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Abstract

We have measured the cross section o(ete™ — nt7 (7)) at DAPNE, the Frascati
¢—factory, using events with initial state radiation photons emitted at small angle
and inclusive of final state radiation. We present the analysis of a new data set
corresponding to an integrated luminosity of 240 pb~!. We have achieved a reduced
systematic uncertainty with respect to previously published KLOE results. From the
cross section we obtain the pion form factor and the contribution to the muon magnetic
anomaly from two-pion states in the mass range 0.592 < M., < 0.975 GeV. For the
latter we find A™a,=(387.240.55tat+2.4dexpE2.3tn) x 10710
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1 Introduction

The muon magnetic anomaly, a,, has been recently measured at Brookhaven with an
accuracy of 0.54 ppm [1]. The value of a, in the standard model, is found to differ
from the experimental value by 2.8 to 3.4 standard deviations [2,3]. The main source of
uncertainty in the estimate of a, is the hadronic contribution, which is not calculable in
perturbative QCD. The hadronic contribution, at lowest order, Ah’loau, is obtained from
a dispersive integral over the cross section for e™e~—hadrons [4,5]. The ete”—ntn~
channel accounts for ~ 70% of AM1°q, and ~ 60% of its uncertainty.

It should be noted that the physically measurable cross section for eTe™—nT7~ as
such, cannot be used in the dispersive integral for two reasons. The first, obviously, is
that the measured cross section is affected by initial state radiation (ISR) which must
not be included in the contribution to the muon anomaly. Even the energy at the wmy
vertex is different from the nominal e*e™ collision energy. The second reason is more a
question of tradition and book keeping. The photon at the ™7~ vertex, at lowest order,
is a bare photon, i.e. without vacuum polarization. The measured cross section must be
therefore corrected for both effects, as we discuss later. Final state radiation (FSR) from
the pions must instead be included. The measured quantities therefore require corrections
for the photon vacuum polarization, for ISR, and to ensure that pion FSR is included,
since some of the events with FSR might have been rejected. In our measurement there
are some additional corrections, mostly due to ambiguities between ISR and FSR because
we measure the dipion mass and not the ete™ collision energy.

In 2005, we published [6] a measurement of the dipion contribution A™a,, using the
method described in Sec. 2, using data collected in 2001 for [£d¢t=140 pb~!, with a
fractional systematic error of 1.3%. We discuss in the following a new and more accurate
measurement of the same quantity.

In particular, the following changes are applied with respect to the data taken in 2001:

e an additional third level trigger was implemented during 2002 to reduce the ineffi-
ciency on the signal 7t7~v events due to the KLOE detector’s cosmic ray muon
trigger-veto, bringing this inefficiency down to few per mill. This has to be compared
with the trigger condition during 2001 data taking, in which the signal efficiency was
reduced by as much as 30% due to the misidentification of pions as cosmic ray events,

e an improved offline background filter was used with the new data sample. This
filter contributed the largest experimental systematic uncertainty to the published
analysis. A downscaling algorithm providing an unbiased control sample allows the
evaluation of the filter efficiency with negligible systematic uncertainty,

e The requirement to have the two tracks form a vertex has been dropped. The vertex
efficiency introduced a 0.3% uncertainty in the previous analysis [6].



In addition, the knowledge of the detector response and of the KLOE simulation program
have been improved [7].

2 Measurement of ete™ — 777~ cross section at DA®PNE

The KLOE detector operates at DA®NE, the Frascati ¢—factory, a “small angle” eTe™
collider running mainly at a center of mass energy equal to the ¢ meson mass, W~1020
MeV. At DAPNE, we measure the differential cross section for ete™ — ntn v as a
function of the 77~ invariant mass, My, for ISR events, and obtain the dipion cross
section o, = o(eTe” — wt7™) from [8]:

do(ee — my)

dM?2

T

= O-TFW(MzW) H(Mzﬂ?s)‘ (21)
ISR

Eq. 2.1 defines H, the “radiator function”. H can be obtained from QED calculations
and depends on the eTe™ center of mass energy squared s. In eq. 2.1 we neglect FSR,
which however is included in our analysis. The cross section we obtain is inclusive of all
radiation in the final state.
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Figure 1: Vertical cross section of the KLOE detector, showing the small and large angle
regions where photons and pions are accepted

3 Event selection

3.1 Preselection

The data sample consists of [£dt=240 pb~! of data taken in the year 2002, which have
been preselected by a streaming algorithm using the following cuts:



e at least 2 charged tracks with opposite charge crossing a cylinder centered around
the beam interaction point (IP) with 30 cm length and 8 cm radius

e at least one pair of two tracks must satisfy:

— 150 MeV < |F1] + |p2| < 1020 MeV
— (=220 MeV) < Myiiss < 120 MeV
— 80 MeV < My < 400 MeV

where both My and My are computed from energy and momentum conserva-

tion.}

All momenta are evaluated at the point of closest approach (PCA) of each track,
obtained by extrapolating the track inwards to the beam interaction point.

To ensure a good data quality and homogeneity of the data sample in use, data runs
with a luminosity smaller than 25 nb~! were excluded from the analysis, as were runs from
the short 2002 energy-scan period and runs with bad trigger conditions [9].

3.2 Event selection

After the preselection, events have to fulfill the following selection criteria:

e at least two trigger sectors in the calorimeter [10] must be fired by clusters associated
to the charged tracks in the event

e the events have to pass the software L3 trigger implemented in 2002 data taking to
preserve events rejected by the trigger veto for cosmic ray events

e they have to pass an offline reconstruction filter, which removes machine background
events

e two oppositely charged tracks have to satisfy

— |zpcal < 7 cm

— org < 50 cm

where F'H represents the first hit of a wire in the drift chamber, and the cut in
|zpca| further reduces the length of the cylinder to be crossed by the tracks to 14
cm, see Sec. 3.1

e the two charged tracks should have 50° < 6, < 130°

! Assuming the presence of an unobserved photon and that the tracks belong to particles of the same
mass, M,k is computed from energy and momentum conservation:

2
(V= Ve 2y fip -+ 02 ) (o p)? =0

where p4 is the measured momentum of the positive (negative) particle, and only one of the four solutions
is physical. Assuming the process is ete™ — 77~ X, Mypss is the invariant mass of the X particle in the
final state.



e only photons within a cone of ,, < 15° around the beamline, narrow cones in Fig. 1,
left, are accepted. The photon is not detected, its direction is reconstructed from
event kinematics: Py ™~ Dhiss = —Prr = —(Pr+ + Dr—). This separation of tracks
and photon selection regions in the analysis greatly reduces the contamination from
the resonant process ete™ — ¢ — 7tn 70 in which the 7% mimics the missing
momentum of the photon(s) and from the final state radiation process ete™ —
7T yrsr. Since ISR-photons are mostly collinear with the beam line, a high
statistics for the ISR signal events remains. However, a highly energetic photon
emitted at small angle forces the pions also to be at small angles (outside the selection
cuts), resulting in a suppression of events with M2_ < 0.35 GeV?, see Fig. 1, right

e to avoid spiralizing tracks in the drift chamber, tracks are required to have |pr| > 160
MeV or |p.| > 90 MeV. This also ensures that tracks reach the electromagnetic
calorimeter in the KLOE magnetic field of 0.52 T

e a particle ID estimator (PID) based on a pseudo-likelihood function using time-of-
flight and calorimeter information is used to suppress radiative Bhabhas [11]. At
least one of the two tracks must be recognized as “pion” (or configuration of the

PID)
o ¢ — w170 events are rejected by the cut
M= 11— (M35} 105. + 250 (3.1)
ke 0.85 ' ' '

with M., in MeV and M2, in GeV?, see Fig. 2, left. Above 0.815 GeV?2, a cut on
M, < 220 MeV is applied.

e Signal events with pions are separated from muons by a cut M., > 130 MeV

Fig. 2, right, shows the spectrum for pions events after the selection.

4 The analysis

To obtain the cross section for 0° < 6, < 180° and 0, < 15°, 6, > 165° we subtract the
residual background from this spectrum and divide by the selection efficiency, acceptance,
and integrated luminosity:
dorny  ANops —ANpgg 1 1 (4.1)
dM?2,. AMZ_ €Sel€ Acc fﬁdt. ’
Fig. 4 shows the analysis flow. Apart from the offline filter (FILFO) correction and
the L3 trigger efficiency, the selection efficiencies are evaluated via a global Monte Carlo
efficiency, to which the corrections E:Z;tca for the individual efficiencies (tracking, trigger)
are applied. The global Monte Carlo efficiency (including the acceptance cut of 50° <
6. < 130°) is shown in Fig. 3.
The background subtraction, the evaluation of the selection efficiency and the accep-
tance, the measurement of the integrated luminosity, and the unfolding of the experimental
resolution on M2, (omitted from eq. (4.1) for clarity) are discussed below.
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Figure 2: Left: Signal and background distributions in the M, — M2 -plane . Right:
Event spectra for pions after selection.

4.1 L3 (third level trigger) efficiency

The L3 efficiency (third level trigger) has been evaluated from an unbiased downscaled
sample which retains a fraction of events independent of the L3 decision. Fig. 5 shows the
L3 efficiency for 2002 data, which has to be compared with the cosmic ray veto efficiency
in the published analysis which reached an inefficiency of 30% at high values of M2 .
Given the smallness of the L3 effect, it is considered to be negligible in the analysis, and
a contribution of 0.1% is added to the overall systematic uncertainty in Table 9.

4.2 FILFO (offline background filter) efficiency

This filter, whose purpose is to identify background events before they enter the CPU-
consuming pattern recognition and track fitting algorithms, contributed the largest ex-
perimental systematic error to the previous measurement [12]. A reworking of the offline
background filter for the 2002 data allows to bring the systematic uncertainty on its effi-
ciency to negligible level, while also increasing the efficiency itself. This was achieved by
retaining an unbiased control sample during the data taking and the deactivation of the
BHABREJ subfilter [13]. Fig. 6 shows the efficiency obtained in this way.

4.3 Estimation of background contributions
The relative contribution from the three main background channels

o cfem = ptpT(v)

e etem - gt 70

o clem —eterq(y)
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Figure 3: Global efficiency of the mmy event selection from Monte Carlo.

is estimated by fitting the sum of Monte Carlo distributions in My, for signal (ete™ —
7T~ y(y)) and the three background channels to the data distribution, using as free
normalization parameters in the fit the weights w which allow to scale the Monte Carlo
distributions for each channel. The fit is performed for 33 bin slices with a width of 0.02
GeV? in M2, between 0.32 and 0.98 GeV?, using the My, distributions in each slice of
M?2_. The fit procedure essentially follows the one described in [14], using the HBOOK [15]
routine HMCMLL with small modifications according to [16,17].

The main difference with [14] (apart from the larger number of M2_ slices) is that all
three background processes are treated simultaneously in the same fitting procedure. This
was made possible by the much higher Monte Carlo statistics available (especially for the
mrm process) and the possibility to enlarge the fitting range to include also the full peak
of the 77~ events in the M, variable up to 180 - 220 MeV. The following Monte Carlo
samples were used in the fitting procedure:

e 1500 pb~! of 77~ (y) events, with both ISR and FSR at NLO
e 1500 pb~! of uT () events, with both ISR and FSR at NLO
e 250 pb~! of 7770 events

e 490 pb~! of ete™y events

For use in the fit, Monte Carlo distributions are adjusted using the corrections described in
appendix B to procure better agreement with data. The fit is performed after the data has
been corrected for the FILFO efficiency, the FILFO filter is thus not enforced for Monte
Carlo events. The same holds for the L3 filter (see Sec. 4.1). To increase the sensitivity,
the fit is performed without the cut of My > 130 MeV shown in Fig. 2, left. This allows
to include also the full peak of ppy events around 110 MeV.

As the contribution from ete™v is very small, the fit is not sensitive enough to allow
for a free normalization parameter for Bhabha events. Instead, the contribution of Bhabha
events taken directly from Monte Carlo, using the integrated Monte Carlo luminosity as
the normalization, and the Bhabha normalization parameter is fixed to 1. in the fit, as
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is the contribution from 77 between 0.6 < M2_ < 0.7 GeV2. A cross check on the eey
Monte Carlo normalization is presented in a later section of this document (see Sec. 4.3.2).
Some technical details on the fitting procedure in different ranges of M2, :

e 0.32 - 0.60 GeV?: Binwidth of 1.0 MeV in My, 4 Monte Carlo sources fitted to
data, eey normalization parameter fixed to 1.

e 0.60 - 0.70 GeV?: Binwidth of 0.5 MeV in My, 4 Monte Carlo sources fitted to
data, eey and 77~ 7%normalization parameters fixed to 1.

e 0.70 - 0.98 GeV?: Binwidth of 0.5 MeV in My, 3 Monte Carlo sources fitted to
data, eey normalization parameter fixed to 1.

The 77~ 70 contribution in M, vanishes above 0.70 GeV?, therefore the fit is performed
using only 3 sources above this value. The results of the background fit procedure for each
slice in M2, can be found in the appendix A.

Once the normalization parameters w are obtained in each slice of M2 _, they are
applied on an event-by-event basis as weights in the filling of the histograms running the
standard selection including the cut in My > 130 MeV with a binwidth in MEW of 0.01
GeV? (which is half the value used for the M2 slices used in the fit to obtain the Monte
Carlo weights for each process, so each weight in a M?2_ slice is applied to two consecutive
bins contained in this slice interval). From this the fraction of background events

NMC

MC MC
w . N. - N,

_ ey Ly
ftot = Nogg/Niot =

+ Wran * Npgr + Weery eey

4.2
Niot (4.2)

is obtained in each bin of M?2_, relative to the number of data events Ny, found in this bin
of M2_. The data spectrum is then corrected in each bin of M2_ with the factor (1 — fiot)-
The statistical error on the combined background fraction in each bin i of M2_ is

calculated from

9 2
(5fz')2 _ <wuw,i : 5Nuu'y,i> 4 <wuu%i “Noupy,i - 5Ndat,i> 4

Ndat,i i
2 2
<w7r7r7r,i : 5N7r7r7r,i> <w7r7r7r,i : N7r7r7r,i . (SNdat,i)
. - g -
dat,i dat,i
2 2
Weer,i * 5Nee%i Weery,i * Nee'y,i : 5Ndat,i
—— )+ c (4.3)
dat,i dat,i

where the w; take into account the different amounts of integrated luminosity for data and
Monte Carlo events. The errors on the w; enter in the determination of the systematic
uncertainty, which is described later in Sec. 4.3.4.

Table 4.3 and Figs. 7 and 8 show the result of the background evaluation.

4.3.1 Effect of the corrections for M, distributions in Monte Carlo

The Monte Carlo distributions in My, need to be adjusted to match the data distribu-
tions [18] (see appendix B.1). As can be seen from Table 4.3 and Fig. 9, the x? of the

11



AMZ, Funv(v) | Wupry(v) frmn Wrmm feev(v) | Weey(w) Ximin/ndf PX2>X$,,,,;,,
(GeV?) (%) (%) (%) (%)
0.32-0.33]|2.984+0.14|1.1140.03 [4.17+0.37|1.01£0.04 |0.3740.07 1+0 27.0/59 100.0
0.33-0.34(2.731+0.12 4.50+0.34 0.20+0.05

0.34-0.35|2.3340.10| 1.064+0.02 |3.90+0.27|0.8940.03 |0.2740.05 1+0 35.6/66 99.9
0.35-0.36(2.584+0.09 3.891+0.24 0.16+0.04

0.36-0.37(2.1540.08|1.0640.02 |3.7040.23|1.04+£0.04 |0.284+0.04 1£+0 67.3/71 60.4
0.37-0.381.974+0.07 3.45+0.21 0.25+0.04

0.38-0.39(1.754+0.06| 1.0740.02 |3.0940.181.07£0.04|0.1940.03 1+0 61.8/67 65.7
0.39-0.40|1.7240.05 2.80+0.16 0.21£0.03

0.40-0.41{1.5340.05|1.0540.02 |2.584+0.15{1.12+0.05|0.184+0.03 1+0 85.4/73 15.2
0.41-0.42(1.4040.04 2.50+0.14 0.17£0.02

0.42-0.43(1.314+0.04|1.0640.02 |2.264+0.12{1.18+0.05|0.184+0.02 1£+0 55.8/74 94.4
0.43-0.44(1.214+0.03 2.08+0.11 0.17£0.02

0.44-0.45|1.1640.03|1.064+0.02 |1.76+£0.10{1.2240.07 (0.1640.02 1+0 45.0/65 97.2
0.45-0.46(1.0240.03 1.7540.09 0.17+0.02

0.46-0.47]0.9140.02|1.0240.02 [1.73+0.08|1.2540.06 |0.1540.02 1+0 66.1/77 80.7
0.47-0.48|0.884+0.02 1.374+0.07 0.13+0.01

0.48-0.49|0.8140.02| 1.054+0.02 |1.284+0.06|1.2240.06 |0.1240.01 1+0 109.0/79 1.4
0.49-0.50(0.714+0.02 1.0540.05 0.12+0.01

0.50-0.51|0.7140.02|1.0740.02 [0.97£0.05|{1.1740.07|0.1140.01 1+0 101.0/80 5.7
0.51-0.52|0.654+0.01 0.8740.04 0.11£0.01

0.52-0.53(0.614+0.01|1.0740.02 |0.9640.05|1.72+0.13|0.084+0.01 1£+0 93.5/80 14.4
0.53-0.54|0.5740.01 0.9440.05 0.07£0.01

0.54-0.55(0.544+0.01|1.0740.01 |0.8340.04|1.82+0.18|0.084+0.01 1+0 80.3/81 50.1
0.55-0.560.534+0.01 0.7440.04 0.08=+0.01

0.56-0.57(0.534+0.01|1.0640.01 |0.6840.04|1.88+0.22|0.071+0.01 1+0 72.6/83 78.5
0.57-0.580.534+0.01 0.5640.03 0.08=+0.01

0.58-0.59(0.5540.01|1.0840.01 |0.6440.04|2.44+0.29|0.084+0.01 1£+0 97.8/86 18.0
0.59-0.60(0.5440.01 0.52+0.03 0.09+0.01

0.60-0.61|0.5640.01|1.0940.01 {0.18+0.01{1.00£0.00|0.0840.01 1+0 157.8/180 88.3
0.61-0.62(0.7240.01 0.24+0.02 0.10+0.01

0.62-0.63|0.8440.01|1.0940.01 {0.19+0.01{1.00£0.00|0.1340.01 1+0 117.5/184 100.0
0.63-0.64(0.861+0.01 0.14+0.01 0.13+0.01

0.64-0.65|0.9040.01|1.064+0.01 {0.13+0.01|{1.00£0.00|0.1440.01 1+0 170.9/202 94.5
0.65-0.661.0010.01 0.12+0.01 0.17+0.01

0.66-0.67|1.064+0.02|1.074+0.01 {0.09+0.01|{1.00£0.00|0.1640.01 1+0 146.4/210 100.0
0.67-0.68|1.161+0.02 0.0940.01 0.18+0.01

0.68-0.69(1.2740.02|1.0540.01 |0.0740.01{1.00+£0.00|0.214+0.01 1+0 211.6/216 57.2
0.69-0.70|1.4040.02 0.0540.01 0.21£0.01

0.70-0.71(1.5140.02| 1.0540.01 0+0 1.00£0.00|0.19+£0.01 1+0 200.2/218 80.1
0.71-0.72|1.684+0.02 0+0 0.23+0.01

0.72-0.73(1.834+0.03| 1.0640.01 0+0 1.00£0.00|0.24+£0.01 1+0 181.3/232 99.4
0.73-0.74|2.0240.03 0+0 0.2940.02

0.74-0.75(2.1040.03| 1.0540.01 0+0 1.00£0.00|0.31£0.02 1+0 228.8/236 61.9
0.75-0.76 (2.331+0.03 0+0 0.32+0.02

0.76-0.77]2.5040.03 | 1.044+0.01 0+0 1.0040.00{0.38+0.02 1+0 249.4/250 49.8
0.77-0.78(2.731+0.03 0+0 0.35+0.02

0.78-0.79|2.9440.04|1.03+0.01 0+0 1.0040.00{0.414+0.02 1+0 202.1/254 99.3
0.79-0.80(3.184+0.04 0+0 0.43+0.02

0.80-0.81|3.3540.04|1.044+0.01 0+0 1.0040.00{0.47+0.02 1+0 192.5/258 99.9
0.81-0.82(3.6040.04 0+0 0.47+0.02

0.82-0.83(3.7940.04|1.0340.01 0+0 1.00£0.00|0.51+£0.02 1+0 187.6/210 86.5
0.83-0.84(3.9940.04 0+0 0.4740.02

0.84-0.85(4.134+0.05|1.0340.01 0+0 1.00£0.00|0.54+0.03 1+0 178.7/258 100.0
0.85-0.864.261+0.05 0+0 0.50+0.02

0.86-0.87(4.444+0.05|1.0140.01 0+0 1.00£0.00|0.52+0.03 1+0 163.0/190 92.2
0.87-0.884.6940.05 0+0 0.53+0.03

0.88-0.89(4.834+0.05|1.0240.01 0+0 1.00£0.00|0.55+0.03 1+0 173.3/218 98.9
0.89-0.90(4.86+0.05 0+0 0.5240.03

0.90-0.91|4.8540.05|1.00+0.01 0+0 1.0040.00{0.50+0.02 1+0 193.8/218 87.9
0.91-0.92(4.8610.05 0+0 0.48+0.02

0.92-0.93|5.0040.05|1.024+0.01 0+0 1.0040.00{0.48+0.02 1+0 181.6/210 92.3
0.93-0.94(4.744+0.05 0+0 0.46+0.02

0.94-0.95|4.6440.04|1.014+0.01 0+0 1.0040.00{0.38+0.02 1+0 209.8/192 18.0
0.95-0.96 (4.461+0.04 0+0 0.37£0.02

0.96-0.97|4.2340.04|1.024+0.01 0+0 1.0040.00{0.36+0.02 1+0 179.8/178 44.8
0.97-0.98 (3.871+0.04 0+0 0.26+0.01

Table 1: Results of the background fit.
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Figure 7: Fractional contributions for each of the three background channels to the to-
tal number of events present in the sample. Top: relative contribution of utu~v(y)
events. Middle: relative contribution of 7¥7~ 7% events. Bottom: relative contribution of
ete y(v) events.
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Figure 8: Sum of the 3 fractional background contributions shown in Fig. 7.
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fit with this corrections is very good, except for some regions at small M2_. The fit was
also carried out using the corrections described in appendix B.2, which produce a good
x? below and above the p peak (but are much worse in the p mass region). Given the
better x? of this second corrections below 0.5 GeV?, we use in this region the result of the
background fit obtained from correcting the distributions with this second approach.

10
10
10
10
10
10

2

2

LA IR UL L L L

0.8 0.9
M?_[GeV?]

Tt

Figure 9: Probability for x? > 2. for two different ways to correct My, distributions
in Monte Carlo. Black: Using the corrections described in appendix B.1. Red: Using
corrections described in appendix B.2. The second approach works better for M2_ < 0.5
GeV?, and has therefore been used in the background fitting for this region.

4.3.2 Cross check on normalization of eTe () events

Since the background fit is not sensitive to the rather small contribution from Bhabha
events to the signal events (see Fig. 7, lower plot), a cross check has been performed in the
region between 0.7 and 0.9 GeV? to verify that the amount of Bhabha events in Monte
Carlo has been produced with the correct normalization.

Data has been selected in bin slices of M2, using the xor condition for the 7 /e estimator
(see Sec. 4.7). In this condition, events are selected only if one of the two tracks is identified
to be a pion and the other one to be an electron. This greatly enhances the amount
of Bhabha events with respect to wmy events. The absolute amount of Bhabha events
does change very little when using the xor over the or selection used in the standard
selection. This is different for the w7y events, of which only 3 - 4% of the events from
the standard selection end up fulfilling the xor condition. In this way, while the absolute
number of Bhabha events does not change between the two different selection schemes,
they experience a relative enhancement respect to the wmy events. As of the already
small amount of pu~y events selected in the or condition (see Fig. 7, upper plot) again
only 3 - 4% survive in the xor condition (the 7/e separator treats muons and pions
almost identically), in the absence of mmm events, one can fit the distributions in M
with the simple sum of a polynomial (Bhabha) background and a Gaussian (77y) signal.
Integrating the polynomial function obtained from the fit allows to estimate the Bhabha
content in the My, distribution for each slice of M2, between 0.7 and 0.9 GeV? (where

14



7T events are absent, as their spectrum dies out above 0.7 GeV?). Upscaling the integral
of the Gaussian function obtained in the fit with the number ¢ = ]]Vv;gl, one recreates
the number of w7y events in the or condition. From this, one can easify determine the
amount of Bhabha events expected to survive the standard selection cuts. Comparing the
outcome with the direct result from the Bhabha Monte Carlo, one can make a statement
about the goodness of the normalization of the Bhabha Monte Carlo.

Fig. 10 shows the result of the fit in 10 slices of M2_ between 0.7 and 0.9 GeVZ.
Fig. 11 depicts the estimate of Bhabha contribution to the data spectrum obtained with
the method described above, together with the direct outcome of the Bhabha Monte
Carlo used in the background fit (see also Fig. 7, lower plot). The agreement is very good,
justifying the use of the Bhabha Monte Carlo in the background fitting procedure without

a free normalization parameter.

2 2
10 .74< M7, <0.76 GeV’

]
100

.78< MY, <0.80 GeV' o

[y
o
N
T IIII‘OI T

|
100 150 200

]
100

.86< M2, <0.88 GeV* g

M [MeV] M, [MeV]

Figure 10: Result of the fit of the My, spectrum of data selected with the xor of the 7/e
estimator with a polynomial + Gaussian function. 10 slices of M?2_ between 0.70 and 0.90
GeV? are shown.
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Figure 11: Result of the cross check on eey normalization using xor selected data (blue
triangles) and the outcome of the Monte Carlo (black crosses) used in the background fit.

4.3.3 Contributions from additional backgrounds

A potential contribution from events ete™ — eTe 77w has been evaluated using a sam-
ple of 800.000 reconstructed Monte Carlo events from the process ¢ — ny — ete " m 77,
which have been provided by the KLOE 1 — ete w7~ analysis, and the EKHARA
Monte Carlo generator [19,20].

The EKHARA generator, which contains the diagrams shown in Fig. 12, was used to
evaluate the effective cross section for having at least one pair of charged particles fulfilling
the following requirements:

e 50° < Oyrack < 130°

Prrack > 160 MeV or p. rac > 90 MeV

150MeV < |py| + |pa] < 1020MeV

(—220)MeV < Myiiss < 120MeV

e 130MeV < My < elliptical cut in Fig. 2, left

o Oy < 15° or fx > 165°

o At least one of the tracks fulfilling these conditions should be identified as a pion

The last condition is imposed since 2 electrons passing all conditions would be rejected by
the 7 /e likelihood estimator.

To accommodate the reconstruction efficiency into the EKHARA effective cross section,
the ¢ — 1y — eTe nTm v Monte Carlo events (which were obtained from a Monte Carlo
generator interfaced with the KLOE detector simulation) were used to find out how many
tracks with 50° < Orack < 130° and pr track > 160 MeV or p, track > 90 MeV would fulfill
the following conditions:

e cach track must cross a cylinder centered around the beam interaction point with
14 cm length and 8 cm radius
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e the transverse distance to the IP of the first (wire) hit in the drift chamber of each
track must be smaller than 50 cm

It was found that for pions, this reconstruction efficiency from Monte Carlo is €, =
0.94, while for the electrons, one obtains €. = 0.98, both flat in # and equal for both
charges. Using these values in EKHARA as a weight for the charged tracks surviving the
requirements mentioned above, one obtains a total cross section of o¢err = (46.9840.15)pb.

Fig. 13 shows the relative contribution from e*e™ — eTe~m "7~ events to the spectrum
in Fig. 2, right. This plot was obtained by using the effective cross section obtained from
EKHARA to estimate the effective yield of ete~ 7t 7~ events for 241.4pb~1! in bins of the
invariant mass squared of the pair of tracks, assuming for both tracks to have the mass of
a charged pion. This event yield was then compared to the data spectrum after selection.

a) b) <)

e
et I
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e e~ e e
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Figure 12: Diagrams contributing to the process ete™ — ete ntn™ (figure taken

from [20]).
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Figure 13: Relative contribution from the process ete™ — ete nT 7~ to the data spec-
trum.
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To evaluate an eventual contribution from ete™ — eTe ptu~ (in which the muons
are misidentified as pions), we have used the NEXTCALIBUR Monte Carlo generator [21].
Applying acceptance cuts and the cut on My, shown in Fig. 2, left, on the pair of muons
produced in the final state, the obtained cross section gives an event yield which is com-
patible with zero in most of the range of M2_, reaching a relative contribution to the
data spectrum of 0.05% only below 0.5 GeV?2. This contribution is therefore considered
negligible for our analysis.

The additional background contribution from ¢ — (fo + o)y — 7 7~ ~ has been
estimated with PHOKHARAG.1, where the Achasov model fitted to 7%7%y was imple-
mented [22]. This contribution has been found to be negligible within the small angle
selection cuts described in Sec. 3.2.

The ete™ — wyrsgp — mta 7% contribution (¢ = 5 nb) has been studied with
PHOKHARADS.0 interfaced with GEANFI detector simulation for the KLOE experiment [23],
10° events were generated in the full phase space. No events survived to the 77~ selec-
tion cuts, mostly due to the cut on missing mass in the preselection rejecting events with
Mmuiss > 120 MeV, which is the case for w — 7T 0

Jr

T events.

4.3.4 Evaluation of the systematic uncertainty

The systematic uncertainty due to the background estimation has two parts:
e The contribution from the error on the weights w obtained in the fit procedure
e The contribution from ete™ — ete 77~ events (see Sec. 4.3.3)

The errors on the weights w obtained in the fit are enlarged if P »-,2 is smaller than
5% according to
Xoni
ow — ¢ =B . § 4.4
v ndf 7" (4.4)

Since d0rx is proportional to (1 — f) = 1— fuuy — fars — feey, the relative uncertainty
on the cross section from the weights is given by?:

2 2 2
SWppy OWrnr SWppy OWrrr dwWeey
50—7T7W B \/( Wypiy f,u,u’y + W Jarn ) +2 OQuury,mmrm Wypr f,u,u’y W Janm + Weery fee'y

Onmy 1- f,u,u'y - fmrn - fee'y

(4.5)
The parameter ¢,,rr= describes the correlation between the fit parameters w,,, and
Wrrr. Lts value lies between -0.1 and +0.1. The contribution from eq. 4.5 to the relative
uncertainty on the o cross section is smaller than 0.05% above 0.6 GeV?2, and between
0.08 and 0.16% below (this reflects the fact that above 0.6 GeV?2, the contribution from
mrm events is not fitted with a free normalization parameter anymore).
For the events eTe™ — eTe w7, the relative contribution as in Fig. 13 has been
subtracted from the spectrum, and a conservative error of 50% (including a 25% error of
the generator [24]) is taken as an uncertainty on the measurement.

2As the Bhabha events are not fitted, but merely included in the fit without a free normalization
parameter, Weey = 1 and dweey = 0, as seen in Table 4.3; therefore the Bhabhas do not contribute to the
numerator in eq. 4.5.
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M2 (GeV?) | 0.005 | 0.015 | 0.025 | 0.035 | 0.045 | 0.055 | 0.065 | 0.075 | 0.085 | 0.095
0.3 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4
0.4 0.4 0.4 0.4 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3
0.5 0.3 0.3 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
0.6 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.2
0.7 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
0.8 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
0.9 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1

Table 2: Systematic error in % due to background subtraction in 0.01 GeV? bin intervals
of M?2,_. The bin center is given by the sum of the values in the first row and first column.

Fig. 14 and Table 2 show the final systematic uncertainty on the measurement due to
the effects from the background evaluation. This introduces an error of 0.3% on the value
of A™aq,,.
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Figure 14: Systematic uncertainty to the cross section measurement due to background.

4.4 Efficiency estimation for the cuts in M

Once the background is subtracted from the spectrum, we correct for the efficiencies of
the kinematical variables M. It is evaluated from the Monte Carlo production for
7t my(y)events with the PHOKHARA generator. As this generator has been interfaced
with the GEANFI, we can extract the efficiency as a function of (M2_)"¢. The kinematical
efficiency is thus the part of the Global Monte Carlo efficiency which is evaluated in
(M2.)"¢¢. From the outcome of the background fit procedure (see Sec. 4.3), one finds that
the corrections performed to the Monte Carlo distributions in reconstructed observables
result in a very good agreement in the shapes of the distributions (see e.g. x?/ndof values
in Table 4.3 or the plots of fit results in appendix A). We therefore do not perform an
additional correction concerning a difference between M;, efficiencies obtained from data
and from Monte Carlo.
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The systematic uncertainty has been estimated by performing the analysis changing
the cut My = 130 MeV which separates mmy from ppy events to My = 120 MeV. A
fractional difference of 0.1% (flat in M, ;) on the 7y cross section is found. A similar
change can be expected from a variation of the elliptical cut in the M, -M?2_-plane (Fig. 2,
left). A value of 0.2% is thus taken as systematic error due to the My, cut.

4.5 Correcting for the detector resolution

The correction for the detector resolution (often called unfolding) in M2, takes place right
after the correction for the kinematical efficiencies (see Fig. 4). As this implies the passage
from (M2.)"°¢ to (M2,)!"“¢, subsequent corrections have to be performed in (M2, ).

The number of events in bin i of (M2 )¢ can be related to the spectrum of observed
events in bins j of (M2, )¢ via

Nitrue _ Z P(Nltrue‘N]rec) . N;ec (4.6)
j=1

where the sum runs over all bins of the reconstructed quantity M2 . The problem then
consists in finding the quantity P(N/"“¢|N 7¢¢), which describes the bin-to-bin migration of
events due to the event reconstruction (and thus the detector resolution). This quantity
determines the contribution of an observed event in bin j of (M2, )" to the bin i in
(Mgﬂ_)true'

We have used to methods to evaluate P(N}/"“¢|N 1)

e Evaluating P(N}/"“¢|N 7¢¢) directly from a sample of reconstructed w*m~~(y) Monte
Carlo events, using the normalization condition

Ntrue
t
S P(NITNG) =1 (4.7)
i=1
This corresponds to the statement that each observed event must come from one or
more bins of the true values of M2, . Then the correction reduces to a simple matriz
multiplication of P(N{™¢|N7¢¢) with the vector of the observed spectrum in bins of

(M2.)"e¢. However, a bias can be introduced due to the parametrization of |Fy|?
used in the Monte Carlo generation.

o Evaluating P(N/™"¢|N7°°) using Bayes’ theorem [25]. This is a more sophisticated
procedure, reducing the bias from the parametrization for |F,|? used in the Monte
Carlo production by defining P(N/""*¢|N7*°) as

. P(erec‘Nltrue) . PO (Nltrue)

P(Nz rue|NJ1feC) = Ntrue rec true true (48)
>y P(Nj |Nj™€) - PyN]

where the initial probability Po(N/"¢) is changed in an iterative procedure to become
more and more consistent with the distribution of the N/™¢. Both Py(N/¢) and
the response matriz P(N 7 | Nfrue) are obtained from a Monte Carlo production of
7t7~v(y) events. An easily modifiable FORTRAN code from the authors’ webpage [26]
performs the necessary calculations and iterations.
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Figure 15: The probability matrix P(N{"¢|N7°®) (smearing matriz) which represents the
correlation between generated (true) and reconstructed values for M2 .

In Fig. 15, the probability matrix P(N/"¢|N. T €¢) from Monte Carlo is shown. The high
precision of the KLOE drift chamber results in an almost diagonal matrix. Both methods
give rather similar results. Following the advice from the author of the Bayesian unfolding
method, we perform a smoothing of the spectrum to be unfolded to avoid fluctuations
caused by statistical limitations. The smoothing is performed only in the regions below
0.5 GeV? and between 0.7 and 0.95 GV2, and not in the region of the p — w interference.
Fig. 16 shows the outcome of the two methods, compared to the original input spectrum.
In the analysis, we use the Bayesian approach, while the Matrix Multiplication method is
used to estimate the systematic uncertainty. It has also been verified that the outcome of
the procedure does not depend on the y?-like cutoff value used to terminate the iteration
loop. Fig. 17 shows the covariance matrix obtained in the Bayesian unfolding method.
It essentially maintains the diagonal structure of the smearing matrix without getting
broader. As an estimate for the systematic uncertainty on the differential do rr/dM. 2
cross section, the 7+ 7~ cross section and |F, |2, we take the absolute value of the difference
between the two methods. As can be seen in Fig. 18, this gives a significant contribution
only near the p — w interference region, where the smallness of the width of the w meson
introduces strong variations in the shape of |Fy|* over small intervals of M2, . Table 3
shows the values of the relative systematic uncertainty on our measurement in %, only
non-negligible in the region between 0.58 and 0.63 GeV?2. Please note that the unfolding
has a negligible effect on the integral on aj™, as it simply moves events between adjacent
bins. Therefore, the uncertainty given in Table 3 should not be taken into account when
evaluating the integral on a};" from or7.

21



x 102

1400 1.05

o Mat. Unfal
1200 = DAT; 1.04 £ E) nfo !nn

& - Matrix Unfolding 1.03 Bayés.Unfalding.
1000 omd = Bayes.Unfolding 102 £

= - . 8 =]

g - - 0 el A

< - 1.01
800 % iy 4 LE3 T ] A
600 [ . T < i Arany I

h — - 0.99 i
400 o P 0.98 i
200 L 0.97 fif
—~t 0.96 | -

0.95

00.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8

,08 1 ,08 1
M2 [Gev?] M2 [Gev?]

Figure 16: Left: Input spectrum (black) in bins of (M2,)"*¢ and unfolded spectrum for
matrix multiplication method (red) and Bayesian method (blue) in bins of (M2 )frue,

Right: Ratio of the unfolded over the input spectrum, for the matrix multiplication method
(red) and the Bayesian method (blue) in bins of M.

M2 (GeV?) | 0.585 | 0.595 | 0.605 | 0.615 | 0.625
Suny (%) 04 | 03 | 21 | 40 | 04

Table 3: Systematic error in % on do(eTe™ — ntm ) /dM2_, oc(ete” — 77 n~) and | Fy |2
due to the correction for detector resolution in 0.01 GeV? intervals. The indicated values
for M2, represent the center of the bin. Outside this interval the effect is negligible.

4.6 Tracking efficiency

The efficiency of reconstructing the pion track is measured per single charge, both on
Monte Carlo and data samples, conditioned to the presence of a tagging track of opposite
sign. More specifically, the efficiency to find the pion track of a given sign is parametrized
as a function of momentum and polar angle slices of the candidate track.

We studied Monte Carlo events of 777~ and two control samples from data: 77+ 70
events, that are almost background free and provide large statistics (the cross section
Oeteo——ntn—no 18 about 1 order of magnitude larger than the signal), but they are limited
to probe track momentum p < 400 MeV; and 77~ events, which are contaminated with
atrt 70 and pt ™ events, such that hard cuts are applied and the resulting statistics is
small, but it allows to cover larger momentum bins.

The selection of the 77~ 7% data sample is based on the following requirements applied
on a sample of 5 pb~! of “raw” data:

(3m.1) at least one tagging track “good”, namely first hit y/z2;; + y&; < 50 cm and point of

the closest approach (pca) of the backward track extrapolation \/37%’0 AT y%,c A <8
cm, |zpca| < 7 cm;

(37.2) the tagging track must have a cluster associated to it (after extrapolating the track
to the calorimeter and looking for a cluster within a sphere of radius = 90 cm)
recognized as a pion — PID function log £L,/L. > 0;

(37.3) 2 and only 2 photons, namely prompt clusters — according to the standard prescrip-
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Figure 17: Covariance matrix obtained from the Bayesian unfolding method.
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Figure 18: Estimate of the systematic uncertainty on the points of the differential
Ao~y /dMZ,. cross section, the 77 cross section and |F|* due to the unfolding pro-
cedure. It has been obtained by dividing the unfolded spectrum from the Matrix Multi-
plication method for the unfolded spectrum from the Bayesian method. The fits outside
the region of the p — w interference give values compatible with 1.
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Figure 19: Data vs. Monte Carlo comparison of tracking efficiencies for negative (top)
and positive (bottom) tracks, as a function of the expected momentum, for different polar
angle range. Pions are obtained from a sample of 77~ 7 data and 777~ MC events.
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tion |tey — raw/c| < bop — and neutral, i.e. neither associated to the tagging track
nor to other tracks;

(37.4) the 2 photons must have energy > 50 MeV and be distant > 60 cm, each other.

Momenta of the two photon clusters are improved by means of a y? minimization proce-
dure, where measured variables and constraints are sketched in the following table:

10 measurements: 5 for each ~ 4 constraints

E, = v cluster energy M% = mfro

7y = 7 cluster space coordinates M3 (B Y pil) = m2y
t, = 7 cluster time ty —|7y| /e =0, for each ~

where the missing mass, Mg, is evaluated from momenta of the 2 photons and of the
tagging track.

The following criteria to select 77~ events from a sample of 90 pb~! of “raw” data
and 110 pb~! of Monte Carlo — with scale factor 6, i.e. effective 660 pb~! — are used:

(rmy.1) at least one tagging track “good”, namely first hit 4/ x%H + y%H < 50 cm and point of

the closest approach (pca) of the backward track extrapolation \/x%,C AT y%,c A <38
cm, |zpcal < 7 cmy;

(rmv.2) the tagging track must have an associated cluster (after extrapolating the track to the
calorimeter and looking for a cluster within a sphere of radius = 90 c¢m) recognized
as a pion — PID function log £/L, > 0;

(rmv.3) 1 and only 1 photon with energy > 50 MeV;

(rmv.4) the tagging track must have momentum [Py, > 460 MeV, to suppress 7w 70

events on data;

(rmv.5) the expected track must have mass Mygigss < 120 MeV — evaluated using 4-momentum
conservation on momenta of the photon and the tagging track — and MLP < 0.3, to
suppress p 7y events on data.

No difference is found on Monte Carlo with and without requirements (77y.4) and (77.5).
For all three samples, the event is efficient if a fitted track with opposite charge with

respect to the tagging track, and with \/:z:%H + y%H < 50 cm, ,/a:l%CA + y%CA < 8 cm and

|zpca| < 7 cm — namely the same quality cuts on tracks used in the event selection — is
found, for given values of expected momentum p, and polar angle 6.

Fig. 19 shows the comparison of the tracking efficiency between pions from 7= 7 7
data and from the signal Monte Carlo sample, as a function of the expected momentum,
for different polar angle ranges. Fig. 20 shows the same comparison for pions of 7 7™y
data and Monte Carlo samples.

0

25



—_ r C C r
| 1r - - -
K r C C r
< 099 [ - e®°®° 400 eo e
G)% - *#é':¢¢’ ¢¢:¢¢ & F L e ®
098 [ - <J|> - <J|> ¢¢7$ <J|><J|>
z o dEe z TR0
097 [ - - -
096 |- - - s
o 50° <6 <60° | 60°<O<T0° | T0°<H<80° | 80° <€ <90°
095 fr. 1T
200 300 400 200 300 400 200 300 400 200 300 400
p(m™) [MeV]
+ 1 L ® mMCcmmy L L r
5 L O datammy - - a
~ 099 r o r o ® |-
& L - o | [ - L J
@ o $¢¢ ¢.§ :#‘.¢¢¢: *e® o
oo || 447 |8 ! ¢¢+++ X
0.97%%% (j\) * J|> * * +++¢¢
096 |- - - s
o 50° <6 <60° F 60°<60<70° F 70°<6<80° | 80° <0 <90°
095 fr. 11, 0T N I I S B
200 300 400 200 300 400 200 300 400 200 300 400

p(7") [MeV]

Figure 20: Data vs. Monte Carlo comparison of tracking efficiencies for negative (top)
and positive (bottom) tracks, as a function of the expected momentum, for different polar
angle range. Pions are obtained from a sample of 777~ data and 777~y MC events.
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For each 6 slice, we evaluated data over Monte Carlo corrections as the ratio of the
tracking efficiencies as a function of p, for pions of both signs:
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Both Fig. 21 and Fig. 22 show that corrections result almost flat for the momentum of
interest, and in good agreement for pions of the same sign and same polar angle range,
obtained from two different data samples.
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Figure 21: Ratio of the single track efficiency, as a function of momentum, between pions
obtained from 77~ 7° data and 7F7~+ MC events. The average ratio over momentum
is taken as the data-MC correction for each angle interval indicated inside the panels.

The tracking efficiency as a function of M2_ is obtained mapping these single pion
efficiencies, measured as a function of p and 0, with generated kinematics from Monte
Carlo. In particular, we used events with the same acceptance and My, cuts of the event
selection.

For a given bin in M2, (width = 0.01 GeV?), the tracking efficiency is an average over
the n different configurations of (6,+,p+,0,—,pr—) contributing to that bin:

1 n
5trk(M7%ﬂ-) = N lek Ek, (4.9)
k=1

where N is the number of Monte Carlo events used to compute the frequency v, with
which a certain k£ configuration occurs.
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Figure 22: Ratio of the single track efficiency as a function of momentum, between pions
obtained from 77~ data and 777~ MC events. The average ratio over momentum is
taken as the data-MC correction for each angle interval indicated inside the panels.

The correction factors in Fig. 21 (constant as function of momentum) and Fig. 22 has
been used to evalute the data-Monte Carlo corrections as function of M2, to the tracking
efficiency. The fractional difference between the results obtained with the two samples is
0.3%, which is taken as systematic error.

4.7 Pion cluster identification efficiency

In this analysis, each track is extrapolated to the calorimeter and at least one cluster is
searched for within a sphere of radius |Feyt — Tep| < 90 cm, where Texy and 7, are the
coordinates of the extrapolated point of the track in the calorimeter and of the cluster
centroid, respectively. If there is more than 1 cluster inside this sphere, the most energetic
one is defined as the cluster associated to the track.

Fig. 23 shows that the distance between the extrapolated points of the pion tracks is
larger than 3 m, for the M, region of interest.

Clusters associated to the tracks are used to provide the trigger (see below subsection)
and for the purpose of particle identification, by means of the same likelihood function [11]
computed for the analysis of the published results, but trained with 2002 data sample.
We require at least one track to be identified as a pion, namely at least one track must
have an associated cluster with log £,/L. > 0. This requirement is equivalent to exclude
events in the low left rectangle of Fig. 24.

The single 7% efficiency, ey, is defined as the probability of finding a cluster with
log Lr/L. > 0, conditioned to the presence of the 7T track. This is evaluated on both
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Figure 23: Distance between the points extrapolated to the calorimeter of the 2 pion tracks
as a function of invariant mass square of the 2 pions.

data (from a sample of ~ 120 pb~! from “streamed” events) and Monte Carlo (from a
sample of ~ 10 pb~! with scale factor 6, i.e. effective ~ 60 pb_l) 7T~y events, where
the pion track of opposite sign has an associated cluster with log £,/L. > 0 and this fires
at least 2 calorimeter trigger sectors.

In this case, the presence of both tracks is exploited in terms of the same 60, < 15° and
M, cuts used in the event analysis of Sec. 3.2, i.e. a selection cleaner and more efficient
than the control samples obtained from “raw” data for the tracking efficiency.

Therefore, the single pion efficiencies are evaluated in finer slices of momentum (30
bins between 200 and 500 MeV) and polar angle (8 intervals between 50° and 90°) of the
fitted pion track, with better resolution than the expected momentum. These are mapped
using the formula of eq. 4.9, 1 (M2.) = (3, vk ex)/N, where (the “OR of the likelihood”
is considered) :

Ty Tty ntr—y

ep=1- |:]- - gdata (97r+7p7r+)i| |:]- - Edata (ew_vpﬁ_ )] —  glata (M7%7'(') (410)

ep=1- |:]- - 8%67:—*7(97T+7p7r+)i| |:]- - E%gr*ry(ewfapﬁf )] - E%—gr—»y(MT%ﬂ) (411)
The choice of the track-to-cluster association radius Rica = |Fewt — Terw] = 90 cm is
motivated by trigger studies discussed below. Fig. 25 shows both £9%%¢_ (M2 ) and

rtr—y
eMc _W(M,%,r), depending on Ry, = 70, 80, 90, 100, 110 cm.

The ratio, 790 = %@ (M2,)/eM(M2,), between data and Monte Carlo efficiencies
with Rica = 90 cm is used and the relative systematic error is given by the relative
difference between 7110 and 770 and results to be << 0.1%, and is therefore considered

negligible.
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Figure 24: PID distributions for both tracks. Events contained in the low left rectangle
are regarded as eTe” 7y events, and rejected in the selection.
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4.8 Trigger corrections

Signal events are selected according to calorimeter self-triggering pions: at least two trigger
sectors [10] with energy deposit above threshold — provided that they are not located in
the same end cap — must be fired by the clusters associated to the pion tracks.
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Figure 26: Left: space—time correlation of the clusters able to fire one calorimeter trigger
sector with respect to extrapolated point, 7., of the positive (top) and the negative
(down) pion track, from data. Right: particle identity of the clusters able to fire one
calorimeter trigger sector as a function of AR = |y, — est|, for positive (top) and negative
(down) pion tracks, from Monte Carlo.

The efficiency for this selection is obtained with the single pion method, from the
same samples used in the previous subsection. The two tracks satisfying the requirements
of the analysis selection are extrapolated to the calorimeter. Clusters with the centroid
located within 90 cm from the point extrapolated from the 7% track to the calorimeter
are assigned to the 7+ category. The choice of 90 cm radius is motivated by the need to
include as many clusters originated by pions — either fragments or photons produced in 7
interactions with the calorimeter — as possible.

Clusters firing 1 sector are investigated in terms of their time difference, ATy, with
respect to the time of the most energetic cluster close to the extrapolated point 7. of
the pion and the distance, ARy, between the cluster centroid and 7..:: the choice of 90
cm allows to include more clusters correlated in time and space to pions. Left panel of
Fig. 26 shows the correlation of these variables for 77—+ data events. This behaviour is
also confirmed on 7w +t7~+ Monte Carlo events: right panel of Fig. 26 shows the particle
identity of the clusters as a function of AR, the choice of 90 cm allows to include more
clusters originated by the pions and not to add accidental clusters.
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The single 7 probability, FPy.1, of firing 0 or 1 trigger sectors is measured for both
data and MC signal events where the trigger is provided by the 7F. This probability is
parametrized in 30 momentum bins between 200 and 500 MeV and 8 intervals of polar

angle between 50° and 90° of the pion track.
The self-trigger efficiency as a function of M2_ is obtained mapping the single pion
probabilities as in eq. 4.9, ey (M2.) = (3, vk €k)/N, where for both data and MC:

e =1—=Pi(01,p4)Po(0—,p-) — Po(04,p1)Pr(0—,p-) — Po(04,p+)Po(0—,p-) — erny(MZ,)
(112)

The correctness of this combinatorial has been checked by Monte Carlo.

The efficiency evaluated with the single pion method using data is checked with an
estimate of the efficiency of self-triggering pions conditioned to the drift chamber trigger.

With the following conventions:

N. of events with EMC trigger = egmc NtoT = NEMC
N. of events with DC trigger = epc NtoT = NpC
N. of events with both triggers = egmcepcCrNror = NBoTH

Cr is the correlation term between EMC and DC triggers, where Cr = 1 means no
correlation.

Monte Carlo studies prove that C'r ~ 1 for 777~ events of this analysis.

We applied the ratio of data over Monte Carlo efficiencies, obtained with single pion
method of eq. 4.12. The systematic error of the trigger correction is evaluated comparing
the single pion method with the DC conditioned efficiency, from the same data sample.
Fig. 27 shows the comparison between self-triggering pion efficiencies, evaluated with the
two methods. The relative systematic error is about 0.1%.

4.9 From M?_ to (M? )?

The quantity M2_ is computed from measured momenta of the pions and is shifted by
radiative effects from the mass value at the 777~y vertex, (M2 )? (see Fig. 28). The
transition from M?2_ to (M2,)? is evaluated using a private version of the PHOKHARA
Monte Carlo generator [27] . This generator allows to (approximately) tell whether a
generated photon comes from the initial or the final state. The presence of final state
radiation shifts the observed value of M2_ (evaluated from the momenta of the two charged
pion tracks in the events) away from the value of the invariant mass squared of the virtual
photon produced in the collision of the electron and the positron. The shift is only in one
direction, (M2 )2 > M2, .

To find out in which bin of (M2 )? an event with a measured value of M2,_ belongs,
a probability matrix similar to the unfolding matrix in Sec. 4.5 has been constructed (see
Fig. 29). As the unshifting correction is performed inside the small angle acceptance
cuts (50° < 0, < 130°, O, < 15° or O, > 165°), the effect of this correction (which is
necessitated by the presence of final state radiation in the selected events) is minimized
due to the natural suppression of events with final state radiation for these acceptance
cuts.
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Figure 28: Photon emission from pions, shifting the dipion mass M2 — M.

A matrix multiplication similar to the one used to estimate the systematic uncertainty
in the unfolding procedure is then applied to unshift the spectrum and pass from M2 to
(MR,)?.

MG

0.9 %

03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1,
M2 [GeV?]

Figure 29: Unshifting matrix. The line above (M2 )? = 1.03 GeV? in the left plot
represents events with two pions and one photon in the final state. As our final results
extend only up to (M2.)? = 0.95 GeV?, these events are outside the range.

Fig. 30, obtained directly from Monte Carlo, shows the unshifting correction on the
spectrum. The relative increase of final state radiation due to events with one photon
from ISR and one photon from FSR over pure ISR events at low values of M2_ introduces
a larger effect of the unshifting in this region, resulting in a decrease of the spectrum in
this region (for a more detailed discussion on the unshifting, see [28]).

4.10 Acceptance

The acceptance for the cuts in 6, and 6., for o, and |Fy|? are evaluated using the private
version of the PHOKHARA Monte Carlo generator which has also been used in Sec. 4.9, as
they need to be known in bins of (M2 )2, the invariant mass squared of the virtual photon
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produced in the collision of the electron and the positron®. To exclude the doublecounting
of acceptances, the acceptance in 6, has been evaluated for events with 0., < 15° or
O > 165°.

Fig. 31 shows the acceptance for the cut in 50° < 6, < 130° (left) and 6., < 15% or
Orx > 1659 (right).
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Figure 31: Left: Acceptance for the cut in 6, (conditioned to the cut on 6,,). Right:
Acceptance for the cut in 6.

4.10.1 Systematic error on Acceptance

We evaluated the fractional difference in the M2, spectrum for both data and Monte

Carlo, varying the cut (see Fig 32) 0,7 < Ocyy = 15° (or Orn > Oy = 15°).
If O.qy < 15° (e.g. selecting events with 6., < 14°) we evaluated the quantity:
N(errrr < ecut) - N(arrrr < 150) N(07r7r < ecut) N(ecut < 07r7r < 150)

— 1= 4.1
N(g‘rr‘rr < 150) N(g‘rr‘rr < 150) N(gcut < 97r7r < 150) + N(07r7r < gcut) ( 3)

where the third expression focuses on the independent quantities and provides the correct
statistical error propagation

\/N2(9cut < 07r7r < 150) N(grrrr < ecut) + N(acut < 07777 < 150) N2(97'r7'r < ecut)
[N(ecut < 07777 < 150) + N(arrrr < ecut)]Q

(4.14)

3 As the differential cross section doyr~/dM?Z, is not corrected for the transition from M2, to (M2,)?,
the acceptance correction in 0, in this case is done in M?2,.
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Figure 32: Fiducial volume of the analysis, together with enlarging (or squeezing) of the
0. cone. Both hemispheres are considered in the analysis and in these studies.

If Oyt > 15° (e.g. selecting events with 6., < 16°) we evaluated the quantity:

N(Orr < Ocut) — N(Orr < 15°) _ N(Orr <Ocut) 1= N(15° < Orr < Ocut) (4.15)
N(Orr < 15°) N(Orr < 15°) N(Orr < 15°)

We measured how well the Monte Carlo reproduces the acceptance cut on data, in a way
similar to the studies for the acceptance in the luminosity measurement [29].

Fig. 34 and Fig. 35 show the fractional variation on the M2_ spectrum as a function
of B¢yt

The excursion on the spectrum at ., = (15 £ 1)° as function of M2_ is taken as
systematic error.

The systematic errors are given in Table 4.

M?2_ range (GeV'?)|Systematic error (%)
0.35 < M2_ < 0.39 0.6

0.39 < M2_<0.43 0.5

0.43 < M2_ < 0.45 0.4

0.45 < M2_<0.49 0.3

0.49 < M2 < 0.51 0.2

0.51 < M2, < 0.64 0.1

0.64 < M?2_<0.95 -

Table 4: Acceptance systematic errors.
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Figure 35: Dependence on 6., with increasing M2_ ranges from upper to lower panels.
These ranges (in GeV?) are specified in the plot in place of the ordinate labels.
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4.11 Luminosity
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Figure 36: Top: zoom of My spectrum from VLAB data fitted with the sum of an
exponential plus a Gaussian functions. Down: the same spectrum, after subtracting the
exponential, compared with a distribution of events with both tracks identified as pions,
from the same data sample.

The absolute normalization of the data sample is obtained [30] from very large angle
(55° < 6 < 125°) Bhabha, VLAB, events. The integrated luminosity, £, is provided by:
£ = Nobs = Noig - (4.16)
Oeff
where Ngps is the number of candidate large angle Bhabha events, Ny, is the number of
background events and o.g is the effective cross section for the KLOE VLAB selection
cuts. This is cross section is evaluated by the Monte Carlo generator Babayaga [31] —
including QED radiative corrections with the parton shower algorithm — interfaced with
the KLOE detector simulation GEANFI [7]. The method for the luminosity determination,
the event-selection criteria, and the systematics are all discussed in [30], and we consider
here only the updates for the 2002 data analysis.
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An updated version of the generator, Babayaga@NLO [32], has been released, in which
the new predicted cross section decreases by 0.7% (0 Bhapha = 456.2 nb) 4 and the theoret-
ical uncertainty improves from 0.5% to 0.1% with respect to the older version.

From the experimental point of view, the hardware veto of cosmic rays, has been
removed during 2002 data taking. This implies that this inefficiency is not present in
this analysis of VLAB events, and, furthermore, the background process eTe™ — 777~ is
slightly increased with respect to the analysis of 2001 data, because the veto inefficiency
was remarkable for this class of events.

Fig. 36, top, shows the tail of the M, spectrum of VLAB events in which the signal
and background distributions are respectively parametrized with an exponential and a
Gaussian function. Fig. 36, bottom, shows the comparison of the same spectrum after
subtracting the exponential with the distribution of events with both tracks fulfilling the
pion identification — log L /L > 0 — out of the same sample.

Table 5 lists the differences in the contributions to the corrections and systematic errors
used for the luminosity measurement, between the analyses of the two data sets.

2001 2002
relative theoretical error on oeg| 0.5% 0.1%
background correction —0.6%| —0.7%
cosmic ray veto efficiency +0.4% |negligible
relative error on L: Oy, @ Oezp | 0.6% 0.3%

Table 5: Differences between 2001 and 2002 corrections and systematic errors on the
luminosity measurement.

More in detail, the background correction is the fraction of events identified as ete™ —
777~ to be subtracted from data and cosmic ray veto efficiency is the fraction of events
to be added to the event counts, because of this inefficiency. The relative systematic error
on the luminosity measurement is 0.3%.

5 Radiative corrections

5.1 The radiator function

To pass from the radiative differential cross section
do(eTe™ — 71 + ysr (ysR) ) (M2, 0z ) /A M2

to the total cross section for the process ete™ — 77, in the absence of photons from
final state radiation, one can relate the two items by introducing a theoretical radiator
function H(M?2,,s,0,:) via the equation [8,33]

T

do(ete” — 7w + yisr (yisr)) (M2, Orr)
dM?2,

X s=H(M2 5 0:) xo(ete” — mm)(M2,)
(5.1)

“For a comparison of the Bhabha cross section with the other generators see [30].
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Here M2, is the squared invariant mass of the two-pion system (which is identical
to the squared invariant mass of the virtual photon v* in the absence of FSR), s is the
squared center-of-mass energy of the DA®NE collider, and 6, is the angle of the photon
or the photon system (in case there is more than one photon). The dimensionless quantity
H describes the emission of soft, virtual and hard photons in the initial state.

Using o, (M2,) = ”O‘jﬂ B3| Fr(M2,)|?, one can easily rewrite eq. 5.1 as®

3M2
daﬁm(v)(Mgmem) H(Mz, 5, 0xr) T’ 2 )2

= o7 F.(M. 5.2

dM,%ﬂ s X 3M7%ﬂ-ﬁ7r| 7|'( 7'('7I')| ( )

One can exploit eq. 5.2 using the PHOKHARA Monte Carlo generator, which con-
tains ISR processes to next-to-leading order [33], to obtain the H-function. Setting
|Fe(M2,)]? = 1 in the generator (and switching off the vacuum polarization of the in-

termediate photon in the generator), H(M?2,_,s,0,,) becomes

3MZ, » dawm(v)(Mgwem) McC

H(MZ,8,0mr) =
(M7, 8, 0rnr) = 5 X T2 dM2, |Fr(MZ,)2=1

T

(5.3)

This is a convenient mechanism to extract H for certain cut values of fx. without
having to deal with analytic formulas. If the binwidth dM2_ is chosen identical for the

d T d T C - . o .
measured % and the % obtained from Monte Carlo, the division
Mz, M2 | Fe(M2,)]2=1

for H automatically passes from a differential to an absolute cross section.

In the present analysis, H is evaluated for 0° < 6, < 180°, as shown in Fig. 37. Using
a radiator function which is inclusive in 6, allows to factorize and treat consistently FSR
effects in the evaluation of the 6, acceptance (see Sec. 5.2).
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Figure 37: The dimensionless radiator function H(M?2,,s), inclusive in 6, in bins of 0.01
GeV? in M2.. The value used for s in the Monte Carlo production is s = (My)? =

(1.019456 GeV')?
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5.1.1 Systematic error of the radiator function

The error quoted by the authors of PHOKHARA on the ISR part of the generator is
0.5%, mainly due to missing diagrams like non-factorizable two-photon exchange graphs
(see Fig. 38).

YI SR

Figure 38: Two-photon exchange graph, not simulated in PHOKHARA.

In addition, we add an experimental systematic uncertainty to the radiator function
due to the spread of /s during the 2002 running period of DA®NE. Fig. 39, left, shows the
C

. . . . . d0'7r7r'\/ M
spread in /s in the data. Fig. 39, right, shows the ISR cross section Q2 (M2, 1 for

two extreme values of /s (1019.2 and 1019.8 GeV), divided by the corresponding value of s
(as one needs to divide the measured cross section for H/s, see eq. 5.2). The experimental
systematic uncertainty is taken as half of the relative difference between the cross sections
in Fig. 39, right. Fig. 40 and Table 6 show the relative systematic uncertainty on H
coming from the spread in y/s. This introduces an error of 0.2% on the value of a};".

0.2
0.2
0.3
0.3
0.3
0.5

(MY,)? (GeV?2) [ 0.005 | 0.015 | 0.025 | 0.035 | 0.045 | 0.055 | 0.065 | 0.075 | 0.085 | 0.095

0.3 03 | 04 | 02 | 01
0.4 01 | 02 | 01 | 02 |01 |02 ] o021 03] 01
0.5 03 | 03 [ 01 | 02| 03 |03 | 03] 02| 02
0.6 01 | 03 | 03 | 02| 02|03 ]| 03] 03] 02
0.7 03 | 03 | 04 | 03 | 03 | 03 | 04 | 03 | 03
0.8 04 | 04 | 03 | 05 | 04 | 05 | 04 | 04 | 05
0.9 05 | 06 | 06 | 06 | 0.7

Table 6: Systematic error in % due to the the spread in /s in the 2002 data taking period,
given in 0.01 GeV? bin intervals of (M?_)2. The bin center is given by the sum of the
values in the first row and first column.

5.2 The treatment of final state radiation

The presence of events with final state radiation in the data sample affects our analysis in
the following items:
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Figure 39: Left: Spread of 1/s in the data. Right: The ISR-cross section SUT”T;:: (M2 P =1
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Figure 40: The relative systematic uncertainty on H coming from the spread in /s.

e The M,y distributions (Secs. 4.3 and 4.4). These distributions are affected by final
state radiation. Missing FSR terms and the model dependence might affect our
background fitting procedure and the M, efficiency. However, as these corrections
are performed within the small angle selection cuts, in which FSR is suppressed;
and due to the fact that we have found parametrizations which make the Monte
Carlo distributions in My, resemble very much the ones for data (see appendix B
for details), we do not expect a non-negligible uncertainty due to final state radiation
effect on M,

e The unshifting procedure 4.9. Again, this correction is performed inside the small
angle acceptance cuts, minimizing its impact. Still, the correction reaches several
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percent at lower values of (M2 )2. Tt has been argued [34] that the presence of a
second photon from FSR could give a non-negligible effect, as these higher-order
diagrams are not yet included in the PHOKHARA Monte Carlo code. As this is

however a higher order effect, we do not expect a sizable contribution.

e The 0., variable. While 60, is rather unaffected by the presence of final state radi-
ation, this is not true for 6,,. In fact, the requirement to have 0., at small angles
is the key factor for the suppression of final state radiation in this analysis. After
correcting for the 6., acceptance, the spectrum is inclusive in 6,, and therefore
also inclusive with respect to final state radiation. Here we completely depend on
the PHOKHARA Monte Carlo generator and the model of photon radiation from
pointlike pions (sQED).

e The division for the radiator function H(s). Here we assume factorization between
the ISR and the FSR process. This has been tested in the previous publication [6,28],
and our assumption was found to be valid within 0.2%.

As all the effects of final state radiation have already been evaluated in our previous
publication [6], and since the general approach in this analysis has not changed so much
concerning the treatment of final state radiation, we assume the combined error of 0.3%
for the uncertainty on the relative FSR contribution and the model dependence to be valid
also in this analysis.

5.3 The vacuum polarisation

In order to obtain the bare cross section, vacuum polarization effects must be subtracted.
This is done by correcting the cross section for the running of ., as follows:

2
Obare = Odressed <%> = O—dressed/d(s) (54)

where the running of @ can be written as [35]:
0
a(s) = 2(0)
1 — Acep(s) — Aapad(s)
The leptonic contribution can be calculated analytically, while the hadronic contribution

comes from a dispersion integral which includes the hadronic cross section itself as inte-
6
grand®:

(5.5)

oo /
a(O)SRe dSl R(s )

3 amz2 - 8'(8' — 5 —ie)

Actpaa(s) = — (5.6)

Therefore, the correct procedure has to be iterative and it should include the same data
that must be corrected. However, since the correction is at the few percent level, we have
used the Aapqq(s) as evaluated using op,44(s) values measured previously [36].

Fig. 41 shows the correction §(s) applied to the w7~ cross section. This correction
avoids doublecounting of higher order terms in the dispersion integral for aj", and it is
not applied to the pion form factor |Fy|? in Table 6 (see also the analysis flow in Fig. 4).

A table with the values of §(s) can be found in appendix C. The error on the J(s)

points adds a systematic contribution to the value of a};" of 0.1%.

SR(s) = oo (s)/4ma
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Figure 41: Correction factor 0(s): oundressed(S) = Tdressed($)/0(s), obtained from [36].

6 Results

The differential 7% 7 cross section is obtained from the observed count, N, after sub-
tracting the residual background, N4, correcting for the overall acceptance, Eace(M?2),
and the luminosity £, as discussed in the previous sections:

damr'y _ Nobs — kag 1
dM2, AM?2. eace(M2,) L

T

(6.1)

The differential cross section is then divided by the radiator function (provided by
the Phokhara Monte Carlo program [33]) to obtain the measured total cross section
Orn(y)(ME)?, as in eq. 5.1.

The pion form factor can then be obtained from the total cross section o r(,)(Mz 0 )2
by subtracting FSR under the assumption of pointlike pions (nrsg [37]), and including
the effects from vacuum polarisation dyp (see Sec. 5.3):

3(M0)

0 \2\|2
E((M)P =~ 550

5 (L. = npsR) - dvp. (6.2)

Our results are summarized in Table 6, which lists:

e the differential cross section do(ete™ — 777~ v)/dM2,_ as a function of the invariant
mass of the di-pion system, M2_, in the angular region 6., < 15° or ., > 165°,
0° < 0, < 180°;

e the bare cross section o(ete” — 7t77), inclusive of FSR, but with the vacuum
polarization effects removed [36], as a function of (M2 )?%;

e the pion form factor dressed with vacuum polarization, but with FSR effects ex-
cluded, as a function of (M2.)? (equal to M2 in the absence of FSR).

The cross section for eT™e™—n "7~ ~, after applying the corrections described above, is
shown in Fig. 42 left, for | cos 6| > cos(15°), while the bare cross section for ete™ — ntn—
is shown in the right panel.
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| Onny |

Ubare ‘

vy

5]

Reconstruction Filter
Background subtraction
Trackmass

Particle 1D

M?2_ dependent (Tab. 2)

negligible

0.2 % flat in M2,
negligible

Tracking 0.3 % flat in M2,
Trigger 0.1 % flat in M2,
Unfolding M2_ dependent (Tab. 3)
Acceptance M?2_ dependent (Tab 4)
L3 0.1 % flat in M2,
Luminosity 0.3 % flat in M2,

FSR resummation

0.3 %

Rad. function (H(M?2.))

0.5 %

/s dep. of H

2 _dependent (Tab. 6)

Vacuum Polarization

(Tab. 11) | -

Table 7: List of systematic uncertainties.

The errors given in Table 6 are statistical only, while the common systematic errors
are shown in Table 7. It should be noted that the statistical errors account only for the
diagonal elements of the covariance matrix. The bin-by-bin errors are correlated as a
result of the unfolding procedure; for error propagation, as for example in the calculation

of A™a,, (see below), the covariance matrix must be used [38].
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Figure 42: Left: Cross section for the ete™ — w77~ v(v) process, inclusive in 0, and with
0° < O, < 15° or 165° < O, < 180°. Right: Bare cross section for eTe™ — 7.

In Fig. 43, the result for the pion form factor (including vacuum polarisation, and
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Figure 43: |F,|? as a function of (M2, )%

undressed from pionic final state radiation) is shown.

7 Evaluation of A™q,

The dispersive integral for A™a,, is computed as the sum of the values for agﬁ listed in
Table 5 times the kernel K (s):
1 Smax 0
A0 = / s D) (5) K (s) (7.1)

where the kernel, see the second paper of Ref. [5], is given by

) 2
1
K(s)=2(1= 2) 4 (14220 427 (log(1 +2) — 2+ 5 ) + 1o logar

2 1—2
with
L—/1—4m2/s
€r =
L+ /1—4m2/s
Eq. 7.1 gives

A™a, = (387.2 + 0.55a1 + 2.4exp & 2.3¢) x 10710

in the interval 0.35< M2 < 0.95 GeV2. Contributions to the systematic errors on A™a,,
are given in Table 9.
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bare

bare

Ai%wKﬂigw)Q UWWW Orm Ai%wKﬂigw)Q UWWW Orm

GeV? nb/GeV? nb |F(m)|? GeV? nb/GeV?2 nb |F(m)]2

0.355 13.074£0.164+0.09| 30944 7.35+0.11 0.655 59.62+0.19+0.31| 683.8+2.7 | 25.90+0.10
0.365 14.2140.16+£0.09| 33544 8.09+0.11 0.665 56.28+0.184+0.29| 626.94+2.5 | 23.98+0.10
0.375 15.204+0.164+0.10| 35444 | 8.68+0.11 0.675 53.43+0.184+0.28| 573.5+2.4 | 22.16+0.09
0.385 16.604+0.164+0.11| 3804+4 |9.45+0.11 0.685 49.84+0.1740.26 | 520.84+2.2 | 20.33+0.09
0.395 18.234+0.17+0.11| 4054+4 |10.23£0.11 0.695 47.2240.1640.24| 476.01+2.0 | 18.78+0.08
0.405 19.974+0.164+0.12| 4394+4 |[11.2840.11 0.705 44.65+0.164+0.23 | 435.84+1.9 | 17.38+0.08
0.415 22.004+0.174+0.14| 47244 |12.30+0.11 0.715 41.40+0.1540.21| 389.54+1.7 | 15.70+0.07
0.425 24.094+0.174+0.15| 51144 |13.51+0.11 0.725 39.40+0.14+0.20| 360.7+£1.6 | 14.69+0.07
0.435 26.57+0.174£0.16| 548+4 |14.7040.11 0.735 37.80+0.144+0.19| 331.1+1.5 | 13.63+0.06
0.445 29.264+0.184+0.17| 59244 |16.13+0.12 0.745 36.05+0.14+0.18| 302.6+1.4 | 12.60+0.06
0.455 32.56+£0.1940.19| 648+4 (17.91+0.12 0.755 34.13+0.1340.17| 276.04+1.3 | 11.63+0.05
0.465 35.60£0.1940.20| 695+4 [19.49+0.12 0.765 32.50+0.134+0.16| 251.44+1.2 | 10.70+0.05
0.475 39.184+0.19+0.22| 749+4 |21.31£0.13 0.775 31.14+0.12+0.16| 230.2+1.1 | 9.91+0.05
0.485 44.28+0.204+0.25| 826+5 [23.85+0.13 0.785 30.01+£0.1240.15| 212.3+1.0 | 9.2440.04
0.495 49.73+0.21+£0.28| 908+5 |26.61+0.14 0.795 29.23+0.11+£0.15| 197.4+0.9 | 8.68+0.04
0.505 54.1740.224+0.30| 963+5 |28.654+0.14 0.805 28.46+0.114+0.14| 183.7+0.9 | 8.1640.04
0.515 59.204+0.224+0.33| 1035+5 |31.25+0.15 0.815 27.794+0.11+£0.14| 171.3+£0.8 | 7.69+0.04
0.525 63.90+£0.234+0.35| 1085+5 [33.25+0.15 0.825 27.06+£0.114+0.14| 158.44+0.8 |7.180+0.035
0.535 69.82+0.24+0.38| 1158+5 |36.05+0.16 0.835 26.43+0.10+0.13| 147.0+0.7 |6.7324+0.032
0.545 74.684+0.244+0.41| 120945 |38.22+0.16 0.845 26.02+0.10+0.13| 137.5+0.6 |6.358+0.030
0.555 79.20+0.2440.43| 124245 |39.884+0.16 0.855 25.63+0.1040.13| 127.44+0.6 |5.948+0.028
0.565 83.79+0.25+0.45| 1289+5 |42.06+0.16 0.865 25.43+0.10+0.13| 119.24+0.6 |5.621+0.026
0.575 85.79£0.254+0.46| 1276+5 [42.27+0.16 0.875 25.49+0.1040.13| 111.54+0.5 |5.304+0.025
0.585 88.66+0.25+0.58| 1285+5 |43.18+0.16 0.885 25.4940.10+0.13| 104.940.5 |5.038+0.023
0.595 90.24+0.254+0.55| 1282+5 [43.61+0.16 0.895 25.774£0.104+0.13| 98.7+0.4 |4.784+0.022
0.605 91.384+0.25+2.01| 1262+5 |43.37+0.16 0.905 26.20+0.10+0.13| 93.1+0.4 |4.550+0.020
0.615 70.10+0.2142.83(898.1+3.5|33.034+0.13 0.915 26.81+0.104+0.13| 87.6+0.4 |4.322+0.019
0.625 65.02+0.204-0.43|801.7£3.2({29.84+0.12 0.925 27.49+0.104+0.14| 82.8+0.4 |4.117£0.018
0.635 64.92+0.20+£0.34|785.7£3.1|29.31£0.12 0.935 28.57+0.10+0.14|78.74+0.33|3.950+0.017
0.645 62.40+0.2040.32|734.2+2.9(27.57+0.11 0.945 29.86+0.1040.15|74.74+0.31|3.780+0.016

Table 8: o5z, O

function of M2

bare
T

T

cross sections and pion form factor |Fy|? for

bins of 0.01 GeV?,
where the value given indicates the bin center. While the o, cross section is given as a

the @€ cross section and |F2| are given as function of (M2 )2. The error

attached to each value represents the statistical uncertainty. For o+, the second error
gives the systematic uncertainty obtained by adding the contributions listed in Table 7
quadratically for each value of 0.01 GeV?.
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Reconstruction Filter negligible
Background subtraction 0.3 %
Trackmass 0.2 %
Particle ID negligible
Tracking 0.3 %
Trigger 0.1 %
Unfolding negligible
Acceptance (0) 0.2 %
Acceptance (0;) negligible
Software Trigger (L3) 0.1 %
Luminosity (0.14, @ 0.3¢zp)% 0.3 %
/s dep. of H 0.2 %
Total exp systematics 0.6 %
Vacuum Polarization 0.1 %
FSR resummation 0.3 %
Rad. function H 0.5 %
Total theory systematics 0.6 %

Table 9: List of systematic errors on A™"a,,

8 Comparison between 2008 and 2005 analyses

In order to compare consistently the 77~ differential cross section from this analysis to
that from our previous analysis, two corrections have been applied to the previous results:

e a —0.7% overall shift, due to the new evaluation of the Bhabha cross section, obtained
from the updated version of the Babayaga generator (see Sec. 4.11);

e an energy-dependent effect due to a double counting of the calorimeter cluster ef-
ficiency in the evaluation of the trigger correction, which overestimates the cross
section mainly at low-mass values by a few percent.

do(mmy, '08)/do(mwmy, '05)—1
0.05

o HWHN++++++n*u""' Sty

—0.05F '

by et ot
LA #,

2 2
1 1 1 1 M7T7TI (Gelv )
04 05 06 07 08 09

Figure 44: Comparison of the present result with the published data, updated for the

effects described in the text. The band is just the fractional systematic error of the ratio.

As a result of these updates, the value of A™a,, from our previous analysis changes to
(384.4 & 0.8t £ 4.64ys) X 10719, The fractional difference between the spectra for the
present analysis and that previously published (with updates), is shown in Fig. 44. While
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the agreement below the p peak is good, above 0.7 GeV? there is some difference between
the two spectra. The value obtained for the integral is consistent between the two data
sets (as shown in Table 10). Because of the analysis improvements and the quality of the
2002 data, we consider that the present results to supersede those previously published.

A™a,x1010 0.35 < M2, < 0.95GeV?
published 05 | 388.7 &= 0.8gtat &= 4.9y
updated 05 | 384.4 + 0.8 + 4.64ys
new data 08 | 387.2 & 0.5gtat £ 3.3¢ys

Table 10: Comparison among A™"a,, values from KLOE analyses.

9 Comparison with CMD-2 and SND results

We may compare the present result on |F,|? with the results from the energy scan ex-
periments at Novosibirsk CMD-2 [39] and SND [40]. For a given energy scan experiment,
whenever there are several data points falling in one 0.01 GeV? bin, we average the values.
The result can be seen in Fig. 45, left. Fig. 45, right, shows the fractional difference be-
tween the data points from the energy scan experiments (CMD-2 and SND) and the KLOE
data. There is reasonable agreement between the experiments, as also indicated by the
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Figure 45: Left. |Fy|*> from CMD-2 [39], SND [40] and KLOE with statistical errors.
Right. Fractional difference between CMD-2 (C) or SND (S) and the KLOE (K) results.
The dark (light) band is the KLOE statistical (statistical & systematic) error. For CMD-2
and SND points the statistical®systematic error is shown.

computed values of A™q,, given below in the range of overlap 0.630< M, < 0.958 GeV,
combining statistical and systematic errors in quadrature:

SND, 2006 [40] A™a, = (361.0 £5.1) x 107 *°
CMD-2, 2007 [39] A™a, = (361.5 4+ 3.4) x 10~ °
this work A™a,, = (356.7 £3.1) x 10717
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A fit for the best value gives 359.2+2.1 with y2/dof=1.24/2, corresponding to a confidence
level of 54%.

10 Conclusions

We have measured the dipion contribution to the muon anomaly, A™a,, in the interval
0.592< M, <0.975 GeV, with negligible statistical error and a 0.6% experimental system-
atic uncertainty. Radiative corrections calculations increase the systematic uncertainty to
0.9%. Combining all errors we find:

A™a,,(0.592< M, <0.975 GeV) = (387.2 £+ 3.3) x 10~ 1°.

This result is consistent with our previous value, with a total error smaller by 30%. Our
new result confirms the current disagreement between the standard model prediction for
a, and the measured value.
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A Results of the background fit procedure
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between 0.32 and
0.40 GeV2. Shown are the data (black), sum of all Monte Carlo contributions (blue),
mry(y) and ppy(y) Monte Carlo (red), mmm Monte Carlo (green) and Bhabha Monte
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B Correcting Monte Carlo distributions

B.1 Momentum corrections

The following corrections have been applied to Monte Carlo momenta components p;

pi — pi/C0,5x) (B.1)

where

C(0.5,) = { c(0) — (1.2354 — 2.1833s, + 0.87765s2)1073 if 6 > /2

c(0) if 0 <m/2
and
c(y) = (1. =5-10"H(1 — (y/|y|(1 — e W/O0T) _1)/2.5/510) ; y =0 —0.85  (B.2)

If s > 0.8 GeV? ¢ — ¢ —0.0002.
If s, < 0.8 GeV? the momenta of the positive (p;”) and negative track (p; ) are smeared

i
(p~ — pt~ - smear, _) according to

[ 1-0.007z 1/20 of the events
SEAT+ =1 1-0.0018%  else

1—0.007z  1/20 of the events

smear— = { 1 —0.0023z else

where x is a random Gaussian variable (with mean 0 and sigma 1). Plots on the effect of
these corrections on data-MC comparison for variables of significant interest can be found
in [18].

B.2 Momentum corrections for data and Monte Carlo

A second description of corrections to Monte Carlo distributions has been obtained from [41]
- it acts only on the momenta of the two charged particles, not on the angles. Different
from the procedure above (appendix B.1), also the momenta components of data are
corrected. For the Monte Carlo distributions, corrections are identical for particles with
positive and negative charge.

The data momenta get corrected in the following way:

- Positively charged track:
- p;y = p;r‘y x (1. —8.-107%)
- pf=pf+p[ 8107

- Negatively charged track:
= Pujy = Papy X (1. —2.-107%)
= pr =ps +p[-5.- 107

The Monte Carlo momenta get corrected in two steps:
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5 Sy p 5 dvp s Sy p 5 dvp
0.355(1.0096+0.0003|0.505|1.0027+0.0004 [0.655|1.0465+0.0020 {0.805|1.0362+0.0012
0.365(1.00914+0.0003|0.515|1.0033+0.0003|0.665 |1.0438+0.0015|0.815|1.0360+0.0012
0.375(1.00854+0.0003|0.525|1.0042+0.0003 [0.675|1.04194+0.0010 {0.825{1.03594+0.0012
0.385(1.00794+0.0003|0.535|1.0056+0.0003 [0.685|1.0404+0.0006 {0.835{1.0357+0.0012
0.395(1.00734+0.0003|0.545|1.0074+0.0002|0.695 [1.0392+0.0003 |0.845|1.0353+0.0012
0.405(1.006740.0003|0.555|1.0094+0.0002 [0.705|1.0382+0.0004 {0.855{1.03534+0.0012
0.415(1.006140.0003|0.565|1.0116+0.0003|0.715|1.0374+£0.0007 |0.865|1.0348+0.0012
0.425(1.005440.0004|0.575|1.0134+0.0004 [0.725|1.0366+0.0009 [0.875|1.034440.0012
0.435(1.00484+0.0004|0.585|1.0144+0.0006|{0.735|1.0362+0.0011 |0.885|1.0339+0.0012
0.445(1.004240.0004|0.595|1.0132+0.0006 [0.745|1.0364+0.0011 {0.895|1.0333+0.0012
0.455(1.003640.0004|0.605|1.0106+0.0009|0.755|1.0366+0.0011 |0.905|1.0327+0.0012
0.465(1.003140.0004|0.615|1.0679+0.0007|0.765|1.0366+0.0011 |0.915|1.0320+0.0012
0.475(1.002740.0004|0.625|1.0674+0.0045 [0.775]|1.0365+0.0011 {0.925{1.03114+0.0012
0.485(1.002540.0004|0.635|1.0564+0.0035|0.785|1.0365+0.0011 |0.935|1.0301+£0.0012
0.495(1.002540.0004 |0.645|1.0503+0.0027 [0.795|1.0364+0.0012 {0.945|1.0290+0.0012

Table 11: Vacuum Polarization values used in the analysis, see [36]. The value of s
corresponds to the bin center.

1. Shifting the momenta components

e For s < 0.5 GeV%: pyiys = Dafyl> X (1. +3.8-107%)
e For s > 0.5 GeV? and s < 0.8 GeV?: Palylz = Pajylz X (1. +2.5- 107%)
e For s > 0.8 GeV?: Palylz = Pafylz X (1. + 3.0 107%)

2. Smearing the momenta components

If s, < 0.7 GeV? the momenta of the positive (p;”) and negative track (p;) are

smeared (p; "~ — pt~ - smear _) according to

[ 1-0.005z 1/20 of the events
SIMEAT+= =1 1-0.0015z  else

If s, > 0.7 GeV? the momenta of the positive (p;) and negative track (p; ) are
smeared (p;°~ — pt~ - smeary ) according to

[ 1-0.007z  1/20 of the events
SMEAT+= =1 1-0.0018z else

where x is a random Gaussian variable (with mean 0 and sigma 1).

C Vacuum Polarization

Table 11 shows the values used for dy p to obtain the bare cross section (see Sec. 5.3). The
values are taken from [36].

63



References

[1] G. W. Bennett et al. [Muon G-2 Collaboration|, Phys. Rev. D 73 (2006) 072003
[2] J.P. Miller, E. de Rafael and B.L. Roberts, Rept. Prog. Phys. 70 (2007) 795

[3] F. Jegerlehner, [hep-ph/0703125]

[4] C. Bouchiat and L. Michel, J. Phys. Radium 22 (1961) 121.

[5] S. Brodsky and E. de Rafael, Phys. Rev. 168 (1968) 1620; B.E. Lautrup and E. de
Rafael, Nuovo Cimento, 1A (1971) 238.

[6] A. Aloisio et al. [KLOE coll], Phys. Lett. B 606 (2005) 12
[7] F. Ambrosino et al. [KLOE coll.], Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 534 (2004) 403.
[8] S. Binner, J. H. Kiihn and K. Melnikov, Phys. Lett. B 459 (1999) 279
[9] F. Bossi, M. Moulson, M. Palutan, B. Sciascia, KLOE Memo 281

[10] M. Adinolfi et al. [KLOE coll.], Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 492 (2002) 134

[11] B. Valeriani, KLOE Memo 295

[12] S.Miiller, KLOE Memo 287

[13] M. Moulson, S.Miiller, KLOE Memo 288

[14] F. Nguyen, KLOE Memo 294

[15] R. Brun et al., CERN Program Library Y250 (1995)

[16] R. Barlow, C. Beeston, Comp. Phys. Comm. 77 (1993) 219

[17] S. Baker, D. Cousins, Nucl. Inst. Meth. 221 (1984) 437

[18] B. Valeriani, G. Venanzoni, KLOE Memo 291

[19] H. Czyz, E. Nowak, Acta Phys. Polon. B34 (2003) 5231

[20] H. Czyz, E. Nowak-Kubat, Phys. Lett. B634 (2006) 493

[21] F. A. Berends, C. G. Papadopoulos, R. Pittau, Comput. Phys. Commun. 136 (2001)
148

[22] O. Shekhovtsova, private communication. See also G. Pancheri, O. Shekhovtsova and
G. Venanzoni, J. Exp. Theor. Phys. 106 (2008) 470

[23] F. Ambrosino , Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 534 (2004) 403
[24] H. Czyz, private communication

[25] G. D’Agostini, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 362 (1995) 487

64



[26] G. D’Agostini: URL http://www.romal.infn.it/ dagos/bayes_distr.txt

[27] H.Czyz et al., private communication

28] A. Denig et al., KLOE Note 192 (2004)

[29] A. Denig, F. Nguyen, KLOE Note 202 (2005)

[30] F. Ambrosino et al. [KLOE coll.], Eur. Phys. J. C 47 (2006) 589

[31] C. M. Carloni Calame et al., Nucl. Phys. B 584 (2000) 459

[32] G. Balossini et al., Nucl. Phys. B 758 (2006) 227

[33] H. Czyz, A. Grzeliniska,, J. Kithn, G. Rodrigo, Eur. Phys. J. C 27 (2003), 563
[34] F. Jegerlehner, Springer Tracts in Mod. Phys., 226 (2007)

[35] A. Hofer, J. Gluza and F. Jegerlehner, Eur. Phys. J. C 24 (2002) 51

[36] Aapqq(s) points have been provided by Fred Jegerlehner. URL http://www-
com.physik.hu-berlin.de/ fjeger /alphaQEDn.uu

[37] J.S. Schwinger, Particles, Sources and Fields, Vol.3, Redwood City, USA Addison-
Wesley (1989) 99

[38] The covariance matrix can be retrieved from the following web page:
URL http://www.Inf.infn.it /kloe/ppg/

[39] R. R. Akhmetshin et al. [CMD-2 coll.], Phys. Lett. B 648 (2007) 28
[40] M. N. Achasov et al., [SND coll.], J. Exp. Theor. Phys. 103 (2006) 380

[41] P. Beltrame, private communication

65



