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We study the properties of the X(1880), the structure around the p̄p threshold that appears in the
3(π+π−) invariant mass spectrum in the decay process of J/ψ → γ3(π+π−). Nucleon-antinucleon
rescattering is taken into account in our analysis, and the decay amplitude of J/ψ → γ3(π+π−)
can be obtained by the distorted wave Born approximation. With these amplitudes, we analyze the
contributions to the X(1880) from different partial waves. Our analysis suggests that the X(1880)
should be isoscalar 0−+, and it is generated by the threshold behavior.

Introduction.– Over half a century, the quark model
is believed to be the fundamental template for describ-
ing hadrons, which are composed of three quarks or
a pair of quark-antiquark [1, 2]. With the advent of
Quantum Chromodynamics, it became clear that other
types of bound states should exist. In particular, the
carriers of the strong force, the gluons, can form the
hadrons in terms of hybrid and glueball, which is a kind
of matter that can truely be called exotic. For recent
studies addressing the role of gluons as constituents of
hadrons, see, for example, Refs. [3–7]. Recently, a can-
didate for glueball was reported by the BESIII collabo-
ration in Ref. [8], named X(1880). It is found in the
3(π+π−) invariant mass spectrum in the decay process
of J/ψ → γ3(π+π−), with much higher statistics than
the earlier measurement [9]. Its mass and width are
M = 1882.1±1.7±0.7 MeV and Γ = 30.7±5.5±2.4 MeV.
The X(1880) attracts huge attention from the commu-
nity, as it reveals a new structure of hdaron if the glueball
nature is confirmed, see for example Refs. [10–16].

To study the properties of the resonance, one needs
to know the quantum numbers of the X(1880) as a pre-
requisite. However, since there are many final states in
the decay process of J/ψ → γ3(π+π−), it is an ardu-
ous task for experimentalists performing a partial wave
analysis to fix the quantum numbers of the X(1880). In
this letter, we propose a simplified partial wave analysis
to select the quantum numbers. Since the X(1880) is
just around the p̄p threshold, a two-step process should
work well for the interaction dynamics, namely J/ψ →
γN̄N → γ3(π+π−). The N̄N re-scattering plays an
essential role in final-state interaction, and a series of
comprehensive partial wave amplitudes of N̄N scattering
has already been obtained using chiral effective field the-
ory (ChEFT) up to next-to-next-to-next-to-leading or-
der (N3LO) [17]. With these amplitudes, one can con-
struct the J/ψ → γ3(π+π−) decay partial wave ampli-
tudes through the distorted wave Born approximation

(DWBA) [18–20]. One by one, the partial wave ampli-
tudes obtained can be applied to describe all the rele-
vant experimental data sets, the invariant mass spectra
of J/ψ → γp̄p and J/ψ → γ3(π+π−) and the cross-
section of pp̄→ 3(π+π−). The quantum numbers of the
X(1880) can be classified from the quality of fitting each
partial wave amplitude to the data. Notice that the inter-
ference between different partial waves will not have such
a distinct character as that of pure waves. The reason is
that around the threshold, partial waves have a threshold
factor, pL. As an example, the square of the partial wave
amplitudes will be either strongly suppressed or not for
P - and S- waves, respectively.

Formalism.– As discussed above, the amplitude of the
decay process J/ψ → γ3(π+π−) is obtained through
J/ψ → γNN̄ → γ3(π+π−) [21]. Thus, one needs
three amplitudes, J/ψ → γNN̄ , p̄p → 3(π+π−), and
J/ψ → γ3(π+π−). They are solved by a set of equations
established via the DWBA,

F1(Q) = A0
1(p

′)+

∫ ∞

0

dkk2

(2π)3
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3(Q)+
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A0
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(1)

where the subscripts ‘1, 2, 3’ represent the processes of
J/ψ → γNN̄ , NN̄ → γ3(π+π−), and J/ψ → γ3(π+π−),
respectively. T is the partial wave scattering amplitude
of NN̄ → NN̄ . Q is the 3(π+π−) or NN̄ invariant mass
for the different processes, p, p′ are the center-of-mass
momenta of initial and final NN̄ system, and E is the en-
ergy of the nucleon, respectively. Following earlier works
[17, 22], the transition amplitudes and annihilation po-
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tential in Eq. (1) are parameterized as

A0,S
1,2 (p) = C̃S

1,2 + CS
1,2p

2 +DS
1,2p

4 ,

A0,P
1,2 (p) = CP

1,2p+DP
1,2p

3 ,

A0,D
1,2 (p) = DD

1,2p
2 ,

A0
3(Q) = C̃3 + C3Q . (2)

The superscripts S, P,D are short for different partial
waves. The parameters in the annihilation potential are
taken as real numbers to keep the same formalism as
that of Ref. [17, 22]. For A0

3 (J/ψ → γ3(π+π−)), it
is written in a general formalism with lowest orders of
momentum. The N̄N scattering amplitude T is solved
by the Lippmann-Schiwinger equation (LSE) [17],

TNN̄→NN̄ (p′, p;Ep) = VNN̄→NN̄ (p′, p) +

∫ ∞

0

dkk2

(2π)3

×VNN̄→NN̄ (p′, k)
1

2Ep − 2Ek + iϵ
TNN̄→NN̄ (k, p;Ep) ,

(3)

with the potentials given by ChEFT up to N3LO [17].
Here, we will restrict our analysis to the region below
TLab ≲ 120 MeV, corresponding to pLab ≲ 490 MeV.
Notice that in this low-energy region, the NN̄ → NN̄
solution fits well the phase shifts of all the partial waves
obtained from the PWA [23]. Especially, the lowest par-
tial waves, 1S0,

3P0,
3P1,

1D2 and 3P2, do not show a
resonance-like behavior in the region of their most sub-
stantial variation. This makes all the LECs from ChEFT
unchanged when the TNN̄→NN̄ is taken into Eq. (1) to
produce the J/ψ → γpp̄ and NN̄ → 3(π+π−) ampli-
tudes, leaving only a few parameters from the Born term
to be fixed, i.e., C̃i, Ci, and Di, see Eq. (2).

With the amplitudes obtained in Eq. (1), one can an-
alyze the 3(π+π−) and pp̄ invariant mass spectra for the
decay processes of J/ψ → γ3(π+π−) and J/ψ → γpp̄,
and the cross section of the scattering process of pp̄ →
3(π+π−). According to parity and charge conjugation
conservation, the permitted partial waves are 0−+, 0++,
1++, 2−+, and 2++ in the 3(π+π−) system for the J/ψ
radiative decay, ignoring the higher partial waves with
total angular momentum J > 2. Correspondingly, one
needs to consider the 1S0,

3P0,
3P1,

1D2 and 3P2 waves
in the NN̄ system. One can take each partial wave indi-
vidually to fit all the datasets of invariant mass spectra
and cross sections. The partial wave that best describes
all these data will be recognized as contributing to the
structure around the p̄p threshold most.

On the experimental side, there are sufficient data
points (74) in the energy region of pLab ≲ 490, sup-
porting the possibility of selecting the quantum num-
bers. There are 3 data points on the cross section of
pp̄ → 3(π+π−) [24–26], 44 data points on the invariant
mass spectra of 3(π+π−) in J/ψ → γ3(π+π−) (31 data

points with high statistics) [8, 9], and 27 data points
on the p̄p invariant mass spectra in J/ψ → γpp̄ (12 data
points with high statistics) [27, 28]. In contrast, we have
9, 7, and 5 parameters for the S-, P -, and D-wave cases.
Also, there are five normalization factors for fitting the
invariant mass spectra, in lack of the detection efficiency
from the experimental measurements. Notice that the
first parameter of the Born term in J/ψ → γp̄p has been
fixed to be one, C̃S

1 = CP
1 = DD

1 = 1 as it is multiplied
with the normalization factor for the detection efficiency.

Results and discussions.– As discussed above, we con-
sider the lowest partial waves, 3P0 (0++), 1S0 (0−+), 3P1

(1++), 1D2 (2−+) and 3P2 (2++), with both isoscalar
and isovector channels. The fit quality for each partial
wave is shown in Fig. 1. The results for isoscalar waves
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FIG. 1. Comparison of N3LO fitting results for different par-
tial waves. The fit results corresponding to the 1S0,

3P0,
3P1,

1D2 and 3P2 partial waves are indicated by the purple dashed,
black solid, green dot-dash, blue dot, and red dot-dash-dash
lines, respectively. The data are taken from Refs. [8, 9, 24–
29]. The cut-off is chosen as R = 1.0 fm.

are in the left column, and the isovector ones are shown
in the right column. The invariant mass spectra of the
J/ψ → γ3(π+π−) and J/ψ → γpp̄, and the cross section
of pp̄ → 3(π+π−), are shown in the first, second, and
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third row, in order. To determine the quantum numbers
of the structure around the p̄p threshold (called X(1880)
for simplicity), we follow a simple strategy. That is, the
partial wave with the correct quantum numbers should
describe all the data well.

As can be found from the 3(π+π−) invariant mass spec-
tra, the I = 0 3P0,

3P1,
1D2 and the I = 1 1D2 waves can

hardly describe the data, see the purple dashed, blue dot-
ted, and green dot-dashed lines in the first row of Fig 1.
One can exclude these quantum numbers. From the pp̄
invariant mass spectra, one can find that all the waves,
except for the I = 0 1S0,

3P0 and I = 1 1S0 ones, can
hardly describe the data. Among them, the I = 0 3P0

wave gives a much worse description of the data than the
I = 0 1S0-wave. From the pp̄ → 3(π+π−) cross section,
one can find that only the I = 0 1S0 and I = 1 1S0 waves
can describe the data well. This is unsurprising as the
amplitudes of P - and D− waves are proportional to the
momentum pL, resulting in a vanishing cross section at
the p̄p threshold. In short, only the I = 0 1S0 wave sur-
vives by describing all the data well; the I = 1 1S0 wave
is worse than the isoscalar one but much better than all
other waves. Consequently, the X(1880) should be in the
I = 0 1S0 wave. The I = 1 1S0 wave is the second choice
but much worse than the former.

R (fm) Isospin 1S0
3P0

3P1
1D2

3P2

0.9
I = 0 1.96 8.94 41.92 67.39 21.25
I = 1 4.26 35.10 30.76 69.05 29.98

1.0
I = 0 1.99 6.74 33.81 66.18 18.58
I = 1 3.30 31.34 26.38 67.82 25.03

1.1
I = 0 2.04 6.34 25.70 64.78 16.40
I = 1 3.32 28.00 21.20 66.45 20.85

1.2
I = 0 2.07 6.42 19.80 63.24 14.90
I = 1 3.22 24.74 17.13 64.94 17.98

TABLE I. The χ2/d.o.f. for the differential partial waves,
where d.o.f. represents the number of degrees of freedom.

To test the stability of our conclusion, we list all the
χ2/d.o.f. for different cut-offs, R = 0.9, 1.0, 1.1, 1.2 fm
in Table I. As can be found, the I = 0 1S0 wave has
the smallest χ2/d.o.f., around 2.0. The I = 1 1S0 wave
has the second smallest χ2/d.o.f., from 3.2 to 4.3. All
other waves have much larger χ2/d.o.f.. This confirms
that the X(1880) most likely has the quantum numbers
I JPC = 0 0−+. Indeed, we have also tested the present
analysis within TLab ≲ 100 MeV, and the same conclu-
sion is obtained.

After fixing the quantum numbers, one can analyze
the contributions to the structure around the thresh-
old from different parts as shown in Fig. 2. The Born
term/background and loop contributions, corresponding
to the first and second terms of Eq. (1), are shown as blue
dashed and purple dash-dotted lines, respectively. As
can be found, the structure in the 3(π+π−) variant mass
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FIG. 2. Contributions from different parts of the J/ψ →
γ3(π+π−) decay process. The solution is an isoscalar 1S0

wave. The black solid, blue dashed, and purple dash-dotted
lines indicate the contribution of the total, Born term (back-
ground), and the loop effect from NN̄ rescattering, respec-
tively.

spectrum is from the interference between the loop and
background contributions. The background is smooth,
and only the loop contribution, i.e., the NN̄ rescatter-
ing effects, supplies a structure. It should be pointed out
that from the NN̄ scattering partial wave amplitudes,
one can not find any poles around the threshold. This
supports the statement that the X(1880) is generated by
the threshold behavior.

Summary.– In this letter, we have presented a com-
bined analysis on the decay process of the J/ψ →
γ3(π+π−) and J/ψ → γpp̄ reactions and the scatter-
ing process of pp̄ → 3(π+π−). The distorted wave Born
approximation is applied to solve the amplitudes, with
input of the NN̄ scattering amplitudes given by chiral ef-
fective field theory up to N3LO. The isoscalar and isovec-
tor 1S0,

3P0,
3P1,

1D2 and 3P2 partial waves are taken
into the analysis one by one. Our result suggests that
the quantum numbers of the structure around the p̄p
threshold, the X(1880), discovered in the 3(π+π−) in-
variant mass spectrum of J/ψ → γ3(π+π−) process, is
most likely to be I JPC = 00−+. Further, the X(1880)
is generated by the N̄N threshold effect. This can be
checked by the future experiment.
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