arXiv:2210.16761v2 [hep-ex] 5 Apr 2023

Study of e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0 and Σ^+Σ^− by Initial State Radiation Method at Belle

G. Gong , L. K. Li , Y. Zhang , W. Yan , I. Adachi , H. Aihara , S. Al Said , D. M. Asner , H. Atmacan , T. Aushev , R. Ayad , V. Babu , Sw. Banerjee , P. Behera , K. Belous , J. Bennett , M. Bessner , B. Bhuyan , T. Bilka , D. Biswas , A. Bobrov , D. Bodrov , J. Borah , A. Bozek , M. Bračko , P. Branchini , T. E. Browder , A. Budano , M. Campajola , D. Červenkov , M.-C. Chang , A. Chen , Y. Chen , B. G. Cheon , K. Chilikin , K. Cho , S.-J. Cho , S.-K. Choi , Y. Choi , S. Choudhury , D. Cinabro , S. Das , G. De Nardo , G. De Pietro , R. Dhamija , F. Di Capua , Z. Doležal , T. V. Dong , D. Epifanov , T. Ferber , D. Ferlewicz , B. G. Fulsom , R. Garg , V. Gaur , A. Garmash , A. Giri , P. Goldenzweig , B. Golob , E. Graziani , K. Gudkova , S. Halder , K. Hayasaka , H. Hayashii , M. T. Hedges , W.-S. Hou , C.-L. Hsu , K. Inami , N. Ipsita , A. Ishikawa , R. Itoh , M. Iwasaki , W. W. Jacobs , E.-J. Jang , S. Jia , Y. Jin , K. K. Joo , A. B. Kaliyar , K. H. Kang , T. Kawasaki , C. Kiesling , C. H. Kim , D. Y. Kim , Y.-K. Kim , K. Kinoshita , P. Kodyš , A. Korobov , S. Korpar , E. Kovalenko , P. Križan , P. Krokovny , R. Kumar , K. Kumara , Y.-J. Kwon , T. Lam , J. S. Lange , S. C. Lee , P. Lewis , C. H. Li , Y. Li , Y. B. Li , L. Li Gioi , J. Libby , K. Lieret , Y.-R. Lin , D. Liventsev , T. Luo , M. Masuda , T. Matsuda , D. Matvienko , S. K. Maurya , F. Meier , M. Merola , F. Metzner , K. Miyabayashi , R. Mussa , I. Nakamura , T. Nakano , M. Nakao , Z. Natkaniec , A. Natochii , L. Nayak , M. Nayak , N. K. Nisar , S. Nishida , S. Ogawa , H. Ono , P. Oskin , P. Pakhlov , G. Pakhlova , S. Pardi , H. Park , J. Park , S. Patra , S. Paul , R. Pestotnik , L. E. Piilonen , T. Podobnik , E. Prencipe , M. T. Prim , A. Rostomyan , N. Rout , G. Russo , Y. Sakai , S. Sandilya , L. Santelj , V. Savinov , G. Schnell , J. Schueler , C. Schwanda , Y. Seino , K. Senyo , M. E. Sevior , W. Shan , M. Shapkin , C. Sharma , C. P. Shen , J.-G. Shiu , B. Shwartz , F. Simon , A. Sokolov , E. Solovieva , M. Starič , M. Sumihama , T. Sumiyoshi , W. Sutcliffe , M. Takizawa , U. Tamponi , K. Tanida , F. Tenchini , M. Uchida , S. Uehara , T. Uglov , Y. Unno , K. Uno , S. Uno , P. Urquijo , S. E. Vahsen , R. van Tonder , G. Varner , A. Vinokurova , A. Vossen , M.-Z. Wang , X. L. Wang , M. Watanabe , S. Watanuki , O. Werbycka , E. Won , X. Xu , B. D. Yabsley , S. B. Yang , J. Yelton , J. H. Yin , C. Z. Yuan , L. Yuan , Z. P. Zhang , V. Zhilich , and V. Zhukova (The Belle Collaboration)

The processes e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0 and e^+e^− → Σ^+Σ^− are studied using initial-state-radiation events in a sample of 980 fb^{−1} collected with the Belle detector at the KEKB asymmetric-energy e^+e^− collider. The cross sections from the mass threshold to 3 GeV/c^2 and the effective form factors of Σ^0 and Σ^+ are measured. In the charmonium region, we observe the decays J/ψ → Σ^0Σ^0 and J/ψ → Σ^+Σ^− and determine the respective branching fractions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Electromagnetic form factors (EMFFs) are fundamental observables for baryons. Precise measurements of EMFFs help us to understand the internal structure and dynamics of baryons [1, 2]. Via the differential cross section of baryon-antibaryon pair production in electron-positron annihilation (e^+e^− → BB), the timelike EMFFs [2] of baryons are accessible, dσ dΩ = α^2βC 4s ( |G_M (s)|^2 (1 + cos^2 θ) + 4m^2_B s |G_E (s)|^2 sin^2 θ ) , (1)

where the θ is the baryon production angle in the baryonantibaryon pair rest frame, G_E and G_M are electric and magnetic form factors, α is the fine structure constant, β = √ 1 − 4m^2_B/s is the speed of the baryon for which the natural unit (c = 1) is implied, m_B is the baryon mass, and √ s is the center-of-mass (c.m.) energy. The Coulomb correction factor C = y/(1 − e^{−y}) with y = πα(1 + β^2)/β, accounts for the electromagnetic interaction between point-like charged fermions [3, 4], and C = 1 for neutral baryons. The effective form factor [5, 6] obtained under the assumption that |G_{eff} (s)| = |G_E (s)| = |G_M (s)|, denotes the deviation of baryons from pointlike behaviour. The integral of Eq. (1) is then

σ(s) = 4πα^2βC 3s |G_{eff} (s)|^2 ( 1 + 2m^2_B s ) , (2)

and the effective form factor is given by

|G_{eff} (s)| = √ 3s · σ(s) 4πα^2βC · 1 1 + 2m^2_B/s

. (3)

Experimentally, the e^+e^− → BB cross section can be measured by a direct energy scan or by initial state radiation (ISR). The e^+e^− → BB + γ_{ISR} cross section is related to the e^+e^− → BB cross section by:

dσ_{BB+γISR} (s, x) dx = W (s, x) · σ_{BB}(s(1 − x)) , (4)

where x = 2E^∗(γ_{ISR})/ √ s, is the energy fraction of the emitted ISR photon(s), with E^∗(γ_{ISR}) the energy of ISR photon(s) in the e^+e^− c.m. frame. The term s(1 − x) corresponds to the c.m. energy squared for e^+e^− → BB production in an ISR event. W (s, x) denotes the ISR emission probability. In this work, we use W (s, x) with QED corrections up to order α^2 [7–11].

The EMFFs of strange baryons provide valuable insight into the behavior of the strange quark. Recent measurements of Λ time-like EMFFs [2], extracted from the e^+e^− → ΛΛ cross section, show an unexpected nearthreshold anomaly [6, 12]. Various theoretical models have been proposed to explain this effect [1, 13], including unknown bound states or resonances [14–16], quarklevel interactions [17, 18], and interaction between final states [19–21]. Due to limited statistics no conclusion has yet been reached on the principle driving the observed anomaly. In addition, it has been noted [13] that similar effects are possibly seen in e^+e^− → Σ^±Σ^∓ [22], e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0 [6, 23], e^+e^− → Ξ^−Ξ^+ [24] and e^+e^− → Ξ^0Ξ^0 [25]. A more conclusive determination will require more detailed measurements.

We have measured the e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0 and e^+e^− → Σ^+Σ^− cross sections and effective form factors in events with initial state radiation. We also measure the J/ψ → Σ^0Σ^0 and J/ψ → Σ^+Σ^− branching fractions. The inclusion of the charge conjugate decay is implied throughout this paper. Because the Σ^− decays almost exclusively to nπ^−, which is difficult to reconstruct at Belle, the process e^+e^− → Σ^−Σ^+ is not included in this study.

II. THE BELLE DETECTOR AND DATA SAMPLE

The analysis is based on 980 fb^{−1} of data collected with the Belle detector [26] at the KEKB asymmetric-energy e^+e^− collider, operating on or near the Υ(nS) (n = 1, 2, · · · , 5) resonances. The integrated luminosities collected on or near each resonances are shown in Table I.

TABLE I. The integrated luminosities (L) collected on or near Υ(nS) (n = 1, 2, · · · , 5) resonances.

Υ(1S) Υ(2S) Υ(3S) Υ(4S) Υ(5S) L( fb^{−1}) 7.6 26.9 3.2 792.8 150.4

The Belle detector is a large-solid-angle magnetic spectrometer consisting of several sub-detectors. The silicon vertex detector (SVD) and the 50-layer central drift chamber (CDC) provide information on vertexing and tracking. The aerogel threshold Cherenkov counters (ACC) and the time-of-flight scintillation counters (TOF) serve to differentiate the stable charged hadrons. The electromagnetic calorimeter (ECL), comprised of CsI(Tl) crystals, provides energy information on photons and electrons. These subdetectors operate inside a 1.5-T solenoidal magnetic field. Outside the solenoid, the K^0_L and muon detector is composed of resistive plate counters interleaved with iron plates that also serve as the flux return. A detailed description of the Belle detector is given in Refs. [26, 27].

To simulate the processes under study, Monte Carlo (MC) events are generated. ISR photons are first sampled by PHOKHARA [28], taking into account the next-to-leading-order (NLO) QED correction. The subsequent e^+e^− pair annihilation to hadrons is simulated by EvtGen [29]. The ΣΣ production is simulated assuming G_E = G_M . The ratio between the statistics of MC samples on Υ(nS) (n = 1, 2, · · · , 5) resonances is decided with the ratio of the integrated effective luminosities which equal L( √ s) × ∫ W (s, x)dx. The L( √ s) is the integrated luminosity on the energy point √ s shown in Table I. The integration ∫ W (s, x)dx ranges from baryon-antibaryon pair threshold to 3 GeV/c^2. With similar settings, we simulate the background processes e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}ΛΛ and e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Λ. The background processes e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}ppπ^0π^0 and e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+pπ^0 are simulated assuming the ppπ^0π^0 and Σ^+pπ^0 are from four-body and three-body phase space, respectively. The ISR background processes e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}ΣΣπ^0 , e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}ΣΣη, and the non-ISR processes e^+e^− → ΣΣπ^0 , e^+e^− → ΣΣη are also simulated, assuming ΣΣ + η/π^0 are from three-body phase space. Other processes from e^+e^− → qq (q = u, d, s, c) or e^+e^− to B meson pairs are simulated. The e^+e^− → qq simulation includes the simulation of initial state radiation. Further details can be found in Ref. [30]. The detector response is simulated based on GEANT3 [31].

In this study, two triggers are used. The first trigger requires at least four clusters in the ECL and that the event not be recognised as a beam injection background or cosmic ray event. The second trigger requires at least three tracks in the CDC, at least one hit in the TOF, at least two clusters in the ECL, the sum of deposited energy in the ECL larger than 0.5 GeV and that the event not be recognised as a beam injection background event. These triggers are included in the detector response simulation. All selected e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 events must pass at least one of the two triggers. All selected e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+Σ^− events must pass the first trigger. For the process e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0, Σ^0 → γΛ, Λ → pπ^−, the ISR photon, soft photons from Σ^0/Σ^0, proton and anti-proton can cause clusters in the ECL, and will trigger the first trigger. The proton, anti-proton and pions tracks can trigger the second trigger. For the process e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+Σ^−, Σ^+ → pπ^0, π^0 → γγ, the ECL clusters of the ISR photon, daugher photons of π^0, proton and anti-proton can trigger the first trigger.

III. METHOD

For all of the results reported here, we reconstruct exclusive γ_{ISR}ΣΣ final states by fully reconstructing a Σ and a Σ̄ and requiring a hard photon. We require that there be no additional charged tracks and that the square of the mass recoiling against the ΣΣ system, M^2_{rec}(ΣΣ), has a value close to zero. The M^2_{rec}(ΣΣ) is defined as [32, 33]

M^2_{rec}(ΣΣ) = (E_e+_e− − E(ΣΣ))^2 − |⃗p_e+_e− − ⃗p(ΣΣ)|^2 , (5)

where E_e+_e− and ⃗p_e+_e− are the energy and momentum of the e^+e^− pair, and E(ΣΣ) and ⃗p(ΣΣ) are the energy and momentum of the ΣΣ system. Some events have a M^2_{rec}(ΣΣ) less than zero, due to the resolutions of E(ΣΣ) and ⃗p(ΣΣ). According to Eq. (5), the difference between the measured M^2_{rec}(ΣΣ) and its truth value

ΔM^2_{rec} ≈

∂M^2_{rec} ∂E(ΣΣ) ΔE + ∑ i=x,y,z ∂M^2_{rec} ∂p_i(ΣΣ) Δp_i ,

where the ΔE (Δp_i) is the difference between measured E(ΣΣ) (p_i(ΣΣ)) and its truth value. ΔE and Δp_i can be plus or minus, therefore M^2_{rec}(ΣΣ) is possible to have a value less than zero.

Remaining backgrounds from events containing zero or only one Σ/Σ are estimated from Σ/Σ mass sidebands. Backgrounds from events containing two Σ/Σ in the final state are estimated with specifically selected data/MC samples. The e^+e^− → ΣΣ cross section and Σ effective form factor are extracted from the ΣΣ invariant mass spectrum.

IV. THE PROCESS e^+e^− → γISRΣ^0Σ^0

A. Event selection

In selected e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 final states, the Σ^0 is reconstructed in the channel γΛ, Λ → pπ^−. The branching fractions are B(Σ^0 → γΛ) = 100% and B(Λ → pπ^−) = (63.9 ± 0.5)% [34].

Each event is required to include exactly four charged tracks with a net charge of zero and at least one photon with E^∗(γ) > 3 GeV, where E^∗(γ) is the energy in the e^+e^− c.m. frame. The hardest photon in the event is tagged as the ISR photon, γ_{ISR}. The requirement to detect the ISR photon reduces the background by a factor of 20, simplifying the background analysis, and the cost is just a lost of 30% of signal events. Each charged particle is identified by its momentum, specific ionization in the CDC, time information from the TOF and the response of ACC, through a combined likelihood, L_i, calculated for each of the particle species i = π, K, p. A track is identified as a proton if L_p/(L_p + L_π ) > 0.6 and L_p/(L_p + L_K ) > 0.6, or as a pion if L_π /(L_π + L_K ) > 0.6 and L_π/(L_π + L_p) > 0.6. This particle identification requirement removes 98% of background events, with a loss of 50% of signal events. Photons are identified from clusters of energy in the ECL that are not matched to a charged particle track. To discriminate against neutral hadrons, the ratio of energy deposited in the central 3×3 array of the cluster to that deposited in the enclosing 5×5 array is required to be larger than 0.7.

For Λ → pπ^− candidates, the proton and pion are required to originate from a common vertex. The pπ^− invariant mass is required to be between 1.110 GeV/c^2 and 1.122 GeV/c^2. This region corresponds to about 3σ in mass resolution. Each Λ pair is combined with two soft photons to form a Σ^0Σ̄^0 candidate. For the soft photons from Σ^0 → γΛ, we require a laboratory frame energy E(γ) > 70 MeV. If there are multiple γγΛΛ combinations in an event, the one with the smallest |M^2_{rec}(γγΛΛ)| is retained, where M^2_{rec}(γγΛΛ) is the square of the mass recoiling against the γγΛΛ system [32, 33]. There are two ways to combine the selected γγΛΛ into a Σ^0-Σ^0 pair. The combination with the smallest |M(γ_iΛ) − m_Σ0 | + |M(γ_j Λ) − m_Σ0 | is chosen, where m_Σ0 is the nominal Σ^0 mass [34], γ_i and γ_j indicate different photons, and M(γΛ) (M(γΛ)) is the invariant mass of the γΛ (γΛ) pair.

Events from background processes are further suppressed by requiring −1 GeV^2/c^4 < M^2_{rec}(γγΛΛ) < 2 GeV^2/c^4, as shown in Fig. 1. The data and signal MC samples, indicated with points and red histogram, show clear peaks around zero. The hatched histogram is a mixture of several MC samples, plotted for illustrative purpose only. The quantitative background analysis is in Sec. IV B. The enhancement above 5 GeV^2/c^4, corresponds to processes with additional particles in the final state, like e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 + π^0/η. The peak around zero corresponds to e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}ΛΛ , e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Λ, and e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0 + π^0/η.

The center-of-mass energy, √ s, of e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0 is calculated as the Σ^0Σ^0 invariant mass. Since the energy resolution of the ISR photon is insufficient to improve this determination, the photon is not used in the √ s determination. The invariant mass distributions of Σ^0 candidates passing the criteria in data and MC are shown in Fig. 2. The data and the signal MC events with Σ^0/Σ^0 correctly reconstructed are displayed by points and red histogram, peaking at the Σ^0 mass. The hatched histogram is a mixture of events in e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}ΛΛ and e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Λ MC samples and the e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 MC events with Σ^0/Σ^0 misreconstructed. The ratio between the e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}ΛΛ, e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Λ and e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 cross sections is around 5 : 1 : 1 according to BaBar’s measurements[6]. The signal selection procedure’s efficiencies on e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}ΛΛ, e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Λ and e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 have a ratio of^1_{240} :^1_{20} : 1. Therefore, the e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}ΛΛ and e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Λ processes have small contribution to the background, and e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 events with Σ^0/Σ^0 misreconstructed become dominant in the hatched histogram. These events mostly have the γ

FIG. 1. The distributions of M^2_{rec}(γγΛΛ) from data (points with error bars), the MC sample for the e^+e^− → γISRΣ^0Σ^0 process (red histogram) and the MC samples for background processes (hatched histogram). These distributions are plotted after applying all selection criteria except the requirement on M^2_{rec}(γγΛΛ). The background MC histogram is plotted for illustrative purpose only, and the quantitative background analysis is in Sec. IV B. The vertical lines indicate the −1 GeV^2/c^4 < M^2_{rec}(γγΛΛ) < 2 GeV^2/c^4 requirement.

from Σ^0/Σ^0 replaced by a fake photon. The Σ^0 signal region is defined as M(γΛ) ∈ [1.175, 1.205] GeV/c^2, while the sideband region, used for background estimation, is defined as M(γΛ) ∈ [1.140, 1.170] GeV/c^2 or M(γΛ) ∈ [1.210, 1.240] GeV/c^2. Both are shown in Fig. 2. Figure 3 shows the distribution in M(γΛ) vs M(γΛ) in experimental data, with a clear Σ^0Σ^0 signal in the central box. The two-dimensional sideband regions are illustrated by the surrounding boxes.

In the determination of the ΣΣ candidate pair mass, we calculate the invariant mass difference ΔM_{ΣΣ} = M(ΣΣ) − M(Σ) − M(Σ), and add twice the Σ nominal mass [34]: M_{ΣΣ} = ΔM_{ΣΣ} + 2m_Σ. This results in an improved mass resolution, as contributions from M(Σ) and M(Σ) candidates are cancelled. The mass resolution and bias are studied with MC samples in bins of 90 MeV/c^2 from the Σ^0Σ^0 threshold to 3 GeV/c^2. In each bin, we study the distribution of the difference (δM) between the reconstructed and generated mass. The rootmean-square varies from 3 MeV/c^2 at the Σ^0Σ^0 threshold to 15 MeV/c^2 at √ s = 3 GeV. The bias is less than 2 MeV/c^2. Because the bin width for the cross section measurement, as shown in Table II, greatly exceeds the Σ^0Σ^0 mass resolution, no correction for resolution effects is applied. The distribution of the Σ^0Σ^0 invariant mass is shown in Fig. 4. We observe 24 events below 3 GeV/c^2 and 19 above, most of which are from the J/ψ → Σ^0Σ^0 decay.

FIG. 2. The invariant mass of the accepted γΛ and γΛ candidates. The points with error bars are experimental data and the red histogram shows the e^+e^− → γISRΣ^0Σ^0 MC events with Σ^0/Σ^0 correctly reconstructed. The hatched histogram is a mixture of events in e^+e^− → γISRΛΛ and e^+e^− → γISRΣ^0Λ MC samples and the e^+e^− → γISRΣ^0Σ^0 MC events with Σ^0/Σ^0 misreconstructed. The solid and dashed vertical lines denote the Σ^0/Σ^0 signal and sideband regions, respectively.

FIG. 3. The M(γΛ) versus M(γΛ) distribution in experimental data, where the solid box is the signal region and dashed boxes Bi (i = 1, · · · , 8) denote the sideband regions.

B. Background estimation

Background events for e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 may include zero, one, or two real Σ^0/Σ^0. Events containing zero or only one Σ^0/Σ^0 in the final state originate from the processes e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}ΛΛX, e^+e^− → ΛΛX + π^0/η, e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0ΛX, and e^+e^− → Σ^0ΛX +π^0/η. Besides, misreconstructed events from signal process will also have zero or only one correctly reconstructed Σ^0/Σ^0. As such events do not peak at both the Σ^0 and Σ̄^0 mass simulta-

FIG. 4. The invariant mass distribution of Σ^0Σ^0 from experimental data. The histogram shows the background contribution estimated with the Σ^0-Σ^0 sideband.

neously, their contribution, N_{non-peak}, is estimated from the sidebands, B_i (i = 1, · · · , 8), shown in Fig. 3, as

N_{non-peak} = 1 2 4∑ 1 N_i − 1 4 8∑ 5 N_i , (6)

where N_i is the number of events in sideband region B_i. Here, we assume linear dependence of background, and the uncertainty due to possible nonlinearity is discussed below among the systematic uncertainties. The N_{non-peak} in different ΣΣ^0 mass bins is shown as the histogram in Fig. 4.

A fraction of the background events containing two Σ^0/Σ^0, originating from processes such as e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0 +π^0/η, e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0 +π^0π^0, e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 + π^0/η, and e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 + π^0π^0, may pass the selection criteria. The contribution from these sources is estimated from data and MC samples, as described below. A summary is listed in Table III.

The contribution from e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0π^0 is estimated through a comparison of data and MC events selected for this process. The selected events contain a Σ^0-Σ^0 pair (ΛΛ̄γγ) plus at least two additional photons. The Σ^0-Σ^0 pair is selected by taking the ΛΛ̄γγ combination with the smallest | |M 2_{rec}(γγΛΛ) − m2_{π0} | |, with m_{π0} being the π^0 nominal mass [34]. The photons in Σ^0 → Λγ are assigned by taking the combination with the smallest value of |M(γ_iΛ) − m_Σ0 | + | |M(γ_j Λ) − m_{Σ0} | |. Additional photons are each required to have E(γ) > 100 MeV. A kinematic fit is applied to each combination of the Σ^0Σ^0 candidate and two additional photons, constraining the total four-momentum to that of the e^+e^− system. Combinations with χ^2 > 40 from the kinematic fit are rejected. For events containing more than one viable combination, the one with the smallest χ^2 is selected. In a MC sample of e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0π^0, generated according to the three-body phase space distribution, the signal yield is determined by the fit to the M(γγ) distribution. The reconstruction efficiency (ε) is determined to be (2.33 ± 0.05) × 10^{−3}. No events passed the criteria in data, with M(γγ) ∈ [85, 185] MeV/c^2. If we define M(γγ) ∈ [110, 160] MeV/c^2 as the signal region and M(γγ) ∈ [85, 110] ∪ [160, 185] MeV/c^2 as the sideband region, then the 90% confidence level (CL) upper limit for the yield (N) in this process is 2.44 events according to Ref. [35]. The upper limit for the number of produced e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0π^0 events in the data (n = N/ε) is thus estimated to be less than 1047. We then apply, on this e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0π^0 MC sample, the selection criteria for e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 and require M(Σ^0Σ^0) < 3 GeV/c^2. This procedure yields an efficiency for selection as e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 of ε^′ = (4.1 ± 0.2) × 10^{−4}. From this value, we estimate that < 0.4 events (N_B = n × ε^′ = N × ε^′/ε) in the data will contribute to the background of the e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 channel. We take this contribution to be zero, and assign a systematic uncertainty. The information of this channel is summarized in Table III.

The contribution from e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0η is estimated similarly. The upper limit on e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0η in the sample of e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 is determined to be 0.2 events and is included in the study of systematic uncertainty. More details are available in Table III.

The contribution to background from the process e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0π^0 is determined in a similar procedure. The criteria to select these events are similar to those for e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0, plus a requirement of at least two additional photons with E(γ) > 100 MeV. The combination of γγγγΛΛ with the smallest recoil mass squared |M^2_{rec}(γγγγΛΛ)| is selected. The photons to form Σ^0Σ^0 are identified by selecting the combination with the smallest value of |M(γ_iΛ) − m_Σ0 | + |M(γ_j Λ) − m_Σ0 |. To suppress background events from processes with extra neutral particles, −1 GeV^2/c^4 < M^2_{rec}(γγγγΛΛ) < 2 GeV^2/c^4 is applied. True e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0π^0 events are identified by the accumulation of π^0 in the invariant mass distribution of the remaining two unassigned photons. After a Σ^0-Σ^0 sideband subtraction, the distribution is fitted to a π^0 signal shape plus linear background to determine the yield. The contribution of e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0π^0 to e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 channel is estimated to be 1.7 ± 1.7 events. The yield and (mis-)reconstruction efficiency of this channel can be found in Table III. When subtracting this contribution from the e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 yield, we assume this background contribution to be uniformly distributed in M(Σ^0Σ^0) between the threshold and 3 GeV/c^2.

The process e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0η is assessed similarly, and we estimate the contribution to the e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 sample to be of order 0.01 events. The contribution from this channel is ignored in further study.

Other potential Σ^0Σ^0X backgrounds are studied in e^+e^− → qq and e^+e^− → Υ(4S)/Υ(5S) → BB̄ MC samples, corresponding to 4 ab^{−1} of integrated luminosity. The e^+e^− → qq sample includes initial state radiation. No events pass the selection criteria. We conclude that backgrounds from this source can be safely ignored.

TABLE II. The √ s interval and the corresponding e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0 signal yield Nsig , detection efficiency ε, effective luminosity L_{eff} , cross section σ and effective form factor |G_{eff} |. The uncertainty on the signal yield is statistical. The uncertainty on the efficiency is taken from the fit described in the text. For the cross section and the form factor the first uncertainty is statistical and second is systematic. √ s ( GeV) Nsig ε (10^{−4}) L_{eff} ( fb^{−1}) σ ( pb) |G_{eff} | (×10^{−2}) 2.385–2.600 10.7 ± 4.0 8.65 ± 0.10 0.4700 64.2 ± 24.6 ± 7.6 10.4 ± 2.0 ± 0.6 2.600–2.800 4.2 ± 2.7 8.65 ± 0.10 0.4775 24.9 ± 15.8 ± 2.8 5.7 ± 1.8 ± 0.3 2.800–3.000 2.4 ± 2.2 8.65 ± 0.10 0.5177 13.4 ± 12.0 ± 2.1 4.1 ± 1.8 ± 0.3

TABLE III. The background channels with a Σ^0-Σ^0 pair in the final state, and their corresponding yield in data (N), reconstruction efficiency (ε), efficiency to be reconstructed as e^+e^− → γISRΣ^0Σ^0 events (ε^′), and the estimated contribution to the background of the e^+e^− → γISRΣ^0Σ^0 channel (NB = N × ε^′/ε).

Channel N ε (10^{−4}) ε^′ (10^{−4} ) NB Σ^0Σ^0π^0 < 2.44 (90% CL) 24.0 ± 0.5 4.1 ± 0.2 < 0.4 (90% CL) Σ^0Σ^0η < 4.41 (90% CL) 77.5 ± 0.9 3.7 ± 0.2 < 0.2 (90% CL) γISRΣ^0Σ^0π^0 3.5 ± 3.5 1.75 ± 0.05 0.86 ± 0.03 1.7 ± 1.7 γISRΣ^0Σ^0η < 7.97 (90% CL) 4.3 ± 0.2 < 10^{−2} O(0.01), ignored others ignored

C. Cross section and effective form factor

The cross section of e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0 is extracted from the yields in three ranges of √ s = ΔM_{ΣΣ} + 2m_Σ. For each range, the cross section is calculated as σ = N_{sig} εL_{eff} [B(Σ^0 → γΛ) × B(Λ → pπ^−)]^2

, (7)

where N_{sig}, ε, and L_{eff} are the signal yield, the reconstruction efficiency, and the effective luminosity, respectively.

The signal yield is N_{sig} = N_{obs} − N_{bkg}, where N_{obs} is the number of observed events in the signal region illustrated in Fig. 3, and N_{bkg} is the total background contribution, discussed in Sec. IV B.

The reconstruction efficiency ε, estimated by the G_E = G_M MC sample discussed in Sec. II, is found to be nearly flat from the Σ^0Σ^0 threshold up to 3 GeV/c^2, as shown in Fig. 5. The results are fitted to a constant. The charged particle identification (PID) efficiency in data is estimated to be 96.3% of that found in MC samples. This estimation is based on a study of data-MC differences in the Λ → pπ^− and D^0 → K^−π^+ control samples, and takes into account the momentum and angular dependence. The trigger efficiency in data is 99.9% of that in MC, estimated with control samples from triggers using different logics. With the PID efficiency correction and trigger correction, we find ε = (8.65 ± 0.10) × 10^{−4}. The efficiency is low because approximately 85% of the ISR photons are outside of the detector acceptance due to their small polar angle.

The effective luminosity, L_{eff} , is calculated from the integrated luminosity and the ISR emission probability W (s, x). We consider ISR photons with a polar angle θ ∈ [0^∘, 180^∘]. The values of L_{eff} for the three intervals of √ s = ΔM_{ΣΣ} + 2m_Σ are shown in Table II.

TABLE IV. Summary of systematic uncertainties for the e^+e^− → γISRΣ^0Σ^0 cross section measurement.

Source Systematic uncertainty Tracking 1.4% PID 2.7% Λ reconstruction 5.4% Σ^0/Σ^0 mass resolution 0.6% Sideband method 6% e^+e^− → γISRΣ^0Σ^0π^0 background 3%–9% Other two Σ^0/Σ^0 background 2%–6% Integrated luminosity 1.4% ISR emission probability 1% PHOKHARA simulation 1% Λ → pπ^− branching fraction 0.8% Modeling of angular dependence 3%–5% Modeling of energy dependence 1%–5% Trigger 3% The fit to efficiency 1% Sum in quadrature 11%–16%

Our results are shown in Fig. 6 together with BaBar [6] and BESIII [36] results. Table II lists the signal yield, reconstruction efficiency, effective luminosity, measured cross section, and effective form factor obtained with Eq. (3). The uncertainty on the signal yield is statistical. The uncertainty of the efficiency is taken from the fit. For the cross section and the form factor, the first uncertainty is statistical and second is systematic.

Systematic uncertainties associated with the cross section measurements include contributions from event selection efficiency, Σ^0/Σ^0 mass resolution, signal yield, two Σ^0/Σ^0 backgrounds, effective luminosity, branching fraction, model dependence of the reconstruction efficiency estimation, and trigger efficiency. A summary is shown in Table IV. The uncertainty on the charged track reconstruction is 0.35% per track, therefore the total uncertainty due to track finding is 1.4%. The uncertainty introduced by particle identification is estimated to be 2.7%. The systematic uncertainty due to the Λ reconstruction is estimated to be 2.7% per Λ and is 5.4% in total, including the momentum dependence. This uncertainty is studied with a B^+ → ΛΛK^+ control sample [37]. The systematic uncertainty induced by different Σ^0/Σ^0 mass resolution of data and MC, is estimated to be 0.6%. We increase the Σ^0/Σ^0 mass resolutions in MC by 10% with a smearing method, then recalculate the selection efficiency, and its difference with the nominal selection efficiency is taken as the systematic uncertainty. The uncertainties in signal yield related to the choice of sideband regions and possible nonlinearity of the background with zero or only one Σ^0/Σ^0 is estimated to be 6%. We recalculated the yield after shifting the Σ sideband regions by ±3 MeV/c^2, or changing the areas of sideband regions by 2/3 or 3/4, with normalization factors changed accordingly. Besides these two recalculations that assume a flat background distribution, we also recalculate the yield with the shape of the background MC histogram shown in Fig. 2. We take the largest difference between the recalculated yields and nominal yield as the systematic uncertainty. The systematic uncertainty introduced by the uniform Σ^0Σ^0 invariant mass distribution assumption when subtracting the e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0π^0 contribution is estimated to be 3%–9%, varying with √ s. In order to simulate possible Σ^0Σ^0 threshold structure in e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0π^0 process, we recalculate the signal yield assuming the e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0π^0 contribution have same shape as e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^0Σ^0 channel’s Σ^0Σ^0 invariant mass distribution in data. We take the difference between the recalculated yield and the nominal yield as the systematic uncertainty. The systematic uncertainty from the upper limits for the e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0π^0 and e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0η contributions are also considered, as discussed in Sec. IV B. We firstly assume these con-

FIG. 5. The Σ^0Σ^0 invariant mass dependence of the detection efficiency obtained from the MC sample, fitted to a constant.

tributions to be uniformly distributed in Σ^0Σ^0 invariant mass between the threshold and 3 GeV/c^2. Then we assume these contributions have same shape on Σ^0Σ^0 invariant mass distribution as the signal channel. We take the larger value between the uncertinaties estimated under these two assumptions as the systematic uncertainty, in each Σ^0Σ^0 invariant mass bin. The induced uncertainty is then evaluated to be 2%–6%, varying with √ s. The uncertainty on the integrated luminosity L is 1.4%, determined from wide-angle Bhabha scattering events, and that on the ISR emission probability is 1% [7, 8]. The uncertainty originating from the ISR simulation in PHOKHARA is estimated to be 1% [38]. The uncertainty in the branching fraction of Λ → pπ^− is 0.8% [34].

The systematic uncertainty of the reconstruction efficiency is also related to the modeling uncertainties of the MC sample. The way we describe the angular distribution of the baryon pairs and the energy dependence of the cross section in the MC sample may not perfectly agree with the true distributions, introducing systematic uncertainties. The uncertainty from the angular distribution is estimated by comparing reconstruction efficiencies calculated from MC samples generated with a Σ^0Σ^0 angular distribution n(cos θ) ∝ 1 + a cos^2 θ with a = 1 or a = −1, corresponding to G_E = 0 or G_M = 0. The difference of 3%–5%, which varies with √ s, is taken as the uncertainty. The uncertainty from the energy dependence of the e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0 cross section is 1%–5%, evaluated from reconstruction efficiencies calculated with MC samples generated with different energy dependence assumptions.

The efficiency of the trigger is studied with control samples from triggers using different logics and is evaluated to be (94.7 ± 2.3)%, where the error includes the

FIG. 6. The cross sections of e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0 measured in this work, compared with measurements by BaBar and BESIII. Since the BESIII measurements are corrected for vacuum polarization, their data points shown here are multiplied with a corresponding factor to make them comparable to those of BaBar and Belle. The vertical dashed line denotes the e^+e^− → Σ^0 Σ^0 production threshold.

FIG. 7. Σ^0Σ^0 invariant mass distribution from data. Points with error bars are from the Σ^0-Σ^0 signal region. The histogram shows the estimated background from the Σ^0- Σ^0 sideband. The arrows indicate the J/ψ signal region, [3.05, 3.15] GeV/c^2. The J/ψ sideband region is defined as [3.00, 3.05] GeV/c^2 and [3.15, 3.20] GeV/c^2.

statistical uncertainty of the control samples and possible differences between data and MC. The uncertainty in trigger efficiency is 3%.

The uncertainty due to MC sample statistics is already accounted for, through the uncertainty on the fit to the Σ^0Σ^0 invariant mass dependence of the efficiency, which is about 1%.

Assuming all uncertainties are uncorrelated, they are added in quadrature to obtain a total in the range of 11%–16%, depending on √ s. The combined systematic uncertainties are listed in Table II.

D. J/ψ decays into Σ^0Σ^0

The Σ^0Σ^0 mass distribution in the J/ψ region is shown in Fig. 7. The background from events containing zero or only one Σ^0/Σ^0 is estimated from the Σ^0-Σ^0 sideband, described in Sec. IV B, and shown as a histogram. The background from events containing two Σ^0/Σ^0 is estimated from the J/ψ sideband, defined as M(Σ^0Σ^0) ∈ [3.00, 3.05] GeV/c^2 and M(Σ^0Σ^0) ∈ [3.15, 3.20] GeV/c^2. The J/ψ signal region, defined as M(Σ^0Σ^0) ∈ [3.05, 3.15] GeV/c^2, is shown in Fig. 7. The background-subtracted yield (N_{sig}) for J/ψ → Σ^0Σ^0 is determined to be 13.3 ± 3.9.

The product of the J/ψ branching fraction to Σ^0Σ^0 and the J/ψ → e^+e^− partial width is calculated as

B(J/ψ → Σ^0Σ^0) · Γ^{J/ψ}_{ee} =

N_{sig} · m^2_{J/ψ}

6π^2 · ε · dL_{eff} /dE · B^2(Σ^0 → γΛ) · B^2(Λ → pπ^−) . (8)

The detection efficiency, ε, of (9.3 ± 0.2) × 10^{−4}, is estimated with a MC sample where J/ψ → Σ^0Σ^0 is generated with an angular distribution n(cos θ) ∝ 1 + a cos^2 θ, with a = −0.449 ± 0.022 [39]. The PID correction and trigger correction is considered when calculating ε. dL_{eff} /dE = 2.793 pb^{−1}· MeV^{−1} is the effective luminosity at the J/ψ mass m_{J/ψ} = 3.0969 GeV/c^2 [34].

The product B(J/ψ → Σ^0Σ^0) · Γ^{J/ψ}_{ee} is determined to be (5.2 ± 1.5 ± 0.6) eV/c^2, where the first error is statistical and the second is systematic. We consider contributions to the systematic uncertainty from the tracking, PID, Λ reconstruction, Σ^0/Σ^0 mass resolution, sideband method, integrated luminosity, ISR emission probability, ISR simulation in PHOKHARA, the branching fraction of Λ → pπ^−, the uncertainty on a, trigger, and MC sample statistics. With Γ^{J/ψ}ee = 5.55 ± 0.11 keV/c^2 [34], the J/ψ → Σ^0Σ^0 branching fraction is (0.94 ± 0.27 ± 0.10) × 10^{−3}, where the systematic uncertainty includes a 2% uncertainty from Γ^{J/ψ}ee . Our result is consistent with the world average value, (1.172 ± 0.032) × 10^{−3} [34].

V. THE PROCESS e^+e^− → γISRΣ^+Σ^−

A. Event selection

For the selection of e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+Σ^− events, the Σ^+ is reconstructed in the channel Σ^+ → pπ^0, π^0 → γγ. The branching factions are B(Σ^+ → pπ^0) = (51.57 ± 0.30)% and B(π^0 → γγ) = (98.823 ± 0.034)% [34].

Events are required to have exactly two tracks. The proton, anti-proton, and ISR photon are identified with the criteria described in Sec. IV. For this channel, the proton identification requirement removes 99% of background events and 30% of signal events survive. π^0 candidates are formed by combining two photons with a lab frame energy greater than 30 MeV and an invariant mass in the range 100 MeV/c^2 < M(γγ) < 150 MeV/c^2, corresponding to 3σ in mass resolution. To improve the π^0 momentum resolution, a mass-constrained fit is applied, requiring the resulting χ^2 to be less than 50. This requirement on χ^2 removes 43% of fake π^0 candidates and retains 90% of real π^0 candidates.

For events with more than two π^0 candidates, the combination with the smallest |M^2_{rec}(pπ^0pπ^0)| is retained for futher analysis, where M^2_{rec}(pπ^0pπ^0) is the square of the mass recoiling against the pπ^0pπ^0 system. There are two combinations of pπ^0pπ^0 forming Σ^+-Σ^− candidates, and the combination with the smaller | |M(pπ^0_i ) − m_{Σ+} | | + | |M(pπ^0_j ) − m_{Σ+} | | is selected, where π^0_i and π^0_j indicate different π^0, and m_Σ+ is the nominal Σ^+ mass [34]. To further suppress background, −2 GeV^2/c^4 < M^2_{rec}(pπ^0pπ^0) < 2 GeV^2/c^4 is imposed, and the angle between the direction of the ISR photon and the momentum of the Σ^+Σ^− system is required to be greater than 3.13 radians in the e^+e^− c.m. frame, as illustrated in Fig. 8. The points

FIG. 8. The distributions of M^2_{rec}(pπ^0pπ^0) (top) and of the angle between the ISR photon and the Σ^+Σ^− momentum vector in the e^+e^− c.m. frame (bottom), after applying all selection criteria except the requirement on the plotted variable. The experimental data is indicated by points with error bars, and the MC events for the e^+e^− → γISRΣ^+Σ^− process are shown as red histograms. The hatched histogram is a mixture of several background MC samples, and is plotted for illustrative purpose only. The quantitative background analysis is in Sec. V B. The requirements −2 GeV^2/c^4 < M^2_{rec}(pπ^0pπ^0) < 2 GeV^2/c^4 and θ(⃗pc.m.(γISR), ⃗pc.m.(pπ^0pπ^0)) > 3.13 rad are illustrated with vertical lines.

from data and the red histograms from signal MC samples, peak around M^2_{rec}(pπ^0pπ^0) = 0 GeV^2/c^4 and θ(⃗p_{c.m.}(γ_{ISR}), ⃗p_{c.m.}(pπ^0pπ^0)) = π rad. The hatched histogram is a mixture of several MC samples for background processes and is plotted for illustrative purpose only. The quantitative background analysis is in Sec. V B. The peak around M^2_{rec}(pπ^0pπ^0) = 0 GeV^2/c^4 corresponds to e^+e^− → Σ^+Σ^− + π^0η, while other background processes have flat distributions. In the θ(⃗p_{c.m.}(γ_{ISR}), ⃗p_{c.m.}(pπ^0pπ^0)) distribution, no background process peaks in the signal region. On the M^2_{rec}(pπ^0pπ^0) distribution, one can notice that there is a shift between data and signal MC. In current statistics, we consider it to be a binning effect, as its significance decreases when we change the binning.

FIG. 9. The pπ^0 and pπ^0 invariant mass of the accepted candidates. The points with error bars are experimental data, and the red histogram shows the e^+e^− → γISRΣ^+Σ^− MC events with correctly reconstructed Σ^+/Σ^−. The hatched histogram is a mixture of events in e^+e^− → γISRppπ^0π^0 and e^+e^− → γISRΣ^+pπ^0 MC samples and the e^+e^− → γISRΣ^+Σ^− MC events with misreconstructed Σ^+/Σ^−. The solid and dashed vertical lines denote the Σ^+/Σ^− signal and sideband regions, respectively.

Figure 9 shows the invariant mass of pπ^0 and pπ^0. The data and the e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+Σ^− MC events with correctly reconstructed Σ^+/Σ^− are indicated with points and red histogram, clearly showing the Σ^+ signal. The hatched histogram is a mixture of events in e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}ppπ^0π^0 and e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+pπ^0 MC samples and the e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+Σ^− MC events with Σ^+/Σ^− misreconstructed. Most of these misreconstructed MC events have Σ^+/Σ^−’s π^0 daughter replaced by a fake π^0. These three background components have similar shapes. The ratio of e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}ppπ^0π^0, e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+pπ^0 and e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+Σ^− cross sections is assumed to be 1 : 1 : 1 during the MC study. The Σ^+ signal region is defined as M(pπ^0) ∈ [1.168, 1.200] GeV/c^2, and the sideband as M(pπ^0) ∈ [1.133, 1.165] GeV/c^2 and M(pπ^0) ∈ [1.203, 1.235] GeV/c^2. Both are indicated in Fig. 9 by vertical lines. Figure 10 shows the M(pπ^0) versus M(pπ^0) distribution in data, with the signal and sideband regions indicated.

Figure 11 displays the Σ^+Σ^− invariant mass in data. There are 40 events below 3 GeV/c^2, and 27 above 3 GeV/c^2, which originate mainly from J/ψ → Σ^+Σ^−. According to the MC study, the mass resolution varies from 3 MeV/c^2 at Σ^+Σ^− threshold to 15 MeV/c^2 at 3 GeV/c^2. The bias is less than 2 MeV/c^2. As shown in Table V, the cross section is measured in regions of the Σ^+Σ^− mass that are significantly wider than the Σ^+Σ^− resolution.

FIG. 10. The M(pπ^0) versus M(pπ^0) distribution in experimental data, where the solid box is the signal region and dashed boxes Bi (i = 1, · · · , 8) denote the sideband regions.

FIG. 11. The Σ^+Σ^− invariant mass distribution from experimental data. The histogram shows the background contribution estimated with the Σ^+-Σ^− sideband.

B. Background estimation

Background events for e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+Σ^− may include zero, one or two Σ^+/Σ^−. Background from events containing zero Σ^+/Σ^− in the final state originates from processes such as e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}pπ^0pπ^0X and e^+e^− → pπ^0pπ^0X + π^0/η. Events containing only one Σ^+/Σ^− include e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+pπ^0X and e^+e^− → Σ^+pπ^0X + π^0/η. Those containing two Σ^+/Σ^− include e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+Σ^− + π^0/η and e^+e^− → Σ^+Σ^− + π^0η. In addition, misreconstructed signal events will have zero or only one correctly reconstructed Σ^+/Σ^−. As with the neutral Σ channel, contributions from background processes with zero or only one Σ^+/Σ^− are estimated with the sideband method, described in Sec. IV B. Contributions from background processes with two Σ^+/Σ^− in the final state are listed in Table VI, and are discussed below.

The contribution from e^+e^− → Σ^+Σ^−π^0 is studied with selected samples that contain Σ^+, Σ^−, and at least two photons with E(γ) > 100 MeV in the final state. As with the neutral Σ analysis, the Σ^+, Σ^− and additional π^0 are selected with the smallest | |M^2_{rec}(pπ^0pπ^0) − m^2_{π0} | |, | |M(pπ^0_i ) − m_{Σ+} | |+ | |M(pπ^0_j ) − m_{Σ+} | |, and the smallest χ^2 resulting from the kinematic fit. To suppress background with additional particles, we then require that χ^2 < 20. The yield is determined from the M(γγ) distribution after subtracting the contribution from the Σ^+-Σ^− sideband. The contribution to the e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+Σ^− channel’s M(Σ^+Σ^−) spectrum up to 3 GeV/c^2 is less than 0.4 events. This is taken as the systematic uncertainty. Similarly, the 90% CL upper limit for the background contribution originating from e^+e^− → Σ^+Σ^−η is determined to be of order 0.01 events and is ignored in the further study. More details are shown in Table VI.

The selection procedure for the e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+Σ^−π^0 process is similar to that of e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+Σ^−. Additionally, at least two extra photons with an energy greater than 100 MeV are required. As in the neutral Σ case, the extra π^0, Σ^+ and Σ^− candidates are selected by choosing the smallest |M^2_{rec}(γγpπ^0pπ^0)| and |M(pπ^0_i ) − m_Σ+ | + |M(pπ^0_j ) − m_Σ+ |. To further suppress background, −2 GeV^2/c^4 < M^2_{rec}(γγpπ^0pπ^0) < 2 GeV^2/c^4 is required. The distribution of the invariant mass of the additional two photons, M(γγ), is used to estimate the yield of e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+Σ^−π^0. The Σ^+-Σ^− sideband contribution is subtracted as in Sec. IV B. The resulting M(γγ) distribution is fitted with a constant and the π^0 signal shape extracted from a MC sample, determining the yield. The 90% CL limit for the e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+Σ^−π^0 channel’s contribution to the Σ^+Σ^− mass spectrum up to 3 GeV is 1.6 events, and is treated as a systematic uncertainty. With a similar reconstruction procedure, the e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+Σ^−η channel’s contribution to e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+Σ^− is estimated to be of order 0.01 events. We thus ignore this contribution in the further study. More details are listed in Table VI.

Similar to the neutral Σ channel, we also study the contribution of other possible two Σ^+/Σ^− backgrounds with the MC samples for e^+e^− → qq and e^+e^− annihilating into B mesons corresponding to 4 ab^{−1} of integrated luminosity. Zero events survive the selection criteria, thus we ignore this contribution.

C. Cross section and effective form factor

The cross section of e^+e^− → Σ^+Σ^− is extracted in six ranges of √ s from the yields in six bins of the Σ^+Σ^− invariant mass. For each range, the cross section is calculated as σ = N_{sig} εL_{eff} [B(Σ^+ → pπ^0)B(π^0 → γγ)]^2

. (9)

The signal yield N_{sig} and the effective luminosity L_{eff} are

TABLE V. The √ s interval and the corresponding e^+e^− → Σ^+Σ^− signal yield Nsig , reconstruction efficiency ε, effective luminosity L_{eff} , cross section σ and effective form factor |G_{eff} |. The uncertainty on the signal yield is statistical. The uncertainty on the efficiency is from the fit described in the text. For the cross section and the form factor, the first uncertainty is statistical and second is systematic. √ s ( GeV) Nsig ε(10^{−3}) L_{eff} ( fb^{−1}) σ ( pb) |G_{eff} | (×10^{−2}) 2.379–2.440 5.5 ± 2.1 0.98 ± 0.04 0.1285 168.9 ± 64.2 ± 27.3 20.9 ± 4.0 ± 1.7 2.440–2.500 8.5 ± 2.9 1.15 ± 0.02 0.1298 219.8 ± 73.7 ± 34.1 19.3 ± 3.2 ± 1.5 2.500–2.560 5.5 ± 2.6 1.28 ± 0.02 0.1333 124.4 ± 58.2 ± 19.8 13.4 ± 3.1 ± 1.1 2.560–2.620 7.8 ± 2.7 1.38 ± 0.02 0.1368 158.0 ± 54.7 ± 26.0 14.5 ± 2.5 ± 1.2 2.620–2.680 5.5 ± 2.9 1.46 ± 0.02 0.1403 103.1 ± 53.4 ± 16.6 11.4 ± 3.0 ± 0.9 2.680–3.000 3.8 ± 3.3 1.62 ± 0.02 0.8089 11.0 ± 9.6 ± 3.1 3.7 ± 1.6 ± 0.5

TABLE VI. The background channels with a Σ^+-Σ^− pair in the final state, and their corresponding yield in data (N), reconstruction efficiency (ε), efficiency to be reconstructed as e^+e^− → γISRΣ^+Σ^− events (ε^′), and the estimated contribution to background of the e^+e^− → γISRΣ^+Σ^− channel (NB = N × ε^′/ε).

Channel N ε (10^{−4}) ε^′ (10^{−4}) NB Σ^+Σ^−π^0 < 4.36 (90% CL) 41.9 ± 0.7 4.3 ± 0.2 < 0.4 (90% CL) Σ^+Σ^−η < 6.42 (90% CL) 172 ± 1 0.22 ± 0.05 O(0.01), ignored γISRΣ^+Σ^−π^0 < 10.2 (90% CL) 0.85 ± 0.05 0.13 ± 0.02 < 1.6 (90% CL) γISRΣ^+Σ^−η < 17.5 (90% CL) 5.48 ± 0.08 < 10^{−2} O(0.01), ignored others ignored

FIG. 12. Reconstruction efficiency for γISRΣ^+Σ^− as a function of the Σ^+Σ^− invariant mass determined with MC simulations, overlaid with a fit to a threshold function.

calculated using the method presented in Sec. IV C. The reconstruction efficiency ε as a function of the Σ^+Σ^− mass is determined from MC simulations, fitted to a smooth threshold function as shown in Fig. 12, and multiplied by a PID efficiency correction factor of 98.9% and a trigger efficiency correction factor of 100.7%.

The measured cross section of e^+e^− → Σ^+Σ^− is shown in Fig. 13. The signal yield, reconstruction efficiency, effective luminosity, cross section and effective form factor for the six √ s regions are listed in Table V. The quoted uncertainty in the reconstruction efficiency is taken from the fit shown in Fig. 12. The uncertainty on the signal yield is statistical only, and for the cross section and the effective form factor the first uncertainty is statistical and the second systematic.

Systematic uncertainties from the following sources are included, as shown in Table VII. The uncertainties due to track finding and particle identification are estimated to be 0.7% and 1.2%, respectively. A study of τ^− → π^−π^0ν_τ decays [40] yielded an uncertainty originating from the π^0 reconstruction of 4% per π^0. The systematic uncertainty related to differing Σ^+/Σ^− mass resolution in data and MC is estimated to be 0.1%, with the method mentioned in Sec. IV C. The uncertainty associated with the choice of sideband regions or possible nonlinearity of background with zero or only one Σ^+/Σ^− is estimated to be 10%, using the same method as in the neutral channel. An upper limit on backgrounds with a Σ^+-Σ^− pair is also set, as discussed in Sec. V B. We assume these contributions to be uniformly distributed in Σ^+Σ^− invariant mass between the threshold and 3 GeV/c^2, or distributed in a same way as the e^+e^− → γ_{ISR}Σ^+Σ^− channel. We take the larger value between the uncertainties calculated under these two assumptions. The induced uncertainty is evaluated to be 5% for √ s ∈ [2.379, 2.680] GeV and 23% for √ s ∈ [2.68, 3.00] GeV, where the signal yield per MeV is low. The effective luminosity has uncertainties based on the integrated luminosity L and the ISR emission probability, estimated to be 1.4% and 1% [7, 8], respectively. The simulation of the initial state radiation by PHOKHARA results in an estimated uncertainty of 1% [38]. The branching fractions of Σ^+ → pπ^0 and π^0 → γγ contribute with 0.58% and 0.03% [34], respectively. The uncertainties from the MC sample’s modeling of the angular distribution (1%–5%) and the energy dependence of the cross section (3%–9%) are estimated with the method described in Sec. IV. Besides,

TABLE VII. Summary of systematic uncertainties for the e^+e^− → γISRΣ^+Σ^− cross section measurement.

Source Systematic uncertainty Tracking 0.7% PID 1.2% π^0 reconstruction 8% Σ^+/Σ^− mass resolution 0.1% Sideband method 10% Two Σ^+/Σ^− background 5%–23% Integrated luminosity 1.4% ISR emission probability 1% PHOKHARA simulation 1% Branching fractions 1.2% Modeling of angular dependence 1%–5% Modeling of energy dependence 3%–9% Trigger 5% The fit to efficiency 1%–4% Sum in quadrature 16%–28%

we additionally check for the angular distribution modeling uncertainty by comparing the efficiencies of MC samples generated according to the |G_E /G_M | measurement values from BESIII [22] and the corresponding √ s to that of the G_E = G_M MC sample. The differences are around 5%, which is consistent with the 1%–5% uncertainty. The trigger efficiency for this channel is found to be (89.6 ± 4.2%), estimated by the method described earlier, and we take the uncertainty from this source to be 5%. The statistical uncertainty from the MC sample is already included through the uncertainty from the fit to the invariant mass dependence of the Σ^+Σ^− efficiency, which is 1%–4%, varying with √ s. Assuming all uncertainties are uncorrelated, they are summed in quadrature for a total systematic uncertainty on the cross section of 16%–28%, depending on √ s, as shown in Table V. The 28% is from the region √ s ∈ [2.68, 3.00] GeV. In this region the yield per MeV is low, and the uncertainty introduced by backgrounds is dominant.

D. J/ψ decays into Σ^+Σ^−

The Σ^+Σ^− mass spectrum in the J/ψ region is shown in Fig. 14. The number of resonance events is 20.8 ± 4.7, determined by the number of events in the J/ψ signal region with a background subtraction as in Sec. IV D. The definition of the J/ψ signal region is the same as in Sec. IV D, and is indicated in Fig. 14.

The J/ψ → Σ^+Σ^− reconstruction efficiency of (1.76 ± 0.03) × 10^{−3}, including the PID correction and trigger correction, is determined with a MC sample generated with an angular distribution n(cos θ) ∝ 1 + a cos^2 θ, with a = −0.508 ± 0.007 [41]. With the method described in Sec. IV D, the product B(J/ψ → Σ^+Σ^−) · Γ^{J/ψ}ee is found to be (6.8 ± 1.5 ± 0.8) eV/c^2, where the first error is statistical and the second is systematic. The latter includes the uncertainties from tracking, particle identification,

FIG. 13. The cross section of e^+e^− → Σ^+Σ^− measured in this work, compared with BESIII measurements. Since the BESIII measurements are corrected for vacuum polarization, the data points shown here are multiplied with a corresponding factor to make them comparable to the Belle results. The vertical line indicates the Σ^+ threshold.

FIG. 14. The Σ^+Σ^− invariant mass spectrum near the J/ψ mass. The histogram shows the background contribution estimated from the Σ^+-Σ^− sideband. As indicated by the arrows, the region [3.05, 3.15] GeV/c^2 is chosen as J/ψ signal region. The J/ψ sideband region is defined as [3.00, 3.05] GeV/c^2 and [3.15, 3.20] GeV/c^2.

π^0 reconstruction, Σ^+/Σ^− mass resolution, the sideband method, integrated luminosity, ISR emission probability, ISR simulation in PHOKHARA, branching factions, the uncertainty of the quoted a, trigger, and the statistics of the MC sample. Using Γ^{J/ψ}_{ee} = 5.55±0.11 keV/c^2 [34], including the Γ^{J/ψ}ee systematics, the J/ψ → Σ^+Σ^− branching fraction is found to be (1.22 ± 0.28 ± 0.14) × 10^{−3}. Our result is consistent with the world average value of (1.07 ± 0.04) × 10^{−3} [34].

FIG. 15. The measured dependence of the effective form factors of baryons on the dibaryon invariant mass, compared with BESIII and BaBar measurements. Since the BESIII measurements are corrected for vacuum polarization, the data points shown here are multiplied with the square root of a corresponding factor to make them directly comparable to results from BaBar and Belle. The vertical dashed line indicates the Σ^0Σ^0 threshold, and the vertical solid line indicates threshold for Σ^+Σ^−.

VI. SUMMARY

In summary, we report the measurement of the e^+e^− → Σ^0Σ^0 and e^+e^− → Σ^+Σ^− cross sections, from the baryon pair mass threshold to 3 GeV/c^2, using initial state radiation events. The cross sections of e^+e^− → Σ^+Σ^− in the √ s ∈ (2.4, 2.5) and √ s ∈ (2.5, 2.6) GeV regions are reported for the first time. The effective form factors |G_{eff} | are also extracted. Figure 15 shows |G_{eff} | measured by Belle in this work, compared with results from BaBar [6] and BESIII [22, 23]. All the results are consistent with previous measurements within uncertainties.

In addition, the products of the J/ψ branching fractions and the J/ψ → e^+e^− partial decay width are determined with events in the J/ψ region:

B(J/ψ → Σ^0Σ^0) · Γ^{J/ψ}_{ee} = (5.2 ± 1.5 ± 0.6) eV/c^2 ,

B(J/ψ → Σ^+Σ^−) · Γ^{J/ψ}_{ee} = (6.8 ± 1.5 ± 0.8) eV/c^2 .

Using Γ^{J/ψ}ee = 5.55 ± 0.11 keV/c^2 [34], we obtain

B(J/ψ → Σ^0Σ^0) = (0.94 ± 0.27 ± 0.10) × 10^{−3} ,

B(J/ψ → Σ^+Σ^−) = (1.22 ± 0.28 ± 0.14) × 10^{−3} .

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

This work, based on data collected using the Belle detector, which was operated until June 2010, was 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 DP210101900, DP210102831, DE220100462, LE210100098, LE230100085; Austrian Federal Ministry of Education, Science and Research (FWF) and FWF Austrian Science Fund No. P 31361-N36; National Key R&D Program of China under Contract No. 2022YFA1601903, National Natural Science Foundation of China and research grants No. 11675166, No. 11575017, No. 11761141009, No. 11705209, No. 11975076, No. 12135005, No. 12150004, No. 12161141008, and No. 12175041, and Shandong Provincial Natural Science Foundation Project ZR2022JQ02; 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 and ERC Starting Grant No. 947006 “InterLeptons” (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 Science 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 Institute, Foreign Large-size Research Facility Application Supporting project, the Global Science Experimental Data Hub Center of the Korea Institute of Science and 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 Foundation; 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 cryogenics 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. We thank Xiaorong Zhou (USTC) for useful suggestions and helps.

[1] G. Huang and R. B. Ferroli (BESIII Collaboration), Natl.

Sci. Rev. 8, nwab187 (2021), arXiv:2111.08425 [hep-ex]. [2] S. Pacetti, R. Baldini Ferroli, and E. Tomasi-Gustafsson, Phys. Rept. 550-551, 1 (2015).

[3] J. S. Schwinger, Particles, sources, and fields. Vol. 2 (1989).

[4] A. B. Arbuzov and T. V. Kopylova, JHEP 04, 009 (2012), arXiv:1111.4308 [hep-ph].

[5] B. Aubert et al. (BaBar Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 73, 012005 (2006), arXiv:hep-ex/0512023.

[6] B. Aubert et al. (BaBar Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 76, 092006 (2007), arXiv:0709.1988 [hep-ex].

[7] O. Nicrosini and L. Trentadue, Phys. Lett. B 196, 551 (1987).

[8] F. A. Berends, W. L. van Neerven, and G. J. H. Burgers, Nucl. Phys. B 297, 429 (1988), [Erratum: Nucl.Phys.B 304, 921 (1988)].

[9] M. Benayoun, S. I. Eidelman, V. N. Ivanchenko, and Z. K. Silagadze, Mod. Phys. Lett. A 14, 2605 (1999), arXiv:hep-ph/9910523.

[10] N. Brambilla et al. (Quarkonium Working Group), (2004), 10.5170/CERN-2005-005, arXiv:hep-ph/0412158.

[11] R.-G. Ping, Chin. Phys. C 38, 083001 (2014), arXiv:1309.3932 [hep-ph].

[12] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 97, 032013 (2018), arXiv:1709.10236 [hep-ex].

[13] G. Huang, W. Yan, and X. Zhou, (2022), arXiv:2203.06961 [hep-ex].

[14] O. D. Dalkarov, P. A. Khakhulin, and A. Y. Voronin, Nucl. Phys. A 833, 104 (2010), arXiv:0906.0266 [nucl-th].

[15] B. El-Bennich, M. Lacombe, B. Loiseau, and S. Wycech, Phys. Rev. C 79, 054001 (2009), arXiv:0807.4454 [nucl-th].

[16] L.-Y. Xiao, X.-Z. Weng, X.-H. Zhong, and S.-L. Zhu, Chin. Phys. C 43, 113105 (2019), arXiv:1904.06616 [hep- -ph].

[17] R. Baldini, S. Pacetti, A. Zallo, and A. Zichichi, Eur.

Phys. J. A 39, 315 (2009), arXiv:0711.1725 [hep-ph]. [18] R. Baldini Ferroli, S. Pacetti, and A. Zallo, Eur. Phys.

J. A 48, 33 (2012), arXiv:1008.0542 [hep-ph].

[19] B. S. Zou and H. C. Chiang, Phys. Rev. D 69, 034004 (2004), arXiv:hep-ph/0309273.

[20] J. Haidenbauer, H. W. Hammer, U.-G. Meissner, and A. Sibirtsev, Phys. Lett. B 643, 29 (2006), arXiv:hep-ph/0606064.

[21] J. Haidenbauer and U. G. Meißner, Phys. Lett. B 761, 456 (2016), arXiv:1608.02766 [nucl-th].

[22] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B 814, 136110 (2021), arXiv:2009.01404 [hep-ex].

[23] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B 831, 137187 (2022), arXiv:2110.04510 [hep-ex].

[24] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 103, 012005 (2021), arXiv:2010.08320 [hep-ex].

[25] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B 820, 136557 (2021), arXiv:2105.14657 [hep-ex].

[26] A. Abashian et al. (Belle Collaboration), Nucl. Instrum.

Meth. A 479, 117 (2002).

[27] J. Brodzicka et al. (Belle Collaboration), PTEP 2012, 04D001 (2012), arXiv:1212.5342 [hep-ex].

[28] H. Czyż, P. Kisza, and S. Tracz, EPJ Web Conf. 142, 01010 (2017).

[29] D. J. Lange, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 462, 152 (2001). [30] Ed. A.J. Bevan, B. Golob, Th. Mannel, S. Prell, and B.D.

Yabsley, Eur. Phys. J. C 74, 3026 (2014), SLAC-PUB- 15968, KEK Preprint 2014-3, Chapter 3.

[31] R. Brun, F. Bruyant, M. Maire, A. C. McPherson, and P. Zanarini, (1987).

[32] G. Pakhlova et al. (Belle Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 77, 011103 (2008), arXiv:0708.0082 [hep-ex].

[33] J. P. Lees et al. (BaBar Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 95, 072007 (2017), arXiv:1702.01551 [hep-ex].

[34] R. L. Workman et al. (Particle Data Group), Prog.

Theor. Exp. Phys. 2022, 083C01 (2022).

[35] W. A. Rolke, A. M. Lopez, and J. Conrad, Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 551, 493 (2005), arXiv:physics/0403059.

[36] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), (2021), arXiv:2110.04510 [hep-ex].

[37] Y. Kato et al. (Belle), Phys. Rev. D 94, 032002 (2016), arXiv:1605.09103 [hep-ex].

[38] G. Rodrigo, H. Czyz, J. H. Kuhn, and M. Szopa, Eur.

Phys. J. C 24, 71 (2002), arXiv:hep-ph/0112184. [39] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 95, 052003 (2017), arXiv:1701.07191 [hep-ex].

[40] S. Ryu et al. (Belle Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 89, 072009 (2014), arXiv:1402.5213 [hep-ex].

[41] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), Phys. Rev.

Lett. 125, 052004 (2020), arXiv:2004.07701 [hep-ex].