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Global parameterizations of ππ scattering with dispersive constraints: beyond the S0
wave
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We provide new global parameterizations of ππ → ππ scattering for the S2, P, D, F, and G partial
waves up to at least 1.8 GeV, easy to implement for phenomenological use. With earlier S0-wave
parameterizations, slightly updated here, they reproduce previous partial wave dispersion analyses
up to the πω threshold. In addition, these new parameterizations have improved their description of
recent P-wave data, the inelasticity in various waves, and their fulfillment of Roy-like and forward
dispersion relations. The latter now test very high partial waves and have an improved matching
with the Regge regime, extending those with P-wave contributions up to 1.6 GeV. Above 1.6 GeV
and up to 1.8 GeV, or sometimes somewhat beyond, the parameterizations are simple unconstrained
fits to data.

I. INTRODUCTION

As the lightest mesons, two or more pions appear in
most of the final states in hadronic processes. Their sub-
sequent rescattering makes it particularly important to
have a precise and reliable description of pion-pion in-
teractions. Recently, this has become especially rele-
vant given the unprecedentedly high statistics attained
in hadronic observables measured by experimental col-
laborations such as ALICE, Babar, Belle, and LHCb or
to be carried out in future hadronic facilities like FAIR
or the EIC. Of course, ππ scattering is also interesting
by itself as a source of data for light meson spectroscopy
and as a testing ground for the non-perturbative QCD
regime and its spontaneous chiral symmetry breaking. A
renewed interest in pion-pion interactions has arisen from
other fronts. Within lattice QCD, ππ → ππ scattering
partial waves with relatively low pion masses have been
recently obtained [1–11] and analyzed with various meth-
ods [12–16]. Pion-pion scattering amplitudes have also
become an active ground to test bootstrap techniques
confronting them with data or effective theories [17–19].

Experiments on ππ → ππ scattering were mostly per-
formed in the 1970s [20–28]. The ππ → ππ data were ex-
tracted as indirect measurements from the πN → ππN ′

process, which led to several data sets. Most often, they
are inconsistent among themselves even if they come from
the same experiment. Consequently, for many years it
was considered enough to have a crude description of
these data. The situation was somewhat different at low
energies. Below the kaon mass, very precise data could
be obtained from Kl4 decays [29, 30], particularly those
from the NA48/2 collaboration [31]. In addition, the
QCD low-energy effective theory, known as Chiral Per-
turbation Theory (ChPT) [32, 33], provides a systematic
low-energy expansion in terms of masses and momenta of
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pions. These are the ChPT degrees of freedom since, as
the Nambu-Goldstone bosons of the spontaneous chiral
symmetry breaking of QCD, there is a gap between their
masses and those of other mesons.

However, ChPT alone cannot reproduce heavier reso-
nances, possibly the most interesting for phenomenolog-
ical applications, although it can be extended to this re-
gion by combining it with dispersion relations [34–37] and
unitarity constraints. These techniques are generically
known as Unitarized ChPT (UChPT), which, in differ-
ent versions or approximations, generate or reconstruct
all ππ → ππ elastic resonances below 1.2 GeV that were
not originally present in the ChPT Lagrangian. These
are the σ/f0(500) and the ρ(770). This approach can be
extended to kaons and etas and successful results exist for
πK or ππ → KK̄ scattering, describing the κ/K∗

0 (700),
K∗(892), a0(980), and the f0(980) resonances [38–43].
These methods provide analytic expressions, but they
become very lengthy when dealing with coupled chan-
nels. Above 1.2 GeV, other resonances can be explicitly
introduced with additional chiral lagrangians, resulting
in a successful description of the data [44], albeit with
the same caveats as before and with even more elabo-
rate expressions. All in all, these unitarized approaches
are interesting, first because they provide a fairly good
description of data, including values of resonance poles,
and second because they have much better properties
(analyticity, chiral symmetry, unitarity, etc.) than simple
popular models, such as the superposition of simple reso-
nances, isobar models, different versions of Breit-Wigner
shapes, etc. We refer the reader to [45–49] for recent re-
views on these topics. Unfortunately, within UChPT, the
lack of a systematic expansion does not allow for a precise
estimation of uncertainties, and the formalism is gener-
ally restricted to two-body or quasi-two-body states.

Still, modern Hadron Physics demands precise and
model-independent meson-meson scattering parameter-
izations. This requires the use of dispersion relations,
which over roughly the last two decades have been suc-
cessfully applied to describe scattering data on ππ [50–
59], but also on πN [60, 61], γγ → ππ [62, 63], πK [64, 65]
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and ππ → KK̄ [66] (see [67] for a review of the last two).
Unfortunately, such rigorous dispersive results, are not

always suitable for later practical use. There are several
reasons for this. First, they are often obtained numeri-
cally from integral equations, which makes them inconve-
nient for further phenomenological or experimental anal-
yses. Second, they are frequently parameterized in the
real axis by piecewise functions. They provide flexibility,
but cannot be directly continued to the complex plane
in search of poles. Finally, of the usual constraints used
in the literature, partial-wave dispersion relations are in
practice limited to energies around 1GeV for ππ and πK
scattering, and to 1.4 GeV for forward dispersion rela-
tions. Above these energies, partial-wave experimental
data have not been tested nor described with dispersive
constraints. In this work, we will partially alleviate these
caveats.

Recently, two of us with another collaborator [68] pro-
vided a set of relatively simple and ready-to-use “global”
parameterizations that describe the scalar-isoscalar (S0)
and vector-isovector (P1 or just P) partial waves of
ππ → ππ scattering data up to somewhat below 2 GeV.
They mimic the central values and uncertainties of the
dispersive data analysis in [54], which was dispersively
constrained up to 1.42 GeV. Beyond this energy, these
parameterizations were three purely phenomenological
fits to three different data sets from the literature. In
addition, being analytic expressions, these parameteriza-
tions can be evaluated in the complex plane and they
were made to reproduce the dispersive results, includ-
ing the poles associated with the σ/f0(500), f0(980) and
ρ(770) resonances. Later, it was found in [69] that the
poles f0(1370) and f0(1500) are also present in the dis-
persive analysis and global parameterization of the S0
wave. Furthermore, these global parameterizations are
also consistent with the threshold parameters and the
value of the S0-wave Adler zero in [54]. They have been
widely used by both the theoretical and experimental
hadron and particle physics communities.

The aim of this work is threefold. First, extend this
“global” parameterization approach beyond the partial
waves S0 and P up to those with angular momentum
ℓ = 4, trying to avoid piece-wise parametrizations when-
ever possible. Second, improve the treatment of the P-
wave inelasticity, allowing it to start at the πω threshold.
This was neglected in [54, 68]1, which focused more on
the S0 wave and its resonances, but there is a consid-
erable interest in the precise description of this wave.
Third, extend the forward dispersion relation constraints
to higher energies, while improving the matching with
the high-energy Regge description. These improvements
will have a relatively small effect on the S0 wave, whose
global parameters will be slightly updated, but only be-
cause of the indirect effects of the changes in the other

1 We thank G. Colangelo, M. Hoferichter, and P. Stoffer for point-
ing this to us.

waves.
The plan of this work is as follows: Sect. II presents

the data to be described. In Sect. III we present the
partial-wave parameterizations. In Sect. IV we will re-
visit the dispersive constraints and obtain constrained
Global Fits. We will discuss and summarize our results
in Sect. V.

II. THE INPUT TO BE DESCRIBED

There are several data sets on ππ → ππ scattering
partial waves tIℓ (s), which almost reach a center-of-mass
energy of

√
s ∼ 2 GeV [20–28]. Here I = 0, 1, 2 stands

for isospin and ℓ = 0, 1, 2, 3, 4... for angular momentum,
although we will follow the usual spectroscopic notation
and refer to them as S, P, D, F, G... waves, followed by
their isospin number.
Unfortunately, these are indirect measurements, ex-

tracted as a sub-process of πN → ππN ′ scattering, which
is the observed reaction. This analysis assumes the dom-
inance of an almost on-shell one-pion exchange, along
with other approximations. As a consequence of this in-
direct extraction, ππ data sets have large systematic un-
certainties, and are often incompatible with each other,
even when extracted from the same πN → ππN ′ exper-
iment. Furthermore, simple fits to individual data sets
or to averaged sets do not comply well with dispersion
relations [54, 70–73]. This is why such relations were
used to eliminate inconsistent data sets or as constraints
to obtain a Constrained Fit to Data (CFD) [54]. In ad-
dition, these CFDs fulfill the normality requirements of
the residual distribution [74], thus allowing for standard
error-propagation methods. Consequently, the CFD pa-
rameterizations will be part of our input.

Why, then, not to use the CFD directly? Actually,
it is perfectly fine to use them, although they were con-
structed with piecewise functions and only up to ener-
gies around 1.4GeV. Moreover, the focus of [54] was the
low-energy parameters and the region of the σ/f0(500),
f0(980), and ρ(770) resonances. The description above
1.1 GeV, or of higher waves, was provided primarily to
serve as input for the integral representation of the S0 and
P amplitudes below that energy. The need for “global”
parameterizations is justified in that many applications
require a wider energy range and waves with higher an-
gular momentum, and because the CFD piecewise ex-
pressions cannot be straightforwardly continued to the
complex plane to describe resonance poles. This is why
in [68] some of us provided such global parameterizations
for the S0 and P waves. Here we extend this approach
to six more waves: S2, D0, D2, F, G0, and G2. In ad-
dition, we improve some details of the P wave above 0.9
GeV, expanding the dispersive constraints further than
1.4 GeV. Moreover, above roughly 1 GeV, we improve
the precision of all waves beyond the S0.

Note that in [54], two complementary kinds of disper-
sion relations were considered. On the one hand, cross-
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ing symmetric partial-wave dispersion relations were im-
posed on the S0, P, and S2 partial waves, either with
two subtractions (Roy equations [75]) or one subtraction
(GKPY equations [54]). These relations constrain partial
waves individually but are, in practice, limited to ener-
gies below 1.1 GeV. On the other hand, Forward Disper-
sion Relations (FDRs), which do not constrain partial
waves separately, were imposed on the forward ampli-
tudes. They were studied up to 1.42 GeV, but could, in
principle, be extended to arbitrarily high energies.

Hence, we will use as input the threshold parameters
obtained from the CFD parameterizations in [54] or sum
rules [73]. In addition, we will consider the CFD in the
real s axis as input for the S2 and D waves, although
only below 0.9 GeV, as we plan to improve the treatment
of their inelasticities, which in [54] were only taken into
account above the KK̄ threshold.

The only wave for which we use scattering data input
different from the CFD [54] below 0.9GeV is the P-wave.
The reason is that the initial unconstrained P-wave fit
in [54] was not obtained from scattering measurements
but from a description of data on the pion vector form
factor [76], which was much more precise. In contrast
to ππ scattering, whose experiments were mostly made
in the 1970s, many more recent experiments, with bet-
ter precision, have been carried out for the pion vector
form factor. In practice, below the πω threshold, i.e.
0.922 GeV, our unconstrained P wave will be built from
the recent and accurate analysis of P-wave phase shifts
in [77].

The second input is, of course, scattering data. For
waves beyond the S0, we first revisit our unconstrained
data fits above 0.9 GeV to include the few data points be-
low the KK̄ threshold with a non-vanishing inelasticity.
They belong to the P, S2, and D0 waves, and the inelas-
ticity is so small that it was neglected in [54]. However,
here, we aim for a better precision. In addition, we will
provide Global Fits for the S2, D, F, and G waves reach-
ing up to energies between 1.8 and 2.1 GeV, depending
on how far data reach for each wave.

Let us first discuss the isospin I = 0, 1 waves, which are
attractive in almost the whole energy range of interest.
Above energies around 1.15GeV, almost all data come
from the CERN-Munich collaboration, which has several
solutions. Of these, the one published in 1973 (Hyams
et al. 73 [20]) is the most popular. For the S0 wave,
it was renamed “Solution b” in a subsequent collabora-
tion compilation (Grayer et al. [25]) and is very consis-
tent with a later reanalysis using polarized targets [28]
and fairly consistent up to 1.43 GeV with “Solution (-
- -)” in the 1975 collaboration reanalysis (Hyams et al.
75 [26]). In addition, other data, obtained at Berkeley
(Protopopescu et al. [24]), extend up to 1.15 GeV, al-
though they tend to have somewhat larger uncertainties.
We will see that their P and D0 wave phase shifts are
quite compatible with those of the CERN-Munich col-
laboration. However, there are inconsistencies regarding
the P-wave inelasticity and the entire F wave.

Concerning the S0 wave for energies above 1.4 GeV,
“Solution b” and “Solution (- - -)” are very incompati-
ble. Other solutions were already disfavored in the very
same CERN-Munich 1975 analysis, although the “(- + -)
solution” has recently been resurrected [78]. Neverthe-
less, all these solutions have caveats (see [45, 79] and [70]
for detailed discussions). In particular, at high energies,
the elastic cross section of “Solution b” is larger than the
inelastic one, which is at odds with the observations in
πN , KN , and NN scattering, and there is no obvious
reason why ππ scattering should be different. In addi-
tion, right above 1 GeV, the S0-wave data of the other
CERN-Munich solutions prefer less inelasticity, i.e. the
so-called “non-dip” scenario [54], which is disfavored by
Roy-like dispersive constraints [54, 56]. Later on, we will
remove such data points for these solutions. Moreover,
if the inelasticity is large, the solution in terms of phase
shift and elasticity is not unique [80, 81]. “Solution b” is
an example of an almost elastic case and “Solution (- -
-)” is strongly inelastic. This, of course, applies to other
waves. Furthermore, a slight modification of the “(- + -)
solution” by one of the members of the CERN-Munich
collaboration [78] considering an inelastic S2 wave, seems
consistent with the dispersive representation [68], finding
some qualitative agreement with the GAMS experiment
on π−p → π0π0n [82]. Such a “(- + -) solution” differs
from the “b” and “(- - -)” solutions only above 1.4 GeV
and hints at the presence of the f0(1500) resonance, not
evident in other solutions. Last but not least, the con-
vergence of the partial-wave expansion is questionable,
since already at 1.7 GeV the F wave is as large as the P
wave, the D0 as the S0, and the D2 is larger than the S2.

Not only the S0 but also the P, F, and D0 waves, have
three solutions, although they are not so different among
themselves. The existence of different data sets leads
to three different constrained global fits in [68], almost
identical up to 1.43 GeV. Namely, above 1.43 GeV: i)
“Solution I” describes the data of [20, 25, 28], ii) “Solu-
tion II” describes the (- - -) data of [26], and iii) “Solution
III” describes the data of the “(- + -) solution” updated
in [78]. We will follow a similar strategy here, consid-
ering the three sets of data called Solutions I, II, and
III again, and their corresponding fits that we will call
Global Fits I, II, and III. There are no scattering data for
the G0 wave and we will build an educated guess from
other information.

Concerning the I = 2 waves, we also use CFD in-
put below 0.9 GeV for the repulsive S2, and D2 often
called “exotic waves”. No CFD was available for the
G2 wave, which is also exotic. Above that energy we
consider the 1973 data from the Rochester collabora-
tion obtained at Brookhaven (Cohen et al. [23]) and the
Paris-Bari collaboration obtained in 1973 at CERN (Du-
rusoy et al. [21]), the 1974 CERN-Saclay data (Losty et
al. [22]) and the 1977 Amsterdam-CERN-Munich data
(Hoogland et al. [27]). These experiments are roughly in
agreement, partly because these waves are small and the
uncertainties become comparatively large. Thus, we do
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not contemplate alternative data sets for these waves and
there will be only one unconstrained fit for each I = 2
wave. However, since the dispersive constraints affect
all waves simultaneously, the alternative data sets from
other waves will indirectly affect the I = 2 waves, which
will also have three different constrained fits, although
they will look rather similar in practice.

Having fits for all these waves up to at least 1.8 GeV,
and sometimes even up to 2.1 GeV, will also allow us to
increase the matching point with our high-energy Regge
description. The latter is a semi-local approach, i.e., it
describes the amplitude on the average around a given
energy [83] and is only to be used inside integrals. In-
deed, in [54] a Regge fit to total cross sections in different
ππ channels was used above 1.42 GeV, but no effort was
made to match it to the partial-wave series within uncer-
tainties. The reason was that in [54] the high-energy part
only contributed as input for the integrals, and was rel-
atively suppressed when testing or constraining the low-
energy region of interest. However, since we now want
a precise description also up to higher energies, better
matching is needed to make sure there are no spurious
artifacts2. Then, to improve the precision and consis-
tency of our parameterizations, we will impose the FDR
constraints, but now with a better matching and up to
1.6GeV for the two FDRs containing P-wave contribu-
tions. This is almost 200MeV higher than in [54, 68]. All
in all, the whole global S0 wave or the other waves below
0.9 GeV will barely change from the CFD and global pa-
rameterizations provided in [54, 68], but there will be a
clear improvement for the other waves at higher energies.

Let us now describe the parameterizations used for
each partial wave. We we will present our parameteri-
zations and illustrate the dispersive constraints in terms
of Solution I, which is the most popular and, as we will
discover later on, seems to be slightly favored by the dis-
persive checks.

III. ANALYTIC PARAMETERIZATIONS

We will use the following values: mπ = mπ± =
139.57MeV, mK = (mK+ +mK0) /2 = 495.7MeV,
mω = 782.66MeV.

Customarily, the ππ → ππ partial-wave S
(I)
ℓ -matrix el-

ement of definite isospin I = 0, 1, 2 and angular momen-
tum ℓ, is parameterized in terms of two real functions:

S
(I)
ℓ (s) = η

(I)
ℓ (s)e2iδ

(I)
ℓ (s) = 1 + 2iσ(s)t

(I)
ℓ (s), (1)

where s is the usual Mandelstam variable, the pion
center-of-mass (CM) momentum squared is k(s)2 = s/4−

2 We thank C. Hanhart for expressing interest and calling our at-
tention to this issue.

m2
π, and

σ(s) =
2k(s)√

s
=

√
1− 4m2

π

s
. (2)

The functions δ
(I)
ℓ = arg

(
S
(I)
ℓ

)
/2 and η

(I)
ℓ = |S(I)

ℓ | are
the phase shift and elasticity, respectively, which are real
for s ≥ 4m2

π. The fact that the S-matrix is unitary im-

plies that 0 ≤ η
(I)
ℓ ≤ 1. It is also convenient to define the

inelasticity as

√
1− η

(I) 2
ℓ , whose value lies also between

zero and one. Following Eq. (1), we define partial-wave
amplitudes as

t
(I)
ℓ (s) =

η
(I)
ℓ (s)e2iδ

(I)
ℓ (s) − 1

2iσ(s)
, (3)

while the total amplitude F (I)(s, t) of definite isospin I
is normalized as follows:

F (I)(s, t) =
8

π

∞∑
ℓ=0

(2ℓ+ 1)Pℓ(z(s, t))t
(I)
ℓ (s), (4)

t
(I)
ℓ (s) =

π

16

∫ 1

−1

dzPℓ(z)F
(I)(s, t(s, z)), (5)

where z = cos θ is the cosine of the scattering angle θ
in the CM frame, and the second Mandelstam variable
t = −2k(s)2 (1− cos θ). The third Mandelstam vari-
able is fixed to u = 4m2

π − s − t and we omit it for
brevity. Note that in the literature it is also common
to use a different normalization for the total amplitude
T (I)(s, t) = 4π2F (I)(s, t).

In the elastic case, when η
(I)
ℓ = 1, the partial-wave

amplitude only depends on the phase shift and can be
written as:

t
(I)
ℓ (s) =

eiδ
(I)
ℓ (s) sin δ

(I)
ℓ (s)

σ(s)
=

1

σ(s)

1

cot δ
(I)
ℓ (s)− i

. (6)

It is then customary to define the threshold parameters
as the coefficients of the partial-wave threshold expansion
in powers of the pion momentum, as follows:

1

mπk2ℓ
Re t

(I)
ℓ (s) ≃ a

(I)
ℓ + b

(I)
ℓ (s) k2 +O(k4). (7)

Their values for all the waves of interest are given in
Appendix A.

We will use several types of parameterizations for t
(I)
ℓ ,

δ
(I)
ℓ , η

(I)
ℓ , or cot δ

(I)
ℓ . Some parameterizations will have

physical features built in, such as factors to describe
poles, zeros, peaks, or a specific threshold behavior, de-
scribed in detail for each wave below. In this way, we try
to mimic the appearance of some new effect at a given
energy, like a new channel opening up with small uncer-
tainties that grow at higher energies. However, other
parameterizations will be purely phenomenological, in
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terms of the powers of some energy variables. They will
be used in regions where we want to describe a relatively
uniform error band and provide somewhat smaller cor-
relations between their parameters. We will often use
Chebyshev polynomials of the first kind, pk(x). They
satisfy: p0(x) = 1, p1(x) = x and the rest are defined
recursively in the interval x ∈ [−1, 1] as:

pn+1(x) = 2x pn(x)− pn−1(x). (8)

We will frequently use that pn(−1) = (−1)n, and
p′n(−1) = n2(−1)n−1, where the prime here means the
derivative of the function with respect to its variable.

Next, let us describe our global parameterizations,
starting with the attractive P, D0, F, and G0 waves, all
of which present some resonant behavior, followed by the
repulsive S2, D2, and G2 waves. The indirect and minor
changes of the S0 wave with respect to [68], are discussed
in Appendix B.

A. P-wave parameterization

A global parameterization for this wave was already
provided in [68]. Here we will improve it to allow its
inelasticity to start at the πω threshold at

√
sπω ≡ mπ +

mω = 922.23MeV.
In addition, this is the only wave where we will update

the phase shift data in the elastic region below the πω
threshold. As explained before, this is because the dis-
persive analyses in [54] were not based on scattering data,
but on a 2001 fit to the pion vector form factor [76]. Since
then, many other data on the form factor have appeared,
and we will therefore use as input the output of the pion
vector form factor dispersive analysis by Colangelo et al.
in [77], which we show as data points with uncertainties
in the top panel of Fig. 13. Note that this analysis does
not include the recent CMD-3 e+e− → π+π− data [84],
which show sizable tension with previous results. Never-
theless, the impact of these data on the ππ P-wave phase
shift analysis of [77] below the πω threshold has been
found to be relatively small [85], and therefore do not
affect our results.

As stated above, we aim to provide simple formulae
that can be easily implemented later for other purposes,
while precisely describing the central value and uncer-
tainty band. This last requirement makes it very difficult
to provide a single parameterization covering the whole
energy range when a wave has a lot of structure, as seen
in the middle and bottom panels of Fig. 1. The data
there come from [20], which we call Solution I here.

Therefore, our parameterization still has two pieces.
The first one below 1.4 GeV, where the inelasticity is

small (η
(1)
1 ≥ 0.85) and will be constrained by all FDRs

3 We thank C. Colangelo, M. Hoferichter and P. Stoffer for kindly
providing us with their results.

(and Roy-like equations below 1.1 GeV). Note that this
piece will now be a single analytic parameterization,
whereas in [54] it also consisted of two pieces, above and
below the inelastic threshold. The second part extends
from 1.4 GeV to ∼1.8 GeV, where the inelasticity can
be rather large at some energies, i.e. η ∼ 0.5, and only
two FDRs provide constraints up to 1.6 GeV. Above this
energy, it is just an unconstrained fit to data. The appli-
cability of the FDRs is dictated by the energy at which
the partial-wave and Regge representations match within
uncertainties.

Let us provide the detailed expressions of this param-
eterization.

1. P wave below 1.4 GeV

Following [68], below
√
sm = 1.4GeV we build our

partial-wave S-matrix as S
(1)
1 = S

(1)
1,conf S̃

(1)
1 , where the

first factor is always elastic, |S(1)
1,conf| = 1, and is given by a

simple conformal expansion. The inelasticity is produced
by the second factor, which we will modify here. If we
now define:

S
(1)
1 (s) =1 + 2i σ(s) t

(1)
1 (s) ,

S
(1)
1,conf(s) =1 + 2i σ(s) τ

(1)
1,conf(s) ,

S̃
(1)
1 (s) =1 + 2i σ(s) τ

(1)
1 (s) , (9)

the partial-wave amplitude is

t
(1)
1 (s) = τ

(1)
1,conf(s) + τ

(1)
1 (s) + 2i σ(s) τ

(1)
1,conf(s) τ

(1)
1 (s).

(10)
Note that both τ(s) functions are just convenient aux-
iliary functions to define our parameterization; they are
not amplitudes by themselves. The scattering amplitude

is the full t
(1)
1 (s).

Let us first discuss the elastic regime, which in this

work we take below the πω threshold. Here, τ
(1)
1 also

fulfills elastic unitarity, i.e., |S̃(1)
1 | = 1. Consequently,

elastic unitarity is satisfied for the whole partial wave,

i.e., |S(1)
1 | = η

(1)
1 (s) = 1.

In this regime, the entire amplitude is constructed such
that the conformal part alone provides a reasonable de-

scription of the wave, i.e., t
(1)
1 ≃ τ

(1)
1,conf, while τ

(1)
1 is com-

paratively much smaller. In particular, since the elastic
regime is dominated by the ρ(770) resonance, a peak is
enforced in the conformal part near the ρ(770) mass, with
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an explicit factor (m̂2
ρ − s). Namely

τ
(1)
1,conf(s) =

1

σ(s)

1

Φ
(1)
1 (s)− i

, s ≤ sm,

Φ
(1)
1 (s) =

1

σ(s)k(s)2
(m̂2

ρ − s)

(
2m3

π

m̂2
ρ

√
s
+

4∑
n=0

Bnw(s)
n

)
,

w(s) =

√
s− α

√
s0 − s√

s+ α
√
s0 − s

, s0 = (1.43GeV)
2
, α = 0.3.

(11)

Just with five Bi we will get good quality fits. Note that
m̂ρ is merely a parameter indicating where the phase of
the conformal part alone reaches π/2. However4, due to
the 1/σ(s) factor in the conformal part, and the presence
of additional non-conformal factors in the full S-matrix,
the ρ(770) peak position mpeak

ρ lies near but not exactly
at m̂ρ. The precise value of the peak and the energy at
which the phase shift reaches π/2 must be determined

using the full amplitude t
(1)
1 , not just τ

(1)
1,conf.

For the full amplitude we also need τ
(1)
1 (s), which, fol-

lowing [68] once again, we parameterize in terms of a

function ∆
(1)
1 (s) as follows:

τ
(1)
1 (s) =

e2i∆
(1)
1 (s) − 1

2i σ(s)
. (12)

In the elastic regime ∆
(1)
1 (s) will be real, so that |S̃(1)

1 | =
|e2i∆

(1)
1 | = 1 and therefore the whole S

(1)
1 is unitary,

|S(1)
1 | = η

(1)
1 = 1. This is the same as in [68], but the ex-

pression for ∆
(1)
1 (s), which is purely phenomenological, is

adjusted to ensure a non-vanishing inelasticity from the
πω threshold,

∆
(1)
1 (s) = J̄πω(s)

k(s)3√
sm2

π

kπω(s)
2

sπω

3∑
n=0

Kn

(
s

sπω
− 1

)n

,

(13)
where sπω = (mπ +mω)

2, the Kn are constant parame-
ters, and

J̄πω(s) =
1

π

[
1 +

(
∆

s
− Σ

∆

)
log

(
mω

mπ

)
+
ν(s)

2s

(
log

(
ν(s)− s+∆

ν(s) + s+∆

)
+ log

(
ν(s)− s−∆

ν(s) + s−∆

))]
,

(14)

with

ν(s) =
√
(s− (mπ +mω)2)(s− (mπ −mω)2),

kπω(s)
2 =

ν(s)2

4s
, ∆ = m2

π −m2
ω, Σ = m2

π +m2
ω.

(15)

4 The distinction between m̂ρ as a parameter and the true peak

position mpeak
ρ was not clearly discussed in [68].

Note that the whole t
(1)
1 amplitude in Eq. (10) exhibits

the appropriate kinematic behavior around the thresh-
olds. Namely, it behaves as kπω(s)

2 near the πω thresh-
old (since parity conservation requires that the π and ω
are produced in a P wave) and as k(s)3/σ(s) ∼ k(s)2

near the ππ one. In addition, since J̄πω(s) is real below

the πω threshold, this ensures that the entire t
(1)
1 is elas-

tic for s < sπω. Above the πω threshold, J̄πω(s) has an

imaginary part, making both τ
(1)
1 and the whole t

(1)
1 am-

plitude inelastic. The advantage of using the J̄ function
is that this parameterization is analytic over the whole
energy range from s = 0 up to (1.4GeV)2, allowing for
a straightforward continuation into the complex plane—
something the usual step function does not provide.
Once again, we emphasize that this is just a conve-

nient parameterization. In practice, we have found that
four parameters Ki with i = 0, · · · , 3, together with the
conformal parameterization in Eq. (11), are sufficient to
describe the phase shift and elasticity on the real axis be-
low 1.4 GeV. Notably, K3 is consistently much smaller
than the other three parameters, and adding a fifth term
does not improve the fits.
Let us clarify that setting the onset of the inelastic-

ity above the πω threshold does not imply that all in-
elasticity arises from the πω state. We simply allow the

elasticity to be η
(1)
1 ̸= 1 above the πω threshold, as this

is roughly where experiments begin to observe such val-
ues. Near this threshold, we have imposed a kinematic
behavior consistent with πω being the dominant channel.
However, far from this threshold, we neither specify nor
assume which states contribute to the inelasticity.

2. P wave above 1.4 GeV

Above sm = (1.4GeV)2, the P-wave phase shift is de-
scribed using Chebyshev polynomials in terms of the fol-
lowing variable

x(s) = 2

√
s−√

sm
2GeV −√

sm
− 1,

which maps the
√
s ∈ [1.4, 2]GeV region into the [−1, 1]

segment, where Chebyshev polynomials are defined.
The phase shift in the region above 1.4 GeV reads:

δ
(1)
1 (s) =

6∑
n=0

dn pn (x(s)) , (16)

where the five dn for n ≥ 2 will be the fit parameters. To
ensure a continuous and differentiable matching at sm,
d0 and d1 are fixed as follows:

d1 =
δ
(1) ′
1 (sm)

x′(sm)
+

6∑
n=2

(−1)nn2dn,

d0 = δ
(1)
1 (sm)−

6∑
n=1

(−1)ndn, (17)
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where the values of δ
(1)
1 (sm) and δ

(1) ′
1 (sm) in the previous

two equations are determined from the parameterization
below 1.4 GeV, as outlined in the previous subsection.

Seven Chebyshev polynomials are required to achieve
an acceptable χ2/d.o.f in describing the P-wave phase
shift data above 1.4 GeV in [20], which we refer to as So-
lution I. This means three more parameters than in [68].
Other data sets or “Solutions” will be discussed below.

For the P-wave elasticity, we employ an exponential

with a negative exponent to ensure 0 ≤ η
(1)
1 ≤ 1. In this

case, we found that using up to five Chebyshev polyno-
mials is good enough to describe this exponent for all
data solutions without introducing spurious oscillations.
Thus,

η
(1)
1 (s) = exp

−( 4∑
n=0

ϵnpn(x(s))

)2
 . (18)

Note that only ϵ2, ϵ3 and ϵ4 are free parameters, since the
continuity of the derivative fixes ϵ1 to

ϵ1 =
−η

(1) ′
1 (sm)

2η
(1)
1 (sm)x′(sm)

√
− log(η

(1)
1 (sm))

+

4∑
n=2

(−1)nn2ϵn,

(19)

which, in turn, imposing continuity, fixes ϵ0 to

ϵ0 =

√
− log(η

(1)
1 (sm))−

4∑
n=1

(−1)nϵn. (20)

Both η
(1)
1 (sm) and its derivative are obtained from the

parameterization below 1.4 GeV provided in the previ-
ous subsection. Thus, at most three free parameters are
required.

3. P-wave Global Fit and parameters

To begin with, for our P-wave Global Fit, shown in
Fig. 1, we have used as input the values of the two first

threshold parameters, a
(1)
1 and b

(1)
1 , obtained from the

CFD in [54] and listed in Table X of Appendix A. In
addition, we have considered the P-wave phase shift and
elasticity data collected in Fig. 1. The parameters used
to obtain these curves for the P wave are given in Table I.
They were obtained by fitting the data discussed above
while imposing the fulfillment of forward and Roy-like
dispersion relations, as detailed in the next section.

Let us first discuss the δ
(1)
1 phase shift, shown from the

ππ threshold up to 1 GeV in the top panel and from 0.9
GeV to 1.9 GeV in the central one. These two panels
overlap to make it clear that the phase-shift function is
always differentiable. In the figure, we show the phase
shift used as input below the πω threshold, obtained by
Colangelo et al. [77] from the pion vector form factor.
As explained before, our input above the πω threshold is
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Protopopescu et al. Table XIII

FIG. 1. We show our unconstrained and dispersively con-
strained P-wave Global Fit I. Top: phase shift below 1 GeV.
Center: phase shift above 0.9 GeV. Bottom: elasticity from
0.9 GeV. We also show the “Old Global I” and CFD results
from [68] and [54], respectively, whose inelasticity opened at
KK̄ threshold (blue vertical line). We now allow the inelas-
ticity to start from the πω threshold (red vertical line). Below

that energy, only a
(1)
1 and b

(1)
1 from Table X and the analysis

of Colangelo et al. [77] are used as input for the fit. Above, we
show data from Hyams et al. [20] and Protopopescu et al. [24]
although the latter are not fit. The black vertical line at 1.4
GeV indicates the matching point with the high-energy pa-
rameterization. Our Global Fit I should not be extrapolated
beyond 1.85 GeV.
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the CERN-Munich data of Hyams et al. [20], which has
significantly larger uncertainties than the input below.
As usual, we use Global Fit I for illustration.

In Fig. 1, we also include two data sets from Pro-
topopescu et al. [24] for comparison. These data sets
are not included in the fit for three reasons. First, they
do not extend to energies beyond 1.2 GeV. Second, above
1.1 GeV they consist of only a few data points whose cen-
tral values differ visibly from those in [20]. Nevertheless,
they are still consistent with [20] due to their much larger
uncertainties. This means that even if we included them
in the fit, they would be dominated by the data from [20].
Third, as we will see below, for the F wave, the sets from
[24] contain some artifacts clearly inconsistent with other
data.

In addition, Fig. 1 shows our Global Fit I, which in-
corporates constraints from dispersion relations that will
be explained in detail in the next section. While the

uncertainties are fairly uniform across the entire energy
range, reflecting the size of the experimental error bars,
they are significantly smaller in the elastic region due to
the high-precision vector form-factor data. Similarly, the
uncertainties are reduced in the region where the inelas-
ticity opens up, as its growth from zero is determined
by the momentum dependence imposed by the angular
momentum barrier. Note that the phase shift of the con-
strained fit does not separate from the unconstrained one
by more than two deviations.
The phase-shift data set from Table VI in [24] is re-

markably consistent with our constrained Global Fit, as
it is already compatible with [20]. The data from Table
XIII exhibits somewhat different central values, but its
uncertainties are so large that our constrained Global Fit
I only lies slightly more than one standard deviation away
from them. As already commented, including these data
from [24] would have a negligible impact on our analysis.

P wave Parameters Global I values Global II values Global III values

S
(1)
1,conf

B0 1.11± 0.05 1.20± 0.06 1.18± 0.06

B1 −0.833± 0.013 −1.193± 0.016 −1.144± 0.017

B2 0.80± 0.04 1.47± 0.05 1.30± 0.05

B3 2.74± 0.08 3.17± 0.09 3.26± 0.10

B4 −1.82± 0.10 −2.71± 0.11 −2.72± 0.14

m̂ρ (770.7± 1.2) MeV (769.7± 1.2) MeV (769.6± 1.2) MeV

S̃
(1)
1

K0 (39.6± 0.3) 10−2 (44.75± 0.15) 10−2 (46.38± 0.19) 10−2

K1 (−58.25± 0.08) 10−2 (−69.36± 0.08) 10−2 (−68.50± 0.11) 10−2

K2 (26.16± 0.05) 10−2 (35.29± 0.05) 10−2 (31.51± 0.07) 10−2

K3 (−1.20± 0.03) 10−2 (−4.59± 0.03) 10−2 (−2.23± 0.05) 10−2

δ
(1)
1

∣∣
s>sm

d2 (−64.64± 0.26) ◦ (0.3± 0.4) ◦ (0.6± 0.5) ◦

d3 (−46.95± 0.08) ◦ (0.61± 0.10) ◦ (0.22± 0.13) ◦

d4 (−31.14± 0.04) ◦ ≡ 0 ◦ ≡ 0 ◦

d5 (−10.82± 0.03) ◦ ≡ 0 ◦ ≡ 0 ◦

d6 (−0.928± 0.018) ◦ ≡ 0 ◦ ≡ 0 ◦

η
(1)
1

∣∣
s>sm

ϵ2 (−2.6± 0.9) 10−2 (−19.0± 1.2) 10−2 (−28.2± 1.3) 10−2

ϵ3 (32.1± 0.4) 10−2 (−2.4± 0.3) 10−2 (−6.7± 0.4) 10−2

ϵ4 (13.1± 0.3) 10−2 (0.33± 0.16) 10−2 (−1.71± 0.18) 10−2

TABLE I. P-wave parameters of the constrained Global Fits I, II, and III. Recall that sm = (1.4GeV)2 for this wave .

Let us observe that we have excluded the last two
phase-shift data points of Solution I from our fit. The
reason is that they are highly incompatible with each
other and, given the size of our uncertainties, attempting
to fit both would result in a significant oscillation that
we believe would be non-physical. Thus, our Global Fit
I should only be used up to 1.85 GeV.

Concerning the elasticity η
(1)
1 , it is shown in the bottom

panel of Fig. 1, starting from 0.9 GeV, slightly below the
πω threshold and the first datum we show of Hyams et
al. [20]. Once again, we show the two data sets from [24],
although, as explained above, they are not included in
the fit. Nevertheless, they are roughly consistent within
uncertainties with the data from [20] above 1.05 GeV,
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but clearly incompatible below, as they do not show any
inelasticity before the opening of the KK̄ threshold.

The Global Fit I elasticity below 1.15 GeV is fairly
compatible with the data from [24], but even with the
inelasticity opening up at the πω threshold there are
four data points from Hyams et al. [20] that lie about
two standard deviations below the curve. These points
cannot be reconciled with the data from Protopopescu
et al. [24], and our Global Fit I lies somewhere between
the two experiments. Overall, allowing the inelasticity
to start at the πω threshold yields a smaller elasticity,
consistently with the whole data set from [24] and the
Hyams et al. data [20] above 1.05 GeV. It is worth notic-
ing that the constrained Global Fit I elasticity deviates
significantly from the unconstrained one between 1.2 and
1.6 GeV. This is the starting energy of the purely phe-
nomenological fit, without any dispersive constraint. Fi-
nally, the Global Fit I uncertainties are now more uniform
across the whole energy region and do not grow exagger-
atedly with the energy as they did before.

However, the most relevant feature of the Global Fits
is that the elasticity changes curvature between 0.9 and
1.4 GeV. In the unconstrained fits there was indeed a
maximum, which is softened in the constrained Global
Fit. We believe this is not an artifact, but a consequence
of the well-established ρ(1450) resonance, although it has
not been explicitly included in our parameterizations.

In Fig. 1, we also compare our results with the disper-
sively constrained CFD [54] and with the “Old” Global
I parameterization [68], whose curves below 1 GeV are
indistinguishable. Since we now use as input an updated
pion vector form factor, our Global Fit I is slightly differ-
ent but still quite consistent with both of them up to the
inelastic threshold. From that energy up to 1.2 GeV, the
new phase shift is slightly higher than before, and from
1.2 to 1.42 GeV, they are all compatible again. From 1.42
GeV we can only compare our new Global Fit I to the
old one, whose qualitative behavior is similar. Finally,
the elasticity of Global Fit I also departs notably from
the CFD and Old Global descriptions for all energies be-
low 1.6 GeV,

The most striking feature when comparing our new
Global Fit I with the old one or the CFD is the drastic
reduction of the uncertainty bands in the new P-wave,
which are now much more uniform and do not grow ar-
tificially fast. As we will see below, this improved ac-
curacy will make the compliance with FDRs much more
demanding. Hence, having them fulfilled will be a more
remarkable accomplishment.

4. The three P-wave Global Fits

In Fig. 2, we show the P-wave phase shift and elasticity
for the final Global Fits I, II, and III, obtained follow-
ing the procedure described in previous subsections but
applied to data Solutions I, II, and III, respectively. We
provide their parameters in Table I.
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FIG. 2. Comparison among the P-wave Global Fits I, II,
and III. They are quite similar below the matching point at
1.4 GeV, although, strictly speaking, their elasticities are in-
compatible within uncertainties. Above 1.4 GeV, the three
Global Fits differ qualitatively in the phase shift and elas-
ticity. Moreover, the dispersive constraints drag them all
slightly below their respective elasticity data, softening the
maximum around 1.4 GeV present in the unconstrained fits.
Recall we have only imposed dispersive constraints up to 1.6
GeV. Above that energy (shaded region) they are mere un-
constrained data fits. Note that we only plot our Global Fits
up to the round energy value closest to the last data point in
the fit. Experimental data are taken from [20] (Hyams et al.
73) and [26] (Hyams et al. 75) .
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These fits have a very similar phase shift up to 1.4
GeV. Their elasticities are, strictly speaking, incompat-
ible among themselves due to their small uncertainty.
However, the qualitative behavior of the three elastici-
ties is very similar, with a smooth decrease up to 1.2
GeV, where they flatten out to decrease again around
1.35 GeV. However, from 1.4 to 1.8 GeV there is a clear
qualitative difference in both the phase shift and elastic-
ity. In particular, the elasticity of Solution I decreases
much faster and has a clear minimum slightly above 1.55
GeV. In addition, the fact that the phase shift data of
Solutions II and III have less structure, allows us to de-
scribe these fits with lower-degree Chebyshev polynomi-
als. Namely, for the Global Fits II and III, we have set
to zero the d4, d5 and d6 coefficients in Table I.
Despite these differences, we have been able to make

the three Global Fits satisfy FDRs by deforming slightly
their phase shift but visibly their elasticity. Namely, in
all cases, the elasticity bump around 1.4 GeV is less pro-
nounced than in the data, and in the 1.4 to 1.6 GeV
region the dispersive representation prefers a lower η(s)
than suggested by the data. However, the three of them
still present a clear change in the behavior of the elastic-
ity from convexity to concavity and back, absent in the
CFD and old global fits, and most likely related to the
presence of a ρ(1450) resonance.

It is important to recall that, although our global pa-
rameterizations extend up to 1.8 GeV (1.85 GeV for
Global Fit I), they are only dispersively constrained up
to 1.6 GeV with the F 0+ and F It=1 FDRs. In the region
beyond that energy, marked with a gray background in
Fig. 2, they are just mere fits to data with the parameter-
ization used above 1.4 GeV. Note also that we only plot
our Global Fits up to the round value of the energy after
the last data point included in each fit (for this wave,
1.85 GeV for Global Fit I and 1.8 GeV for Global Fits
II and III). Extrapolating our fits beyond that energy is
meaningless and may produce oscillations that are mere
artifacts.

B. D0-wave parameterization

This is an attractive wave, largely dominated by the
well-established f2(1270) resonance. For Solution I, a
few data points in [20] between 0.9 and 1 GeV suggest a
very small inelasticity. Thus, contrary to what was done
in [54], we now allow the inelasticity of the Global Fit I
to open at 0.9 GeV, which is just an effective phenomeno-
logical threshold. A non-vanishing inelasticity below the
KK̄ threshold is suggested not only by Solution I but also
by the fact that the f2(1270) resonance, which dominates
this channel, lies only one and a half widths away from
the KK̄ threshold, and its branching ratio to 4π is twice
as large as that to KK̄. However, for Global Fits II and
III, we will keep the parameterization elastic up to the
KK̄ threshold,

√
s ∼ 0.992 GeV, since the original data

analysis [26] explicitly imposed the onset of inelasticity at

this point. In that reference, a K-matrix formalism was
employed with only the ππ and KK̄ channels, where the
KK̄ channel was used to effectively parameterize “all the
inelastic channels” [26].
As usual, we will illustrate our procedure using the

Global Fit I. Below 1.4 GeV, we will adopt a parameter-
ization very similar to that used in [54], which describes
the phase shift in two parts matched at 2mK . However,
now we will ensure that the matching is also differen-
tiable. Additionally, we will extend the fit up to 1.9 GeV

1. D0 wave below 1.4 GeV

When s1/2 ≤ 2mK , we parameterize the phase shift
by:

cot δ
(0)
2 (s) =

m2
f2

− s

σ(s)k(s)4
m2

π

(
B0 +B1wl(s)

)
,

wl(s) =

√
s−

√
sl − s√

s+
√
sl − s

, s
1/2
l = 1.05 GeV. (21)

In [54], the f2(1270) resonance “peak-mass” was fixed at
mf2 = 1275.4 MeV, the central value in the Review of
Particle Physics [86]. However, here we will also consider
its uncertainty ∆mf2 = ±0.8MeV.

In the intermediate energy region, 2mK ≤ s1/2 ≤
1.4 GeV, we use a rather similar parameterization:

cot δ
(0)
2 (s) =

m2
f2

− s

σ(s)k(s)4
m2

π

2∑
n=0

Bhn wh(s)
n,

wh(s) =

√
s−

√
sh − s√

s+
√
sh − s

, s
1/2
h = 1.45 GeV. (22)

By imposing continuity and, now, also differentiability at
the matching point sK = 4m2

K , the parameters Bh0 and
Bh1 are determined as follows:

Bh1 =B1
w′

l(sK)

w′
h(sK)

− 2Bh2wh(sK),

Bh0 =B0 +B1wl(sK)−Bh1wh(sK)−Bh2wh(sK)2,

(23)

where the prime denotes differentiation with respect to
s, such that:

w′
l(sK)

w′
h(sK)

=
sl
sh

√
sh − sK√
sl − sK

(√
sK +

√
sh − sK√

sK +
√
sl − sK

)2

. (24)

For Global Fit I, we allow the elasticity to differ from
1 at s > ŝ = (0.9 GeV)2. In contrast, for Global Fits II
and III, we set ŝ = 4m2

K . For ŝ ≤ s ≤ (1.4 GeV)2 we
write:

η
(0)
2 = 1− ϵ

(
1− ŝ/s

1− ŝ/m2
f2

)5/2[
1 + r

(
1− s− ŝ

m2
f2

− ŝ

)]
.

(25)
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This parameterization is built up so that at the reso-

nance peak η
(0)
2 = 1 − ϵ. Moreover, when the branching

ratio of a naive Breit-Wigner shape to a given channel is
bigger than 0.5, as it is the case here for the ππ decay,
that branching ratio can be written as 1 − ϵ/2 (other-
wise it would be ϵ/2). With this very naive approxi-
mation, we find an f2(1270) branching ratio to ππ of
0.871± 0.008. This is consistent with the value obtained
from the RPP[86], namely Γππ/Γtot = 0.843+0.028

−0.010, with
Γππ and Γtot the partial width to ππ and the total width
of the f2(1270), respectively.

2. D0 wave above 1.4 GeV

As in other cases, we describe the partial-wave phase

shift above s
1/2
m = 1.4 GeV employing Chebyshev poly-

nomials of the first kind. For this, we once again map
the region of interest onto the [−1, 1] segment using the
following variable

x(s) = 2

√
s−√

sm
2GeV −√

sm
− 1. (26)

Then, we write:

δ
(0)
2 (s) =

4∑
n=0

dn pn(x(s)), (27)

where to ensure a continuous and differentiable matching,
we set

d1 =
δ
(0) ′
2 (sm)

x′(sm)
+

4∑
n=2

(−1)nn2dn,

d0 = δ
(0)
2 (sm)−

4∑
n=1

(−1)ndn. (28)

Concerning the elasticity, we use:

η
(0)
2 (s) = exp

−( 4∑
n=0

ϵn

(
s

sm
− 1

)n
)2
 , (29)

and the continuous and differentiable matching requires:

ϵ0 =

√
− log(η

(0)
2 (sm)), ϵ1 = − sm

2ϵ0

η
(0) ′
2 (sm)

η
(0)
2 (sm)

. (30)

The quantities δ
(0)
2 (sm), δ

(0)
2

′(sm), η
(0)
2 (sm) and

η
(0)
2

′(sm) are calculated from the parameterization be-
low 1.4 GeV.

3. D0-wave Global Fit and parameters

In Fig. 3, we show the scattering data used for our fits
above 0.9 GeV for Global Fit I, whose parameters are
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FIG. 3. D0-wave phase shift (top) and elasticity (bottom).
We show our unconstrained and dispersively constrained
Global Fit I, together with the CFD from [54]. Experimen-
tal data, only plotted and fit above 0.9 GeV, are taken from
Hyams et al. [20] and Protopopescu et al. [24], although the
last ones are not included in the fit. Below 0.9 the input is

the CFD and the a
(0)
2 and b

(0)
2 CFD threshold parameters in

Table X of the appendix A. The black vertical lines stand at
matching points described in the text. The red vertical line
at 0.9 GeV marks the new onset of inelasticity, which was at
2mK ≃ 0.992GeV for the CFD (blue vertical line).

given in Table II. Below 0.9 GeV the input consists of
the dispersively constrained CFD set of [54], as well as

the a
(0)
2 and b

(0)
2 threshold parameters, obtained from the

CFD in [54], and listed in Table X of Appendix A. The
data of Protopopescu et al. [24] only reaches up to 1.15
GeV, and typically have much larger uncertainties than
those of Hyams et al. [20], which would dominate any fit.
For this reason and other inconsistencies in the F wave,
to be discussed below, we only include the set from [20]
in the fit.

The phase shift, shown in the upper panel of Fig. 3, ex-
hibits a distinct resonant shape characterized by a sharp
∼ 160◦ rise, due to the f2(1270) resonance. The elas-
ticity, depicted in the lower panel, features a dip in the



12

same energy region.

In the 0.9-1.1 GeV range, the Global Fit I phase shift
describes well the Hyams et al. [20] data, but lies between
them and the Protopopescu et al. [24] sets in the 1.1 to
1.25 GeV region. Below 1.6 GeV, there are no significant
differences between our dispersively constrained Global
Fit I and the unconstrained one. Above that energy, the
constrained elasticity is clearly lower but remains within
one deviation from the unconstrained one.

Our new phase shift is indistinguishable from the CFD
result from [54] up to where it was defined, i.e., 1.42 GeV.
In contrast, there are two important differences above
that energy. First, our Global Fit I now reaches 1.9 GeV
(and should not be used beyond). Second, the inelastic-
ity is now allowed to open at 0.9 GeV instead of the KK̄
threshold. This value should be regarded as an effective
scale since some experiments—though not all—observe
a non-zero inelasticity slightly above this point. Conse-
quently, the elasticity is lower than that of the CFD in
the 0.9-1.2 GeV range, although it becomes consistent
with the CFD again beyond this region.

The lowest six data points from Hyams et al. [20]
systematically lie below our curve, which, nevertheless,
is very compatible with the data from Protopopescu
et al. [24]. Note that both sets of data exhibit a dip
in the elasticity, although at energies about 100 MeV
apart. The data from [20] reach the minimum of its

dip (η
(0)
2 ≃ 0.8), slightly before 1 GeV, while the data

from [24] reach their local minimum (η
(0)
2 ≃ 0.75 − 0.8)

slightly before 1.1 GeV. In neither case there is a sig-
nificant associated change in the phase shift. hence, we
suspect these different dips might be just artifacts (see
the discussion on the F wave below). Above 1.05 GeV,

both data sets are roughly consistent within uncertain-
ties.
Note we have studied the possibility of maintaining the

opening of the inelasticity at the KK̄ threshold, as in the
CFD [54]. However, as we will see in Sect. IV, forward
dispersion relations clearly favor its onset at 0.9 GeV.
This preference is not only evident in Global Fit I, but
also in Global Fits II and III, which, as discussed below,
are based on solutions whose inelasticity was set to begin
at the KK̄ threshold.
Finally, for illustration, we show in Fig. 3 how a naive

Breit-Wigner (BW) formula compares to our global pa-
rameterization. This is represented by a continuous green
line that covers the energy range of plus or minus one
width around the peak. The BW has ∼ 85% elasticity
at the peak, and for its parameters we have taken the
central values of the f2(1270) average mass and width
provided at the RPP [86]. We see that for the phase
shift, this shape is almost identical to our parameteriza-
tion between 1.1 and 1.3 GeV. In particular, in the 1.1
to 1.2 GeV region where the two data sets are in clear
tension, it is very close to our parameterization, that lies
in between both sets. However, starting around 1.3 GeV,
there is a growing deviation of the BW with respect to
our global parameterization, which is more pronounced
in the elasticity. This asymmetry between the two sides
of the Breit-Wigner may be due to the presence of the
KK̄ threshold on the left but also to the well-established
f ′
2(1525) resonance on the right, whose estimated width
at the RPP is 86 ± 5MeV. Nevertheless, the f ′

2(1525)
coupling to two pions is very small, and thus, its shape
might go almost unnoticed in ππ scattering, while still
producing a small deformation in the naively expected
f2(1270) shape.

D0 wave Parameters Global I values Global II values Global III values

mf2 1274.6± 0.8 MeV 1275.6± 0.8 MeV 1275.4± 0.8 MeV

ŝ (0.9 GeV)2 4m2
K 4m2

K

δ
(0)
2

∣∣
s<4m2

K

B0 12.34± 0.13 12.42± 0.13 12.48± 0.13

B1 10.12± 0.15 10.00± 0.15 10.02± 0.15

δ
(0)
2

∣∣
4m2

K
<s<sm

Bh2 4.5± 1.8 33± 4 34± 5

η
(0)
2

∣∣
ŝ<s<sm

ϵ 0.258± 0.015 0.317± 0.026 0.322± 0.024

r 0.94± 0.03 1.10± 0.04 1.16± 0.03

δ
(0)
2

∣∣
s>sm

d2 (−12.18± 0.17) ◦ (−39.7± 0.5) ◦ (−82.4± 0.5) ◦

d3 (−1.94± 0.05) ◦ (−19.28± 0.14) ◦ (−42.65± 0.14) ◦

d4 (−3.01± 0.03) ◦ (−8.86± 0.07) ◦ (−14.38± 0.07) ◦

η
(0)
2

∣∣
s>sm

ϵ2 0.22± 0.13 11.99± 0.11 10.20± 0.20

ϵ3 3.71± 0.22 −25.49± 0.23 −18.8± 0.4

ϵ4 −4.3± 0.4 16.3± 0.4 14.2± 0.7

TABLE II. D0-wave parameters of the constrained Global Fits I, II, and III. Recall that sm = (1.4GeV)2 for this wave.
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4. The three D0-wave Global Fits

In Fig. 4, we now show the final result for Global Fits
I, II, and III after imposing the dispersive constraints.
Their phase shifts are almost indistinguishable below 1.3
GeV. However, at this energy, Fits II and III begin to
increase slightly faster than Fit I, which explains why
their Bh2 parameter is larger than that of Global Fit I.
In contrast, their elasticities show notable discrepancies
below 1.4 GeV, primarily due to their differing onset en-
ergies. Beyond 1.4 GeV, the three Global Fits exhibit
significant differences either in the phase shift, elastic-
ity, or both. For this reason, the elasticity parameters
ϵ, r, ϵ2, ϵ3, and ϵ4 in Table II are quite different among
the three Global Fits.

Here, it is worth recalling our pending comment that
the inelasticity of Solutions II and III was set to begin at
the KK̄ threshold. Actually, they were obtained using a
D0 wave parameterized as a two-channel K-matrix only
above the KK̄ threshold. In Fig. 4 we see that the data
of Solutions II and III below 1.6 GeV do not have er-
ror bars because in [26] uncertainties were only provided
above that energy. Consequently, to obtain reasonable
error bands, we have fit these data assuming an uncer-
tainty similar to that of Solution I. In addition, it is worth
noticing that the data from Solutions II and III overlap
below 1.4 GeV, making only one set visible in Fig. 4.
Finally, in these two solutions, the elasticity was set to

η
(0)
2 (s) = 1 below KK̄ threshold. As explained in [26] “in
fact, all inelastic effects” are parameterized in the KK̄
channel of their two-channel K-matrix.

Imposing the dispersive representation yields the un-
certainties reported for the Global II and III fit param-
eters in Table II. While the fulfillment of forward dis-
persion relations improves when the inelasticity onset is
set at 0.9 GeV, we have adhered to the data-analysis as-
sumptions in [26] and kept it at the KK̄ threshold for
these two fits.

Nevertheless, we emphasize that, within our formal-
ism, we cannot specify the origin of the inelasticity. We
just set a phenomenological threshold based on where
the data suggests the process is no longer elastic. For in-
stance, our inelasticity may well be due in part to the 4π
channel, known to play a significant role in the f0(1270)
decays. Most likely such a contribution dominates the in-
elasticity below the KK̄ threshold. However, how much
of the inelasticity arises from a particular channel cannot
be discerned within our approach. We only deal with the

total η
(I)
ℓ . On the positive side, our formalism avoids the

model-dependence required to identify how many chan-
nels are open and what they are made of.

Note also that the central values of the final Global
Fits II and III deviate significantly more from their orig-
inal data sets than the deviation observed between Global
Fit I and its original data. In addition, while the over-
all fulfillment of FDRs is comparably good on average
across the entire energy region where they are applied
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FIG. 4. Comparison among Global Fits I, II, and III for the
D0 wave. Their phase shifts are identical up to 1.3 GeV and
deviate above that energy. The elasticities are rather different
in the whole energy range since the inelasticity opens up at
different energies. The behavior of all three fits is similar,
although they are incompatible in several regions. Above 1.6
GeV (shaded region) they are pure data fits since we have
only imposed dispersive constraints up to 1.6 GeV. Note that
we only plot our Global Fits up to the round energy value
closest to the last data point included in the fit. The data
comes from [20] (Hyams et al. 73) and from [26] (Hyams et
al. 75).

as constraints, the fulfillment of the It = 1 FDR in the
0.93-1.06 GeV region is somewhat worse for Global Fits
II and III than for Global Fit I. Actually, in that region,
the average squared distance between the input and the
dispersive output of Global Fits II and III is larger than
one, as will be discussed quantitatively in section IV. This
poorer fulfillment is primarily due to the choice of energy
where the D0-wave inelasticity opens; we have explicitly
checked that the FDR fulfillment improves when the in-
elasticity onset is set to 0.9 GeV. We believe that this
original choice made for these two solutions, setting the
D0-wave inelasticity onset at the KK̄ threshold, that we
have followed here, not only worsens the FDR fulfillment
in that region but also influences the shape of the partial
wave at higher energies. This caveat and the previously
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mentioned lack of uncertainties in the original Solutions
II and III data, make the D0-wave Global Fits II and III
slightly disfavored compared to Global Fit I.

It is also worth noticing that the phase shift around
the f0(1270) of the three Global Fits has a rather sim-
ilar shape to a BW resonance, but that is not the case
for the elasticity, since it is very asymmetric. For illus-
tration, we have also represented in Fig. 4 a BW shape
as a green line using the present f0(1270) RPP parame-
ters [86]. Recall that, as explained right after Eq. (25),
the branching ratio is 1− ϵ/2 when naively using a BW.
Thus, from Table II, we see that the f2(1270) branching
ratio to two pions is smaller for Global Fits II and III
than for Fit I: respectively 0.842 ± 0.013, 0.839 ± 0.012
and 0.871± 0.008.

Once again, we recall that our Global Fits are only dis-
persively constrained up to 1.6 GeV. Beyond that energy
(the shaded region in Fig. 4), they are just simple fits to
data. Moreover, Global Fit I should not be used beyond
1.9 GeV, nor Global Fits II and III beyond 1.8 GeV.

C. F-wave parameterization

This wave is attractive and, above 1.2 GeV, is dom-
inated by the ρ3(1690), which has a width of 161 ± 10
MeV [86]. However, its shape differs significantly from
the P and D0 waves, since this is a highly inelastic wave
in the resonant region, with a branching ratio to ππ of
only ∼ 23%. As a result, its phase shift is small up to
1.9 GeV, where data exist. The RPP also lists a second
F-wave resonance at 1.99 GeV, but this state is currently
omitted from the summary tables. Given this situation—
and considering that we will fit scattering data up to 1.9
GeV and use this parameterization inside dispersive in-
tegrals only below 1.6 GeV—we do not find it necessary
to try to describe this second non-confirmed state.

In [54], the dispersive representation was studied only
up to 1.4 GeV, where the role of the F wave was almost
insignificant. A very naive, non-resonant parameteriza-
tion was used to describe the data below 1.4 GeV, along
with the scattering length obtained from sum rules. The
inelasticity was neglected below 1.4 GeV.

Thus, we propose here a completely new parameter-
ization. It will describe the phase shift data, starting
somewhat above 0.9 GeV, as well as the elasticity data
that starts around 1.3 GeV. We will also fit the scatter-
ing length, a13, and effective range, b13, obtained from the
CFD in [54] and listed in Table X of Appendix A. In this
region, the effect of the resonance at 1.69 GeV is negli-
gible. For this reason, our parameterization will have an
elastic low-energy part, described by a conformal expan-
sion, and a high-energy part, an inelastic Breit-Wigner
parameterization with a Blatt-Weiskopf barrier, as used
in [20].

In particular, for the phase shift at s1/2 ≤ s
1/2
m =

1.2 GeV we use:

cot δ
(1)
3 (s) =

m6
π

σ(s) k(s)6

3∑
n=0

Bn w(s)
n,

w(s) =

√
s− α

√
s0 − s√

s+ α
√
s0 − s

, s
1/2
0 = 1.5 GeV, α =

1

2
.

(31)

No inelasticity is observed below 1.3 GeV, however, we
have conservatively allowed the wave to be formally in-
elastic from the πω threshold. Nevertheless, after con-
straining the fit, the inelasticity is only visible above

1.2 GeV. Hence, we set η
(1)
3 (s) = 1 for s below ŝ =

(mπ + mω)
2. From that energy to s

1/2
m = 1.2 GeV, we

use,

η
(1)
3 (s) = 1− ϵ

(
1− ŝ

s

)7/2 (
1 + r

(
1− sm

s

))
. (32)

The requirement of a continuous and differentiable

matching at s
1/2
m = 1.2 GeV fixes the B0 and B1 pa-

rameters in Eq. (31), and the ϵ and r in Eq. (32) as
follows:

ϵ =
(
1− η

(1)
3 (sm)

)(
1− ŝ

sm

)−7/2

,

r =− sm η
(1) ′
3 (sm)

1− η
(1)
3 (sm)

+
7

2

ŝ

sm − ŝ
,

B1 =
1

m6
πw

′
m

(
σ(s)k(s)6 cot δ

(1)
3 (s)

)′ ∣∣∣∣
s=sm

− 2B2wm − 3B3w
2
m,

B0 =
σ(sm)k(sm)6

m6
π

cot δ
(1)
3 (sm)−

3∑
n=1

Bnw
n
m, (33)

where wm = w(sm), w′
m = w′(sm) and the phase shift,

elasticity, and their first derivatives at sm in the previ-
ous expressions must be calculated using Eqs. (34) and
Eq. (35) below, which provide the expression for the high-
energy region, to be explained next. Note that, unlike the
waves discussed so far, in this case, we fix the parameters
of the low-energy part using values from the high-energy
parameterization (provided below). We have adopted
this matching scheme because the F wave is much bet-
ter known in the high-energy region. Consequently, the
uncertainty of the threshold parameters from the Global
Fit will be larger than from their input (see Table X).
The region 1.2 GeV ≤ s1/2 ≤ 1.9 GeV lies within three

widths of the ρ3 resonance. Thus, our parameterization
in this range employs an inelastic Breit-Wigner shape
with a potential barrier, similar to the approach used by
the experimentalists in [20]:

t
(1)
3 (s) =

1

σ(s)

xρ3mρ3Γρ3(s)

m2
ρ3

− s− imρ3
Γρ3

(s)
, (34)
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where

Γρ3
(s) =Γρ3

(
k(s)

kρ3

)7
D3(kρ3

Rρ3
)

D3(k(s)Rρ3
)
,

D3(x) =225 + 45x2 + 6x4 + x6,

kρ3
=k(m2

ρ3
), (35)

are the familiar Blatt-Weiskopf [87] angular momentum
barrier factors. For brevity, we will refer to this func-
tional form as BWBW.

Why not use this simple BWBW shape in the whole
range? There are several reasons. First, because it
yields threshold parameters that are very inconsistent
with those obtained from sum rules with the dispersive
representation in [54] or with ChPT. Although it is pos-
sible to adjust the numerator of the BW shape—e.g., by
promoting the xρ3

parameter to a function of s—to re-
produce these threshold parameters with a shape similar
to our Global Fits, the resulting expression would fail to
remain elastic in the elastic region. In particular, elas-

tic unitarity implies Im t
(1)
3 /σ| t(1)3 |2 = 1, and with the

naively modified inelastic Breit-Wigner this ratio is off

by an order of magnitude, even though η
(1)
3 may still be

very close to one. This has enormous consequences for
the FDRs.

For this reason, our global parameterization has a
strictly elastic piece in the elastic region matched to the
Breit-Wigner shape in the resonance region. These ob-
servations will also drive our choice of parameterization
for the G0 wave.

1. F-wave Global Fit and parameters

This parameterization is entirely new. Therefore, we
do not use CFD as input at low energies. Instead, we use

the threshold parameter values a
(1)
3 and b

(1)
3 provided in

Appendix A. In addition, we fit the CERN-Munich scat-
tering data of Hyams et al. [20], shown with solid sym-
bols in Fig. 5. This wave is very small, and its phase
shift remains below 2◦ up to 1.1 GeV, since the influence
of the ρ3(1690) starts to be felt. Our dispersively con-
strained Global Fit I is shown in the same figure and its
parameters are listed in Table III. We also show the un-
constrained Global Fit I. Although it looks qualitatively
very similar to the constrained one, it is quite apart in
terms of deviations.

Since we fit the scattering data, our ρ3(1690) reso-
nance mass and width are compatible with those ob-
tained from the phase shift analysis by the CERN-
Munich collaboration [20], i.e., mρ3 = 1713 ± 4MeV,
Γρ3 = 228±10MeV, and xρ3 = 0.26±0.02. Nevertheless,
our Blatt-Weisskopf phenomenological radius is smaller
than their value: Rρ3 = 6.38± 0.44 GeV−1. Overall, our
uncertainties are smaller because we impose consistency

with the elastic region and the threshold parameters we
use as input are very precise.
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FIG. 5. F-wave phase shift (top) and elasticity (bottom). We
show our unconstrained and dispersively constrained Global
Fit I, together with the CFD from [54]. Our new parameter-
ization fits the Hyams et al. data from [20]. The data from
Protopopescu et al. [24] are only included for completeness.
The red vertical line stands at the allowed onset of the inelas-
ticity, whereas the black one marks the energy of the matching
with the BWBW parameterization Eqs. (34) and (35). For
illustration, we also show a BWBW curve with the RPP [86]
estimates for the mass and width.

Note, however, that the mass and width differ by sev-
eral MeV from the RPP values, dominated by the CERN-
Munich BWBW analysis of their πN → ππN ′ momen-
tum distributions. To illustrate this difference, Fig. 5
shows a naive BWBW shape using the mass and width
values estimated by the RPP. The resulting shape is qual-
itatively similar to our Global Fit, but the phase shift is
slightly displaced and the data are described worse. The
width is also smaller and misses all the elasticity data
above 1.65 GeV. Since we are analyzing scattering data,
we adopt our parameterization and do not fit the RPP
estimates.
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F wave Parameters Global I values Global II values Global III values

δ
(1)
3

∣∣
s<sm

B2 (57.5± 2.4) 103 (55.2± 1.6) 103 (129.0± 1.6) 103

B3 (−103± 6) 103 (−123± 8) 103 (10± 8) 103

t
(1)
3

∣∣
s>sm

mρ3 (1711± 2) MeV (1724± 2) MeV (1719± 2) MeV

Γρ3 (252± 6) MeV (278± 7) MeV (242± 5) MeV

xρ3 0.269± 0.003 0.284± 0.009 0.235± 0.002

Rρ3 (5.06± 0.02) GeV−1 (4.92± 0.02) GeV−1 (5.86± 0.02) GeV−1

TABLE III. F-wave parameters of the constrained Global Fits I, II, and III. Recall that sm = (1.2GeV)2 for this wave.

For completeness, in Fig. 5, we also show the F-wave
data of Protopopescu et al. [24]. In contrast to the Hyams
et al. data [20], these phase shifts are small and negative
between 0.6 and approximately 1.05 GeV. Moreover, the
elasticity data from [24] exhibit an unusual dip around
1.05 GeV, which is difficult to reconcile with any physical
interpretation. We believe that this behavior is largely an
artifact, particularly since the closest known resonance
in this channel, the ρ3(1690), lies well above this range.
No other resonances are expected or claimed around 1
GeV in this wave, and, in their absence, the inelasticity
in this channel should be relatively smooth due to the
angular momentum barrier. Together with other caveats,
this argument has already been used to discard the data
from [24] in this region for other waves.

2. The three F-wave Global Fits

In Fig. 6, we show the resulting F wave for Global Fits
I, II, and III, after imposing the dispersive constraints on
the three data Solutions I, II, and III, respectively. They
are qualitatively very similar, always displaying a clear
resonance with a BW-like shape with a large inelasticity.
It should be noted that, as with other waves, the data
from Solutions II and III have no uncertainties. For their
fits, we add an uncertainty, similar to that of Solution I,
to get realistic and comparable error bands.

We provide the parameters of all three Global Fits in
Table III. They are fairly incompatible with one another.
Fits II and III prefer a heavier ρ3(1690), but that is the
only common feature they share compared to Fit I.

It is worth noticing that, contrary to Global Fits I and
III, Global Fit II lies far away from its data set. We
consider that this large displacement, required to fulfill
dispersion relations, makes Global Fit II somewhat dis-
favored compared to the other two.

As a final remark, our Global Fit I should only be used
up to 1.9 GeV, whereas Global Fits II and III only up to
1.8 GeV.
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FIG. 6. Comparison among Global Fits I, II, and III for the F
wave. Qualitatively, they all display a clear resonance shape,
although their parameters are incompatible within their un-
certainties. Note that the dispersively constrained Global Fit
II lies far away from its corresponding data. Above 1.6 GeV
(shaded region) the Global Fits are pure data fits since dis-
persive constraints are only imposed up to that energy. Note
that we only plot our Global Fits up to the round energy
value closest to the last data point included in the fit. The
data come from [20] (Hyams et al. 73) and [26] (Hyams et
al. 75) .
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D. G0-wave parameterization

This wave should be very small at low energies due to
the potential barrier and dominated at high energies by
the f4(2050), whose mass and width in the RPP [86] are
Mf4 = 2018±11MeV and Γf4 = 237±18MeV. The RPP
also lists another possible G0 resonance at 2.3 GeV, but
it is currently omitted from the summary tables. Given
that we will use this wave as input inside our integrals
only up to 1.6 GeV, it seems more than enough to de-
scribe only the first resonance.

Unfortunately, no scattering data are available for this
wave. Previous dispersive analyses, which focused on the
dispersive representation up to 1.4 GeV, relied on a very
simple estimate of its imaginary part [73]. Still, based on
our previous experience with the F wave, we expect to
achieve a fair description of the f4(2050) resonance by de-
scribing it with a Breit-Wigner-like form, using its RPP
mass and width as input. This will be then matched at
low energies to a conformal expansion, where we will im-
pose the scattering length obtained from sum rules using
previous dispersive analyses [73].

We will choose the matching point at 1.4 GeV and will
allow a non-vanishing inelasticity from 1.05 GeV, which
crudely corresponds to the ππρ threshold. This is purely
phenomenological since, in practice, the inelasticity will
be imperceptible below 1.6 GeV.

Thus, for the phase shift at energies s1/2 ≤ s
1/2
m =

1.4 GeV we use:

cot δ
(0)
4 (s) =

m8
π

σ(s)k(s)8
(B0 +B1 w(s)) ,

w(s) =

√
s− α

√
s0 − s√

s+ α
√
s0 − s

, s
1/2
0 = 1.75 GeV, α =

1

2
.

(36)

For the elasticity, we set η
(0)
4 (s) = 1 for s below ŝ =

(1.05GeV)2. From that energy to s
1/2
m = 1.4 GeV, we

use:

η
(0)
4 (s) = 1− ϵ

(
1− ŝ

s

)9/2 (
1 + r

(
1− sm

s

))
. (37)

At intermediate energies, 1.4 GeV ≤ s1/2 ≤ 2.25GeV,
we use a Breit-Wigner with a potential barrier for the
f4(2050) resonance:

t
(0)
4 (s) =

1

σ(s)

xf4mf4Γf4(s)

m2
f4

− s− imf4Γf4(s)
, (38)

where

Γf4(s) = Γf4

(
k(s)

kf4

)9
D4(kf4Rf4)

D4(k(s)Rf4)
,

D4(x) = 11025 + 1575x2 + 135x4 + 10x6 + x8 ,

(39)

and kf4 = k(m2
f4
). The parameters B0 and B1 from

Eq. (36), and ϵ and r from Eq. (37), are obtained by
imposing continuity and differentiability at the matching

point s
1/2
m = 1.4GeV

ϵ =
(
1− η

(0)
4 (sm)

)(
1− ŝ

sm

)−9/2

,

r = − smη
(0) ′
4 (sm)

1− η
(0)
4 (sm)

+
9

2

ŝ

sm − ŝ
,

B1 =
1

m8
πw

′
m

(
σ(s)k(s)8 cot δ

(0)
4 (s)

) ∣∣∣∣′
s=sm

,

B0 =
σ(sm)k(sm)8

m8
π

cot δ
(0)
4 (sm)−B1wm, (40)

where wm = w(sm), w′
m = w′(sm) and the phase shift,

elasticity and their first derivatives at sm in the previous
expressions must be evaluated using Eqs. (38) and (39).

1. G0-wave Global Fit and parameters

As commented before, there are no scattering data for

this wave. Thus our input consists of the a
(0)
4 scattering

length provided in Table X in appendix A, along with
the mass and width of the f4(2050) resonance taken from
the weighted average of their determinations listed in the
RPP [86] with two pions in the final state. This yields
mf4 = 2030± 23MeV and Γf4 = 248± 80MeV. The cen-
tral values are consistent within uncertainties with the
central RPP averages but have uncertainties roughly two
to four times larger, which we consider a very conserva-
tive estimate. The input value for x4 = 0.170 ± 0.030
was also taken from the RPP but conservatively dou-
bling again its estimated uncertainty. Finally, the value
of Rf4 does not affect the resonant shape much, and given
the simplicity of the parameterization, it gets completely
fixed from the high precision of the scattering length and
the differentiable matching conditions.
In Fig. 7, we show the resulting phase shift (top panel)

and elasticity (bottom panel) from the Global Fit I. As al-
ready commented, there are no scattering data available
for comparison. For illustration, we show in the figure a
naive Breit-Wigner shape with the mass and width aver-
ages of the RPP. The difference in the central curve arises
because we consider only width determinations from two-
pion final states, we include Blatt-Weiskopf factors and
impose a matching to the scattering length. Still, as far
as one width away from its peak, this simple shape is
pretty consistent with our Global Fit within uncertain-
ties.
The G0-wave parameters, obtained after matching

with the low energy parameterizations and using the dis-
persion relations as constraints, are given in Table IV.
They are very compatible with the input values and those
in the RPP. The value of Rf4 falls within the bulk of val-
ues used in the literature for different resonances, which
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FIG. 7. G0-wave phase shift (top) and elasticity (bottom).
The red vertical line stands at the onset of the inelasticity,
while the black one marks the energy of the matching between
the low-energy and the BWBW parameterizations, Eqs. (38)
and (39). The unconstrained fit is not visible because it is
identical to the constrained one. For illustration, we show a
naive Breit-Wigner with the RPP parameters in the region
within one width on either side of its mass. Above 1.6 GeV
(shaded region), there are no dispersive constraints.

is of the order of a few GeV−1. It is indeed very close to
the one we found for the F wave and also in very good
agreement with the values found for the ρ(770) in the
literature, typically 4 − 5GeV−1 [20, 28, 88–90]. How-
ever, given that with this parameter we are basically fit-
ting just one high-precision datum, which is the scatter-
ing length, The resulting uncertainty is smaller than 0.5
MeV, and, in practice, Rf4 becomes a fixed constant in
our phenomenological parameterization. We have never-
theless allowed it to vary when imposing the dispersive
constraints.

2. The three G0-wave Global Fits

In practice, as seen in Table IV, our three G0-wave
Global Fits share the same parameters up to the pre-
cision that we give them. The fact that the three of

them share as input the same value for the scattering
length with its small uncertainty, fixes the parameters
within that precision, even after imposing the dispersive
constraints. Hence, contrary to other waves, there is no
need to provide a figure comparing the three Global Fits
as they overlap almost exactly with the curve and band
in Fig. 7. Indeed, let us recall that in Fig. 7, the un-
constrained and constrained Global Fits I also overlap
completely.

G0 Parameters All Global Fits

mf4 (2011± 23) MeV

Γf4 (206± 80) MeV

xf4 0.16± 0.03

Rf4 4.671 GeV−1

TABLE IV. G0-wave common parameters for the three con-
strained Global Fits I, II, and III. In practice, Rf4 has no
uncertainty after the fit, and we just keep its first four signif-
icant figures. Recall that sm = (1.4GeV)2 for this wave.

E. S2-wave parameterization

The S2 wave does not have much structure as no res-
onances appear there since it is a repulsive channel. Its
CFD description in [54] was fairly good up to 1.42 GeV,
but here we want to obtain a global fit up to the last
available data point, almost at 2.1 GeV. In addition, we
will allow its inelasticity to start at ŝ = (0.915 GeV)2,
which is just a convenient phenomenological value, with
no other physical meaning than the approximate energy
where the inelasticity seems to open in Solution B of [22].
This adds more flexibility compared to [54] where the in-
elasticity opened up at 1.05 GeV. Lowering the inelastic-
ity effective threshold and extending the parameteriza-
tion to higher energies require some minor changes and
one more parameter compared to the CFD parameteri-
zation in [54], but our global parameterization remains
rather simple and easy to implement.

In particular, for s1/2 ≤ s
1/2
m = 0.85 GeV we use:

cot δ
(2)
0 (s) =

1

σ(s)

m2
π

s− 2z22

(
B0 +B1wl(s)

)
,

wl(s) =

√
s−

√
sl − s√

s+
√
sl − s

, s
1/2
l = 1.05 GeV, (41)

whereas at intermediate energies, 0.85 GeV = s
1/2
m ≤

s1/2 ≤ 2.1 GeV, we use:

cot δ
(2)
0 (s) =

1

σ(s)

m2
π

s− 2z22

3∑
n=0

Bhn

(
wh(s)− wh(sm)

)n
,

wh(s) =

√
s−

√
sh − s√

s+
√
sh − s

, s
1/2
h = 2.3 GeV. (42)
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Here we have added one more parameter than in [54],
Bh3. In addition, since the data points in [23] extend to
2.1 GeV, we have also increased the value of sh.

Imposing continuity and differentiability at the match-
ing point s = sm, the Bh0 and Bh1 parameters are fixed
as

Bh0 = B0 +B1wl(sm), Bh1 = B1
w′

l(sm)

w′
h(sm)

, (43)

where, once again, the prime denotes the derivative with
respect to s and therefore,

w′
l(sm)

w′
h(sm)

=
sl
sh

√
sh − sm√
sl − sm

(√
sm +

√
sh − sm√

sm +
√
sl − sm

)2

. (44)

For the elasticity, we set η
(2)
0 (s) = 1 for s below ŝ =

(0.915 GeV)2 and above, we use the empirical fit

η
(2)
0 (s) = 1− ϵ

(
1− ŝ

s

)3/2

. (45)

The elasticity data is so poor and scarce that one pa-
rameter is enough to describe them. Since no resonances
are known below 2.1 GeV, above the last data point at
1.4 GeV, we just show an educated extrapolation of the
elasticity up to 2.1 GeV, because that is the energy up
to where data on the phase shift exists. Note, however,
that we will only use this wave up to 1.62 GeV as input
in our dispersive representation.

1. S2-wave Global Fit and parameters

In Fig. 8, we show the phase shift and elasticity of
our constrained Global Fit I, together with all available
scattering data. However, the input we use in our fit is
the CFD below 0.9 GeV and only the data represented

by solid symbols above 0.9 GeV and the a
(2)
0 and b

(2)
0

threshold parameters in Table X in Appendix A.
Regarding the phase shifts, Cohen et al. [23] only pro-

vide one set of data, whereas Durusoy et al. [21], Losty et
al. [22], and Hoogland et al. [27] each provide two sets of
data, which correspond to slightly different methods of
analyses that overlap within uncertainties. We show all
sets for completeness but fit only one per experiment (the
solid symbols in Fig. 8). For [21] and [27] we have chosen
to fit only the set that includes a Dürr-Pilkuhn [91] form
factor, for consistency with the data from [23]. This is the
most conservative choice since it has somewhat larger un-
certainties. Concerning [22], we fit Solution A, discarding
Solution B for two reasons. First, it has larger uncertain-
ties than the rest of the data and including them or not
in the S2 fit is almost irrelevant. The fit is still compat-
ible with Solution B as long as we allow the inelasticity
to open up at 0.915 GeV. Second, we will see that for the
G2 wave, and despite these huge uncertainties, Solution
B is incompatible with the rest of the data. We will keep
these choices of data input for all the I = 2 waves.
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FIG. 8. S2-wave phase shift (top) and elasticity (bot-
tom). We show our unconstrained and dispersively con-
strained Global Fit I together with the CFD from [54]. As
explained in the text, the data used in the fit above 0.9 GeV
are those with solid symbols from Cohen et al. [23], OPEDP
from Durusoy et al. [21] and the A solutions from Losty et
al. [22] and Hoogland et al. [27]. The other data are shown
for completeness. In the top panel, the black vertical line
at 0.85 GeV marks the matching point with the high-energy
parameterization. In the bottom one, the red vertical line
stands at 0.915 GeV, where we allow the inelasticity to open
up instead of 1.05 GeV (blue vertical line) used in the CFD.

The Global Fit I phase shift is compatible with the
CFD parameterization in [54], valid only up to 1.42 GeV.
However, the new phase shift, which fits data up to 2.1
GeV, reaches a minimum near 1.3 GeV and grows to-
wards zero at higher energies.
A significant difference with the CFD is seen in the in-

elasticity, which we now allow to start from 0.915 GeV,
instead of 1.05 GeV, as for the CFD. We reiterate that
this value has no other physical meaning than the en-
ergy where the data starts showing some non-vanishing
inelasticity. We prefer our new global parameterization
in Eq. (45) since it is continuous, differentiable, and more
consistent with the two data points from Cohen et al. [23].
As explained above, the Solution B data from Losty et
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al. [22], even if not included in the fit, are quite compat-
ible with it due to their large uncertainties. Beyond 1.5
GeV, our elasticity is just a naive extrapolation, since no
data exist beyond that point. Durusoy et al. [21] used
a linear extrapolation in

√
s of the two data points of

Cohen et al. [23]. Nevertheless, they say that their phase
shifts are not very sensitive to different elasticity guesses.
The S2-wave Global Fit I parameters after using the dis-
persion relations as constraints are given in Table V.

S2 wave Parameter Global I values Global II values Global III values

δ
(2)
0

∣∣
s<sm

B0 −76.5± 2.8 −80.2± 2.8 −78.1± 2.8

B1 −57± 11 −64± 11 −58± 11

z2 142± 4 MeV 147± 4 MeV 145± 4 MeV

δ
(2)
0

∣∣
s>sm

Bh2 290± 109 340± 109 327± 109

Bh3 −2466± 355 −2489± 355 −2615± 355

η
(2)
0

∣∣
s>ŝ

ϵ 0.32± 0.06 0.33± 0.06 0.30± 0.06

TABLE V. S2-wave parameters of the constrained Global Fits I, II, and III. Recall that sm = (0.85GeV)2 for this wave.

2. The three S2-wave Global Fits

In contrast to the S0, P, D0, and F waves, each I = 2
wave has only one data set to fit from the start. Therefore
we expect the three constrained Global Fits to the I = 2
waves to differ very little among themselves since their
separation is an effect induced indirectly from the other
waves used as input in the dispersion relations.

Figure 9 shows the three constrained Global Fits of the
S2 wave. As expected, they are remarkably compatible
among themselves. The Fit I and III phase shifts are
almost indistinguishable. This compatibility is also re-
flected in the values of the parameters for the three fits,
listed in Table V. Nevertheless, the Fit II phase shift is
slightly less negative than the other two below 1.4 GeV.
In addition, Fit II is slightly more inelastic, and Fit III
is more elastic than Fit I.

F. D2-wave parameterization

Except close to the ππ threshold, this is a repul-
sive wave, with no resonances and little structure, even
smaller than the S2. The CFD parameterization in [54]
only reached ∼ 1.4GeV. Here, we extend the parame-
terization up to 2.1 GeV, where a few data on its phase
shift exist. It will have two pieces with continuous and
differentiable matching at 1.4 GeV.

The phase shift parameterization will be very similar
to that of the S2, except for the appropriate angular mo-
mentum factors and another factor to ensure a positive
scattering length (confirmed by sum rules and Chiral Per-
turbation Theory calculations), despite the wave being
mostly repulsive.

In particular, for s1/2 ≤ s
1/2
m = 0.85 GeV we use:
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FIG. 9. Comparison among Global Fits I, II, and III for the
S2 wave. Within uncertainties, the three fits are compatible
in their phase shift and elasticity. Above 1.6 GeV (shaded
region) there are no dispersive constraints. Data references
as in Fig. 8.
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cot δ
(2)
2 (s) =

s

σ(s)k(s)4
m4

π

(
B0 +B1wl(s) +B2wl(s)

2
)

4(m2
π +∆2)− s

,

wl(s) =

√
s−

√
sl − s√

s+
√
sl − s

, s
1/2
l = 1.45 GeV, (46)

whereas at intermediate energies, 0.85 GeV ≤ s1/2 ≤
2.1 GeV, we use

cot δ
(2)
2 (s) =

s

σ(s)k(s)4
m4

π

4(m2
π +∆2)− s

×
3∑

n=0

Bhn

(
wh(s)− wh(sm)

)n
,

wh(s) =

√
s−

√
sh − s√

s+
√
sh − s

, s
1/2
h = 2.4 GeV, (47)

where

Bh0 = B0 +B1wl(sm) +B2wl(sm)2,

Bh1 =
(
B1 + 2B2wl(sm)

) w′
l(sm)

w′
h(sm)

. (48)

Here, the prime denotes the derivative with respect to s,
so that:

w′
l(sm)

w′
h(sm)

=
sl
sh

√
sh − sm√
sl − sm

(√
sm +

√
sh − sm√

sm +
√
sl − sm

)2

. (49)

With these definitions, both the parameterization and its
derivative are continuous at sm.
No hint of any inelasticity for the D2 and G2 waves

has been observed in any of the experiments studying ππ
scattering in the I = 2 channel. In particular, Cohen
et al. [23] explicitly state that5: “We found the d and
g waves to be totally elastic throughout our mass range
(η2 = η4 = 1), while the s wave became inelastic at about
1.1 GeV”. In addition, Losty et al. [22], who also study
I = 2, do find inelasticity for the S2 wave in their Solution
B, but show no inelasticity for the D2 and G2 waves. Fi-
nally, Durusoy et al. [21], whose phase-shift data reaches
2.1 GeV, consider only inelasticity for the S2 wave. For

this reason, we will set η
(2)
2 (s) = 1 in our whole energy

range.

1. D2 Global Fit and parameters

For this wave, we include in the fit the values of the

threshold parameters a
(2)
2 and b

(2)
2 obtained from the

CFD parameterization in [54], given in Table X here.
In addition, we fit the CFD results below 0.915 GeV,

5 Their mass range is from threshold to 1.4 GeV and they omit
the I = 2 superindex.
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FIG. 10. D2-wave phase shift. We show our unconstrained
and dispersively constrained Global Fit I, together with the
dispersively constrained CFD parameterization from [54]. As
explained in the text, the data used in the fit above 0.9 GeV
are those with solid symbols. The other data are shown for
completeness. The black vertical line at 0.85 GeV marks the
matching point with the high-energy part. All experiments
either do not observe or assume that there is no inelasticity.
Data references as in Fig. 8.

as well as the data on the phase shift that we show in
Fig. 10. It should be noted that this was the wave where
the dispersive constraints demanded the largest change
between the Unconstrained and Constrained Fit to Data
(UFD versus CFD in [54]). This is a strong reason to use
the CFD as input and we see that, up to energies around
0.95 GeV, the curves lie above most of the data.

Compared to the CFD in [54], we now extend our pa-
rameterization to 2.1 GeV, since there is still a data point
at this energy. When two consistent data sets from the
same experiment are available, as in Durusoy et al. [21]
and Hoogland et al. [27], we only fit one set, chosen with
the same criteria explained for the S2 wave. Once again
the data of Losty et al. [22] lie systematically below and
tend to have much larger uncertainties than other exper-
iments in the 0.8 to 1.2 GeV region.

The D2-wave parameters are given in Table VI.

2. The three D2-wave Global Fits

The three Global Fits are very compatible, almost
identical up to 1.25 GeV, as shown in Fig. 11. Their
parameters, provided in Table VI are very compatible
too.

As we have done for Global Fit I, we have fixed to one
the elasticity of the other two Global Fits in the whole
energy region.
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G. G2-wave parameterization

Once again, this is a repulsive wave, very small in the
whole energy range of interest. In the dispersive analysis
of [54], it was neglected below 1.42 GeV, based on previ-
ous estimations [73] that studied its negligible impact on
dispersive calculations within this range. However, there

are a few data points available up to almost 2.1 GeV, and
hence we now provide a global parameterization. In ad-
dition, its role is not so small in the two FDRs we study
above 1.4 GeV here.
In particular, the parameterization in [73] was little

more than an order of magnitude estimate above 1 GeV,
assuming its phase shift to be zero below. No attempt
was made to describe the threshold parameters.

D2 wave Parameter Global I values Global II values Global III values

δ
(2)
2

∣∣
s<sm

B0 (4.6± 0.5) 103 (4.4± 0.5) 103 (4.6± 0.5) 103

B1 (−1.4± 3.2) 103 (0.5± 3.2) 103 (−0.5± 3.2) 103

B2 (7± 3) 103 (10± 3) 103 (10± 3) 103

∆ 235± 14 MeV 236± 14 MeV 240± 14 MeV

δ
(2)
2

∣∣
s>sm

Bh2 (83± 13) 103 (80± 13) 103 (91± 13) 103

Bh3 (73± 46) 103 (110± 46) 103 (80± 46) 103

TABLE VI. D2-wave parameters of the constrained Global Fits I, II, and III. Recall that sm = (0.85GeV)2 for this wave.

We will use a parameterization of the phase shift rather

similar to that of the D2 wave. Namely, for s1/2 ≤ s
1/2
m =

0.85 GeV we use a conformal expansion:

cot δ
(2)
4 (s) =

s

σ(s)k(s)8
m8

π

(
B0 +B1wl(s) +B2wl(s)

2
)

4(m2
π +∆2)− s

,

wl(s) =

√
s−

√
sl − s√

s+
√
sl − s

, s
1/2
l = 1.65 GeV, (50)

whereas at higher energies, 0.85 GeV ≤ s1/2 ≤ 2.1 GeV,
we write:

cot δ
(2)
4 (s) =

s

σ(s)k(s)8
m8

π

4(m2
π +∆2)− s

×
3∑

n=0

Bhn

(
wh(s)− wh(sm)

)n
,

wh(s) =

√
s−

√
sh − s√

s+
√
sh − s

, s
1/2
h = 2.4 GeV, (51)

where

Bh0 = B0 +B1wl(sm) +B2wl(sm)2,

Bh1 =
(
B1 + 2B2wl(sm)

) w′
l(sm)

w′
h(sm)

. (52)

Once again, the prime denotes the derivative with respect
to s, so that:

w′
l(sm)

w′
h(sm)

=
sl
sh

√
sh − sm√
sl − sm

(√
sm +

√
sh − sm√

sm +
√
sl − sm

)2

, (53)
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FIG. 11. Comparison among Global Fits I, II, and III for the
D2 wave, which are very compatible. Above 1.6 GeV (shaded
region) there are no dispersive constraints. Data references
as in Fig. 8.

and both the parameterization and its derivative with
respect to s are continuous at the matching point.

As already commented for the D2 wave, all experi-
ments on I = 2 scattering either do not observe inelas-
ticity in the G2 wave or assume there is none. For that

reason, we keep this wave elastic, η
(2)
4 = 1, in the whole

energy range.
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FIG. 12. G2-wave phase shift. We show our unconstrained
and dispersively constrained Global Fit I, together with the
crude UFD estimation in [54] only used there to estimate
uncertainties. The data included in the fit above 0.9 GeV
are those with solid symbols. The other data are shown for
completeness. The black vertical line at 0.85 GeV marks the
matching point with the high-energy part. All experiments
either do not observe or assume no inelasticity. Data refer-
ences as in Fig. 8.

1. G2 Global Fit and parameters

Three different experimental collaborations, Cohen et
al. [23], Durusoy et al. [21], and Losty et al. [22] provide
measurements of the phase shift for this wave, shown in
Fig. 12. The set from Cohen et al. [23] only has two
data points at 1.2 and 1.4 GeV, but they are remarkably
compatible with the data from Durusoy et al. [21], which
has nine points spanning from 0.5 to 2.1 GeV, and hence,
dominates our Global Fit. Following the same criteria we
have already used for other I = 2 waves, we have fit the
data from [23] and only one of the two analyses from
Durusoy et al. (OPEDP) [21]. Moreover, although only
Solution B of Losty et al. [22] considers the G-wave, it has
not been included in the fit, because it is incompatible
with the other two sets above 0.9 GeV, despite its much

larger uncertainties.

Since there is no experimental information below 0.5
GeV, but the phase shift seems compatible with zero be-
low 0.75 GeV, we have just fit the scattering length result
in [73], obtained from sum rules with the CFD input. Its
value is provided in Table X of Appendix A.

In Fig. 12. we also show the very conservative estimate
provided in [54], valid only up to 1.4 GeV. In that work,
it was only used to confirm that the G2 wave contribution
to the dispersive representation below 1.4 GeV could be
considered part of the uncertainties.

The G2-wave Global Fit parameters, after imposing
the dispersive constraints, are given in Table VII.

2. The three G2-wave Global Fits

As seen in Fig. 13 and in Table VII, the three Global
Fits I, II, and III are remarkably compatible and fully
consistent within uncertainties.

0.50 0.75 1.00 1.25 1.50 1.75 2.00
s  (GeV)
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4 (s) ( )
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Global II
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Cohen et al.
Durusoy et al. OPEDP
Durusoy et al. OPE
Losty et al. B

FIG. 13. Comparison among Global Fits I, II, and III for the
G2 wave, which are very compatible. Above 1.6 GeV (shaded
region) there are no dispersive constraints. Data references
as in Fig. 8.

G2 wave Parameter Global I values Global II values Global III values

δ
(2)
4

∣∣
s<sm

B0 (−4.57± 0.09) 106 (−4.56± 0.09) 106 (−4.57± 0.09) 106

B1 (−62.15± 0.13) 106 (−62.18± 0.13) 106 (−62.11± 0.13) 106

B2 (−77.05± 0.19) 106 (−76.98± 0.19) 106 (−77.00± 0.19) 106

∆ 329± 23 MeV 340± 23 MeV 319± 23 MeV

δ
(2)
4

∣∣
s>sm

Bh2 (188± 10) 106 (187± 10) 106 (194± 10) 106

Bh3 (86± 21) 106 (110± 21) 106 (120± 21) 106

TABLE VII. G2-wave parameters of the constrained Global Fits I, II, and III. Recall that sm = (0.85GeV)2 for this wave.
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IV. DISPERSION RELATIONS

Dispersion relations are a consequence of causality,
translating into strong analyticity constraints on scat-
tering amplitudes when extended to the complex plane
of the Mandelstam variables. For our case of interest, ππ
scattering, both fixed-t and partial-wave amplitudes are
analytic except for branch-cut singularities due to thresh-
olds in the s-channel (right-hand cut) or crossed channels
(left-hand cut). This structure allows us to use Cauchy’s
Integral Theorem to write integral equations, known as
dispersion relations, relating amplitudes in the complex
plane to their imaginary parts along the cuts. For peda-
gogical introductions, we refer the reader to [92, 93] and
for ππ scattering in particular, to [45, 94].
Since a two-body scattering amplitude F (s, t) depends

on two independent variables, in order to apply Cauchy’s
integral theorem it is convenient to either fix t or inte-
grate it to define partial waves. The first option gives rise
to fixed-t dispersion relations and the second to partial-
wave dispersion relations. Next, we will discuss both the
fulfillment and the use as constraints of the two most
common instances of both types of dispersion relations:
forward dispersion relations and Roy-like equations.

A. Forward Dispersion Relations

1. Definitions

Let us first discuss the fixed t = 0 dispersion relations,
also known as forward dispersion relations. They are
very relevant for three reasons. First, their applicability
can be extended, in principle, to any value of s. Second,
the optical theorem relates the imaginary part of the for-
ward amplitude to the total cross-section, for which data
are easier to obtain. Third, when the combination of
amplitudes is chosen conveniently, the integrands are all
positive and the resulting uncertainties are generically
small.

Actually, from the F (I)(s, t) amplitudes in Eq. (4) we
can define these other three F icombinations:

F 00 =
1

3

(
F (0) + 2F (2)

)
, F 0+ =

1

2

(
F (1) + F (2)

)
, (54)

F It=1 =
1

6

(
2F (0) + 3F (1) − 5F (2)

)
. (55)

The first two correspond to π0π0 and π0π+ scattering,
respectively, and are symmetric under the s ↔ u crossing
symmetry. This allows us to write a once-subtracted For-
ward Dispersion Relation for the i = 00, 0+ cases, which
implies the vanishing of

∆i(s) ≡ ReF i(s, 0)− F i(4M2
π , 0)−

s(s− 4M2
π)

π
(56)

× P.P.

∫ ∞

4M2
π

(2s′ − 4M2
π)ImF i(s′, 0) ds′

s′(s′ − s)(s′ − 4M2
π)(s

′ + s− 4M2
π)

,

where P.P. is the principal part of the integral. These two
FDRs are very precise because, from Eq. (54), and recall-
ing that the imaginary parts of F (I) are always positive,
all the contributions to the numerator in their integrals
are positive.
The amplitude in Eq. (55) is antisymmetric under s ↔

u crossing and corresponds to the exchange of isospin I =
1 in the t-channel. For it, we can write an unsubtracted
FDR, which implies the vanishing of

∆It=1(s) ≡ F It=1(s, 0)− 2s− 4M2
π

π

× P.P.

∫ ∞

4M2
π

ImF It=1(s′, 0) ds′

(s′ − s)(s′ + s− 4M2
π)

. (57)

This one is not definite positive and its uncertainties will
be generically larger.
Note that the integral of dispersion relations extends

up to infinity. At high energies, above a certain match-
ing energy, we use the Regge parameterizations of ππ
amplitudes obtained from ππ, πN and NN cross sec-
tions in [95] and upgraded and updated in [54] and the
review [45]. In a later subsection, we will discuss the
matching with these Regge parameterizations.
In what follows we will first check how well the FDRs

are satisfied with the partial-wave fits to the data dis-
cussed above, and then, we will use them as constraints
on the fits.

2. FDRs as checks

In [54, 70–73] the three FDRs in Eqs. (56) and (57)
were imposed as constraints of phenomenological fits
to data, to be satisfied within uncertainties to obtain
the CFD parameterizations. Moreover, in [54] Roy and
GKPY equations—to be explained below—were imposed
on the CFD too. Since our global parameterizations
mimic the CFD sets up to 0.9 GeV, it is no surprise that
the FDRs are well satisfied by our Global Fits in that
region, even without using them as constraints. This can
be seen in the left panels of Fig. 14, where we show the
fulfillment of FDRs before we impose them as constraints
in our Global Fits to data. Note that in Fig. 14 we show
as dashed lines the parts of the FDRs that are calculated
directly from the parameterizations and as continuous
lines the same quantities obtained from the integral rep-
resentation, which we call “dispersive”. In theory (in the
isospin limit, without 4π inelasticity, etc...), these two
lines should agree, and their difference should be zero.
However, since ours is a data analysis, we only expect
them to agree within uncertainties. The uncertainties
of the “direct” and “dispersive” parts are correlated, as
they are both calculated from the same parameteriza-
tions. Such correlations cancel out to a large degree in
their difference. Thus, we calculate the uncertainty band
of their difference and, for illustrative purposes, we at-
tach it to the direct part. Thus, we aim at a fit such
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FIG. 14. Fulfillment of forward dispersion relations before (left column) and after (right column) they have been imposed as
constraints on the Global Fit I. The continuous line corresponds to the evaluation of ReF i with the dispersive integral and
using the global parameterizations as input, whereas the dashed line is calculated directly from the global parameterizations.
The red band is the error in their difference, that we attach to the “direct” one for illustration. The vertical blue line at 1
GeV separates the two energy regions, for which we provide separated averaged quadratic distances d̄2. The unconstrained
Global Fit I only satisfies well the FDRs below 1 GeV (d̄2 < 1), but is rather inconsistent above (d̄2 >> 1). In contrast, the
constrained Global Fit I satisfies very well the FDRs in the two energy regions.
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that the continuous line would fall within that red un-
certainty band. From the left panels of Fig. 14 it is clear
that the three FDRs are not well satisfied above the 1
GeV region before we impose them as constraints into
our Global Fits.

To quantify this disagreement we have defined, follow-
ing [54], a χ2-like quantity as follows: for each FDR
i = 00, 0+, It = 1, we calculate ∆i(sk) and its uncer-
tainty δ∆i(sk), at a collection of points sk, k = 1, ...n
that cover a given energy region. In addition, as in [54],
we also consider a subthreshold point at 2m2

π, for stabil-
ity. We then define an average discrepancy for each FDR
as

d̄2i ≡ 1

n

n∑
k=1

(
∆i(sk)

δ∆i(sk)

)2

, (58)

which can be interpreted as a quadratic distance weighted
by the uncertainty, or an averaged χ2 of the difference be-
tween the curves. We consider the FDR i to be well satis-
fied in a given region when d̄2i ≤ 1 there. Thus, in Fig. 14
we provide these averaged discrepancies in two represen-
tative regions. On the one hand, from the subthreshold
point to 1 GeV, and on the other, from 1 GeV to the
maximum energy we consider for each FDR. Namely, 1.4
GeV for F 00 and 1.6 GeV for the other two. As dis-
cussed below, these maximum energies have been chosen
somewhat below the round number (1.42 and 1.62 GeV,
respectively) closest to the energy where the partial wave
series, used below these energies, and the Regge represen-
tation, used above them, match within uncertainties.

Thus, making now quantitative our previous qualita-
tive discussion, in the left panels of Fig. 14 we see that our
Global Fits before imposing the FDRs as constraints sat-
isfy very well the FDRs below 1 GeV, with all d̄2i ≤ 1, but
they do not satisfy them above 1 GeV, with d̄2It=1 ∼ 3.2,

d̄200 ∼ 8.7 and d̄20+ ∼ 11. Since we have fit data, it is
clear, as already known from previous works, that the
data are inconsistent with the dispersive representation.

3. FDRs as constraints: The constrained Global Fit.

For the above reasons, we impose the FDRs as con-
straints of our Global Fits. Note that we first impose the
FDRs, because our global parameterizations here mimic
the CFD below 0.9 GeV and only deviate significantly
from them above that energy. The applicability range of
Roy and GKPY equations extends up to approximately
1.1GeV and were already imposed in the CFD in [70–
73]. Since they have relatively large uncertainties above
0.9 GeV compared to FDRs, they are still fairly well sat-
isfied with only a minor deviation around 1.1 GeV for
the S2 GKPY equation. Thus, we first impose the FDRs
and, on a second step discussed in a subsection below, we
also impose the Roy and GKPY equations, which only
produce a minor modification to reach our final Global
Fits. As in previous sections, we only illustrate this pro-

cedure in detail for Global Fit I, and we just discuss the
results for Global Fit II and III later on.
Thus, following the procedure in [70–73], we minimize

the combination∑
i

W 2
i d̄

2
i +
∑
k

(
pk − pUk
δpUk

)2

+
∑
m

(
qm − qexpm

δqexpm

)2

, (59)

where i runs over the three FDRs. Here, we denote by
pUk the parameters of the unconstrained Global Fits de-
scribed above and their uncertainties by δpUk . The qexpm

are just a collection of data points or threshold parame-
ters detailed below.
In principle, when imposing the dispersion relations

as penalty functions, it is less computationally costly to
perturb all the parameters around their unconstrained
values pUk , than to refit all the data qexpm . This is what was
done in [54]. However, we have now found that with this
method, some parameter changes are not small. Thus,
we do not vary those parameters but refit the data in the
wave or the region they affect.
In particular, in Eq. (59) we do not include in the k

sum the pk = Ki, di, and ϵi parameters in Eqs. (13), (16),
and (18), respectively, but instead they are constrained
indirectly by refitting the qexpm P-wave experimental data
above the πω threshold. The same happens with the S0-
wave parameters above 1.4 GeV, the S2-wave elasticity
parameter, and the F-wave Global Fit II parameters. In-
stead, they are constrained by including their respective
data input in the m sum. In addition, we also include in
that sum all the input threshold parameters from Table X
in the Appendix A.
The Wi are weights chosen so that the resulting fit has

d̄2i ≲ 1 for all FDRs, and not just globally in their entire
applicability range, but also in a relatively uniform way
throughout the whole region. For this purpose, we divide
the calculation of the d̄2i into different energy regions,
assigning them a different weight to ensure a d̄2i ≤ 1 in
all of them. The d̄2i are often called penalty functions
in the literature. As a final remark, let us note that we
minimize this pseudo-χ2 to obtain the central values of
the new parameters, but then we keep their uncertainties
δpk = δpUk .
The results of this procedure are the constrained

Global Fits already discussed in the previous section and
shown in Figs. 1 to 13. We have illustrated with the
constrained Global Fit I that they still describe the data
reasonably well, and we now show that they also satisfy
FDRs within uncertainties up to their maximum appli-
cability region. This can be seen in the right panels of
Fig. 14, where, in contrast to the left panels, the “direct”
and “dispersive” calculations agree within uncertainties.
In particular, the d̄2i ≤ 1 for the three FDRs in both re-
gions, below and above 1 GeV. The improvement above
1 GeV is huge and there is even a slight improvement be-
low 1 GeV. Therefore, Global Fit I satisfies remarkably
well the FDRs.
It is important to emphasize that the error bands in

the 0.9 to 1.4 GeV region of the FDRs for the Global
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FIG. 15. Comparison between the FDR error bands when
Global Fit I or the CFD in [54] are used as input. We show
the differences ∆i for i = 00, 0+, It = 1. Note that, the new
error bands are smaller between 0.9 and 1.4 GeV, particularly
for the ∆0+, dominated by the new P-wave analysis. Also,
the instability of the 0+ and It = 1 FDRs at 1.4 GeV, (the
FDRs last point in [54]), which was an artifact of the poor
matching, has been removed. The fulfillment of ∆00 between
1 and 1.2 GeV has visibly improved too. Note that our 0+
and It = 1 FDRs now extend up to 1.6 GeV.

Fits obtained in this work are smaller than those of pre-
vious works [54, 68]. This is clearly seen in Fig. 15, where
we plot the ∆i(s), i = 00, 0+, It = 1 differences defined
in Eqs. (56) and (57) both for our Global Fit I and the
CFD parameterizations in [54]. The new bands have be-
come visibly smaller, mostly due to our much-improved

P wave above the πω threshold, and to a lesser extent,
to the slight improvement in the D0 wave. The largest
uncertainty reduction occurs in ∆0+, which is dominated
by the P wave, followed by the ∆It=1, where the P wave
also has a large contribution. The ∆00 uncertainty band,
where the P wave does not contribute, is only slightly
smaller than in previous works. For this reason, the
FDRs in the 0.9 to 1.4 GeV region, now extended to 1.6
GeV for two of them, have become even more stringent
constraints than in previous works, and their compliance
is a more notable feature.
The average fulfillment is remarkably good when look-

ing at the two large energy intervals below and above 1
GeV. Nevertheless, in Fig. 15 we can see that there is a
smaller interval, roughly 1.02 to 1.14 GeV, where ∆00 lies
slightly beyond one deviation from zero, although never
beyond 1.4 deviations. In that interval d̄200 = 1.53, so it
is not too worrisome. Actually, this has been an improve-
ment, because as seen in Fig. 15 and already remarked
in [69] (see Fig. 1 there), ∆00 for the CFD does not van-
ish within uncertainties in an even larger region between
1.07 and 1.24 GeV, where the discrepancy reached a max-
imum of 1.8 deviations at one point. The same happens
for an even smaller discrepancy in an even smaller in-
terval near 1.4 GeV and in the last point for ∆0+ at
1.6 GeV. In any case, Figs. 14 and 15 illustrate that the
Global Fit I, despite its smaller uncertainties, satisfies
the three FDRs very well and in a much more uniform
way than the old CFD.

4. The three constrained Global Fits.

So far, we have illustrated the FDR fulfillment with
the constrained Global Fit I. Thus, in Table VIII we now
collect the values of d̄2i in the two regions, above and
below 1 GeV, not only for Global Fit I but also for Global
Fits II and III. They also satisfy the FDRs well d̄2i < 1
in the two regions, although with somewhat larger d̄2i .
As with Global Fit I, Global Fits II and III also have

smaller regions where the ∆00 discrepancy is slightly be-
yond one deviation away from 0. Namely, Global Fit
II has d̄200 = 1.4 in the 1.10 to 1.18 GeV interval, and
Global Fit III has d̄200 = 2 between 1.09 and 1.19 GeV.
Moreover, Global Fit II between 0.7 and 1 GeV — a 300
MeV region— has d̄200 = 1.23. In this sense, although
Global Fits II and III also improve their CFD counter-
parts in [54], their fulfillment of the F 00 FDR is slightly
worse than for Global Fit I.
The situation regarding the F It=1 FDR is more telling,

since Global Fits II, and III satisfy the It = 1 FDR in a
clearly less uniform way than Global Fit I. This is shown
in Fig. 16, where we plot the ∆It=1 differences and their
uncertainties for the three Global Fits. Although the
average d̄2It=1 < 1, both below and above 1 GeV, only the

Global Fit 1 has d̄2It=1 < 1 everywhere. In contrast, for

Global Fits II and III, ∆It=1 lies beyond one deviation
from zero in two regions wider than 100 MeV, around
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d̄2i FDRs

d̄2i
√
s Global I Global II Global III

π0π0 < 1GeV 0.23 0.69 0.26

[1, 1.4]GeV 0.63 0.58 0.68

π+π0 < 1GeV 0.02 0.06 0.03

[1, 1.6]GeV 0.54 0.88 0.81

It = 1

< 1GeV 0.03 0.24 0.21

[1, 1.6]GeV 0.09 0.83 0.67

[0.93, 1.06]GeV 0.13 1.81 1.56

[1.46, 1.56]GeV 0.09 1.04 1.47

TABLE VIII. Average discrepancies d̄2i after constraining
Global Fits I, II, and III with the three FDR i = 00, 0+, It =
1. For all the FDRs we separate two large regions above
and below 1 GeV, where their average fulfillment is good, i.e.
d̄2i < 1. Still, Global Fits II and III always perform some-
what worse than Global Fit I. In particular, in two smaller
segments, but still about 100 MeV wide, Global Fits II and
III do not satisfy so well the F It=1 FDR, i.e. d̄2i > 1.

1 GeV and 1.5 GeV. As it can be seen in Table VIII,
for these two constrained Global Fits, the F It=1 FDR
yields d̄2 > 1.5 between 0.93 and 1.06GeV. In addition,
Global Fit III yields d̄2 ≃ 1.5 from 1.46 to 1.56GeV. The
0.93−1.06GeV region is of particular interest because it is
where most waves become inelastic. Actually, these small
discrepancies in Global Fits II and III can be amended
if we set the opening of their D0-wave inelasticity below
the KK̄ threshold, as done for Global Fit I. However, as
explained in previous sections, this is not how the data
for Solutions II and III were obtained. Hence, in this
respect, Global Fits II and III are, once again, slightly
disfavored compared to Global Fit I, and in particular,
the opening of the D0-wave inelasticity below 1 GeV is
strongly favored.

5. Improved matching with the high-energy regime

Following [54, 70–73], the input for the FDRs at high
energies is a relatively simple parameterization of data on
NN , πN and ππ total cross sections (see [95] for the for-
malism, and [54] for the updated treatment). It is impor-
tant to remark that Regge theory is just a semi-local ap-
proach expected to provide an average description, par-
ticularly once resonances start to appear. Therefore, at
any given energy, it is not expected to match exactly the
amplitude reconstructed from partial waves. Since the
interest of [54, 70–73, 96] was mostly in the low-energy
region or in resonances up to 1 GeV (external s vari-
able in Eqs. (56) and (57)), the Regge regime was set to
start at 1.42 GeV for all FDRs (internal s′ variable in
Eqs. (56) and (57)). As seen in Fig. 17, no particular at-
tention was paid to provide a smooth matching between
the partial-wave reconstruction of ImF i below 1.42 GeV
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FIG. 16. Detail of the fulfillment of the F It=1 FDR for the
three Global Fits. We plot the difference between dispersive
and direct calculations ∆It=1 given in Eq. (57), and its uncer-
tainty band. Global Fits II and III are slightly disfavored rel-
ative to Global Fit I because they satisfy this relation slightly
worse and less uniformly. In particular, their ∆It=1 is more
than one deviation away from zero in two regions wider than
100 MeV around 1 GeV and 1.5 GeV, which does not happen
for Global Fit I (see also Table VIII).

and the Regge regime above. Actually, the matching in
the F 0+ case was pretty bad (green versus blue at 1.42
GeV). Such discontinuities in the integrand could give
rise to nearby artifacts in the FDR output, as seen in
Fig. 15. Of course, with the focus in the region below
1.1 GeV, this was not a big concern for [54]. However, in
this work, we aim to obtain a precise description up to
energies of 1.4GeV and above.
For this reason, we have decided to move higher the

matching point with the Regge regime; from 1.42 GeV
to the round energy value close to the point where the
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FIG. 17. ImF 00, ImF 0+ and ImF It=1 in the 1.2 to 1.8 GeV
region. Since Ref. [54] was focused on energies below 1.1 GeV,
a crude matching between the CFD and the Regge description
at 1.42 GeV (blue-dotted vertical line) was considered good
enough. For a precise description up to higher energies, we
now use as input the Global Fits up to 1.62 GeV (black-dotted
vertical line) for F 0+ and F It=1, and Regge above. This
matching point displacement clearly improves the matching
with the Regge parameterization. Note that, for safety, we
only consider the FDRs up to 20 MeV below the matching
point (continuous versus dotted vertical lines). We use Global
Fit I for illustration, but the situation is similar for Global Fits
II and III.

F i amplitudes, reconstructed as a sum of partial waves,
match the Regge description within uncertainties. These
plots justify why the input is matched with the Regge
description at 1.42, 1.62, and 1.62 GeV for the F 00, F 0+

and F It=1 FDRs, respectively. Still, as also done [54], for
safety we only use the output of FDRs up to an energy
about 20 MeV below the matching point. Namely, the
FDRs are applied as constraints only up to 1.4, 1.6, and
1.6 GeV, respectively.
Nevertheless, we have found that the final Global Fit

does not depend much on the precise matching point.
This justifies why we have chosen the matching energy
with the Regge representation to be at the same round
numbers, 1.42 or 1.62 GeV, for all Global Fits. We ex-
plored the possibility of fine-tuning these matching points
for each Global Fit, but there is no real gain, just a pro-
liferation of fine-tuned parameters.
In summary, by choosing a better matching point be-

tween the amplitude reconstructed from partial waves
and the Regge description, we hope to have soothed any
concern about the appearance of unphysical artifacts.
Moreover, it has allowed us to impose two FDRs up to
200 MeV above their previous application.

B. Roy-like dispersion relations

Roy equations for ππ scattering [75] (see [45, 49–54]
for recent analyses and reviews) are partial-wave disper-
sion relations where crossing symmetry has been used
to rewrite the left-cut (crossed-channel) contributions in
terms of s-channel partial waves. Thus, they form a cou-
pled system for the infinite tower of partial waves. At
sufficiently low energies, one can concentrate on those
with the lowest angular momentum, typically, the S0, S2,
and P waves (and occasionally, D and F waves, see [55]).
In such a case, higher partial waves and high energy in-
formation are provided as input and gathered in the so-
called driving terms. In their most common form, which
we use here, their derivation implies the integration in t
of fixed-t dispersion relations to obtain partial-wave dis-
persion relations. This means their applicability range
is limited to an energy of around 1.14 GeV. The orig-
inal Roy equations were derived with two subtractions,
but there is also a once-subtracted version called GKPY
equations [54]. We refer to both of them as “Roy-like”
equations. As we will see below, this different number
of subtractions implies that, when calculated from the
same data without further theoretical input, Roy equa-
tions are more precise than GKPY equations at low ener-
gies and vice versa at high energies. This is because Roy
uncertainties grow rapidly with energy, whereas GKPY
uncertainties do not grow so fast. In practice, Roy uncer-
tainties are smaller than those of GKPY below the res-
onance region, i.e., ≲ 0.5GeV, and larger above. Hence,
Roy equations are particularly powerful in constraining
threshold parameters [50, 51] or the low-energy constants
of ChPT. Actually, when supplemented with ChPT con-



30

0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
s  (GeV)

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

d2 = 0.03

Ret(0)
0 (s)

Constrained Global fit to data I

Direct
Dispersive RoyS0

0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
s  (GeV)

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

d2 = 0.03

Ret(1)
1 (s)

Constrained Global fit to data I

Direct
Dispersive RoyP

0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
s  (GeV)

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.0

d2 = 0.02

Ret(2)
0 (s)

Constrained Global 
 fit to data I

Direct
Dispersive RoyS2

0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
s  (GeV)

0.8

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

d2 = 0.06

Ret(0)
0 (s)

Constrained Global fit to data I

Direct
Dispersive GKPYS0

0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
s  (GeV)

0.6

0.4

0.2

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

d2 = 0.23

Ret(1)
1 (s)

Constrained Global fit to data I

Direct
Dispersive GKPYP

0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0
s  (GeV)

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.3

0.2

0.1

0.0

d2 = 0.28

Ret(2)
0 (s)

Constrained Global 
 fit to data I

Direct
Dispersive GKPYS2

FIG. 18. Fulfillment of Roy and GKPY equations (left and right columns, respectively) by the constrained Global Fit I. Note
that the error band of each Roy equation is smaller than that of the corresponding GKPY relation at low energies but larger
at high energies. The bands cover the uncertainty in the difference between the direct calculation from the Global Fit and the
calculation with the dispersive integral. We attach it to the direct calculation for illustration.

straints, Roy equations can be solved for the S and
P waves and provide predictions below some matching
point, or even for the lightest resonances [50–52, 97].
However, here we simply adhere to a data-driven for-
malism and use the dispersion relations as constraints on
the fits. Nevertheless, we refer to [45, 49–54] for explicit
expressions and further details.

In the previous section, we imposed Forward Disper-

sion Relations to obtain constrained Global Fits from
the threshold to 1.4 GeV. Recall that below 0.9 GeV we
are mimicking the CFD parameterizations of [54]. They
were obtained as data fits constrained to satisfy the three
FDRs, as well as Roy and GKPY equations for the S0,
P, and S2 waves. The only significant improvements in
the present work happen above 0.9 GeV, and, for sev-
eral waves, these changes are small until 1.4 GeV. Con-
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sequently, Roy and GKPY equations are already very
well satisfied within uncertainties by just imposing FDRs.
The only exception is the S2 GKPY equation, whose out-
put comes about 1.5 deviations away above 1 GeV for the
Global Fits constrained only with FDRs. This mismatch
requires a small fix in our Global Fits.

To that end, we have also imposed Roy and GKPY
equations together with FDRs, starting from the Global
Fits obtained after minimizing the FDRs first. The
changes are very small but amend the small deviation
in the S2 GKPY equation. As a matter of fact, all the
plots for the constrained Global Fit that we have pro-
vided before are fully constrained with three FDRs, three
Roy, and three GKPY equations. In Fig. 18 we illustrate
the nice fulfillment of Roy and GKPY equations by the
Global Fit I. In those plots, we can see that, as discussed
above, the Roy equation uncertainties are smaller than
those of GKPY at low energies but larger in the reso-
nance region. We can also see that both Roy and GKPY
equations are well satisfied within errors. The only point
slightly beyond 1 deviation is the highest one at 1.114
GeV, for the GKPY S2 wave.

d̄2i Roy-like Equations

d̄2i Global I Global II Global III

Roy S0 0.03 0.02 0.03

GKPY S0 0.06 0.01 0.02

Roy P 0.03 0.05 0.06

GKPY P 0.23 0.25 0.27

Roy S2 0.02 0.02 0.03

GKPY S2 0.28 0.14 0.26

TABLE IX. Average distances of Roy and GKPY equations
for the three Global Fits. These “Roy-like” dispersion rela-
tions, reaching only up to 1.1 GeV, are remarkably well de-
scribed within uncertainties for the three fits.

The situation is very similar for Global Fits II and III.
Actually, we provide in Table IX the values of the average
distances (defined as in Eq. (58)) between output and in-
put of Roy and GKPY equations. The three Global Fits
satisfy remarkably well all Roy-like dispersion relations
in all regions of interest.

V. SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION

In this work, we have provided Global Fits, which are
relatively simple sets of dispersively constrained ππ →
ππ fits to data on scattering partial waves. Specifically,
we describe the P, S2, D0, D2, F, G0, and G2 waves. The
S0 wave parameterization is not revisited here because it
was already studied in great detail in [68] together with
the P wave that we have improved here above ∼ 0.9GeV.
We only discuss in an appendix the small changes in the
S0 parameters induced by the larger changes in the other
waves.

By “Global” we mean that the parameterizations are
continuous in the whole energy region where they are de-
fined, and also have a continuous derivative, except as re-
quired by thresholds. Moreover, they extend from the ππ
threshold up to 1.8 GeV or somewhat beyond, depend-
ing on where the data on each partial wave cease to exist.
They are dispersively constrained because, when fitting
the data we impose as penalty functions, the averaged
distances between the direct and dispersive calculation
of nine dispersion relations. These are: three Forward
Dispersion Relations (FDRs) for the full amplitude as
well as three Roy equations and three GKPY equations
(one each for the S0, P, and S2 partial waves). Roy and
GKPY equations are used up to 1.1 GeV, which is their
applicability limit. The π0π0 FDR, dominated by the S0
wave, is applied up to 1.4 GeV as was done in [68]. In
addition, we have extended up to 1.6 GeV the two FDRs
that involve the P wave.

To this end, we have revisited the P-wave parameter-
ization, slightly updating the input in the elastic region
with the recent pion form factor data analysis in [77],
and improving the description above 0.9 GeV. The lat-
ter has been achieved by allowing its inelasticity to open
at the πω threshold and using better parameterizations
that do not make the uncertainty grow artificially with
the energy. This wave has suffered the largest update,
but the parameterizations of other waves have also been
modified to become inelastic somewhat below the KK̄
threshold and to have more uniform, smaller, and more
realistic uncertainties. Moreover, we have also provided
new parameterizations for the F and G0 waves, to re-
produce their resonant behavior, as well as the G2 wave,
since they are needed to test FDRs up to higher energies
than before. For this same reason, we have extended the
description of all the waves beyond 1.4 GeV, often with
more flexible parameterizations. As a result, we have
improved the accuracy of our partial waves and reduced
the uncertainty band in the dispersion relations output.
Consequently, a better matching with the Regge descrip-
tion than in previous works is required. This is achieved
by increasing the matching point, which also allows us to
extend the FDR applicability region. Simultaneously, the
stability of the fits is improved and the uncertainties near
the matching point become smaller. All in all, the new
constrained Global Fits satisfy very well the FDRs even
though their uncertainty bands are considerably smaller,
particularly for the two relations involving the P wave.

Finally, let us note that we have studied separately
three different sets of data, called Solutions I, II, and III
here, which give rise to three Global Fits. Their S2, D2,
and G waves as well as all other waves up to energies
of around 0.9GeV are almost indistinguishable, which
means that the three of them satisfy Roy and GKPY
equations very well. Above that energy, the situation
changes from wave to wave. For the P wave, the three fits
are qualitatively similar but incompatible up to 1.4 GeV,
where they start to differ widely. For the F wave, they
are qualitatively similar but incompatible within their
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uncertainties in the whole energy region. The three fits
for the D0 wave are indistinguishable for the phase shift
up to 1.3 GeV but the elasticity is very different from
one another from 0.9 GeV.

The original data in Solutions II and III had very tiny
or lacked uncertainties in some waves. Even assuming er-
rors similar to Solution I, the average FDR fulfillment is
somewhat worse and much less homogeneous for Global
Fits II and III. In particular, these two fits have two re-
gions ∼100 MeV wide, where it has not been possible to
make them satisfy the It = 1 FDR within uncertainties.
The first of those regions, sitting around 1 GeV, favors
the onset of the D0-wave inelasticity at ∼0.9 GeV instead
of the original onset at the KK̄ threshold. In addition,
the S0-wave inelasticity of Solutions II and III prefers
the “non-dip” scenario above 1 GeV, known to be disfa-
vored by GKPY equations, although we have made them
follow the “dip” scenario. Moreover, when FDRs are im-
posed, Global Fits II and III deviate somewhat further
from their original data set than Global Fit I. None of
these single caveats is enough, by itself, to discard either
Global Fit II or III, and that is why we have provided
them together with Global Fit I. Nevertheless, Global
Fit I, free of these caveats, seems to be slightly favored
against the other two, and we have used it to illustrate
our constrained fitting procedure.

In summary, in this work we provide precise con-
strained Global Fits that describe the available ππ → ππ
scattering data up to 1.8 GeV or more, with realistic un-
certainty bands. In addition, they simultaneously satisfy
six partial-wave dispersion relations up to 1.1 GeV, the
forward dispersion relation for the π0π0 amplitude up

to 1.4 GeV and two other independent forward disper-
sion relations up to 1.6 GeV. This is done with relatively
simple but well-behaved functions, which we hope make
these partial-wave sets a useful tool to study ππ scatter-
ing by itself, but also implement easily and reliably ππ
interactions in other hadronic processes.
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Threshold parameters

Global I Global II Global III Input values [54] Best values [54]

a
(0)
0 (×mπ) 0.225± 0.016 0.226± 0.010 0.230± 0.011 0.221± 0.009 0.220± 0.008

b
(0)
0 (×m3

π) 0.276± 0.011 0.271± 0.008 0.271± 0.008 0.278± 0.007 0.278± 0.005

a
(2)
0 (×mπ) −0.044± 0.008 −0.041± 0.008 −0.041± 0.007 −0.043± 0.008 −0.042± 0.004

b
(2)
0 (×m3

π) −0.080± 0.009 −0.081± 0.010 −0.079± 0.009 −0.080± 0.009 −0.082± 0.004

a
(1)
1 (×103m3

π) 38.7± 1.2 37.6± 1.1 37.8± 1.2 38.5± 1.2 38.1± 0.9

b
(1)
1 (×103m5

π) 4.9± 0.6 4.7± 0.7 4.7± 0.7 5.07± 0.26 5.37± 0.14

a
(0)
2 (×104m5

π) 19.1± 0.5 18.6± 0.4 18.5± 0.4 18.8± 0.4 17.8± 0.3

b
(0)
2 (×104m7

π) −4.4± 0.3 −4.1± 0.3 −4.1± 0.3 −4.2± 0.3 −3.5± 0.2

a
(2)
2 (×104m5

π) 3.3± 1.3 3.3± 1.3 3.1± 1.1 2.8± 1.0 1.85± 0.18

b
(2)
2 (×104m7

π) −3.9± 1.7 −3.7± 1.5 −3.5± 1.3 −2.8± 0.8 −3.3± 0.1

a
(1)
3 (×105m7

π) 5.5± 1.5 5.8± 1.6 4.7± 1.1 5.1± 1.3 5.65± 0.21

b
(1)
3 (×105m9

π) −4.7± 3.0 −3.8± 2.3 −2.6± 1.5 −4.6± 2.5 −4.06± 0.27

a
(0)
4 (×106m9

π) 8± 16 8± 16 8± 16 8± 2 8.0± 0.4 [73]

a
(2)
4 (×106m9

π) 6.5± 1.7 6.4± 1.5 6.1± 1.6 4.5± 1.0 4.5± 0.2 [73]

TABLE X. Threshold Parameters in mπ units. Despite the aim of the Global Fits is not precision at low energies, it can be
checked that their threshold values are compatible with the input from the CFD and even with the best values in [54, 73].
Recall we have used the CFD values of [54] as input for our Global Fits. They do not exist for the G waves, for which we have
taken the values from sum rules obtained in [73] but with uncertainties enlarged by a factor of 5 following the pattern of the
F wave.
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Appendix A: Threshold parameters

Our aim in this work has been to obtain simple and
global parameterizations of partial-wave data covering
the energy range from threshold to at least 1.8 GeV, si-
multaneously consistent with the dispersive constraints.
We have made them continuous and with a continuous
derivative (except as required by thresholds).

Previous dispersive analyses were more focused on the
low-energy region, particularly below 1.1 GeV, and, up to
0.9 GeV, we have basically mimicked them. Of course, to
cover a much wider energy region with just one param-
eterization, and being just a mimic of the CFD at low
energies, we have sacrificed the precision attained by the
CFD. For the ππ threshold parameters, the old CFD is
still more accurate, and even more when combined with
sum rules, as done in [54].

Nevertheless, we have checked that our threshold pa-
rameters are consistent with the values in [54]. Thus, we
have gathered in Table X the values of threshold param-
eters for the S, P, D, F, and G waves that result from
our constrained Global Fits. We also provide the values
used as input, obtained from the CFD parameterization
in [54], except for those of the G waves, which are taken
from [73]. In addition, we are listing the best values
in [54]. These are the most reliable because they are not
only obtained from the CFD but from the use of sum
rules, and therefore have a much better precision and are
parameterization independent.

Thus, by looking at Table X, we confirm that the values
that result from our Global Fits are all very compatible
with their input values. Of course, being a mimic of the
CFD, they are not competitive with the original input,
and even less competitive compared to the best values
in [54]. Still, the table shows perfect consistency of the
Global Fits with the best low-energy information.

Appendix B: The S0-wave parameterization

Throughout this paper, we have kept the very same
global parameterization of the S0 wave provided in [68].
The reasons are that it was already global, there are no

t00,conf t0f0
√
s > 1.4GeV

B0 11.4±0.3 K0 5.04±0.28 d0 −11.9±3.7

B1 −0.6±1.1 K1 −4.36±0.16 d1 ≡ 0

B2 18.6±2.7 K2 −0.05±0.16 d2 ≡ 0

B3 −6.7±3.1 K3 −0.28±0.06 ϵ2 13.7±4.0

B4 −20.2±3.7 ϵ3 ≡ 0

B5 5.6±4.8 Re
√
sp ≡ 0.996 GeV ϵ4 ≡ 0

z0 0.137±0.028 GeV Im
√
sp ≡ −0.025 GeV

TABLE XI. S0-wave parameters of the constrained Global
Fit I, to be used with the parameterization provided in [68].

t00,conf t0f0
√
s > 1.4GeV

B0 12.1±0.3 K0 5.02±0.08 d0 −11.1±6.2

B1 −1.4±0.8 K1 −4.71±0.08 d1 ≡ 0

B2 14.8±1.5 K2 0.01±0.18 d2 ≡ 0

B3 −4.9±1.5 K3 −0.36±0.04 ϵ2 81.7±2.4

B4 −18.9±1.3 ϵ3 −183.8±8.5

B5 0.5±4.5 Re
√
sp ≡ 0.996 GeV ϵ4 −51±25

z0 0.137±0.028 GeV Im
√
sp ≡ −0.025 GeV

TABLE XII. S0-wave parameters of the constrained Global
Fit II, to be used with the parameterization provided in [68].

t00,conf t0f0
√
s > 1.4GeV

B0 11.9±0.3 K0 5.28±0.08 d0 73.3±1.5

B1 −1.0±0.9 K1 −4.64±0.04 d1 27.4±0.4

B2 16.5±1.7 K2 0.18±0.07 d2 −0.27±0.20

B3 −5.3±1.6 K3 −0.37±0.04 ϵ2 171.7±2.0

B4 −22.7±1.2 ϵ3 −1041±8

B5 5.6±2.8 Re
√
sp ≡ 0.996 GeV ϵ4 1678±31

z0 0.137±0.028 GeV Im
√
sp ≡ −0.025 GeV

TABLE XIII. S0-wave parameters of the constrained Global
Fit III, to be used with the parameterization provided in [68].

novelties in the data for this wave (contrary to the P
wave), the existing parameterizations were sufficiently
flexible, and the KK̄ channel dominates the opening
of the inelasticity. However, since we have changed
the other waves, when imposing the FDRs we have al-
lowed small variations in the S0-wave parameters within
uncertainties. As a result, these parameters change
slightly, particularly, those affecting the S0 wave above
1.4 GeV. We have gathered the new parameters in Ta-
bles XI, XII and XIII. Of course, we use them with the
very same parameterization provided in [68] (check the
erratum too).

In Fig. 19 we show our slightly updated Global Fit I S0
wave compared with the Global I in [68]. As expected,
the changes are very small and affect mostly the region
above 1.4 GeV. A similar situation occurs with Global
Fits II and III and their counterparts in [68]

Finally, we show the three Global Fits in Fig. 20. As
usual, they are fairly compatible up to 1.4 GeV, but differ
widely above. For us here, it is interesting to note that
between 1 and 1.10 GeV, the data Solutions II and III
of Hyams et al. 75 [26] prefer an elasticity η ≃ 0.75.
This value corresponds to the “non-dip” solution, which
is strongly disfavored by Roy and GKPY analyses [54,
56]. Thus, in this work, as in [68], we are imposing in
the Global Fits the “dip-solution” from the CFD in [54].
As a result, the Global Fits II and III have such a dip,
although their data do not call for it, while still describing
the rest of data from [26] above 1.15 GeV.
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FIG. 19. S0-wave phase shift (top) and elasticity (bottom).
We show the result of our dispersively constrained Global Fit
I versus the “Old Global I” parameterization from [68]. Above
1.6 GeV (shaded region) there are no dispersive constraints.
The data comes from the Solution B of Grayer et al. [25],
Kaminski et al. [28], and NA48/2 [31].
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FIG. 20. We compare the three S0-wave Global Fits. They
are almost identical to the results obtained in [68] with only
small differences mostly above 1.4 GeV. Their phase shifts
are almost indistinguishable up to 1.4 GeV, where the Global
Fit III deviates strongly from the other two. Their elastic-
ity is compatible up to roughly 1.4 GeV, but then, Global
Fits II and III deviate strongly from Global Fit I, becoming
much more inelastic. Above 1.6 GeV (shaded region) there
are no dispersive constraints. Data for Global Fit I come from
Grayer et al. [25] and Kaminski et al. [28], whereas for Global
Fits II and III come from Hyams et al. [26].

[1] D. J. Wilson, R. A. Briceno, J. J. Dudek, R. G. Edwards,
and C. E. Thomas, Phys.Rev. D92, 094502 (2015),
arXiv:1507.02599 [hep-ph].

[2] G. S. Bali, S. Collins, A. Cox, G. Donald, M. Göckeler,
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