rise of the forward do/dt is the hallmark of
diffractive phenomenology at work.

Below /s ~ 2.2 GeV, it is not even clear whether fitting do/dt to an exponential is the correct
approach, since there are clear deviations from a monotonically-rising forward cross section, as
expected from diffractive exchanges. The extracted Cy and By values as arising from a diffractive-
type phenomenology, in this kinematic range should therefore be interpreted with caution while
performing model fits.

9.6 The Forward-angle “Bump”
9.6.1 The Kiswandhi Model

Fig. 9.17 shows a comparison between the present CLAS glla results and predictions from the
model by Kiswandhi et al. model [169]. The Kiswandhi model came from a fit to the LEPS-2005-

Mibe [59] data and older higher energy results. The claim of the Kiswandhi analysis was that the
V5 ~ 2.1 GeV “bump” structure could be explained by a J* = %_ resonant contribution. However,
the LEPS data [59] covers only the forward-angle region and this is the only information that was
available for the Kiswandhi model. As shown in Fig. 9.17a, the model does a reasonable job in
showing a bump structure. However, as seen in Fig. 9.17b, away from the forward-angle region, the
Kiswandhi model continues to feature the bump, while the CLAS results show a smooth monotonic
structure. It is not difficult to understand the Kiswandhi model behavior, since a single J wave will
never show a peak only at a given central angle. Since the CLAS results indicate that the structure

exists only at forward-angles, the resonance interpretation seems somewhat difficult to believe.
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Figure 9.17: Comparison between the CLAS ¢p results and the predictions from the Kiswandhi et
al. model [169].
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Figure 9.18: Pictorial representation of the channel-coupling between ¢p and KT A(1520).

It is also noteworthy that a similar analysis has been done on the A(1520) side by Xie et al. [170].
As for the ¢p channel, the fits were made to forward-angle LEPS data, so it remains to be seen how
the predictions work for the full angular range. Several groups within CLAS are currently working
on the A(1520) channel and we expect the wide-angle results to be available soon.

9.6.2 The Ozaki Model

The Ozaki et al. model [171] attempts to explain the structure using a coupled-channel analysis
of ¢p and KT A(1520) employing a K-matrix formalism. While the generic forward-angle structure
is borne out, the model predicts the structure as a “dip”, just after /s ~ 2.2 GeV, instead of a
“bump” at /s ~ 2.1 GeV. The present CLAS data does not support this prediction. However, it
is conceivable that the idea of the “bump” structure being caused due to a re-scattering/coupled-
channel effect is plausible. We give a pictorial description in Fig. 9.18. It is important to note that
the bump structure exists for the neutral-mode as well. Therefore, if the coupling ansatz is to work,
the two channels have to scatter prior to the decay of the ¢. In addition, the charged-mode overlaps
the Kp mode of the A(1520) in phase-space, so it is conceivable that the effect is enhanced for the
charged-mode than for the neutral-mode. We hope that theoreticians will refit their models using
our present results and be able to shed light on this problem.
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9.7 Summary

In this chapter, we have presented differential cross section results for the ¢p channel. We examined
both the charged and neutral decay modes of the ¢. Around /s = 2.1 GeV, forward-angles, we see an
interesting structure in both modes. In the forward-most angular bin, do/dt shows an approximately
constant behavior with /s, the signature behavior of diffractive Pomeron exchange. Comparisons
with the few existing previous world data is generally fair, thought most of these earlier results have
wide energy binning, limited statistics and kinematic coverage.



Chapter 10

Spin Density Matrix Elements for
¢

In this chapter we describe the extraction of the spin density matrix elements (SDME’s) for photo-
production of the ¢ vector-meson. We first describe the general formulation of the density matrix
for a spin-1 particle and the connection between the different SDME’s and physically meaningful
observables. Similar to our approach for the K+X° channel, we extract the polarization information
using both an intensity distribution fit and by using the spin-projections of our PWA amplitudes.
The two methods are found to be in excellent agreement. We also discuss the interpretation of our
results at the amplitude level in terms of both s- and t-channel helicity conservation (SCHC and
TCHC, respectively).

10.1 The Density Matrix of a Massive Vector Particle

In Sec. 8.1.2, we showed that the spin density matrix of a massless vector particle (the photon)
is given by the so-called Stokes parameters and the density matrix “lives” in the space spanned
by the three Pauli matrices and Isx2. The reduced space results from the fact that the same
gauge symmetry that makes the photon massless also renders the polarization component along its
momentum unphysical. Thus, a real photon is always transverse. For the massive case, this is no
longer necessary and a massive spin-1 particle is allowed to have a longitudinal spin component.
The three spin-1 operators are

L [0 10 L [0 —i 0 10 0
Sp=—(101]) S=—|i 0 — | S.=[00 0 |, (10.1)
V2 o 1 o V2\o i o 00 -1

and a pure spin state |«) is an eigenstate of the full S operator. For a classical ensemble of states,
the spin of the vector particle is described by the density matrix p = > wq|a) (|, where the sum is
over a complete basis of states and w, is the classical probability of finding the particle in the state
).

For the general case, however, p will not be diagonal and the different polarization states will
be correlated. A general 3 x 3 complex matrix p has 2 x 32 real elements. Hermiticity constrains
the diagonal elements of p to be real (3 real elements) and the off-diagonal elements to be conjugate
transpose of each other (3 complex elements or 6 real elements). The unit trace constraint further
reduces the number of independent elements by 1. Therefore, in all, the most general 3 x 3 density

206
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matrix will have 8 real and independent elements. A convenient basis to expand the density matrix
is given by three rank-1 tensors, S; (i = x, y, z) and five rank-2 tensors 7;; given by

Tij = %(Sisj + 5;5;) — 2045 (10.2)

Therefore, by construction, in the tensorial space indexed by the two rank-1 tensors S; and Sj, 7;;
is symmetric and traceless.

The above tensors were written in the Cartesian basis. Following Ref. [172], we switch to the
helicity basis where the spin-1 operators are written as S111 = F(Sz :I:Z'Sy)/\/i and S19 = S, [173].
Explicitly, they are

1 0 O 010 0 00
Sio=10 0 0 Su=—-10 0 1 Si-1=|1 0 0 |. (10.3)
0 0 -1 0 00 010
In the helicity basis, the rank-2 operators 7, are given by the tensor products [S; ® Si],, p =

{0,£1,42}. Substituting the appropriate Clebsch-Gordan coefficients, the tensor polarization op-
erators are

T2 = SuSn (10.4a)
Tg—_92 = 817151,1 (104b)
1
To1 = —=(511510 + S10S 10.4c
21 \/i( 11910 10511) ( )
1
To—1 = —=(S1-1510+ S1051-1), and 10.4d
21 ﬁ( 1-1910 1051-1) ( )
1
To0 = —=(S1151-1+4510510 + S1-1511). 10.4e
20 \/6( 1191-1 10910 1-1511) ( )
For the sake of completeness, we give the explicit form of these five matrices:
0 0 1 0 0 0 1 01 0
Tog — 0 0 O To_9 = 0 0 O T21 — —— = 0 0 -1
0 0 0 1 00 V2 00 O
1 0 0 0 1 1 0 0
To—_1 = ——F—= -1 0 O T20 — ——= 0 -2 0 (105)
V2 0 1 0 G 0 0 1
The full expression of the density matrix is then given as
1 35 =
p=3 I+§S-P+\/§T-T , (10.6)
with the vector polarizations defined as
P, tiP,
Py =5¥"2"—""Y Py=P, 10.7
1+1 = F /2 10 ( )

and the sum over the tensor polarizations defined as

T T= > (=1)rp oy (10.8)
u=0,+1,+2
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Figure 10.1: A schematic diagram of the reaction chain vp — ¢p’ — K Kp' in the overall c.m. frame.
The beam direction is taken as the positive z-axis, and the y-axis is normal to the ¢ production
plane.

Therefore, the density matrix can be written as

pP-1-1 P-10 P-11

AN = Po—-1  Poo po1 (10.9a)
P1-1 P10
14+ 3P+ \/>T20 =3P +4/3T V3Ty_ o
1
= 3| P /imm 1-VaTw  —4Pu— /3Ty |- (109b)

V3T +3P_1 + \/%Tm 1-3P+ \/%Tzo

For photoproductlon with an unpolarized beam and unpolarized target, the parity constraint
py)\/ = ( 1))\ /\pV)\ A requlres P11 = P1_1 (Px = 0), P10 =0 (Pz = 0), T2_1 = 7T21 and
T5_o = Tha, so that the density matrix becomes

1+ @no g\/g(—ipy) — \/ng V3T
P =g %\@(ZPy) - \/%Tm 1 — /2Ty \/g(—iPy) + \/§T21 . (10.10)

V3T \/g(ipy) n \/§T21 1+ \/ng

Therefore, for the unpolarized case, instead of eight, the density matrix has only four non-zero
independent variables given by pQy = (1 — v2T%), p_; = Tba/V3, Repy = —1/V6T% and
Impdy, = —1/ (2\/§)Py. However, it turns out that for the decay of the vector-meson through
pseudo-scalars (p — 77, w — 7w or ¢ — KK), the element I'mpf, is also not physically mea-
surable as well. Kloet et al. [172] has shown that the only way to measure the vector-polarization
P, is through leptonic decay modes of the vector-mesons, with the additional requirement that the
daughter leptons be detected as well. Therefore, we come to the following conclusion: for unpolarized
photoproduction of vector-mesons, and subsequent detection through pseudo-scalar decay modes, only
the three tensor polarization components Toy, Tos and Tsy are non-zero and physically measureable.
In particular, the vector polarization P cannot be measured at all.

—_
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Fig. 10.1 shows our reaction of interest, yp — ¢p, with the subsequent decay of the ¢ into
two kaons. This is a P-wave decay and the angular distribution of the daughter kaons is given by
Schilling’s equation [174]

1 1
WO(¢, @) ~ ((1 — p00) + 5(3p80 —1) cos® ¢ — V2 Rep?ysin2¢ cosp — p?_; sin® ¢ cos 24,0) ,

2
(10.11)
where ¢ and ¢ are the polar and azimuthal angles of the KT unit vector (for ¢ — K™K ™) in the ¢
rest frame. Note that the element ImpY, does not appear in Eq. 10.11, so that, as explained above,
P, remains unmeasurable.

10.2 Amplitude Level Construction of p},,

The discussion of the previous section was pertinent only to an unpolarized beam-target configura-
tion. For the general reaction yp — Vp', the density matrices of the beam and the target proton also
have to be considered. The non-spin-correlated observable is the overall spin-averaged differential
cross section, with several single, double, triple and even quadruple spin-observables possible. We
start with the basic amplitude for vector-meson photoproduction

A= (P Xa|T|EA AL, (10.12)

where Ay, A1, Ay and Ay are the spin-components of the incoming photon, target proton, outgoing
vector-meson and outgoing proton respectively. The photon momentum is % and the vector-meson
momentum is ¢. In the helicity basis, the spin-quantization axes are along the direction of each
particle momentum. Counting the number of helicity states possible for each incoming and outgoing
particle, there are 2 X 2 x 3 x 2 = 24 such complex A amplitudes. However, for parity conserving
processes, we have the additional relation under parity-reversal

(D A2 TIEA ALY = (=1)Nim Aot (7 — Ay — | Tk — Ay — A1), (10.13)

where A\, = A, — A1 and Aoyt = Ay — Ag are the overall incoming- and outgoing-state helicities.
Therefore there are only 12 independent complex amplitudes. Since the overall phase is irrele-
vant, there are 23 independent real observables to be measured. In the Pichowski-Savkli-Tabakin
(PST) [173] formalism, these physical observables occur within the 12 x 12 = 144 bilinear prod-
ucts of the complex amplitudes. For a given beam helicity (the reverse helicity case is related by
parity), the PST formalism breaks down the overall spin-space into a 4 = 2 ® 2 (enumerated by
a = {1,2,3,4}) space for the initial- and final-state spin—% protons and a 3 space for the vector-meson
(Av = {£1,0}). The helicity amplitudes H,», are written as

Hin, = A, =412\, =1,7\ = —1/2)
HQ)\V = <Av,)\2 :+1/2‘T|>\7=1,>\1 :+1/2>
Hzn, = (v, do=—1/2[T|\, =1,M = —1/2)
Hyvy = (Av, Ao =-1/2IT|IA\y =1, =+1/2) (10.14)
In this “split” space, any general observable €2 can be written in the form
1 * «@
Q=7 > Hmrabwfvxvﬂ,,xv, (10.15)

a,b, v, Ay,

where the 16 I'“’s are the usual Dirac bilinears [3] and the 9 w?’s “live” in the vector-meson spin-space
spanned by the identity matrix the 3 vector polarizations and the 5 tensor polarizations. It turns
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Figure 10.2: The spin-quantization axes for the Helicity (Hel, in green), Adair (Ad, in red) and
Gottfried-Jackson (GJ, in blue) frames, in relation to the overall c.m. frame. The z-axis for the
overall c.m. frame points along the beam direction and coincides with z44. Since zp; points along
the direction of the ¢ meson, the angle between the Helicity and Adair frames is just 62,, . In
the Gottfried-Jackson frame, z¢g s is defined as the direction of the incoming photon, as seen in the
rest frame of the ¢ meson. The angle between the Helicity and Gottfried-Jackson frame is given by
Eq, 10.22b.

out that there are 290 possible (single, double, triple and quadruple) polarization observables [173].
Many of these observables include a similar set of bilinear I'*w? observables leading to redundancies,
and the question of what constitutes a “complete” set of measurements to determine the full 12
complex amplitude still remains to be answered.

10.3 Reference Frames and Helicity Conservation

The choice of the reference frame for the two decay angles in the intensity distribution of Eq. 10.11
depends on the production mechanism under examination. Three prevalent choices exist in the
literature, the Adair frame, the Helicity frame, and the Gottfried-Jackson frame (see Fig. 10.2). We
go over each of these below.

In the Adair (Ad) frame, the polarization axes from both the incoming and outgoing states are
chosen as the z-axis (along the beam direction). With an unpolarized beam (p” = 1I) and target,
the vector-meson density matrix elements are [174]

y *
§ ~/4'rn¢'rn‘fmim.Y (P )mﬂ,me‘Am;mmem{Y

m,frn,ym,;rnfY

¢ 1/2 Z |Am¢mfm7;m,y|2

MM £ M~ M5

*
Z Am¢>mf MMy m;gnf MMy
mf M~ My

= , (10.16)

Z |Am¢mfm,;mm,|2

MM £ M~ NG

0
Prym

where Ay, m pm;m., are the same amplitudes as in the mother fit in Sec. 9.1. In the “PWA” method of
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SDME extraction, we get the SDME’s in the Adair frame by directly employing Eq. 10.16. The Adair
frame is convenient when the production mechanism conserves spin in the s-channel c.m. frame. The
Helicity (Hel) frame has already been defined in the earlier sections of this chapter. Here the vector-
meson direction in the c.m. frame defines the quantization axis. This is the preferred system for
s-channel helicity conservation (SCHC). Under the assumptions of SCHC, pf, = p9, = p{_; =0 in
the Helicity frame [118]. For the Gottfried-Jackson (GJ) frame, one makes a further boost from the
overall c.m. frame to the vector-meson rest-frame, and the quantization axis is along the direction
of the incoming photon, as seen in the vector-meson rest-frame. For a t-channel exchange of X,
the momenta of the incoming photon and X are collinear in the GJ frame. Therefore, in the GJ
frame, the p%,,, elements measure the degree of helicity flip due to the t-channel exchange of X.
For example, if the t-channel exchange particle is a 0T, then no helicity flip will occur (TCHC) and
the vector-meson will have the same helicity as the incoming photon. Note that for mgy = mib =0,
ignoring the initial and final proton spins (which are not measured)

P00 ~ [Amy=0.m,=11% + [Am,=0.m,=—1[*. (10.17)

Therefore a non-zero value of pQ), is a direct measurement of the helicity flip between the incoming
photon and the outgoing vector-meson.

10.3.1 Conversion Between the Adair, Helicity and GJ Frames

It is clear that knowing the SDME’s in one frame, one can immediately calculate them in any other
frame by a Wigner rotation. The y-axis is always the normal to the vector-meson production plane;
y= kx ¢, where k is the i incoming photon direction and ¢'is the outgoing vector-meson (¢) direction.
The choice of the z-axis is frame dependent, as described above. For the Adair frame 2 = E, for
the Helicity frame, Z = ¢, and for the GJ frame, 2z = K , where % points along the incoming photon
direction in the vector-meson rest frame. Once the y- and the z-axis has been fixed, ' = i x 2. Let
# be the direction of the daughter KT (for ¢ — KK ™) in the chosen reference frame. Then the
angles ¢ and ¢ in Eq. 10.11 are given as [174]:

cos(=m-%2, cosp=

ix %) 5 x f), (10.18)

, z
sing = —————
’ |2 x 7t

|

In the Rose convention of the signs for the Wigner matrices (this is followed by the Schilling pa-
per [174]), the general form of the density matrix (after parity, Hermiticity and trace conditions
have been placed) is

7l

(1= poo) P10 pP1-1
p= P10 P00 —p10 ; (10.19)
P1-1 —pP10 %(1 - Poo)

where we remind the reader that this is for unpolarized beam and unpolarized target. The Wigner
rotation matrix for spin-1 is!

1+4cos « _sina 1—cosa
2 V2 2
1 _ sin o __sina
d'(a) = e cos & Vo3 . (10.20)
1—cosa sin « 14cos o
2 V2 2

To rotate the density matrix from reference frame A to B, the transformation is

B = d'(—aa_p)p?d (aa_p). (10.21)

'In the Wigner convention, followed by the PDG [25] for example, the signs of o and p1o are reversed.
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Figure 10.3: Comparison between SDME extraction using the PWA method and Schilling’s method
in the Adair frame. Within the limitations of statistical uncertainties, the agreement is excellent.

These rotation angles (counter-clockwise is positive) are given by

Qad—mea = 00, (10.22a)
_ [
1 B—rcosb? )
OHel»GJ = —COS _— 10.22b
(6 cos Hfm_ —1 ( )
QAd—GJ QAd—Hel T QCHel—GJ, (10.22¢)

where 3 = l’g—’;l is the velocity of the daughter kaon in the ¢ rest frame (for the ¢ — KK decay).

10.4 Comparison of PWA and Schilling Methods

As mentioned earlier, the density matrix in the Adair frame can be directly projected out using
Eq. 10.16 and the PWA mother fit amplitudes. For the statistical uncertainties using the PWA
method, we employ the same procedure as outline in Sec. 8.6.1, with p%,,, and cos 6% .. replacing
Ps, and cos ant', respectively. Equivalently, one can also employ the Schilling’s equation (Eq. 10.11).
Fig. 10.3 shows a comparison between the two methods of extraction using the charged-mode topol-

ogy. Within the limitations of experimental uncertainties, the agreement is excellent.

10.5 Systematic Uncertainties and Final SDME Results

As for the KX polarization results, there is no standardized method for calculating the systematic
uncertainties for the SDME’s. We adopt the results obtained in a previous CLAS analysis for the
wp channel. This study [75] examined the maximal (or rather, the estimated maximal) effect of
an incorrect acceptance calculation on the SDME’s. This would distort the acceptance-corrected
normalized intensity distribution given by Eq. 10.11 and would lead to incorrect values of the p
elements. The deviation between the two results gave an estimation of the systematic uncertainties
as

agoo — 00175, g1-1 = 00125, and g10 = 0.01. (1023)

Since the underlying assumption for this study was that the intensity distribution for the vector-
meson decay was given by the Schilling’s equation (Eq. 10.11) it is reasonable to adopt these results
for the present analysis as well. Our final SDME results for both the charged- and neutral-modes
are shown in Figs. 10.4- 10.23.
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Figure 10.4: SDME wvs. cosf?_ : spin density matrix elements in the Adair frame for the charged-
mode topology in the energy range 1.97 GeV < /s < 2.29 GeV. The centroid of each 10-MeV-wide
bin is printed on the plots. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.5: SDME wvs. cosf?_ : spin density matrix elements in the Adair frame for the charged-
mode topology in the energy range 2.29 GeV < /s < 2.61 GeV. The centroid of each 10-MeV-wide
bin is printed on the plots. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.6: SDME wvs. cos?  : spin density matrix elements in the Adair frame for the charged-
mode topology in the energy range 2.61 GeV < /s < 2.84 GeV. The centroid of each 10-MeV-wide
bin is printed on the plots. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.7: SDME wvs. cos ¢ : spin density matrix elements in the Helicity frame for the charged-
mode topology in the energy range 1.97 GeV < /s < 2.29 GeV. The centroid of each 10-MeV-wide
bin is printed on the plots. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.8: SDME wvs. cos ¢ : spin density matrix elements in the Helicity frame for the charged-
mode topology in the energy range 2.29 GeV < /s < 2.61 GeV. The centroid of each 10-MeV-wide
bin is printed on the plots. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.9: SDME vs. cos 62 : spin density matrix elements in the Helicity frame for the charged-
mode topology in the energy range 2.61 GeV < /s < 2.84 GeV. The centroid of each 10-MeV-wide
bin is printed on the plots. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.10: SDME wvs. cosf? ., : spin density matrix elements in the GJ frame for the charged-
mode topology in the energy range 1.97 GeV < /s < 2.29 GeV. The centroid of each 10-MeV-wide
bin is printed on the plots. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.11: SDME wvs. cosf?, : spin density matrix elements in the GJ frame for the charged-
mode topology in the energy range 2.29 GeV < /s < 2.61 GeV. The centroid of each 10-MeV-wide
bin is printed on the plots. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.12: SDME wvs. cosf?  : spin density matrix elements in the GJ frame for the charged-
mode topology in the energy range 2.61 GeV < /s < 2.84 GeV. The centroid of each 10-MeV-wide
bin is printed on the plots. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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cosef‘m_ =-0.8 cos®! =-07

Figure 10.13: The energy dependence of SDME’s (Adair frame) in the backward- and mid-angle
bins for the charged-mode topology. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.14: The energy dependence of SDME’s (Adair frame) in the backward- and mid-angle
bins for the charged-mode topology. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.15: The energy dependence of SDME’s (Helicity frame) in the backward- and mid-angle
bins for the charged-mode topology. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.16: The energy dependence of SDME’s (Helicity frame) in the backward- and mid-angle
bins for the charged-mode topology. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.17: The energy dependence of SDME’s (GJ frame) in the backward- and mid-angle bins
for the charged-mode topology. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.18: The energy dependence of SDME’s (GJ frame) in the backward- and mid-angle bins
for the charged-mode topology. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.19: SDME wvs. cos#?, : spin density matrix elements in the Adair frame for the neutral-
mode topology. The minimum bin-width is 30-MeV in /s and the centroid of each bin is printed
on the plots. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.20: SDME wvs. cos 62 : spin density matrix elements in the Helicity frame for the neutral-
mode topology. The minimum bin-width is 30-MeV in /s and the centroid of each bin is printed
on the plots. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.21: SDME vs. cos?,, : spin density matrix elements in the GJ frame for the neutral-
mode topology. The minimum bin-width is 30-MeV in /s and the centroid of each bin is printed
on the plots. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.22: The energy dependence of SDME’s (Adair frame) in the backward- and mid-angle
bins for the neutral-mode topology. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.23: The energy dependence of SDME’s (Adair frame) in the mid- and forward-angle bins
for the neutral-mode topology. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.24: The energy dependence of SDME’s (Helicity frame) in the backward- and mid-angle
bins for the neutral-mode topology. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.



CHAPTER 10. SPIN DENSITY MATRIX ELEMENTS FOR ¢ 234

cosefm =0.2 cosefm =0.3
=,§1§,§ H}:&% j""" W@@: oigiororotoro+ T3 12 1 :_CH
g g B EE Fi %%@%% et

cos Gf_m_ =04 cos ef,m. =05

00 a1l Loty or0r 0+ 5 P15 Ty g tolot oI HOMIID otor 04 0y (BH0H 101

10
’ pl-l cos@; ,, =0.6 cos@y . =07

Figure 10.25: The energy dependence of SDME’s (Helicity frame) in the mid- and forward-angle
bins for the neutral-mode topology. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.26: The energy dependence of SDME’s (GJ frame) in the backward- and mid-angle bins
for the neutral-mode topology. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.27: The energy dependence of SDME’s (GJ frame) in the mid- and forward-angle bins for
the neutral-mode topology. All error bars represent statistical uncertainties only.
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Figure 10.28: Comparison between the present CLAS (2011) and LEPS (Chang et al. 2010) charged-
mode SDME’s in the GJ frame. The LEPS bin-width was 200 MeV in E,. The CLAS results shown
are at the /s bins closest to the LEPS E., bin-centers (printed on the plot). All error bars represent
statistical uncertainties only.

10.6 Comparison with Previous World Data

All previous measurements of the SDMEs for ¢ suffered from extremely limited statistics. As a
result the SDMEs were extracted from data samples that incorporated wide energy bins and mostly,
without any binning in the ¢ production angle. The other important feature of these earlier mea-
surements were they were often not acceptance corrected. To explain this further, we look at the
original Schilling’s expression given in Eq. 10.11 and rewrite it in the form

WI?leaS(C’ <p7 \/§7 Cos 9(‘?.1‘[]) = ’r](<7 (p7 \/§7 COoS H?m.)WSOCh (C? <p7 \/gﬁ Cos 0?1’1’14)7 (10'24)

where the original Schilling distribution given by Wgch‘ is modulated by the acceptance of the de-
tector, 7, to produce the experimentally measureable distribution W2 .., and we have specifically
highlighted the kinematical dependence of all three quantities. To bolster statistics, previous anal-
yses often integrated the W2 .. distribution over one or more of the variables {¢, ¢, /s, cos 0% },
without prior correction for the acceptance n. The overall consensus of these previous measure-
ments has been that pf); is predominantly small in the helicity frame. It has also been claimed from
measurements following the procedure outlined above, that the fits require an additional S-wave
contribution [175]. While there is certainly an S-P interference between the ¢ and the underlying
f0(980), conclusions on the degree of that interference and its effect on the ¢ SDME extraction,
based on fits with multiple levels of dilution and no reliable correction for the detector acceptance,
seem somewhat unjustified (see also discussion in Sec. 3.12).

Recently, the LEPS Collaboration [176] (Chang et al., 2010) has published results for p°, p! and
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Figure 10.29: Comparison between the charged- and neutral-mode pQ), results in the Helicity frame
for a forward-angle bin. The agreement is good, expect around /s ~ 2.1 GeV, where the charged-
mode shows localized structures, while the neutral-mode results are smooth.

p?, using a linearly polarized beam. Their results cover the energy range E, = 1.77 to 2.37 GeV
in 200 MeV wide AE, bins and only in the forward ¢ production angles. The important feature of
these results is that they incorporated an acceptance-corrected SDME extraction and a fit to the
full Schilling’s equation. The comparison with these and the present CLAS results in the Gottfried-
Jackson frame are shown in Fig. 10.28. Within binning and statistical errors, the agreement is
excellent.

10.7 Features in the Data

10.7.1 Charged and Neutral-mode Comparison at Forward-angles

Fig. 10.29 shows the comparison between the charged- and neutral-mode p3, results in the Helicity
frame for a particular forward-angle bin. The agreement is fair to good at most places, except around
Vs = 2.1 GeV, where the charged-mode results show localized “structures”. The neutral-mode is
relatively monotonic in comparison. It is possible that the ¢-A(1520) overlap is responsible for this
difference, but this will need further investigation.

10.7.2 Comparison Between wp and ¢p Results

Fig. 10.30a shows the comparison between the ¢p charged-mode (this work) and wp [18] results for
pdo- Traversing from forward to mid-angles, both vector-mesons seem to indicate an initial “rise”,
followed by a “dip” structure. The angular position of the “dip” is different for the two channels. For
the ¢, it occurs at a relatively backward angle, compared to wp. Fig. 10.30b shows an extract from
CLAS-2009 PWA paper for the wp channel [19]. The theoretical prediction based on a non-resonant
model by Oh, Titov and Lee [116] clearly fails to reproduce the local dip feature.

10.7.3 Helicity Non-conservation

As mentioned in Sec. 10.3, a long held assumption in diffractive vector-meson production phe-
nomenology is that helicity in conserved in the s-channel (Helicity frame) and not in the ¢-channel
(Gottfried-Jackson frame). Fig. 10.31 shows the pQ, for the ¢p charged-mode in all three reference-
frames for a forward-angle bin. Since pj), is clearly not zero in the GJ frame, TCHC is broken.
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Figure 10.30: Comparison between the glla wp [18] and ¢p charged-mode results (this work): (a)
shows the similarity in the “dip” structure present in p3, for both channels. (b) shows that present

theory models cannot accommodate for this feature. Image source: Ref. [19].

o Gottfried-Jackson (TCHC)
Adair
» Hélicity (SCHC)
I T TT T
0.5~ 2 o S0 20en
oo_g | T %%@(gdﬂ% f’c“&)@o Ob{ﬁﬂ?l LR,
R
B‘*rJT v 2
i “wm*%%@w%
9 l‘# %WMM%MA
O -
| cos6y . =07
| | |
2 2.2 24 2.6 2.8
s (GeV)

Figure 10.31: The pY), element for the ¢p charged-mode in a forward-angle bin, for all three reference
frames. Note that pQ, # 0 in the Helicity frame, indicating SCHC violation.
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However, it is also non-zero in the Helicity frame, indicating SCHC violation as well. More generi-
cally, pJ, is non-zero in all three reference frames. One can only state that SCHC violation is the
least of all, but our data shows that SCHC cannot be taken as a fundamental constraint. In fact, a
similar behavior is also visible in the wp sector [18], but since the w is not supposed to be as strongly
dominated by Pomeron production, helicity non-conservation is probably less of a surprise in that
case.

10.8 Summary

The extraction of the spin density matrix elements for the ¢ vector-meson was described in detail
in this chapter. Results for both the charged- and neutral-modes were presented in all three ref-
erence frames, Adair, Helicity and Gottfried-Jackson frames. The current results represent a huge
improvement over previously available world data and have several interesting features.



Chapter 11

Normalization Discrepancies in
Photoproduction

In Chs. 6, 8, 9 and 10, we presented our extracted cross section and polarization results for the
K*+¥° and ¢p channels. The KT3° data are now published in Ref. [1], along with results for several
other non-rN ground-state meson photoproduction channels, KA [21], np/n'p [20] and wp [18],
using the same CLAS glla dataset. These new glla data extend upon results from a previous lower-
energy gle dataset [61], and in regions of kinematic overlap, the two datasets are found to be in
excellent agreement with each other. It seems, however, that a persistent normalization discrepancy
exists between CLAS and some other world datasets. To wit, the CLAS differential cross sections
for the pseudo-scalar meson channels (KTA [21, 33], K™X° [1, 33], np [20], 7°p [177], 7T n [178])
are systematically lower that those from older high-energy and forward meson production-angle
SLAC/DESY/CEA data [27, 29, 30, 179]. On the other hand, the CLAS KTA/K*+¥0 results agree
well with the latest LEPS forward-angle data [35], although CLAS is lower than CB-ELSA [180, 181]
for the np channel. Also, the CLAS vector-meson results for wp [18] and ¢p (this work) are in
generally good agreement with SLAC [50] and Daresbury [54, 182].

Given that the quoted systematic uncertainties in most places are of the order of ~ 10%, a

discrepancy as large as a factor of two is a matter of concern and any PWA based on these data
is bound to be affected by this. For example, Fig. 11.1 shows a plot taken from the CLAS-2006
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Figure 11.1: The dashed-blue lines show a prediction from a Regge-based model [111] from fits to

older SLAC data. At higher energies, the model overpredicts the CLAS-2006 data almost by a factor
of two. Figure taken from the CLAS-2006 paper by Bradford et al. [33].
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Characteristics CLAS experiment
glla gle
Run year 2004 1999
Cryotarget length 40 cm 17.85 cm
Start counter new older
Trigger setting 2-prong 1-prong
wN-channels accessible? no yes
Kinematic fitter used? yes no
Physics-weighted acceptance? yes no
Maximum /s (GeV) 2.84 2.55
Tagged photon beam? yes yes

242

Table 11.1: Some characteristics of the two CLAS experiments of concern in this chapter. The two
datasets had several distinguishing features and were analyzed by completely different groups. How-
ever, in the regions of kinematic overlap, the results from glla and glc were in excellent agreement
with each other.

K*A/K*%° paper [33]. The dashed blue curve shows a model prediction [111] based on fits to the
SLAC data and at the higher end of the energy spectrum, overshoot the CLAS results by almost a
factor of two. The effect of these discrepancies on PWA’s has already been discussed by Sibirtsev
et al. [197] for the np sector. In keeping with the fact that our final goal is to perform PWA’s on
these data and look for resonances, it is essential to attend to this issue. In this chapter we present a
systematic global overview of these discrepancies taking into account several different channels from
the CLAS results and provide detailed descriptions of the various internal checks that have been
performed. Next, using a Regge-based formalism, we show how much the different hadrodynamic
coupling constants are affected depending on which dataset is being fit to. For the pseudo-scalar
channels, in contrast to the recent work by Yu et al. [110, 184] who have conjectured the relevance of
tensor exchanges to “resolve” this discrepancy, we show that once the CLAS glla data is taken into
consideration, it becomes clear that it is impossible to reconcile the old SLAC data and the CLAS
data within a single fit.

11.1 The CLAS glla and glc Experiments

A detailed description of the glla experiment was provided in Chs. 2 and 3. We also note here that
since glla was a high-precision experiment designed to search for an exotic particle, the pentaquark,
the data underwent an extensive calibration by several groups within CLAS working independently
during this process. Sophisticated analysis tools such as a dedicated glla kinematic fitter [86] was
developed to add to the robustness of the results. Care was also taken to keep the data analysis cuts
as loose as possible. An event-based signal-background separation method and a physics-weighted
detector acceptance calculation from an unbinned maximum likelihood partial wave analysis fit en-
sured that all correlations present in the data were faithfully represented during the yield extraction
and acceptance calculation procedures. It is also worth noting at this point that all the six glla
results of concern here (KA [21], KTX° [1], np/n'p [20], wp [18] and ¢p) utilized the same set of
data analysis tools and photon flux normalizations, which should keep the systematic uncertainties
under better control, as well.

The CLAS glc experiment [61] was an earlier (1999) photoproduction experiment that also
utilized a tagged beam facility but ran at a lower electron beam energy. The maximum /s accessible
here was ~ 2.55 GeV. The other distinction from glla was that glc utilized a less-restrictive single-
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Figure 11.2: (a) Comparison between the CLAS glla [1, 21], CEA-Elings-1967 [29] and LEPS-
Sumihama-2006 [35] results for a forward-angle bin in the hyperon channels. While CLAS and
LEPS are in excellent agreement with each other, the older CEA data is systematically higher. (b)
Comparison between the CLAS glla [1, 21] (CL-10) and SLAC-Boyarski-1969 [27] (SL-69) scaled
cross section results for the two hyperons. The energies are listed in E., for SLAC and +/s for CLAS,
in units of GeV. Both sets of results (SLAC and CLAS) agree to a do/dt o< 1/s% behavior as depicted
by the tightly bunched set of points, but differ by a normalization factor. All error bars represent
the statistical and systematic uncertainties added in quadrature.

prong trigger setting that allowed it to analyze the single pion channels (7°p [177] and 7+ n [178])
as well. Compared to glla, glc had completely different target characteristics, trigger settings and
analysis personnel. Several of the sophisticated analysis tools that glla used (the kinematic fitter,
for example) were not available at the time of gle. A flat phase-space Monte Carlo generator was
used in the case of glc, in contrast to a physics-weighted acceptance calculation that is used in glla.
Therefore, although the same CLAS detector was employed in both cases, by and large, the two sets
of results can be termed as “independent”. However, in the regions where kinematics overlapped, the
two CLAS experiments are in excellent agreement with each other, lending support to the internal
consistency of the CLAS results.

11.2 The Discrepancies
11.2.1 K*A and K+X°

In what follows, we will broadly refer to the following as the “SLAC results” for the two hyperon
channels: SLAC-Boyarski-1969 [27], CEA-Elings-1967 [29], CEA-Joseph-1967 [30] and SLAC-Quinn-
1979 [28]. All of these results covered the high-energy (E, > 3 GeV) forward production-angle (small
|t]) regime and between themselves, agree quite well with each other. These results also exhibit a
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Figure 11.3: np comparisons: (a) CLAS glla [20] (CL-09), DESY-Braunschweig-1970 [185] (DE-
70), LNS-Dewire-1971 [186] (LNS-71) and Daresbury-Bussey-1976 [187] (Da-76) scaled cross sections.
The energies are listed in £, for DESY/LNS/Daresbury and /s for CLAS, in units of GeV. Both sets
of results (DESY/LNS/Daresbury and CLAS) agree to a do/dt o 1/(s —m2)? behavior as depicted
by the tightly bunched set of points, but differ by a normalization factor. (b) CLAS glla [20],
CB-ELSA-2009 [181] and Daresbury-Bussey-1976 [187] in the energy bin /s ~ 2.35 GeV. CLAS
appears to be systematically lower than both Daresbury and ELSA at forward-angles. The error
bars represent the statistical and systematic uncertainties added in quadrature.

t-channel Regge-type do/dt oc 1/s? scaling behavior. On the other hand, none of these results had a
tagged photon beam, but quoted the photon-energy E., as the end-point energy of the bremsstrahlung
spectrum. As was already pointed out in the CLAS glla K+X° paper [1], the CLAS results also
agree well to a do/dt oc 1/s> Regge-type behavior. Therefore, the CLAS and SLAC data agree
well in shape. However, the CLAS cross sections are systematically lower than SLAC in scale by
roughly a factor of two. Unfortunately, the kinematics of the two sets of results (i.e. CLAS and
SLAC) do not overlap much, making a direct comparison somewhat difficult. The SLAC results
typically cover the extreme forward-angle region, where CLAS has a hole. The only kinematics
where a direct comparison is possible is between the CLAS glla data and the CEA-Elings results
at cos 95; ~ 0.81, as shown in Fig. 11.2a. We have also overlaid in this plot, the latest LEPS
forward-angle data that are in excellent agreement with CLAS. Fig. 11.2b shows the comparison of
52 x do /dt scaled cross sections between CLAS and SLAC-Boyarski — while the shapes agree very
well, the disagreement in scale is clearly visible.

11.2.2 np

The older high-energy forward-angle cross section data for this channel comprise the following:
DESY-Braunschweig-1970 [185], LNS-Dewire-1971 [186], SLAC-Anderson-1971 [189] and Daresbury-
Bussey-1976 [187] and CEA-Bellenger-1968 [188]. As in the case of the K'Y channels, a smooth
do/dt o 1/(s —m2)? behavior is reported in all these datasets that are also in fair to good agree-
ment with each other. As shown in Fig. 11.3a, the CLAS data also show a scaling behavior. However,
while the scaled DESY/LNS/Daresbury cross sections agree with each other, CLAS appears to be
systematically lower. We also note here that none of the older experiments used a tagged beam.

In the previous sub-section, for the hyperons, we pointed out that CLAS is in good agreement
with another recent experiment (LEPS) that had comparable statistical precision and employed a
tagged photon beam. A perplexing issue for the np channel is that the CLAS results do not seem to
agree with recent CB-ELSA measurements. Fig. 11.3b shows the comparison between CLAS [20],
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Figure 11.4: np comparisons: CLAS glla [20], CB-ELSA-2005 [180] and CB-ELSA-2009 [181]. The
older ELSA-2005 data pointed to a flat v/s-dependence of do/dQ, while the latest results clearly
show a fall off, in agreement with CLAS. The error bars represent the statistical and systematic
uncertainties added in quadrature.

CB-ELSA-2009 [181] and Daresbury-Bussey-1976 [187] in the energy bin /s & 2.35 GeV. At forward-
angles, CB-ELSA and Daresbury seem to agree well with each other, while CLAS is systematically
lower. This issue was also mentioned in the work by Sibirtsev et al. [197]. While we do not have a
resolution for the CB-ELSA /CLAS discrepancy at the moment, we make two comments on the issue.
First, the CLAS glla results were found to be in fair agreement with an earlier (unpublished) glc
analysis, pointing towards internal consistency within CLAS. Second, on the other hand, the recent
ELSA-2009 [181] results show a marked difference from ELSA-2005 [180] in the forward-angle region
above /s ~ 2.1 GeV. As shown in Fig. 11.4, In the ELSA-2005 version, do/dQ) vs. /s appears
almost flat, while in the ELSA-2009 version, do/dSQ starts falling off with /s, as seen by CLAS. In
the ELSA-2009 paper [181], this shift is attributed to an underestimated background at forward-
angle and high /s in ELSA-2005. While ELSA-2009 is still higher than CLAS, it is encouraging to
see that at least the cross section shape is in better agreement between the two datasets.

11.2.3 7N

Since pions are most copiously produced in hadronic reactions, the single-pion channels are where
most of the world data reside. The #N channels have also been commonly used as the “normal-
ization channels” between different world datasets. On many occasions, the KTY and np results
came from parasitic analyses from an original 7#*n and 7% dataset. As an example, the high en-
ergy forward-angle SLAC-Boyarski 7*n [179] results were first published in 1968, followed by the
K1Y results in 1969 [27]. The other relevant 7N world data in this kinematic regime include CEA-
Joseph-1967 [30], CEA-Elings-1967 [29], DESY-Buschhorn-1966 [190], DESY-Buschhorn-1967 [191],
DESY-Heide-1968 [192], DESY-Braunschweig-1967 [193], et al. Within themselves, agreement be-
tween these older results is fair to good.

Since the trigger setting for the CLAS glla experiment require detection of at least two charged
particles, the single-pion channels are not accessible here. The CLAS glc ntn [178] and «%p [177]
results have energy coverage till /s ~ 2.55 GeV, and have restricted coverage in the forward-angles.
Fig. 11.5a shows the DESY-Buschhorn-1966 [190] and CLAS-Dugger-2009 [178] at E., ~ 2.88 GeV
together. Unfortunately, the two datasets do not have a direct overlap. To guide the eye, we have
overlaid a Regge-model prediction based on the work by Guidal-Laget-Vanderhaeghen (GLV) [111].
The projected model prediction at the CLAS energies seems to hint that a scale discrepancy exists
for the 77 n channel as well, though we underscore the fact that this is not a direct evidence. A direct
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Figure 11.5: 7N comparisons: (a) CLAS-Dugger-2009 [178] and DESY-Buschhorn-1966 [190] results
for the 7n channel. The dashed green lines show a Regge-model prediction that fits well to the
DESY data, but the projected model over-predicts the cross sections at the CLAS kinematics.
(b) CLAS-Dugger-2009 [177], CB-ELSA-Bartholomy-2005 [194] and DESY-Braunschweig-1967 [193]
results for the 7% channel. At higher energies and forward-angles, there is a scale discrepancy, most
prominently visible between the CLAS and CB-ELSA results.

comparison between CLAS and the older high-energy forward-angle SLAC/CEA/DESY data is also
not possible in the 7% sector due to non-overlapping kinematics. However, there are previous CB-
ELSA [194] data that overlap with the CLAS kinematics. Fig. 11.5b shows a comparison between
CLAS-Dugger-2009 [177], CB-ELSA-Bartholomy-2005 [194] and DESY-Braunschweig-1967 [193] for
the 7% channel. As for the np channel, CB-ELSA results show a scale discrepancy with CLAS (and
possibly a shape discrepancy as well).

11.2.4 wp and ¢p

For the vector-meson channels, wp and ¢p, most of the previous world data reside only in the
diffractive region (large s and [¢| — 0) and data at CLAS kinematics is scarce. The two previous
vector-meson world datasets that we compare the CLAS results to are SLAC-Ballam-1973 [50] and
Daresbury-Barber [54, 182]. Figs. 11.6a and 11.6b show the CLAS-SLAC and CLAS-Daresbury
comparisons, respectively, for the wp channel. In Ch. 9, Fig. 9.15, we showed the comparison
between CLAS and Daresbury for ¢p. For either vector-mesons, the older data have lower statistical
precision and much wider energy bins compared to CLAS. However, within error bars, the agreement
is fair to good.

11.3 Internal Consistency Checks Within CLAS glla

Reiterating what we have pointed out earlier as well, in regions of overlapping kinematics, results
from glla and glc are in excellent agreement with each other. Given the very different analysis
tools, trigger settings and acceptance calculation methods employed for the two experiments, this
agreement is very encouraging. Several internal checks were undertaken within glla to ensure that
the systematics were being understood well enough. The calculation of the differential cross section
comprises three elements — yield extraction, detector acceptance and normalization (photon flux and
target characteristics). If we assume that CLAS wp results are correct, since they match very well
with SLAC and Daresbury, we can rule out any discrepancy arising from the normalization part in
the cross section calculation, since this is completely channel independent.
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Figure 11.6: wp comparisons: CLAS glla [18] and SLAC-Ballam-1973 [50] results at /s =
2.475 GeV. (b) CLAS glla [18] and Daresbury-Barber [182] results. The agreements are fair to
good.

To check the reliability of our acceptance calculation, several steps were taken. The CLAS de-
tector has a forward-angle hole. It is conceivable that our understanding of the detector acceptance
worsens as we approach the forward-angle region. However, as shown in Fig. 11.2a our agreement
with LEPS, which is a dedicated forward-angle detector facility, shows that this is probably not
the case. The magnetic setting for the CLAS spectrometer results in negatively charged tracks
(corresponding to K~ or 7~ ) being bent inwards toward the beam-line and the forward-angle hole.
Therefore, the CLAS acceptance is generally lower for negatively tracks as compared to the positive
ones. To check for possible shortcomings in our understanding of the K~ /7~ acceptances, differ-
ent reaction topologies were analyzed that included/excluded the detection of negative tracks. A
summary of these topologies for each channel within CLAS gl11a is listed in Table 11.2. There are
several noteworthy points here. First, any topology having more than one undetected final-state
particle could not make use of the kinematic fitter. This pertains to the two-track topologies for the
K*%9 and np channels. The fact that the two- and three-track topologies agree with each other for
these channels therefore indirectly strengthens our faith in the kinematic fitting procedure. Second,
our partial wave analysis based physics-weighted acceptance calculation method required knowledge
of all the final-state 4-momenta and was therefore limited to fully exclusive or a single final-state
missing particle topologies. Since this was not available for the two-track K+X% and 7p topologies,
a flat phase-space Monte Carlo event generator was used here. In fact, recall from Table 11.1, a
phase-space Monte Carlo generator was also used in the case of the glc analyses. If the energy
bin-width is small enough such that the physics does not vary too much across the bin and the
break-up energies of the decays are small enough, a flat phase-space Monte Carlo should suffice.
The fact that the different topologies agree well with each other shows that our understanding of
the CLAS acceptance (in the fiducial regions) is reliable. Third, given that the wp and np three-track
topologies involve the same set of detected final-state particles, it would be somewhat surprising if
our acceptances for the p, 77 and 7~ tracks are well understood for the wp case, but not for np.
A similar argument could be made between the ¢p charged-mode and KA two-track topologies
where the only difference is that the undetected particle is K~ and 7~ , respectively.
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CLAS glla Reaction Topologies
Channel Topology Name
pKtr~ three-track
KTA = pK+(n7) two-track
K0 KtAvy — pKTn~ (vf) three-track
Kt Ayy — pK* (7 y) two-track
pr T~ (70) three-track
n prt (=70 prt(r ) two-track
n'p — prtr(n) three-track
wp — prTw— (70) three-track
pK+T(K™) charged-mode
op— pK3(KY) — pntr=(K?) | neutral-mode

Table 11.2: The reaction topologies for the six channels from the CLAS glla experiment. Since
a 2-prong trigger was used here, at least two charged particles were required to be detected. The
undetected final-state particle(s) is(are) shown within parentheses for each case.

11.4 Tagged- and Untagged-photon Experiments

One of the recurring aspects of the older SLAC/DESY/CEA experiments (for the pseudo-scalar
channels) is that they did not have a tagged photon beam. The energy bin-widths in these results
were large (AE, ~ O(1 GeV)) and with large uncertainties in the quoted E.. Aside from the fact
that with a wide binning, the cross section can vary considerably across the bin-width, another
concern is the conversion between the variables ¢ and cos 02°5°°", which depends on E,,. Some of the
older experiments even quote the electron beam energy as the estimated photon beam energy. It
is also possible that the older experiments had been normalized to each other, which could explain
their mutual agreement. In fact, the CLAS glla data is the first photoproduction dataset that
“bridges” the higher energy forward-angle regime (where discrepancies exist) with the lower energy
regime (where there is no apparent discrepancy). The only problem with this explanation is that
the CB-ELSA 7% [194] and np [180, 181] data, which are more recent, and did use a tagged photon
beam, also differ from CLAS at the forward-angles. Therefore, the CLAS-ELSA discrepancy remains
an outstanding issue that needs to be resolved by future experiments.

For the two vector-meson (channels wp and ¢p) where we do not find a discrepancy, the SLAC-
Ballam [50] data did not use a bremsstrahlung beam. In this case, a nearly mono-chromatic lin-
early polarized photon beam was produced by a collimated laser-backscattering procedure. The
Daresbury-Barber results [54, 182] used a tagged bremsstrahlung beam.

11.5 Effect on the Hadrodynamic Coupling Constants

Before proceeding further, we first clarify that our aim in this section is not to investigate photo-
production mechanisms per se, but to demonstrate that irrespective of the physics model chosen, a
normalization discrepancy at the higher energies will have a significant bearing on future resonances
searches at lower energies.

We follow the Regge-based work outlined in GLV [111] and adopted by the Ghent-RPR group [195,
196] and others [126], and limit our discussion to the three channels 7tn, KTA and Kt%0. As
pointed out in the introduction, the first indication of a normalization problem between CLAS and
SLAC can be found in the CLAS gle KTA/KT3° paper [33] where the GLV model from a fit to
the SLAC high-energy results and projected down to CLAS energies consistently overpredicts the
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KTA cross sections (see Fig. 11.1). In the basic GLV model, there are just two Reggeized t-channel
exchange processes, a pseudo-scalar (J¥ = 07) exchange and a vector-meson (J£ = 17) exchange.
GLV also assumes these exchange processes to be strongly degenerate with the higher spin exchanges
(lying on the same Regge trajectory). As a result, incorporating just the lowest spin exchanges can
suffice, and the model does a reasonable job in predicting the high energy data. The issue of de-
generacy has been re-visited by Yu et al. in their recent work [110, 184], where, instead of a strong
degeneracy (both the couplings and the phases are degenerate), they assume a weak degeneracy
(only the phases are degenerate). In the Yu work, higher spin tensor exchanges are taken into ac-
count as a simple extension of the basic GLV model.

As such, we do not have any complaints about the physics motivation in this extended-GLV
model of Yu. The problem is that Yu claims that within the Regge framework, addition of the
tensor exchanges can lead to a reduction of the projected KA cross sections at the CLAS energies,
and therefore, these tensor exchanges are mecessary. We also note that the Yu article does not
incorporate the CLAS glla data, which has a much closer kinematic proximity to the SLAC data.
Once the CLAS glla results are taken into account, it becomes amply clear that the problem lies
not in the model, but in the data itself, as we showed in Sec. 11.2.1. Therefore, attempts to reconcile
both the CLAS and SLAC data within a single fit are essentially misleading.

11.5.1 Coupling Constants

To our knowledge, the only coupling that is relatively well known is g.nyn. Most authors place its
value around 13 and GLV takes g.nyny = 13.45. Assuming a 20% broken SU(3), GLV places the
following limits on grpa and gxps:

16 < grpa < —10.6 (11.1a)
32< grpy < AT (11.1b)

These couplings enter via the Born terms: t¢-channel pion/kaon exchange and u- and s-channel
nucleon/hyperon exchange. Aside from these Born terms, t-channel vector-meson exchanges can
also occur. The couplings for this case are much less well known. For example, g,nn varies from
1.9 [134] to 3.4, as taken by GLV. Similarly, x,nn is found to vary between 1.5 and 6.6 in the
literature; GLV takes k,yy = 6.1. Given g,nyn and x,nn, it is possible to estimate gx+py and
Ki-py for the hyperons (Y') using SU(3) [111]:

gr-pr = —6.08  Kg-pr = +3.66 (11.2a)
gK*pE = —351 /fK*pA = —1.22. (112b)

However, given how much uncertainty there is in the values of the p couplings themselves, even
assuming unbroken SU(3), it is clear that the K™* couplings remain poorly known. Finally, we also
point out that the values of these couplings are model-dependent. The isobar-models (instead of the
Regge-based models) include phenomenological form-factors that bring in further model-dependence.

11.5.2 The SLAC Forward-angle Shapes

Fig. 11.7 shows the forward-angle SLAC-Boyarski [27, 179] results at E, = 5 GeV for the 7 n,
K*+A and KTX° channels overlaid with the GLV [111] model fit results. The notable feature of
interest we want to point out here is the |¢| — 0 behavior. For mn, the cross section shows a steep
peak; for KTA, this is more a flat plateau, while, for KTX0, it shows a fall off. In the GLV picture,
this forward-angle behavior is dictated by the ratio between the Born term and the vector-meson
exchange term. The Born term consists of two pieces, the conventional ¢-channel 7+ /K™ exchange,
plus, the electric part of the s-channel nucleon/hyperon exchange that is added to restore gauge
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Figure 11.7: Comparison between the forward-angle do/dt for the wtn [179], KTA [27] and
K*39 [27] channels from SLAC-Boyarski at E, = 5 GeV. At |[t| — 0, 7"n shows a rise, KTA
shows more of a plateau, while KX shows a fall-off. The curves show the GLV [111] Regge-model
results. See text for details.

invariance. The sharp rise for the 77n case is due to a large gy in the s-channel Born term. Rel-
ative to g=nn, gonn (for the vector-meson J P=1- exchange) is small, and therefore, the Born term
dominates. In the case of the hyperon (KY') channels, since there is no sharp rise at |t| — 0, this
means, grpy has to be relatively smaller than gx«,y and the ratio of these two couplings determines
whether the [t| — 0 should be a plateau (KTA) or a drop-off (K*X°). At |[t| ~ 0, the cross sec-
tion is completely fized by grpy in the Born term, since the K* exchange contribution vanishes here.

Furthermore, it can be see from Fig. 11.7 that in the case of the hyperons, away from [t| = 0,
the natural-parity K* exchange term dominates, which would signify that the beam-asymmetry
observable (X) be close to +1. This is indeed what is seen in the 16-GeV SLAC results [28].

Since the forward-angle coverage in the CLAS g11a results [1, 21] extends till cos 05; < 0.95 only,
these results do not contain information on the shape of the cross section at |t| — 0. Therefore, if we
neglect the older SLAC results, ab initio, we do not know whether the forward-angle cross section is
a rise, or plateau or a fall-off. On the other hand, the LEPS detector is a dedicated forward-angle
detector, and as shown in Fig. 11.2, in regions where the kinematics overlap, the CLAS results
are in excellent agreement with LEPS. The LEPS hyperon data [35] in the forward-most angular
bin show a slight fall-off in the cross sections at |[t| — 0, in agreement with the SLAC-Boyarski
results. Therefore, even if we do not include the SLAC data directly, it is plausible to incorporate
the shapes of the forward-angle SLAC results. More specifically, we impose the restriction that the
extrapolation of any PWA fit results into the |¢| — 0 region should not show a rise for the K*A and
K*X° channels.

11.5.3 New Fits Incorporating the CLAS Data

The results of our non-resonant ¢- and u-channel fits using the GLV model and all CLAS data points
Vs > 2.6 GeV (high energy), |cos 05;| > 0.5 (forward- and backward-angles) as well as the SLAC
E, = 16 GeV beam-asymmetry results [28] are shown in Fig. 11.8. We assume a rotating phase
for all the Regge amplitudes and the KA and K+X° channels were coupled together. The latter
implies that the u-channel terms (involving gxpa and gxpx) did not involve any new coupling. This
adds to the internal consistency of our fit results. The values of the couplings we obtained are:
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Figure 11.8: Results from a fit using the GLV model and incorporating all CLAS data points with
Vs > 2.6 GeV and |cos 05 | > 0.5, as well as the E, =16 GeV SLAC beam-asymmetry results [28].
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gxph = —9.5, grpy = 5.6, gr-pa = —14.5, Kr+pa = 1.7, gr=py = —14.5 and kg+py = —1.3. We
note here that the exact values of the couplings could depend on the choice of the Regge propagator
phases and a more exhaustive study of the phases is currently underway. However, the values of the
three couplings grpa, gr+pa and gix-px. will certainly be lower than what was found in the original
GLV work. The value of the gxpa turns out to be especially important, since this contributes to
the Born term in K+ A, that dominates near threshold. Therefore, from the perspective of searches
for s-channel resonances, it is very important that ggpa be well-known. For K*X°, the Born-term
plays a less dominant role, so that the contribution from gg,s is small. However, the K™* couplings
gx+pA and gg-ps again play important roles.

11.6 Future Work Involving the np Channel

The main hurdle to our argument in Sec. 11.4 that the old results suffer from issues related to an
untagged photon beam, is the CLAS/ELSA discrepancy for the n and 7° channels, since the ELSA
experiments did use a tagged beam and also have comparable statistical precision with CLAS. At
the time of this writing, the ELSA Collaboration is analyzing a newer high-statistics dataset [198]
and preliminary results from this work were presented at the NSTAR 2011 conference at JLab [199].
The goal of this new ELSA analysis is to extract cross sections for the w and compare them to CLAS,
since the w channel does not seem to have the CLAS/SLAC discrepancy. For the n channel, their
preliminary results seem to indicate that the CLAS/ELSA discrepancy exists, not just at forward-
angles (as noted in the CLAS-2009 work by Williams et al. [20]), but over the entire angular range.
Therefore, their preliminary conclusion is that the discrepancy is an energy-dependent normalization
issue and independent of the scattering angle.

In keeping with this development, we are currently re-visiting the CLAS 7 analysis employing
the full glla two-track dataset for the following reaction topologies'

p —np — (7770wt p/(m )Tt (11.3a)
p — np — (nF7)mTp/(mt ) mtp (11.3b)

where the undetected final-state particles are shown within parentheses. The first case was studied
by Williams et al. for a few energy bins. As noted earlier in Sec. 11.2.2 the conclusion was that the
glla two- and three-track results were consistent with each other. The present study will extend
upon this earlier work and will also investigate the 7~ p topology.

11.7 Summary

In this chapter we have given a detailed account of the normalization discrepancies between CLAS
and other photo-production experiments. The discrepancy pertains to the pseudo-scalar sector,
at higher energies, where the CLAS cross sections are lower by a factor of about two, than older
SLAC/DESY/CEA results. The discrepancy persists with more recent ELSA data, although CLAS
agrees with LEPS for the K+ A and K1X° channels. We have pointed out a “probable” reason being
the older data using an untagged beam, but this issue needs to be investigated further.

IThe nt7n~ 79 and 7+ 7~ + decay modes of 5 cannot be separated for the two-track topology.



Chapter 12

Outlook and future work

The CLAS glla dataset has proved to be an enormously rich source of high quality data. The
Carnegie Mellon PWA group has produced high-statistics and wide kinematic coverage results for
six ground-state meson photoproduction channels using this dataset. Combined with our powerful
analysis tools, we look forward to completing the PWA work. For the K+ A and KTX° channels,
preliminary results from the CLAS ¢8 experiment (linearly polarized beam) are also available and
fits incorporating these new data are currently in progress. In this last chapter, we briefly discuss
our goals for the near future:

1. Coupled-channel fits:

In Secs. 5.9 and 11.5, we discussed the wide uncertainties prevalent among many of the coupling
constants. An interesting example is the value of k,nx, which most analyses take to be zero.
This coupling occurs in the backward-angle nucleon exchange process for wp. Williams et
al. [75] found that the large pJ, for wp at high-energies, backward-angles could not be explained
if k,nnN was taken to be zero. Since k,nn also occurs in the ¢-channel w exchange process
for the np channel, it is conceivable that we can better constrain the value of k,yn by fitting
the wp and np channels simultaneously. In fact, many of the other couplings recur in different
channels (see Fig. 12.1), either directly, or via SU(3) relations and coupled-channel fits will be
very useful for this purpose.

2. KTA/K+¥° PWA:
Much work has already been done for the hyperons and some preliminary results were presented
at NSTAR 2011 [200]. An interesting feature seen in the latest extended KA results (see

App. A) is the presence of a narrow peak at around /s ~ 1650 MeV, as shown in Fig. 12.2.
A recent paper by T. Mart [201] has studied this near-threshold region using the available

Y n 4 w Y K* /4 K*
tch | w ngP u-channel sch | K+ g u-channel
-channe Kwpp P -channe KpA A \
P p ° p P AP 20
(a) (b)

Figure 12.1: Examples of channel-coupling: (a) np and wp (b) KTA and K*X° The common
coupling constants are shown in red.
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Figure 12.2: The KTA differential cross sections for a backward-angle bin. The red points are the
latest CLAS-2011 results (this work); in blue are results from CLAS-2010-McCracken [21] while the
green points show results from SAPHIR-2004-Glander [31]. Note the sharp peak around 1650 MeV.

SAPHIR data [31]. From Fig. 12.2, SAPHIR evidently shows signs of this structure, but the
newer CLAS data shows a much more sharp structure. While there is a **** Sy, (1650) res-
onance listed in the PDG, that has a significant branching ratio to KA, the Si11 is a broad
resonance which cannot explain the narrowness of the structure under discussion. Mart con-
jectures the possibility of a narrow S1; or a Py; as a viable explanation. We hope that the
inclusion of our CLAS-2011 results will help shed further light on this.

3. The Pomeron coupling:

In Sec. 10.7.2 we pointed out that the older non-resonant models cannot explain many of the
finer detains present in the latest CLAS wp results. Given the statistical precision of the new
CLAS wp and ¢p results, we expect the older models to be put to stringent tests. One of our
goals is to better understand the structure of the Pomeron coupling and we hope to extend
upon the earlier work done by Laget et al. [122] on the CLAS-200 ¢p data [60].

4. The ¢p forward-angle structure:

Our results on the ¢p forward-angle “bump” structure (Sec. 9.6) have also evoked interest
among theoreticians. We are in correspondence with Alvin Kiswandhi at the National Taiwan
University, Taipei, who has expressed interest in re-fitting his model [169] incorporating our
data.
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Appendix A

Extension of the CLAS-2010 KA
Results

In this Appendix we present an extension of the published CLAS-2010-McCracken K+ A [21] results
by employing the full two-track glla dataset. The McCracken results used 28% of the two-track
statistics. By employing the full dataset, we now have much better coverage in the near-threshold
and backward-angle kinematic regimes. Our definition of the “full” two-track glla dataset here
is the same as was used for the ¢p charged-mode analysis. In particular, from Sec. 3.2, we note
that around a hundred files were lost during transfer from the magnetic tape. Still, the resulting
two-track dataset has considerably larger statistics than the CLAS-2010 [21] results. The two-track
KT A topology is defined as:

’yp~>K+A—>K+p(7r7), (Al)

where the missing 7~ momentum is re-constructed using a kinematic fit to a missing m, mass. The
CLAS torus magnet bends negatively charged particles towards the CLAS forward-angle hole; there-
fore not detecting the 7~ increases the acceptance and this is the prime motivation for analyzing
this topology.

Since this is a repetition of the McCracken analysis [21, 26] only employing a larger dataset,
we give a brief synopsis of the analysis chain. We start by selecting “+:4+” events, that is, events
with at least two positively charged particles detected. Next, we make an event hypothesis of these
particles being as “p:Kt”, or “KT:p” (both combinations checked) and make a 1-C kinematic fit
to a missing 7~ mass. Only events with a confidence level greater than 2% are retained. To reduce
background, we next place the “iron-cross” timing cut described in Fig. 3.5a. Our fiducial cuts,
efficiency corrections, Monte Carlo processing and acceptance calculation using the PWA mother
fits remain the same as the McCracken analysis. The only two minor changes are, first, for the event-
based signal-background separation (Sec. 3.11), McCracken used a linear background function, while
we use a more general quadratic background. Second, for the A vertex cut that plays a significant role
in the glla trigger (Sec. 7.1), McCracken used the simulated version of the trigger cut (Sec. 7.1.1),
while we use the hard-cut version (Sec. 7.1.2). Our results are shown in Figs. A.1 to A.4. Within
statistical fluctuations, the agreement is excellent. We also note that the photon flux normalization
file had to be re-generated completely anew. Since this flux file is the same as the ¢p charged-mode
analysis, the agreement with the McCracken results lend confidence in the normalization of our ¢p
results, as well.
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Figure A.3: Extended vp — KA recoil polarizations for the two-track glla dataset as a function
of /s in the backward-angles. The CLAS (2011) results in red are this work, and the CLAS (2010)
are results from the McCracken analysis [21]. All errors shown are statistical.
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Figure A.4: Extended vp — KA recoil polarizations for the two-track glla dataset as a function

of /s in the forward-angles. The CLAS (2011) results in red are this work, and the CLAS (2010)
are results from the McCracken analysis [21]. All errors shown are statistical.



