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I. INTRODUCTION

With the advent of the 12 GeV era at the Jefferson Lab, there is a growing interest for the photoproduction of
light mesons. GlueX, whose main goal is the identification of gluonic excitation [1], is currently taking data with
linearly polarized beam. The GlueX physics program will be soon complemented with the CLAS12 program on
meson spectroscopy [2] and its unpolarized virtual photon beam.

The first measurement performed by the GlueX collaboration concerned the beam asymmetry of neutral pion and
eta meson photoproduction [3]. The new GlueX measurement indicates that production of these pseudoscalar at
high energies is strongly dominated by vector exchanges, in contradiction with the original SLAC measurement [4].
The latter displayed significant axial-vector contributions. Moreover the energy independence of these axial-vector
contribution measured at SLAC was clearly in contradiction with the natural expectation in Regge theory [5]. GlueX,
having their polarized data at a fixed energy, cannot test the the energy dependence of the pseudoscalar beam asym-
metry. Other similar measurements are therefore required to refine our understanding of the production mechanism
of light meson photoproduction.

Light vector mesons, ρ, ω and φ, are copiously produced in the 4-12 GeV energy range. These vector mesons are
not stable but are reconstructed from their decaying particles. Their narrow peaks are easily identified making the
photoproduction of vector meson the natural reactions to test the reconstruction chain of new detectors. Moreover,
assuming the dominance of a spin 1 resonance, one can relate the angular distribution of the daughters to the pro-
duction mechanism of the resonance [6]. The spin density matrix elements (SDME) are the Rosetta stone relating
experimental quantities, the angular distribution, to theoretical quantities, the helicity amplitudes. The first mea-
surement of SDME for the photoproduction of vector meson was obtained at SLAC [7]. The implication of these data
on helicity amplitudes were already discussed in the original publication [7]. Nevertheless the conclusions was rather
quantitative. The lack of a model for the vector meson photoproduction prevented to draw quantitative conclusion.
In this paper, we address this issue by presenting a simple model of vector meson photoproduction. Our model allows
one to quantify the relative strength of various exchanges, and, for each exchange, to quantify their helicity couplings.

There are nine SDME accessible with a linearly polarized beam. They are functions of both the momentum
transferred and the total energy. Describing nine functions of two variables is a challenging task and simplifications,
depending on the kinematical region, are required. Above the resonance region, vector meson are produced via
the exchange of Regge poles, whose energy dependence is known and factorizes out. The momentum transferred
dependence of each contribution remains thus the only unknown.

Models in the literature [8–15] describe the production of vector meson in term of Regge exchanges with various
momentum transferred dependence for each individual contribution. For most of them focuses only on the trans-
ferred momentum dependence of the differential cross section, described by form factors. In these models, the helicity
structure of the photon-vector meson vertex is hidden behind effective interactions. However at high energy and in
the nearly forward direction, the momentum transferred dependence can be inferred from the factorization and the
conservation of angular momentum. The purpose of this paper is to provide a intuitive and flexible parametriza-
tion, encoding the kinematic dependences required by the Regge theory, for the description of the vector meson
photoproduction SDME.

We will determine the momentum transferred of each relevant contribution from theoretical expectations and the
data available. Our strategy is the following: We first list all exchanges in Section II. From the SLAC data we isolate
the unnatural components of SDME for ρ0 and ω production. Since, within uncertainties, these components are
consistent with only spin-zero exchanges we will only consider π and η meson exchange and neglect other unnatural
exchanges. Then we assume a factorized form for each natural contribution, Pomeron, f2 and a2 exchange. The
momentum transferred dependence of each vertex is derived from the high energy limit. We relegate the extraction of
the momentum transferred dependence in Appendix C. In Section III, we determined the parameters of our model.
The normalization of the natural exchanges is extracted from total cross sections and the vector meson dominance
assumption. Then their helicity couplings are fitted on the natural components of the SLAC data at 9.3 GeV. In
Section IV, we compare the results our model to the world data and provide prediction for the future measurements
of light vector mesons at GlueX. Finally our conclusion are presented in Section V. We recall the definitions of the
common frames and the relation in Appendix A. For completeness, the relation between helicity amplitudes and
SDME are indicated in Appendix B.
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FIG. 1. Unnatural components of ω and ρ0 spin density matrix elements at Eγ = 9.3 GeV. Data from Ref. [7].

II. EXCHANGES

At high energies, a vector meson is photoproduced diffractively via Pomeron exchange and Regge exchanges. The
Regge exchanges have positive charge conjugation and non “exotic” quantum numbers (in the quark model sense).1

Regge trajectories are classified according to the their isospin I, parity P , charge conjugation C , G-parity G = C(−1)I

and naturality η = P (−1)J . The spin of the exchange J is not defined and as usual we will denote the Regge exchanges
by the their corresponding lowest spin meson:

IGJPC IGJPC IGJPC

a2 : 1−2++ π : 1−0−+ a1 : 1−1++

f2 : 0+2++ η : 0+0−+ f1 : 0+1++ (1)

Among all unnatural exchanges,2 the pion and the eta meson being closer to the scattering region, are expected to
be the dominant one. We can check this assertion with the unnatural combination of SDME in the Gottfried-Jackson
(GJ) frame on Fig. 1. As explained in App. A, the SDME in the GJ frame are equivalent to the SDME in the
t-channel frame, the rest frame of the exchanges. The GJ frame thus allows us to probe the spin structure of the
exchange. The elements ρU00, Re ρU010 and ρU1−1 are all consistent with zero in the the whole t range and for both ω and
ρ0 photoproduction. The unnatural components of the SDME can be therefore described by solely spin-0 exchange.

At high energy, the amplitudes for a pion and a eta meson exchange reads

MP
λV ,λγ
λ′,λ

(s, t) = βP0 λγδ
λ
−λ′

√
−t
[
δλωλγ −

√
2λγ

√
−t
mV

δλω0 +
−t
m2
V

δλω−λγ

]
1 + e−iπαπ(t)

2 sinαπ(t)

(
s

s0

)απ(t)
(2)

with βP0 = −m2
V πα

′(gV γπgπNN + gV γηgηNN )/2. The helicities are defined in the center-of-mass frame of the reaction
γ(k, λγ)N(p, λ)→ V (q, λV )N ′(p′, λ′), also called the s-channel frame. We have considered the same Regge trajectory
απ(t) for the eta meson and the pion exchanges. This hypothesis yields a better comparison to the data in phi
photoproduction as explained in Sec. IV. We refer to App. C for the derivation of the high energy limit of our
exchange model amplitudes. However, it is worth describing the interpretation of each term in Eq. (C7).

According to Regge theory [16], the energy dependence factorizes into a power-law dependence sαπ(t) and the phase
is dictated by the factor 1 + e−iπαπ(t). This factor cancel the spin odd poles induced by the denominator sinαπ(t).
The factor λγ ensures that only real photons contribute and that the parity of the exchange is negative. The factor
in the brackets involves all possible helicity structures at the photon-vector meson vertex. Each unit of helicity flip

1 The trajectories having PC = −+ and (−1)J = −1 does not coupled to two nucleons.
2 Natural (unnatural) exchanges are trajectories involving positive (negative) naturality mesons.
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costs a factor
√
−t normalized by mV , the only scale at this vertex. The helicity of the photon needs indeed to be

conserved in the forward direction. As explained in App. C, this factors originate from the half-angle factor of the
partial wave decomposition, i.e. sin θs/2→

√
−t′/s with θs, the scattering angle in the s-channel frame. Thorough

this paper, we will always neglect tmin in t′ = t − tmin as tmin/m
2
V → −(mV /2plab)2 is of order of 10−3 for plab = 9

GeV. Finally the factor δλ−λ′

√
−t comes from the pion-nucleon vertex.

For the natural components of the SDME, we will consider the Pomeron, f2 and a2 exchanges. Although some mod-
els incorporated a scalar exchange, representing a 2 pion exchange, in omega photoproduction [15], this contribution
is negligible at 9 GeV.

We will assume factorization into a top and a bottom vertex together with a Regge factor:

MR
λV ,λγ
λ′,λ

(s, t) = βγVR ebRt V γVλV λγ (t)R(s, t)V ppλ′λ(t) (3)

We have pulled out the normalization factor βγVR and the exponential fall-off, needed to reproduce the empirical
shrinkage of the differential cross section. Our electromagnetic vertex involves the three general possible helicity
structures: helicity non-flip, single-flip and double-flip. To each of these structure is associated a factor

√
−t/mV as

explained above:

V γVλV λγ (t) = λ2γ

(
δλVλγ + βR1

√
−t
mV

λγ√
2
δλV0 + βR2

−t
m2
V

δλV−λγ

)
. (4)

As explained in App. C, this kinematical factor arises from the conservation of angular momentum and the factorization
of Regge residues. Our nucleon vertex involves similarly the two possible nucleon structures:

V ppλ′λ(t) = δλλ′ + 2λκR

√
−t

2m
δλ−λ′ . (5)

In this case the scale factor to compensate the kinematical factor
√
−t is provided by the nucleon mass m. Finally

the energy dependence and the Regge phase are introduced via the factor

R(s, t) =
αR(t)

αR(0)

1 + e−iπαt(t)

sinπαR(t)

(
s

s0

)αR(t)

. (6)

The factor αR(t)/αR(0) simply removes the unphysical pole at α(t) = 0 that arises in the scattering region for the
f2 and a2 exchanges. For consistency we also include this factor for the Pomeron exchange although it doesn’t affect
the results.

Collecting the pieces, our model for the s-channel amplitudes of vector meson photoproduction is

MλV ,λγ
λ′,λ

(s, t) =MP
λV ,λγ
λ′,λ

(s, t) +MP
λV ,λγ
λ′,λ

(s, t) +Mf2
λV ,λγ
λ′,λ

(s, t) +Ma2
λV ,λγ
λ′,λ

(s, t). (7)

III. PARAMETERS DETERMINATION

We now turn our attention to the determination of the parameters of the model. The scale factor is s0 = 1 GeV2.
The trajectories of each exchanges are known and we take

απ(t) = 0.7(t−m2
π) αP(t) = 1.08 + 0.2t αf2,a2(t) = 0.5 + 0.9t. (8)

The pion exchange piece involves known couplings. For the pion-nucleon and eta-nucleon couplings, we take
g2πNN/4π = 14 and g2ηNN/4π = 2[]. Our normalization for the electromagnetic vertex, cf. App. C, allow us to relate

the couplings gV Pγ to the decay widths Γ(V → γP ) in Eq. (C4). The relevant couplings are summarized in the
Table I.

For each natural exchanges R we need to determine five parameters: βγVR , βR1 , β
R
2 , κR and bR. The overall nor-

malization βγVR of each of these exchanges can be obtained from the total γp and γd cross sections and vector meson
dominances [17]. We fit the the data from the Review of Particle Physics [18] with the forms

σ(γp) =
389µb

2mplab

(
βγγP s1.08 +

(
βγγf2 + βγγa2

)
s0.5
)
, (9a)

σ(γd) =
389µb

2mplab

(
2βγγP s1.08 + 2βγγf2 s

0.5
)
. (9b)
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TABLE I. Vector meson radiative width and pseudoscalar exchange couplings.

V Γ(V → γπ0) gV πγ Γ(V → γη) gV ηγ

ω 703 KeV 0.696 GeV−1 44.8 KeV 0.479 GeV−1

ρ0 89.6 KeV 0.252 GeV−1 3.91 KeV 0.136 GeV−1

φ 5.41 KeV 0.040 GeV−1 56.8 KeV 0.210 GeV−1
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FIG. 2. Total cross section γp → X (blue) and γd → X (red). The black lines are the results of our fit. The data are taken
from Ref. [18].

The comparison with the data is shown on Fig. 2.
In order to use vector meson dominance we use the following interaction between photon and vector meson, with

Jµ the electromagnetic current:

L = −eJµ
(
m2
ρ

γρ
ρµ +

m2
ω

γω
ωµ +

m2
φ

γφ
φµ

)
(10)

From this interaction and neglecting the electron mass, one gets the leptonic width Γ(V → e+e−) = mV (α2/3)(4π/γ2V )
which determines the couplings γV . They are indicated in Table II (we used α = e2/4π = 1/137). The SU(3) quark

TABLE II. Vector meson dominance parameters.

V Γ(V → e+e−) 4π/γ2
V

ρ0 7.04(6) keV 0.506(4)
ω 0.60(2) keV 0.044(1)
φ 1.26(1) keV 0.070(1)

model predictions γω/γρ = 3 and γω/γφ =
√

2 are approximatively satisfied by the vector meson couplings, i.e.
γω/γρ = 3.4(6) and γω/γφ = 1.3(1). However, it is well-known that the φ meson differential cross section led to an
effective value of γφ twice bigger than the one obtain from leptonic width [7]. For consistency, we will use the γφ
value obtained from the leptonic width but we keep in mind this issue where comparing to the data.

We next assume that the Pomeron couples equally every light quarks [19] to extract the couplings at the photon-
vector meson vertex:

βγVP = βγγP
e

γV
×

(
e2

γ2ρ
+
e2

γ2ω
+
e2

γ2φ

)−1
(11a)



6

We note that by using a twice bigger value of γφ, the ω and ρ0 couplings of the Pomeron would change by only 10%.

For the Regge exchanges, we assume ideal mixing, i.e. βγφf2 = βγφa2 = 0 and extract the remaining couplings using
again vector meson dominance:

βγω,ρf2
= βγγf2

e

γω,ρ
×
(
e2

γ2ρ
+
e2

γ2ω

)−1
, (11b)

βγω,ρa2 = βγγf2
γω,ρ
2e

(11c)

In the first determination of the magnitude of the vector meson photoproduction differential cross section in the
forward direction [19], Donnachie and Landshoff implicitly assumed the quark counting rule for the Regge exchanges
f2 and a2. They have scaled the Regge contribution by the same factor as for the Pomeron. The correct prediction
for the Regge exchanges couplings from VMD is given by Eqs (11).
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FIG. 3. Natural compoments of ω and ρ0 photoproduction spin density matrix elements at Eγ = 2.8, 4.7, 9.3 GeV. Data from
Ref. [7]. The lines are our model, determined on the 9.3 GeV data only.

For the exponential falloffs bR we first consider the Pomeron form factor F1(t)FV (t), used in Ref [20]

F1(t) =
4m2 − 2.8t

(4m2 − t)(1− t/t0)2
, (12a)

FV (t) =
1

1− t/m2
V

2µ2
0 +m2

V

2µ2
0 +m2

V − t
, (12b)

with µ2
0 = 1.1 GeV2, t0 = 0.7 GeV2. F1(t) is the dipole approximation of the nucleon Diract form factor [? ] and

FV is an empirical form factor at the photon-vector meson vertex.3 For the f2 and a2 exchanges, we consider a
Breit-Wigner parametrization of the tensor exchange,

BW (t) =
mRΓR

m2
R − t− imRΓR

. (13)

Then we simply approximate these form factors by a exponential falloff. We obtain

|F1(t)FV (t)|2 ∼ e8t (14a)

|BW (t)|2 ∼ |BW (0)|2et. (14b)

The comparison is presented on Fig. 3. We then use bP = 4 and bf2 = ba2 = 0.5.

3 We have renormalized it such that FV (0) = 1.
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FIG. 4. Natural compoments of ω and ρ0 photoproduction spin density matrix elements at Eγ = 2.8, 4.7, 9.3 GeV. Data from
Ref. [7]. The lines are our model, determined on the 9.3 GeV data only.

Isoscalar exchange, f2 and Pomeron, are empirically helicity non-flip at the nucleon vertex [21]. Accordingly we set
κP = κf2 = 0. The isovector have a stronger helicity flip component. We have set κa2 = 8 according to Ref. [21].

Finally to determine the helicity flip couplings, we need to investigate the SLAC data at 9.3 GeV. Specifically we
look at the natural components at the SDME. Assuming only one exchange, our form in Eq. (4) for the top vertex
leads to

ρN00 =
β2
1

N

−t
m2
V

(15a)

Re ρN10 =
β1
2N

√
−t
mV

(
1 + β2

−t
m2
V

)
(15b)

ρN1−1 =
β2
1

N

−t
m2
V

(15c)

with N = 1−β2
1t/m

2
V +β2

2t
2/m4

V . The factorization hypothesis and the conservation of angular momentum implies the
vanishing of these SDME in the forward direction. This fact is indeed observed in all the ρ0 SDME but is inconsistent
with the with the ρN1−1 elements for ω photoproduction as seen on Fig. 4. The expressions in Eqs (15) also tell us
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that we should expect ρN00 < Re ρN10 in the forward direction. Again this relation is satisfied for ρ0 photoproduction
but is clearly violated in ω photoproduction. The element ρN00 is significantly bigger in ω photoproduction compared
to ρ0 photoproduction, suggesting a larger single helicity flip for the isovector exchange. The deviation from zero in
the elements Re ρN10 and ρN1−1 for ρ0 photoproduction suggests non-zero single and double helicity flip for the isoscalar
exchanges. We associate these couplings to only the f2 exchange and keep the Pomeron helicity conserving as often
assumed. This latter hypothesis could be checked on φ photoproduction as we will discuss latter. According to our

discussion we impose βP
1 = βP

2 = βa22 = 0. The remaining couplings βa21 , βf21 and βf22 are fitted on the three ρ0

natural exchange SDME and the ρN00 for ω photoproduction. We do not include the two other SMDE elements in ω
photoproduction as they are inconsistent with our working hypothesis. The fit of the total cross sections discussed
above and the fit of the SLAC SDME are combined in a single fit. There are 423 (total cross sections) plus 24 (SDME)
data points in total for six parameters. The other model parameters (the bR, the κR, the γV and the pion and eta
exchange couplings) are kept fixed during the calculation. Note that we do not use the approximated expressions (15)
but the full expression for the natural components of the SDME, cf. Eq. (B3). Our resulting χ2/d.o.f. is 2.7 and the
fitted parameters are

βγγP = 0.188(1) βf21 = 0.85(18) (16a)

βγγf2 = 0.152(2) βf22 = −0.47(14) (16b)

βγγf2 = 0.041(2) βa21 = 0.79(35) (16c)

Of course at each stage the photon-vector meson couplings are extracted from Eqs (11). The parameters of the natural
exchanges needed for vector meson photoproduction are summarized in Table III.

TABLE III. Model parameters for the natural exchanges.

P f2 a2

βγω 0.744(1) 0.677(7) 1.137(62)
βγρ 2.523(4) 2.297(25) 0.335(18)
βγφ 0.939(2) 0 0
b 4 0.5 0.5
β1 0 0.85(18) 0.79(35)
β2 0 −0.47(14) 0

IV. COMPARISON WITH DATA

As we discussed above the SDME elements for ρ0 photoproduction are more consistent with our model for diffractive
production than for ω photoproduction. Our model thus better describes these former data as can be seen in
Fig. 4. The larger uncertainties in the ω model originate form the stronger dominance of the Regge exchanges, whose
normalization are less constrained by the total cross sections. The Pomeron normalization is indeed more constrained
and yields a smaller uncertainty in the ρ0 model. We have also included the data at Eγ = 4.7 and 2.8 GeV from
SLAC on Fig. 4. They compare reasonably well to our extrapolated model.

On Fig. 5, we present the comparison between the ω and ρ0 models and the SLAC data at 9.3 GeV. There is a
general agreement between the model and the data although some inconsistencies are pointed out. The elements in
the bottom lines ρ11−1, Im ρ210 and Im ρ21−1 were not included in the fitting procedure but are very well described
by our model. In particular, we note the dominance of the natural exchanges in ρ11−1 and Im ρ21−1 in the case of
ρ0 photoproduction with small deviation for the ω case, as expected from the stronger pion exchange. The main
noticeable discrepancy arise in ρ111 for ω photoproduction. Since the pseudoscalar exchanges are relatively smaller
that the natural exchanges, we would expect ρ111 ∼ ρ01−1. The data do not display this feature and thus our model
doesn’t describe well ρ111. The contribution from the pion exchange to ρ111 is negative, cf. App. C, we would thus
expect ρ111 < ρ01−1, which is featured in our ω model but not in the SLAC data. The sign of the element ρ111 would
be an important check for our model when the GlueX data will be available.

Although our model has been designed for Eγ = 9 GeV, we present on Fig. 6, the comparison between our model and
the unpolarized SDME at lower energies. Given the significant uncertainties in all data sets presented, we conclude
that our extrapolated model describes fairly well the lower energies data sets. It is worth noting also that the data from
Ref. [24] at Eγ = 8.9 GeV, are consistent with our factorization hypothesis, i.e. ρ01−1 ∼ 0 in the forward direction.
We conclude that the SLAC data may suffer from large statistical fluctuations. The forthcoming measurement by the
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FIG. 5. Spin density matrix elements of ω and ρ0 photoproduction at Eγ = 9.3 GeV. Data from Ref. [7]. The lines are our
model.

GlueX collaboration could confirm the factorization of the vector meson production, i.e. ρ01−1(t) ∼ |t| in the forward
direction.

Our model simplifies for φ photoproduction. In this case we simply neglect the f2 and a2 Regge exchanges, as
they are not expected to couple to γφ. The relevant exchange would be the f ′2, the hidden strange partner of the
f2 exchange. However, its intercept, and therefore its overall strength, is smaller due its higher mass. We neglect
this contribution and assume that the only relevant natural contribution is provided by the Pomeron. Since our
Pomeron is purely helicity conserving, the SDME are very simple at high energy. The only non-zero component are
ρ11−1 = − Im ρ21−1 = 1/2. This picture is consistent with the SLAC measurement at 9.3 GeV [7]. On Fig. 7, we compare
our model to the data from the Omega photon collaboration [26]. Their data are taken in the energy range Eγ = 20 -
40 GeV. They are consistent with the SLAC data but have somewhat smaller uncertainties. We also extrapolated our
model to Eγ = 2.27 GeV to compare with the data from the LEPS collaboration [25]. At lower energies, we observe
deviation from pure helicity conservation. This is triggered by unnatural exchanges. Since the pion couples weakly to
γφ, we included the η exchange in our model. Indeed the very small coupling gφγη, inferred from radiative decays cf.
Table I, cannot solely explain the deviation from helicity conservation (ρ11−1 = − Im ρ21−1 = 1/2) at Eγ = 2.27 GeV.
The inclusion of η exchange describes well the SDME from the LEPS collaboration. Although we should note that
we needed to consider the η degenerate with the pion. The η pole being further from the scattering region, the factor
α′π/ sinπαη(t) ∼ 1/(m2

η − t) is not strong enough to trigger the depletion close to the forward direction in ρ11−1 and

Im ρ21−1. As we pointed out the Pomeron coupling gγφP from the φ meson leptonic width and VMD is overestimated.
The relative strength of the unnatural exchanges in the SDME are thus underestimated. We compensate this effect
by choosing the η nucleon coupling g2ηNN/4π = 2 are the higher end of its common value. Instead of estimating
the various contribution theoretically, an alternative would be to determine directly from the data the ratio of the
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FIG. 6. Unpolarized spin density matrix elements of ω photoproduction. Data from Ref. [7] (SLAC), Ref. [22] (CLAS 2.8
GeV), Ref. [23] (LAMP2) and Ref. [24] (Cornell). The lines are our model.

unnatural versus natural component. Since the helicity conserving Pomeron and the pseudoscalar exchange have,
respectively, only one coupling, φ meson SDME provide an indication of their ratio.

Our prediction for vector meson ω, ρ0, φ photoproduction at GlueX is displayed on Fig. 8. We used Eγ = 8.5 GeV,
the average beam energy with polarized beam. As already commented, the main bulk of the uncertainties in our
model comes from the Regge exchanges. It is therefore not surprising that the uncertainties in the φ meson SDME
are very small. The bending of the curves as |t| increases in our φ model originate from the pseudoscalar exchanges.
We haven’t includes a exponential falloff in their parametrization. Therefore their effects can be observed away from
the forward direction where the natural exchanges are exponentially suppressed. That could be just an artifact of the
model. If the φ SDME remain flat in a larger t range, one would just need to incorporate an exponential falloff in the
η exchange. Our model will be soon available on the JPAC interactive website [27, 28]. It will be possible to vary the
model parameters online and generate the SMDE for ρ0, ω and φ photoproduction.

Our model has been designed to described SDME. We mainly focused on the helicity structure at the photon-vector
meson vertex. We can however compare our simple model to the differential cross sections. We first compare our
model to high energy data on Fig. 9. At energies above 50 GeV, the Regge exchanges contribute for less that 1% of the
differential cross section. The data gives therefore a very good indication of the validity of our Pomeron model. We
observed that the overall normalization is in fairly good agreement with the data. Of course, our phenomenological
intercept αP(0) = 0.08 produces a slightly rise of the differential cross section in the forward direction. At very high
energy, Eγ > 1 TeV, the data seems to display a slower growth, in agreement with the unitarity bound. These
energies are however far from our region of interest. The t-dependence was approximated by a simply exponential
falloff, which describes well the data in the range 0 < −t/m2

V < 1. With the logarithmic scale, we observe a bending
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FIG. 7. Spin density matrix elements of φ photoproduction at Eγ = 2.17 − 2.37 GeV (red squared) from Ref. [25] and at
Eγ = 20− 40 GeV (gray band) from Ref. [26]. The lines are our model at Eγ = 2.27 (red) and Eγ = 30 GeV (black).

of the differential cross section that could be described by a form factor like in Eq. (12).
Unfortunately our model does not compare very well to the differential at 9.3 GeV, cf. Fig. 10. Although the ρ0 and

ω differential cross section are roughly in agreement with our model, the φ differential cross section is overestimated.
We already explained that the leptonic width of the φ meson led to a Pomeron coupling to γφ much stronger than
the experimental value. It was already observed the original experimental publication [7]. It has been argued that the
large φ massφ need to be taken into account. The authors of Refs. [29, 30] corrected the differential by the ratio of the
φ and photo momenta, (kφ/kγ)2 ≈ 0.87 at Eγ = 9.3 GeV. This factor is nevertheless not small enough to reproduce
the experimental normalization of the φ differential cross section.

V. CONCLUSION

We presented a model describing the SDME of light vector meson photoproduction. Our model includes a pion
and a eta meson exchange, whose parameters are fixed. We incorporated the relevant natural exchanges, Pomeron, f2
and a2 exchanges. Their normalization were determined with on the total cross section using the VMD hypothesis.
We paid special attention to the t dependence of the various exchanges. We proposed a flexible and intuitive ansatz
for the t dependence of each natural exchange. The helicity structure of these exchanges are then inferred from the
photoproduction of ω and ρ0 at Eγ = 9.3 GeV at the SLAC facility. The joint inspection of these two reactions
allowed us to assumed that the f2 isoscalar exchange must have a small double helicity flip couplings, in addition to
a single helicity flip coupling. The a2 isovector exchange was consistent only only a single flip and no double helicity
couplings.
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FIG. 8. Spin density matrix elements of ω, ρ0 and φ photoproduction at Eγ = 8.5 GeV.

The model compared well to the nine SDME elements for each ρ0, ω and φ photoproduction in a wide energy range
Eγ ∼ 3− 9 GeV. The model also compared well to the unpolarized data from various experiment in the same energy
range. We made predictions for the future measurements of light meson photoproduction at GlueX. Our predictions
and our model will be soon available online on the JPAC website [27, 28].

The differential cross section at very high energy, Eγ > 50 GeV is well reproduced by our Pomeron exchange.
However the effect of the high energy approximation led to non negligible deviation from the data at Eγ = 9.3 GeV.
These deviation appear only the differential cross section since they cancel in the ratio of SDME.
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Appendix A: Frames

The properties of helicity amplitudes are best described in two popular frames: the s-channel and the t-channel
frames. The s-channel corresponds to the center-of-mass of the reaction γp → V p. The t-channel correspond to the
center-of-mass of the reaction γV̄ → pp̄. These channels are illustrated on Fig. 11.

The angular distribution of a vector meson is analyzed in his rest frame. In the rest frame of the vector meson, the
beam, target and recoil form the reaction plane Oxz, the y-axis being defined as the cross product between the target
and the recoil momenta. For the z axis, the two common choices are the opposite direction of the recoil (helicity
frame) and the beam direction (Gottfried-Jackson frame).

The helicity amplitudes in these four frames are different. For instance the boost along the recoil momentum
between the s-channel and the helicity frames rotates the helicities of the beam, target and recoil. It also transforms
the helicity of the vector meson in the s-channel into into its spin projection along the direction opposite to the recoil
in the helicity frame. The summation over beam, target and recoil helicities in the spin density matrix elements is
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FIG. 11. Frame definition. See text for their relations.

not affected by these rotations. Hence the spin density matrix elements in the s−-channel and helicity frames are
equivalent.

Similarly the boost along the beam direction between the t-channel and the Gottfried-Jackson frames brings the
helicity of the vector in the t-channel to its spin projection along the beam direction in the Gottfried-Jackson frame.
The helicities of the other particles undergo a rotation which do not affect the spin density matrix elements as
demonstrated in Ref [31].

Finally, from the spin density element in the Gottfried-Jackson frame, the spin density matrix elements in the
helicity frame are obtained by a rotation of angle θq, the angle between the opposite direction of the recoil and the
beam direction (cf Fig. 11)

ρMM ′ |H =
∑
λV ,λ′

V

d1M,λV (θq) ρλV ,λ′
V
|GJ d1M ′,λ′

V
(θq) (A1)

with cos θq = (β − cos θs)/(β cos θs − 1) and β = λ1/2(s,m2,m2
V )/(s−m2 +m2

V ). The leading s expression is simply
cos θq → (m2

V + t)/(m2
V − t).
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Appendix B: Spin Density Matrix Elements

The relation between SDME and helicity amplitudes are well-know [6]. For completeness we provide the expressions
for the nine SDME accessible with a linearly polarized photon beam:

ρ000 =
1

N

∑
λ,λ′

M 1,0
λ,λ′
M∗1,0

λ,λ′
(B1a)

Re ρ010 =
1

2N
Re
∑
λ,λ′

(
M 1,1

λ,λ′
−M1,−1

λ,λ′

)
M∗1,0

λ,λ′
(B1b)

ρ01−1 =
1

N
Re
∑
λ,λ′

M 1,1
λ,λ′
M∗1,−1

λ,λ′
(B1c)

ρ111 =
1

N
Re
∑
λ,λ′

M−1,1
λ,λ′
M∗1,1

λ,λ′
(B1d)

ρ100 =
1

N
Re
∑
λ,λ′

M−1,0
λ,λ′
M∗1,0

λ,λ′
(B1e)

ρ11−1 + Im ρ21−1 =
1

N

∑
λ,λ′

M−1,1
λ,λ′
M∗1,−1

λ,λ′
(B1f)

ρ11−1 − Im ρ21−1 =
1

N

∑
λ,λ′

M 1,1
λ,λ′
M∗−1,−1

λ,λ′
(B1g)

Re ρ110 + Im ρ210 =
1

N
Re
∑
λ,λ′

M−1,1
λ,λ′
M∗1,0

λ,λ′
(B1h)

Re ρ110 − Im ρ210 =
1

N
Re
∑
λ,λ′

M 1,1
λ,λ′
M∗−1,0

λ,λ′
(B1i)

Of course the SDME and the helicity amplitude need to be define in the same frame, or in equivalent frames, as
explained in the previous section. The (frame-independent) normalization is

N =
1

2

∑
λγ ,λV ,λ,λ′

|Mλγ ,λV
λ,λ′
|2. (B2)

The SDME in Eqs (B1) provide useful information concerning the helicity structure of the photon-vector meson
vertex. For instance, the element ρ000 and ρ01−1 give indication of the magnitude of the single flip contribution and
the interference between the non-flip and the double-flip amplitudes. Moreover, they can use use to separate the
contribution from natural and unnatural exchanges. Indeed, at high energies, a exchange with positive naturality (N)
or negative naturality (U), satisfies

M
N
U
−λγ ,−λV
λ,λ′

= ±M
N
U
λγ ,λV
λ,λ′

. (B3)
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We can then use six SDME to get information about the helicity structure of natural and unnatural components:

ρ
N
U
00 =

1

2

(
ρ000 ∓ ρ100

)
=

1

N

∑
λ,λ′

M
N
U
1,0
λ,λ′
M

N
U
∗

1,0
λ,λ′

(B4a)

Re ρ
N
U
10 =

1

2

(
Re ρ010 ∓ Re ρ110

)
=

1

2N
Re
∑
λ,λ′

(
M

N
U
1,1
λ,λ′
−M

N
U
1,−1
λ,λ′

)
M

N
U
∗

1,0
λ,λ′

(B4b)

ρ
N
U
1−1 =

1

2

(
ρ11−1 ± ρ111

)
=

1

N
Re
∑
λ,λ′

M
N
U
1,1
λ,λ′
M

N
U
∗

1,−1
λ,λ′

(B4c)

The hypothesis of helicity conservation at the photon vertex, i.e. Mλγ ,λV
λ,λ′

∝ δλVλγ can easily check on the SDME.

As can be readily checked with Eqs (B1), this hypothesis leads to vanish SDME except for Im ρ111 and Im ρ21−1.

Appendix C: High Energy Limit

At high energy, models for amplitude reaction simplifies and provide intuitive formulas easily test again data. In
this section, we perform the high energy limit of standard interaction and keep the leading order in s, the total energy
squared. Our goal is to derive the t-dependence arising from the factorization of Regge poles. We consider the reaction
γ(k, λγ)p(p, λ)→ V (q, λV )p(p′, λ′) in the center-of-mass frame (s-channel frame). Let m and mV be the nucleon and
vector meson masses. We choose the z axis along the beam momentum and the y axis perpendicular to the reaction
plane, y = k̂ × q̂.

Let us first focus on the pseudoscalar exchanges. According to the factorization theorem of Regge pole, the
interaction is a product of a γV P vertex, a Regge factor and a PNN vertex. At the photon vertex we use

VλγλV = igV Pγ εαβµνε
α(λγ)ε∗β(λV )kµqν . (C1)

In the center-of-mass, the angular dependence of this interaction is instructive

VλγλV ∝
(

cos
θs
2

)|λγ+λV |(
sin

θs
2

)|λγ−λV |
, (C2)

with θs, the scattering angle in the s-channel frame. This factor, known as the half-angle factor, encodes all the
t-dependence of the interaction. At large energies, the t-dependence of the half-angle factor becomes very intuitive,4

sin θs/2→ 2
√
−t/s and cos θs/2→ 1. Keeping only the leading term in s of the interaction in Eq. (C3), we obtain

VλγλV → −gV Pγ λγ
m2
V

2

[
δλVλγ −

√
2λγ

√
−t
mV

δλV0 +
−t
m2
V

δλV−λγ

]
. (C3)

This example illustrates a general statement: each helicity flip “costs” a factor
√
−t/mV . The mass scale associated

to the factor
√
−t can only be the only scale at this vertex, mV . For completeness, we derive the decay width from

the interaction (C3):

Γ(V → γP ) =
g2V Pγ
96π

(
m2
V −m2

P

mV

)3

(C4)

We will use Eq. (C4) to extract the couplings from the decay widths.

4 In the following we will denote by an arrow the leading term in s
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The considerations observed at the photon vertex applies at the nucleon vertex. For an unnatural spin zero exchange
there is only one possible structure at the nucleon vertex:

gPNN ū(p′, λ)γ5u(p, λ)→ gPNN
√
−tδλ−λ′ . (C5)

There is one unit of helicity flip associated with the factor
√
−t. In this case the scale factor, the nucleon mass, is

implicitly removed by our spinor normalization ū(p, λ)u(p, λ) = 2m.
The Regge factor is normalized to reduce to the pion propagator around the pion pole:

πα′
1 + e−iπα(t)

2 sinπαπ(t)
∼ 1

m2
π − t

. (C6)

Finally collecting all the pieces and summing over pion and eta exchanges, we arrive to the amplitude in Eq. (C7).
Given the mass difference between the pion and the eta meson, it might be surprising to use the same Regge trajectory
for both exchanges. However the eta contributes significantly only in the photoproduction of φ meson. As we see in
Sec. IV, the VMD hypothesis overestimates the contribution of the Pomeron exchange in φ production. Using the
pion Regge trajectory enhance the eta contribution and partly compensates this effect when computing the SDME.

It is instructive to derive the SDME for only a pion exchange in both GJ and helicity frames. The SDME induced
by a pion exchange takes a simple form in the GJ frame, i.e. all SDME are zero except for ρ11−1 = − Im ρ21−1 = − 1

2 .
This is of course expected since the pion in its rest frame only have the spin projection zero. We can get easily get
the SDME for a pion exchange in the helicity frame from the rotation in Eq. (A1):

ρ000 = ρ100 =
−2t/m2

V

(1− t/m2
V )

2 (C7a)

ρ01−1 = −ρ111 =
−t/m2

V

(1− t/m2
V )

2 (C7b)

Re ρ010 = Re ρ110 =
−1√

2

√
−t
mV

1 + t/m2
V

(1− t/m2
V )

2 (C7c)

ρ011 = −1

2

1 + t/m2
V

(1− t/m2
V )

2 (C7d)

Im ρ21−1 = −1

2

1− t/m2
V

(1− t/m2
V )

2 (C7e)

Im ρ210 =
−1√

2

√
−t
mV

1

(1− t/m2
V )

2 (C7f)

In the case of a single exchange, the SDME depends only on the details on the photon vertex and the only scale
arising is the mass of the vector meson.

The two guiding rules, the factorization of Regge poles and the factor of
√
−t for each unit of helicity flip, equally

apply to natural exchanges. We can then postulate the general form in Eq. (3). Since the use of effective Lagrangian
is very popular, it is instructive to compare our model in Eq. (3) to these types of interaction.

Let us start by the standard interaction for a Pomeron exchange [20? ]

MP
λγ ,λV
λ,λ′

(s, t) = ε∗ν(q, λV ) [kµ εν(k, λγ)− kνεµ(k, λγ)] ū(p′, λ′)γµu(p, λ) (C8)

At leading order in s, we have kµ → nµ+ and

ū(p′, λ′)γµu(p, λ)→
√
s δλ

′

λ nµ− (C9)

with nµ± = (1, 0, 0,±1). Then only the first term in the bracket in Eq. (C8) survives. From the result

ε∗(q, λV ) · ε(k, λγ)→ −λ2γδ
λV
λγ

+ δλV0
λγ√

2

√
−t
mV

, (C10)

we conclude that this model for the Pomeron implicitly includes a single helicity flip structure and is not therefore
purely helicity conserving. A more flexible model can be obtained with more general interaction. In order to determine
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all the possible structures, let us first observe that in a factorizable model, top and bottom vertices are linked by a
propagator, transverse to the momentum transferred. The propagator removes the x component since (q − k)µ →
(0,
√
−t, 0, 0) at leading order in s. Secondly, the general structures at the nucleon vertex are easily obtained. In

addition to Eq. (C9), we can have an nucleon helicity flip interaction

ū(p′, λ′) (2pµ − γµ)u(p, λ)→ 2λ
√
−tδλ

′

−λ n
µ
−. (C11)

Note that any p′ momentum can be substituted by p since the difference is orthogonal to the propagator. At the
photon vertex, the only tensorial structure that connects to the nucleon vertex and survives at the leading s order are
kµ → nµ+ and ε∗(q, λV )→ (1− λ2V )(q/mV )nµ+. We can then form a single helicity flip couplings at the photon vertex
with the interaction

εµ∗(q, λV ) q · ε(k, λγ)→ 1

2

λγ√
2

√
−t
mV

δλV0 nµ+. (C12)

Since the maximum helicity difference between a photon and a vector meson in their center of mass is two, a tensor
exchanges should involve all possible relevant structures at the photon vertex. We indeed find that a double flip
structure can arise with the interaction with a photon, a vector and a tensor [32]:

ε∗(q, λV ) · k ε(k, λγ) · q → λγλV
t

2
. (C13)

In addition to Eq. (C10), the general structure with a photon, a vector and a tensor [32] also includes the non-flip
interaction in Eq. (C10) and the single flip interaction in Eq. (C11). At the leading order in s, we summarize all these
interactions with the intuitive vertex in Eq. (4).
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