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The reaction K+tp—K*prtr~ is studied at incident beam momenta of 2.53, 2.76, and 3.20 GeV /¢, using the
Argonne 30-in. hydrogen bubble chamber. Cross sections for the production of K*0(890), N*+ +(1236), and
the double-resonance channel K+p—K*0(890) N**+ +(1236) have been determined. We compare the produc-
tion and decay angular distributions for the double-resonance channel with the predictions of several
models which assume pion exchange. The decay angular distributions have also been compared with quark-
model predictions. We find that none of the models tested completely accounts for all the features of the
data. In addition, a low-mass enhancement in the Kwr system at 1300410 MeV is observed.

I. INTRODUCTION

E report the results of a study of the reaction
K*tp—K*trta—p at 2.5, 2.7, and 3.2 GeV/c. The
momenta were selected to study the K*p interaction
in the energy region of the =1 enhancement reported
at a center-of-mass energy of 2.505 GeV by Abrams
et al.! and cover the energy region 2.44 to 2.68 GeV.
No evidence has been observed in the four-particle final
state for any resonant behavior in the K*+p system.
This reaction has been studied over a wide range of
incident K+ momenta from 1.2 to 12.7 GeV/c.2"5 It is
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characterized by strong production of K*(890) and
N*t+(1236). In addition, at momenta of 1.96 GeV/c
and above, the simultaneous production of these reso-
nances is observed. In the energy region reported in
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TasirE I. Parameters of the exposure.

Nominal Measured Number of
momentum momentum  frames (in
(GeV/e) (MeV/c) thousands)
2.53 252543 63
252443 49
2.76 275343 109
277543 52
3.20 321444 33
3208+3 98
319743 40

this paper, the quasi-two-body process K+p—K**(890)
N*++(1236) is dominant, accounting for about 50%
of the reaction. Our results are consistent with previous
studies of this reaction above and below our energy
range and indicate that this reaction is dominated by
one-pion exchange. We have studied this quasi-two-
body process in detail by examining the production
angular distribution, the K* and N* decay angular
distributions, and the correlations between the K* and
N* decays. The results of these studies are compared
with the predictions of various two-body production
models based on single-meson exchange. We find that
no one model completely accounts for all the features
of the data. The angular correlations are also com-
pared with quark-model predictions, and reasonable
agreement is found for those predictions requiring only
parity conservation in quark-quark scatterings.
Previous experiments at higher energies have re-
ported a prominent enhancement in the K*r mass
between 1.1 and 1.4 GeV.!%~% Qur energy region studies
the threshold behavior of this enhancement. We find
an enhancement in the low-mass Kmrm system at
1300410 MeV with a width of 80420 MeV. The
analysis is complicated by the K*(890)N*(1236) back-
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ground and it is difficult to make quantitative estimates
of the cross section.

II. EXPERIMENTAL PROCEDURE

A. K+ Beam

The Argonne National Laboratory 30-in. MURA
hydrogen bubble chamber was exposed to the ZGS
high-energy electrostatically separated beam? at nomi-
nal momenta of 2.5, 2.7, and 3.2 GeV/c. Accurate
values of the beam momenta were obtained by fitting
a subsample of the four-prong events to the four-
constraint hypothesis:

K+p—Ktprtr. (1)

The intrinsic width of the beam found in this study was
consistent with the nominal momentum bite of 4=19,.
Table I shows the average fitted momentum at each
beam setting.

Also shown in Table I is the number of frames of
70-mm film exposed at each momentum (four views
per frame). The beam flux was measured by counting
the number of three-prong beam associated events in
a centrally chosen fiducial volume (see Sec. II D).

The light particle contamination in the beam was
monitored continuously during the exposure by a
threshold Cerenkov counter; this counter indicated
that no more than 39 of the beam had velocities greater
than that of a K* meson. A detailed study of =+ con-
tamination of the beam was performed at 3.2 GeV/c;
at this momentum, 2000 frames were exposed to the
beam tuned for transmission of =+ mesons. By com-
paring the four-constraint fits in the four-prong to-
pology in the =+ film and in the K+ film, we conclude
that the 7+ contamination is less than 19, for each
momentum. Using the selection criteria of Sec. II C,
the contamination of the final state K+prtr— by #t-in-
duced events is estimated to be less than 10 events at
each momentum.

B. Event Processing

The film was scanned for all beam interactions or
decays with two or more outgoing particles. A summary
of the scanning results for the three- and four-prong
topologies is given in Table II. All of the four-prong
events were measured in three views on Scanning and
Measuring Projectors (SMP’s).

Spatial reconstruction and kinematic fitting of the
measured events were performed using standard Uni-
versity of Illinois programs. Table III shows the results
of a first-measurement pass of the film. These four-
prong events satisfy the same fiducial volume and beam
track criteria as the three-prong events used for the
beam flux calculation.

2T, H. Fields, E. L. Goldwasser, and U. E. Kruse, Argonne
National Laboratory Report No. THF/ELG/UEKl 1961
(unpublished).
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TaBLE II. Summary of scans for three- and four-prong events.

AND 3.20 GeV/ec
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Fraction of Scanning Scanning

Momentum  film double Number of efficiency Number of efficiency
(GeV/c) scanned 3-prongs for 3-prongs 4-prongs for 4-prongs
2.53 0.56 1463 0.97+0.02 4411 0.994:0.01
2.76 0.22 2049 0.96+0.02 7574 0.98+-0.02
3.20 0.86 1932 0.98+0.01 9430 0.99+0.01

While the reject rate indicated by Tables II and -ITI
(~12%) is consistent with rates from similar experi-
ments performed at this laboratory, 300 rejected events
at 3.2 GeV/c were remeasured to investigate possible
systematic losses. Within statistics, all distributions
from these remeasured events were consistent with those
of first pass measurements.? Since the reject rate is low,
we expect no significant biases to be introduced by
omitting a complete remeasurement pass; cross sections
have been corrected for this random loss of events.

C. Event Selection

All kinematic fits to the hypothesis K+p—K+prtn—
with a x? probability greater than 0.001 were accepted.
An event was considered ambiguous only if it had more
than one fit satisfying this criterion, and if these fits
had x? probabilities within a factor of 25 of the best fit.

A sample of 600 events was used to test possible mis-
identification by comparing visually the ionization on
the film with the ionization expected from the accept-
able hypotheses. In no case could ionization criteria rule
out an acceptable fit in favor of a hypothesis with one
or more unseen neutral particles. Remeasurement of
a random sample of four-prong events (~250 events)
showed that the class of acceptable fits was stable under
remeasurement.

At each momentum there were ~500 ambiguous
events. At 3.2 GeV/c¢ visual estimates of ionization
showed that for ~659, of the resolvable ambiguous
events choosing the hypothesis with the lowest x2 re-
sulted in the correct choice. (759 of the ambiguous
events were resolvable.) For the lower momenta, a

since the ambiguity classes are a small fraction of the
total number of events.

D. Cross Sections

The cross section was determined at each energy by
normalizing the number of events in a central fiducial
volume corrected for scanning and measurement loss
to the number of three-prong decay events satisfying
the same beam criteria. The branching ratio used was
0.06024-0.001.% The cross sections are given in Table IV,

III. GENERAL FEATURES OF THE REACTION

The dominant features of reaction (1) are shown in
Figs. 1-3, where we plot the mass of the K*z~ pair
versus the prt pair. It is clear that the dominant process
is the copious production of K*(890) and N*(1236).

In order to determine the cross sections for the domi-
nant final states of this reaction a maximum-likelihood
analysis of the triangle plot was performed using the
computer program MINFUN.” We have used four non-

T 1.9 T T T T T T T

L 4 1.8l 2.53 Gev/c 4
2723 EVENTS
= - L7E ] 0 -

minimum x? decision was used to resolve the ambigu- A A R S S R
ities; the effect of event misidentification is negligible g Q S T L
N9920/SIN3AI_ My (GeV)
> .
TasLe ITI. Summary of film measurement. N ‘
S ]
Momentum  Number of Number of 2
(GeV/e) rejects Ktpata— & E
a 1
2.53 560 2971 Fic. 1. Scatter diagram’of the invariant masses of the K*n~
2.76 800 4872 and pmt systems for 2.53 GeV/c. The solid curves on the mass
3.20 1260 5150 projections are the result of the maximum-likelihood fits whose

% Substantial remeasurements were performed for the two-
prong and two-prong-plus-V-topologies. Analysis of the re-
measured events did not offer significant evidence for further
measurements in the four-prong topology.

parameters are summarized in Table IV.

% G, Trilling, UCRL Report No. UCRL-16473, 1965 (un-
published).

# W. Humphrey and B. Cottrell, UCRL Physics Notes, Memo
No. P-6, rev., 1966 (unpublished).
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Tasre IV. Maximum-likelihood solutions for the dominant channels in K*pz7~ production.

2.53 GeV/e 2.76 GeV/c 3.20 GeV/c
: Fraction Cross section Fraction Cross section Fraction Cross section
Channel (%) (mb) (%) (mb) (%) (mb)
K*(890) prrt 11.3+1.6 0.25+0.04 12.8+1.3 0.294-0.04 15.74+1.3 0.344-0.05
Ktp~N*(1236) 18.1+£1.7 0.39+0.06 15.54+1.3 0.35+0.05 21.241.3 0.454+0.05
K*(890) N*(1236) 51.7+1.3 1.13+0.11 51.6+1.4 1.1740.10 44.2+1.4 0.96+0.08
K*prta™ 18.94-1.7 0.4140.06 20.1+1.3 0.46+0.05 18.94+1.3 0.41+0.06
(nonresonant) .

Total 2.18+0.17 2.27+0.18 2.17+0.17

interfering amplitudes corresponding to the processes

K+p—K*0(890) pnt (1a)
KN +(1236) (1b)
—K*(890) N*++ (1236) (1c)
— K+prtr— (nonresonant). (1d)

The results of the fitting are given in Table IV and
shown in Figs. 1-3. The events not belonging to K*N*
reactions are assumed to be distributed according to
their phase space. Relativistic p-wave Breit-Wigner
amplitudes were used for the K* and N*.2® We have
also used the accepted values of the mass and width
for the K*(890) and N*(1236). The pnt mass projec-
tions in Figs. 1-3 indicate that the observed N*(1236)
mass is approximately 10 MeV lower than the accepted
value. However, the percentage fits in Table IV are
not sensitive to this difference.

T 1.9 T T T

2.76 GeV/c
4586 EVENTS

T

- ; L8l

L7
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&
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g .
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A9 207SLIN3IAT Z1000 ——
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L L L L L L T
07 08 09 LO LI L2 L3 14 15
MK+77-— ( GeV )

T T

(o

o

o
T

EVENTS/02

Fig. 2

Fic. 2. Scatter diagram of the invariant masses of the K*z~
and prt systems for 2.76 GeV/¢. The solid curves on the mass
projections are the result of the maximum-likelihood fits whose
parameters are summarized in Table IV.

2 J. D. Jackson, Nuovo Cimento 34, 1644 (1964).

At 3.2 GeV/c we tried fitting the triangle plot to six
noninterfering amplitudes. The additional two am-
plitudes tried were

K+p—K*(1420) prr+ (1e)
—K*(1420) N*+ +(1236). (1f)

This fit yielded (1.24:0.7)% for (le) and (1.32£0.7)9,
for the percentage of (1f). As expected, the fraction of
N*K*n~ and phase space decreased by similar amounts
to accommodate this K*(1420) production. (These
are the processes that populate the high-mass region
of the K7 mass spectrum.) From this we measure a
cross section of 55430 ub for K*°(1420) production and
decay into K*n— at 3.2 GeV/c in this final state.

Our cross sections for reaction (1) and for the quasi-
two-body final state are shown in Fig. 4 with the results
from other experiments. The cross section for the re-
action K+p—K*rrtr—p is observed to increase with
P1ab until it is above the K*N* threshold and then have
a slight decrease as a function of laboratory momentum.
It is interesting to note, however, that the major part

3.2 GeV/c 1
4845 EVENTS

\ ]
L |
|
L
i'
- VL S| L L L 1 L 1 S NP W —v—
S 07080910 1 1213 14 15 16 17
8 s My (GeV)
ABIOVSININT > 900 sy e
O
[aN}
S s00f
~N
%
£ 300!
5}
= o L P e = SN R S

E

Fic. 3. Scatter diagram of the invariant masses of the Ktz~
and prt systems for 3.20 GeV/c. The solid curves on the mass
projections are the result of the maximum-likelihood fits whose
parameters are summarized in Table IV.
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of the o (K*rtn—p) energy dependence is due to the
energy dependence of the K*N* final state. The dashed
curve in Fig. 4 is a fit of the K*¥V* cross section between
2.65 and 5.44 GeV/c to the form o=oop1a . This fit
yields go=3.640.7 mb, N=1.1+0.1 As shown in Fig. 4,
the remaining part of the cross section is essentially
flat between 2.5 and 13.0 GeV/c. The initial increase
of the cross section for the K*+prtz— final state is co-
incident with the enhancement reported by Cool et al.®
at 1.940.02 GeV.

IV. REACTION Ktp—K*ON*++

A. K*N* Differential Cross Sections

The large accumulation of events in the K*0(890)—
N*++(1236) overlap region of the triangle plots at all
three momenta enables us to perform a detailed study
of the production mechanism for the reaction

K+p—sKHON*++

N
Ktn—.

In Fig. 5 we present the differential cross sections
for each momentum. To avoid a kinematic dip at small
values of A? (arising from the finite widths of the K*
and N*) we have plotted the data as a function of
€080c.m., the cosine of the angle between the K* and
the incoming K* meson in the K*p center-of-mass
system. For convenience we have included in Fig. 5

scales for A2, where the value of A? for a given value of

cosfe.m. is taken at the central values of the resonance
positions.

The differential cross sections have been calculated
by fitting the triangle plot densities (see Sec. IIT) over
intervals in the cosf..m. variable between 0.8 and 1.0.
This gives the K*N* population of each cosfe.m. bin.
(For example at 3.2 GeV/c we have measured a K*N*
purity of 97% near cosfem.=1.0 and a purity of 77%
near cosfe.m.=0.8.) It should be noted that this method
may be more reliable than that of using mass selection
criteria [e.g., 840<M (K+t7r—)<940 MeV and 1120<
M (pnt) <1320 MeV] to obtain the shape of the differ-
ential cross section. Although the background (non-
K*N* events) with these cuts is small (less than 59,
at 3.2 GeV/c for cosfo.m.>0.8), there is considerable
variation in the percentage of background as a function
of c086o.m. for cosfe.m.>0.8. The effect of neglecting this
background variation would be to flatten out the pro-
duction angular distribution.

The data are seen to be consistent with an exponential
falloff as a function of production cosine. From a least-
squares fit to the data (for cosfe.m.>0.8) we have
measured the slopes A4 [assuming a functional form
do/dQ~ exp (A cose.m.)] to be 7.740.7, 11.6+0.8, and
15.241.0 at 2.53, 2.76, and 3.20 GeV/c, respectively.

#® R. L. Cool, G. Giacomelli, T. F. Kycia, B. A. Leonti¢, K. K.
Li, A. Lundby, and J. Teiger, Phys. Rev. Letters 17, 102 (1966).
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F1c. 4. Cross sections of the reactions K+p—K*tprtr™ and
K+p—K*N*+ + (K*—K*7~), and their difference, as a function
of laboratory momentum. The solid curve is hand drawn through
the data points. The dashed curve is the result of the fit to the
K*N* cross section described in the text.

Using the central mass values for the K* and N*,
these correspond to values of 6.740.6, 7.740.5, and
7.940.5 (GeV/c)™?, respectively, for the slopes in
do/dA2

At other energies K*N* production has been found
to be dominated by pion exchange in the ¢ channel.
We have compared the data with three refined models
of pion exchange; the form-factor model of Diirr and
Pilkhun, the absorptive model of Gottfried and Jackson,
and the Reggeized model of Frautschi and Jones. We
find that none is completely successful in describing the
differential cross sections at small A%

The cross section for one-pion exchange in the re-
action Ktp—K¥N*+ K¥K+r— is given by*

d 21 Pg*g® G* 1 1
do _ (Fic)2X it SR S A S S
dQ 3 s Pg+ 4w 4w (m,2+ A%)? dmg +
X LA (mgs— mig )¥] (i ¥*mg? )~
X[A+ (myx—myp ) LA (my++mp)* 7, (2)
where
g2/41|'= ZPK*MK*2/3QK;K*3= 1.0
for
Tg*=0.049 GeV, Mx+=0.892 GeV
and

G? I‘N*ém,r?mN*Z
1 O g () 1=0083
* p ) — My

30 7. D. Jackson and H. Pilkuhn, Nuovo Cimento 33, 906
(1964).
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23%(GeVk)? 22 (GeV/c)? 22 (GeV/e)?
0'2?_ 2?0* w20 : 0,2? . O.EOO *?;40 O‘,lo AO'?O.O'?Q.O‘ij Frc. 5. Differential cross section
3.0 K'p=K*N p—K*°N 30k K'p—K*N o for the reaction Ktp—K*N*++
2.0 Kt~ L 10 Y K77~ (K*¥*—K*7~) for the three
DT 253GeV/ed 10 k 20N 320GeVrk 1 &  momenta 2.53, 2.76, and 3.20
— =~ ] ] o 150 & GeV/c. The solid curve is the
& LOF <150 Tl 150 10 . S result of an OPE calculation with
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olo 2.0 f - with parameters given in Table V.
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\ \ ot 9

3 N Ao 1.0 \ I 1 ©lo  result of a Reggeized pion calcula-
AE \ los tion of Frautschi and Jones in

ol AN j 05 ol 1 g which 5=0.001 is used.

1.0 09 08 8 1.0 08
COosSf¢m, COSfcm.
for

T'y+=0.140 GeV, My+=1.236 GeV.

s is the square of the center-of-mass energy, Px+ and
Pg+ are the center-of-mass momenta of the incident
K+ and outgoing K*, respectively, and ¢4;s represents
the momentum of particle 4 in the rest frame of par-
ticle B. It is well known that this calculation disagrees
with the observed data in magnitude and shape.

Diirr and Pilkuhn® have modified (2) by the inclu-
sion of off-mass-shell vertex factors and a form factor.
The result of this modification is that the differential
cross section given by (2) is multiplied by

2
).

l-l—RN*qu*z (on) 1+ Rx *2QK 2 (on) <a2— Won?
1+RN*2qN*2(0ff) 1+RK*2qK*2(Off) a2—!— A?

where ggoff is the momentum of the exchanged pion
in the resonance (R) rest frame and ggon is the mo-
mentum it would have if its mass were that of a physical
pion. We have used the following parameters:

Ry+=4.0(GeV/c)Y,  Rg+=1.25(GeV/c)™,

and

o?=2.3(GeV/c)?,

as determined by Trippe® from a fit to K*N* produc-
tion from 3 to 13 GeV/c.

The results of this calculation are shown by the solid
curves in Fig. 5. The model is seen to describe the data
well near Amin? but to fall off too slowly with increasing
A? to fit the data. In addition, the decay angular dis-
tributions predicted by this model [which are the same
as those predicted by simple one-pion exchange (OPE)]
do not agree with those experimentally observed (see
Sec. IV B).

The dashed curves in Fig. 5 are the results of a one-
pion-exchange model with absorptive (OPEA) correc-
tions®~% calculated using the exact summation of the
partial-wave method of Donohue and Keyser.%

In this model the partial-wave Born amplitude for
simple pion exchange is multiplied by the product of the
square root of the elastic scattering S-matrix elements
in the initial and final states. Assuming that elastic
scattering is purely diffractive and helicity nonchang-
ing, one modifies the partial-wave Born amplitude as
follows:

My = (Sp 1By (Sii? )1,
where

3)

Sii7=1—C, exp[—v:(U—3%)]
and
C1= O'Ti/4‘7l'Ai, Yi= 1/ (2qn;2A¢).

o' is the K*p total cross section, 4; is the slope of the

TaBLE V. Absorption model parameters.

Plab I II

(GeV/c) C; (expt) vi (expt) C; i Cy s C: Yi Cs s
2.53 1.05+0.04 0.156+0.005 1.0 0.16 1.0 0.03 0.9 0.16 0.9 0.08
2.76 1.15+0.06 0.154+0.008 1.0 0.15 1.0 0.03 0.9 0.15 0.9 0.075
3.20 0.954-0.05 0.1084-0.006 1.0 0.10 1.0 0.03 0.9 0.10 0.9 0.05

3L H. P. Diirr and H. Pilkuhn, Nuovo Cimento 40, 899 (1965).

2 K. Gottiried and J. D. Jackson, Nuovo Cimento 33, 309 (1964).

3 K. Gottfried and J. D. Jackson, Nuovo Cimento 34, 735 (1964).

3 J. D. Jackson, J. T. Donohue, K. Gottfried, R. Keyser, and B. E. Y. Svensson, Phys. Rev. 139, B428 (1965).

3 J. T. Donohue, Ph.D. thesis, University of Illinois, 1967 (unpublished). .

% The {calculations [were done using a program described by R. Keyser, CERN Report No. DD/CO/66/3 (unpublished).
The program}was modified at the University of Illinois to perform the calculations to obtain the correlation coefficients for double-

resonance production.
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forward K*p elastic scattering diffraction peak, g; is
the incident center-of-mass momentum, and J is the
total angular momentum. Analogous definitions apply
to the final-state parameters Cy and vy. From measure-
ments of the elastic scattering®” and the total cross sec-
tions! at our energies, we have determined the param-
eters C; (expt) and v; (expt), which are given in Table V.
It has been customary to take C;=1 and y;= (0.5—
0.75)~i, corresponding to total absorption of the lowest
partial wave and a larger Gaussian region of absorption
in the final state. For initial-state absorption param-
eters fixed (we use C;=1.0 at all energies), best agree-
ment with differential cross-section measurements is
obtained for the parameter set labelled I in Table V.
At all momenta, the shapes of the differential cross sec-
tions are similar to those predicted by the form-factor
model, and are similarly inadequate. The same kind
of results could be obtained for v; larger (and ~w;)
if we were to use values of v; smaller by about a factor
of 2. According to the parametrization used in the ab-
sorption model, this would imply a slope in K*p elastic
scattering twice as large as that experimentally ob-
served. However, as discussed in Sec. IV B, the param-
eter sets that best fit the differential cross section do
not give the best agreement with the decay angular
distributions. A better fit to the decay angular distribu-
tions is obtained by using the set of parameters desig-
nated II in Table V and is shown as the dashed curve
labelled IT in Fig. S.

A Reggeized pion-exchange calculation®® is shown
by the dot-dashed curves in Fig. 5. The predictions of
this model, which assume that only one helicity ampli-
tude dominates, are seen to be too steep when com-
pared with the data. As shown in Fig. 6, our data along
with those of Goldschmidt-Clermont ef al.* exhibit the

— 1 -
K'p —K*(890)N*T#(1236) o
io]- L--K+7T£ i
dO , o-AK
9_d—A2'\Je K -
QL SlfopeAasofuncﬂon
Q 8rof B 7
= K
D
e i
= 2a'(0)InB++C
sl a/(0)=25%.5 -
G=23%1.2
5l O Thisexp.
® Ref. 39
i 1 t { { Lt !
] 2 3 4 5 6 78910

R+ (Gev/e)

Fic. 6. Slope for process Ktp—K¥N*++ (K¥—K*r~) as a
function of laboratory momentum.

8 J. Whitmore, University of Illinois (private communication).

3 S. Frautschi and L. Jones, Phys. Rev. 164, 1918 (1967).

Y. Goldschmidt-Clermont, V. P. Henri, B. Jongejans, A.
Moisseev, F. Muller, J. M. Perreau, A. Prokes, V. Yarba, W.
DeBaere, J. Debaisieux, P. Dufour, F. Grard, J. Heughebaert,
L. Pape P. Peeters, F. Verbeure, and R. Windmolders, Nuovo
Cimento 46, 539 (1966).
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expected Regge shrinkage, but the large value of &’ (0)e¢s
that the data indicate [2.520.5 (GeV/c)~2] does not
appear consistent with the usual value of 1 (GeV/c)~2
This value for the effective slope of the pion trajectory
is obtained by neglecting any A? dependence of the
residue function and signature factor (which certainly is
important for pion exchange) and fitting the momentum
dependence of the slope 4 of K*N* production to the

form
A=2d'(0) InPg++C,

where C has been determined to be 2.34-1.2 (GeV/¢)2.
B. K*N* Decay Angular Distributions

The decay angular distributions of the K*—K+tn—
and N*t+—prt decays have been studied to yield
information about the production mechanism of the
reaction

K+p—s KON+,

As shown by Pilkuhn and Svensson® and by Dono-
hue,®4 the joint decay distribution of the K*N*
system is described by angular functions with 19 pa-
rameters. The 19 parameters are the six single-particle
density-matrix elements and 13 coefficients (Ry and
Ry—Ry).

We use the notation of Donohue to describe the joint
décay distribution

W (Ox*¢x+; On+dn+) = (1/167%) {143 (1—3po™*)
X (1—3 cosg*)— 2 (1—4ps™*) (1— 3 cosy+)
+1Rs(1—3 cos¥x*) (1—3 cos®y+)
— 3 (p1,—s5* sin®g* cos2ex*
+V2 RepioX™* sin20x* cospr*)
—2V3 (Rep™*;,_4 sin®fy* cos2ey+
+ RepsV* sin20y+ cosdy*)
—3(1— 3 cos¥y*) [ Ry sinfx+ cos2¢x
4+ (1/¥2) Ry sin26x * cosgr* ]
—V3 (1—3 cosx+) (Ry1 sinfy+ cos2¢y*
~+ Ry sin20y+ cospy*)+3V3 (sin®fg+ sinfy+
X [Riz cos (2¢x*+ 2¢x+)+ Ria cos 2pr*—2¢x+)])
+ sin+ sin20y+[ Rys cos 2 *+pn*)
+ Ryg cos 2pr+— dn*) 1+ (1/V2) sin26x* sin6y *
X [Ruz cos (¢x *+2¢x+)+ Rus cos (¢ 2¢x) ]
+ (1/V2) sin20k* sin20
X [Rus cos (px++on+)+ R cos (px*—on+) 1},
(4)

# H, Pilkuhn and B. E. Y. Svensson, Nuovo Cimento 38, 518
(1965).
4 J, T. Donohue, Nuovo Cimento 524, 1152 (1967).
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[ KEm, pout] K*or N*rest frame
[ Kino Pin] K*or N*rest frame

Ki+n X K“, pinx N*] C.M.S.

Wyx(cos 8,¢) =f’—-[ Poo0COS 6 + 301=p, o)sinze =P, sin“Gcos2¢ - /2 Rep, ,sin28cos¢ ]

m
Wyr(cos 6, 4) =-‘%,-[ ps 35in28 +(§' - ps3)(§+cos’) -2 Rep, ,sin28cos ¢

-2

V3

75 Repy | sin® 8 cos 2¢]'- :

F16. 7. Coordinate system defining the decay angles of the heavier decay product in the resonance rest frame. Wg* and W y* are the
expected K* and K* decay angular distributions expressed in terms of the spin density-matrix elements p,,m .

where R, and Rg—Ry are linear functions of the real
part of the joint decay density matrix pums;pp,. The co-
ordinate system is that shown in Fig. 7 and m and »/
are the magnetic quantum numbers referring to the
K* and i and 3» are those referring to the N*. The
explicit functions are given in Table VI, where we have
defined
-Rmm';mn’: Reﬂmm';nn'«

In terms of the 19 parameters [in Eq. (4)] the pre-
dictions of the simple OPE model become

Po0= 1, R4:1

and all other coefficients zero.

Figure 8 shows the separate cosfx*, ¢x*, cosy*, and
¢n* decay angular distributions at each of the three
energies for cosfo.m.>0.8 For this study we define
K*N* events by restricting the K*ao— mass to the in-
terval 840-940 MeV and the pr* mass to the interval
1120-1320 MeV. The solid curves are the results of
fitting these distributions to the appropriately inte-
grated form of Eq. (4). The curves adequately repre-
sent the features of the data except for the large asym-
metry present at all energies in the cosfx = distribution.
In Fig. 9 we show this asymmetry (as measured by
(Y1%)) as a function of the mass of the K= system. This
asymmetry is a rapidly varying function of K7 mass,
reaching a maximum for Mg,~0.84 GeV and going
to zero for Mx,~0.93 GeV. This figure also shows that
the asymmetry is largest for K= systems peripherally
produced with the N*. The above formalism, which
assumes-that the K* and N* are free-spin 1~ and £+
particles that are produced and decay via parity con-

serving interactions, cannot account for this asym-
metry. However, it is still of interest to see whether the
various models, which are based on these assumptions,
can correctly account for the other features of K*N*
production.*?

The data in Fig. 8 indicate that the single-particle
density-matrix elements poo, p1,-1, p33, and Reps,_1, in the
production cosine range of 0.8 to 1.0, are similar at all
three energies. In Table VI we show that this is true
for all 19 parameters.®

A comparison with the data at 5 GeV/c¢ ! shows that
this feature of the data extends to higher momenta.
In agreement with the CERN group, we observe sig-
nificant differences from simple OPE predictions for
P00, P33, Repro, Ra, Ryz, and Ryy (though only at 3.2 for the
last term).

In Figs. 10 and 11 we present the 19 parameters
measured at a three momenta as a function of cosf.m.*
and compare them with the predictions of the one-pion-

# To assure ourselves that a comparison of theory and experi-
ment is not affected by the presence of the K* asymmetry, we
have performed all the analyses described below separately on
the events with cosfg+>0 and cosfgx<0. Within the limits of
our statistics no differences in the parameters obtained for these
two sets were observed. We have also applied more restrictive
mass selections on the K™~ and pn* systems. Again no differences
in the parameters were observed.

4 All matrix elements were obtained from the data by the
method of moments, using the selection criteria previously defined.

4 The amount of background present in each of the four
production cosine intervals has been determined. At 3.2 GeV/c,
the percentage of background is 3% for 0.98<cosfe.m.<1.0,
3% for 0.94<cos0,.m.<.98, 129, for 0.88<cosb,.m.<0.94, and
17% for 0.80<cosf,.;m.<0.88. At the other energies the back-
ground levels are comparable. However, no background sub-
traction was performed.
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F16. 8. Decay angular distributions of the selected (0.84 GeV < Mg+,~<0.94 Gev, 1.12 GeV <M prt+ <1.32 GeV, cos0g.m.>0.8) double-
resonance events. The solid curves are the result of a moment analysis with parameters given in Table VI.

exchange model with absorption (OPEA). The solid
curves are obtained by using the parameter sets given
by IT in Table V. (The predictions of these sets are de-
termined mainly by C;~C;~0.9 and not by the precise
values for v; and v;.) For comparison we also display
(dashed curves) the predictions given by parameter
sets I (those sets that gave best agreement with differ-
ential cross section and agree with experimentally de-
termined values for v; and C;). We observe that the
only significant differences between the two sets of
parameters is for pg.

T T T T T T T
20k - C0S 85 >8 |
a5 v NN i
.10 + . & 472| EVENTS]
05+ ';‘,% .__I_' i
00 »}‘++++ -
~
- —.05[ .
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ol Cisecmf'e T
05k : NTIN N
00—~ 'f{«f% ‘ +—]3417 EVENTS
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70 .80 .20 10 LI L2 13 14
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Fic. 9. [V,*] as a function of Kmr mass for N*t+ in (1.12<
Mpz.<1.32 GeV), c0sbo.m.>0.8, and cosfe.m.<0.8.

We note that this model specifies correctly which of
the interparticle corre ation terms should be large
(R4, Riz, Ry, and Ryg) and which should be small
(Ry—Ru1, Ri—Ris, and Ry), and agrees well with the
data in both magnitude and sign for the large terms.
The model is also somewhat successful for the single-
particle spin density-matrix elements, failing to re-
produce the behavior of only p;,—; and Repyo.

In order to determine whether better agreement be-
tween experimental data and the OPEA predictions
could be obtained, we have studied the sensitivity of
the absorptive peripheral model to variations in both
the initial- and final-state absorption parameters. Vary-
ing C; and Cy between 0.5 and 1 and +; and v, between
0.02 and 0.32 produced no set which gave complete
agreement for all distributions. For example, no choice
of parameters gave Repy as large and as negative as
the data or displayed the behavior in the magnitude
Ryg as a function of momentum transfer. In addition,
as previously mentioned, no set of parameters could
be found that simultaneously gave large enough pg
and small enough differential cross sections. (C1=Cr=1
gives po too small; Ci=Cy#1 gives do/dQ too large.)
Thus the deficiencies of the OPEA model are inherent
in the model and cannot be removed by a change in the
values of the parameters.

The deficiencies of the absorption model may be due
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2.53 2.76 3.20 2.53 2.76 3.20
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Cos8cm, CosOcm,

F1c. 10. Spin density-matrix elements pgo, p1, -1, Repio, ps3, Reps, -1, Reps, and K*N* joint decay coefficients R, and Ry— Ry3 as a
function of K* production cosine (cosfe.m.) for the selected (0.84<Mg+,—<0.94 GeV, 1.12< M, +<1.32 GeV, and cosfg.,,.>0.8)
double-resonance events. The solid (dashed) curves are the predictions of the OPEA model with parameters given by II (I) in Table V.
Where only the solid curves are displayed, both parameter sets given identical predictions.

to two reasons. The absorption model assumes that the tion® observed near the forward direction in Ktp
elastic scattering amplitude is completely imaginary elastic scattering implies that the spin-flip amplitude
and helicity nonchanging. At the energies considered &N. E. Booth, G. Conforto, R. J. Esterling, J. Parry, J.
in this experiment, the real part of the forward scatter- Scheid, D. Sherden, and A. Yokosawa, Phys. Rev. Letters 23, 192
ing amplitude could be as large as 409 of the imaginary (1969). J. G. Asbury, J. D. Dowell, S. Kato, D. Lundquist, T. B.

X oY s Novey, A. Yokosawa, B. Barnett, P. F. M. Koehler, and P.
amplitude.” In addition, the large value of polariza- Steinberg, Phys. Rev. Letters 23, 104 (1969).
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Frc. 11. K*N* joint decay coefficients Riy— Rs as a function of K* production cosine (cosfe.m.) for the selccted (0.84 <Mg+,—<
0.94 GeV, 1.12<M p,+<1.32 GeV, and cosfy.m,>0.8) double-resonance events. The solid (dashed) curves are the predictions of the

OPEA model with parameters given by II (I).

is not negligible. Jackson et al.3* have also pointed out
that the factorized form of the reaction amplitude is
only valid when the range of the absorptive interactions
satisfy \/A>>1/m,, where Ay is the slope of the
elastic scattering for particles in the initial (final) state
and m, is the mass of the exchange particle. This in-
equality is badly violated for = exchange.

C. Comparison with Quark-Model Predictions
The K*N* correlations also provide tests of the

quark model. We have compared our data with the
three classes of predictions derived by Bialas and

Zalewski®® These predictions have previously been
studied in K*V*1 pN* and wN* production at 5
GeV/c. These predictions are most concisely expressed
in terms of statistical tensors,® Ta,r,71?, defined with
the quantization direction (z axis) perpendicular to the
production plane.® In terms of these tensors the three

4% A. Bialas and K. Zalewski, Phys. Letters 26B, 170 (1968);
Nucl. Phys. B6, 465 (1968).

47 Bonn-Durham-Nijmegen-Paris-Strasbourg-Turin Collabora-
tion, Phys. Letters 28B, 72 (1968).

48 A. Kotanski and K. Zalewski, Nucl. Phys. B4, 559 (1968).

49 The statistical tensors are defined in terms of spherical
harmonics as follows: Ta®=— (57/6)12< VoM (Ogspgs) >,
Ton® = — (5w /3)12 < YchgN*#)N*) >, Tun®= (311257 <
YoM (O, drx) Yol (Ox, ) >. ‘
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TaBre VIII. Test of quark-model predictions for K*N* pro-
duction (cosfe.m.>0.8, 0.84 GeV<Mg+»-<0.94 GeV, 1.12 GeV<
M prt<1.32 GeV; three energies combined, 3005 events).

Class I:
(a) T0020 VQ TO 02,_
(b) ReT 52— ReTg " 0,
(C) ImT2022 ImTz 20=()
(@) ReTw®— (1/72) ReTp?=0
(e) ImT0222 (1/\/2 ) ImToom- 0
() —1/2V/6+ (1¥2)To*= 0
Class II:
(a)  Relu®—V2 ReTp®=0,
(b) ImT202° W ImTo 02=()
(C) R6T2022 ReT0222~—
(d) ImT2022— ImT0222_ 0,
(e) ImT2_222= 0,
(f) ImT1_122= 0
Class III:
(a) ImT =0
(b) Ing()”— 0
(c) ImT%%2=0,
@)  ImTu®=0,
) ImTy®=0,
() ImTy2=0,
(@)  ReTwP+ReT, P+ ReTof—1/7/6=0.

These classes differ in the number of assumptions
made about the quark-quark scattering amplitude.
The first class of predictions is derived by assuming

TasLE VII. Statistical tensors for K*N* production (cosfy.m,>
0.8, 0.84 GeV<Mg+~<0.94 GeV, 1.12 GeV<M,,+<1.32 GeV;
three energies combined 3005 events).

Statistical ~ Transverse Transverse
tensor Jackson helicity Dynamic
To 0.098+0.011 0.098+0.011 0.098-40.011
To® 0.1524+0.007 0.152-40.007 0.15240.007
T2 0.105+0.016 0.105+0.016 0.105+0.016
ReTo22 0.120+£0.015 —0.07640.015 0.12640.015
Im722 0.066+0.015 —0.06640.015 —0.064+0.015
ReT 2 0.089+0.015 0.089+0.015 0.089+0.015
Im7y 42 —0.00940.015 —0.007+0.015 —0.00740.015
ReT2 —0.057+£0.014 —0.0254-0.014 0.062-+0.014
ImT5%2 —0.013+0.014 0.06040.014 —0.014+0.014
ReTp? —0.0844+0.012 —0.03140.012 0.095+0.012
ImTg? —0.035+0.012 0.0814+0.012 —0.015+0.012
ReTn2 0.0454-0.013 0.014+6.011 —0.04040.013
Im7y%2 0.0014+0.011 —0.034+0.013 0.017+0.011
ReT14% 0.006-40.013 0.00740.013 0.007+0.013
Im774,%2 —0.00940.0i2 —0.009+0.0i2 —0.0609+0.012
ReT —0.1234+0.008 —0.0314-0.009 0.123+0.008
Im7g, —0.033+0.009 0.1134+£0.009 —0.0354-0.009
ReT —0.15740.006 —0.097+0.006 0.18440.006
Im75% —0.088+0.006 0.14240.006 0.00=0.007

Transverse Transverse
Relation Jackson helicity Dynamic

I-a 0.0144-0.017 0.01440.017 0.0144-0.017
I-b 0.02140.013 0.02440.013 —0.0304-0.013
I-c 0.03140.013 —0.0114:0.013 —0.014+0.014
I-d 0.00340.011 —0.008=+0.011 0.008+0.011
I-e —0.011+0.011 0.001+£0.012 0.010+0.011
If —0.030£0.020 —0.030=40.020 —0.030=+0.020
II-a 0.018+0.013 —0.05340.014 0.01040.013
II-b —0.041+£0.014 —0.017+0.013 0.049+0.014
II-c 0.026+0.018 0.006+0.018 —0.033+0.018
II-d 0.02240.018 —0.02140.018 0.0024-0.019
II-e —0.009+£0.015 —0.00740.015 —0.007+0.015
II-f ~0.009+0.012 —0.00940.012 —0.009+0.012
III-a —0.088=+0.006 0.1424+0.006 —0.0406.007

III-b —0.013+0.014 0.060+0.014 —0.0144-0.014
III-c 0.066+0.015 —0.066+0.015 —0.064=40.015
II1-d —0.033+0.009 0.11340.009 —0.035+0.009
III-e —0.035+0.012 0.081+0.012 —0.015+0.012
111 0.00140.011 —0.034+0.013 0.017+0.011
IIl-g —0.0954+£0.027 —0.290+40.027 —0.089+0.027

that the initial- and final-state particles are composed
of quarks in the usual way, and by assuming the stand-
ard property of additivity, which states that the par-
ticle-particle scattering amplitude is the coherent sum
of the constituent quark-quark scattering amplitudes.
(In the quark picture, the process K*+p—K*ON*++
results from the charge-exchange process NE—@I,,
where 9T and @ are the neutron- and protonlike quarks.)
Only parity conservation is assumed to hold in quark-
quark scattering. The predictions of classes IT and III
are obtained after making additional assumptions about
the spin dependence of the quark-quark scattering
amplitude. These predictions, which depend on in-
voking time-reversal invariance, are not as basic since
they neglect the fact that the quarks are bound.
Predictions of class I are independent of the par-
ticular type of transverse frame chosen, while those of
classes II and III cannot be satisfied in all transverse
frames. In fact the class-IIT predictions can only hold
in one transverse frame, while those of class II, if found
to hold in one frame, will be satisfied in all frames differ-
ing only in a common rotation of K* and N*. Since the
quark model does not specify in which frame the rela-
tions (of classes IT and III) are to hold we have tested
the relations in three transverse frames. We define the
transverse Jackson frame by choosing the x axis as the
direction of the beam (target) as seen in the K* (N*)
rest frame, the transverse helicity frame by choosing
the « axis as the direction of the line of flight of the
K* (N*) in the over-all center-of-mass system as seen
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Fic. 12. Distribution of mass of K*rtr~ system at each energy
for those events with N** + removed (Mpr>1.4 GeV).

in the K* (NV*) rest frame, and the “dynamic” frame
by a common rotation from the transverse Jackson
frame so that the condition ImZ7%*=0 is satisfied
(Donohue-Hégaasen frame).®® A detailed study at
5 GeV/c showed that for K*N* production reference
systems could be found in which the quark relations
are satisfied, in agreement with pN* data, but in dis-
agreement with w/NV* data.

The statistical tensors were evaluated in each of the
frames at the three momenta by the method of mo-
ments and found to be independent of momentum for
c080,.m.>0.8 (as expected from the study of K*N*
correlations). Our results are summarized in Tables
VII and VIII. We find reasonable agreement for class-I
and -II relations in all three coordinate systems. We
note that for the events considered the rotations from
monohue and H. Hogaasen, Phys. Letters 25B, 554
(1967). At each energy the data were divided into the four
cosf,.. intervals that were used to display the correlation co-
efficients. For each interval an average rotation angle from the
transverse Jackson to the dynamic frame was obtained. Each

event was then rotated by the angle appropriate to its value of
€ose.m..

et al. 1

transverse Jackson to transverse helicity are almost
identical for K* and N*. Slightly better agreement is
obtained for the narrower mass cuts 0.89<K*<0.91
GeV and 1.17<N*<1.27 GeV (not shown). How-
ever, we find (independent of mass cuts used) that re-
lations of class III are not satisfied in any of the three
coordinate systems tried. As seen in Table VIII, the
best results for class-IIT relations are obtained in the
Donohue-Hégaasen frame. Three relations, however,
are more than 3 standard deviations from being satis-
fied. For comparison, we note that although the CERN
group calls the agreement at 5 GeV/c¢ with class-III pre-
dictions reasonable, the same discrepancies (with less
statistical significance) appear in their data.

V. ANALYSIS OF THE Q REGION

Previous experiments have established the existence
of a low-mass Kwr enhancement near 1.3 GeV.16-%.51-54
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Fic. 13. Distribution of mass of K*zxtr~ system, all three
energies combined, for those events with N** + removed (Mprs>
1.4 GeV). The cross-hatched histogram corresponds to those
events in which N* K* and p have been removed (Mpr+>
1.4 GeV, Mg,m.>0.94 GeV or <0.84 GeV, Mm,m_>0.80 GeV or
<0.62 GeV).

81 J. Andrews, J. Lach, T. Ludlam, J. Sandweiss, H. D. Taft,
and E. L. Berger, Phys. Rev. Letters 22, 731 (1969).

82 J. C. Park, S. Kim, G. Chandler, G. Ascoli, E. L. Goldwasser,
and T. P. Wangler, Phys. Rev. Letters 20, 171 (1968).

% P. J. Dornan, V. E. Barnes, G. R. Kalbfleisch, I. O. Skillicorn,
M. Goldberg, B. Goz, R. Wolfe, and J. Leitner, Phys. Rev.
Letters 19, 271 (1967).
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and T. G. Schumann, Phys. Rev. Letters 19, 44 (1967).
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A study of this mass region is complicated at the low
energies of this experiment by the strong N*(1236)
production which accounts for ~% of the cross section
of this final state. In order to remove the effects of the
N*(1236), we only consider in this section events with
M (prt)>1.4 GeV (N* out). In Fig. 12 we show the
K+atn— mass distribution at each energy with the N*
events removed. No significant substructure in the Q
region is apparent for any momentum. In an effort to
reduce statistical fluctuations, we have consolidated the
three momenta in Fig. 13. A shoulder near 1.4 GeV is
present [presumably associated with the K*(1420)7.
A noteworthy feature of the data is the relatively clean
appearance of a peak centered at 1.3 GeV. As may be
seen from the shaded histrogram in Fig. 13, the Q en-
hancement disappears completely when events outside
the K*(890) and p° bands (840940 and 620-800 MeV)
are plotted. It should be emphasized that it is necessary
to remove the p° events in order to obtain the smooth
background in Fig. 13.

A significant contribution to the enhancement at 1.3
GeV may arise from the Deck mechanism.® The K™
events produced by the mechanism are expected to show
the normal cos®g « distribution and a flat Treiman-Yang
angular distribution. In Fig. 14 we compare the dis-
tribution of cosfx* obtained when the momentum
transfer A? between the initial- and final-state protons
is less than and greater than 0.3 (GeV/c)2 While the
Treiman-Yang distribution (not shown) is uniform for
both selections, the cosfx* distribution is almost pure
cos? (with an asymmetry similar to that noted in K*N*
production) for small values of A2 In contrast, the
cosbx= distribution at large A? has a large isotropic
component and displays no asymmetry. For com-
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Fic. 14. (a) Distribution of K* ploar decay cosine (cosfgx),
all three energies combined, for those events with K* in (0.84<
Mgix-<0.94 GeV), N* out (Mpr>1.4 GeV), and A, ,2<0.3
(GeV/c)2. (b) Distribution of K* polar decay cosine (cosfg+),
all three energies combined, for those events with K* in (0.84
GeV<Mgi,_<0.94 GeV), N* out (Mp>14 GeV), and
Ap,»2>0.3 (GeV/c)2.

% R. T. Deck, Phys. Rev. Letters 13, 169 (1964).
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and A, ,2>0.3 (GeV/c)2.

parison, we have made the same A2 cuts for K*N* and
KxN* and find the asymmetry to be present in both
cases.

We therefore impose a A2>0.3 (GeV/¢)? cut on the
data and present the result in Fig. 15. The peak at 1300
MeV [henceforth called the K*(1300) ] is a 4-standard-
deviation enhancement above background and is well
separated from the K*(1420). The K*(1420) signal is
centered at 1430410 MeV with a width of 804=20 MeV
in good agreement with compiled values. The K*(1300)
is estimated to have a mass of 1300410 MeV and a
width of 80420 MeV. The mass and width of the
K*(1300) are consistent with those observed in K*p
at 4.6 GeV/c 2 and in 7 p at 6.0 GeV/c.5

We have attempted to determine the dominant spin-
parity states in the region of the K*(1300). For this
analysis we have neglected the effects of background
and any other possible decay modes of the K*(1300)
other than K*r. The method is that of Park and Kim,®
in which the ratios of moments of polar angles asso-
ciated with the normal to the three-body decay plane
and the K* helicity axis, which are independent of pro-

% J. C. Park and S. Kim, Phys. Rev. 174, 2165 (1968).
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duction mechanism, are used to determine the spin
and parity. Park and Kim have shown that the ratio

R= (P3(cost:) )/ (P (cosB))

is given by
1-3f, for 1+
(A+£0)/ (fo—2) for 2~
and
(6+21,)/ (5fo—9) for 3+,

6, is the polar angle of the K* line of flight and g is the
polar angle of the normal to the three-body decay plane
as measured in the K*(1300) rest system with the z
axis defined by the incident K*; f is the (0, 0) com-
ponent of the K* density matrix in the helicity repre-
sentation. The nonzero value observed for fy excludes
the natural spin-parity series 1=, 2+, ... (fo=0.43+
0.06 for the mass region 1.2-1.4 GeV). We have per-
formed this analysis on the combined data and find
that the data in the region 1.2-1.4 GeV are less than
1 standard deviation from being consistent with 1+
while the data are 1.7 and 2.1 standard deviations from
being consistent with 2~ and 3*, respectively.”

In examining the Kwm mass distributions, we have
found it necessary to remove events in the p” mass
region (620<M,,<800 MeV) in order to obtain a
smooth background in the K*(1300) region. It should
be noted that in order to obtain a statistically sig-
nificant signal for the K*(1300) we have had to com-
bine the three incident beam momenta. The combina-
tion of the three momenta, in addition to the cuts that
were necessary to remove the Deck effect and the
N*(1236), makes a study of the K+p® decay mode ex-
tremely difficult.

VI. SEARCH FOR THE Z*

The momenta used for this exposure were selected to
examine the enhancement at 2505 MeV in the K*p

57 If the analysis is performed on the combined data without
the A? cut we are 2 standard deviations from 1% and more than 6
standard deviations from 2* and 3~. We have noted, however,
that the K* angular distributions indicate that the low A2 distribu-
tions have significant one-pion-exchange production of the
K*(890).

ABRAMS
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total cross section reported by Abrams et al.! The en-
hancement could be due either to threshold effects or
to the production of a resonance, the Z*(2505). The
resonance interpretation implies a production cross
section of 0.2 mb and a value of (J+%)« of 0.04, where
J and « are the spin and elasticity of the resonance.

We have searched for evidence of the existence of this
resonance by examining the quasi-two-body final states
in the four-body and other topologies at these energies.
Except for a possible anomaly in backward elastic scat-
tering,® we have found no evidence for resonantlike
behavior. For example, the spin density-matrix ele-
ments for the K*(890) N*(1236) final state agree with
those reported at higher energies. We also do not ob-
serve any significant behavior in the backward hemi-
sphere which might be expected for the quasi-two-body
decay of a resonance of definite spin and parity.

If the enhancement is due to threshold behavior we
are unable to find any single channel whose energy de-
pendence reflects the observed behavior of the total
cross section. It is clear that there are many candidates
[e.g., the K*(1300), the K*(1420), and several nucleon
isobars], but none of them exhibit any strong energy
dependence in this energy region.
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