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Forward photoproduction of π+π− pairs with invariant mass of the order of mρ ∼ 770 MeV is
traditionally understood to be produced via Pomeron exchange. Based on a detailed analysis of
the CLAS photoproduction data, it is shown that the dynamics of two-pion photoproduction for
|t| ≳ 0.5 GeV2 cannot be explained by Pomeron exchange alone. This motivates the development
of a new theoretical model of two-pion photoproduction which incorporates both two-pion and
pion-nucleon resonant contributions. After fitting free parameters, the model provides an excellent
description of the low moments of the angular distribution measured at CLAS, and enables an
assessment of the relative contributions of particular production mechanisms and an interpretation
of the various features of the data in terms of these mechanisms.

I. INTRODUCTION

Two-pion photoproduction has long been a reaction of
interest for studies of hadron spectroscopy. Since free
pion targets are difficult to obtain, multipion hadro- and
photoproduction measurements are necessary to under-
stand the spectrum of light meson resonances. In recent
years, the field of hadron spectroscopy has experienced
a revolution due to the observation of a number of reso-
nances in the heavy sector which do not fit into the con-
ventional quark model (for reviews, see [1–4]). The ex-
istence of such exotic states, although long heralded [5],
has nonetheless recently motivated further experimental
studies of light-meson spectroscopy [6, 7]. This modern
high-precision data necessitates sophisticated amplitude
analysis methods to extract the full physics content.

The study of the two-pion final state has significant
theoretical value because the current understanding of
this reaction is primarily limited to the region of small
momentum transfer between the impinging photon and
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the produced π+π− system (|t| ≲ 0.4 GeV2). In the
limit where the total squared center-of-mass energy, s
becomes large while the momentum transfer, t remains
small, it is natural to describe the data using Regge the-
ory [8, 9]. This theory predicts that in this kinematical
region the scattering amplitude is dominated by Regge
exchanges, leading to asymptotic energy dependence of
the form sα(t), where α(t) is known as the Regge tra-
jectory. These trajectories may be calculated from low-
energy properties of resonances in the related t-channel
process. The asymptotic behaviour of the scattering am-
plitude, and via the optical theorem, the total cross sec-
tion, is determined by the Regge trajectory with the
largest t = 0 intercept. A fit to high-energy data for
the total cross section for a range of hadronic reactions
yields a value α(t = 0) ≈ 1 [10]. This trajectory is known
as the Pomeron (P), and provides an explanation within
Regge theory of the approximately constant hadronic to-
tal cross sections at large center-of-mass energies.

Several features of two-pion photoproduction measure-
ments at small momentum transfer are easily understood
in terms of Pomeron exchange. Firstly, in this kinematic
region (|t| ≲ 0.4 GeV2), the process is known to be P -
wave dominated with a prominent ρ(770) peak. The line-
shape of the ρ(770) in the two-pion spectrum appears
deformed with respect to pion-initiated ρ(770) produc-
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FIG. 1. Comparison of ρ(770) photoproduction measure-
ments from Refs. [20, 21] with the Regge model from Ref. [22].
The model is calculated at a photon energy of Eγ = 3.4 GeV.
Note that the Pomeron (P) exchange reproduces the differ-
ential cross section slope at small-t, while contributions from
other Reggeons (R) become increasingly important at larger
|t|.

tion [11, 12] or to the electromagnetic pion form fac-
tor [13, 14]. This feature is effectively described by the
Drell–Söding or Deck models [15–19].

Secondly, from a study of the spin-density ma-
trix elements (SDMEs) for |t| ≲ 0.4 GeV2 and
Eγ = 2.8, 4.7 GeV, it has been shown that the pro-
duced ρ(770) resonance inherits the helicity of the
incoming photon in the s-channel center-of-mass
frame [23]. This phenomenon is known as s-channel
helicity conservation (SCHC). Regge theory provides
a natural explanation for SCHC because it predicts
the factorization of the Regge pole residue into two
vertices, which are proportional to (−t)n/2 near the
forward limit, where in this case n is the net helicity flip
between the photon and the ρ(770) [9]. Thus, Regge
theory provides a natural explanation of the dominance
of n = 0 helicity-conserving processes in the forward
(t → 0) limit. Recently, high-precision measurements
at higher photon energies (Eγ ≈ 8.5 GeV) show that
SCHC approximately holds in the forward limit [7], with
increasing violations at larger momentum transfer.

Finally, from this reaction, it is possible to extract the
cross section for the process γp → ρ0p. Regge models
in which ρ(770) photoproduction is assumed to be sat-
urated by Pomeron exchange alone reproduce the slope
of the differential cross section for |t| ≲ 0.4 GeV2, while
data for |t| ≳ 0.4 GeV2 suggest that additional Reggeon
exchanges are also required. This is shown in Fig. 1,
where the Regge model employed in Ref. [22] which in-
corporates both Pomeron- and Reggeon-exchange contri-
butions is compared with experimental data.

Thus at small momentum transfer (|t| ≲ 0.4 GeV2),
a relatively simple picture of the process emerges, in
which at least three of the prominent features of the

data (the ρ(770) lineshape, SCHC and the t-dependence
of the ρ(770) photoproduction differential cross section)
can be explained by a model which incorporates both a
Pomeron-induced ρ(770) resonant amplitude and a non-
resonant Deck background.

Less is known about the reaction at larger momen-
tum transfers (|t| ≳ 0.4 GeV2). Theoretically speaking,
the validity of the Pomeron exchange picture at larger t
is questionable, since this is no longer in the kinemati-
cal limit where Regge theory is applicable. In addition,
while a good description of the ρ(770) is essential to re-
produce the two-pion lineshape, the Particle Data Group
(PDG) [24] also lists several other light meson resonances
with quantum numbers and masses which can be ex-
pected to contribute to the experimental cross section.
While their influence on the cross section is subleading
with respect to the ρ(770), precise data in this region of-
fer the prospect of further study of these resonances and
their associated production mechanisms.

Rather than working directly with the multidimen-
sional differential cross sections, it is possible to use the
set of moments of the angular distribution,

〈
Y L
M

〉
. These

moments are rigorously defined observables and are bi-
linear in the partial wave amplitudes.

Results for the experimentally measured low angular
moments for two-pion photoproduction were presented
in Ref. [25] at photon energies of Eγ = 2.8 and 4.7 GeV

and a momentum transfer range of 0.02 < |t| < 0.4 GeV2.
The moments ⟨Y 0

0 ⟩, ⟨Y 2
0 ⟩, and ⟨Y 2

2 ⟩ revealed a prominent
peak in the two-pion invariant mass distribution corre-
sponding to the P -wave contribution, primarily associ-
ated with the ρ(770) meson. However, the angular mo-
ment ⟨Y 1

0 ⟩ was relatively small, indicating that other res-
onance contributions are small in this kinematic region.
A reasonable description of these low angular moments
was obtained by employing a Drell–Söding model [25].

The more recent CLAS dataset [21] analyzed in this
work covers a range of larger momentum transfers, of
0.4 < |t| < 1.0 GeV2, for similar photon energies and
two-pion invariant masses. A characteristic subset of the
data is shown in Fig. 2. The presence of the ρ(770)
resonance is again clear in ⟨Y 0

0 ⟩, ⟨Y 2
0 ⟩, and ⟨Y 2

2 ⟩; how-
ever, the more precise data suggests some evidence that
a broad enhancement is present at higher two-pion in-
variant masses (

√
s12 ∼ 1.2 GeV). There are at least

two relevant known resonances in this mass region: the
f2(1270) and f0(1370). In contrast to the older data of
Ref. [25], a detailed analysis of the angular moments ⟨Y 1

0 ⟩
and ⟨Y 1

1 ⟩ around 1 GeV has been interpreted as evidence
for the presence of the f0(980) [21, 26] resonance. The
complex interference patterns exhibited by this precise
modern data present challenges for models of two-pion
photoproduction, including the Regge models of the type
mentioned above. In particular, it will be shown that a
model which incorporates only a Pomeron-induced res-
onant amplitude and a non-resonant P -wave amplitude
cannot reproduce the higher precision angular moments
measured at larger momentum transfer (|t| ≳ 0.4 GeV2).
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FIG. 2. Moments of π+π− angular distribution measured by CLAS at Eγ = 3.7 GeV and across all t-bins [21].

The failure of this simple model to describe the angu-
lar moments motivates the development of a more de-
tailed description of two (charged) pion photoproduc-
tion, which is valid at intermediate momentum transfers
(0.4 GeV2 < |t| < 1.0 GeV2). The model parameters are
determined from a global fit of the available experimental
data for angular moments up to L = 2 and M = 2. The
angular moments fulfill ⟨Y L

M ⟩ = (−1)M ⟨Y L
−M ⟩, thus only

moments for M ≥ 0 are considered. The resulting model
provides a good description of the angular moments for
all t-bins studied. By examining the fitted model in more
detail, it is observed that the three features mentioned
above — the deformation of the ρ(770) lineshape, SCHC
and the t-dependence of the ρ(770) photoproduction dif-
ferential cross section — cannot be explained by simple
models which incorporate only Pomeron exchange. Hav-
ing fit the model to the low angular moments, the model
is validated by comparison to the higher angular mo-
ments in the two-pion channel.

This paper is organized as follows: in Section II, kine-
matical variables and key observables are defined, in Sec-
tion III the theoretical model is developed, and in Sec-
tion IV the fits to the data and the model predictions
are presented. Finally, in Section V the conclusions are
discussed, and possible further studies are suggested.

II. KINEMATICS AND ANGULAR MOMENTS

The following process is considered:

γ(q, λγ) + p(p1, λ1) → π+(k1) + π−(k2) + p(p2, λ2). (1)

z

x

y

γ
p1

p2

π+

ϕH

θH

FIG. 3. The π+π− helicity frame. Three-vectors in blue lie in
the x-z plane, while three-vectors in red make angles (θH, ϕH)
to the plane. In this frame, the two charged pions decay back-
to-back. For clarity, only the three-momentum of the positive
charged pion is shown.

The helicities of the particles are defined in the π+π−

helicity frame, where the two-pion three-momenta are re-
lated via kH

1 = −kH
2 and the recoiling proton (pH

2 ) defines
the negative z-axis. The reaction (x-z) plane is defined
by the three-vectors of the photon, target and recoiling
proton. Then the unit vector normal to this plane de-
fines the y-axis, that is, y ∥ pH

2 × qH. With this choice
of axes, ΩH = (θH, ϕH) define the angles of the π+. The
orientation of the helicity frame with respect to relevant
kinematic variables is shown in Fig. 3.

The helicity amplitudes for a 2 → 3 process are maxi-
mally described by five independent kinematic variables.
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Thus in addition to the two angles for the π+, the fol-
lowing kinematic invariants shall be used:

s = (p1 + q)2 = (p2 + k1 + k2)2, (2a)

t = (p1 − p2)2 = (k1 + k2 − q)2, (2b)

s12 = (k1 + k2)2 = (p1 − p2 + q)2. (2c)

The set of kinematic variables, (s, t, s12,Ω
H) is complete,

in the sense that all other kinematic invariants may be
computed by knowing these five. Further details on the
kinematics and the definitions of additional kinematic in-
variants are given in Appendix A. The differential cross
section is given by

dσ

dt d
√
s12 dΩH

= κ
∑

λ1λγλ2

|Mλγλ1λ2(s, t, s12,Ω
H)|2, (3)

where κ contains the kinematical factors and is given by1

κ =
1

8

1

(2π)4
λ1/2(s12,m

2
π,m

2
π)

16
√
s12(s−m2

N )2
, (4)

where λ(a, b, c) = a2+b2+c2−2(ab+ac+bc) is the Källén
function. The angular moments of this distribution are
defined as

⟨Y L
M ⟩ =

√
4π

∫
dΩH dσ

dt d
√
s12 dΩH

Re{Y L
M (ΩH)}, (5)

where the normalization is chosen to ensure that the mo-
ment ⟨Y 0

0 ⟩ is equal to the integrated cross section, i.e.,2

〈
Y 0
0

〉
=

dσ

dt d
√
s12

. (6)

By decomposing the amplitude into partial-waves,

Mλγλ1λ2
(s, t, s12,Ω

H) =
∑
lm

Ml
λγλ1λ2m(s, t, s12)Y l

m(ΩH),

(7)
it is possible to see that the angular moments are bilinear
in the partial waves:

⟨Y L
M ⟩ =

√
4πκ

∑
lml′m′

ALll′

Mmm′

×
∑

λγλ1λ2

Ml′∗
λγλ1m′λ2

(s, t, s12)Ml
λγλ1mλ2

(s, t, s12),

(8)

1 The normalization of the κ defined here is related to the version
defined in Ref. [27], κprev by κ = (2π)κ

prev

2
. This choice is made

to keep the notation for the unpolarized moments simple.
2 These moments may be related to the H0

LM defined in Ref. [27]

via
〈
Y L
M

〉
= 2π

√
2L+ 1H0

LM . Only the real part of the spherical
harmonics is retained in the definition, as the imaginary part
identically vanishes for parity-conserving interactions.

where

ALll′

Mmm′ =

∫
dΩHY l

m(ΩH)Y l′∗
m′ (ΩH) Re{Y L

M (ΩH)}. (9)

Parity imposes relations on the helicity amplitudes. In
particular, the amplitudes should obey

Ml
λγλ1Mλ2

(s, t, s12)

= (−1)λ2−λ1+λγ−MMl
−λγ−λ1−M−λ2

(s, t, s12).
(10)

This relation can be used to reduce by half the number of
helicity amplitudes one must consider. In this work, the
above symmetry will be used to relate the positive and
negative photon polarizations. It will sometimes be ad-
vantageous to use spectroscopic notation for the partial-
waves. To this end, the notation

[l]m(s, t, s12) ≡ Ml
+1λ1mλ2

(s, t, s12), (11)

where [l] = S, P,D, . . . for l = 0, 1, 2, . . . will be used.
Note that the photon helicity is fixed to be λγ = +1
and the dependence on the nucleon helicities in the [l]m’s
is left implicit. The negative photon helicity λγ = −1
can be obtained using Eq. (10). The advantage of the
π+π− helicity frame lies in the fact that the helicity of
the two-pion system coincides with the m quantum num-
ber of the partial waves. Full expressions for these an-
gular moments in terms of the partial waves are given in
Appendix C.

III. THE MODEL

Since the focus of this work is the π+π− angular mo-
ments, particular emphasis is placed on the known low-
energy resonances which decay to π+π−. These contri-
butions are modeled via a two-step process, whereby a
resonance is produced from t-channel scattering between
the target nucleon and the photon beam, which then de-
cays to form the two-pion final state. This generic process
is depicted in Fig. 4a. The most obvious of these reso-
nances is the large enhancement at a two-pion invariant
mass of

√
s12 ∼ 0.77 GeV which may be attributed to

the presence of the ρ(770). However, a closer inspection
of the two-pion angular moments suggests the presence
of several other resonance-like structures. In this work,
the resonances f0(500), f0(980), f0(1370) and f2(1270)
are considered.3

In addition to these direct resonance contributions, the
leading background [29] arises from the so-called Deck or
Drell–Söding mechanism [15–17]. Here a photon diffrac-
tively dissociates into a pion pair, with one of the pions

3 Some evidence exists for the presence of a radial excitation of the
ρ in the kinematic region studied here [28], although at present,
this state is not included in the PDG, and is not included in this
analysis.
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p(p1, λ1)

γ(q, λq)

p(p2, λ2)

π−(k2)

π+(k1)

(a) p(p1, λ1)

γ(q, λq)

p(p2, λ2)

π−(k2)

π+(k1)

(b)

FIG. 4. The scattering amplitude for two pion photoproduc-
tion can be written as a sum of terms as shown in Eq. (12).
Dominant contributions at small momentum transfer can be
separated into two categories based on their Feynman dia-
gram topology. Diagrams of the type shown in (a) represent
resonant, R contributions, while diagrams of the type (b) rep-
resent the Deck contribution. Note that there exists another
diagram with the topology of (b) where the charged pions are
exchanged. With this approximation, it is possible to relate
this 2 → 3 process to 2 → 2 processes.

TABLE I. Resonance parameters employed in this work. Val-
ues are taken from Ref. [24].

R J mR [GeV] ΓR [GeV]

f0(500) 0 0.500 0.450

ρ(770) 1 0.775 0.149

f0(980) 0 0.990 0.055

f2(1270) 2 1.2755 0.1867

f0(1370) 0 1.370 0.350

being off-shell and brought on-shell by a further elastic
scattering off the target proton. As a result, one antici-
pates the dominance of one-pion exchange. The resulting
amplitude may be factorized into an electromagnetic γππ
vertex and a 2 → 2 subprocess related to elastic πN scat-
tering, which is well-known. This process is represented
diagrammatically in Fig. 4b.

The full amplitude for this model may be written

Mλγλ1λ2
(s, t, s12,Ω

H) = MR
λγλ1λ2

(s, t, s12,Ω
H)

+ MNR
λγλ1λ2

(s, t, s12,Ω
H),

(12)

where the first term describes the resonant component of
the model, while the second term describes the nonreso-
nant (Deck) component. In the following sections, these
two components are described in detail.

A. Resonant Amplitude

The resonant contribution to the full amplitude may
be written as a sum of individual lineshapes:

MR
λγλ1λ2

(s, t, s12,Ω
H) =

∑
R

MR
λγλ1λ2

(s, t, s12,Ω
H).

(13)

where the sum over R runs over all resonances consid-
ered and listed in Table I. Each of these amplitudes is
assumed to be decomposable into the product of a pro-
duction amplitude, which describes the formation of an
approximately stable resonance R with spin J , and a
decay amplitude, which describes the decay of the reso-
nance to two pions:

MR
λγλ1λ2

(s, t, s12,Ω
H)

=

J∑
M=−J

Mγp→Rp
λγλ1Mλ2

(s, t)AR(s12)Y J
M (ΩH).

(14)

In principle, it is possible for the production amplitude,

Mγp→Rp
λ1λγλ2M

(s, t), to depend on the two-pion invariant

mass. However, in this work, all two-pion mass de-
pendence is assumed to originate from AR(s12), which
is an unconstrained dynamical function describing the
two-pion invariant mass spectrum and is taken to be
a Breit–Wigner distribution. More sophisticated ap-
proaches to the modelling of these resonances have been
discussed extensively in the literature. Generally, mod-
ern spectroscopy analyses of the two-pion spectrum es-
chew the use of Breit-Wigner distributions in favor of
a more theoretically sound approach. This point has
been emphasized in particular in the study of the broad
f0(500) resonance [30–35]. In this work, the focus is on a
global description of the angular moments, rather than a
precise study of two-pion resonances. It is therefore not
necessary to employ these more sophisticated modelling
techniques.

To complete the definition of the model, one must pro-

pose a form for the production amplitudes, Mγp→Rp
λ1λγλ2M

.

In the kinematic region considered here, it is necessary to
go beyond effective field theoretic techniques which are
appropriate near threshold [36]. Thus, a combination of
Regge theory and effective Lagrangians are employed to
inspire the forms of these amplitudes. In particular, a
version of the formalism employed in Ref. [37, 38] is used
here. In order to fix the notation, the essential results
are restated.

A generic t-channel exchange may be written

ME
λγλ1Mλ2

(s, t) =
∑
j

T α1···αj

λγM
PE
α1···αj ;β1·βj

Bβ1···βj

λ1λ2
,

(15)
where T , B, and P are the top vertex, bottom vertex,
and propagator, respectively. At high energies, and low
momentum transfer, t these amplitudes may be matched
to Born-term t-channel diagrams where a hadron E with
spin j is exchanged (not to be confused with the spin J
of the produced resonance). This fact is used to fix the
form of the vertices T and B. Summation of all allowed
exchanged spins in Eq. (15) results in a Regge pole ampli-
tude. In this study, the dominance of leading Regge pole
amplitudes is assumed, corresponding to the exchange of
ρ and ω trajectories in production of the two-pion system
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with JP = 0+, 2+, and P and a2, f2 trajectories in pro-
duction of JP = 1−. Explicitly, the γp → Rp production
amplitude is then written

Mγp→f0,2 p
λγλ1Mλ2

(s, t) = Mρ/ω
λγλ1Mλ2

(s, t), (16)

Mγp→ρ p
λγλ1Mλ2

(s, t) = MP
λγλ1Mλ2

(s, t) + Ma2/f2
λγλ1Mλ2

(s, t).

(17)

A Regge pole dominated amplitude has a generic factor-
ized form, which is analogous to Eq. (15) with

PE → RE(s, t) =
1

s0

αE(t)

αE(0)

1 + τEe−iπαE(t)

sinπαE(t)

(
s

s0

)αE(t)−1

,

(18)
being the Regge pole propagator. Here τE is the signa-
ture factor, αE(t) = αE

0 + t αE
1 , is the Regge trajectory

and s0 is a scale parameter conventionally chosen to be
s0 = 1 GeV2 (the factor of 1/s0 has been included to pre-
serve the dimensions of the amplitude). Numerical values
for these parameters and the Regge trajectories for the
Reggeons employed in this work are given in Table II.
For the product of the helicity-dependent couplings of
the Reggeon to the photon (top vertex) and to the nu-
cleon (bottom vertex) the form

T × B → T α
λγ ,Muλ2

(p2)γαuλ1
(p1), (19)

is chosen,4 where the top vertex, consistent with gauge
invariance is given by

T α
λγ

= aE,R(t)[qαϵσλγ
(q) − qσϵαλγ

(q)]kσ, (20a)

T α
λγM = aE,R

λγM
(t)[qαϵσλγ

(q) − qσϵαλγ
(q)]ϵ∗Mσ(k), (20b)

T α
λγM = aE,R

λγM
(t){[qµϵρλγ

(q) − qρϵµλγ
(q)](k − q)ρϵ

α∗
Mµ(k)

− [qµϵαλγ
(q) − qαϵµλγ

(q)](k − q)νϵ∗Mµν(k)}, (20c)

for the production of a two-pion system in the J = 0, 1, 2
partial waves respectively. Here ϵαλγ

(q) is the polariza-

tion vector for the incoming photon, ϵ∗Mσ(k) is the polar-
ization for the outgoing spin-1 particle with momentum
k = k1 + k2, while ϵ∗Mσ1σ2

(k) is the polarization vector
for the outgoing spin-2 particle. It may be written as

ϵMµν(k) =
∑

m1,m2

CJM
1m1,1m2

ϵm1µ(k)ϵm2ν(k), (21)

where CJM
l1m1,l2m2

= ⟨J,M |l1,m1; l2,m2⟩ is the
Clebsch-Gordan coefficient. The choice of the he-
licity structure in the nucleon vertex is motivated by
the expected dominance of the helicity conserving am-
plitude, although given that the data lacks polarization

4 This bottom vertex is sometimes referred to as the ‘Vector
Pomeron Model’. Despite the name, it does not assume that the
Pomeron carries vector quantum numbers, but is rather a model
for the helicity structure that fulfills SCHC at high energies.

TABLE II. Regge parameters used in this study.

E τE αE
0 αE

1 [GeV−2]

P +1 1.08 0.2

a2/f2 +1 0.5 0.9

ρ/ω −1 0.55 0.8

information this assumption cannot be verified. The
helicity structure of the top vertex is similarly motivated.
However, since the angular moments provide additional
information about the relative weights of the helicity

amplitudes, the effective couplings aE,R
λγM

(t) are fitted to

the data.
Since parity relates the positive and negative photon

helicity amplitudes via Eq. (10), this implies relations
between the positive and negative photon helicity com-

ponents of the effective couplings, aE,R
λγM

. In order to

keep notation for these effective couplings relatively sim-
ple, couplings are labelled for fixed λγ = +1. Then,
the negative photon helicity amplitudes are defined by
Eq. (10). As a result, the explicit photon helicity label is
suppressed in the following expressions.

The effective couplings depend on the two-pion final
state and the Reggeon exchange, E. In the analysis, the
parameters

aP,ρM (t) = gγPρgρππβP(t), M = −1, 0, 1 (22)

are fixed with gγPρ = 5.96, gρππ = 2.506 and

βP(t) = exp(bt) with b = 3.6 GeV−2 are taken from
Ref. [22], while the parameters

aρ/ω,f0(500)(t), aρ/ω,f0(980)(t), aρ/ω,f0(1370)(t),

a
a2/f2,ρ
M (t), a

ρ/ω,f2
M (t),

(23)

are fitted to experimental data. Values of all the param-
eters (fixed and fitted) can be found in Appendix ??.
Finally, note that since the bottom vertex in Eq. (19) is
O(s) for large s, a factor of 1/s is included in the defini-
tion of the Regge propagator to ensure proper asymptotic
behavior of the full amplitude.

In the fits performed below, the aE,R
M are allowed to be

complex. Strictly speaking, in Regge theory one would
expect these parameters to be real. However, complex
phases are found to be essential for accounting for nonres-
onant contributions and interference effects arising from
various production mechanisms which are not explicitly
accounted for in the model construction. In this sense,
the complex parameters can be viewed as an effective
parametrization of features of the amplitude not explic-
itly implemented. It is important to note that the use of
such complex couplings is not essential, and it is expected
that a more sophisticaled model which incorporates ad-
ditional corrections from these subleading effects (such
as coupled-channels, daughters and absorption) can also
reproduce the data.
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B. Nonresonant Amplitude

In addition to modeling the leading resonant contribu-
tions, the model incorporates the expected leading back-
ground from the Deck process. To improve the descrip-
tion of the angular moments, empirically-motivated poly-
nomial backgrounds are added to the low-lying partial
waves. The nonresonant model may be written

MNR
λγλ1λ2

(s, t, s12,Ω
H) = MDeck

λγλ1λ2
(s, t, s12,Ω

H)

+ Mempr.
λγλ1λ2

(s, t, s12,Ω
H).

(24)

In the following sections, these two background contribu-
tions are described in detail.

1. Deck mechanism

The Deck mechanism, which is expected to be the lead-
ing contribution to the non-resonant background, may

be understood as a two-step process. One imagines the
incoming photon first decaying into two pions, one of
which is off-shell, (denoted here with an asterisk, i.e., π∗).
Then, one of these pions recoils elastically against the
nucleon target, producing the desired π+π−p final state.
While the pion involved in the scattering with the nucleon
target is off-shell, it is expected that this amplitude may
be well approximated by the physical the πN scattering
amplitude, provided the virtuality of the pion is small.
This allows one to relate the 2 → 3 process to πN elastic
scattering, which enables an essentially parameter-free
description of the leading nonresonant background. It is
useful to define the additional kinematic variables

si = (ki + p2)2, i = 1, 2, (25)

ui = (q − ki)
2, i = 1, 2, (26)

which may be expressed in terms of the kinematic vari-
ables (s, t, s12,Ω

H). Using these additional kinematic
variables, the Deck mechanism for this process may be
written as

MDeck
λγλ1λ2

(s, t, s12,Ω
H) = e

ϵλγ (q) · (2k1 − q)

u1 −m2
π

β(u1)M−
λ1λ2

(s2, t;u1) − e
ϵλγ (q) · (2k2 − q)

u2 −m2
π

β(u2)M+
λ1λ2

(s1, t;u2)

+ Mcont.
λγλ1λ2

(s, t, s12,Ω
H),

(27)

where relative minus sign between the first two terms in
the above expression arises because the photon couples to
the charge of the exchanged pion. The four-point vertex,
M±

λ1λ2
represents the process π∗±p → π±p. In this study

this vertex is approximated with a generalized form of
the πN scattering amplitude taken from Ref. [39]. The
term Mcont. is a phenomenological contact term added
to ensure the preservation of gauge invariance and

β(ui) = exp

(
ui − umin

i

Λ2
π

)
, (28)

is a hadronic form factor introduced to suppress the Born
term pion propagator for the one-pion exchange at large
ui. In this study, Λπ = 0.9 GeV. The transversity of the
photon implies that ϵλq (q) · q = 0, and so one may write
the Deck amplitude in the equivalent form

MDeck
λγλ1λ2

(s, t, s12,Ω) = e

[
ϵλγ

(q) · k2
q · k2

β(u2)M+
λ1λ2

(s1, t;u2)

− ϵλγ
(q) · k1
q · k1

β(u1)M−
λ1λ2

(s2, t;u1)

]
+ Mcont.

λγλ1λ2
(s, t, s12,Ω

H).

(29)

Before proceeding any further, one must specify the
form of the phenomenological contact interaction. This
contact-term is assumed to have the functional form

Mcont.
λγλ1λ2

(s, t, s12,Ω
H) = ϵλγ

(q) · V (s, t, s12,Ω
H), (30)

where V µ is an unknown four-vector. Recall that gauge
invariance is expressed by the Ward–Takahashi identity,
which in this case requires that under the substitution
ϵµλγ

(q) → qµ, the amplitude is zero. This constraint fixes

the form of the four-vector. Following the prescription of
Pumplin [18], V µ is chosen as V µ = (p1 + p2)µv, where
v is a scalar function of the five independent kinematic
variables

v =
β(u1)M−

λ1λ2
(s2, t;u1) − β(u2)M+

λ1λ2
(s1, t;u2)

q · (p1 + p2)
.

(31)
Thus the full Deck mechanism is

MDeck
λγλ1λ2

(s, t, s12,Ω) =
√

4πα

[(
ϵλγ (q) · k2

q · k2
− ϵλγ (q) · (p1 + p2)

q · (p1 + p2)

)
β(u2)M+

λ1λ2
(s1, t;u2)

−
(
ϵλγ

(q) · k1
q · k1

− ϵλγ
(q) · (p1 + p2)

q · (p1 + p2)

)
β(u1)M−

λ1λ2
(s2, t;u1)

]
.

(32)
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Details about the parameterization of the vertex M±
λ1λ2

are given in Appendix B.

2. Polynomial backgrounds

Empirically, it is found that the Deck mechanism is not
sufficient to provide a completely satisfactory description
of nonresonant background, and as a result a good de-
scription of the angular moments is not possible. The
failure of the pure-Deck contribution to saturate the non-
resonant background can be attributed to the presence
of other nonresonant processes which can be expected
to appear at these energies. For example, one expects
s-channel contributions from nucleon resonances, or t-
channel exchanges other than π, like the ρ(770), which
have not been explicitly considered here. Since the Deck
model provides a parameter-free description of the lead-
ing background, it is possible to add an empirical poly-
nomial background to absorb the remaining nonresonant
production and achieve a reasonable description of the
two-pion lineshape. In particular, for J = 0, 1 an addi-
tional amplitude with the same structure of Eq. (14) is
added to the model, where the unconstrained dynamical
function AJ(s12) is taken to be a polynomial of the form

AJ(s12) = (s12 − smin
12 )(s12 − smax

12 ) (33)

where

smin
12 = 4m2

π, (34)

smax
12 = s + m2

p −
1

2m2
p

[
(s + m2

p)(2m2
p − t)

− λ1/2(s,m2
p, 0)λ1/2(t,m2

p,m
2
p)

]
. (35)

The constants, smin
12 and smax

12 were chosen to prevent an
unnaturally large contribution from these non-resonant
contributions, especially near threshold where the model
is fit to data. Similar to the resonant amplitudes, com-

plex, helicity-dependent couplings, bE,J
M are determined

by the data.

IV. RESULTS

The model contains 30 free parameters, {aE,R
M , bE,J

M }
which determine the relative strengths and phases of the
production mechanisms. These parameters are fit to the
experimental measurements of the angular moments re-
ported in Ref. [21]. Before comparing the model to data,
details of the fit procedure are given. There exist four
sets of moments measured by CLAS at photon labora-
tory frame energies 3.0–3.2 GeV, 3.2–3.4 GeV, 3.4–3.6
GeV, and 3.6–3.8 GeV. The Regge approach employed in
this analysis is most suitable for large energies. There-
fore the analysis is performed using data in the highest
energy bin (Eγ = 3.6–3.8 GeV). The model is evaluated
at the central value Eγ = 3.7 GeV.

TABLE III. χ2 and χ2/dof for fitted data.

|t| [GeV2] 0.45 0.55 0.65 0.75 0.85 0.95

χ2 376 502 511 443 430 459

χ2/dof 0.65 0.88 0.90 0.78 0.75 0.80

A. Fitting the Model to Angular Moments of
Two-Pion Photoproduction

The results below show fits to experimental measure-
ments of two-pion angular moments ⟨Y M

L ⟩ for L = 0, 1, 2
and M = 0, . . . , L. It is important to note that the t-
dependence of two components of the model, namely the
nonresonant Deck amplitude and the Pomeron-mediated
ρ photoproduction are not fit to data.

The t-dependence present in the experimental data re-
flects the complex interplay between different physical
processes which contribute to two-pion photoproduction.
Since no strong physical constraints exist that allow de-
termination of the t−dependence in the moderate t re-
gion, here a data-driven or bottom–up [40] approach is
taken by fitting each t bin separately, effectively allow-
ing the t-dependence to be entirely determined by the
data. Each fit therefore takes into account 600 data
points. Ascribing a physical mechanism to the effective
t-dependence of the fitted parameters is left for future
work.

The results of these fits, as well as the associated sta-
tistical uncertainty bands obtained from the bootstrap
method [40] for representative t-bins, are shown in Figs. 6
and 7. The rest of the fitted t-bins are shown in Ap-
pendix D. The fit procedure consists of two steps. First,
for each t-bin, 105 randomly initialized fits are performed
to the full set of moments. This procedure explores a
large initialization region in the parameter space, provid-
ing confidence that the resulting best-fit values are near
the global minimum of the χ2 function. Second, statis-
tical uncertainties in the model parameters and moment
values are determined by performing a bootstrap anal-
ysis with 104 synthetic data samples. In this step, fits
are initialized with the best-fit parameters determined
in the first step. The resulting parameter distributions
are Gaussian to good accuracy. A characteristic exam-
ple of these parameter distributions is shown in Fig. 5,

where the absolute value and phase of the a
a2/f2,ρ
M=0 are

shown. The distributions appear Gaussian and thus pro-
vide confidence that the parameter determinations are
robust with no nearby minima that would suggest mod-
els with different physical interpretations. In addition, a
good agreement between the model and data is obtained
for all moments, leading to a global χ2/dof ∼ 1 for each
t-bin. The best-fit χ2 and χ2/dof values are given in Ta-
ble III.5 A slight increase in model uncertainty for masses

5 The χ2 function employed in these fits does not take into account
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FIG. 5. Normalized distribution of the absolute value (left) and the phase (right) of the f2 exchange amplitude multiplier for
the ρ helicity M = 0 fitted at t = −0.45 GeV2.

around 1.4 GeV is because this region is expected to be
dominated by the D-wave, due to the presence of the
f2(1270) resonance. The only other D-wave contribution
comes from the Deck amplitude, which, as mentioned
already, is completely constrained, and contains no free
parameters. As argued in [29], the D-wave Deck con-
tribution is also considerably smaller than the P -wave.
Therefore the resonant D-wave helicity amplitudes do
not have much to interfere with, and thus their relative
strengths and phases are less constrained.

While the agreement between the model and data
is generally good, some discrepancies can be observed.
In particular, the dip predicted by the model for

√
s12

values near the ρ(770) mass and momentum transfers
|t| ∈ [0.45, 0.75] GeV2 for the ⟨Y 1

0 ⟩ moment is shallower
than the experimental data. The fitted ⟨Y 1

1 ⟩ moment in
turn exhibits slight phase discrepancies with the data.
Both these points can be seen in Fig. 6.

These discrepancies could be attributed to
the modeling of the nucleon-reggeon vertex,
Bα
λ1λ2

= uλ2
(p2)γαuλ1

(p1), which is not the most
general form. As a result, the model might exhibit
certain relations between helicity amplitudes which are
not due to physical requirements. Unfortunately, it
is not possible to investigate this any further, as the
information on individual nucleon helicity couplings is
so far unaccessible experimentally.

It is worth noting the increasing prominence of the res-
onances f0(980) and f2(1270) as the square of the four-
momentum increases. These signals are not well estab-
lished as they are typically at the 1 or 2σ significance
level, but mark regions of interest in ππ invariant mass

correlations in data, which are expected to be large, since all
moments are obtained from the same underlying set of measured
events.

for future experimental and theoretical studies.

B. Understanding the Angular Moments in Terms
of the Underlying Production Mechanisms

Physically motivated amplitude parameterizations of-
fer the possibility of interpreting the relative contribu-
tions to the predicted angular moments in terms of the
proposed production amplitudes. As already mentioned,
physical constraints on the amplitudes in the moderate-
t region are rather mild. Therefore, apart from the
Pomeron exchange and Deck amplitudes whose use can
be treated as an extrapolation from the low-t region,
other amplitudes’ parametrizations are kept as flexible
as possible. This section analyzes the model in rela-
tion to the included production mechanisms. It will be
shown that each of the phenomena which were attributed
to Pomeron exchange in the forward limit (the ρ(770)
lineshape, SCHC and the t-dependence), cannot be in-
terpreted in this way at the larger momentum transfers
considered in this work. In order to do this, it is helpful
to separate the various components of the model, and
examine how they interfere to produce the resulting set
of angular moments. Specifically, three decompositions
plus the full model are defined. These are (in order of
increasing complexity):

1. minimal,

2. P + Deck,

3. S + P + Deck,

4. complete.

The first, labeled “minimal”, includes Pomeron-induced
resonant ρ(770) production and the Deck mechanism.
Since no parameters in this decomposition are fit, it may
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FIG. 6. Comparison of complete model fitted to exprimental measurements from Ref. [21] of two-pion angular moments ⟨Y L
M ⟩

for L = 0, 1, 2 and M = 0, . . . L for Eγ = 3.7 GeV and t = −0.45 GeV2. Since all data shown here is fit simultaneously, this
corresponds to 600 − 30 = 570 degrees of freedom.

be interpreted as a minimal two-pion photoproduction
model. This model is similar in spirit to the models of
Söding and Deck [15–19], which describe the process as
an interference between a nonresonant Deck amplitude
and a resonant ρ(770) photoproduction amplitude. Such
descriptions have been shown to be suitable for a charac-
terization of the angular moments at smaller momentum
transfer. In particular, these models provide an expla-
nation of the observed broadening and skewing of the
ρ(770) lineshape compared to the pion-initiated ρ(770)
production. As shall be seen, the minimal model gener-
ally does a poor job of describing the angular moments,
motivating the necessity of incorporating additional am-
plitudes. Two amplitudes decompositions, “P + Deck”
and “S + P + Deck” include the full set of the selected
spin-J resonances (e.g. the ρ(770) for “P + Deck”), plus
the corresponding polynomial background. It is impor-
tant to note that these split amplitudes cannot be inter-
preted as models in their own right, since parameters are
not refit in these scenarios. Rather, they can be used
to gauge the effects of including additional amplitudes
to the model. Finally, “complete” is the fully devel-
oped model presented in this work and fitted to the data
which includes all resonant amplitudes, plus the full non-
resonant component arising from the sum of the Deck
mechanism and the polynomial backgrounds. The im-
provement of this model over the “minimal” model can
be seen clearly. Figures 8 and 9 present the moment
decompositions.

1. Analyzing ⟨Y 0
0 ⟩ and the ρ(770) lineshape

While information may be learned by studying each
of the angular moments, it is useful to note that ⟨Y 0

0 ⟩
is the sum of squared partial-wave amplitudes (see Ap-
pendix C). Thus the analysis of this moment is simplified
because interference between the partial waves does not
occur. Note however, that since the Deck contributes to
all two-pion partial waves, the decompositions are not
bounded from above by the complete model. The lead-
ing contribution arises from the ρ(770) resonance, which
is known to be the dominant feature in this kinematic
region.

In the forward limit, standard Regge phenomenology
implies that the dominant production mechanism for the
ρ(770) should be the Pomeron exchange. However, at
the larger momentum transfers studied in this work, this
is not the case. This may be seen by examining the pre-
diction of the minimal model, which is shown in Fig. 8,
along with the other decompositions mentioned previ-
ously. Note that the minimal model seriously underes-
timates the angular moment ⟨Y 0

0 ⟩ for all t-bins, demon-
strating clear evidence for physics beyond the Pomeron
exchange models.

Thus, it is important to identify the various physical
mechanisms which contribute meaningfully to the angu-
lar moments in this kinematic region and study their t-
dependence. The model decomposition P + Deck gen-
erally provides a reasonable description of ⟨Y 0

0 ⟩ in the
vicinity of the ρ(770) peak. However, note that this de-
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FIG. 7. Comparison of complete model fitted to exprimental measurements from Ref. [21] of two-pion angular moments ⟨Y L
M ⟩

for L = 0, 1, 2 and M = 0, . . . L for Eγ = 3.7 GeV and t = −0.95 GeV2. Since all data shown here is fit simultaneously, this
corresponds to 600 − 30 = 570 degrees of freedom.

composition cannot reproduce both the magnitude of the
data at the peak and the lineshape. In general, this de-
composition always produces a lineshape which is nar-
rower than the experimental data. At larger t values, the
magnitude of the ρ(770) decreases. As a result, other
discrepancies between this decomposition and the data
become more pronounced, away from the ρ(770) peak.
The value of including S-wave resonances and the corre-
sponding S-wave polynomial background in the decom-
position S+P +Deck can be particularly appreciated for√
s12 < mρ. In this region, it is natural to expect large

relative contributions from S-wave contributions, since
other partial-waves are kinematically suppressed near
threshold. For t = −0.45 GeV2 (see Fig. 8), the model
exhibits strong D-wave cancellation between the reso-
nant contribution due to the f2(1270) and the D-wave
component of the nonresonant Deck amplitude. Large
interference between resonant and nonresonant D-wave
contributions are also seen at larger t. These large inter-
ference effects demonstrate the importance of including
these subleading contributions to the amplitude.

2. Analyzing Angular Moments with L = 1, 2

More information can be obtained by considering the
higher angular moments. It is important to note, how-
ever, that these are sensitive to the interference between
different partial waves. This makes the interpretation
somewhat more complicated. For the full expressions of

the angular moments in terms of partial waves, see Ap-
pendix C. In order to understand them, it is useful to
note that the dominant feature present in the low angu-
lar moments is the P -wave ρ(770) resonance. Since the
angular moments are bilinear in the partial waves, this
means that each term which contributes to a particular
angular moment contains the product of zero, one or two
P -wave amplitudes. Heuristically, terms which contain
two P -wave amplitudes (|P0|2, say), can be expected to
dominate relative to other contributions in the vicinity of
the ρ(770) peak. If an angular moment does not contain
any terms which are the product of two P -wave ampli-
tudes, it is natural to expect that the dominant contribu-
tions to the angular moments arise from the terms linear
in the P -wave amplitudes. This general trend can be
observed in the model decompositions shown below.

The S-wave contributions can be most conveniently
observed by studying the angular moments ⟨Y 1

0 ⟩ and
⟨Y 1

1 ⟩, since in these moments the S-wave interferes with
the dominant P -wave amplitudes. In particular, it inter-
feres with P0 in ⟨Y 1

0 ⟩ and (P+1 − P−1) in ⟨Y 1
1 ⟩, respec-

tively. The only S-wave contribution in both the minimal
model and P + Deck decomposition arises from the Deck
amplitude, which projects onto all partial waves. The
minimal model predictions for the angular moments are
shown in Fig. 8. It is clear that the phase and magnitude
of the S-wave amplitude are poorly described in these de-
compositions. This justifies the inclusion of other S-wave
contributions beyond those from the Deck mechanism.
The decomposition S + P + Deck produces a much im-
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FIG. 8. Studying the production amplitudes which contribute to ⟨Y L
M ⟩ for L = 0, 1 and all M at different momentum transfer,

t. Results are shown for t = −0.45 GeV2 (left), t = −0.65 GeV2 (center) and t = −0.95 GeV2 (right). Colors label the different
model decompositions introduced in the text. Experimental data is taken from CLAS [21].

proved description of these angular moments allowing the
global properties of these moments to be captured. For
large invariant masses, the contribution of the resonant
D-wave is also needed. Even though its global statistical
significance is not very strong, there exists an interesting
t dependence of the interference pattern in the vicinity
of the f0(980) mass. This effect is particularly visible
in the ⟨Y 1

0 ⟩ moment. Namely, it starts as a maximum
for t = −0.45 GeV2 and continues as a minimum from
t = −0.65 GeV2 up to the t = −0.95 GeV2 bin. This
is suggestive of considerable relative phase motion be-
tween the resonant S-wave and the P -wave and is most
likely due to the effects of different Regge exchanges and
nonresonant contributions.

In previous π+π− photoproduction analyses conducted
at small momentum transfers, the shape of ⟨Y 2

0 ⟩ mo-
ment was interpreted as due to the dominant resonant
P+1 wave, see Eq. (C4) in Appendix C. This interpre-

tation is still applicable for the moment measured at
t = −0.45 GeV2. However, for larger |t| bins, interfer-
ence effects become increasingly important. Specifically,
it is due to the combined interference of the f2 exchange
amplitude with Pomeron and P -wave nonresonant ampli-
tudes that the model ⟨Y 2

0 ⟩ moment features the proper
sign and magnitude at the ρ(770) mass. The contribution
of nonresonant amplitudes is also necessary to reproduce
the plateau for masses above 1 GeV. With increasing
t, this plateau is replaced by the interference of S- and
D-waves.

If direct ρ(770) production dominates other produc-
tion mechanisms, the ⟨Y 2

1 ⟩ and ⟨Y 2
2 ⟩ moments are ex-

pected to exhibit activity only around the ρ mass region,
with interferences (P+1 − P−1)P0 and P+1P−1, respec-
tively. However, substantial activity above 1 GeV implies
a prominent role of nonresonant effects. It is interesting
to note that while the minimal model clearly fails to re-
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FIG. 9. Studying the production amplitudes which contribute to ⟨Y 2
M ⟩ at different momentum transfer. Results are shown for

t = −0.45 GeV2 (left) t = −0.65 GeV2 (center) and t = −0.95 GeV2 (right). Colors label the different model decompositions
introduced in the text. Experimental data is taken from CLAS [21].

produce the data in the vicinity of the ρ(770) region,
as |t| increases, the prediction of larger

√
s12 ≥ 1 GeV

becomes increasingly well-described. This agreement be-
tween the model and the data in this kinematic region
can be attributed to the Deck mechanism, which pro-
duces the approximately linearly growing component of
the angular moment at large

√
s12. The agreement for

these moments at larger
√
s12 and |t|, demonstrates the

importance of the Deck mechanism.

Interference activity above 1 GeV in the ⟨Y 2
1 ⟩ moment

is due to the interference of D+1 and D−1 waves with the
S- wave and the D0 wave. The activity in ⟨Y 2

2 ⟩ above 1
GeV is due to D+1D−1 interference. Contributions of the
P - and F -waves in this region should amount to build-
ing a flat background, however resonant contributions of
ρ(1450) or the tentative ρ(1250) from Ref. [41] cannot be
excluded.

From the study of these model decompositions, it is

clear that the observed angular moments in this kine-
matic region cannot be interpreted in terms of Pomeron-
induced ρ(770) photoproduction alone. Rather, these de-
compositions demonstrate that the interference of differ-
ent production mechanisms is required to reproduce the
global features of the angular moments. Evidence for the
influence of the ρ(770), f0(980) and f2(1270) resonances
on the angular moments are observed.

C. Determination of the ρ0(770) photoproduction
cross section

The model developed in this work contains two ampli-
tudes which describe this process as proceeding by reso-
nant production of the ρ(770). By isolating just those
amplitudes, and integrating over the lineshape of the
ρ(770), it is possible to extract the ρ0(770) photopro-
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TABLE IV. Extracted ρ0(770) photoproduction cross section.

|t| [GeV2] dσ/dt [µb/GeV2]

0.45 6.074 ± 0.446

0.55 3.619 ± 0.152

0.65 2.080 ± 0.051

0.75 1.496 ± 0.074

0.85 1.089 ± 0.112

0.95 0.819 ± 0.141

ducton differential cross section. The contribution to〈
Y 0
0

〉
from resonant ρ(770) amplitudes is denoted

〈
Y 0
0

〉
ρ
.

Then, from Eq. (6), it is clear that the differential cross
section can be obtained from computing

dσ

dt
=

1

B

∫ mmax

mmin

d
√
s12
〈
Y 0
0

〉
ρ
, (36)

where B ≃ 1 [24] is the ρ → ππ branching ratio. To
compare with Ref. [21], the integration bounds are taken
as mmin = 0.4 GeV and mmax = 1.2 GeV. The resulting
extracted ρ(770) photoproduction cross section is shown
in Fig. 10. The explicit values are presented in Table IV.
This result can be compared with previous determina-
tions of this process from Ref. [23] and the CLAS deter-
mination from Ref. [21]. It is important to note that since
the couplings are fit to each t-bin independently, they
acquire and effective t-dependence. Thus the differential
cross-section is not guaranteed to be a smooth function of
|t|. The resulting differential cross section agrees within
errors with the determination from Ref. [21]. As shown in
Fig. 1, a Pomeron model would predict an exponentially
decreasing differential cross section. However, at larger
|t| the non-Pomeron contributions enhance the differen-
tial cross section relative to the Pomeron model.

D. s-channel helicity conservation and the partial
waves

SCHC expresses the observation that, at small |t|, the
helicity amplitudes with λγ ̸= M are suppressed rela-
tive to the helicity-conserving amplitude. Physically, this
means that the helicity of the produced ρ(770) is strongly
correlated with the helicity of the photon beam.

Pomeron exchange provides a natural explanation for
the empirically observed phenomenon of SCHC in the
forward limit, since in Regge models helicity-flip ampli-
tudes are suppressed by factors of

√−t relative to the
leading helicity-conserving amplitude. However, as the
momentum transfer increases, this mechanism predicts
increasing contributions from these helicity-flip ampli-
tudes, ultimately leading to an inversion of the hierarchy
observed at small momentum transfers. It is important
to note, however, that this prediction arises from extrap-
olating Regge amplitudes which are valid in the forward
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This work, Eγ = 3.7 GeV

FIG. 10. Comparison of differential cross section for process
γp → ρ0(770)p computed in this work with previous mea-
surements of this quantity. Uncertainties are estimated using
bootstrap resampling. Ballam et al. extract the ρ contri-
bution from π+π− photoproduction data assuming a Breit-
Wigner lineshape [20]. In CLAS, the full P -wave contribu-
tion is integrated over the [0.4, 1.2] GeV mass range and
quoted [21]. The cross section in this work is calculated by iso-
lating the resonant ρ(770) contribution and integrating over
the same energy range. As the ρ(770) dominates the P -wave,
the difference with CLAS is negligible within errors. Note
that values have been slightly offset horizontally for clarity.

limit to larger |t|-values. It is unclear how appropriate
this extrapolation is. However, there are few theoret-
ical arguments that allow one to predict the dominant
production mechanisms for particular resonances in the√
s12 and momentum transfer regions of interest.
The model developed here is more flexible than a Regge

model, and thus it is interesting to examine to what ex-
tent the model supports the presence of SCHC in the
experimental data with |t| > 0.4 GeV2. Evidence for
SCHC may be obtained by studying the SDMEs, but
this is beyond the scope of this work. Instead, the valid-
ity of SCHC can be inferred from a direct examination
of the partial-wave amplitudes. In particular, SCHC im-
plies the hierarchy of the P -waves,

|P+1| ≫ |P0|, |P−1|, (37)

in the vicinity of the ρ(770) mass. Thus by examin-
ing the relative strengths of the three P -wave ampli-
tudes in the model, evidence for or against SCHC can
be obtained. Partial-wave projection is performed ac-
cording to Eq. (7). The real and imaginary parts of
the P -wave amplitudes, as well as the magnitude of the
dominant nucleon helicity-nonflip component, are shown
in Fig. 11. By considering only amplitudes that con-
tribute to resonant ρ(770) production, it is possible to
examine the extent to which the helicity of the photon
is conserved. Fig. 11(d) shows that, even though the P -
wave is dominated by resonant production of the ρ(770),
the hierarchy predicted by SCHC is not obeyed. In par-
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FIG. 11. Strengths of resonant and nonresonant P -waves for M = +1, 0,−1 helicities for |t| ∈
{0.45 GeV2, 0.65 GeV2, 0.95 GeV2} (a). Real and imaginary parts of P+1 (b), P0 (c) and P−1 (d) partial waves for
all nucleon helicities. Arrows point in the direction of increasing −t. Orange data indicates that no parameters in this
production mechanism were fit, while red data with statistical uncertainties implies that these production mechanisms were
fit to experimental data.
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ticular, it is clear that the P0, P−1 provide non-negligible
contributions to the total P -wave intensity.

It is possible to decompose these P -wave partial
waves further into individual production mechanisms.
Figs. 11(b), (c) and (d) show the t-dependence of the
real and imaginary parts of the P -wave components at
a two-pion invariant mass of

√
s12 = mρ for P+1, P0,

and P−1, respectively. As explained above, the model is
fit to the low angular moments at fixed t. As a result,
the free parameters acquire an effective t-dependence. It
is known that no dynamical singularities can occur for
t < 0. Thus it is expected that the coupling dependence
on t should be analytical. However, no constraints were
placed on the model to ensure that this occurred.

The t-dependence of the P -wave amplitudes shown in
Figs. 11(b), (c) and (d) are either continuous, like for
Deck mechanism and Pomeron exchange, or computed at
selected t-values where fits were performed (connecting
arrows are added to indicate the direction of t-variable
evolution). Due to partial wave projection of the π+π−

system, the helicity structure of the upper vertex is en-
coded in the t-dependence of moments, and thus is self-
analysing. Contrary to that, the information on the t-
dependence of the lower vertex helicity couplings are lost
in the experiment under analysis, and therefore could not
be fitted. For the sake of simplicity, we assumed that the
Lorentz structure of lower vertex is that of a vector par-
ticle exchange. This assumption entails the suppression
of the helicity-flip amplitudes which is clearly visible in
the plots. Otherwise, the t-dependence is rather smooth,
albeit with nontrivial phase motion. The association of
this phase dependence with particular Regge exchanges
is left for a further work.

E. Comparison of Model to Higher Moments

While the model was fit to the lowest six moments
(L = 0, 1, 2, M = 0, . . . , L), Ref. [21] includes data for
all moments up to L = 4. As a result, it is possible to
compare the model with these higher moments. Since
these moments are sensitive to contributions from higher
partial waves, it is to be expected that deficiencies may
appear. However, if the main production mechanisms
have been identified correctly, then reasonable descrip-
tions of these higher moments should be obtained if no
additional resonances with higher-angular moment are
present. Results for these predictions of the model are
shown in Fig. 12 for t = −0.45 GeV2. Comparisons be-
tween the model and higher moments for other t-bins are
shown in Figs. 17 to 21 in Appendix E. While the descrip-
tion of these moments is not as good as for the lower an-
gular moments, the overall magnitude and most charac-
teristic patterns present in the data are in fair agreement
with model predictions. Consider in particular the an-
gular moments ⟨Y 4

1 ⟩, ⟨Y 4
2 ⟩ and ⟨Y 4

3 ⟩. From Appendix E,
it is possible to see that these moments contain P -F -
wave interference. This interference produces the struc-

tures observed around the ρ(770) mass. It is important
to note that no resonant F -wave component is included
in this model, because the lightest spin-3 ππ resonance
peaks at 1.69 GeV, and was thus not considered in this
study. Thus this structure is produced in the model due
to the interference of the P -wave with the Deck ampli-
tude, which projects onto all partial waves. The agree-
ment here is suggestive that the relative magnitudes and
phases of the respective partial waves are well constrained
in the region of the ρ(770). In this context it is impor-
tant to stress the observation made in [29] that, for the
Deck mechanism, the even partial waves are suppressed
as compared to the odd ones. Thus, the moments where
the interference with nonresonant even waves is essen-
tial (e.g. ⟨Y 1

3 ⟩) may be described inadequately by Deck
amplitudes alone. While some of these angular moments
appear to lack features present in the data, it is impor-
tant to note that they are at least one order of magnitude
smaller than the lower ones, and thus the remaining dis-
crepancies are small in absolute terms.

V. CONCLUSION

Models of two-pion photoproduction which contain
both a Pomeron-induced ρ(770) resonant amplitude and
a nonresonant P -wave amplitude can explain a num-
ber of features observed in two-pion photoproduction
measurements at momentum transfers in the range
|t| < 0.4 GeV2. In particular, such models can explain
the ρ(770) lineshape, SCHC and the t-dependence of the
ρ(770) photoproduction cross section. However, at larger
momentum transfers, this model ceases to saturate the
experimental data, and a more sophisticated model is re-
quired. In this work, a theoretical description of two-pion
photoproduction is developed. The model incorporates
the leading resonances which contribute to two-pion pro-
duction, as well as the expected leading background from
the Deck mechanism. The model contains a number of
free parameters which are fit to data for the low angular
moments. The resulting model provides a good global
description of the low angular moments. By studying
decompositions of the model, an understanding of the
physical mechanisms which contribute to the ρ(770) line-
shape, SCHC and the t-dependence of the ρ(770) photo-
production cross section can be identified. Rather than
originating from a single production mechanism, data in
this kinematic region can be understood as being due to
several competing mechanisms.

Further confidence is gained from a comparison of the
fitted model to the higher angular moments. While the
agreement with these moments is not as good as for the
fitted ones, it is still reasonable. Angular moments with
expected large P -wave components are well described by
the model, while other angular moments likely suffer from
the presence of more competing mechanisms which are
not fully captured by the model.

This paper is primarily concerned with the theoretical
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FIG. 12. Prediction of angular moments ⟨Y L
M ⟩ for L = 3, 4, M = 0, . . . , L and t = −0.45 GeV2. The model curves are

superimposed and not fitted to these data. Experimental data is taken from CLAS [21]

development and fitting of the data for two-pion photo-
production. However, there exist several immediate ap-
plications of this model, which are left for further work.
In particular, it can be applied to compute spin-density
matrix elements for both two-pion resonances like the
ρ(770), as well as baryon resonances like the ∆. Based on
the t-dependence of the amplitudes, one can attempt to
construct a microscopically motivated model of the reso-
nance production not only in the P -wave but also in the
S- and D-waves. In addition, it is interesting to exam-
ine whether such a model –suitably generalized– would
enable a prediction of two-pion electroproduction.
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Appendix A: Kinematics

Explicit definitions for the four-vectors of the particles
in the π+π− helicity rest frame are given here. All quan-
tities may be described in terms of three invariants s, t
and s12 and two angles ΩH = (θH, ϕH) of the π+ in this
frame. The energies in this frame are

EpH
1

=
s−m2

N + t

2
√
s12

, (A1)

EqH =
s12 − t

2
√
s12

, (A2)

EpH
2

=
s− s12 −m2

N

2
√
s12

, (A3)

EkH
1

=
1

2

√
s12, (A4)

EkH
2

=
1

2

√
s12. (A5)

The direction of the recoiling proton (p2) defines the neg-
ative z-axis. The production plane lies in the x-z plane.
These choices lead to the following set of three-vectors:

pH
1 = |pH

1 |(sin θ1, 0, cos θ1), (A6)

qH = |qH|(− sin θq, 0, cos θq), (A7)

pH
2 = |pH

2 |(0, 0,−1), (A8)

kH
1 = |kH

1 |(sin θH cosϕH, sin θH sinϕH, cos θH), (A9)

kH
2 = −|kH

2 |(sin θH cosϕH, sin θH sinϕH, cos θH), (A10)

where the angles θ1 and θq are defined for convenience.
They are given by

cos θ1 =
2m2

N − 2EpH
1
EpH

2
− t

2|pH
1 ||pH

2 |
, (A11)

cos θq =
s + t− s12 −m2

N − 2EpH
1
EqH

2|pH
1 ||qH| . (A12)

Appendix B: πN Amplitude Parameterization

It is necessary to define the quasi pion-nucleon ampli-
tude M±

λ1λ2
(si, t, uj), since it depends on the pion virtual-

ity, uj and is thus unphysical. Without loss of generality,
this amplitude may be decomposed as

M±
λ1λ2

(si, t, uj) = u(p2, λ2)

[
Ã±(si, t, uj)

+
1

2
( /Ki + /kj)B̃

±(si, t, uj)

]
u(p1, λ1),

(B1)

where Ki = q− ki and Ã±(si, t, uj) and B̃±(si, t, uj) are
scalar functions of the relevant Lorentz invariants.

In the limit that uj → m2
π, this amplitude reduces to

elastic πN scattering. In order to propose a suitable form
for the scalar amplitudes, Ã± and B̃±, it is useful to recall
some facts about the on-shell process. The scattering
amplitude admits the standard decomposition [42]:

M±
λ1λ2

(s, t) = u(p2, λ2)

[
A±(s, t)

+
1

2
(/k1 + /k2)B±(s, t)

]
u(p1, λ1),

(B2)

where s = (qa + qb)
2 = (q1 + q2)2, t = (qa − q1)2 =

(qb − q2)2 and 2m2
N + 2m2

π = s + t + u. In the s-channel
CM frame, it is possible to show that the energies are

Ea =
s−m2

N + m2
π

2
√
s

, (B3)

Eb =
s + m2

N −m2
π

2
√
s

, (B4)

E1 =
s−m2

N + m2
π

2
√
s

, (B5)

E2 =
s + m2

N −m2
π

2
√
s

, (B6)

and the corresponding three-momenta are

|qa| =
λ1/2(s,m2

N ,m2
π)

2
√
s

= |qb| ≡ |q|. (B7)

It is possible to express the cosine of the scattering angle,
zs = cos θs, in terms of s and t via

zs =
t− 2m2

N + 2EbE2

2qbq2
. (B8)

The amplitudes themselves may be written in terms of
reduced helicity amplitudes,

1

4π
Ã±(s, t) =

√
s + mN

Z+
1 Z+

2

f±
1 (s, zs) −

√
s−mN

Z−
1 Z−

2

f±
2 (s, zs),

(B9)

1

4π
B̃±(s, t) =

1

Z+
1 Z+

2

f±
1 (s, zs) −

1

Z−
1 Z−

2

f±
2 (s, zs),

(B10)

where Z±
i =

√
Ei ±mN . These reduced helicity ampli-

tudes may be partial-wave expanded as

f±
1 (si, zs) =

1√
qbq2

∞∑
l=0

f±
l+(s)P ′

l+1(zs)

− 1√
qbq2

∞∑
l=2

f±
l−(s)P ′

l−1(zs), (B11)

f±
2 (s, zs) =

1√
qbq2

∞∑
l=1

[
f±
l−(s) − f±

l+(s)

]
P ′
l (zs), (B12)
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where f±
l (s) are the πN partial waves. At low ener-

gies, it suffices to truncate the partial wave expansion at
some lmax, while at large s, all partial waves contribute,
and a description in terms of crossed-channel Reggeon
exchanges is more appropriate.

In this work, the initial pion is off-shell. Since such
an amplitude is unphysical, the off-shell extension of this
model is defined by a model-dependent prescription. The
virtuality of the pion enters through the modified kine-
matics. In the unphysical CM frame for the virtual pion-
nucleon system, denoted by the asterisk (∗), the energies
are

E∗
a =

si −m2
N + uj

2
√
si

, (B13)

E∗
b =

si + m2
N − uj

2
√
si

, (B14)

E∗
1 =

si −m2
N + m2

π

2
√
si

, (B15)

E∗
2 =

si + m2
N −m2

π

2
√
si

, (B16)

and the corresponding magnitudes of the three-momenta
of the incident pion and nucleon are

q∗a =
λ1/2(si,m

2
N , uj)

2
√
si

= q∗b , (B17)

q∗1 =
λ1/2(si,m

2
N ,m2

π)

2
√
si

= q∗2 . (B18)

Note the presence of uj in the energies and magnitudes of
three-momenta in the incoming hadrons. The resulting

cosine of the scattering angle is

z∗si =
t− 2m2

N + 2E∗
bE

∗
2

2q∗b q
∗
2

. (B19)

Using these kinematics, the scalar amplitudes
Ã±(si, t, uj) and B̃±(si, t, uj) are defined as

1

4π
Ã±(si, t, uj) ≡

√
s + mN

Z+
1 Z+

2

f±
1 (si, z

∗
si)

−
√
s−mN

Z−
1 Z−

2

f±
2 (si, z

∗
si), (B20)

1

4π
B̃±(si, t, uj) ≡

1

Z+
1 Z+

2

f±
1 (si, z

∗
si)

− 1

Z−
1 Z−

2

f±
2 (si, z

∗
si), (B21)

where Z±
i =

√
E∗

i ±mN . These reduced helicity ampli-
tudes may be partial-wave expanded as

f±
1 (si, z

∗
si) =

1√
q∗b q

∗
2

∞∑
l=0

f±
l+(si)P

′
l+1(z∗si)

− 1√
q∗b q

∗
2

∞∑
l=2

f±
l−(si)P

′
l−1(z∗si), (B22)

f±
2 (si, z

∗
si) =

1√
q∗b q

∗
2

∞∑
l=1

[
f±
l−(si) − f±

l+(si)

]
P ′
l (z

∗
si).

(B23)

In this work, the pion-nucleon amplitudes from Ref. [22]
are employed. These amplitudes interpolate between
the SAID parameterization [43–45] at low-energies and
a Regge parameterization at high-energies using rigorous
constraints from finite-energy sum rules [46].
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Appendix C: Angular Moments in terms of Partial Waves

This appendix explores the complex correlation between angular moments and partial waves, as outlined by Eqs. (8)
and (9) in Section II. These moments are expressed as a summation over partial waves, each characterized by spec-
troscopic notation truncated to L = 4 (G-wave). The adoption of spectroscopic notation, wherein l is substituted by
S, P , D, etc., facilitates a clearer representation of the partial waves. In the following expressions, the prefactor κ,
defined in Eq. (4), includes a 1/22 factor to accommodate the averaging over the spins of the photon and nucleon.
Consequently, an additional factor of 2 was introduced to eliminate the sum over λγ .

⟨Y 0
0 ⟩ = 2κ

∑
λ1λ2

(
|S|2 + |P−1|2 + |P0|2 + |P1|2 + |D−2|2 + |D−1|2 + |D0|2 + |D1|2 + |D2|2 + |F−3|2 + |F−2|2 + |F−1|2

(C1)

+ |F0|2 + |F1|2 + |F2|2 + |F3|2 + |G−4|2 + |G−3|2 + |G−2|2 + |G−1|2 + |G0|2 + |G1|2 + |G2|2 + |G3|2 + |G4|2
)
,

⟨Y 1
0 ⟩ = 2κ
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Re

(
2
(
S∗P0

)
+

2√
5

(√
3
(
P ∗
−1D−1 + P ∗

1D1

)
+ 2
(
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0D0

))
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√
3

7

(
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−2F−2 + D∗
2F2

)
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√
3
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(
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(
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−1F−1
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0F0

)
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Appendix D: Angular Moments at other t

In section IV A the fitting procedure was discussed. The resulting quality of fit was demonstrated with the fits
from two characteristic t-bins. Other t-bins show a qualitatively similar goodness of fit. These confirm that the
overall fit quality is good, the salient features present in the data are properly accounted for by the model, while
model uncertainty derived from bootstrap is under control. Also the increasing role of the S- and D-wave effects as t
increases is clearly seen in the data and the model.

Finally, the changing interference pattern in the P -wave dominated moments ⟨Y 2
1 ⟩ and ⟨Y 2

2 ⟩ implies nontrivial
physics beyond the Pomeron exchange dominated small t region.
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FIG. 13. Comparison of complete model fitted to exprimental measurements from Ref. [21] of two-pion angular moments ⟨Y L
M ⟩

for L = 0, 1, 2 and M = 0, . . . L for Eγ = 3.7 GeV and t = −0.55 GeV2.
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FIG. 14. Comparison of complete model fitted to exprimental measurements from Ref. [21] of two-pion angular moments ⟨Y L
M ⟩

for L = 0, 1, 2 and M = 0, . . . L for Eγ = 3.7 GeV and t = −0.65 GeV2.
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FIG. 15. Comparison of complete model fitted to exprimental measurements from Ref. [21] of two-pion angular moments ⟨Y L
M ⟩

for L = 0, 1, 2 and M = 0, . . . L for Eγ = 3.7 GeV and t = −0.75 GeV2.
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FIG. 16. Comparison of complete model fitted to exprimental measurements from Ref. [21] of two-pion angular moments ⟨Y L
M ⟩

for L = 0, 1, 2 and M = 0, . . . L for Eγ = 3.7 GeV and t = −0.85 GeV2.
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FIG. 17. Prediction of angular moments ⟨Y L
M ⟩ for L = 3, 4, M = 0, . . . , L and t = −0.55 GeV2. The model curves are

superimposed and not fitted to these data. Experimental data is taken from CLAS [21]
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FIG. 18. Prediction of angular moments ⟨Y L
M ⟩ for L = 3, 4, M = 0, . . . , L and t = −0.65 GeV2. The model curves are

superimposed and not fitted to these data. Experimental data is taken from CLAS [21]

Appendix E: Comparisons to Higher Moments

Even though moments contain contributions from all partial waves, the resonant contributions in the two-pion
energy region of interest are saturated by resonances in the S-, P -, and D-waves. All higher waves result from
nonresonant contributions like the Deck mechanism. Thus, a compaarison of the model with these higher moments
serves as a consistency check of the model. It can be seen that while the model properly accounts for moments ⟨Y 4

1 ⟩,
⟨Y 4

2 ⟩ and ⟨Y 4
3 ⟩ which are dominated by the P -F interference the contribution of other background sources is required

in other moments.
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FIG. 19. Prediction of angular moments ⟨Y L
M ⟩ for L = 3, 4, M = 0, . . . , L and t = −0.75 GeV2. The model curves are

superimposed and not fitted to these data. Experimental data is taken from CLAS [21]
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FIG. 20. Prediction of angular moments ⟨Y L
M ⟩ for L = 3, 4, M = 0, . . . , L and t = −0.85 GeV2. The model curves are

superimposed and not fitted to these data. Experimental data is taken from CLAS [21]
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FIG. 21. Prediction of angular moments ⟨Y L
M ⟩ for L = 3, 4, M = 0, . . . , L and t = −0.95 GeV2. The model curves are

superimposed and not fitted to these data. Experimental data is taken from CLAS [21]

Appendix F: Parameters of the model

In this appendix a complete list of model parameter values is provided. Recall that these values were obtained in a
two-stage procedure. First, 105-fold fitting of the model predictions to experimentally measured moments of angular
distribution was performed for each t-bin. In this way, the obtained parameter values that should lie very close to the
global χ2 minima for all sets of momets. Next, starting from these best fit values, fits were performed on 104 synthetic
datasets to obtain the central values and uncertainties of moments and parameters for all t-bins. The distributions
of parameter and observable values were Gaussian to very good accuracy.
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TABLE V. Average values and standard deviations of model parameters obtained with bootstrap method for all t-bins under
study. Parameters for the ρ(770) photoproduction with Pomeron exchange were fixed to values gγPρ = 5.96, gρππ = 2.506 and
βP(t) = exp(bt) with b = 3.6 GeV−2 taken from Ref. [22].

Parameter t=-0.45 GeV2 t=-0.55 GeV2 t=-0.65 GeV2 t=-0.75 GeV2 t=-0.85 GeV2 t=-0.95 GeV2

|bDeck| 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0 1.0
Arg(bDeck) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

|aP,ρ
M=0,±1| gγPρgρππβP(t) gγPρgρππβP(t) gγPρgρππβP(t) gγPρgρππβP(t) gγPρgρππβP(t) gγPρgρππβP(t)

Arg(aP,ρ
M=0,±1) 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

|aa2/f2,ρ
M=+1 | 1.81±0.61 4.99±0.37 4.63±0.89 2.52±0.87 6.04±1.15 12.23±2.56

Arg(a
a2/f2,ρ
M=+1 ) 3.99±2.55 0.92±0.23 1.84±0.08 2.33±0.25 3.69±2.84 3.59±2.80

|aa2/f2,ρ
M=0 | 13.70±0.73 20.72±0.32 18.07±0.25 15.98±0.52 13.71±0.53 13.56±0.55

Arg(a
a2/f2,ρ
M=0 ) 2.75±0.06 1.92±0.05 1.97±0.05 2.31±0.09 0.73±0.32 0.54±0.75

|aa2/f2,ρ
M=−1 | 264.32±10.13 193.44±4.91 148.54±2.31 124.15±3.26 126.79±7.29 118.00±11.65

Arg(a
a2/f2,ρ
M=−1 ) 3.00±0.05 3.71±0.07 3.47±0.10 3.76±0.09 5.23±0.35 5.08±0.84

|aρ/ω,f0(500)| 29.51±1.44 33.46±3.13 152.47±7.59 109.51±4.82 24.45±1.83 21.22±1.60

Arg(aρ/ω,f0(500)) 4.09±0.12 3.53±0.16 3.72±0.07 5.10±0.10 4.32±2.72 5.59±0.98

|aρ/ω,f0(980)| 0.71±0.29 1.20±0.50 8.03±1.72 1.45±0.72 3.08±0.55 1.35±0.28

Arg(aρ/ω,f0(980)) 4.26±0.65 2.83±2.62 0.89±1.71 2.75±0.91 2.47±2.78 4.56±2.38

|aρ/ω,f0(1370)| 10.47±3.21 24.44±6.97 165.17±17.65 182.57±15.14 107.09±13.31 45.64±10.01

Arg(aρ/ω,f0(1370)) 4.04±0.41 3.79±0.29 3.95±0.11 4.28±0.11 0.72±0.49 0.75±0.35

|aρ/ω,f2
M=+2| 4.75±1.55 11.55±1.19 10.47±1.40 8.41±2.20 6.73±2.58 9.95±2.50

Arg(a
ρ/ω,f2
M=+2) 0.80±0.73 0.88±0.17 0.81±0.13 3.61±0.47 3.30±0.75 4.87±2.02

|aρ/ω,f2
M=+1| 4.14±2.14 5.87±1.75 5.62±1.43 13.00±1.89 18.94±3.44 6.11±2.38

Arg(a
ρ/ω,f2
M=+1) 3.13±0.77 3.07±0.42 3.84±0.28 0.92±0.20 1.06±1.91 4.67±0.72

|aρ/ω,f2
M=0 | 23.07±8.34 16.95±5.53 6.64±2.88 5.87±3.11 20.03±6.52 17.86±3.28

Arg(a
ρ/ω,f2
M=0 ) 3.78±0.48 3.19±0.32 4.43±0.72 2.70±0.78 3.62±0.35 3.32±0.34

|aρ/ω,f2
M=−1| 67.07±19.57 79.09±9.85 90.67±11.71 46.52±22.34 93.56±25.98 129.39±10.75

Arg(a
ρ/ω,f2
M=−1) 4.35±2.64 0.62±1.38 0.41±0.27 4.03±2.50 4.79±0.92 5.18±1.85

|aρ/ω,f2
M=−2| 301.94±78.71 253.50±61.51 228.06±48.92 351.98±47.81 240.02±55.91 139.73±64.65

Arg(a
ρ/ω,f2
M=−2) 4.32±0.33 1.27±0.37 1.09±0.18 1.62±0.78 1.68±2.11 3.92±2.27

|bρ/ω,J=0
M=0 | 29.26±2.68 35.46±7.62 155.55±11.81 116.40±5.86 71.66±6.53 51.00±4.94

Arg(b
ρ/ω,J=0
M=0 ) 0.48±0.11 2.26±2.93 5.88±1.24 5.96±0.80 2.23±0.30 2.18±0.29

|ba2/f2,J=1
M=+1 | 5.83±0.31 5.43±0.63 6.99±0.47 3.78±0.64 5.11±1.22 7.41±1.26

Arg(b
a2/f2,J=1
M=+1 ) 5.55±1.85 5.44±0.12 5.29±0.07 2.48±2.94 4.25±0.43 3.30±0.48

|ba2/f2,J=1
M=0 | 10.63±0.50 13.76±0.32 13.38±0.31 13.23±0.46 8.63±1.23 10.69±1.05

Arg(b
a2/f2,J=1
M=0 ) 3.39±0.15 3.58±0.13 3.63±0.10 4.14±0.13 3.76±0.43 3.80±0.42

|ba2/f2,J=1
M=−1 | 74.51±5.96 47.30±4.08 24.96±3.75 23.84±5.95 34.05±10.54 31.93±13.36

Arg(b
a2/f2,J=1
M=−1 ) 5.91±0.13 0.54±0.13 0.63±0.24 0.94±0.76 2.50±0.74 3.20±0.69
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