arXiv:0807.2674v2 [hep-ph] 12 Sep 2008

Hadronic Decays of the X(3872) to χ_{cJ} in Effective Field Theory

Sean Fleming^{∗1} and Thomas Mehen^{†2} 1Department of Physics, University of Arizona, Tucson, AZ 85721 2Department of Physics, Duke University, Durham, NC 27708 (Dated: May 29, 2019)

Abstract

The decays of the X(3872) to P -wave quarkonia are calculated under the assumption that it is a shallow bound state of neutral charmed mesons. The X(3872) is described using an effective theory of nonrelativistic D mesons and pions (X-EFT). We calculate X(3872) decays by first matching heavy hadron chiral perturbation theory (HHχPT) amplitudes for D^0 D̄^{∗0} → χ_{cJ} (π^0, ππ) onto local operators in X-EFT, and then using these operators to calculate the X(3872) decays. This procedure reproduces the factorization theorems for X(3872) decays to conventional quarkonia previously derived using the operator product expansion. For single pion decays, we find nontrivial dependence on the pion energy from HHχPT diagrams with virtual D mesons. This nontrivial energy dependence can potentially modify heavy quark symmetry predictions for the relative sizes of decay rates. At leading order, decays to final states with two pions are dominated by the final state χ_{c1} π^0 π^0, with a branching fraction just below that for the decay to χ_{c1} π^0. Decays to all other final states with two pions are highly suppressed.

∗ Electronic address: fleming@physics.arizona.edu † Electronic address: mehen@phy.duke.edu

The X(3872) [1, 2, 3] is a novel charmonium state that lies very close to the D^0D̄^{∗0} threshold. The closeness of the X(3872) to this threshold (−0.6 ± 0.6 MeV) has prompted numerous authors to suggest that it is a C = 1 molecular bound state of D^0D̄^{∗0} + D̄^0D^{∗0}, for reviews see Refs. [4, 5]. The strongest evidence for the molecular hypothesis is the large ratio of the branching fractions for the X(3872) decays to J/ψ plus two or three pions [6] Br[X(3872) → J/ψ π^+π^−π^0] Br[X(3872) → J/ψ π^+π^−]

= 1.0 ± 0.4 ± 0.3 . (1)

The final states have opposite G-parity which implies that the X(3872) does not have definite isospin. Another possibility, suggested in Ref. [7], is that there are actually two nearly degenerate states with opposite G-parity. Measurements of the invariant mass distributions of the pions indicate that these decays proceed through J/ψ ρ for the J/ψ π^+ π^− final state, and through J/ψ ω for the J/ψ π^+ π^− π^0 final state, suggesting that the X(3872) couples to I = 0 and I = 1 channels with roughly equal strength. This is not possible for a conventional cc̄ state. The observed branching ratio can be understood if the X(3872) is comprised primarily of neutral D mesons, which is expected since the charged D-D^∗ threshold is far (8.5 MeV) above the X(3872) mass.

If the X(3872) is a molecular state then the large distance behavior of the DD̄^∗ wavefunction is determined entirely by the binding energy and effective range theory (ERT) can be used to calculate some properties of the X(3872). ERT exploits the fact that at long distances the two-body wavefunction of the X(3872) must be ψ_X (r) ∝ e^{−γr} r , (2)

where r is the separation of the meson constituents and γ = √ 2Bμ_{DD}∗ , where B is the binding energy of the X(3872), and μ_{DD}∗ is D^0-D̄^{∗0} reduced mass. Parameter-free predictions for the decays X(3872) → D^0D̄^0π^0 [8] and X(3872) → D^0D̄^0γ [9] have been obtained using ERT. Experimental measurement of these decays consistent with these calculations would confirm the molecular hypothesis. Unfortunately, data which can test these calculations is not currently available. For example, the photon energy spectrum in the decay X(3872) → D^0D̄^0γ near the kinematic endpoint can be computed in terms of the binding energy, but this spectrum has not been measured yet. The ratio of branching ratios [10] Br[X(3872) → D^0 D̄^0 π^0] Br[X(3872) → J/ψ π^+ π^−]

= 8.8^{+3.1}_{−3.6} , (3) has been measured but cannot be calculated within ERT since the decay X(3872) → J/ψ π^+ π^− is sensitive to the short-distance structure of the X(3872).

Many of the observed decays of the X(3872) are to final states that include conventional quarkonium such as X(3872) → J/ψ π^+ π^−, X(3872) → J/ψ π^+ π^− π^0, and X(3872) → J/ψ γ. These decays necessarily involve shorter distance scales where the description of the X(3872) as a loosely bound state of D and D̄^∗ mesons is no longer valid. To make quantitative calculations for these decays one can use factorization theorems that separate long-distance physics (p <∼ γ) from physics at shorter distance scales (p ≫ γ) [11, 12]. Here γ can be determined from the binding energy B using the known masses of the D^0, D^{∗0}, and X(3872). For m_D0 and m_D∗0 , we use 1864.84 ± 0.18 MeV and 2006.97 ± 0.19 MeV, respectively [13]. For the X(3872) we use the mass obtained in measurements of decays to J/ψππ final states only, which yields m_X = 3871.2 ± 0.5 MeV [14].^1 Using these numbers we find B = 0.6 ± 0.6 MeV, so γ <∼ 48 MeV. The factorization theorems express the rate for X(3872) → f (where f is the final state) in terms of the the rate for D^0D̄^{∗0} → f times universal factors that depend on the binding energy of the X(3872). These factorization theorems have been used to analyze X(3872) decays into J/ψ plus light hadrons in Ref. [15].

Recently, Ref. [16] has studied the decays X(3872) → χ_{cJ} (π^0, ππ) and argued that measurement of the partial rates for these decays can discriminate between conventional charmonium and molecular interpretations of the X(3872). Decays to χ_{cJ} are particularly interesting since the χ_{cJ} are in a heavy quark multiplet and therefore heavy quark symmetry can be used to make predictions for the relative sizes of the partial rates.

In this paper, we study the strong decays X(3872) → χ_{cJ} (π^0, ππ) using a combination of heavy hadron chiral perturbation theory (HHχPT) [17, 18, 19] and X-EFT, an effective field theory for the X(3872) developed in Ref. [20]. HHχPT is an effective theory for low energy hadronic interactions of mesons containing heavy quarks that incorporates the constraints of the heavy quark and chiral symmetries of QCD. We use HHχPT to calculate the D^0D̄^{∗0} → χ_{cJ} (π^0, ππ)^2 transition amplitudes. X-EFT [20] generalizes the effective theory developed for shallow nuclear bound states in Ref. [21, 22, 23]. In this theory, modes have

1 Interpretation of mass measurements in decays to D^0D̄^0π^0 final states is complicated by the possibility of two distinct states [7, 13] as well as threshold enhancements due to the large scattering length in D^0D̄^{∗0} channel. We thank E. Braaten for discussion on this last point.

2 Here and below decays related by charge conjugation are implied.

momenta of order γ so the degrees of freedom are non-relativistic charmed mesons and nonrelativistic pions. The decays X(3872) → χ_{cJ} (π^0, ππ) proceed through local operators that couple the D^0 and D̄^{∗0} to the χ_{cJ} and one or two pions. We use the HHχPT calculation of the D^0D̄^{∗0} → χ_{cJ} (π^0, ππ) amplitudes to fix the coefficients of these operators in the X- EFT Lagrangian, then calculate the decays of the X(3872). The resulting decay rates are consistent with the factorization theorems for X(3872) decays proven in Refs. [11, 12].

In the leading order (LO) diagrams for D^0D̄^{∗0} → χ_{cJ} π^0, virtual charmed meson propagators introduce dependence on the pion momentum which modifies the usual p^3_π dependence expected for a P -wave single pion decay. This can give significant corrections to the relative rates predicted in Ref. [16]. We also calculate the differential decay rates for X(3872) → χ_{cJ} π π. At LO in HHχPT, amplitudes for D^0D̄^{∗0} → χ_{cJ} π^0 and D^0D̄^{∗0} → χ_{cJ} π π are given in terms of a single unknown coupling in the HHχPT lagrangian. Therefore, at LO, the normalization of the X(3872) → χ_{cJ} π π decay rates can be given in terms of the rates for X(3872) → χ_{cJ} π^0. We find that X(3872) → χ_{c1} π^0 π^0 is the dominant decay mode with two pions in the final state, with a branching fraction that is just 0.6 times the branching fraction for X(3872) → χ_{c1} π^0. All other decays to final states with two pions are considerably smaller. In some of the tree level diagrams for D^0D^{∗0} → χ_{c1}π^0π^0, a virtual D^0 meson can go nearly on-shell, with the potential divergence cutoff by the width of the D^{∗0}. The resulting contribution for the decay rate is enhanced by ∼ 2πE_π/Γ_D∗0 ∼ 10^4, where E_π is the typical energy of the pion in the final state (about 200 MeV) and Γ_D∗0 , the width of the D^{∗0}, is estimated to be about 68 keV [24]. This enhancement only occurs for the χ_{c1}π^0π^0 final state, total partial decay rates to other final states with two pions are smaller by orders of magnitude.

The LO HHχPT lagrangian for mesons containing heavy quarks or antiquarks at rest is

L = Tr[H^†_a(iD_0)_{ba}H_b] − g Tr[H^†_aH_b ⃗σ · ⃗A_{ba}] +

Δ_H 4 Tr[H^†_a σ^i H_a σ^i]

+ Tr[H̄^†_a(iD_0)_{ab}H̄_b] + g Tr[H̄^†_a ⃗σ · ⃗A_{ab}H̄_b] +

Δ_H 4 Tr[H̄^†_a σ^i H̄_a σ^i] . (4)

We use the two component notation of Ref. [24]. The field H_a is given by

H_a = ⃗V_a · ⃗σ + P_a , (5)

where ⃗V_a annihilates D^∗_a mesons and P_a annihilates D_a mesons. The subscript a is an SU(3) index, and a = 1 for neutral D mesons. The field for antimesons is

H̄_a = −⃗V̄_a · ⃗σ + P̄_a . (6)

The field ⃗A_{ab} is the axial current of chiral perturbation theory, ⃗A_{ab} = −⃗∇π_{ab}/f_π + ..., where f_π is the pion decay constant and π_{ab} are the Goldstone boson fields. The axial coupling, g, is taken to be 0.6 and Δ_H is the hyperfine splitting.

To calculate the amplitude for D^0 D̄^{∗0} → χ_{cJ} π^0 we need to include the χ_{cJ} in the HHχPT lagrangian. The χ_{cJ} are degenerate in the heavy quark limit and form a heavy quark multiplet. The fields for χ_{cJ} have been constructed in a covariant formalism in Ref. [25]. In our two component notation, the χ_{cJ} fields are represented by χ^i = σ^j χ^{ij} = σ^j ( χ^{ij}_2 + 1 √ 2 ϵ^{ijk}χ^k_1 + δ^{ij} √ 3 χ_0 ) . (7)

The transformation properties of the heavy quark and quarkonium fields under the various symmetries are:

rotations : H_a → UH_aU^† H̄_a → UH̄_aU^† χ^i → R^{ij}U^†χ^jU heavy quark spin : H_a → SH_a H̄_a → H̄_aS̄^† χ^i → Sχ^iS̄^† parity : H_a → −H_a H̄_a → −H̄_a χ^i → χ^i charge conjugation : H_a → σ_2H̄^T_a σ_2 H̄_a → σ_2H^T_a σ_2 χ^i → −σ_2(χ^i)^T σ_2 = χ^i SU_L(3) × SU_R(3) : H_a → H_bV^†_{ba} H_a → V_{ab}H̄_b χ^i → χ^i

Note that under charge conjugation, the components of H_a transform as ⃗V_a → ⃗V̄_a and P_a → P̄_a. Therefore, the C even combination of D mesons that couples to the X(3872) is ⃗V_1P̄_1 + ⃗V̄_1P . In the first line, U(R^{ij} ) are 2 × 2 (3 × 3) rotation matrices related by U^†σ^iU = R^{ij} σ^j . In the second line, S is a rotation matrix acting only on the heavy-quark spin, S̄ is a rotation matrix acting only on the heavy-antiquark spin and in the last line V_{ab} is an SU(3) matrix.

The lagrangian coupling the χ_{cJ} to heavy mesons is

L_χ = i g_1 2 Tr[χ^{† i}H_aσ^i H̄_a] + c_1 2 Tr[χ^{† i}H_aσ^j H̄_b]ϵ_{ijk}A^k_{ab} + h.c. . (8)

The leading contribution to the amplitude for D^0 D̄^{∗0} → χ_{cJ} π^0 comes from the tree level diagrams in Figs. 1a), b), and c). In these diagrams, the coupling of χ_{cJ} to D mesons comes

FIG. 1: Feynman diagrams contributing to the D^0D̄^{∗0} → χ_{cJ} π^0 amplitude. The solid line is a D^0 meson, the double line is a D̄^{∗0} meson, the dotted line is a π^0 meson, and the thick solid line is the χ_c meson.

from the first operator in Eq. (8). Fig. 1a) contributes to χ_{c0} decays, Fig. 1b) contributes to both χ_{c0} and χ_{c2} decays, and Fig. 1c) contributes to χ_{c1} decays only. In the HHχPT power counting, one takes E_π ∼ m_π ∼ Δ_H ∼ Q, and expands amplitudes in powers of Q. The graphs in Figs. 1a)-c) are O(Q^0) since the coupling of the D mesons to χ_{cJ} has no derivatives and is therefore O(Q^0), the axial coupling of the D mesons is O(Q), and the heavy meson propagator is O(Q^{−1}). Fig. 1d) shows the contribution to the amplitude from the second operator in Eq. (8). This contribution is O(Q) because this operator contains one derivative. Chiral loop corrections to the LO diagrams in Eq. (1) are suppressed by Q^2 and therefore subleading to the diagram in Fig. 1d). It is also clear that higher dimension operators that couple the D mesons to χ_{cJ} either contain two spatial derivatives or an insertion of the light quark mass matrix and are suppressed relative to the leading operator in Eq. (8) by at least Q^2. Therefore the diagrams in Fig. 1 give the complete HHχPT calculation to next-to-leading (NLO) order.

We obtain

M(D^0D̄^{∗0} → χ_{c0}π^0) = 2⃗ϵ_D · ⃗p_π √ 3 f_π [√ 2 g g_1 ( 3 4 1 E_π − Δ_H + 1 4 1 E_π + Δ_H ) + c_1 √ 2 ] , M(D^0D̄^{∗0} → χ_{c1}π^0) = ⃗ϵ^∗_1 · (⃗p_π × ⃗ϵ_D) √ 2 f_π [√ 2 g g_1 1 E_π + c_1 √ 2 ] , M(D^0D̄^{∗0} → χ_{c2}π^0) =

−(ϵ^∗_2)^{ij}(p_π)_i(ϵ_D)_j f_π [√ 2 g g_1 1 E_π + Δ_H + c_1 √ 2 ] . (9)

The results for the charge conjugate initial states are identical. These amplitudes must be multiplied by a factor of √m_D m_D∗ m_{χcJ} to account for the non-relativistic normalization of the HHχPT fields.

The virtual charmed mesons in Figs. 1a)-c) are off-shell by ∼ E_π, where E_π varies from 432 MeV to 305 MeV in the three decays. X-EFT contains non-relativistic D^0, D^{∗0}, and π^0, and total energies of these particles are assumed to be within a few MeV of the D^0D̄^{∗0} threshold. Thus we must match the tree level diagrams in Fig. 1 onto local operators in X-EFT. We will illustrate this for the decay to χ_{c0}, the generalization to other decays is straightforward. The operator in X-EFT which reproduces the amplitudes for D^0 D̄^{∗0} → χ_{c0} π^0 and D̄^0 D^{∗0} → χ_{c0} π^0 is L = i C_{χ,0}(E_π) 4 √ m_π 2 √ 3 (V^i P̄ + V̄^i P )

∇_iπ^0 f_π χ^†_{c0} , (10)

where we have dropped the SU(3) labels on the D meson fields that are implicitly neutral. Note, when evaluating the amplitude we must multiply the naive Feynman rule obtained from Eq. (10) by √ 16 m_π m_{χc0} m_D m_D∗ to account for the normalizations of the fields in the effective theory, which are all nonrelativistic, including the pion. The factor of 1/(4 √ m_π) is included to compensate for the differing normalizations in the effective field theory and HHχPT. Comparing with Eq. (9) (times √m_D m_{D∗} m_{χc0} ), we find for C_{χ,0}(E_π),

C_{χ,0}(E_π) = √ 2 g g_1 ( 3 4 1 E_π − Δ_H + 1 4 1 E_π + Δ_H ) + c_1 √ 2 . (11)

Now we consider the decay X(3872) → χ_{cJ} π^0 mediated by this operator. The oneloop diagram contributing to this decay is depicted in Fig. 2. The decay matrix element is obtained from the diagram in Fig. 2 after dividing by the wavefunction renormalization factor μ_{DD}∗ / √ 2πγ [20]. After summing over both channels, the result is

M(X(3872) → χ_{c0}π^0) = − 1 C_0(Λ_{P DS}) √ 2πγ μ_{DD}∗ √ m_{χ0} m_X C_{χ,0}(E_π) 2 √ 3 ⃗p_π · ⃗ϵ_X . (12)

FIG. 2: Feynman diagram contributing to the X(3872) → χ_{cJ} π^0 decay amplitude. The circle with

cross represents the interpolating field for the X(3872).

In evaluating the diagram in Fig. 2 we have used 2μ_{DD}∗ ∫ d^Dl (2π)^D 1 l^2 + γ^2 = μ_{DD}∗ 2π (Λ_{PDS} − γ) = − 1 C_0(Λ_{PDS})

. (13)

It is straightforward to evaluate the rates:

Γ[X(3872) → χ_{cJ} π^0] = 2πγ μ^2_{DD}∗ C^2_0 (Λ_{PDS}) m_{χcJ} m_X p^3_π 72πf^2_π α_J |C_{χ,J} (E_π)|^2 , (14)

where α_0 = 4, α_1 = 3, α_2 = 5, and the functions C_{χ,J} (E_π) are given by

C_{χ,0}(E_π) = √ 2 g g_1 ( 3 4 1 E_π − Δ_H + 1 4 1 E_π + Δ_H ) + c_1 √ 2 , C_{χ,1}(E_π) = √ 2 g g_1 1 E_π + c_1 √ 2 , C_{χ,2}(E_π) = √ 2 g g_1 1 E_π + Δ_H + c_1 √ 2 . (15)

Using these results we can calculate the partial rates for Γ[X(3872) → χ_{cJ} π^0]. At LO (c_1 = 0) we find (denoting Γ[X(3872) → χ_{cJ} π^0] ≡ Γ_J )

Γ_0 : Γ_1 : Γ_2 :: 4.76 : 1.57 : 1 . (16)

The energy dependence from the virtual pion propagators makes a significant change in the predictions for the relative sizes of the partial rates. The NLO predictions depend on the ratio c_1/g_1 which is undetermined. The ratio c_1/g_1 has dimensions of inverse mass, when c_1/g_1 is varied from (100 MeV)^{−1} to (1000 MeV)^{−1}, we find:

Γ_0 : Γ_1 : Γ_2 :: 3.01 : 1.06 : 1 c_1/g_1 = (100 MeV)^{−1}

Γ_0 : Γ_1 : Γ_2 :: 3.49 : 1.20 : 1 c_1/g_1 = (300 MeV)^{−1}

Γ_0 : Γ_1 : Γ_2 :: 3.76 : 1.28 : 1 c_1/g_1 = (500 MeV)^{−1}

Γ_0 : Γ_1 : Γ_2 :: 4.11 : 1.38 : 1 c_1/g_1 = (1000 MeV)^{−1} . (17)

FIG. 3: Feynman diagrams contributing to the D^0D̄^{∗0} → χ_{cJ} π^0π^0 amplitude. Diagrams with the final state pions crossed are not shown. The numbers denote the angular momentum quantum number of the χ_{cJ} produced in the decay.

For the largest values of c_1/g_1, we obtain predictions for the relative sizes of the partial rates similar to those found in Ref. [16]. As c_1/g_1 decreases, the predictions tend to those appearing in Eq. (16). Experimental measurement of the relative sizes of the partial rates for decays to χ_{c,J} π^0 can be used to determine c_1/g_1.

Refs. [11, 12] derived factorization theorems for X(3872) decaying into quarkonium states and light hadrons. Note that the first term in the decay rates in Eq. (14) can be written as 2πγ μ^2_{DD}∗ C_0(Λ_{PDS})^2 = 1 3 ∑ λ |⟨0| 1 √ 2 ϵ_i(λ) (V^i P̄ + V̄^i P )|X(3872, λ)⟩|^2 , (18)

where ⃗ϵ(λ) is a polarization vector. Thus we see that the expressions for the partial widths factor into the product of long-distance matrix elements, given in Eq. (18), times shortdistance coefficients, which are proportional to the cross sections for D^0 D̄^{∗0} → χ_{cJ} π^0. This is the content of the factorization theorems of Refs. [11, 12]. A main point of this paper is that HHχPT can be used to calculate the short-distance coefficients in these factorization theorems.

Next we turn to the calculation of the three-body decays, X(3872) → χ_{cJ} π^0 π^0. In Fig. 3 we show the diagrams contributing to the transition amplitudes for D^0 D̄^{∗0} → χ_{cJ} π^0 π^0. These amplitudes are matched onto local operators in X-EFT, then these local operators are used to calculate the decays X(3872) → χ_{cJ} π^0 π^0, in a manner identical to the procedure used to calculate X(3872) → χ_{cJ} π^0. Here we give our results for the differential partial decay rates.

The differential decay rate for X(3872) → χ_{c0}π^0π^0 is given by d^2Γ[X → χ_{c0} π^0 π^0] dE_1dE_2 = 2πγ μ^2_{DD}∗ C_0(Λ_{PDS})^2 π 18 g^4g^2_1 m_{χc0} Λ^4_χ ( p^2_1 p^2 − (⃗p_1 · ⃗p_2)^2 ) F^2(E_1, E_2) , (19)

where

F (E_1, E_2) = (E_2 − E_1) [ 1 (E_1 + Δ_H )(E_2 + Δ_H )(E_1 + E_2 + Δ_H ) + 3 E_1 E_2 (E_1 + E_2 − Δ_H ) + Δ_H E_1 E_2 (E_1 + Δ_H )(E_2 + Δ_H ) ] . (20)

Here, E_i(⃗p_i) refers to the energy (three-momentum) of one of the π^0 and p_i = |⃗p_i|. The partial decay rates are symmetric under 1 ↔ 2. In these decays Δ_H is equal to the neutral hyperfine splitting, Δ_H = Δ^{00}_H ≡ m_D∗0 − m_D0 = 142 MeV.

The rates for X(3872) → χ_{cJ} π^+π^− can also be calculated. The differential rates for X(3872) → χ_{cJ} π^+ π^− are bigger by a factor of two than the corresponding rates for X(3872) → χ_{cJ} π^0 π^0 due to isospin factors in the diagram. Furthermore, the factor of Δ_H can be Δ^{00}_H , Δ^{0+}_H ≡ m_D∗0 − m_D+ = 137 MeV, or Δ^{+0}_H ≡ m_D∗+ − m_D0 = 145 MeV, depending on the diagram, so the expressions above (times 2) can only be used if one neglects isospin breaking in the heavy meson hyperfine splittings.

The differential decay rate for X(3872) → χ_{c1}π^0π^0 obtained from diagrams in Figs. 3b),c),e), and f) is

d^2Γ[X → χ_{c1} π^0 π^0] dE_1dE_2 = 2πγ μ^2_{DD}∗ C_0(Λ_{PDS})^2 π 3 g^4g^2_1 m_{χc1} Λ^4_χ

(21) × [ p^2_1 p^2 (B^2_{12} + B^2_1) + (⃗p_1 · ⃗p_2)^2 ( 3 A^2 + 2 A (B_{12} + B_{21}) + 2 B_{12} B_{21} ) ] , where

A ≡ A(E_1, E_2) = 1 E_1 E_2 + E_1 + E_2 + 2Δ_H (E_1 + E_2)(E_1 + Δ_H )(E_2 + Δ_H ) , B_{12} ≡ B(E_1, E_2) = 2 (E_1 + Δ_H )(E_2 − Δ_H ) + 2E_1 + Δ_H E_1 (E_1 + E_2)(E_1 + Δ_H ) , B_{21} ≡ B(E_2, E_1) . (22)

In Figs. 3c) and 3f), the virtual D^0 meson can go on-shell leading to the poles of E_i − Δ_H in the expression for the decay rate. In the case of π^+ π^− final states, the virtual charged D meson cannot go on-shell but E_i − Δ_H can be as small as 2 MeV. The pole in the decay amplitude is regulated by putting the external D^{∗0} on its complex energy mass shell, E_D∗0 = Δ_H −iΓ_D∗0 /2.^3 The width of the D^{∗0} has not been measured. If one uses HHχPT to relate the width of the D^{∗0} to the measured width of the D^{∗+} and the measured strong decay branching fractions for both D^{∗0} and D^{∗+}, one finds Γ_D∗0 = 0.068 MeV [24]. Since this scale is orders of magnitude smaller than all other scales in the problem, we will keep only terms which do not vanish in the limit Γ_D∗0 → 0. For terms with single poles in E_i − Δ_H , this amounts to using a principal value prescription. When integrating over the double poles, we replace (E_i − Δ_H )^2 → (E_i − Δ_H )^2 + Γ^2_D∗0 /4 in the denominators of Eq. (21), then perform the energy integrals using the formula ∫_{x1} x_0 dx f(x) x^2 + Γ^2/4 = 2π Γ f(0) θ(−x_0)θ(x_1) + ( − 1 x_1 + 1 x_0 ) f(0)

+f^′(0) 1 2 log ( x^2_1 x^2_0 ) + ∫_{x1} x_0 dx f(x) − f(0) − x f^′(0) x^2 + ... , (23) where the elipsis denotes terms that can be neglected when Γ ≪ x_0, x_1. Keeping only the first term in Eq. (23) is called the narrow width approximation which turns out to be an excellent approximation for X(3872) → χ_{c1}π^0π^0.

One might also worry about contributions from interference terms that contain single poles in E_1 and E_2. These are of the form Re ( 1 E_1 − Δ_H − iΓ/2 1 E_2 − Δ_H + iΓ/2 ) (24) = (E_1 − Δ_H )(E_2 − Δ_H ) ((E_1 − Δ_H )^2 + Γ^2/4)((E_2 − Δ_H ) + Γ^2/4) + Γ^2/4 ((E_1 − Δ_H )^2 + Γ^2/4)((E_2 − Δ_H ) + Γ^2/4) .

3 We thank Eric Braaten for suggesting this.

The first term on the righthand side clearly yields two single poles which should be dealt with via the principal value prescription in the limit Γ_D∗0 → 0. The second term only has a nonvanishing contribution (in the limit Γ_D∗0 → 0) with support at E_1 = E_2 = Δ_H , which lies outside available phase space.

Finally, the differential decay rate for X(3872) → χ_{c2}π^0π^0 is d^2Γ[X → χ_{c2} π^0 π^0] dE_1dE_2 = 2πγ μ^2_{DD}∗ C_0(Λ_{PDS})^2 2π 3 g^4g^2_1 m_{χc2}

Λ^4_χ

(25) × [ p^2_1 p^2 ( 5 3 ( C^2 + C (D_{12} − D_{21}) ) + 7 6 (D^2_{12} + D^2_1) + 2 3 D_{12} D_{21} ) , +(⃗p_1 · ⃗p_2)^2 ( − 5 3 ( C^2 + C (D_{12} − D_{21}) ) − 1 6 (D^2_{12} + D^2_1) + 4 3 D_{12} D_{21} ) ] . where

C ≡ C(E_1, E_2) =

E_2 − E_1 (E_1 + Δ_H )(E_2 + Δ_H )(E_1 + E_2 + Δ_H ) , D_{12} ≡ D(E_1, E_2) = 1 (E_1 + Δ_H )E_2 , D_{21} ≡ D(E_2, E_1) . (26)

The normalization of the three-body decay rates is unknown but can be given in terms of the LO chiral perturbation theory expressions for the two-body decay rates computed earlier. Integrating over three-body phase space we find ( Br[X(3872) → χ_{c0} π^0 π^0] Br[X(3872) → χ_{c0} π^0] ) LO = 9.1 10^{−6} , ( Br[X(3872) → χ_{c1} π^0 π^0] Br[X(3872) → χ_{c1} π^0] ) LO = 6.1 10^{−1} , ( Br[X(3872) → χ_{c2} π^0 π^0] Br[X(3872) → χ_{c2} π^0] ) LO = 7.8 10^{−6} . (27)

Here we have used m_X = 3871.4 MeV and Λ_χ = 4πf_π = 1659 MeV. The subscript LO emphasizes that this result only holds at LO in χPT. At NLO the prediction depends on the unknown parameter, c_1.

We have not numerically computed the corresponding branching fraction ratios for X(3872) → χ_{cJ} π^+π^−. For final states with J = 0 or 2, isospin violation is a small effect so we expect ( Br[X(3872) → χ_{c0} π^+ π^−] Br[X(3872) → χ_{c0} π^0] ) LO ≈ 2 ( Br[X(3872) → χ_{c0} π^0 π^0] Br[X(3872) → χ_{c0} π^0] ) LO ≈ 1.8 10^{−5} , ( Br[X(3872) → χ_{c2} π^+ π^−] Br[X(3872) → χ_{c2} π^0] ) LO ≈ 2 ( Br[X(3872) → χ_{c2} π^0 π^0] Br[X(3872) → χ_{c2} π^0] ) LO ≈ 1.6 10^{−5} . (28)

For final states with χ_{c1} π^+ π^−, isospin breaking effects are crucial since the virtual D mesons cannot go on-shell and therefore the first term in Eq. (23) which is responsible for the enhancement of X(3872) → χ_{c1} π^0 π^0 is absent. However, the decay χ_{c1} π^+ π^− is enhanced relative to χ_{c0,2} π^+ π^− decays by factors of E_π/(E_π − Δ_H ) ∼ 10^2, so we expect ( Br[X(3872) → χ_{c0} π^+ π^−] Br[X(3872) → χ_{c0} π^0] ) LO ≈ O(10^{−3}) .

(This is the same order of magnitude as the subleading terms in Eq. (23) for the decay X(3872) → χ_{c1} π^0 π^0.) In the absence of available data on X(3872) → χ_{cJ} π π, we will not attempt a more precise estimate in this paper.

Except for the decay, X(3872) → χ_{c1} π^0 π^0, the decays to final states with χ_{cJ} plus two pions are quite small compared to the two-body decays. These decays are suppressed by factors of g^2p^2/Λ^2_χ as well as limited phase space. In the case of X(3872) → χ_{c1} π^0 π^0, there is an enhancement by a factor of 2πE_π/Γ_D∗0 ∼ 10^4, which significantly enhances the decay rate, making it comparable to Γ[X(3872) → χ_{c1} π^0]. This enhancement is due to the virtual D meson propagators in Figs. 3 c) and f), which can go on-shell with π^0 π^0 final states. The potential divergence in this graph is regulated by the tiny width of the D^{∗0}. Ref. [16] observed that the three-body decays to χ_{c1} π π should dominate over decays to final states with χ_{c0} or χ_{c2} when the X(3872) is modeled as a^3P_1 charmonium, however, in this scenario the predictions for the ratios in Eq. (16-17) are quite different. For the hadronic molecule scenario, Ref. [16] applies the QCD multipole expansion and finds that the rate for X(3872) → χ_{c0} π π vanishes, but does not make quantitative predictions for the three-body decays involving χ_{c1} and χ_{c2}.

In summary, we have calculated the decays of the X(3872) to P -wave charmonium using a combination of X-EFT, which treats the X(3872) as a shallow bound state of the nonrelativistic D mesons, and HHχPT. Our methods reproduce established factorization theorems for decays of the X(3872). HHχPT can be used to calculate the short-distance coefficients in these factorization theorems. For two-body decays to χ_{cJ} π^0 we noted that the p^3_π dependence that is usually assumed for P -wave single pion decays can be modified by the virtual D meson propagators in the diagrams shown in Fig. 2. This can affect heavy quark symmetry predictions for the relative sizes of the partial decay rates. Finally, we find that at LO the partial rates for the X(3872) → χ_{c1} π^0 π^0 is only slightly smaller than the rate for X(3872) → χ_{c1} π^0, while other decays to final states with χ_{cJ} and two pions are orders of magnitude smaller.

Acknowledgments

This work was supported in part by the Director, Office of Science, Office of High Energy Physics, of the U.S. Department of Energy under Contract No. DE-AC02-05CH11231U.S (SF), Office of Nuclear Physics, of the U.S. Department of Energy under grant numbers DE- FG02-06ER41449 (S.F.), DE-FG02-05ER41368 (T.M.), and DE-FG02-05ER41376 (T.M.). T.M. acknowledges the hospitality of the Particle Theory Group at UCSD where this work was completed. S.F. acknowledges the hospitality of the Particle Theory Group at LBNL where this work was completed. We thanks E. Braaten for helpful comments on an earlier version of this manuscript.

[1] S. K. Choi et al. [Belle Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 91, 262001 (2003) [arXiv:hep-ex/0309032].

[2] D. Acosta et al. [CDF II Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 072001 (2004) [arXiv:hep-ex/0312021].

[3] V. M. Abazov et al. [D0 Collaboration], Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 162002 (2004) [arXiv:hep-ex/0405004].

[4] M. B. Voloshin, in Proceedings of 4th Flavor Physics and CP Violation Conference (FPCP 2006), Vancouver, British Columbia, Canada, 9-12 Apr 2006, pp 014 [arXiv:hep-ph/0605063].

[5] S. Godfrey and S. L. Olsen, arXiv:0801.3867 [hep-ph]. [6] K. Abe et al. [Belle Collaboration], arXiv:hep-ex/0505037.

[7] D. Gamermann and E. Oset, Eur. Phys. J. A 33, 119 (2007) [arXiv:0704.2314 [hep-ph]]. [8] M. B. Voloshin, Phys. Lett. B 579, 316 (2004) [arXiv:hep-ph/0309307]. [9] M. B. Voloshin, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 21, 1239 (2006) [arXiv:hep-ph/0509192]. [10] G. Gokhroo et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 162002 (2006) [arXiv:hep-ex/0606055]. [11] E. Braaten and M. Kusunoki, Phys. Rev. D 72, 014012 (2005) [arXiv:hep-ph/0506087]. [12] E. Braaten and M. Lu, Phys. Rev. D 74, 054020 (2006) [arXiv:hep-ph/0606115]. [13] C. Amsler et al. [Particle Data Group], Phys. Lett. B 667, 1 (2008).

[14] W. M. Yao et al. [Particle Data Group], J. Phys. G 33, 1 (2006). [15] E. Braaten and M. Kusunoki, Phys. Rev. D 72, 054022 (2005) [arXiv:hep-ph/0507163]. [16] S. Dubynskiy and M. B. Voloshin, Phys. Rev. D 77, 014013 (2008) [arXiv:0709.4474 [hep-ph]]. [17] M. B. Wise, Phys. Rev. D 45, 2188 (1992).

[18] G. Burdman and J. F. Donoghue, Phys. Lett. B 280, 287 (1992).

[19] T. M. Yan, H. Y. Cheng, C. Y. Cheung, G. L. Lin, Y. C. Lin and H. L. Yu, Phys. Rev. D 46, 1148 (1992) [Erratum-ibid. D 55, 5851 (1997)].

[20] S. Fleming, M. Kusunoki, T. Mehen and U. van Kolck, Phys. Rev. D 76, 034006 (2007) [arXiv:hep-ph/0703168].

[21] D. B. Kaplan, M. J. Savage and M. B. Wise, Phys. Lett. B 424, 390 (1998) [arXiv:nucl-th/9801034].

[22] D. B. Kaplan, M. J. Savage and M. B. Wise, Nucl. Phys. B 534, 329 (1998) [arXiv:nucl-th/9802075].

[23] U. van Kolck, Nucl. Phys. A 645, 273 (1999) [arXiv:nucl-th/9808007]. [24] J. Hu and T. Mehen, Phys. Rev. D 73, 054003 (2006) [arXiv:hep-ph/0511321]. [25] R. Casalbuoni, A. Deandrea, N. Di Bartolomeo, R. Gatto, F. Feruglio and G. Nardulli, Phys.

Lett. B 299, 139 (1993) [arXiv:hep-ph/9211248].