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We measure for the first time the differential photoproduction cross section do/dt of the a2(1320)
meson at an average photon beam energy of 8.5 GeV, using data with an integrated luminosity of
104 pb~! collected by the GlueX experiment. We fully reconstruct the vp — n7°p reaction and
perform a partial-wave analysis in the a2(1320) mass region with amplitudes that incorporate the
linear polarization of the beam. This allows us to separate for the first time the contributions of
natural- and unnatural-parity exchanges. These measurements provide novel information about the
photoproduction mechanism, which is critical for the search for spin-exotic states.

Introduction — Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD) is the
theory of the strong interaction, and describes the in-
teraction of quarks mediated by force-carrying gluons.
Most of the observed states bound by the strong interac-
tion can be classified as either ¢¢g mesons or gqq baryons.
However, QCD allows for the existence of a richer variety
of bound states, and evidence for the existence of such
states has been growing in recent years [1-7]. One class
of these states is the hybrid mesons, in which the confin-
ing gluonic field is excited and directly contributes to the
properties of the meson. Hybrid mesons have been stud-
ied in various phenomenological [8-11] and lattice QCD
calculations [12-14], and have been searched for by many
experiments [15].

The best experimental candidate for the lightest hy-
brid meson is the spin-exotic 1 (1600) [16]. The 71 (1600)
has been studied most often by pion-production experi-
ments, and has been seen to decay into nm and n'w. To
understand the nature of this state better, independent
observations in different production mechanisms are cru-
cial. Identification of the 71(1600) in photoproduction
would be a stepping stone on the path toward establish-
ing a spectrum of hybrid mesons. We also note that re-
cently BESIII has reported the observation of a possible
isospin-0 partner of the 7 in its decay to nn’ [17, 18].

The first step towards identifying the 71 (1600) in pho-
toproduced 570 is to study the production of the well-
known a2(1320). The a2(1320) has a branching fraction
to nm¥ that is about 30 times larger than that to n'n°,
which makes the nm® decay preferred for this study. The
a2(1320) is a dominant contribution to the nm® spectrum
and produces a clear peaking structure. It can there-
fore serve as a reference state for a partial-wave analysis
of this channel, where, for example, the variation of the
phase difference as a function of invariant mass between
the P- and D-waves would be a signature for the ex-
istence of spin-exotic resonances. Finally, obtaining a
consistent description of photoproduction of well-known
isovector mesons, such as the 7 and a5(1320), will guide
our modeling of the exotic isovector ;1 (1600).

Most of the previous measurements of yp — nr’p were
performed at beam energies E, < 2.5 GeV [19-23], where
the reaction is dominated by baryon resonances. The

only measurement at higher beam energies, where pe-
ripheral meson production dominates, was recently per-
formed by the CLAS Collaboration using an unpolar-
ized photon beam with 3.5 < E, < 5.5 GeV [24]. They
identified contributions from the a¢(980) and a2(1320)
mesons, and measured the differential photoproduction
cross section of the a2(1320) as a function of squared
four-momentum transfer t. To describe the CLAS pho-
toproduction data for the a2(1320) and the f2(1270), the
Joint Physics Analysis Center (JPAC) developed a model
based on Regge theory assuming dominant contributions
from vector (natural-parity) and axial-vector (unnatural-
parity) Regge exchanges using two different assumptions
for the helicity couplings at the photon-Reggeon-meson
vertex [25]. Under both assumptions, the model is quali-
tatively consistent with similar models describing 7° pho-
toproduction [26, 27], but neither of the two satisfacto-
rily describes all the CLAS data. To further improve
the modeling of this reaction, additional measurements
are desirable at higher beam energy where Regge mod-
els may be more applicable, and with a polarized photon
beam that allows disentangling of the vector and axial-
vector exchange contributions.

In this Letter, we report on the measurement of the
differential cross section of a2(1320) photoproduction us-
ing a linearly polarized photon beam with 8.2 < E, <
8.8 GeV, in the reaction

vp — a3(1320)p, a3(1320) — nr®, 0, 7° =4y (1)

using a data sample with an integrated luminosity of
104 pb~!. The differential cross section is measured by
performing a partial-wave analysis in five bins of ¢, in the
range 0.1 < —t < 1.0 GeV2. The contributions to these
cross sections from positive and negative reflectivities are
determined separately for the first time.

Experimental Apparatus and Simulations — The GlueX
experiment consists of a tagged photon beam and a large-
acceptance spectrometer, and has been described previ-
ously in detail in Refs. [28-35]. The photon beam is
produced in bunches separated by 4 ns through coherent
bremsstrahlung in a diamond radiator, with an energy
spectrum that peaks at F, = 8.8 GeV and an average
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FIG. 1. (Left) Two-dimensional distribution of the mass of n candidates versus the mass of 7° candidates. The colored boxes
indicate (green) the signal region, (red) the n sideband, (cyan) the 7° sideband, and (magenta) the corner sidebands. (Right)
The invariant mass distribution for n7° candidate events after all event selections and background subtractions have been
applied. Clear peaks around the nominal ao(980) and a2(1320) masses are observed. The shaded region around the a2(1320)
indicates the mass range used for the partial-wave analysis described in the text.

linear polarization fraction of P ~ 35%. Approximately
equal amounts of data are collected with polarization ori-
entations of —45°, 0°, 45°, and 90° with respect to the
floor of the experimental hall. The photon beam im-
pinges on a 30 cm long liquid hydrogen target which sits
inside of a 2 T solenoid. The target is surrounded by
several drift chambers, calorimeters, and timing detec-
tors which allow for the reconstruction and identification
of charged and neutral particles over most of the solid
angle.

The acceptance and reconstruction efficiencies are
studied using events generated with the AmpTools pack-
age [36], then passed through a Geant4-based Monte
Carlo simulation of the detector [37], and finally ana-
lyzed in the same manner as the measured data. The
simulated yp — n7% events used for acceptance correc-
tions are generated to have the same ¢ distribution as
observed for the measured data, but with isotropic angu-
lar distributions for the 1 and 7°.

FEvent Selections — We select events which have exactly
four photon candidates and one recoil proton candidate.
Beam photons are required to be in the energy range of
8.2 < E, < 8.8 GeV, where the photon polarization is
maximal. We select fully reconstructed events by per-
forming a four-constraint kinematic fit imposing energy
and momentum conservation. Additional details of these
basic event selections which are common to most GlueX
analyses are given in Sec.I of the Supplemental Mate-
rial [38] .

We require 0.1 < —t < 1.0 GeV? to select reac-
tions dominated by diffractive meson production. Con-
tributions from target-excitation reactions such as yp —
(nA*, 7'N*) — nr'p are generally small and are re-
jected, as discussed in Sec.II of the Supplemental Ma-
terial [38].

The distribution of the two-photon invariant mass of
one pair of photons versus the other pair of photons is
shown in Fig. 1 (left). All possible photon-pair assign-
ments were considered, but generally only one assign-
ment fell within the 2D n7° mass region. A clear peak
corresponding to nm® — 4 events is seen. The mass res-
olution of the 7 and 7 candidates are o0 = 7.6 MeV
and o, = 19.1 MeV, respectively. We select our signal to
be in a rectangular region +3 o0 , around the nm¥ peak.
The purity in this region is 81%. We remove the back-
ground contribution using a two-dimensional sideband
subtraction, as illustrated in Fig. 1 (left), defining the 7°
sidebands to be 4.0 to 5.5 0,0 away from the 7% peak
and the 7 sidebands to be 4.0 to 6.0 o, away from the
n peak. Events in the 7% and 7 sidebands are weighted
by a factor of —2 and —3/2, respectively, and the events
in the corner regions were weighted by a factor of +3 to
correct for over-subtraction. The M (n7®) mass distribu-
tion for the signal region after the sideband subtraction
shows two clear peaks near the masses of the a¢(980) and
a2(1320) mesons (see Fig. 1 (right)).

The backgrounds were studied using simulated samples
of generic photoproduction events and various exclusive
reactions. These studies show that the background is pri-
marily due to events with one charged particle and more
than four photons, where the additional photons were
not reconstructed. For events with M(n7%) > 1 GeV,
the largest background is due to yp — b1(1235)p, with
b1(1235) — wr® — (y7°)7® — 5y. This background
is concentrated between the a(980) and as(1320) peaks
and is found to be removed efficiently by the sideband
subtraction.

Partial-Wave Analysis — We perform a partial-wave
analysis of the selected data in the nm® mass region
1.04 < M(nm°) < 1.72GeV, motivated by excluding
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FIG. 2. Intensities of the Sp-wave amplitudes (shaded histograms) and the coherent sums of the D-wave amplitudes (solid
curves) with positive (top row) and negative reflectivity (bottom row) for individual ¢ bins (columns). The total measured
intensity corrected for experimental acceptance is shown by the black histogram.

the lower mass region dominated by the a((980) signal
and the high-mass region populated by baryon resonance
production and other processes. In this approach, we
decompose the data in terms of interfering partial-wave
amplitudes that correspond to the production of interme-
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where Z;(Q2, ®) = Y;™(Q2)e*® are phase-rotated spheri-
cal harmonics that describe the decay of the intermediate
state into nm°, Q is the direction of the 7 in the n7° helic-
ity frame, @ is the angle between the beam-polarization
plane and the reaction plane defined by the beam, tar-
get, and recoil proton, P, is the fraction of linear polar-
ization in the beam, /¢ is the orbital angular momentum
between n and 7%, m is the associated spin-projection
quantum number, and k is an overall phase-space factor.
The partial-wave amplitudes are given by

(5 = 37 Chny Dy (M 1), 3)
J

where C represents the unknown coupling strengths and
D parameterizes the dependence of the partial-wave am-
plitude on the invariant mass M of the nn¥ system. D
may also depend on a number of parameters =, such as

diate states with well-defined spin-parity (J©) quantum
numbers decaying into nw°. Since both daughter parti-
cles are spinless, the total angular momentum J of the
nm¥ system is identical to their relative orbital angular
momentum £. In a given ¢ bin, the observed intensity
distribution is described using the equation
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the mass and width of a resonance. We neglect possible
incoherences arising from the nucleon spin and assume
that the partial-wave amplitudes are fully coherent. Fi-
nally, the amplitudes are written in the reflectivity basis
as introduced in Ref. [41]. The reflectivity is indicated
by the superscript € = 4. In the high-energy limit and
at low —t, the reflectivity corresponds to the naturality
of the t-channel exchange.

We include S- (¢ = 0) and D-wave (¢ = 2) contribu-
tions into the intensity model. In the reflectivity basis,
the spin-projection quantum number of a tensor meson
can take on five values, i.e. —2 < m < 42, so that the
full waveset consists of the £, = S& and Df2771)0,+1}+2
waves. We do not include P-wave or waves with [ > 2 in
our fits, as they are expected to be small [42].

We assume that the D-wave amplitudes are saturated
by contributions from two tensor mesons, the as(1320)
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FIG. 3. Differential cross section do/dt for the reaction

vp — a2(1320)p for 8.2 < E, < 8.8GeV (black points). The
positive- and negative-reflectivity components of the cross sec-
tion are shown as red and blue points, respectively. Shaded
boxes indicate statistical uncertainties as determined from
bootstrapping the data sample, while the error bars indi-
cate the total uncertainties including systematics. The curves
show the prediction from the TMD model from Ref. [25] us-
ing the same color code.

and the much broader a3(1700), and model the corre-
sponding Dy, . terms by relativistic Breit-Wigner am-
plitudes. The resonance parameters of the as(1320)
are initialized to the PDG average values [43] but are
floating in the fits, using Gaussian constraints to in-
clude information on the uncertainty in these parame-
ters. For the a2(1320) mass constraint, we use the un-
certainty of the PDG average. The uncertainty of the
PDG average for the a2(1320) width is smaller than the
mass resolution, so we use the resolution in the con-
straint instead. This yields constraints of mg,(1320) =
1318.2 £ 0.6 MeV and T'y,(1320) = 111.1 £ 5.5 MeV. In
contrast, due to the smaller contribution of the a3 (1700),
its mass and width parameters are fixed to the PDG av-
erage values: mg,(1700) = 1698 MeV, 'y, (1700) = 265
MeV [43]. Since we lack a realistic model for the S-
wave amplitudes, we parameterize this contribution us-
ing piecewise-constant functions, effectively representing
a binned, model-independent approach without any as-
sumption about the resonance content. For each 40 MeV
wide n7° mass bin, we allow the magnitudes and phases
of the S-wave amplitudes to float. To fix the unmeasur-
able global phase for each reflectivity, we fix the S-wave
amplitudes to be real-valued and positive in one chosen
mass bin.

The parameters Cj ,,, ; and 7 are estimated by fitting
the intensity model in Eq. (2) to the data using the
unbinned extended maximum-likelihood approach, which
takes into account the detector acceptance through simu-
lated phase-space distributed Monte Carlo samples. The
background contributions due to accidental beam pho-
tons (see Ref. [38]) and n7° sidebands are subtracted
statistically at the level of the likelihood function us-
ing event weighting. The likelihood function is formu-
lated and evaluated using the AmpTools package [36].
The optimization of the fit parameters is performed in-
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FIG. 4. The parity asymmetry defined in Eq. (4) calculated
from the values shown in Fig. 3 (points with error bars). Val-
ues close to +1/ — 1 would indicate a dominance of posi-
tive/negative reflectivity production. The curve shows the
prediction from the TMD model from Ref. [25].

dependently in each of the five ¢ bins using the MINUIT
package [44]. In each ¢ bin, the data for all four beam-
polarization orientations are fitted simultaneously.

To stabilize the fit, we reduce the parameter space by
constructing the intensity such that all m projections of
either the a2(1320) or a4(1700) are each produced by a
set of either unnatural or natural parity Regge exchanges,
which we assume to have no relative phase shift with re-
spect to each other, within each naturality [45]. There-
fore the phase of the set of a2(1320) (or a5(1700)) am-
plitudes for a given naturality comes from the as Breit-
Wigner propagator, which is independent of m, and an
overall production phase that we assume to be common
for all m. This leaves four relative-phase parameters in
total.

Figure 2 shows the intensities of the Sy-waves and the
coherent sums of the D-waves for ¢ = 4 in bins of ¢.
The individual partial-wave cross sections are provided
in Sec.V of the Supplemental Material [38]. Like the
So-wave, we find that the a(1320) is predominantly pro-
duced through natural-parity exchange. We observe a
small Sp-wave contribution in the negative reflectivity
throughout all t-bins, and a generally smooth larger con-
tribution in the positive reflectivity. The largest devia-
tion from smoothness is observed in the Sg -wave around
M (n7°) = 1.3GeV in the lowest —t bin, and appears to
be correlated with an increase in the S -wave. By inte-
grating the intensity of the coherent sum of the a(1320)
amplitudes, we obtain the efficiency-corrected a2(1320)
yield for each reflectivity in each t bin. Using the PDG
values for the branching fractions of a(1320) — nnY,
n — v, and 70 — v and the total integrated luminosity
of the GlueX-I data set in the coherent photon peak of
104pb~ !, we calculate the differential photoproduction
cross sections do® /dt for natural and unnatural-parity
exchanges.

Statistical uncertainties are estimated using the boot-
strap approach [46, 47]. Various studies are performed
to estimate the systematic uncertainties, which are dis-
cussed in detail in Sec.III of the Supplemental Mate-
rial [38]. The statistical and systematic uncertainties are



added in quadrature to obtain the total uncertainty.

Figure 3 shows the differential cross sections do™® /dt
for positive and negative reflectivity together with their
sum for the five ¢ bins. The points are located at the
mean —t value for each bin. The corresponding parity
asymmetry

dot/dt — do~ /dt

Fo = 0o Jai + do Jd )

exhibits no —t dependence and is consistent with a con-
stant value of approximately +0.5, as shown in Fig. 4.
Results and Conclusions — Comparing our measure-
ments for do/dt, summed over both reflectivity states,
to the differential cross section measured by CLAS at
lower photon energy [24], we find no evidence of the dip
at —t ~ 0.5 GeV? that is observed in the CLAS mea-
surements. We compare our cross sections to the calcu-
lation of Ref. [25], which was performed with two limited
wavesets, referred to as the Minimal and Tensor Meson
Dominance (TMD) models, due to the lack of data to
constrain the helicity couplings at the photon-Reggeon-
tensor vertex. We do not consider the Minimal model
here, since it does not describe the dip in the CLAS cross
section data. Compared to the waveset used in this pa-
per, the TMD model is based on a smaller waveset that
does not include the D%,, DT, and D7, waves and does
not constrain the relative phases of the D-wave m states.
The observed reduction in cross section and nonobserva-
tion of a dip in our measurements are in qualitative agree-
ment with the predictions of the TMD model. Both of
these trends are consistent with the energy dependence of
the leading p and w Regge exchanges. However, our mea-
sured parity asymmetry suggests a roughly t-independent
relative contribution from axial-vector by and h; Regge
exchanges. This differs strongly from the TMD model,
where the axial-vector exchange was assumed to be neg-
ligible at small —t and to increase strongly with —t¢, in
order to describe the cross section dip at CLAS energies.
Either this assumption is then wrong, or the energy de-
pendence of the axial-vector exchanges is different than
expected.

If we apply the waveset assumed by the TMD model
to the partial-wave analysis of our data, we obtain simi-
lar cross sections to those reported above, but find that
this model describes the angular distributions of our data
increasingly poorly at larger —¢. This implies a more
complicated coupling between the helicities of the beam
photon and the produced tensor meson than is currently
captured by the TMD model. We observe the largest
a3(1320) contribution in the Dig-wave in the lowest —¢
bin, which decays quickly with —¢. This is roughly con-
sistent with what is expected from the TMD model (see

SEc.V of the Supplemental Material [38]), and has a
curious similarity to the dominance of helicity-2 ampli-
tudes observed by the Belle experiment in the process
vy — nm [48].

The good qualitative description of our cross section
measurements by the TMD model of Ref. [25] implies
that the Regge amplitudes for the photoproduction of
the a9(1320) and 7° [26, 27] are similar, with a domi-
nant vector exchange and substantial subdominant axial-
vector exchanges. These observations and the measured
values for the a2(1320) photoproduction amplitudes in
the various D-waves will help in developing improved
models for isovector meson photoproduction and there-
fore in searching for excited isovector tensor mesons and
the isovector hybrid meson 71 (1600) in photoproduction.
A comparison of the a3(1320) cross sections presented
here to the planned measurement of a; (1320) produc-
tion in yp — nm~ ATT, where pion exchange is expected
to dominate, will provide additional insight into the pho-
toproduction of tensor mesons at GlueX energies.
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I. BASIC EVENT SELECTIONS

We select events which have exactly four photon can-
didates and one recoil proton candidate, and apply loose
selection criteria for charged particles and calorimeter
showers that are common to most GlueX analyses. Pho-
ton candidates are calorimeter showers that have a min-
imum energy of 100 MeV and are not matched to the
projection of any charged-particle track. Photon candi-
dates are also required to be within the fiducial range
of 2.5° < # < 10.3° or # > 11.9°, where 0 is the polar
angle between the photon momentum in the lab frame
and the nominal beam axis. This avoids regions too
close to the beam hole and where the two electromag-
netic calorimeters overlap. A recoil-proton candidate is
defined as a track reconstructed in the drift chamber
with a measured time-of-flight and drift-chamber ioniza-
tion loosely consistent with that expected for a proton
track. The track is required to come from the target
and to have a minimum momentum of 300 MeV. Beam
photons are required to be in the coherent-peak range
of 82 < E, < 88 GeV, where the photon polariza-
tion is maximal. The tagged beam photons and the 4+vp
events measured in the GlueX detector are matched us-
ing timing information. The large photon beam flux and
detector resolution effects lead to “accidental” combina-
tions that satisfy the event selections but include pho-
tons beyond the one that initiated the reaction. This
background is estimated using matches that are between
2 and 4 beam bunches away from the “prompt” peak
that contains our signal. These events are weighted by a
factor —1/6 to subtract the background from the signal
region. We select fully reconstructed events by perform-
ing a four-constraint kinematic fit imposing energy and
momentum conservation. The fitted four-vectors of the
final-state particles are used throughout this paper. The
kinematic fit greatly improves their resolution due to the
well-measured beam-photon energies. Requiring the p-
value of the fit to be greater than 0.01 efficiently selects

fully reconstructed events.

II. TARGET EXCITATION REJECTION

One background to the meson production process is
excitation of the target proton which leads to the same
final state, in particular yp — n(N*,A*) — n(7"p).
Such contributions are clearly seen in our data, with
A°(1232) contributing dominantly at low —t, and higher
excited N* and A* starting to contribute as —t in-
creases. In order to efficiently reject such contributions
over the wide analyzed t range, a longitudinal phase
space analysis was performed [1, 2]. In the center-of-mass
(CM) frame of the reaction, A* target excitation back-
grounds are identified as having a forward-going 1 and
backward-going 7° and p. A mass-dependent selection of
wyl < 29°- tan~'[—1.05 GeV 1. M (nn©)+2.78]+328° is
found to reject these contributions. Here, wyy is the Van
Hove angle that satisfies the relations = ¢ - cos(wvn)
and y = ¢-sin(wyn), M(nr°) is the invariant mass of the
nm¥ system, g; is the longitudinal momentum component
of the ith final state particle with respect to the beam
direction in the CM frame, and ¢ = \/q? + ¢5 + ¢3. The
bottom panel of Fig. 1 illustrates the dependence of wyy
on M (nm®), while the top panel illustrates the effect of
the M (n7m°) mass window applied for this analysis on the
Van Hove plots.

IIT. SYSTEMATIC UNCERTAINTIES

Contributions to the systematic uncertainty due to
data selection criteria (missing mass, x? of the kinematic
fit, unused energy, photon fiducial cuts, photon energy
threshold, vertex cut, baryon rejection cut) are estimated
by varying the respective criteria (Table I, Item 1). The
degree and angle of the beam-photon polarization are
fixed in the fit and their influence on the result is also
evaluated by varying these values within their uncertain-
ties (Table I, Item 2). Uncertainties associated with the
partial wave analysis stem from the choice of the fit range
in M (nn®) (Table I, Item 3), the fit model, and the num-
ber and choice of parameters to be optimized. The uncer-
tainty due to the piecewise-constant parametrization of
the Sp-wave amplitudes is determined by instead using
2nd-order polynomials to describe the M (nn") depen-
dence of their intensities and phases (Table I, Item 4).
The resonance parameters of the a2(1320) are floating in
the fit using Gaussian constraints. Larger and smaller
widths of the Gaussian constraint on the a3(1320) pa-
rameters are used to estimate the corresponding uncer-
tainty. The mass and width of the a(1700) are fixed in
our nominal fit, but are individually allowed to float in
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FIG. 1. Top row: Van Hove plots for the selected GlueX data with (right) and without (left) the additional selection on
1.04 < M(nn°) < 1.72 GeV. The +/— signs designates regions where a particle is forward-/backward-going in longitudinal
momentum space. The bottom plot shows the mass-dependent Van Hove selection to remove 7’p baryon resonances (red
dashed curve).

order to estimate the systematic uncertainty due to this quadratic sum of all the items in Tables I and II.
assumption. The systematic uncertainty obtained from
the above studies is given in Table I, Item 5. We also
take into account the systematic uncertainty from the
beam-photon flux measurement (Table II, Item 1) and
from the recoil-proton reconstruction efficiency (Table II,
Item 2). Finally, we estimate the systematic uncertainty
from the photon-reconstruction efficiency by studying the
distribution of photons hitting the forward and barrel
calorimeter, respectively, and extracting a weighted av-
erage of the detection systematic uncertainty (Table II,
Item 3). This second set of contributions to the system-
atic uncertainty is not dependent on the selection criteria
and specifics of this analysis as well as the ¢ bin. There-
fore, these uncertainties are called external systematics
and summarized separately in Table II. The total relative
systematic uncertainty in each ¢ bin is taken to be the



TABLE I. Systematic uncertainties relative to the nominal cross sections for each ¢ bin from low to high —t.

Item[Systematic Study € \ do*/dt Relative Systematic Uncertainty [%)]

1 Event Selections i_ gg ;gi 19: 1f gég
2 Beam Photon Polarization i_ 83 }18 gg gg é(ﬁ)
3 |M() Fit Range ! 62 i7a| o7 s iss
4 So-Wave Parameterization —f 323 gg ggg 32(9) gg
5 Breit-Wigner Parameterization —f ES 4113; 122 ;8 }?;

TABLE II. External systematic uncertainties.

Item[Source

\Relative Systematic Uncertainty

1 Final State Photon Reconstruction
2 Proton Reconstruction
3 Flux Normalization

11.4%
3%
5%




IV. PARTIAL WAVE FIT QUALITY

To illustrate the quality of the partial wave fit, Fig. 2
overlays the fitted model on top of the GlueX data for
the bin 0.1 < —t < 0.2 GeV? as an example. As intro-
duced in the paper, Q = (0,¢) are the angles of the 7
in the n7° helicity frame and @ is the angle between the
reaction plane and the beam polarization plane. Back-
grounds from the sidebands have been subtracted. For
each one-dimensional projection of the kinematic distri-
bution, a x? value per bin is provided in the respective
subplot as a relative distance measure. From this value
it can be seen that fit describes the data well. For the
other four ¢ bins we find a comparable level of agreement.

V. CROSS SECTION AND PARITY
ASYMMETRY VALUES

In addition to the differential cross section shown in
Fig. 3 of the paper, the TMD model from Ref.[3] also pre-
dicts the cross section for the a2(1320) produced with a
particular spin projection and reflectivity. As mentioned
in the paper, the TMD model assumes zero contribution
from the waves D,, D, D7 ,. Figure 3 shows the mea-

sured differential cross sections for each spin projection
m across the five ¢ bins overlaid with the TMD model
predictions.

Despite the good qualitative agreement of the TMD
model with the data for —t < 0.5 GeV? (see Fig. 3
in the main paper), significant deviations are observed
for the cross sections when split into the individual m-
states. The largest observed contribution from m = 42
is still the largest contribution in the TMD model, but
the model overpredicts this cross section, in particular in
the bin 0.325 < —t < 0.5 GeV?. The model predictions

for m¢ = —17, 07, +17, and +2~ are of similar mag-
nitude as the measured values. However, the a(1320)
cross sections for m¢ = —117, —2% and —2~ that are

zero in the TMD model are measured to have signifi-
cantly non-zero values at least in some ¢ regions. It is
important to note that the TMD model was fitted to the
CLAS a3(1320) differential cross section data only. The
CLAS experiment did not perform a partial-wave analy-
sis, and their photon beam was not polarized. Table III
gives individual values including the associated statisti-
cal and systematic uncertainties. Tables IV and V give
the cross-section and parity-asymmetry values shown in
Figs. 3 and 4, respectively, in the paper.
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FIG. 2. Fit quality in the bin 0.1 < —t < 0.2 GeV2. Black dots with error bars represent the observed GlueX data. Green
shaded histograms show the reconstructed phase-space distributed Monte Carlo dataset weighted by the fit results. A x? per
bin between these two distributions is shown in red in the corner.
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TABLE I1II. Differential a2(1320) cross sections dory, /dt measured for each reflectivity € and each spin projection m, as shown

in Fig. 3. The first uncertainty is statistical and the second is systematic.

Wave| —t range [GeV?] |do;t /dt [nb/GeV?]|do, /dt [nb/GeV?]
D, [01<—-t<02 |[27£15%1.9 35.0£9.0 £ 134
0.2 < —-t<0.325]0.6+1.14+1.1 29+7.1+£23.0
0.325 < —t < 0.5/0.7£0.5+0.4 10.8+£6.0+7.5
0.5<—t<0.75 |5.24+1.8+2.1 40+£2144.1
0.75 < -t < 1.0 [6.6+1.3+1.9 3.0+ 1.74+3.9
D_; [01<—t<02 [246+21+10.8 [0.1£64+£0.7
0.2 < —t < 0.325(6.5+ 3.8+ 3.8 0.3+0.6+0.7
0.325 < —t < 0.5/0.3+£1.8+0.7 7.0+ 1.74+45
0.5<—-t<0.75 [48+1.44+2.1 21+1.6£0.5
0.75 < —t < 1.0 |82+25+6.7 0.0£1.5+3.7
Dy 01<—-t<0.2 [12.74+1.14+46 4.04+23+3.6
0.2 < —t < 0.325(2.9+2.4+3.1 14.6 £2.9 £ 18.2
0.325 < —t < 0.5/0.24+ 1.2+ 0.1 39450+£1.7
0.5< —t<0.75 [26+0.7+1.1 3.6+£1.6+1.2
0.7 < —-t<1.0 [4.84+1.3+29 1.14+0.74+2.0
Dy, [01<—-t<02 |08£101+09 [240+£29+121
02 < —t<0.325/244+£21+10.1 [6.2+4.6+£6.7
0.325 < —t < 0.5[34.5+4.5+9.0 0.04+£3.14+0.0
0.5<—t<0.75 [160+£28+23 [0.0+0.4+0.1
0.75 < —t < 1.0 |46 £1.5+2.7 0.6+0.8+0.8
Dis 01 <—-t<02 |14644+122+£31.7|82+£23+47
02 < —t<0.325/55.5+11.3+ 154 [2.3+28+4.1
0.325 < —t <0.5/1.4+54+46 0.0£2.7+0.0
0.5<—t<0.75 |9.6+2.9+16 1.54+2.4+0.6
0.75 < —t < 1.0 |7.6£1.6+4.2 0.7+0.9+3.0

TABLE 1V. Differential a2(1320) cross sections do*/dt measured for reflectivity ¢ = £+ and their sum as shown in Fig. 3 of the

paper. The first uncertainty is statistical and the second is systematic.

—t range [GeV?]

dot/dt [nb/GeV?

do~/dt [nb/GeV?]

do/dt [nb/GeV?]

0.1 < —-t<0.2
0.2 < —t<0.325
0.325 < —t < 0.5
0.5 < —-t<0.75
0.75 < —t<1.0

187 £19+ 39
90 £ 13 + 28
37T+£T7+13
38E5+5
32+5+13

71+10+29
26 +8+ 17
22+7+10
11£3+4
5E2+£5

259 £21 £48
116 =15+ 33
59 £10 £ 16
49+6£7
37T+£5+14

—t range [GeV?]

Py

0.1<—-t<0.2
0.2 < —t<0.325
0.325 < —t < 0.5
0.5 < —-t<0.75
0.7 < -t < 1.0

0.45+0.07£0.18
0.55£0.12+0.25
0.26 +0.18 £ 0.27
0.55£0.11+0.14
0.71£0.11+0.23

TABLE V. Parity asymmetry for the reaction vp — a2(1320)p in t bins as shown in Fig. 4 of the paper. The first uncertainty
is statistical and the second is systematic.



