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A recent analysis of (+—) dipion production indicates that the extrapolated production cross section
does not vanish at t=0 as it would for one-pion exchange. We present a model for this phenomenon in
which the spin and dipion mass dependences of the background are simply parametrized. This suggests a
new prescription for performing Chew-Low extrapolation.

F all the recipes for extracting nw elastic phase

shifts from peripheral production data,!? the
Chew-Low method?® is distinguished by being, in
principle, model-independent. In practice, the need to
improve the “leverage” of the data in making the
extrapolation has led to the custom of assuming that
the extrapolated intensity function vanishes at =0, as
would be the case for elementary one-pion exchange
(OPE). We shall term this procedure evasive Chew-Low
extrapolation.* The purpose of this paper is to sketch
alternative nonevasive extrapolation procedures. This
problem has also been discussed by Kane and Ross®
(KR), although with different assumptions.

The stimulus to do this comes from the data. Whereas
for the reaction 7—p — w7~ p(0—), the evasive assump-
tion appears to be pragmatically successful,® its recent
application to the process 7 p— mtrn(+—) by
Marateck ef al.” has yielded unreasonable extrapolations
(for example, cross sections significantly below the
unitarity limit at the p mass).

We consider the production of S-wave and P-wave
dipion systems.® The elastic scattering parameters are
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to be determined by extrapolation to the pion pole in
{, the momentum transfer to the nucleon vertex. In
order to make a useful extrapolation with currently
available statistics, one requires a model for the re-
maining contributions in the region of small|¢|. There
are a number of possible terms which could give non-
vanishing contributions to the intensity at /=0. The
form shown in Egs. (1)-(4), in which, besides the OPE
terms, only the most singular contributions are retained
is suggested by experimental information on the dipion
decay density matrices. This curtailment of the possible
contributions is our first assumption.

Since we are interested in {-channel dynamics, it is
convenient to use {-channel helicity amplitudes. These
should exhibit relevant kinematic singularities and
incorporate the appropriate constraints.>!® Qur pro-
posed formulas for the helicity amplitudes in the
small-|¢| region (in a suitable normalization chosen to
give the OPE terms a simple form, and using the phase
conventions of Cohen-Tannoudji e/ al.?) are

(_1)1/2 I"OS,P
e Py | 1)

t=u? (=)'
f%—%;OOS'P=AmrS'PPOS'P(t/tmin—1)1/2/(_01/2, (2)
Hi:!:lOP::tA wrPPIP(t//[min—1)1/2/(—'/)”2, (3)
Sitigro” = A PO tnin) P F L]/ (1)1 (4)

Here all ¢ dependence is explicitly shown and the
quantities 4,,5? for the (+ —) reaction are related to
the w7 elastic phase shifts through the formulas

ArrP=3e" sing,?!, (5)
(6)

The intensity is given in terms of our {-channel helicity

— 2 ,7600 1 s 9
AzrS=2e" 5ingo0+ Lei0® singy?.

its effects should be observable and inferences on the 7=0 .S wave
consequently modified. It could readily be included in the present
formalism at the price of more parameters.
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amplitudes f5:F by the formula

do

010w?d cosfdp
=3C T [ S+ favoldut(8)e¢ 2. (T)

AN v

The quantities # and ¢ are the standard angles de-
scribing the dipion decay in the Jackson frame,? w is the
dipion mass, and A\, N/, and v are the helicities of the
nucleon, antinucleon, and p. The kinematic constant C
is taken to be”

o [w/(Gw?—u?)2]f? .

27rk]ab2#2

(8)

The quantity /min is the minimum momentum transfer
in the s channel, given by

45tmin = ((.02 _ﬂ2)2 - { ([S - (m+“)2][s— (m —M)zj)”?
= ([s—(m+w)*[s—(m—w)*D'*}*, (9)

with m and u the nucleon and pion mass and /s the
total c.m. energy.

Our formulas can be derived starting from the ex-
pressions given by Diu and LeBellac!! for the required
amplitudes in terms of invariant amplitudes. The
kinematic singularities at ¢{=0 and fnin enter their
formulas explicitly through the quantities v/, k,.¢, the
{-channel c.m. momentum, and 6,, the scattering angle
for the process mp(e) — NN. For small [¢|, these
kinematic quantities take the approximate forms

kpt= (w? —u?)/2()12,
sinf,=~[1—1{/tmin J!/2.

(10)
(11)

Substituting these relations and keeping only leading
terms in the vicinity of t=0, we obtain our formulas
(1)-(4).

Terms omitted from Eqs. (1)-(4) which could con-
tribute at {= 0 are, first, linear terms in the expansion
of the I';5:¥ regarded as functions of ¢,'* and, secondly,
contributions to the fy41,410 which do not have a
branch point at {=0," e.g., 4, exchange. We emphasize
in our model the I'yS:” (regarded once again as con-
stants) because they lead to cross terms with the
dominant OPE terms, and the I';” in order to reproduce
the substantial p;o and small p;_; [Eq. (13)] which are
observed at small [¢{|. Nonvanishing TI';S* at {=0
corresponds to what would, in Regge analysis, be termed
a conspiratorial situation.’* The individual helicity
amplitudes are singular at {=0, but in a correlated
fashion, so that the intensity function is nonsingular.10.15
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Note that in allowing the I'¢S:? to be nonzero, we differ
from Kane and Ross.’ Nonzero T'o? seem definitely to
be required to understand the cross-section extrapola-
tion of Marateck et al.”

The evasive extrapolation procedure corresponds
to assuming that the I';S:? vanishes at {=0. In re-
placing it, we have to supply a model for the I;5:?
(t=0) as functions of w?. We desire a form which is
physically reasonable and statistically economical.
Our second assumption is therefore that the depend-
ence of [A,.5PT5P] on «? is predominantly given
by the Watson factor'® e®r~ sing,,. Thus, the I';/S:F
are to be taken as complex constants (as the notation
anticipated) or, if statistics permit, as slowly varying
functions or w?. They will, of course, be functions of
beam momentum. Here again we differ from Kane and
Ross® who make no assumption on the w? dependence of
their background.

The Watson-factor assumption seems not unreason-
able; for example, the cross section for 7tn— obtained
by extrapolating evasively’ lies systematically below
the unitarity bound and appears to have the right shape
but with the wrong normalization. For 7=, where the
evasive extrapolation actually seems to work well, so
that the I'oS:* would be essentially zero, the linear term
in the expansion away from ¢= u? has a similar shape to
the extrapolated cross section,!” suggesting that the
Watson factor dominates this term as well; however,
the same does not seem to go for the corresponding term
in the Py(cosf) coefficient.’” In fact, the procedure we
suggest does not necessitate any assumption on these
terms. We would expect that the Watson assumption
worked best for very small ¢.

The formula for the intensity is obtained on sub-
stituting the above expressions for the helicity ampli-
tudes into Eq. (7). For making the Chew-Low extrap-
olation, we work with the function

T e — (12)
919w?d cosfdp
which takes the form
F=a¢+a, cosb+a, cos?60— (ap+La,)
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Here, the coefficients a; and p;; are given by

ap= IA,r,,S[ 2[—t+2(f—u2) RCFOS
+ (t~ﬂ2)2 I FOS | 2/(“tmin)]

+2!A7r1P{2(t'—“2)2lPlp!g/(—lmi“)) (14)
ar=2 Re{A ;154 1, P*[ —t+ (1 —p2) (Ts5+ TP*)
+([—“2)2F0SI‘UP*/("'fmin)]} ) (15)
2= | A2 P|2[ =14 2(t—p?) Rel'P
+(l_#2)2({I‘UP!Z—ZIFlPP)/("lmin)]) (16)
(aot+3a:) Repyo
=%|A1r7rpl2(t_”2) Rerlp(t/lmin__l)lmy (17)
(00+%02)P1—1=0, (18)

(@o+%a2) Repyoi™t
= (1/V3) Re[A rr5A y o P*(t—p2) Ty P*(t /L — 1)1/2].
(19)

These formulas are to be employed for very small |{].
Our proposal is that they should be used to parametrize
the values at t=0 of the quantities 4y, @), and a@,. Thus,
isolating the pion pole terms a;*°'e, we would suggest
that data on the a;(f) be actually fitted to the formulas

a;= —a.-P"‘et—f— (t—u2)(ai+ﬁit+ . ) s (20)

with the «; constrained to the forms obtained from
Egs. (14)-(16), e.g.,

Q= ‘A ,,-,.-SI2[:2 Reros“‘ﬂz} I‘US]2/(_txnin):]
_2#2|Amrplz| FIP! 2/("‘tmin) ’ (21)
and with the 3; and any higher coefficients of ¢ as free
parameters for each dipion mass bin. If, for example,
one omitted higher terms after 8;, one would have six
free parameters for each mass interval, in addition to
the I';5:” which would be common to all dipion masses.
These latter would be the only extra parameters as
compared to the evasive approach. All mass intervals
would be fitted together and the fitted values of aP°le
would of course be the result of the extrapolation.
There should, in principle, be enough information to
constrain the I';$:¥ parameters using the ¢-dependent
density matrices as well as the a;’s. [ Probably, statistics
would necessitate fitting data at small |¢| directly to
Egs. (17)-(19) without higher terms.] The appearance
of a complex coefficient in the expression for a; allows
the interesting possibility of distortions in the forward-
backward asymmetry at physical momentum transfer.
One can get an idea of the sort of I'’s that might be
required for the data sample listed by Marateck et al.”
by fixing on a particular beam momentum from their
sample, namely, 2.7 GeV/c, for which the density
matrices have been published.!® The quantity /tmin

18D, H. Miller e al., Phys. Rev. 153, 423 (1967).
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comes out (for w=m,=760 MeV) as
tm in— —0645;1,2 .

Alternative Regge-pole fits have been made to a body of
pion-production data including that at 2.7 GeV/c.?®* A
markedly better fit to the small-|¢| density matrices
was achieved in the conspiratorial alternative with the
pion and pion conspirator trajectories as dominant
contributions. The 4, term came out as small [see the
remark shortly after Eq. (11)]. From this fit, we can
extract an estimate of I'y?, I';P~0.06. Note that I'\" is
real in this model, which seems to be borne out by the
large values of Repio which are observed.?®

The evasive extrapolation of Marateck ef al.” gives
cross sections and a,, the coefficient of cos?8, which are
systematically too low in magnitude. This suggests that
the assumption of zero intercept at {=0 will have to be
corrected downwards and it appears that I'¢P~0.1
would give the desired type of effect. The reported
extrapolations of a¢(?) indicate that 'y would also have
to be appreciable but with the opposite sign. For the
quantities @9 and ao+3a@s, the extent to which the
intercept at {=0 can go negative is limited by the
requirement that they be positive in the physical
region. This constraint is, of course, built in to the full
formulas of Egs. (14)-(19), but is lost if one merely
extracts the zero intercept as in Eq. (20).

The success of evasive extrapolation for (0—) pro-
duction and its apparent failure for (4 —) production
constitutes something of a puzzle. The difference does
not seem to be accounted for by special features of 7=0
dipion production, since the a, coefficient extrapolates
to too low a value. In our notation, the quantity Rel'”
has to be significant for (+ —) and can be neglected for
(0—). The former is pure I=1 exchange, the latter a
mixture of /=0 and /=1. On the Regge-exchange
model, one would require a contributor to /= 1 exchange
which was singular and had an appreciable real part at
t=0 (the A4, together with its daughter readily fulfills
the first but not the second requirement). One would
have further to postulate a singular 7=0 contribu-
tion?!?2 which canceled this real part in (0—) produc-
tion. One has grown accustomed to the notion of
correlated trajectories as in exchange degeneracy,
daughters, and conspirators and this would furnish yet
another instance. The crucial test would come in p*
production at small |¢| for which the relevant real parts
would add. Unfortunately, the data are rather sparse.
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