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Decay J /Y — ¢(MM) demands the f,(S*) be narrow
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The nature of f,(S*) is revealed by its pole structure in the complex energy plane. Data on m7r— 7,
mw— KK, and pp —ppmm(KK) in the neighborhood of the KK threshold are described by unitary ampli-
tudes with at least one nearby pole, which sits on sheet II. However, we reiterate that results on
J /y—¢mm(KK) decay require an additional nearby pole on sheet III, forcing the f,(S*) to be narrow,
in contradistinction to the very recent claims of Zou and Bugg.

PACS number(s): 14.40.Cs, 11.80.Gw, 13.75.Lb

The nature of the f,(S*) has been an issue ever since
its discovery as an enhancement in KK production [1]
and as a sharp fall in the 77 production cross section in
high energy 7t p —>7t7 AT [2] close to KK threshold.
The questions are [3] the following: (a) Is this isoscalar
scalar state made of gg [4,5] or gqqq [6] or is it a KK mol-
ecule [7]? (b) Despite the observed signal being narrow
~50 MeV, what is the width of the underlying dynamical
object? Could it be wide [6]? It is clear that these issues
can only be resolved by high precision data on dimeson
final states in the neighborhood of KK threshold with £,
quantum numbers. These questions were the motivation
for a recent analysis [8] using all high statistics data with
w1 and KK final states in the mass range of 870 to 1100
MeV (a region in which 77 and KK are the only channels
that have to be considered). We investigated the distinc-
tion between a quark model state and a molecular object
by studying the nearby poles in the complex energy plane
demanded by these data. A molecular state has only one
nearby pole, on what is conventionally called sheet II,
while a quark model state also has a pole on sheet III as
explained in detail in Ref. [8], where this analysis in
terms of Jost functions is described. We found that while
data on 7mr— 7 [9], mmr— KK [10] and central dimeson
production in pp collisions [11] are basically described
equally well by one pole or two pole amplitudes, the new
results from DM2 [12] and Mark III [13] on J /¢ decay
to ¢ and ¢KK in 10 MeV bins require nearby poles on
both sheets II and III at E=(988—i24) and (978 —i28)
MeV, respectively, with an error of =10 MeV on the real
part and =6 MeV on the imaginary part of the position
of the sheet II pole [8]. These correspond to a rather nar-
row f,(S*), 52 MeV wide.

In recent weeks these results have been called into
question by the work of Zou and Bugg [14]. They claim
to show the f,(S*) to be wide having one nearby pole on
sheet II at (988 —i23) MeV, while that on sheet III is at
(797—i185) MeV. Zou and Bugg arrive at this con-
clusion fitting w7 — a7 [9] and central dimeson produc-
tion results [11] from 280 to 1700 MeV, ignoring all con-
straints from the conflicting wm— KK results [10]. They
use what they profess to be a more general parametriza-
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tion than that of our earlier Au-Morgan-Pennington
(AMP) analysis [15], revealing a clearer separation of
“background” and resonance efforts. This claimed
greater generality comes from their inclusion of pole
terms along the left-hand cut for their “background”
contribution, rather than the polynomials of AMP.
While one form or another may be more economical in
disposition of parameters, pole terms like ¢ /(s +s,) (with
59> 0) can, of course, be reexpressed as a polynomial for
s >4m?%. Moreover, despite the claim of greater generali-
ty, Zou and Bugg use as their main parametrization a
very specific form of Dalitz and Tuan [16]. In this prob-
lem this formulation allows no “background” to the
f0(S*) in other than the w7 — 77 channel. This is partic-
ularly worrying given the claims of various scalar states
above 1 GeV coupling to channels other than 7, to KK,
nm, and n7’, as, for example, with the f(1590) signal of
[17]. What is more, despite the suggestion of Zou and
Bugg [14] to the contrary, there is no model-independent
way of separating resonances from “background” using
only real values of the energy. Only by continuing the
amplitude to the resonance pole position in the complex
energy plane can either of these be unambiguously
defined, as frequently stressed in the literature [18].

These points are however of little concern to the main
issue of the nature and parameters of the f,(S*). For
this, data at 300 or 1700 MeV are quite irrevelant.
Focusing on the KK threshold region discussed in our
Jost function analysis, the poles of the Zou-Bugg ampli-
tudes are at first sight much more like our one pole am-
plitude, JOST1, rather than our favored JOST2 with its
two nearby poles [8], since their sheet III pole is far from
KK threshold in the complex plane. As already stated, it
is the recent precision results on J /1— ¢, KK that are
the crucial discriminant. We have therefore fitted these
data from DM2 [12] and Mark III [13] with the Zou-
Bugg amplitudes. They give two specific parametriza-
tions [14] for the hadronic amplitudes for

T=T(rr—7mm), T, =T(KK—->KK),
T,=T, =T(rm—KK) , (D
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one using the Dalitz-Tuan form [16], the other a more
conventional K-matrix model. From these the ampli-
tudes for J /¢ decay are given by

Fi=F(p—¢r a7 )=v"3a\()Ty; +ays)Ty ],
(2)
Fy=F($—¢K K )=1/Ha ()T, +ay(5)T, ]

where 1/2 and /1 are the appropriate I =0 Clebsch-
Gordan coefficients. The coupling functions a,(s), a,(s)
[15] are required by unitarity to be real functions above
7 threshold and having only left-hand cut structures are
expected to be smooth for s >4m?2. These functions we
parametrize as Zou and Bugg do [14] (except that the
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FIG. 1. Fit to data on J /¢— ¢mm(KK) production [assuming
the final 77 (KK) system is all I =0 S wave] using the ampli-
tudes of Zou and Bugg [14]: @, data from Ref. [12]; A, data
from Ref. [13]. Whether the Dalitz-Tuan or K-matrix form of
the amplitudes of Ref. [14] are used the fits are almost identical.
For the Dalitz-Tuan form, the fits find the coupling functions,
Eq. (3), a;(s)~—3.52+3.79s, a,(s)~=28.08—25.69s, with s in
GeV?, since the left-hand pole terms are irrelevant here, e.g.,
B11=22.20, B,;=1.14 with s,,=4421, 5, =18 GeV? For
the K-matrix amplitude a,(s)~—10.78+8.71s, a,(s)=30.29
—28.07s again with s;; >>1 GeV2.

5423
on-shell appearance of the Adler zero is irrelevant for the
KK threshold region) by

Bi1
s +s;4

a;(s)= +viotviis - (3)
The S-wave dimeson mass spectrum for J /¢— ¢(MM) is
then formed from the modulus squared of the appropri-
ate amplitude F; of Eq. (2) multiplied by the well-known
phase-space for these decays. With the hadronic ampli-
tudes T;; fixed by Zou and Bugg [14], the coupling func-
tions «;(s) are all that are at our disposal in fitting the
data. We find that the two Zou-Bugg hadronic parame-
trizations (Dalitz-Tuan or K matrix) give almost identical
fits to the J /¢ decay data—consequently we show only
one in Fig. 1. Since the fits choose s;; >>1 GeV?, the two
left-hand poles, in fact, play no role for s=1 GeV2.
Looking at Fig. 1, we see the best fits are not good, hav-
ing a y? of 133 for 67 degrees of freedom. These are very
similar to the fits using the JOST1 amplitude of Ref. [8].
These are to be compared with a y? of just 62 for JOST2
with its two nearby poles [8]—see Fig. 2 for how well a
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FIG. 2. Fit to the same J /¢— ¢7m(KK ) data as in Fig. 1 us-
ing a typical amplitude with nearby poles on both sheets II and
III [8]. The solution favored by all sectors of data is shown as
JOST2 in Ref. [8].
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typical JOST2 amplitude fits these data with just a two-
parameter form for the a;(s)’s linear in 5. We see that to
obtain fits with the Zou-Bugg amplitudes, it is the greater
number of data points with the 7 final state that fix the
a;(s)’s in this case. Consequently, most of the y¥? in Fig.
1 comes from the KK channel. Nevertheless, the shape of
the 7 distribution is not convincingly described.
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Thus we see that the results of Zou and Bugg highlight
the conclusion of our Jost-function analysis [8] that the
precision data on J /¢¥— ¢(MM) decay demand a narrow
fo(S*), the wide Zou-Bugg version faring worse by some
6 standard deviations. Let us end by reiterating Ref. [8],
that precise results on almost any I =0 S-wave KK chan-
nel would be invaluable in confirming this conclusion.
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