
ar
X

iv
:2

31
2.

02
76

1v
1 

 [
he

p-
ph

] 
 5

 D
ec

 2
02

3

Hidden-bottom hadronic transitions of Υ(10753)

Shi-Dong Liu,1, ∗ Zu-Xin Cai,1, 2 Zhao-Sai Jia,1, 3 Gang Li,1, 3, † and Ju-Jun Xie2, 4, 5, ‡

1College of Physics and Engineering, Qufu Normal University, Qufu 273165, China
2Institute of Modern Physics, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Lanzhou 730000, China

3CAS Key Laboratory of Theoretical Physics, Institute of Theoretical Physics,
Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100190, China

4School of Nuclear Science and Technology, University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 101408, China
5Southern Center for Nuclear-Science Theory (SCNT), Institute of Modern
Physics, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Huizhou 516000, Guangdong, China

(Dated: December 6, 2023)

Assuming that the Υ(10753) is a 4S-3D mixed state, we investigated the hidden-bottom hadronic

decays of the Υ(10753) → ηb(1S)ω(η
(′)) via the intermediate meson loops. In a commonly accepted

range of the model parameter α in the form factor, the predicted branching ratios may reach to
the order of 10−3–10−2. The relative ratio of the partial decay widths of the Υ(10753) → ηbη

(′) to
Υ(10753) → ηbω is found to be dependent on the η-η′ mixing angle. In addition, we also calculated
the ratios of the partial decays widths of the Υ(10753) → ηbω to Υ(10753) → Υ(nS)π+π− (n = 1 , 2),
which are found to be around 0.4 and 0.2 for n = 1 and n = 2, respectively. These values are in
accordance with the preliminary experimental results. The calculations presented here tend to favor
the Υ(10753) as the 4S-3D mixture. We hope these predictions could be verified by the future
BelleII experiments.

I. INTRODUCTION

Decays of the heavy quarkonia can provide us insight
of the dynamics of quark interactions and the formation
of hadrons [1–3]. By means of comparing the theoretical
predictions based on quantum chromodynamics (QCD)
to the experimental data, we can test the validity of the
model and improve our understanding of the strong in-
teraction in the low energy region. Therefore, searching
in experiments more new states in the cc̄ and bb̄ sectors
and predicting their properties from different theoretical
models are of particular importance. As summarized in
the Review of Particle Data Group (PDG) [4], huge data
samples have been accumulated. Among these samples,
there are quite a few complex structures that cannot be
interpreted by the conventional quark model, which are
usually referred to as exotic or XYZ states, e.g., the cel-
ebrated X(3872) [5] and Zb(10610)/Zb(10650) [6] (For
review, see Ref. [7–13]).
In the bb̄ sector, there are only four documented

bottomonium(-like) vector structures above the BB̄
threshold: Υ(4S), Υ(10753), Υ(10860), and Υ(11020)
in ascending order of their mass [4]. The Υ(10753)
was newly observed in 2019 when the Belle collabora-
tion updated measurement of the energy dependence of
the e+e− → Υ(nS)π+π− (n = 1 , 2 , 3) cross sections;
the Breit-Wigner mass was measured to be (10752.7 ±
5.9+0.7

−1.1) MeV with a width of (35.5+17.6
−11.3

+3.9
−3.3) MeV; its

global significance was reported to be 5.2σ [14]. The
quantum numbers of the Υ(10753) are determined to be
JPC = 1−− in view of the production processes. Three
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years later, this new structure Υ(10753) was also found
in the e+e− → ωχb1,b2(1P ) reactions at center-of-mass
energy between 10.653 GeV and 10.805 GeV [15].
The Υ(10753) is particularly peculiar since its mass

does not fit with any possible conventional bottomonia
predicted by various theoretical models [16–20]. Precisely
speaking, its mass is located between the theoretically
predicted masses of the Υ(5S) and Υ1(3

3D1) [16–20]:

mΥ(10753) −mΥ1(3 3D1) & 50 MeV ,

mΥ(5S) −mΥ(10753) & 50 MeV .

Due to the rather small dielectron widths of ∼ 1 eV for
pure n3D1 states [17, 21], a direct observation of a pure
D-wave vector state in e+e− experiments is impossible.
Evidently, assigning the Υ(10753) as the pure Υ1(3

3D1)
is difficult. The alternative assignment of the Υ(10753)
as a Υ(5S) state also makes conflict, since under such
a assignment the Υ(10860) that possesses most of the
properties of the 5S-wave state would have no space in
the bottomonium spectroscopy [16].
Previous theoretical efforts [7, 16, 22–34] have been de-

voted to resolving the nature of the Υ(10753), including
three main unusual interpretations: tetraquark state [22–
25], hybrid bottomonium with excited gluonic degrees of
freedom [7, 26], and S-D mixture [16, 17, 32–34]. Specif-
ically, Wang [22] took the Υ(10753) as a tetraquark state
and predicted, using the QCD sum rules, its mass and
width to be (10.75± 0.10) GeV and (33.60+16.64

−9.45 ) MeV,
which are in excellent agreement with the experimental
results [4, 14]. Meanwhile, it was predicted that the open-
bottom decays of the Υ(10753) are BB̄ and B̄∗B̄∗ modes
with branching fraction up to 92%, while the hidden-
bottom decays are ηb(1S)ω and Υ(1S)π+π− modes with
fraction of about 8%. Li et al [16] explained the Υ(10753)
as the 5S-4D mixture with a mixing angle of (20–30)◦

and obtained a different prediction that the open-bottom
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decay modes of the B∗B̄∗ and BB̄∗ + c.c. are dominant
while the mode BB̄ is of insignificance. Furthermore,
Liu Xiang’s group [32–34] suggested that the Υ(10753)
is the 4S-3D mixed state and predicted the branch-
ing fractions of the hidden-bottom hadronic decays of
Υ(10753) → Υ(1S)η(′), hb(1P )η, χbJω, Υ(13DJ)η, and
Υ(nS)π+π− (J = 0 , 1 , 2 ;n = 1 , 2 , 3) via the intermedi-
ate meson loop mechanism.
A search in the literature yields that the investigations

on the decays of the Υ(10753) are scarce so that it is
necessary to study more possible decay modes to provide
a theoretical basis for the future experiments. In this
work, we study the processes of the Υ(10753) decaying
into ηb(1S)ω, ηb(1S)η, and ηb(1S)η

′ considering the con-
tributions of the intermediate meson loops, which have
been widely used in the productions and decays of the
bottomonium(-like) states [32–46].
The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II,

we present the theoretical framework used in this work.
Then in Sec. III the numerical results are presented, and
a brief summary is given in Sec. IV.

II. THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS

Figure 1 shows the neutral bottom meson loops de-
voted to the decays Υ(10753)→ ηbω(η

(′)). Similar to the
early treatment [32–34], we also interpret the Υ(10753)
as a 4S-3D mixed state [32–34]. A short discussion of
the 4S-3D mixing scheme for the Υ(10753) from physical
point of view is given in Refs. [17, 21, 32]. In terms of the
S-D mixing scheme, the wave function of the Υ(10753)
is given by [17, 32]

Υ̃(10753) = Υ̃(4S) sin θ + Υ̃1(3
3D1) cos θ , (1)

where θ is a mixing angle to describe the proportion of
the partial waves. Υ̃(4S) and Υ̃1(3

3D1) describe the
wave functions of the pure Υ(4S) and Υ1(3

3D1) states,
respectively. After taking into account the S-D mixing,
the Υ(10580) that was usually regraded as the 4S state
[4] should be currently interpreted as another 4S-3Dmix-
ture, and accordingly has the wave function

Υ̃(10580) = Υ̃(4S) cos θ − Υ̃(3 3D1) sin θ . (2)

The mixing angle can be obtained from the dielectron
decay width [17, 32]

Γee =
4πe2bα

2

3mΥ(10580)
f2
ΥβV

=
4e2bα

2

m2
Υ(10580)

∣

∣Υ̃(10580)(0)
∣

∣

2
ξβV . (3)

Here fΥ stands for the decay constant, eb = −1/3 the
charge of the b quark in units of |e|, α = 1/137 the fine
structure constant, mΥ(10580) = 10579.4 MeV the mass

of the state Υ(10580), Υ̃(10580)(0) the wave function

of the Υ(10580) at the origin. In addition, ξ = 0.968
is a relativistic factor and βV = 0.80 ± 0.01 describes
the QCD one-loop perturbative corrections [17]. In

view of Υ̃(4S)(0) = 1.506 GeV3/2 and Υ̃1(3
3D1)(0) =

0.0956 GeV3/2 [17] together with Eq. (2), and with the
well established Γee(Υ(10580)) = (0.272± 0.029) keV [4]
for the physical states Υ(10580), one finds the mixing
angle θ = (27.7 ± 5.0)◦, where the error is from the un-
certainty of the dielectron decay width for the Υ(10580).
This estimation is consistent with the recent predicted
value of (33± 4)◦ by Li et al [32].
Another way to estimate the mixing angle θ is to use

the mass-mixing formula [4]. In terms of the quadratic
mass mixing scheme, the mixing angle θ is governed by

cos2 θ =
m2

Υ(10753) −m2
Υ(4S)

m2
Υ(10753) −m2

Υ(10580)

. (4)

A search in the literature yields that the mass of the
pure Υ(4S) were theoretically predicted to range from
10607 MeV to 10635 MeV [17–21, 47]. This mass range
leads to the mixing angle between 23.4◦ and 36.1◦, agree-
ing with the results obtained by the foregoing fitting pro-
cedure. Moreover, such mass range of the Υ(4S) would
require the mass of the pure Υ1(3

3D1) to be 10698–
10725 MeV, coinciding also with the early theoretically
predicted masses from 10653 to 10717 MeV [17–21, 47].
These estimations provide ostensible feasibility of the for-
mation of the Υ(10753) by the 4S-3D mixing, which
needs verification by comparing various predictions of
this mixing scheme to the experimental results. Further-
more, it also indicates that the Υ1(3

3D1) is the dominant
component to form the Υ(10753).
In the following, we shall, based on the 4S-3D mixing

scenario, investigate the decays of the Υ(10753) to the
ηb(1S) with emission of the ω, η, and η′.

A. The Effective Lagrangians

According to the Heavy Quark Effective Theory
(HQET), the interactions of the S-wave bottomonium
Υ(nS) and ηb(nS) with the bottom and anti-bottom
mesons are described by the Lagrangian [32, 33, 48, 49]

LS = igΥBBΥµB̄
†↔

∂ µB†

+ gΥBB∗ǫµναβ∂
µΥν(B̄∗α†↔

∂ βB† − B̄†↔

∂ βB∗α†)

+ igΥB∗B∗Υµ(B̄
∗†
ν

↔

∂ νB∗µ† + B̄∗†
µ

↔

∂ νB∗†
ν − B̄†

ν

↔

∂µB
∗ν†)

− igηbBB∗ηb(B̄
†↔

∂ µB∗†
µ + B̄∗†

µ

↔

∂ µB†)

− gηbB∗B∗ǫµναβ∂
µηbB̄

∗ν†↔

∂ αB∗β† +H.c. . (5)

Here B(∗) = (B(∗)0 , B(∗)+ , B
(∗)0
s ) and B̄(∗) =

(B̄(∗)0 , B(∗)− , B̄
(∗)0
s ). The coupling constants are linked

to each other by a global constant g1 and the mass of the
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FIG. 1. Feynman diagrams for the decay Υ(10753) → ηbω(η
(′)) in the neutral bottom meson loop mechanism. The correspond-

ing charged and strange bottom meson loops are not shown but included in the calculations. The symbol Υ in the diagrams
stands for the Υ(4S) and Υ1(3

3D1).

involved mesons, i.e.,

gΥBB = 2g1mB
√
mΥ , (6a)

gΥB∗B∗ = 2g1mB∗

√
mΥ , (6b)

gΥBB∗ = 2g1
√

mB∗mB/mΥ , (6c)

gηbBB∗ = 2g1
√
mB∗mBmηb

, (6d)

gηbB∗B∗ = 2g1mB∗/
√
mηb

. (6e)

The value of g1 could be determined by the experimen-
tal or theoretical branching ratios of the open b-flavored
strong decays. For those below the BB̄ threshold, the g1
could be calculated by [40, 45]

g1 =
mΥ

2mBfΥ
, (7)

with the decay constant fΥ, which could be extracted
from the dielectron width Γee using Eq. (3).
The coupling of the D-wave bottomonium Υ1(3

3D1)
to a pair of bottom and anti-bottom mesons is [32, 33, 48]

LD = igΥ1BBΥ1µB̄
†↔

∂ µB† − igΥ1B∗B∗Υ1µ(B̄
∗†
ν ∂νB∗µ†

− 4B̄∗†
ν

↔

∂ µB∗ν† −B∗ν†∂νB̄
∗µ†)

− gΥ1BB∗ǫµναβ∂
νΥα

1 (B̄
∗β†↔

∂ µB† − B̄†↔

∂ µB∗β†) , (8)

where the coupling constants are governed by another
global factor g2 in the following form

gΥ1BB =
10√
15

g2mB
√
mΥ1 , (9a)

gΥ1BB∗ =
5√
15

g2
√

mBmB∗/mΥ1 , (9b)

gΥ1B∗B∗ =
1√
15

g2mB∗

√
mΥ1 . (9c)

Based on the heavy quark limit and chiral symme-
try, the interactions of the light vector and pseudoscalar
mesons with the heavy bottom mesons read [35, 50, 51]

L = −igBBV B
†
i

↔

∂ µBj(V †
µ )

i
j

− 2fB∗BV ǫµναβ(∂
µV ν†)ij(B

†
i

↔

∂ αB∗βj

− B∗β†
i

↔

∂ αBj) + igB∗B∗V B
∗ν†
i

↔

∂ µB∗j
ν (V †

µ )
i
j

+ i4fB∗B∗V B
∗†
iµ (∂

µV ν† − ∂νV µ†)ijB
∗j
ν

− igB∗BP

(

Bi†∂µP †
ijB

∗j
µ −B∗i†

µ ∂µP †
ijB

j
)

+
1

2
gB∗B∗P ǫµναβB

∗µ†
i ∂νP ij†↔

∂ αB∗β
j +H.c. , (10)

where the V and P are, respectively, the nonet vector
and pseudoscalar mesons in the matrix form

V =







ρ0

√
2
+ ω√

2
ρ+ K∗+

ρ− − ρ0

√
2
+ ω√

2
K∗0

K∗− K̄∗0 φ






, (11a)

P =







π0
√
2
+ βη+γη′

√
2

π+ K+

π− − π0
√
2
+ βη+γη′

√
2

K0

K− K̄0 −γη + βη′






.

(11b)

Here β = cos
(

θP + arctan
√
2
)

and γ =

sin
(

θP + arctan
√
2
)

with the η-η′ mixing angle θP
ranging from −24.6◦ to −11.5◦ [4, 35, 52–55].

The coupling constants gB(∗)B(∗)V and gB(∗)B(∗)P could
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be determined using the following relations [50]

gBBV = gB∗B∗V =
βgV√

2
, (12a)

fB∗BV =
fB∗B∗V

mB∗

=
λgV√

2
, (12b)

gB∗B∗P =
gB∗BP√
mBmB∗

=
2g

fπ
. (12c)

Here β = 0.9 and gV = mρ/fπ with the pion decay
constant fπ = 132 MeV [48] and the ρ meson mass
mρ = 775.26 MeV [4]. Moreover, λ = 0.56 GeV−1 and
g = 0.59 based on the matching of the form factors ob-
tained from the light cone sum rule and from the lattice
QCD calculations [56].

B. Transition Amplitudes

According to the mixed wave function of the Υ(10753)
in Eq. (1), the amplitude of the decays we consider is
written as

M = MS sin θ +MD cos θ , (13)

where MS and MD are the amplitudes due to the
pure Υ(4S) and Υ1(3

3D1) contributions, respectively, of
which the proportion is described by the mixing angle θ.
The amplitude Mω for the Υ(10753) → ηbω and MP for
the Υ(10753) → ηbP (P = η , η′) are, respectively, given
as

MS(D)
ω =

1√
2
εµ(Υ)ε∗ν(ω)(NS(D)

µν + CS(D)
µν ) , (14a)

MS(D)
P = εµ(Υ)

[

x(NS(D)
µ + CS(D)

µ ) + ySS(D)
µ

]

, (14b)

where εµ(Υ) and ε∗ν(ω) are the polarization vectors of
the Υ(4S)/Υ1(3

3D1) and ω, respectively. The factors x

and y equal to β/
√
2 and −γ for the Υ(10753) → ηbη

and to γ/
√
2 and β for the Υ(10753)→ ηbη

′. The tensor
and vector structures Cµ(ν)’s, Nµ(ν)’s, and Sµ correspond
to the summation of the charged, neutral, and strange
bottom meson loop integrals, governed by the foregoing
Lagrangians in Eqs. (5), (8), and (10). Due to the light
flavor symmetry, the charged, neutral, and strange loop
integrals have the same form, for which only masses of
the intermediate mesons are different.
Selecting the neutral loop in Fig. 1(a) as an exam-

ple, the tensor structures N
S(D)
µν for the case of Υ(p) →

B∗0(p1)B̄
∗0(p2)[B

0(q)] → ηb(p4)ω(p3) explicitly read

NS(a)
µν = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

− gΥB∗B∗

(

p1σgµα − (p1 − p2)µgασ − p2αgµσ
)][

− 2fB∗BV p
λ
3 (p1 + q)δǫλνδβ

]

×[−gηbBB∗(q − p2)ρ]D
αβ(p1 ,mB∗0)Dσρ(p2 ,mB̄∗0)D(q ,mB0)F (q ,mB0) , (15a)

ND(a)
µν = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

− gΥ1B∗B∗

(

p1σgµα − 4(p1 − p2)µgασ − p2αgµσ
)][

− 2fB∗BV p
λ
3 (p1 + q)δǫλνδβ

]

×[−gηbBB∗(q − p2)ρ]D
αβ(p1 ,mB∗0)Dσρ(p2 ,mB̄∗0)D(q ,mB0)F (q ,mB0) . (15b)

Additionally, the vector structures N
S(D)
µ for the case of Υ(p) → B∗0(p1)B̄

∗0(p2)[B
0(q)] → ηb(p4)η

(′)(p3) are

NS(a)
µ = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

− gΥB∗B∗

(

p1σgµα − (p1 − p2)µgασ − p2αgµσ
)][

− gB∗BP p3β
][

− gηbBB∗(q − p2)ρ
]

×Dαβ(p1 ,mB∗0)Dσρ(p2 ,mB̄∗0)D(q ,mB0)F (q ,mB0) , (16a)

ND(a)
µ = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

− gΥ1B∗B∗

(

p1σgµα − 4(p1 − p2)µgασ − p2αgµσ
)][

− gB∗BP p3β
][

− gηbBB∗(q − p2)ρ
]

×Dαβ(p1 ,mB∗0)Dσρ(p2 ,mB̄∗0)D(q ,mB0)F (q ,mB0) . (16b)

Here D and Dµν , respectively, represent the propagators
for the scalar B and vector B∗ in the following form

D(p,mB) =
1

p2 −m2
B + iǫ

, (17a)

Dµν(p,mB∗) =
−gµν + pµpν/m2

B∗

p2 −m2
B∗ + iǫ

. (17b)

Moreover, the F (q ,mB0) is a form factor to account for

the off-shell effect as well as the inner structure of the
exchanged mesons [57–61]. Here, we adopt a dipole form
factor [51]

F (q,m) =

(

m2 − Λ2

q2 − Λ2

)2

, (18)

where q and m stand for the momentum and mass of the
exchanged meson, respectively; Λ = m + αΛQCD with
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ΛQCD = 0.22 GeV [61], in which the α is usually regarded
as an undetermined parameter in the vicinity of unity.
In present calculations, we take the α ranging from 0.2
to 1.0. To obtain the charged and strange terms Cµ(ν)

and Sµ in Eq.(14), we only need to replace the neutral
B’s by charged and strange ones. The tensor and vector
structures Nµ(ν) for the Figs. (1)(b)–(f) are given in the
Appendix A. The partial decay widths of the Υ(10753)→
ηbω(η

(′)) are given by

Γ[Υ(10753) → ηbω(η
(′))] =

|~p||MΥ(10753)→ηbω(η(′))|2
24πm2

Υ(10753)

,

(19)
where a summation over the polarizations of initial and
final vector mesons is included. ~p is the three momentum
of the final light mesons.

III. NUMERICAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

In Ref. [20], the total width of the pure Υ(4S) was
predicted to be 24.7MeV, of which the branching fraction
for the Υ(4S) → BB̄ approaches unity. In view of the
experimental measurement that the branching fractions
for the Υ(10580) → B0B̄0 and Υ(10580) → B+B− are
nearly equal and their sum is larger than 0.96 [4], we
therefore assume that the total width of the pure Υ(4S)
are saturated by the two processes Υ(4S) → B0B̄0 and
Υ(4S) → B+B− with equal proportion. According to
the two-body decay model together with the interactions
in Eq. (5), we get the coupling constant of the Υ(4S) to
BB̄ is about 13.343, and g1 = 0.388 GeV−3/2. Then, the
other relevant constants can be obtained using Eq. (6).
To determine the coupling constants for the interac-

tions of the pure Υ1(3
3D1) with the B

(∗)
(s) B̄

(∗)
(s) , we em-

ploy the theoretically predicted partial widths of the
Υ1(3

3D1) decaying to B∗B̄(∗) [20]. We obtain the cou-
pling constants of the Υ1(3

3D1) to the non-strange BB̄,
BB̄∗ + c.c., and B∗B̄∗ are 3.492, 0.394 GeV−1, and
4.215, respectively. It is worth mentioning that these
above values go against the relations in Eq.(9). Con-
sequently, in our calculations we ignore the constraint
among Eqs. (9a), (9b), and (9c) and use three different
g2’s instead, namely, for the coupling of the Υ1(3

3D1) to
BB̄, BB̄∗+c.c., and B∗B̄∗ and the corresponding strange
bottom meson pairs, the global constants g2’s equal to
0.078 GeV−3/2, 0.188 GeV−3/2, and 0.938 GeV−3/2, re-
spectively.
In order to estimate the coupling constant of the ηb and

the possible bottom meson pairs, we need to calculate the
decay constant of the Υ(1S) using Eq. (3). In terms of
Γee = 1.340 keV for the Υ(1S) [4], fΥ is about 0.715 GeV,
and thereby leading to g1 = 0.407 GeV−3/2, which is
similar to the result in Ref. [40]. For easy reference, we
summarized the global factors g1 and g2 obtained above
in Table I.
Figure 2 shows the branching fractions for the decays

of Υ(10753) → ηbω, ηbη, and ηbη
′ as a function of the

TABLE I. Global parameters g1 and g2 (Units: GeV−3/2) we
employed in the calculations. Their estimations are based on
the theoretical and experimental data in Refs. [4, 20].

g1 , g2 B(s)B̄(s) B(s)B̄
∗
(s) + c.c. B∗

(s)B̄
∗
(s)

Υ(4S) 0.388 0.388 0.388
Υ1(3

3D1) 0.078 0.188 0.938
ηb · · · 0.407 0.407

Br
an

ch
in

g 
Fr

ac
tio

n
Model Parameter, 
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FIG. 2. (Color online) Branching fractions of the processes
Υ(10753) → ηbω, ηbη, and ηbη

′. The 4S-3D mixing angle
is fixed to be 33◦ and the η-η′ mixing angle is taken to be
the widely used value of −19.1◦ that was determined by DM2
Collaboration [62]. The light-colored bands indicate the mar-
gin of error resulting mainly from the errors of the mass and
width for the Υ(10753) and of the 4S-3D mixing angle.

model parameter α introduced in the form factor (see
Eq. (18)). The calculation were performed using the
4S-3D mixing angle of 33◦ and the η-η′ mixing angle of
−19.1◦ that was determined by DM2 Collaboration [62].
The parameter α is varied from 0.2 to 1.0. It is seen
that the results are strongly sensitive to the parameter
α, changing from about 10−5 to 10−2. Explicitly,

B(Υ(10753)→ ηbω) = 3.3× 10−5 ∼ 1.3× 10−2 ,

B(Υ(10753)→ ηbη) = 1.5× 10−5 ∼ 1.2× 10−2 ,

B(Υ(10753)→ ηbη
′) = 1.5× 10−5 ∼ 8.4× 10−3 .

In the absence of relevant experimental data, it seems
difficult to narrow down the α range. However, it is re-
called that the Υ(10753) have the same quantum num-
bers JPC = 1−− with Υ(10580) and Υ(10860), and its
mass is between mΥ(10580) and mΥ(10860). Within the
S-D mixing framework, it is, hence, plausible to expect
that the Υ(10753) has comparable decay modes to the
Υ(10580) and Υ(10860). In view of the fact that the
branching fraction for the Υ(10580)→ ηbω was measured
to be less than 1.8 × 10−4 and for the Υ(10860) → ηbω
it was smaller than 1.3 × 10−3 [4], we could limit the α
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value to 0.3 ∼ 0.5. Such small α’s or even smaller ones
were selected in previous work [33, 35]. In this range of
the α, the predicted partial widths for all the decays we
consider are between 1 and 50 keV:

Γ(Υ(10753) → ηbω) = (5.6 ∼ 38.8) keV ,

Γ(Υ(10753) → ηbη) = (2.8 ∼ 23.4) keV ,

Γ(Υ(10753) → ηbη
′) = (2.7 ∼ 20.2) keV .

It should be noted that the partial decay widths of
the Υ(10753) → ηbω we obtained using the S-D mixing
scenario are much smaller than those predicted when as-
signing the Υ(10753) as a tetraquark state, under which
the predicted width is (2.46+4.70

−1.60) MeV [22]. This great
difference is quite favorable for us to distinguish the in-
ternal structure of the Υ(10753) when we have relevant
experimental data in the future. That is to say, when
the future experiments give smaller widths on the order
of keV for the Υ(10753) → ηbω, the Υ(10753) appears to
favor the 4S-3D mixed state.
In Fig. 3 the branching fractions of the decays

Υ(10753) → ηbη and ηbη
′ are plotted for different η-η′

mixing angles. These calculations were performed at the
fixed model parameter α = 0.5. As seen, with increas-
ing the η-η′ mixing angle θP, the branching fraction for
the Υ(10753) → ηbη decreases distinctly, while for the
Υ(10753) → ηbη

′ the branching fraction exhibits only a
slight increase. In the vicinity of θP = −18◦, the branch-
ing fractions for these two decays are more likely to be
equal.
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' Mixing Angle, P (Degree)

 b

 b '

FIG. 3. (Color online) Branching factions of the decays
Υ(10753) → ηbη and Υ(10753) → ηbη

′ as a function of the
η-η′ mixing angle θP. The model parameter α is fixed at 0.5.
The light-colored bands describe the errors due to errors of
the Υ(10753) mass and width, and the 4S-3D mixing angle.
Again, the 4S-3D mixing angle is set to be 33◦.

The strong α dependence is usually weakened when
considering the relative ratios between the branching
fractions of different processes. We here define the fol-

lowing ratios

Rη/ω =
B(Υ(10753)→ ηbη)

B(Υ(10753)→ ηbω)
, (20a)

Rη′/ω =
B(Υ(10753)→ ηbη

′)

B(Υ(10753) → ηbω)
. (20b)

The calculated relative ratios for two η-η′ mixing angles
of θP = −19.1◦ and θP = −14.4◦ are shown in Fig. 4.
It is seen that although the α dependence exists, it is
actually weakened strongly in comparison to the abso-
lute branching fractions shown in Fig. 2 that cover 3
orders of magnitude. On the other hand, the ratio Rη/ω

changes strongly with the η-η′ mixing angle, while the
Rη′/ω varies slightly. This finding is straightforward in
view of the results shown in Fig. 3.
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 b / b  (-19.1 )
 b '/ b  (-19.1 )
 b / b  (-14.4 )
 b '/ b  (-14.4 )

FIG. 4. (Color online) Calculated ratios Rη/ω and Rη′/ω de-
fined in Eq. (20). The light-colored bands depict the errors
of the ratios that are caused by the errors of the Υ(10753)
mass and the 4S-3D mixing angle. We select two η-η′ mixing
angles of −19.1◦ [62] and −14.4◦ [63] and the 4S-3D mixing
angle is 33◦.

Moreover, we calculated the ratio of Rηbω/(Υ(nS)ππ) =

B(Υ(10753) → ηb(1S)ω)/B(Υ(10753) → Υ(nS)π+π−)
(n = 1 , 2). The calculation procedure for the
Υ(10753) → Υ(nS)π+π− are similar with that by Bai et
al in Ref. [34] so that the related details are not repeated.
The calculated results are shown in Fig. 5. For compar-
ison, we also show the upper limits of the experimental
data at 90% confidence level as the points, which are ex-
tracted from Refs. [14, 64]. It is clearly seen that the
ratios Rηbω/Υ(nS)ππ are nearly independent of the model
parameter α. The theoretical values of Rηbω/Υ(1S)ππ and
Rηbω/Υ(2S)ππ are, respectively, around 0.4 and 0.2, which
are in line with the experimental measurements with the
upper limits of 2.5± 1.3 and 0.83± 0.28 for the cases of
Υ(10753) → Υ(1S)ππ and Υ(2S)ππ, respectively. This
finding, to some extent, supports the interpretation of
the Υ(10753) as a 4S-3D mixture.
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b(1S) / (1S) :             

b(1S) / (2S) :             

Theo. Exp. UL @ 90% CL

FIG. 5. The ratio of B(Υ(10753) → ηb(1S)ω)/B(Υ(10753) →
Υ(nS)π+π−) (n = 1 , 2) for different model parameter α’s.
The 4S-3D mixing angle is set to be 33◦. As labeled by
the texts in the graph, the lines represent the theoretical
predictions and the points stand for the upper limits of the
experimental results at 90% confidence level, which are ex-
tracted from Refs. [14, 64]. The errors indicated by the
light-colored band only consider the contribution from the
Υ(10753) → ηbω.

IV. SUMMARY

Calculations of partial decay widths of the Υ(10753)→
ηbω, ηbη and ηbη

′ through the intermediate meson loop

mechanism have been performed using an effective La-
grangian approach. In the calculations, we assumed that
the Υ(10753) is a 4S-3D mixed state with a mixing angle
of 33◦. The branching fractions of these decay processes
are predicted to be 10−4–10−3 when the model parame-
ter α is between 0.3 and 0.5, which correspond to partial
widths of 1–50 keV. For the decays of Υ(10753) → ηbη
and ηbη

′, their branching fractions depend on the η-η′

mixing angle.
Moreover, the relative ratios of the process

Υ(10753) → ηbω to Υ(10753) → Υ(nS)π+π− (n = 1 , 2)
are found to be in accordance with the experimental
results. Our calculated results tend to support the
interpretation of the Υ(10753) as a 4S-3D mixture. It
is hoped that the present calculated results could be
verified by the experiments in BelleII.
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Appendix A: Tensor and vector structures in Eq. (14)

Here we only give the tensor and vector structures Nµ(ν) in Eq.(14) for the Figs. 1(b)–(f). The terms Cµ(ν) and Sµ

can be readily obtained by changing the neutral B(∗)0 into corresponding charged and strange ones.

In the cases of the Υ(p) → B∗0(p1)B̄
∗0(p2)[B

0(q)] → ηb(p4)ω(p3) depicted in the Figs. 1(b)–(f), we have

NS(b)
µν = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

− gΥB∗B∗

(

p1σgµα − (p1 − p2)µgασ − p2αgµσ
)]

×
[

gB∗B∗V (p1 + q)νgβκ − 4fB∗B∗V (p3κgνβ − p3βgνκ)
][

− gηbB∗B∗pφ4 (q − p2)
ζǫζτφρ

]

×Dαβ(p1 ,mB∗0)Dσρ(p2 ,mB̄∗0)Dκτ (q ,mB0)F (q ,mB∗0) , (A1a)

ND(b)
µν = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

− gΥ1B∗B∗

(

p1σgµα − 4(p1 − p2)µgασ − p2αgµσ
)]

×
[

gB∗B∗V (p1 + q)νgβκ − 4fB∗B∗V (p3κgνβ − p3βgνκ)
][

− gηbB∗B∗pφ4 (q − p2)
ζǫζτφρ

]

×Dαβ(p1 ,mB∗0)Dσρ(p2 ,mB̄∗0)Dκτ (q ,mB0)F (q ,mB∗0) . (A1b)
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NS(c)
µν = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

− gΥBB∗pξ(p1 − p2)
γǫξµαγ

][

gB∗B∗V (p1 + q)νgβκ − 4fB∗B∗V (p3κgνβ − p3βgνκ)
]

×
[

− gηbBB∗(q − p2)τ
]

Dαβ(p1 ,mB∗0)D(p2 ,mB̄∗0)Dκτ (q ,mB0)F (q ,mB∗0) , (A2a)

ND(c)
µν = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

− gΥBB∗pξ(p1 − p2)
γǫξµαγ

][

gB∗B∗V (p1 + q)νgβκ − 4fB∗B∗V (p3κgνβ − p3βgνκ)
]

×
[

− gηbBB∗(q − p2)τ
]

Dαβ(p1 ,mB∗0)D(p2 ,mB̄∗0)Dκτ (q ,mB0)F (q ,mB∗0) . (A2b)

NS(d)
µν = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

gΥBB∗pξ(p1 − p2)
γǫξµσγ

][

2fB∗BV p
λ
3 (p1 + q)δǫλνδκ

][

− gηbB∗B∗pφ4 (q − p2)
ζǫζτφρ

]

×D(p1 ,mB∗0)Dσρ(p2 ,mB̄∗0)Dκτ (q ,mB0)F (q ,mB∗0) , (A3a)

ND(d)
µν = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

gΥ1BB∗pξ(p1 − p2)
γǫξµσγ

][

2fB∗BV p
λ
3 (p1 + q)δǫλνδκ

][

− gηbB∗B∗pφ4 (q − p2)
ζǫζτφρ

]

×D(p1 ,mB∗0)Dσρ(p2 ,mB̄∗0)Dκτ (q ,mB0)F (q ,mB∗0) . (A3b)

NS(e)
µν = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

− gΥBB(p1 − p2)µ
][

2fB∗BV p
λ
3 (p1 + q)δǫλνδκ

][

− gηbBB∗(q − p2)τ
]

×D(p1 ,mB∗0)D(p2 ,mB̄∗0)Dκτ (q ,mB0)F (q ,mB∗0) , (A4a)

ND(e)
µν = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

− gΥBB(p1 − p2)µ
][

2fB∗BV p
λ
3 (p1 + q)δǫλνδκ

][

− gηbBB∗(q − p2)τ
]

×D(p1 ,mB∗0)D(p2 ,mB̄∗0)Dκτ (q ,mB0)F (q ,mB∗0) . (A4b)

NS(f)
µν = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

gΥBB∗pξ(p1 − p2)
γǫξµσγ

][

− gBBV (p1 + q)ν
]

[−gηbBB∗(q − p2)ρ]

×D(p1 ,mB∗0)Dσρ(p2 ,mB̄∗0)D(q ,mB0)F (q ,mB0) , (A5a)

ND(f)
µν = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

gΥ1BB∗pξ(p1 − p2)
γǫξµσγ

][

− gBBV (p1 + q)ν
]

[−gηbBB∗(q − p2)ρ]

×D(p1 ,mB∗0)Dσρ(p2 ,mB̄∗0)D(q ,mB0)F (q ,mB0) . (A5b)

In the cases of the Υ(p) → B∗0(p1)B̄
∗0(p2)[B

0(q)] → ηb(p4)ω(p3) depicted in the Figs. 1(b)–(e), we have

NS(b)
µ = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

− gΥB∗B∗

(

p1σgµα − (p1 − p2)µgασ − p2αgµσ
)][

− gB∗B∗P p
λ
1q

δǫλβδδκ
]

×
[

− gηbB∗B∗pφ4 (q − p2)
ζǫζτφρ

]

Dαβ(p1 ,mB∗0)Dσρ(p2 ,mB̄∗0)Dκτ (q ,mB0)F (q ,mB∗0) , (A6a)

ND(b)
µ = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

− gΥ1B∗B∗

(

p1σgµα − 4(p1 − p2)µgασ − p2αgµσ
)][

− gB∗B∗P p
λ
1q

δǫλβδκ
]

×
[

− gηbB∗B∗pφ4 (q − p2)
ζǫζτφρ

]

Dαβ(p1 ,mB∗0)Dσρ(p2 ,mB̄∗0)Dκτ (q ,mB0)F (q ,mB∗0) . (A6b)

NS(c)
µ = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

− gΥBB∗pξ(p1 − p2)
γǫξµαγ

][

− gB∗B∗P p
λ
1q

δǫλβδκ
][

− gηbBB∗(q − p2)τ
]

×Dαβ(p1 ,mB∗0)D(p2 ,mB̄∗0)Dκτ (q ,mB0)F (q ,mB∗0) , (A7a)

ND(c)
µ = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

− gΥ1BB∗pξ(p1 − p2)
γǫξµαγ

][

− gB∗B∗P p
λ
1q

δǫλβδκ
][

− gηbBB∗(q − p2)τ
]

×Dαβ(p1 ,mB∗0)D(p2 ,mB̄∗0)Dκτ (q ,mB0)F (q ,mB∗0) . (A7b)
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NS(d)
µ = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

gΥBB∗pξ(p1 − p2)
γǫξµσγ

][

gB∗BP p3κ
][

− gηbB∗B∗pφ4 (q − p2)
ζǫζτφρ

]

×D(p1 ,mB∗0)Dσρ(p2 ,mB̄∗0)Dκτ (q ,mB0)F (q ,mB∗0) , (A8a)

ND(d)
µ = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

gΥ1BB∗pξ(p1 − p2)
γǫξµσγ

][

gB∗BP p3κ
][

− gηbB∗B∗pφ4 (q − p2)
ζǫζτφρ

]

×D(p1 ,mB∗0)Dσρ(p2 ,mB̄∗0)Dκτ (q ,mB0)F (q ,mB∗0) . (A8b)

NS(e)
µ = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

− gΥBB(p1 − p2)µ
][

gB∗BP p3κ
][

− gηbBB∗(q − p2)τ
]

×D(p1 ,mB∗0)D(p2 ,mB̄∗0)Dκτ (q ,mB0)F (q ,mB∗0) , (A9a)

ND(e)
µ = i3

∫

d4q

(2π)4
[

− gΥ1BB(p1 − p2)µ
][

gB∗BP p3κ
][

− gηbBB∗(q − p2)τ
]

×D(p1 ,mB∗0)D(p2 ,mB̄∗0)Dκτ (q ,mB0)F (q ,mB∗0) . (A9b)
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