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Abstract
We calculate the cross sections for the processes e+e− → J/ψη and e+e− → J/ψη′ at various

CM energies
√
s. We first predict these cross sections by combining NRQCD with LC factorization.

The predicted cross sections are on the order of several femtobarns for e+e− → J/ψη′, and less

than 1 fb for e+e− → J/ψη, which are significantly smaller than the experimental measurements.

It is anticipated that the cross sections are dominated by resonant contributions when
√
s is close

to the resonance mass. In this study, we employ the Vector Meson Dominance (VMD) model to

predict these resonant contributions. The effective coupling constants between the photon and

the resonance, as well as between the resonance and J/ψη are extracted from the data either

provided by the latest PDG or predicted by theoretical calculations. Taking the predictions from

the factorization calculation as the continuum contribution, we predict the cross section of e+e− →
J/ψη through a coherent sum of contributions from various resonances and the continuum. The

relative phase angles between these contributions are determined through a least-χ2 fit to the

experimental data. We then compare our theoretical predictions with the experimental data.

Additionally, we find our theoretical prediction for the cross section of e+e− → J/ψη is significantly

larger than those for e+e− → J/ψη′ measured by the BESIII collaboration.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Over the past two decades, several vector charmonium and charmonium-like states have
been investigated through the processes e+e− → J/ψη and e+e− → J/ψη′. By analyzing the
cross-section line shapes of these processes, the resonance structures, including their masses
and widths, can be determined. Furthermore, experimental data provide valuable insights
into the hadronic transitions (either an η or η′) between these states and J/ψ, thereby aiding
in elucidating the nature of these states.

The initial search for the process e+e− → J/ψη was conducted by the CLEO collabo-
ration [1]. Subsequently, the BESIII collaboration first measured the cross section of this
process at a center-of-mass (CM) energy of

√
s = 4.009 GeV [2]. Later, the BELLE col-

laboration measured the cross section for e+e− → J/ψη via initial state radiation [3]. Two
resonance structures have been identified to account for the J/ψη invariant mass distribu-
tion. In 2020, the BESIII collaboration measured the cross section over a range of CM
energies between 3.81 and 4.60 GeV, identifying three resonant states through a maximum-
likelihood fit [4]. With additional data samples, the BESIII collaboration further refined
their measurements in Ref. [5]. Additionally, searches for the ψ(4S) resonance through
e+e− → J/ψη based on Belle measurements have been conducted, but no significant signal
was observed in the invariant mass spectra [6].

In the meantime, the cross section of the process e+e− → J/ψη′ was measured by BESIII
collaboration [7, 8]. The line shape of this process can be reasonably described by a coherent
sum of two resonant states. It is worth noting that the cross section of e+e− → J/ψη′ is
found to be an order of magnitude lower than that of e+e− → J/ψη.

Extensive theoretical studies have been conducted on the hadronic transitions of vector
charmonium and charmonium-like states to J/ψ via η or η′, as well as on the cross-section
line shapes of e+e− → J/ψη and e+e− → J/ψη′.

In Ref. [9], the transition ψ(2S) → J/ψη was studied using an effective chiral Lagrangian
for charmonium states and light pseudoscalars. Refs. [10, 11] investigated the impact of
intermediate charmed meson loops on ψ(2S) → J/ψη, demonstrating that these loops sig-
nificantly alter the decay amplitude. Ref. [12] examined the η transition process between
ψ(4040)/ψ(4160) and J/ψ, as well as the η′ transition between ψ(4160) and J/ψ by incorpo-
rating charmed meson loops within an effective Lagrangian approach to enhance the decay
amplitudes. The upper limit of the branching ratio for ψ(4S) → J/ψη was set in Ref. [13]
using a similar framework. Refs. [14, 15] studied the hadronic transitions of higher vector
charmonia with the emission of an η meson, using a model that describes the creation of a
light meson in heavy quarkonium transitions. Additionally, hadronic transitions have been
explored based on multipole expansion [16–19].

In Ref. [20], the open charm effects in e+e− → J/ψη was examined, revealing that
the cross-section line shape is strongly influenced by these effects. Ref. [21] computed the
cross sections of e+e− → J/ψη and e+e− → J/ψη′ by combining the nonrelativistic QCD
(NRQCD) framework with the light-cone (LC) approach. The theoretical cross section
for e+e− → J/ψη was found to be comparable with the experimental data. Additionally,
the authors considered resonance state effects by introducing effective coupling constants
between ψ and cc̄, as well as ψ and e+e−. With these coupling constants set to specific
values, and summing the non-resonance as well as resonance contributions, their theoretical
predictions were able to well explain the experimental data. In Ref. [22], three resonant
structures were identified in the cross-section line shape of e+e− → J/ψη. The resonance
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parameters for these structures were determined by fitting the cross section data using a
least-χ2 method, and the branching fractions of these resonances to J/ψη were also present.
In Ref. [23], five theoretically constructed charmonia in the mass range of 4.0–4.5 GeV were
employed to perform a combined fit to the experimental data. The branching ratios for the
decay of these charmonium states into J/ψη via the hadronic loop mechanism were used as
input parameters.

As reported in Refs. [7, 8], the measured cross section for e+e− → J/ψη′ is approximately
an order of magnitude lower than that for e+e− → J/ψη. This discrepancy is inconsistent
with the theoretical predictions presented in Ref. [21]. Moreover, it is somewhat perplexing
that the non-resonant contribution to the cross section of e+e− → J/ψη is significantly
larger than that of e+e− → J/ψηc [24–26], given that the former is a loop-induced process.
Motivated by these puzzles, we revisit the processes of e+e− → J/ψη and e+e− → J/ψη′ in
thi work. We will compute the contributions from non-resonant states using the factorization
approach. Specifically, J/ψ will be treated within the framework of NRQCD, while η and η′

will be treated using the LC approach. We will account for the contributions from both the
quark-antiquark and gluonium components 1. Additionally, the contributions from resonant
states will be computed using the VMD model.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we define the electro-
magnetic form factor and derive the corresponding cross section. In Sec. III, we outline
the approach for computing the non-resonant contributions. In Sec. IV, we present the
methodology for calculating the resonant contributions using the VMD model. Our phe-
nomenological predictions and discussions are provided in Sec. V. Finally, we summarize our
results in Sec. VI.

II. THE GENERAL FORMULAS

The amplitude for the process e+(k1) + e−(k2) → J/ψ(P1) + H(P2), where H denotes
either η or η′, can be written as

−iM = − i

s
LµAµ, (1)

where e is the elementary charge, k1, k2, P1, P2 represent the momenta of e+, e−, J/ψ, H ,
respectively. s = (P1+P2)

2 is the square of the CM energy. The leptonic current Lµ is given
by

Lµ = e v̄ (k1) γµu (k2) . (2)

Here, Aµ represents the amplitude of γ∗ → J/ψH , which can be expressed in terms of the
time-like electromagnetic form factor F (s) [25]:

Aµ = eF (s)ǫµνρσP1νP2ρǫ
∗
σ, (3)

1 It is worth noting that the quantum numbers, mass, production, and decay properties of the X(2370) par-

ticle have been found to be consistent with the features of a glueball [27], which has long been the subject

of intensive experimental searches. This discovery provides strong experimental evidence supporting the

existence of glueballs.
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where ǫ represents the polarization vector of J/ψ. The tensor structure in this expression is
determined by parity conservation and Lorentz invariance. The cross section for the process
e+e− → J/ψH can then be expressed as

σ(e+e− → J/ψH) =
4πα2

3

( |P1|√
s

)3

|F (s)|2, (4)

where α is the electromagnetic coupling constant, |P1| is the magnitude of the three-
momentum of the J/ψ in the CM frame, given by

|P1| =
λ1/2(s,M2

J/ψ,M
2
H)

2
√
s

(5)

with MH denotes the mass of H , and the Källen function is defined via λ(x, y, z) = x2 +
y2 + z2 − 2xy − 2yz − 2xz.

Thus, to determine the cross section, it suffices to compute the form factor F (s). In the
subsequent sections, we will calculate this form factor, taking into account both non-resonant
and resonant contributions.

III. NON-RESONANT CONTRIBUTION

We can employ factorization to compute the form factor F (s). Specifically, we use
NRQCD to handle the production of the non-relativistic meson J/ψ, while adopting the
LC approach for the production of the light meson H . The typical Feynman diagrams for
the process γ∗ → J/ψH are illustrated in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2.

H

J/ψ

(b)
H

J/ψ

(a)

γ∗ γ∗

FIG. 1: Typical Feynman diagrams for the process γ∗ → J/ψH with contributions from the quark-

antiquark component of H.

Using the NRQCD factorization [28], we can express the form factor F (s) to the lowest
order in velocity as

F (s) = C(H)×
√

2MJ/ψ〈J/ψ|χ†
σ · ǫψ|0〉√

2Nc2mc

, (6)
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H

J/ψ

(a)

H

J/ψ

(b)

γ∗
γ∗

FIG. 2: Typical Feynman diagrams for the process γ∗ → J/ψH with contributions from the

gluonium component of H.

where the non-relativistically normalized NRQCD matrix elements can be related to the
radial Schrödinger wave function of J/ψ at the origin via

〈J/ψ|χ†
σ · ǫψ|0〉 ≈

√

3

2π

∣

∣RJ/ψ(0)
∣

∣. (7)

The factor C(H), which still contains nonperturbative effects forH , can be further factorized
using LC factorization [29–35] (for a review [36]).

Before applying the factorization, it is crucial to analyze the structures of η and η′. It is
convenient to use the quark-flavor (QF) bases, where the basis vectors are ηq = (uū+dd̄)/

√
2

and ηs = ss̄. The states can then be decomposed as [37]

|η〉 = cosφ|ηq〉 − sin φ|ηs〉, (8)

|η′〉 = sinφ|ηq〉+ cosφ|ηs〉. (9)

We can now employ LC factorization to express

C(H) =
∑

i=u,d,s,g

f iH

∫ 1

0

dx ciH(x, µ)φ
i
H(x, µ), (10)

where fuH , f
d
H and f sH are effective decay constants. And these constants can be expressed

in terms of three phenomennological parameters fq, fs and the mixing angle φ [37]

fu(d)η = fq cosφ/
√
2, f sη = −fs sinφ,

f
u(d)
η′ = fq sinφ/

√
2, f sη′ = fs cosφ. (11)

Additionally, f gH = (fuH + f dH + f sH)/
√
3 represents the effective decay constant of the gluo-

nium component. Here ciH(x, µ) and φ
i
H(x, µ) represent hard-scattering coefficients and LC

distribution amplitudes, respectively. All nonperturbative effects in C(H) are encoded in
f iH and φiH(x, µ), while the hard-scattering coefficients ciH(x, µ) are fully perturbative and
therefore can be calculated using perturbative QCD.
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The LC distribution amplitudes φqH are defined by [38, 39]

〈H(P2) |q̄α(z)[z,−z]qβ(−z) |0〉 =
i

4
f qH(P/2γ

5)βα

∫ 1

0

dxei(2x−1)P2·zφqH(x), (12)

where q denotes either the u quark or the d quark, and φgH is defined by [38, 39] 2

〈

H(P2)
∣

∣Aaα(z)A
b
β(−z)

∣

∣ 0
〉

=
1

4
ǫαβρσ

P̄2
ρ
P σ
2

P̄2 · P2

CF√
3

δab

8
f gH

∫ 1

0

dxei(2x−1)P2 ·z
φgH(x)

x(1− x)
(13)

with the vector P̄2
ρ
= (P 0

2 ,−P2).
We briefly describe our perturbative calculation for the hard-scattering coefficients. We

use the FeynArts package [40] to generate partonic-level Feynman diagrams and ampli-
tudes for the processes γ∗ → c(P1/2)c̄(P1/2) + q(xP2)q̄(x̄P2) and γ∗ → c(P1/2)c̄(P1/2) +
g(xP2)g(x̄P2). We employ the following projectors to extract the intended spin and color
quantum numbers. The projectors are [41]

Π1 =
1√
2Nc

ǫ/∗
(

P/1
2

+mc

)

, (14)

for cc̄,

Πq
2 =

1

4Nc
(iP/2γ5) , (15)

for qq̄, and

(Πg
2)
ab
αβ =

1

4
ǫαβρσ

P̄2
ρ
P σ
2

P̄2 · P2

CF√
3

δab

8

1

x(1 − x)
, (16)

for gg. In Eq. (16), a, b and α, β denote the color indices and Lorentz indices of the two
gluons, respectively. These projectors allow us to extract the spin-triplet S-wave component
of cc̄ and the spin-singlet S-wave component of qq̄ and gg.

We then use the FeynCalc/FormLink package [42, 43] to perform Dirac traces and Lorentz
contractions. The Apart [44] and FIRE [45] are employed for partial fraction decomposition
and integration-by-parts reduction. The one-loop master integrals (MIs) are analytically
computed using PackageX [46]. Finally, using the definition of the form factor in Eq. (3),
we determine the hard-scattering coefficients ciH .

IV. RESONANT CONTRIBUTION

In this section, we outline the theoretical framework for computing the form factor F (s)
from resonant contributions. We utilize the VMD model [47], an effective approach for
describing the resemblance of photon and hadron interactions. Within this model, the
photon is assumed to couple to hadrons primarily via its conversion into a virtual vector
meson, which subsequently interacts with the hadrons. A schematic diagram the of process

2 The path-ordered gauge factor [z,−z] has been dropped out from the matrix elements.
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γ∗ ψi

J/ψ

H

FIG. 3: Schematic diagram for the process γ∗ → J/ψH based on VMD Model.

γ∗ → J/ψH is shown in Fig. 3. By introducing intermediate vector mesons, the VMD
model provides a simplified yet robust method to describe photon-hadron interactions in
the energy region near the resonance, thereby circumventing the complexities associated
with direct QCD interactions.

To describe these interactions, it is essential to introduce the effective Lagrangians for
both the γV and V J/ψH couplings. Here, V represents the charmonium vector resonance
ψi.

The γV effective coupling is described by the following Lagrangian [47–49]:

LγV = igγVM
2
V V

µAµ, (17)

where V µ and Aµ denote the V filed and the photon field, respectively. MV is the mass of
the vector meson V , and gγV is the dimensionless coupling constant between the photon and
the vector meson V . The constant gγV can be determined from the decay process V → e+e−

via the relation

gγV =

[

3 Γ(V → e+e−)

MV α

]1/2

, (18)

where Γ(V → e+e−) denotes the decay width of the process V → e+e−.
The V J/ψH effective coupling is described by the following Lagrangian [48–51]:

LV J/ψH = igV J/ψHF(|P1|2)ǫµναβ∂µVν∂αV ′
βP, (19)

where P1 represents the three momentum of the J/ψ, gV J/ψH is the corresponding coupling
constant, V ′

β represents the J/ψ filed, and P represents the H field. The interaction in
Eq. (19) satisfies Lorentz invariance and parity conservation.

Here, F(|P1|2) is a model-dependent form factor, which can be interpreted as a measure
of the overlap of the wave function. In practical calculations, this form factor is typically
employed in an empirical form [48, 52, 53]:

F(|P1|2) = e−|P1|2/8β2

, (20)

where the parameter β lies in the range of 300-500 MeV for the charmonia decays.
The decay width of V → J/ψH can be derived using Eq. (19). Thus, the coupling

constant gV J/ψH can be determined from the decay width of V → J/ψH via the relation

gV J/ψH =

[

12πΓ(V → J/ψH)

|P |3F2(|P |2)

]1/2

, (21)
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where P is the three momentum of J/ψ in the rest frame of V .
The amplitude for the process γ∗ → J/ψH in the VMD model can be expressed as

follows:

Aµ
VMD = gγVM

2
V

1

s−M2
V + iMV ΓV

gV J/ψHF(|P1|2)ǫµναβǫ∗νP1αP2β , (22)

where ΓV represents the total width of the intermediate vector meson V . The factor (s −
M2

V + iMV ΓV )
−1 accounts for the propagator of the intermediate resonance V .

By comparing Eq. (3) with Eq. (22), we can derive the expression for the form factor
F (s) in the VMD model, mediated by the intermediate state V

FVMD
V (s) =

gγVM
2
V

e

1

s−M2
V + iMV ΓV

gV J/ψHF(|P1|2). (23)

V. PHENOMENOLOGICAL RESULTS AND DISCUSSIONS

In our numerical calculations, we use the following values from the Particle Data Group
(PDG) [54]: MJ/ψ = 3.097 GeV, Mη = 0.548 GeV, and Mη′ = 0.958 GeV. The electromag-
netic coupling constant is set to α = 1/127.

A. Non-resonant contribution

We take the NRQCD matrix element to be

∣

∣〈J/ψ|χ†
σ · ǫψ|0〉

∣

∣

2 ≈ Nc

2π
R2
J/ψ(0) =

Nc

2π
· 0.81 GeV3, (24)

where the the radial Schrödinger wave function of J/ψ at the origin is evaluated using
Buchmüller-Type potential model [55, 56]. We set the running strong coupling constant to
αs(mc) = 0.31, and the charm quark mass to mc = 1.5 GeV.

The decay constants fq, fs, and the mixing angle φ have been determined in the Feldmann-
Kroll-Stech scheme through a fit to experimental data [37]:

fq = (1.07± 0.02)fπ,

fs = (1.34± 0.06)fπ, (25)

φ = 39.3o ± 1.4o,

where the pion decay constant is fπ = 0.130 GeV [57].
Additionally, we adopt the LC distribution amplitudes φqH(x, µ) from Ref. [58]

φqH(x, µ) = 6x(1− x)

[

1 +
∑

n=2,4,···

dqn(µ)C
3
2
n (2x− 1)

]

, (26)

and φgH(x, µ) from Refs. [39, 58, 59]

φgH(x, µ) = 30x2(1− x)2
∑

n=2,4,···

dgn(µ)C
5
2
n−1(2x− 1), (27)
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where dqn(µ) and dgn(µ) are the Gegenbauer moments. In our numerical computation, we
truncate the sum to n = 4 in (26) and n = 2 in (27). The values of dq2, d

q
4, and dg2 are

evaluated using different models [58]. It is observed that our numerical result for the form
factor F (s) are insensitive to the choice of different models (see another example in Ref. [60]).
Therefore, for concrete calculations, we adopt the values dq2 = 0.20, dq4 = 0, and dg2 = −0.31
from Ref. [58].

With all the necessary ingredients in hand, we proceed to make our numerical predictions.
The theoretical predictions for the form factor F (s) and the cross sections are summarized
in Table I for the process e+e− → J/ψη, and in Table II for the process e+e− → J/ψη′.

TABLE I: The cross sections σ (in units of ×10−4 pb) and the form factors F (s) (in units of

×10−4GeV−1) of e+e− → J/ψη over the CM energy range from 3.65 to 10 GeV. σq, σg and σ

represent the cross sections arising from the sole quark-antiquark component, the sole gluonium

component, and the total contribution, respectively.

√
s 3.65 3.7 3.8 3.9 4.0 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5

F (s)
23.1 19.1 13.9 10.6 8.4 6.8 5.6 4.7 4.0 3.5

11.0i 9.9i 8.1i 6.8i 5.8i 4.9i 4.3i 3.7i 3.3i 2.9i

σq 0.02 0.6 2.0 2.8 3.2 3.3 3.2 3.0 2.8 2.6

σg 0.005 0.1 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.07 0.05 0.04 0.03 0.02

σ 0.04 1.1 3.0 3.9 4.2 4.1 3.9 3.6 3.2 2.9

√
s 4.6 4.7 4.8 4.9 5 6 7 8 9 10

F (s)
3.0 2.6 2.3 2.1 1.8 0.7 0.4 0.2 0.1 0.08

2.6i 2.3i 2.1i 1.9i 1.7i 0.7i 0.4i 0.2i 0.2i 0.1i

σq 2.3 2.1 1.9 1.7 1.5 0.5 0.2 0.07 0.03 0.01

σg 0.01 0.009 0.007 0.005 0.004 0.0003 0.00003 0.0 0.0 0.0

σ 2.6 2.3 2.0 1.8 1.6 0.5 0.2 0.07 0.03 0.01

From the tables, several key observations can be made. Firstly, the cross sections from
the gluonium component are significantly smaller than those from the quark-antiquark com-
ponent for both processes e+e− → J/ψη and e+e− → J/ψη′. We find that the gluonium
contribuion is suppressed by a factor of M2

η/η′/s. This suppression arises because the glu-
onium component contributions predominantly stem from two on-shell gluons at leading
twist, and the corresponding matrix elements are proportional to the squared invariant
mass of the two-gluon state, i.e., M2

η/η′ [61]. Furthermore, from the perspective of the QCD
evolution of the gluon distribution amplitude, gluonium contributions are expected to re-
main small. This is because the gluonium content is generally considered a higher-order
effect [38, 62, 63]. In fact, this suppression is also observed in other processes, such as
J/ψ → η′γ and J/ψ → η′e+e−, where the gluonium contributions are similarly negligi-
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TABLE II: The cross sections σ (in units of ×10−4 pb) and the form factors F (s) (in units of

×10−4GeV−1) of e+e− → J/ψη′ over the CM energy range from 4.1 to 10 GeV. The symbols used

have the same meaning as those in Table I.

√
s 4.1 4.2 4.3 4.4 4.5 4.6 4.7

F (s)
51.5 39.6 31.6 25.8 21.5 18.3 15.7

+22.8i +20.0i +17.6i +15.6i +13.9i +12.5i +11.3i

σq 2.7 11.6 19.1 24.2 27.2 28.5 28.8

σg 2.0 5.2 5.7 5.0 4.1 3.2 2.5

σ 8.0 28.0 39.7 44.9 46.1 45.2 43.0

√
s 4.8 4.9 5 6 7 8 9 10

F (s)
13.6 12.0 10.6 4.0 2.0 1.1 0.7 0.5

+10.2i +9.3i +8.5i +3.9i +2.1i +1.3i +0.8i +0.6i

σq 28.2 27.1 25.7 11.4 4.7 2.0 0.9 0.5

σg 1.9 1.4 1.1 0.09 0.01 0.002 0.0005 0.0001

σ 40.2 37.2 34.2 12.9 5.0 2.1 1.0 0.5

ble [60, 64]. Notably, the relative importance of the gluonium component in e+e− → J/ψη
is significantly smaller than that in e+e− → J/ψη′. This finding supports the indication
from QCD sum rules [65].

Secondly, the cross section for η production is considerably smaller than that for η′ at
the same CM energy. This difference is primarily attributed to the distinct decay constants
involved in each process. Specifically, the factor

√
2fq cosφ − fs sin φ appears in the form

factor F (s) for the η process, while the factor
√
2fq cos φ+fs sinφ appears for the η′ process.

The former is significantly smaller than the latter, leading to the observed discrepancy in
the cross sections.

Thirdly, the cross sections for both η and η′ exhibit a characteristic behavior, increasing
first and then decreasing with the rise in CM energy. This behavior is driven by the inter-
play between the phase space factor and the form factor F (s). Specifically, F (s) typically
decreases with increasing CM energy, while the phase space factor increases monotonically
within the considered energy range. At some intermediate energy, the product of the phase
space factor and F (s)2 reaches its maximal value.

Lastly, the cross sections for both η and η′ are significantly smaller than the experimental
measurements. This discrepancy makes it challenging to explain the experimental data based
solely on non-resonant contributions.

We must acknowledge that our theoretical predictions based on factorization are not
reliable when

√
s is closed to the threshold of J/ψ + η/η′ (for example,

√
s < 4 GeV).

Nevertheless, these predictions still provide meaningful theoretical estimations for the cross
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sections.
Finally, we aim to compare our calculations with those presented in Ref. [21]. Although we

have adopted a similar theoretical framework to compute the non-resonant contributions, our
results differ significantly from those in Ref. [21], where the cross sections are approximately
within an order of magnitude of the experimental data. It is intriguing to examine whether
the differences in our respective treatments are responsible for the significant discrepancies
observed in the predicted cross sections. First, instead of introducing a mixing between
the quark-antiquark component and gluonium component in |η′〉 as done in Ref. [21], the
gluonium contribution is induced through the matrix element 〈η/η′|AA|0〉, which has a non-
vanishing contribution due to the UA(1) anomaly [39]. The decay constants for the gluonium
component are related to those for the quark-antiquark component dynamically. Second,
the authors in Ref. [21] do not include the tree-level Feynman diagrams for the gluonium
component of η′ production (see Fig. 2). Instead, they consider glounium production through
loop-induced diagrams, whose amplitudes are expected to be suppressed by O(αs) relative
to the corresponding amplitudes in our work. However, since the gluonium component
is already significantly suppressed compared to the quark-antiquark component, as also
observed in Ref. [21], this difference is unlikely to have a major impact on the cross sections.
Third, we use different input parameters for the LC distribution functions, charm quark
mass, and mixing angles compared to those in Ref. [21]. While these differences could
contribute to some variation in the results, they are not expected to account for the order-of-
magnitude discrepancy observed in the cross sections. The exact reason for this discrepancy
remains unclear and warrants further investigation.

B. A coherent sum of the resonant and non-resonant contributions

We now specify the input parameters used to calculate the form factor F (s) from inter-
mediate resonant states. In our analysis, we include all eight vector meson resonances V ,
namely ψ(3686), ψ(3770), ψ(4040), ψ(4160), ψ(4230), ψ(4360), ψ(4415), and ψ(4660). Note
the J/ψ is far from the threshold of J/ψ + η and thus contributes negligibly. Therefore, we
exclude it from our analysis.

We take the masses and total widths of V from the PDG [54]. For ψ(3686), ψ(3770),
ψ(4040), ψ(4160), and ψ(4415), their hadronic transitions to J/ψη have been well-studied
using a model that describes the creation of a light meson in heavy quarkonium transi-
tions [14]. Therefore, we adopt the partial decay width for V → J/ψη from Ref. [14].
Meanwhile, the their branching fractions to e+e− are taken from the PDG.

For the ψ(4230), ψ(4360), and ψ(4660) mesons, reliable studies on the branching ratio
Br(V → e+e−) and the partial decay width Γ(V → J/ψη) are lacking in the literature.
However, the combined factor Γ(V → e+e−)Br(V → J/ψH) is available from the PDG for
these particles. Consequently, the product Γ(V → e+e−) × Γ(V → J/ψH) can be readily
obtained, which is essential for our theoretical predictions. Thus, we will use this product
from the PDG for the ψ(4230), ψ(4360) and ψ(4660) mesons 3.

3 It is worth noting that the values of Γ(V → e+e−)Br(V → J/ψH) for ψ(4230) and ψ(4360) listed

in the PDG [54] are derived from fits performed by the BESIII collaboration [4]. In Ref. [4], three

distinct solutions were identified, each with comparable fit quality and identical masses and widths for

the structures around ψ(4230) and ψ(4360). However, the decay width for ψ(4230) reported in Ref. [4]
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Using above parameters, the effective coupling constants gγV and gV V ′H or their product,
can be determined using Eqs. (18) and (21), respectively. All the input parameters utilized
in our analysis are summarized in Tables III and IV. Additionally, we set the parameter β
in (20) to 400 MeV.

TABLE III: The masses, total decay widths, and Br(V → e+e−) are taken from PDG [54], and

the partial decay width Γ(V → J/ψη) is taken from Ref. [14]. The central values of the coupling

constants gγV and gV V ′η are determined using (18) and (21), with β = 400 MeV.

V MV Γtotal(MeV) Br(V → e+e−) gγV Γ(V → J/ψη)(MeV) [14] gV V ′η

ψ(3686) 3.686
0.293

7.94+0.22
−0.22 × 10−3 0.016 0.01 0.227

±0.009

ψ(3770) 3.7737 27.2 ± 1 9.6+0.7
−0.7 × 10−6 0.0051 0.025 0.157

ψ(4040) 4.040 84 ± 12 1.02+0.17
−0.17 × 10−5 0.0090 0.347 0.294

ψ(4160) 4.191 69 ± 10 6.9+3.3
−3.3 × 10−6 0.0066 0.204 0.200

ψ(4415) 4.415 110± 22 5.3+1.2
−1.2 × 10−6 0.0071 0.425 0.277

TABLE IV: The masses, total decay widths, and the product of Γ(V → e+e−) and Br(V → J/ψη)

are taken from PDG [54]. The central values of the product of the coupling constants gγV and

gV V ′η are determined using (18) and (21), with β = 400 MeV.

V MV Γtotal(MeV) Γ(V → e+e−)Br(V → J/ψη)(GeV) gγV × gV V ′η

ψ(4230) 4.2221 49± 7 4.8+1.0
−1.0 × 10−9 3.08 × 10−8

ψ(4360) 4.374 118 ± 12 1.7+1.1
−1.1 × 10−9 2.51 × 10−8

ψ(4660) 4.641 73+13
−11 < 0.94× 10−9 8.95 × 10−9

We begin by computing the form factor F (s) which receives contributions from both
non-resonant and resonant parts. The form factor F (s) can be expressed as

F (s) =F nonres(s) + FVMD
ψ(3686)

(s) + eiφ1FVMD
ψ(3770)

(s) + eiφ2FVMD
ψ(4040)(s) + eiφ3FVMD

ψ(4160)(s)

+ eiφ4FVMD
ψ(4230)(s) + eiφ5FVMD

ψ(4360)(s) + eiφ6FVMD
ψ(4415)(s) + eiφ7FVMD

ψ(4660)(s) (28)

where φi(i = 1, 2, · · · , 7) denote the relative phase angles between different resonances,
F nonres(s) represents the contribution from the non-resonant part. Given that F nonres(s)

differs significantly from that adopted in the PDG. Upon further investigation, we found that the value of

Γ(V → e+e−)Br(V → J/ψH) from ”Solution 2” in Ref. [4], in conjunction with the decay width provided

by the PDG, can most closely reproduce the experimental resonant peak around ψ(4230) in the invariant

mass distribution of e+e− → J/ψη. Therefore, we have chosen to use the value of Γ(V → e+e−)Br(V →
J/ψH) from ”Solution 2” in Ref. [4] for our calculations.
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is negligibly small, we simply take it in phase with the ψ(3686). Since it is challenging
to constrain these relative phases directly, we treat them as free parameters. Their values
will be determined through a least-χ2 fit to the invariant mass distribution of the process
e+e− → J/ψη.

Using Eqs. (4) and (28), we can readily obtain the theoretical predictions for the cross
section of e+e− → J/ψη. The phase angles φi are determined through a least-χ2 fit to the
experimental data from the BESIII collaboration [5] and the Belle collaboration [3]. The
values of these angles (in units of radians) are as follows:
For fitting the BESIII data [5] (Set I):

φ1 = −0.92, φ2 = 1.84, φ3 = −0.02, φ4 = −0.58,

φ5 = −0.99, φ6 = −2.14, φ7 = −1.78. (29)

For fitting the Belle data [3] (Set II):

φ1 = −0.19, φ2 = 3.18, φ3 = 3.40, φ4 = −0.07,

φ5 = −1.55, φ6 = −2.97, φ7 = −3.63. (30)

For fitting both experiments simultaneously (Set III):

φ1 = −0.86, φ2 = 1.91, φ3 = 0.01, φ4 = −0.56,

φ5 = −0.96, φ6 = −2.08, φ7 = −2.10. (31)

By adopting the set of phase angles given in Eq. (31), we present the theoretical predic-
tions in Fig. 4 for the differential cross section of e+e− → J/ψη as a function of

√
s. The

contributions from the non-resonant continuum, individual resonant states, and their com-
bined interference are shown separately. From the figure, it is evident that there is significant
interference among the contributions from the resonant states. Specifically, the resonance
peaks around 4230 MeV and 4415 MeV are notably suppressed due to this interference.

We proceed to compare our theoretical predictions with the experimental data for the
invariant mass distributions of the process e+e− → J/ψη. The comparisons between our
theoretical predictions and the BESIII data [5] as well as the Belle data [3] are presented in
Figs. 5–7. Specifically, the phase angles from Set I, Set II, and Set III are used in Fig. 5,
Fig. 6, and Fig. 7, respectively.
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shown as a function of
√
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continuum, while the dashed lines in various colors correspond to the contributions from different

resonance states, respectively. The blue solid line represents the total cross section using the phase

angles from Eq. (31) (Set III).
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the contribution from the non-resonant continuum.
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from Set III. The red triangles with error bars denote the measurements from BESIII [5], the green
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the contribution from the non-resonant continuum.

From the figures, several key observations can be made. The theoretical predictions using
the phase angles from Set I and Set III both exhibit a resonant peak around 4040 MeV, but
they fail to accurately describe the peak structure observed around 4040 MeV in the Belle
data [3]. In fact, we have found that the theoretical cross section resulting solely from the
resonance at 4040 MeV is significantly smaller than that observed in the Belle data.
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Furthermore, the peak structure around 4360 MeV in the Belle data cannot be accurately
explained by the theoretical predictions from any of the three sets of phase angles. This
discrepancy may arise from significant interference between the resonances ψ(4360) and
ψ(4415) in our theoretical predictions. Additionally, a prominent peak structure around
4660 MeV is observed in our theoretical predictions but is absent in the BESIII data [5]. We
anticipate that future experiments with larger datasets could potentially search for these
structures.

Finally, we acknowledge that our theoretical predictions are based on the central values
of the input parameters, and uncertainties in these parameters have not been considered in
our analysis. We expect that these uncertainties could influence our theoretical predictions
and the comparison between theory and experiment.

Comparing the cross sections of e+e− → J/ψη and e+e− → J/ψη′ is of particular inter-
est. However, predicting the cross sections for e+e− → J/ψη′ within the VMD framework
remains challenging due to the absence of both theoretical calculations and experimental
measurements for the hadronic transition process ψ → J/ψη′. As a result, we directly uti-
lize the measured cross sections for e+e− → J/ψη′ from the BESIII collaboration [8], while
relying on our theoretical predictions for the cross sections of e+e− → J/ψη. The values for
both processes are summarized in Table V across a range of CM energies. In this table, the
cross sections for e+e− → J/ψη are calculated using three distinct sets of phase angles. It is
clear from the comparison that the cross sections for e+e− → J/ψη′ are significantly smaller
than those for e+e− → J/ψη.

TABLE V: ση and ση′ (in units of pb) denote the cross section for the process e+e− → J/ψη and

e+e− → J/ψη′, respectively, in the CM energy range from 4.178 to 4.600 GeV. The superscript I,

II, and III in ση indicate the cross sections calculated using the relative phase angles from Set I,

Set II, and Set III, respectively. ση′ is taken from the BESIII collaboration [8].

√
s 4.178 4.189 4.199 4.209 4.219 4.226 4.236

ση′ 2.43+0.34
−0.34 2.21+0.75

−0.75 2.87+0.85
−0.85 2.68+0.78

−0.78 2.46+0.77
−0.77 3.63+0.66

−0.66 2.85+0.85
−0.85

σIη 29.2 29.8 32.6 40.6 49.0 48.0 36.4

σIIη 27.0 37.0 45.2 49.1 44.0 34.3 19.7

σIIIη 29.2 29.7 32.4 40.5 49.1 48.2 36.7

√
s 4.244 4.258 4.267 4.278 4.358 4.416 4.600

ση′ 3.81+0.93
−0.93 3.41+0.71

−0.71 2.83+0.73
−0.73 0.45+0.45

−0.45 0.21+0.21
−0.21 1.18+0.38

−0.38 0.21+0.31
−0.31

σIη 26.0 13.8 9.6 6.5 4.3 6.4 0.6

σIIη 12.1 6.2 4.8 4.2 6.5 7.5 1.0

σIIIη 26.2 14.0 9.7 6.5 4.0 6.0 0.4

It is worth noting that if future theoretical calculations or experimental measurements
become available for the process ψ → J/ψη′, it would be feasible to predict the cross sections
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for e+e− → J/ψη′ using the framework adopted in this work.

VI. SUMMARY

The cross sections for e+e− → J/ψη and e+e− → J/ψη′ are calculated using the frame-
work of NRQCD combined with LC factorization. The predicted cross sections are on the
order of several femtobarns for e+e− → J/ψη′, and less than 1 fb for e+e− → J/ψη. These
values are several orders of magnitude smaller than the experimental measurements reported
by the BESIII and Belle collaborations. This significant discrepancy suggests that resonant
contributions dominate the cross sections at the CM energies probed by these experiments.

To account for these resonant contributions, we employ the VMD model. This requires
determining two effective coupling constants: one between the photon and the resonance,
and another between the resonance and J/ψη. These coupling constants are extracted from
the decay widths Γ(ψ → e+e−) and Γ(ψ → J/ψη), which are either obtained from the PDG
or computed theoretically.

We treat the predictions from the factorization calculation as the continuum (non-
resonant) contribution and calculate the cross section for e+e− → J/ψη by summing co-
herently the contributions from various resonances and the continuum. The relative phase
angles between different resonances in the amplitude are determined through a least-χ2 fit to
the experimental data. Upon comparing our theoretical predictions with the experimental
data, we find that our model poorly describes the peak structure around 4360 MeV observed
in the Belle data. Furthermore, our theoretical calculation predicts a resonance peak around
4660 MeV, which is not observed in the BESIII measurements. Undoubtedly, these discrep-
ancies highlight the need for further theoretical investigation and more precise experimental
measurements.

Additionally, we observe that the theoretical predictions for the cross section of e+e− →
J/ψη are significantly larger—by an order of magnitude—than those for e+e− → J/ψη′

measured experimentally at most CM energies. This finding is consistent with experimental
observations.

Acknowledgments

The work of C.-M. G., W.-L. S., and M.-Z. Z. is supported by the National Natural Science
Foundation of China under Grants No. 12375079, and the Natural Science Foundation
of ChongQing under Grant No. CSTB2023 NSCQ-MSX0132. The work of J.-K. H. is
supported by the National Natural Science Foundation of China under Grant No. 12305086,
and the Open Fund of the Key Laboratory of Quark and Lepton Physics (MOE) under Grant
No. QLPL2024P01.

[1] T. E. Coan et al. [CLEO], Phys. Rev. Lett. 96, 162003 (2006)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.96.162003 [arXiv:hep-ex/0602034 [hep-ex]].

[2] M. Ablikim et al. [BESIII], Phys. Rev. D 86, 071101 (2012) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.86.071101

[arXiv:1208.1857 [hep-ex]].

17

http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/0602034
http://arxiv.org/abs/1208.1857


[3] X. L. Wang et al. [Belle], Phys. Rev. D 87, no.5, 051101 (2013)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.87.051101 [arXiv:1210.7550 [hep-ex]].

[4] M. Ablikim et al. [BESIII], Phys. Rev. D 102, no.3, 031101 (2020)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.102.031101 [arXiv:2003.03705 [hep-ex]].

[5] M. Ablikim et al. [BESIII], Phys. Rev. D 109, no.9, 092012 (2024)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.109.092012 [arXiv:2310.03361 [hep-ex]].

[6] X. y. Gao, X. l. Wang and C. p. Shen, Chin. Phys. C 40, no.1, 013001 (2016) doi:10.1088/1674-

1137/40/1/013001 [arXiv:1506.04960 [hep-ex]].

[7] M. Ablikim et al. [BESIII], Phys. Rev. D 94, no.3, 032009 (2016)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.94.032009 [arXiv:1605.03256 [hep-ex]].

[8] M. Ablikim et al. [BESIII], Phys. Rev. D 101, no.1, 012008 (2020)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.101.012008 [arXiv:1911.00885 [hep-ex]].

[9] R. Casalbuoni, A. Deandrea, N. Di Bartolomeo, R. Gatto, F. Feruglio and G. Nardulli, Phys.

Lett. B 309, 163-173 (1993) doi:10.1016/0370-2693(93)91521-N [arXiv:hep-ph/9304280 [hep-

ph]].

[10] F. K. Guo, C. Hanhart and U. G. Meissner, Phys. Rev. Lett. 103, 082003 (2009) [erratum:

Phys. Rev. Lett. 104, 109901 (2010)] doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.103.082003 [arXiv:0907.0521

[hep-ph]].

[11] F. K. Guo, C. Hanhart, G. Li, U. G. Meissner and Q. Zhao, Phys. Rev. D 83, 034013 (2011)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.83.034013 [arXiv:1008.3632 [hep-ph]].

[12] D. Y. Chen, X. Liu and T. Matsuki, Phys. Rev. D 87, no.5, 054006 (2013)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.87.054006 [arXiv:1209.0064 [hep-ph]].

[13] D. Y. Chen, X. Liu and T. Matsuki, Phys. Rev. D 91, no.9, 094023 (2015)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.91.094023 [arXiv:1411.5136 [hep-ph]].

[14] M. N. Anwar, Y. Lu and B. S. Zou, Phys. Rev. D 95, no.11, 114031 (2017)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.95.114031 [arXiv:1612.05396 [hep-ph]].

[15] M. N. Anwar, Y. Lu and B. S. Zou, PoS Hadron2017, 100 (2018) doi:10.22323/1.310.0100

[arXiv:1712.03425 [hep-ph]].

[16] K. Gottfried, Phys. Rev. Lett. 40, 598 (1978) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.40.598

[17] M. B. Voloshin, Nucl. Phys. B 154, 365-380 (1979) doi:10.1016/0550-3213(79)90037-3

[18] T. M. Yan, Phys. Rev. D 22, 1652 (1980) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.22.1652

[19] Y. P. Kuang, Front. Phys. China 1, 19-37 (2006) doi:10.1007/s11467-005-0012-6

[arXiv:hep-ph/0601044 [hep-ph]].

[20] Q. Wang, X. H. Liu and Q. Zhao, Phys. Rev. D 84, 014007 (2011)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.84.014007 [arXiv:1103.1095 [hep-ph]].

[21] C. F. Qiao and R. L. Zhu, Phys. Rev. D 89, no.7, 074006 (2014)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.89.074006 [arXiv:1403.1918 [hep-ph]].

[22] J. Zhang and R. Wang, Adv. High Energy Phys. 2018, 5407672 (2018)

doi:10.1155/2018/5407672 [arXiv:1802.07048 [hep-ph]].

[23] T. C. Peng, Z. Y. Bai, J. Z. Wang and X. Liu, Phys. Rev. D 109, no.9, 094048 (2024)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.109.094048 [arXiv:2403.03705 [hep-ph]].

[24] K. Abe et al. [Belle], Phys. Rev. Lett. 89, 142001 (2002) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.89.142001

[arXiv:hep-ex/0205104 [hep-ex]].

[25] E. Braaten and J. Lee, Phys. Rev. D 67, 054007 (2003) [erratum: Phys. Rev. D 72, 099901

(2005)] doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.72.099901 [arXiv:hep-ph/0211085 [hep-ph]].

[26] K. Y. Liu, Z. G. He and K. T. Chao, Phys. Lett. B 557, 45-54 (2003) doi:10.1016/S0370-

18

http://arxiv.org/abs/1210.7550
http://arxiv.org/abs/2003.03705
http://arxiv.org/abs/2310.03361
http://arxiv.org/abs/1506.04960
http://arxiv.org/abs/1605.03256
http://arxiv.org/abs/1911.00885
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9304280
http://arxiv.org/abs/0907.0521
http://arxiv.org/abs/1008.3632
http://arxiv.org/abs/1209.0064
http://arxiv.org/abs/1411.5136
http://arxiv.org/abs/1612.05396
http://arxiv.org/abs/1712.03425
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0601044
http://arxiv.org/abs/1103.1095
http://arxiv.org/abs/1403.1918
http://arxiv.org/abs/1802.07048
http://arxiv.org/abs/2403.03705
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ex/0205104
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0211085


2693(03)00176-X [arXiv:hep-ph/0211181 [hep-ph]].

[27] M. Ablikim et al. [BESIII], Phys. Rev. Lett. 132, no.18, 181901 (2024)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.132.181901 [arXiv:2312.05324 [hep-ex]].

[28] G. T. Bodwin, E. Braaten and G. P. Lepage, Phys. Rev. D 51, 1125-1171 (1995) [erratum:

Phys. Rev. D 55, 5853 (1997)] doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.55.5853 [arXiv:hep-ph/9407339 [hep-

ph]].

[29] G. P. Lepage and S. J. Brodsky, Phys. Lett. B 87, 359-365 (1979) doi:10.1016/0370-

2693(79)90554-9

[30] G. P. Lepage and S. J. Brodsky, Phys. Rev. Lett. 43, no.21, 545-549 (1979) [erratum: Phys.

Rev. Lett. 43, 1625-1626 (1979)] doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.43.1625.2

[31] G. P. Lepage and S. J. Brodsky, Phys. Rev. D 22, 2157 (1980) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.22.2157

[32] A. V. Efremov and A. V. Radyushkin, Theor. Math. Phys. 42, 97-110 (1980)

doi:10.1007/BF01032111

[33] A. V. Efremov and A. V. Radyushkin, Phys. Lett. B 94, 245-250 (1980) doi:10.1016/0370-

2693(80)90869-2

[34] A. Duncan and A. H. Mueller, Phys. Lett. B 90, 159-163 (1980) doi:10.1016/0370-

2693(80)90074-X

[35] A. Duncan and A. H. Mueller, Phys. Rev. D 21, 1636 (1980) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.21.1636

[36] V. L. Chernyak and A. R. Zhitnitsky, Phys. Rept. 112, 173 (1984) doi:10.1016/0370-

1573(84)90126-1

[37] T. Feldmann, P. Kroll and B. Stech, Phys. Rev. D 58, 114006 (1998)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.58.114006 [arXiv:hep-ph/9802409 [hep-ph]].

[38] P. Kroll and K. Passek-Kumericki, Phys. Rev. D 67, 054017 (2003)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.67.054017 [arXiv:hep-ph/0210045 [hep-ph]].

[39] P. Ball and G. W. Jones, JHEP 08, 025 (2007) doi:10.1088/1126-6708/2007/08/025

[arXiv:0706.3628 [hep-ph]].

[40] T. Hahn, Comput. Phys. Commun. 140, 418-431 (2001) doi:10.1016/S0010-4655(01)00290-9

[arXiv:hep-ph/0012260 [hep-ph]].

[41] A. Petrelli, M. Cacciari, M. Greco, F. Maltoni and M. L. Mangano, Nucl. Phys. B 514, 245-309

(1998) doi:10.1016/S0550-3213(97)00801-8 [arXiv:hep-ph/9707223 [hep-ph]].

[42] R. Mertig, M. Bohm and A. Denner, Comput. Phys. Commun. 64, 345-359 (1991)

doi:10.1016/0010-4655(91)90130-D

[43] F. Feng and R. Mertig, [arXiv:1212.3522 [hep-ph]].

[44] F. Feng, Comput. Phys. Commun. 183, 2158-2164 (2012) doi:10.1016/j.cpc.2012.03.025

[arXiv:1204.2314 [hep-ph]].

[45] A. V. Smirnov and F. S. Chukharev, Comput. Phys. Commun. 247 , 106877 (2020)

doi:10.1016/j.cpc.2019.106877 [arXiv:1901.07808 [hep-ph]].

[46] H. H. Patel, Comput. Phys. Commun. 197, 276-290 (2015) doi:10.1016/j.cpc.2015.08.017

[arXiv:1503.01469 [hep-ph]].

[47] T. H. Bauer, R. D. Spital, D. R. Yennie and F. M. Pipkin, Rev. Mod. Phys. 50, 261 (1978)

[erratum: Rev. Mod. Phys. 51, no.2, 407 (1979)] doi:10.1103/RevModPhys.50.261

[48] Q. Zhao, Phys. Lett. B 697, 52-57 (2011) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2011.01.043 [arXiv:1012.1165

[hep-ph]].

[49] Q. Zhao, G. Li and C. H. Chang, Phys. Lett. B 645, 173-179 (2007)

doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2006.12.037 [arXiv:hep-ph/0610223 [hep-ph]].

[50] G. W. Intemann, Phys. Rev. D 27, 2755 (1983) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.27.2755

19

http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0211181
http://arxiv.org/abs/2312.05324
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9407339
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9802409
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0210045
http://arxiv.org/abs/0706.3628
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0012260
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9707223
http://arxiv.org/abs/1212.3522
http://arxiv.org/abs/1204.2314
http://arxiv.org/abs/1901.07808
http://arxiv.org/abs/1503.01469
http://arxiv.org/abs/1012.1165
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0610223


[51] P. Lichard, Phys. Rev. D 83, 037503 (2011) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.83.037503

[arXiv:1012.5634 [hep-ph]].

[52] S. Godfrey and N. Isgur, Phys. Rev. D 32, 189-231 (1985) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.32.189

[53] C. Amsler and F. E. Close, Phys. Rev. D 53, 295-311 (1996) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.53.295

[arXiv:hep-ph/9507326 [hep-ph]].

[54] S. Navas et al. [Particle Data Group], Phys. Rev. D 110, no.3, 030001 (2024)

doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.110.030001

[55] W. Buchmuller and S. H. H. Tye, Phys. Rev. D 24, 132 (1981) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.24.132

[56] E. J. Eichten and C. Quigg, Phys. Rev. D 52, 1726-1728 (1995) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.52.1726

[arXiv:hep-ph/9503356 [hep-ph]].

[57] T. Feldmann, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 15, 159-207 (2000) doi:10.1142/S0217751X00000082

[arXiv:hep-ph/9907491 [hep-ph]].

[58] S. S. Agaev, V. M. Braun, N. Offen, F. A. Porkert and A. Schäfer, Phys. Rev. D 90, no.7,
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