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We report the first measurement of the Q2 distribution of X(3915) produced by single-tag two-
photon interactions. The decay mode used is X(3915) → J/ψω. The covered Q2 region is from
1.5 (GeV/c)2 to 10.0 (GeV/c)2. We observe 7.9 ± 3.1(stat.) ± 1.5(syst.) events, where we expect
4.1 ± 0.7 events based on the Q2 = 0 result from the no-tag two-photon process, extrapolated
to higher Q2 region using the cc̄ model of Schuler, Berends, and van Gulik. The shape of the
distribution is also consistent with this model; we note that statistical uncertainties are large.

PACS numbers: 14.40.Gx, 14.40.Rt, 13.25.Gv, 13.66.Bc

I. INTRODUCTION

The discovery of X(3872) opened a new era of exotic
hadrons called charmoniumlike states [1]. Understand-
ing the nature of this state and of other charmoniumlike
states, in general, provides an opportunity to study the
nonperturbative regime of quantum chromodynamics. In
searching for other charmoniumlike states, X(3915) was
found by the Belle experiment [2, 3] and confirmed by
the BaBar experiment [4, 5], initially in the study of
B− → J/ψωK− [6] and later in no-tag two-photon inter-
actions. This state, X(3915), was classified as χc0(3915)

in the latest listing by the Particle Data Group [7], but
the assignment is not firmly established. The spin-parity
of X(3915) is consistent with JP = 0+ based on the ex-
perimental analysis [5]; it has a small possibility of being
2+ [8, 9]. If X(3915) is a conventional cc̄ state, it should
also decay to D(∗)D̄(∗) or its charge conjugate. In an am-
plitude analysis of the B− → K−D+D− by the LHCb ex-
periment, 0++ and 2++ states near 3.930 GeV/c2 are re-
ported [10]; they are assigned as χc0(3930) and χc2(3930),
respectively. However, no peaks in M(DD̄(∗)) have been
seen in the studies of B− → DD̄K− and B− → DD̄∗K−

performed by the B-factories [11] [12–15]. Non-cc̄ models
such as cc̄ss̄ models or DsD̄s molecule models can pre-

ar
X

iv
:2

30
1.

09
42

1v
2 

 [
he

p-
ex

] 
 1

5 
Ju

l 2
02

3

https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1738-6697
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7377-5016
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2287-0173
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1907-5964
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4895-3869
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1586-5790
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6347-7055
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3466-9290
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0419-6912
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8852-2409
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1527-2266
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0014-2589
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5440-2668
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1776-0439
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8857-8621
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1449-6986
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7543-3471
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5279-4787
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2990-1913
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5915-1319
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2495-0524
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2270-9673
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7357-9007
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0856-1131
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2518-7134
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1865-741X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8650-6058
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8860-8288
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8803-4429
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7620-2053
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7008-3759
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1705-7399
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1673-5664
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2747-8277
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3499-7948
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9841-0216
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7347-6585
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6857-966X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2047-9675
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8442-107X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7052-3163
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9076-5936
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5767-2121
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5662-3675
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3043-1939
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8656-2693
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4374-1234
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7470-3874
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5862-9739
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8880-6134
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2599-1405
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8895-0128
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8785-847X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8602-5652
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1470-6536
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5858-3187
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2234-0001
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6280-494X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1656-9413
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4321-0417
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6347-433X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5138-5903
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6504-1872
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9772-9989
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4260-5118
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1641-430X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4271-711X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2765-7072
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0331-8279
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2927-3366
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3561-5633
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1590-0266
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9402-7559
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9996-6336
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1935-9887
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2963-2565
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7323-0830
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5515-0087
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2211-619X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6816-0751
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4089-5238
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2209-535X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5743-7698
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8125-9070
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4659-1112
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9695-8103
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8644-2349
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2487-8080
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5959-8172
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0971-0968
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4967-7675
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1236-4667
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6251-8049
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6627-9708
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1572-5365
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9448-5691
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7294-396X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9128-6806
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0234-0474
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7400-6013
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9835-1006
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5789-6205
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7366-1307
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4413-6247
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2024-5649
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1219-3247
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0864-6693
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3416-0056
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5139-5784
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7109-5583
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2698-5448
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7764-5777
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7082-8108
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0128-264X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4352-734X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2209-6969
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0294-9071
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7640-5456
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8424-7075
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1684-6628
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6585-7767
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0486-9291
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1076-814X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7739-914X
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9562-1253
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6373-2346
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2220-7224
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7310-5079
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4486-0064
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1646-6847
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7524-0936
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7426-4824
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7518-3022
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1204-0846
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-7994-0537
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6520-0028
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6019-6218
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4114-1091
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8813-0437
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9839-7373
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1804-9470
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6836-0748
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6131-819X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9465-2493
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1407-7450
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8189-7398
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0654-2866
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5823-4393
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4199-4369
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5853-349X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3904-2956
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9184-2830
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7336-3246
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4844-5028
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8378-4255
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1615-9118
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4824-101X
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2811-2218
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4098-9592
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1312-0429
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9012-4618
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8478-5639
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1456-1496
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5978-0289
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-9029-2462
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9420-0091
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5735-4059
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8751-5944
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1898-5333
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8954-0585
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0486-3896
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8225-3973
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6651-0706
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8255-3746
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3469-9377
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6567-3036
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4904-6168
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4944-1830
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3355-765X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3401-0480
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0887-7953
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3144-2920
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1685-9824
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-7448-4816
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0302-8151
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-4220-8056
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0983-4936
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1485-2143
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0979-8341
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5805-1255
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6917-6694
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4245-7442
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-5096-1182
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-2680-0474
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0713-0871
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-9543-7971
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8840-3346
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1479-9349
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4912-048X
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-1652-6686
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6719-5397
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-4001-9748
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-6140-2044
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-0907-5565
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8253-641X


2

dict such a signature [16–18]. The 0++ state(s) reported
by LHCb and the B-factories could be different states,
namely the χc0(2P ) and non-cc̄ state, respectively.
In this paper, we report on a study of the production

of X(3915) by highly virtual photons, γ∗. The reaction
used is γ∗γ → X(3915) → J/ψω, where ω decays to
π+π−π0, π0 decays to two photons and J/ψ decays to
either e+e− or µ+µ−, shown in Fig. 1. The highly vir-
tual photon is identified by tagging either e− or e+ in
the final state where its partner, e+ or e−, respectively,
is missed going into the beam pipe. This type of inter-
action is referred to as a “single-tag” two-photon inter-
action. If X(3915) is a non-cc̄ state, naively it should
have a larger spatial size than cc̄. This larger size is
predicted for charm-molecule models [18, 19]. In such a
case, the production rate should decrease steeply at high
virtuality. To test a deviation from a pure cc̄, we use a
reference cc̄ model calculated by Schuler, Berends, and
van Gulik (SBG) [20]. In this test, we use the parame-
ter Q2, appearing in its production, where Q2(= −q2) is
the negative mass-squared of the virtual photon; q is the
four-momentum of the virtual photon.

e−

e−

tagging

γ* q

e+ e+missing to beam pipe

γ

W
X(3915)

J/ ψ

e− (µ )−

e+ (µ )+

ω
π−

π+

π0
γ
γ

FIG. 1. Single-tag two-photon X(3915) production. Virtual
photon, γ∗, is produced in the tagging side; q is the four-
momentum of the γ∗. W is the energy of the two-photon
system in its rest frame which corresponds to the invariant
mass of J/ψω, M(J/ψω), in this case. Tagging is either e−

or e+.

We will use the term “electron” for either the electron
or the positron. Quantities calculated in the initial-state
e+e− center-of-mass (c.m.) system are indicated by an
asterisk(*).

II. DETECTOR AND DATA

The analysis is based on 825 fb-1 of data collected by
the Belle detector operated at the KEKB e+e− asym-
metric collider [21, 22]. The data were taken at the
Υ(nS) resonances (n ≤ 5) and nearby energies, 9.42 GeV
<

√
s < 11.03 GeV. The Belle detector was a general-

purpose magnetic spectrometer asymmetrically enclosing
the interaction point (IP) with almost 4π solid angle cov-
erage [23, 24]. Charged-particle momenta are measured
by a silicon vertex detector and a cylindrical drift cham-
ber (CDC). Electron and charged-pion identification re-

lies on a combination of the drift chamber, time-of-flight
scintillation counters (TOF), aerogel Cherenkov counters
(ACC), and electromagnetic calorimeter (ECL) made of
CsI(Tl) crystals. Muon identification relies on resistive
plate chambers (RPC) in the iron return yoke. Photon
detection and energy measurement utilize ECL.
We use Monte Carlo (MC) simulations to set selec-

tion criteria and to derive the reconstruction efficiency.
Signal events, e+e− → e±(e∓)(γ∗γ → J/ψω), are gen-
erated using TREPSBSS [25, 26] with a mass distribu-
tion, centered at M = 3.918 GeV/c2 and width Γ =
0.020 GeV/c2 [8], with constant transition form factor,
F (Q2)=const. Measured results do not depend on this
setting, as the analysis is performed in bins ofQ2. Decays
of the ω are performed according to the usual amplitude
model [27]. Radiative J/ψ decays are simulated by PHO-
TOS [28, 29]. Detector response is simulated employing
GEANT3 [30].

III. PARTICLE IDENTIFICATION

Final-state particles in this reaction are ℓ+ℓ−π+π−γγ
where ℓ+ℓ− is either an electron pair or a muon pair.
Electrons are identified using a combination of five

discriminants: E/p, where E is the energy measured
by ECL and p is the momentum of the particle, then,
transverse shower shape in ECL, position matchings be-
tween the energy cluster and the extrapolated track at
ECL, ionization loss in CDC, and light yield in ACC.
For these, probability density functions are derived and
likelihoods, Li’s, are calculated, where i’s stand for the
discriminants. Electron likelihood ratio, Le, is obtained
by ΠiL

electron
i /(ΠiL

electron
i +ΠiL

nonelectrons
i ) [31].

Muons are identified using a combination of two mea-
surements: penetration depth in RPC, and deviations
of hit-positions in RPC from the extrapolated track.
From these, the muon likelihood ratio, Lµ, is obtained
by Pµ/(Pµ +Pπ +PK), where Pµ, Pπ, and PK are prob-
abilities for muon, pion, and kaon, respectively [32].
Charged pions and kaons are identified using the com-

bination of three measurements: ionization loss in CDC,
time-of-flight by TOF, light-yield in ACC. From these,
the pion likelihood ratio, Lπ, is calculated by Pπ/(PK +
Pπ) where Pπ and PK are pion and kaon probabilities,
respectively [33].
Photons are identified by position isolations between

the energy cluster and the extrapolated track at ECL.

IV. EVENT SELECTION

Event-selection criteria share the ones in our previous
publication [34]. We select events with five charged tracks
coming from the IP since one final-state electron goes
into the beam pipe and stays undetected. Each track
has to have pT > 0.1 GeV/c, with two or more having
pT > 0.4 GeV/c, where pT is the transverse momentum
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with respect to the e+ beam direction. Total charge has
to be ±1.
J/ψ candidates are reconstructed by their decays to

lepton pairs: e+e− or µ+µ−. Electrons are identified
by requiring Le to be greater than 0.66 having 90% ef-
ficiency. Similarly, muons are identified by requiring Lµ
to be greater than 0.66 having 80% efficiency. We re-
quire the invariant mass of the lepton pair to be in the
range [3.047 GeV/c2; 3.147 GeV/c2]. In the calculation
of the invariant mass of an e+e− pair, we include the
four-momenta of radiated photons if the photons have
energies less than 0.2 GeV and polar angles, relative to
the electron direction at the IP, less than 0.04 rad.

For the tagging electron, a charged track has to satisfy
Le greater than 0.95 or E/p greater than 0.87. In ad-
dition, we require p > 1.0 GeV/c and pT > 0.4 GeV/c.
In the calculation of p, four-momenta of radiated pho-
tons are included using the same requirements as for the
electrons from J/ψ decays.
Charged pions are identified by satisfying its Lπ be

greater than 0.2, Lµ less than 0.9, Le less than 0.6 and
E/p less than 0.8, having 90% efficiency.
Neutral pions are reconstructed from their decay pho-

tons, where the photons are identified as energy clus-
ters in the electromagnetic calorimeter and isolated from
charged tracks. These photons have to fulfill the require-
ments EγH < −7EγL + 0.54 GeV and EγH > 0.12 GeV,
where EγH is the energy of the higher-energy photon,
and EγL is the energy of the lower-energy photon, both
in GeV. Neutral-pion candidates have to satisfy χ2 < 9
for their mass-constraint fit. If there is only one π0 can-
didate with pT > 0.1 GeV/c, we accept the one as π0. If
there is no such π0, but there are one or more π0 can-
didates with pT < 0.1 GeV/c, we calculate the invari-
ant mass, M(π+π−π0), for each π0 candidate. If there
is only one candidate having its M(π+π−π0) in the ω-
mass region [0.7326 GeV/c2; 0.8226 GeV/c2], we accept
the one as π0. If more than one candidate satisfy the
ω-mass condition, we accept the one with the smallest
mass-constraint fit χ2 as π0. If there are more than one
π0 candidate with pT > 0.1 GeV/c, we test the ω-mass
condition for each π0 candidate. If there is only one can-
didate that satisfies the ω-mass condition, we accept it
as π0. If more than one such candidate exist, we accept
the one with the smallest mass-constraint fit χ2 as π0.
Events should not have e+e− pairs from γ → e+e−.

Therefore, we discard the event if the invariant mass of
the pair of any oppositely charged tracks is less than
0.18 GeV/c2, calculated assuming them as electrons. We
require that the event has no photon with energy above
0.4 GeV. Events must have one ω identified by the ω-
mass condition.

The tagging electron and the rest of the particles
should be back-to-back, projected in the plane perpen-
dicular to the e+ beam axis. For this, we require
||ϕ(tag) − ϕ(rest combined)| − π| < 0.15 rad, where ϕ
is the azimuthal angle about the e+ beam axis.

A missing momentum arises from the momentum of

the final-state electron that goes undetected into the
beam pipe. We require the missing-momentum pro-
jection in the e− beam direction in the c.m. system
to be less than −0.2 GeV/c for e−-tagging events and
greater than 0.2 GeV/c for e+-tagging events. The up-
per limit on the Q2 of untagged photons is estimated to
be 0.1 (GeV/c)2.
The total visible transverse momentum of the event,

p∗T , should be less than 0.2 GeV/c. Measured energy of
the J/ψπ+π−π0 system, E∗

obs, should be equal to the
expected energy, E∗

exp, calculated from the momentum
of the tagging electron and the direction and invariant
mass of the J/ψπ+π−π0 system. Since energy and p∗T
are correlated, we impose a two-dimensional criterion

(p∗T + 0.04 GeV/c)

( |E∗
obs − E∗

exp|
E∗

exp

+ 0.003

)
< 0.012 GeV/c.

(1)

Figure 2 shows the p∗T vs. E∗
obs/E

∗
exp distribution from

MC events with the selection criteria.
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FIG. 2. p∗T vs. E∗
obs/E

∗
exp distribution (MC events). The

(black) line shows the selection criteria applied to p∗T and
E∗

obs/E
∗
exp; events below the line are accepted.

A non-signal event imitates X(3915) if a ψ(2S) is pro-
duced by a virtual photon from internal bremsstrahlung
and if it accompanies either a π0 or a fake π0 and also
the π+π−π0 combination satisfies the ω-mass condition.
To suppress this background, we reject the event hav-
ing the invariant mass of J/ψπ+π− in the ψ(2S) win-
dow [3.6806 GeV/c2; 3.6914 GeV/c2]. This window
is defined as ±2σ of the ψ(2S) mass resolution. The
mass resolutions of ψ(2S)(= J/ψπ+π−) and X(3915)(=
J/ψπ+π−π0) are approximately 2.7 MeV/c2.

V. RESULTS

A. Signals and backgrounds

Figure 3 shows the Q2 vs. M(J/ψω) distribution from
the selected data. Here, Q2 is calculated by Q2 =
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2(pbeamptag − m2
e), where pbeam and ptag are the four-

momenta of the beam e± and tagging e±, respectively,
and me is the electron mass. The events fall into three
classes: a cluster in the X(3915) mass region with Q2 less
than 10 (GeV/c)2, a high Q2 event at Q2 ≈ 30 (GeV/c)2,
and a highM event atM ≈ 4.08 GeV/c2. In the smallQ2

region, the detection efficiency diminishes due to the elec-
tron tagging condition [see Appendix, Fig. 8]. This re-
gion, Q2 < 1.5 (GeV/c)2, is hatched in Fig. 3, where the
detection efficiency falls below 15% of its plateau value.
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FIG. 3. Q2 vs. M(J/ψω) distribution from data. The dashed
(green) line indicates the kinematical limit: 3.8795 GeV/c2.
The hatched (orange) region has detection efficiency below
15% of its plateau value as explained in the text.

To derive the numbers of signal and background events,
we fit a combination of the threshold-corrected rela-
tivistic Breit–Wigner (BW) function and a constant to
the M(J/ψω) distribution. The threshold-corrected BW
function, fBW(W ), is

fBW(W ) =
αM2Γ′

(W 2 −M2)2 +M2Γ′2 (2)

whereM is the resonance mass, α is a dimensionless nor-
malization factor, and Γ′ is the threshold-corrected reso-
nance width defined by

Γ′ = Γ · ρ(W )

ρ(M)
(3)

where Γ is the resonance width, ρ(W ) is the phase space
factor for W , which is

ρ(W ) =
1

16π

λ1/2(W 2,m2
J ,m

2
ω)

W 2
(4)

and λ is the Källén function [7, 35]. It is defined as

λ1/2(W 2,m2
J/ψ,m

2
ω)

=
√
(m2

J/ψ +m2
ω −W 2)2 − 4m2

J/ψm
2
ω

(5)

where mJ/ψ is the mass of J/ψ(= 3.0969 GeV/c2) and

mω that of ω(= 0.78265 GeV/c2) [8]. In the fit, we set
M = 3.918 GeV/c2, Γ = 0.020 GeV/c2 [8], and α = 2/π,
with the fit function (modified BW combined with a flat
component)

fBW+flat = aBW · fBW + aflat, (6)

where the fit parameters aBW and aflat are the magni-
tudes of the BW and the flat component, respectively.
We ignore a possible distortion of the fit distribution due
to the energy dependence of the detection sensitivity,
because the effect is small. Energy dependence of the
detection sensitivity for J/ψω, which is defined by the
production of detection efficiency times luminosity func-
tion, is estimated as 0.1∆W %, where ∆W is in the MeV
unit. We use the ROOT/MINUIT implementation of the
binned maximum-likelihood method with a 5 MeV/c2

bin width and perform the fit in the M(J/ψω) range
of [3.880 GeV/c2; 4.100 GeV/c2]. The units of fBW+flat

and fBW are events/(5 MeV/c2) and (GeV/c2)−1, respec-
tively. The result of the fit is shown in Fig. 4.

2c) GeV/ωψ/J(M
3.85 3.9 3.95 4 4.05 4.1 4.15 4.2 4.25

2 c
E

ve
nt

s 
/ 5

 M
eV

/

0

1

2

3

4

5

6

fit region

FIG. 4. M(J/ψω) distribution with the Breit–Wigner + flat
function fit. Abscissa isM(J/ψω) in GeV/c2. Ordinate is the
number of events per 5 MeV/c2. Solid (magenta) curve shows
the result of the fit. Horizontal dashed (magenta) line shows
the flat component. Vertical dashed (blue) lines indicate the
fit region.

The obtained parameters are aBW = 0.049 ±
0.018 GeV/c2/(5 MeV/c2) and aflat = 0.022 ±
0.035 /(5 MeV/c2). The number of signal events is
nsig = 9.0 ± 3.2, obtained by integrating fBW with aBW

over the fit region [3.8795 GeV/c2; 4.1000 GeV/c2]. The
number of background events is nfitbg = 0.3 ± 0.4, calcu-

lated for the X(3915) band, which we define 60 MeV/c2.
It is obtained by multiplying aflat by the ratio of the
X(3915) band width, 60 MeV/c2, to the bin width,
5 MeV/c2.

To confirm the number of background events, it is also
derived using the number of events in the ω sidebands.
Figure 5 shows theM(π+π−π0) vs.M(J/ψπ+π−π0) dis-
tribution. The sideband regions are set as two rect-
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angles with heights M(π+π−π0) in [0.60,0.70] GeV/c2

and [0.83,0.93] GeV/c2 and the widthM(J/ψπ+π−π0) in
[3.88,4.10] GeV/c2. There are in total four events in the
ω sideband rectangles. For the signal region, a rectangle
of 0.080 GeV/c2 high in M(π+π−π0) and 0.060 GeV/c2

wide inM(J/ψπ+π−π0) is used. From this, the obtained
number of background events is nωbg = 0.4±0.3. As nωbg is

calculated using non-ω events while nfitbg is obtained from
identified ω events, the contents in the samples are differ-
ent. Nevertheless, the results from the two methods are
approximately the same. We use a conservative number:
nbg = 0.4±0.4. The resulting signal significance for nine
observed events is then 5.6σ.

2c) GeV/0π-π+πψ/J(M
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FIG. 5. M(π+π−π0) vs. M(J/ψπ+π−π0) distribution to es-
timate the background rate using ω sideband events. Dashed
(green) rectangles show the ω sidebands. Horizontal (red) line
pair shows the ω signal band. Vertical (red) line-pair shows
the X(3915) signal band.

The measured number of signals is compared to the
expectation, nexpsig , derived from the existing no-tag two-

photon measurement [7, 8]. For this, we use the spin-
parity of X(3915) as JP = 0+ and use Eqs. (A9) and
(A13) from the SBG model to extrapolate the Q2 = 0
value, Γγγ(0)B(X → J/ψω) = (54 ± 9) eV/c2 [7, 8], to
higherQ2, where Γγγ(0) is the γγ decay width ofX(3915)
at Q2 = 0 and B(X → J/ψω) is the branching fraction of
X(3915) decaying to J/ψω. The result is nexpsig = 4.1±0.7.
For a different prediction, if we assume the spin-parity
as JP = 2+, the expectation is 7.5 ± 1.3 events using
Γγγ(0)B(X → J/ψω) = 16 eV in Ref. [3] with the J = 2
SBG model, Eq. (A14), assuming ϵ = 1.0.

B. Q2 distribution

To determine the Q2 distribution, we must first deter-
mine the treatment of the two outlier events in Fig. 3.
The event at M ≈ 4.08 GeV/c2 is excluded because
it is far outside the X(3915) region. The event at
Q2 ≈ 30 (GeV/c)2 is discussed in the following.
Figure 6(a) shows the M(π+π−π0) vs. M(J/ψπ+π−)

distribution, applying neither the ω selection nor the
ψ(2S) veto. The high-Q2 event is located at 0.9 MeV/c2

above the upper boundary of the ψ(2S) veto. There
are six events in the ψ(2S) veto. Of the six events,
two pass the ω selection. Figure 6(b) shows the Q2

vs. M(J/ψπ+π−) distribution. The two ψ(2S)-vetoed
events, in addition to the high-Q2 event, have high Q2s:
Q2 > 10 (GeV/c)2. All the other events that pass the
ψ(2S) veto have a lower Q2, i.e., Q2 < 10 (GeV/c)2.
From this we conclude that ψ(2S)-vetoed events have
significantly higher Q2 than the X(3915) events.
As for the possibility of the high-Q2 event being an

X(3915) signal, the Belle experiment had little sensi-
tivity to measure single-tag two-photon events with Q2

around 30 (GeV/c)2 as detailed in the Appendix (see,
e.g., Fig. 9). Hence, it is improbable for the high-Q2

event to be a single-tag two-photon event.
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FIG. 6. (a) M(π+π−π0) vs. M(J/ψπ+π−) and (b) Q2

vs. M(J/ψπ+π−) distributions. Star (red): high-Q2 event.
Open circles (blue): ψ(2S)-vetoed events. Closed circles
(blue): X(3915) candidates. (a) neither ω selection nor ψ(2S)
veto are applied. (b) events pass the ω selection but no ψ(2S)
veto is applied. Vertical red lines indicate the ψ(2S)-veto
window; the horizontal red lines in panel (a) are the ω signal
band.

To estimate the probability of having one ψ(2S)π0

event in the region adjacent to the ψ(2S) veto window,
where the high-Q2 event is located, we estimate the prob-
ability of ψ(2S) events escaping the veto and having a
π0. For this, we employ the data sample used in the
X(3872) search and examine theM(J/ψπ+π−) distribu-
tion [34]. There are 231 events in the ψ(2S)-veto window
of ±5.4 MeV/c2 used in the current study. There are 12
events in the 2.7 MeV bin, adjacent to the upper bound-
ary of the veto, where the high-Q2 event is located. If we
normalize the number of events in the veto window to six
that we observe as ψ(2S)π0s in this study, those 12 events
correspond to 0.31 events/bin, or 0.11 events/MeV. As
seen in Fig. 6(a), two out of six events are inside the
ω region. Hence, the expected number of veto leaks is
0.04 events/MeV. Then, by assuming the width of the
leak region as 2 MeV and the uncertainty in the number
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FIG. 7. Measured Q2 distributions: (a) the number of events
per (GeV/c)2, (b) efficiency corrected number of events per
(GeV/c)2, and (c) Zγ∗γB(X → J/ψω). Bin widths of all data
are 1 (GeV/c)2 except the smallest Q2 bins whose bin width is
0.5 (GeV/c)2. The solid (red) curve shows the SBG prediction
based on the data of the no-tag two-photon measurement,
Γγγ(0)B(X → J/ψω) = 54 eV/c2, shown as a small (red)
circle.

of events as 0.1 events, the number of expected events
is estimated to be 0.1 ± 0.1 events. Significance of that
number exceeding one event is 1.5 σ, or 7%.

A possible way of producing ψ(2S)π0 is by a virtual
photon, radiated by internal bremsstrahlung from e− or
e+, similar to the case of ψ(2S) production. However,
there are suppressions to the ψ(2S)π0 production com-
pared to ψ(2S). The ψ(2S)s are produced as resonances,
but the ψ(2S)π0s are not. In order to be JP = 1−, the
ψ(2S)π0 has to be in a P -wave. In addition, ψ(2S)π0

is an isospin one state. Thus, further suppressions are
expected.

In the arguments up to this point, we assume the π0s
as real. However, the reconstructed π0s can be fake. Us-
ing MC events, we observe that 13% of π0s, found in the
X(3915) candidates, are fake. This number is considered
a lower limit as we found that the abundance of low-pT
π0s is higher in real data than in MC. Thus, the fraction
of fake π0s is higher at low pT than at high pT . The ob-
served ψ(2S)π0/ψ(2S) is 6/231, where the π0s are either
real or fake. In summary, it is plausible that the high-Q2

event is a ψ(2S)π0 background.
If we remove the high-Q2 event from the fBW+flat fit,

the result is aBW = 0.043 ± 0.017 GeV/c2/(5 MeV/c2)
and aflat = 0.025 ± 0.036 /(5 MeV/c2). From that, we
obtain nsig = 7.9+3.1

−3.0. As a note, the significance for eight
events is 5.2σ.

In the low-Q2 region, there are eight events in the
M(J/ψπ+π−π0) range [3.911 GeV/c2; 3.958 GeV/c2]. In
the following, we will study the Q2 structure of X(3915)
using these eight events, excluding the high-Q2 event and
the high-M event, which are considered as backgrounds.
Figure 7 shows the Q2 distributions for three quanti-
ties: the number of events, efficiency corrected num-
ber of events, and Zγ∗γB(X → J/ψω), where Zγ∗γ is a

TABLE I. Comparison of the measurement and the SBG
model prediction [20] for the Q2 distribution of Zγ∗γB(X →
J/ψω). Q2 resolution is estimated to be about 0.03 (GeV/c)2.
Used are the eight events shown in Fig. 7.

Item Measurement SBG model
Relative yield 1.9± 0.9 1.0
⟨Q2⟩ (GeV/c)2 4.5± 0.7 4.8√

⟨(Q2 − ⟨Q2⟩)2⟩ (GeV/c)2 1.9± 0.8 2.4

Q2-dependent decay function defined by Eq. (A6). The
Zγ∗γB(X → J/ψω) distribution is obtained by multi-
plying the event distribution by a correction function
further detailed in the Appendix [see Eq. (A10)]. The
integrated yield of the Zγ∗γB(X → J/ψω) distribution
in the Q2 range of 1.5 (GeV/c)2 to 10.0 (GeV/c)2 is
1.9± 0.9 times the expectation from the no-tag measure-
ment, Γγγ(0)B(X(3915) → J/ψω) = 54 ± 9 eV [7, 8],
combined with its extrapolation to the higher-Q2 re-
gion using Eq. (A13). The averages, ⟨Q2⟩, and the

root-mean-squared (rms) values of Q2,
√
⟨(Q2 − ⟨Q2⟩)2⟩,

for the Zγ∗γB(X → J/ψω) distribution are listed in
Table I, both for the measurement and for the SBG
model [see Eq. (A13) of the Appendix]. They are
obtained from the same range in Q2 as above, i.e.,
1.5 (GeV/c)2 ≤ Q2 ≤ 10.0 (GeV/c)2. The measured
average Q2, 4.5 ± 0.7 (GeV/c)2, agrees with the theo-
retical prediction, 4.8 (GeV/c)2. Their difference is ap-
proximately 10% of the rms widths of their distributions,
which are 1.9± 0.8 (GeV/c)2 vs. 2.4 (GeV/c)2. The res-
olution in Q2 is about 0.03 (GeV/c)2 depending on the
tag-electron’s scattering angle. Hence, the measurement
is consistent with the prediction both in the averages and
the rms values of Q2. In summary, the measured Q2 dis-
tribution does not show a significant shift to lower Q2; it
agrees with the SBG cc̄ model.

VI. SYSTEMATIC UNCERTAINTIES

The largest uncertainty is associated with the π0 se-
lection efficiency, including the rate of fake π0s. By com-
paring the number of selected events using the different
π0 selection algorithms, we estimate 15% uncertainty as-
sociated with the π0 selection algorithm. Another un-
certainty in π0 detection is associated to fake π0s from
background photons. In the data before applying π0 se-
lection, a significant number of low-energy photons, ei-
ther true or fake, contaminate. These photons can pro-
duce fake π0s. To estimate the effect of such background
photons, we look at variations in the ratio of events with
identified π0(s) to all events observed during the whole
data-taking period. From this, we estimate a 5.6% un-
certainty after correcting the selection efficiency for the
events with fake π0. This effect of background photons
is also estimated using MC events simulated with differ-
ent background conditions, which gives a 3% variation.
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Conservatively, we use the larger 5.6% as the systematic
uncertainty in π0 identification due to background pho-
tons.

Another large uncertainty is associated with J/ψ iden-
tification. The combined uncertainty in J/ψ ID is 8%.
The largest contribution, 7%, to this comes from the dif-
ference in the ratio of the number of J/ψ selected events,
N(J/ψ → e+e−)/N(J/ψ → µ+µ−), between the real
data and MC. The other smaller contributions are the
uncertainties in the efficiencies of electron and muon IDs,
background levels and radiative γ corrections in the case
of J/ψ → e+e− and the shapes of the invariant-mass dis-
tributions. They are estimated by the differences in the
efficiencies between the real data and MC by varying the
selection conditions.

The uncertainties in electron tagging, 5%, and charged
pion ID, 3%, are estimated by the difference in the effi-
ciencies between real data and MC by varying the selec-
tion conditions. To calculate the detection efficiency, we
set the fit region for selecting signal events. Because of
the uncertainty in the X(3915) distribution at or near
the lower boundary of the fit region, 3.888 GeV/c2, de-
tection efficiency will have an uncertainty, which is esti-
mated to be 3%. The uncertainties in the ω selection, 2%,
and the pT -and-E

∗
obs/E

∗
exp selection specified by Eq. (1),

4%, are estimated using MC by varying selection condi-
tion. The uncertainty in the luminosity function, which
is defined by Eq. (A3), 3%, is estimated from the un-
certainties in QED modeling and numerical integration.
The other uncertainties are 2% for missing pT , 2% for
||ϕ(tag) − ϕ(rest)| − π|, 1.8% for track finding, 1.4% for
luminosity measurement, 1% for pT < 0.2 GeV/c, 1% for
Q2 numerical integration, 1% for energy dependence in
the detection efficiency, and 0.6% for MC statistics.

Table II lists a summary of systematic uncertainties.
As a total, combined quadratically, uncertainty in the
reconstruction efficiency is 20%.

VII. SUMMARY

We performed the first measurement of the Q2 distri-
bution of X(3915) production in single-tag two-photon
interactions. For signals, 7.9 ± 3.1(stat.) ± 1.5(syst.)
events are observed, while the expectation is 4.1 ± 0.7,
derived from the measured decay width at Q2 = 0,
Γγγ(0)B(X → J/ψω) = 54±9 eV, extrapolated to higher
Q2 region using the SBG cc̄ model [20]. The shape of
the Q2 distribution is also consistent with this model.
These results can be used to constrain non-cc̄ models of
the X(3915) when predictions for the Q2 distribution be-
come available.

ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

This work, based on data collected using the Belle
detector, which was operated until June 2010, was

TABLE II. Breakdown of contributions to the systematic un-
certainty in the reconstruction efficiency.

Item Uncertainty
π0 selection algorithm 15%
J/ψ ID 8%
Fake π0 by background 5.6%
Electron tagging 5%
pT -and-E

∗
obs/E

∗
exp selection 4%

Charged pion ID 3%
Luminosity function 3%
Efficiency window 3%
ω selection 2%
Missing pT 2%
||ϕ(tag)− ϕ(rest)| − π| 2%
Luminosity measurement 1.4%
Track finding 1.8%
pT < 0.2 GeV/c 1%
Q2 numerical integration 1%
Energy dependence in efficiency 1%
MC statistics 0.6%
Total 20%

supported by the Ministry of Education, Culture,
Sports, Science, and Technology (MEXT) of Japan, the
Japan Society for the Promotion of Science (JSPS),
and the Tau-Lepton Physics Research Center of Nagoya
University; the Australian Research Council including
grants DP180102629, DP170102389, DP170102204,
DE220100462, DP150103061, FT130100303; Austrian
Federal Ministry of Education, Science and Research
(FWF) and FWF Austrian Science Fund No. P 31361-
N36; the National Natural Science Foundation of
China under Contracts No. 11675166, No. 11705209;
No. 11975076; No. 12135005; No. 12175041;
No. 12161141008; Key Research Program of Fron-
tier Sciences, Chinese Academy of Sciences (CAS),
Grant No. QYZDJ-SSW-SLH011; Project ZR2022JQ02
supported by Shandong Provincial Natural Science Foun-
dation; the Ministry of Education, Youth and Sports of
the Czech Republic under Contract No. LTT17020; the
Czech Science Foundation Grant No. 22-18469S; Horizon
2020 ERC Advanced Grant No. 884719, ERC Starting
Grant No. 947006 ”InterLeptons”, and Grant No.
824093 ”STRONG-2020” (European Union); the Carl
Zeiss Foundation, the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft,
the Excellence Cluster Universe, and the Volkswagen-
Stiftung; the Department of Atomic Energy (Project
Identification No. RTI 4002) and the Department of Sci-
ence and Technology of India; the Istituto Nazionale di
Fisica Nucleare of Italy; National Research Foundation
(NRF) of Korea Grant Nos. 2016R1D1A1B02012900,
2018R1A2B3003643, 2018R1A6A1A06024970, RS2022-
00197659, 2019R1I1A3A01058933, 2021R1A6A1A-
03043957, 2021R1F1A1060423, 2021R1F1A1064008,
2022R1A2C1003993; Radiation Science Research Insti-
tute, Foreign Large-size Research Facility Application
Supporting project, the Global Science Experimental
Data Hub Center of the Korea Institute of Science and



8

Technology Information and KREONET/GLORIAD;
the Polish Ministry of Science and Higher Education and
the National Science Center; the Ministry of Science and
Higher Education of the Russian Federation, Agreement
14.W03.31.0026, and the HSE University Basic Research
Program, Moscow; University of Tabuk research grants
S-1440-0321, S-0256-1438, and S-0280-1439 (Saudi
Arabia); the Slovenian Research Agency Grant Nos.
J1-9124 and P1-0135; Ikerbasque, Basque Foundation
for Science, Spain; the Swiss National Science Foun-
dation; the Ministry of Education and the Ministry
of Science and Technology of Taiwan; and the United
States Department of Energy and the National Science
Foundation. These acknowledgements are not to be
interpreted as an endorsement of any statement made
by any of our institutes, funding agencies, governments,
or their representatives. We thank the KEKB group for
the excellent operation of the accelerator; the KEK cryo-
genics group for the efficient operation of the solenoid;
and the KEK computer group and the Pacific Northwest
National Laboratory (PNNL) Environmental Molecular
Sciences Laboratory (EMSL) computing group for
strong computing support; and the National Institute
of Informatics, and Science Information NETwork 6
(SINET6) for valuable network support.

Appendix A: DIFFERENTIAL CROSS SECTION

The Q2-differential X(3915)-production cross section
in single-tag two-photon interactions is given by

dσee(X(3915))

dQ2
= 2 · 2π2 (2J + 1) 2Γγγ(0)

M2

×

[
fTT (Q

2,M2)
d2LTTγ∗γ

dWdQ2

+fLT (Q
2,M2)

d2LLTγ∗γ

dWdQ2

]∣∣∣∣∣
W=M

(A1)

where the factor 2 in the front stems from the two tag
conditions (e−-tag and e+-tag), J is the X(3915) spin,
Γγγ(0) is the γγ decay width of X(3915) at Q2 = 0,
M is the mass of the X(3915), and W is the energy
of the two-photon system in its rest frame. Further-
more, fTT (Q

2,M2) and fLT (Q
2,M2) are the form fac-

tors for X(3915) production in interactions of two trans-
verse (virtual and quasireal) photons and of one longi-
tudinal (virtual) and one transverse (quasireal) photon,
respectively; LTTγ∗γ as well as L

LT
γ∗γ are the luminosity func-

tions for the case of two transverse photons and for the
case of one longitudinal and one transverse photon, re-
spectively.

Defining

ϵ =
LLTγ∗γ

LTTγ∗γ

(A2)

Lγ∗γ = LTTγ∗γ (A3)

and

f(Q2,M2, ϵ) = fTT (Q
2,M2) + ϵfLT (Q

2,M2), (A4)

Eq. (A1) can be rewritten as

dσee(X)

dQ2

= 8π2 (2J + 1)Γγγ(0)

M2
f(Q2,M2, ϵ)

d2Lγ∗γ

dWdQ2

∣∣∣∣
W=M

.

(A5)
We further introduce a Q2-dependent decay function,

Zγ∗γ(Q
2,M2, ϵ) =

f(Q2,M2, ϵ)Γγγ(0)

(1 +Q2/M2)
, (A6)

and rewrite Eq. (A5) as

dσee(X)

dQ2
= 8π2 (2J + 1)(1 +Q2/M2)

M2
Zγ∗γ(Q

2,M2, ϵ)

× d2Lγ∗γ

dWdQ2

∣∣∣∣
W=M

.

(A7)
The differential event-yield distribution is

dNee(X)

dQ2
=

dσee(X)

dQ2
εeff(Q

2)LintB(X → J/ψω)

×B(J/ψ → ℓ+ℓ−)B(ω → π+π−π0) , (A8)

= 8π2 (2J + 1)(1 +Q2/M2)

M2
Zγ∗γ(Q

2,M2, ϵ)

× εeff(Q
2)Lint

d2Lγ∗γ

dWdQ2

∣∣∣∣
W=M

×B(X → J/ψω)B(J/ψ → ℓ+ℓ−)

×B(ω → π+π−π0) , (A9)

where Lint is the integrated luminosity, B(J/ψ → ℓ+ℓ−)
is the branching fraction of J/ψ decaying to either an
electron pair or a muon pair, B(ω → π+π−π0) is the
branching fraction of ω decaying to three pions. Rear-
ranging Eq. (A9), one can relate Zγ∗γ(Q

2,M2, ϵ)B(X →
J/ψω) to the event-yield distribution:

Zγ∗γ(Q
2,M2, ϵ)B(X → J/ψω) = C(Q2,M2)

dNee(X)

dQ2

(A10)
with

1/C(Q2,M2)

= 8π2 (2J + 1)(1 +Q2/M2)

M2

d2Lγ∗γ

dWdQ2

∣∣∣∣
W=M

× εeff(Q
2)Lint B(J/ψ → ℓ+ℓ−)B(ω → π+π−π0) .

(A11)
For the production of JP = 0+ particles, as X(3915),

the fLT component does not contribute and hence the ϵ
dependence of Zγ∗γ drops out. Furthermore, with J =
0 and using the integrated luminosity in this analysis,
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Lint = 825 fb−1, as well as B(J/ψ → ℓ+ℓ−) = 0.11932
and B(ω → π+π−π0) = 0.892 [7], Eq. (A11) simplifies to

1/C(Q2,M2) = 8π2 1 +Q2/M2

M2

× 3.418× 1013εeff(Q
2)
d2Lγ∗γ

dWdQ2

∣∣∣∣
W=M

.

(A12)
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FIG. 8. Detection efficiency as a function of Q2 as obtained
from a MC simulation.
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FIG. 9. Detection efficiency times luminosity function as a

function of Q2. Ordinate is εeff(Q
2)

d2Lγ∗γ

dWdQ2

∣∣∣∣
W=M

(1/GeV)3.

In order to obtain numerical values for C(Q2,M2),
the detection efficiency is calculated using MC events.
Figure 8 shows the resulting efficiency as a function of
Q2. The product of the efficiency and the luminos-
ity function is presented in Figure 9. This distribu-
tion shows our sensitivity for measuring the Q2 distribu-
tion; the sensitive region is between Q2 = 1.5 (GeV/c)2

and Q2 ≈ 10 (GeV/c)2. Finally, numerical values for
C(Q2,M2) forM = 3.918 GeV/c2 are listed in Table III.

The theoretical expression for the decay function Zγ∗γ

is given in the SBG model [20] as

Zγ∗γ(Q
2/M2) =

1

(1 +Q2/M2)4

(
1 +

Q2

3M2

)2

Γγγ(0)

(A13)

TABLE III. C(Q2,M2): conversion factor from the number
of events to Zγ∗γ(Q

2/M2)B(X → J/ψω) as a function of Q2.

Q2 (GeV/c)2 1.5 1.7 2.0 2.4 2.6 3.0 3.6
C(Q2,M2) ×10−8 8.49 6.62 5.25 4.31 4.18 4.18 4.38

Q2 (GeV/c)2 4.0 4.4 5.0 5.4 6.0 7.0 8.0
C(Q2,M2) ×10−8 4.44 4.74 5.21 5.69 6.17 7.59 8.51

Q2 (GeV/c)2 10.0 12.0 15.0 20.0 30.0
C(Q2,M2) ×10−8 10.62 13.90 20.82 37.58 80.09

for JP = 0+, while it is

Zγ∗γ(Q
2/M2, ϵ)

=
1

(1 +Q2/M2)4

(
1 +

Q4

6M4
+ ϵ

Q2

M2

)
Γγγ(0)

(A14)

in case of JP = 2+.
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