arXiv:1709.06742v1 [hep-ex] 20 Sep 2017

Improved measurements of two-photon widths of the χ_{cJ} states and helicity analysis for χ_{c2} → γγ

M. Ablikim^1, M. N. Achasov^{9,e}, S. Ahmed^{14}, M. Albrecht^4, A. Amoroso^{53A,53C} , F. F. An^1, Q. An^{50,a}, J. Z. Bai^1 , Y. Bai^{39} , O. Bakina^{24}, R. Baldini Ferroli^{20A} , Y. Ban^{32}, D. W. Bennett^{19}, J. V. Bennett^5, N. Berger^{23} , M. Bertani^{20A} , D. Bettoni^{21A} , J. M. Bian^{47} , F. Bianchi^{53A,53C} , E. Boger^{24,c} , I. Boyko^{24}, R. A. Briere^5, H. Cai^{55} , X. Cai^{1,a} , O. Cakir^{43A} , A. Calcaterra^{20A} , G. F. Cao^1 , S. A. Cetin^{43B} , J. Chai^{53C} , J. F. Chang^{1,a}, G. Chelkov^{24,c,d}, G. Chen^1, H. S. Chen^1, J. C. Chen^1, M. L. Chen^{1,a}, S. J. Chen^{30}, X. R. Chen^{27}, Y. B. Chen^{1,a}, X. K. Chu^{32}, G. Cibinetto^{21A} , H. L. Dai^{1,a}, J. P. Dai^{35,j} , A. Dbeyssi^{14}, D. Dedovich^{24}, Z. Y. Deng^1, A. Denig^{23}, I. Denysenko^{24}, M. Destefanis^{53A,53C} , F. De Mori^{53A,53C} , Y. Ding^{28}, C. Dong^{31}, J. Dong^{1,a}, L. Y. Dong^1, M. Y. Dong^{1,a}, O. Dorjkhaidav^{22}, Z. L. Dou^{30}, S. X. Du^{57}, P. F. Duan^1, J. Fang^{1,a}, S. S. Fang^1, X. Fang^{50,a}, Y. Fang^1, R. Farinelli^{21A,21B} , L. Fava^{53B,53C} , S. Fegan^{23} , F. Feldbauer^{23}, G. Felici^{20A} , C. Q. Feng^{50,a}, E. Fioravanti^{21A}, M. Fritsch^{14,23} , C. D. Fu^1, Q. Gao^1 , X. L. Gao^{50,a} , Y. Gao^{42} , Y. G. Gao^6 , Z. Gao^{50,a}, I. Garzia^{21A} , K. Goetzen^{10} , L. Gong^{31} , W. X. Gong^{1,a}, W. Gradl^{23}, M. Greco^{53A,53C} , M. H. Gu^{1,a}, S. Gu^{15}, Y. T. Gu^{12}, A. Q. Guo^1, L. B. Guo^{29} , R. P. Guo^1, Y. P. Guo^{23}, Z. Haddadi^{26}, S. Han^{55}, X. Q. Hao^{15} , F. A. Harris^{45} , K. L. He^1, X. Q. He^{49}, F. H. Heinsius^4, T. Held^4, Y. K. Heng^{1,a}, T. Holtmann^4, Z. L. Hou^1, C. Hu^{29}, H. M. Hu^1, T. Hu^{1,a}, Y. Hu^1, G. S. Huang^{50,a}, J. S. Huang^{15}, X. T. Huang^{34}, X. Z. Huang^{30}, Z. L. Huang^{28}, T. Hussain^{52}, W. Ikegami Andersson^{54}, Q. Ji^1 , Q. P. Ji^{15} , X. B. Ji^1 , X. L. Ji^{1,a}, X. S. Jiang^{1,a}, X. Y. Jiang^{31} , J. B. Jiao^{34} , Z. Jiao^{17} , D. P. Jin^{1,a}, S. Jin^1, Y. Jin^{46} , T. Johansson^{54} , A. Julin^{47} , N. Kalantar-Nayestanaki^{26} , X. L. Kang^1, X. S. Kang^{31}, M. Kavatsyuk^{26}, B. C. Ke^5, T. Khan^{50,a}, A. Khoukaz^{48}, P. Kiese^{23} , R. Kliemt^{10}, L. Koch^{25}, O. B. Kolcu^{43B,h} , B. Kopf^4, M. Kornicer^{45}, M. Kuemmel^4, M. Kuhlmann^4, A. Kupsc^{54}, W. Kühn^{25}, J. S. Lange^{25} , M. Lara^{19} , P. Larin^{14} , L. Lavezzi^{53C,1} , H. Leithoff^{23}, C. Leng^{53C} , C. Li^{54}, Cheng Li^{50,a}, D. M. Li^{57}, F. Li^{1,a}, F. Y. Li^{32}, G. Li^1, H. B. Li^1, H. J. Li^1, J. C. Li^1, Jin Li^{33} , K. Li^{34} , K. Li^{13} , K. J. Li^{41}, Lei Li^3, P. L. Li^{50,a}, P. R. Li^{7,44} , Q. Y. Li^{34}, T. Li^{34} , W. D. Li^1, W. G. Li^1, X. L. Li^{34} , X. N. Li^{1,a}, X. Q. Li^{31} , Z. B. Li^{41} , H. Liang^{50,a} , Y. F. Liang^{37} , Y. T. Liang^{25}, G. R. Liao^{11} , D. X. Lin^{14}, B. Liu^{35,j} , B. J. Liu^1, C. X. Liu^1, D. Liu^{50,a}, F. H. Liu^{36}, Fang Liu^1, Feng Liu^6, H. B. Liu^{12}, H. H. Liu^{16}, H. H. Liu^1, H. M. Liu^1, J. B. Liu^{50,a}, J. P. Liu^{55}, J. Y. Liu^1, K. Liu^{42}, K. Y. Liu^{28}, Ke Liu^6, L. D. Liu^{32}, P. L. Liu^{1,a}, Q. Liu^{44}, S. B. Liu^{50,a}, X. Liu^{27}, Y. B. Liu^{31}, Y. Y. Liu^{31}, Z. A. Liu^{1,a}, Zhiqing Liu^{23}, Y. F. Long^{32}, X. C. Lou^{1,a,g} , H. J. Lu^{17}, J. G. Lu^{1,a}, Y. Lu^1, Y. P. Lu^{1,a}, C. L. Luo^{29}, M. X. Luo^{56}, X. L. Luo^{1,a}, X. R. Lyu^{44}, F. C. Ma^{28} , H. L. Ma^1, L. L. Ma^{34} , M. M. Ma^1, Q. M. Ma^1, T. Ma^1, X. N. Ma^{31} , X. Y. Ma^{1,a}, Y. M. Ma^{34} , F. E. Maas^{14} , M. Maggiora^{53A,53C} , Q. A. Malik^{52} , Y. J. Mao^{32} , Z. P. Mao^1 , S. Marcello^{53A,53C} , Z. X. Meng^{46} , J. G. Messchendorp^{26} , G. Mezzadri^{21B} , J. Min^{1,a}, T. J. Min^1, R. E. Mitchell^{19} , X. H. Mo^{1,a}, Y. J. Mo^6, C. Morales Morales^{14} , G. Morello^{20A} , N. Yu. Muchnoi^{9,e}, H. Muramatsu^{47}, P. Musiol^4 , A. Mustafa^4 , Y. Nefedov^{24}, F. Nerling^{10}, I. B. Nikolaev^{9,e}, Z. Ning^{1,a}, S. Nisar^8, S. L. Niu^{1,a}, X. Y. Niu^1, S. L. Olsen^{33}, Q. Ouyang^{1,a}, S. Pacetti^{20B} , Y. Pan^{50,a}, P. Patteri^{20A} , M. Pelizaeus^4 , J. Pellegrino^{53A,53C} , H. P. Peng^{50,a}, K. Peters^{10,i} , J. Pettersson^{54} , J. L. Ping^{29} , R. G. Ping^1, R. Poling^{47} , V. Prasad^{40,50} , H. R. Qi^2, M. Qi^{30}, S. Qian^{1,a}, C. F. Qiao^{44} , J. J. Qin^{44}, N. Qin^{55}, X. S. Qin^1, Z. H. Qin^{1,a}, J. F. Qiu^1, K. H. Rashid^{52,k} , C. F. Redmer^{23}, M. Richter^4, M. Ripka^{23}, M. Rolo^{53C} , G. Rong^1, Ch. Rosner^{14}, X. D. Ruan^{12}, A. Sarantsev^{24,f} , M. Savrié^{21B} , C. Schnier^4, K. Schoenning^{54}, W. Shan^{32}, M. Shao^{50,a}, C. P. Shen^2, P. X. Shen^{31}, X. Y. Shen^1, H. Y. Sheng^1, J. J. Song^{34}, X. Y. Song^1, S. Sosio^{53A,53C} , C. Sowa^4, S. Spataro^{53A,53C} , G. X. Sun^1, J. F. Sun^{15}, L. Sun^{55}, S. S. Sun^1, X. H. Sun^1, Y. J. Sun^{50,a}, Y. K Sun^{50,a}, Y. Z. Sun^1, Z. J. Sun^{1,a}, Z. T. Sun^{19}, C. J. Tang^{37} , G. Y. Tang^1, X. Tang^1, I. Tapan^{43C} , M. Tiemens^{26}, B. T. Tsednee^{22} , I. Uman^{43D}, G. S. Varner^{45}, B. Wang^1, B. L. Wang^{44} , D. Wang^{32}, D. Y. Wang^{32}, Dan Wang^{44}, K. Wang^{1,a}, L. L. Wang^1, L. S. Wang^1, M. Wang^{34}, P. Wang^1, P. L. Wang^1, W. P. Wang^{50,a}, X. F. Wang^{42}, Y. D. Wang^{14}, Y. F. Wang^{1,a}, Y. Q. Wang^{23}, Z. Wang^{1,a}, Z. G. Wang^{1,a}, Z. H. Wang^{50,a}, Z. Y. Wang^1, Z. Y. Wang^1, T. Weber^{23}, D. H. Wei^{11}, P. Weidenkaff^{23}, S. P. Wen^1, U. Wiedner^4, M. Wolke^{54}, L. H. Wu^1, L. J. Wu^1, Z. Wu^{1,a}, L. Xia^{50,a}, Y. Xia^{18} , D. Xiao^1, H. Xiao^{51} , Y. J. Xiao^1 , Z. J. Xiao^{29} , Y. G. Xie^{1,a}, Y. H. Xie^6, X. A. Xiong^1, Q. L. Xiu^{1,a}, G. F. Xu^1, J. J. Xu^1, L. Xu^1, Q. J. Xu^{13}, Q. N. Xu^{44}, X. P. Xu^{38}, L. Yan^{53A,53C} , W. B. Yan^{50,a}, W. C. Yan^{50,a}, Y. H. Yan^{18}, H. J. Yang^{35,j} , H. X. Yang^1, L. Yang^{55}, Y. H. Yang^{30}, Y. X. Yang^{11}, M. Ye^{1,a}, M. H. Ye^7, J. H. Yin^1, Z. Y. You^{41}, B. X. Yu^{1,a}, C. X. Yu^{31}, J. S. Yu^{27}, C. Z. Yuan^1, Y. Yuan^1, A. Yuncu^{43B,b}, A. A. Zafar^{52} , Y. Zeng^{18}, Z. Zeng^{50,a}, B. X. Zhang^1, B. Y. Zhang^{1,a}, C. C. Zhang^1, D. H. Zhang^1, H. H. Zhang^{41}, H. Y. Zhang^{1,a}, J. Zhang^1, J. L. Zhang^1, J. Q. Zhang^1, J. W. Zhang^{1,a}, J. Y. Zhang^1, J. Z. Zhang^1, K. Zhang^1, L. Zhang^{42}, S. Q. Zhang^{31}, X. Y. Zhang^{34}, Y. Zhang^1, Y. Zhang^1, Y. H. Zhang^{1,a}, Y. T. Zhang^{50,a}, Yu Zhang^{44}, Z. H. Zhang^6, Z. P. Zhang^{50}, Z. Y. Zhang^{55}, G. Zhao^1, J. W. Zhao^{1,a}, J. Y. Zhao^1, J. Z. Zhao^{1,a}, Lei Zhao^{50,a}, Ling Zhao^1, M. G. Zhao^{31} , Q. Zhao^1, S. J. Zhao^{57}, T. C. Zhao^1, Y. B. Zhao^{1,a}, Z. G. Zhao^{50,a}, A. Zhemchugov^{24,c}, B. Zheng^{14,51} , J. P. Zheng^{1,a}, W. J. Zheng^{34}, Y. H. Zheng^{44}, B. Zhong^{29}, L. Zhou^{1,a}, X. Zhou^{55}, X. K. Zhou^{50,a}, X. R. Zhou^{50,a}, X. Y. Zhou^1, Y. X. Zhou^{12,a}, J. Zhu^{41}, K. Zhu^1, K. J. Zhu^{1,a}, S. Zhu^1, S. H. Zhu^{49}, X. L. Zhu^{42}, Y. C. Zhu^{50,a}, Y. S. Zhu^1, Z. A. Zhu^1, J. Zhuang^{1,a}, L. Zotti^{53A,53C} , B. S. Zou^1, J. H. Zou^1

(BESIII Collaboration)

1 Institute of High Energy Physics, Beijing 100049, People’s Republic of China 2 Beihang University, Beijing 100191, People’s Republic of China 3 Beijing Institute of Petrochemical Technology, Beijing 102617, People’s Republic of China 4 Bochum Ruhr-University, D-44780 Bochum, Germany 5 Carnegie Mellon University, Pittsburgh, Pennsylvania 15213, USA 6 Central China Normal University, Wuhan 430079, People’s Republic of China 7 China Center of Advanced Science and Technology, Beijing 100190, People’s Republic of China 8 COMSATS Institute of Information Technology, Lahore, Defence Road, Off Raiwind Road, 54000 Lahore, Pakistan 9 G.I. Budker Institute of Nuclear Physics SB RAS (BINP), Novosibirsk 630090, Russia

10 GSI Helmholtzcentre for Heavy Ion Research GmbH, D-64291 Darmstadt, Germany 11 Guangxi Normal University, Guilin 541004, People’s Republic of China 12 Guangxi University, Nanning 530004, People’s Republic of China 13 Hangzhou Normal University, Hangzhou 310036, People’s Republic of China 14 Helmholtz Institute Mainz, Johann-Joachim-Becher-Weg 45, D-55099 Mainz, Germany 15 Henan Normal University, Xinxiang 453007, People’s Republic of China 16 Henan University of Science and Technology, Luoyang 471003, People’s Republic of China 17 Huangshan College, Huangshan 245000, People’s Republic of China 18 Hunan University, Changsha 410082, People’s Republic of China 19 Indiana University, Bloomington, Indiana 47405, USA 20 (A)INFN Laboratori Nazionali di Frascati, I-00044, Frascati, Italy; (B)INFN and University of Perugia, I-06100, Perugia, Italy 21 (A)INFN Sezione di Ferrara, I-44122, Ferrara, Italy; (B)University of Ferrara, I-44122, Ferrara, Italy 22 Institute of Physics and Technology, Peace Ave. 54B, Ulaanbaatar 13330, Mongolia 23 Johannes Gutenberg University of Mainz, Johann-Joachim-Becher-Weg 45, D-55099 Mainz, Germany 24 Joint Institute for Nuclear Research, 141980 Dubna, Moscow region, Russia 25 Justus-Liebig-Universitaet Giessen, II. Physikalisches Institut, Heinrich-Buff-Ring 16, D-35392 Giessen, Germany 26 KVI-CART, University of Groningen, NL-9747 AA Groningen, The Netherlands 27 Lanzhou University, Lanzhou 730000, People’s Republic of China 28 Liaoning University, Shenyang 110036, People’s Republic of China 29 Nanjing Normal University, Nanjing 210023, People’s Republic of China 30 Nanjing University, Nanjing 210093, People’s Republic of China 31 Nankai University, Tianjin 300071, People’s Republic of China 32 Peking University, Beijing 100871, People’s Republic of China 33 Seoul National University, Seoul, 151-747 Korea 34 Shandong University, Jinan 250100, People’s Republic of China 35 Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Shanghai 200240, People’s Republic of China 36 Shanxi University, Taiyuan 030006, People’s Republic of China 37 Sichuan University, Chengdu 610064, People’s Republic of China 38 Soochow University, Suzhou 215006, People’s Republic of China 39 Southeast University, Nanjing 211100, People’s Republic of China 40 State Key Laboratory of Particle Detection and Electronics, Beijing 100049, Hefei 230026, People’s Republic of China 41 Sun Yat-Sen University, Guangzhou 510275, People’s Republic of China 42 Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, People’s Republic of China 43 (A)Ankara University, 06100 Tandogan, Ankara, Turkey; (B)Istanbul Bilgi University, 34060 Eyup, Istanbul, Turkey;

(C)Uludag University, 16059 Bursa, Turkey; (D)Near East University, Nicosia, North Cyprus, Mersin 10, Turkey 44 University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, People’s Republic of China 45 University of Hawaii, Honolulu, Hawaii 96822, USA 46 University of Jinan, Jinan 250022, People’s Republic of China 47 University of Minnesota, Minneapolis, Minnesota 55455, USA 48 University of Muenster, Wilhelm-Klemm-Str. 9, 48149 Muenster, Germany 49 University of Science and Technology Liaoning, Anshan 114051, People’s Republic of China 50 University of Science and Technology of China, Hefei 230026, People’s Republic of China 51 University of South China, Hengyang 421001, People’s Republic of China 52 University of the Punjab, Lahore-54590, Pakistan 53 (A)University of Turin, I-10125, Turin, Italy; (B)University of Eastern Piedmont, I-15121, Alessandria, Italy; (C)INFN, I-10125, Turin, Italy 54 Uppsala University, Box 516, SE-75120 Uppsala, Sweden 55 Wuhan University, Wuhan 430072, People’s Republic of China 56 Zhejiang University, Hangzhou 310027, People’s Republic of China 57 Zhengzhou University, Zhengzhou 450001, People’s Republic of China

a Also at State Key Laboratory of Particle Detection and Electronics, Beijing 100049, Hefei 230026, People’s Republic of China b Also at Bogazici University, 34342 Istanbul, Turkey c Also at the Moscow Institute of Physics and Technology, Moscow 141700, Russia d Also at the Functional Electronics Laboratory, Tomsk State University, Tomsk, 634050, Russia e Also at the Novosibirsk State University, Novosibirsk, 630090, Russia f Also at the NRC ”Kurchatov Institute, PNPI, 188300, Gatchina, Russia g Also at University of Texas at Dallas, Richardson, Texas 75083, USA h Also at Istanbul Arel University, 34295 Istanbul, Turkey i Also at Goethe University Frankfurt, 60323 Frankfurt am Main, Germany j Also at Key Laboratory for Particle Physics, Astrophysics and Cosmology, Ministry of Education; Shanghai Key Laboratory for Particle Physics and Cosmology; Institute of Nuclear and Particle Physics, Shanghai 200240, People’s Republic of China k Government College Women University, Sialkot - 51310. Punjab, Pakistan. (Dated: February 25, 2018)

Based on 448.1 × 10^6 ψ(3686) events collected with the BESIII detector, the decays ψ(3686) → γχcJ , χcJ → γγ (J = 0, 1, 2) are studied. The decay branching fractions of χc0,2 → γγ are measured to be B(χc0 → γγ) = (1.93 ± 0.08 ± 0.05 ± 0.05) × 10^{−4} and B(χc2 → γγ) = (3.10 ± 0.09 ± 0.07 ± 0.11) × 10^{−4} , which correspond to two-photon decay widths of Γγγ (χc0) = 2.03 ± 0.08 ± 0.06 ± 0.13 keV and Γγγ (χc2) = 0.60 ± 0.02 ± 0.01 ± 0.04 keV with a ratio of R = Γγγ (χc2)/Γγγ (χc0) = 0.295 ± 0.014 ± 0.007 ± 0.027, where the uncertainties are statistical, systematic and associated with the uncertainties of B(ψ(3686) → γχc0,2) and the total widths Γ(χc0,2), respectively. For the forbidden decay of χc1 → γγ, no signal is observed, and an upper limit on the two-photon width is obtained to be Γγγ (χc1) < 5.3 eV at the 90% confidence level. The ratio of the two-photon widths between helicity-zero and helicity-two components in the decay χc2 → γγ is also measured to be f_{0/2} = Γ^{λ=0}_{γγ} (χc2)/Γ^{λ=2}_{γγ} (χc2) = (0.0 ± 0.6 ± 1.2) × 10^{−2}, where the uncertainties are statistical and systematic, respectively.

PACS numbers: 14.40.Pq, 12.38.Qk, 13.20.Gd

I. INTRODUCTION

Charmonium physics is at the boundary between perturbative and non-perturbative quantum chromodynamics (QCD). Notably, the two-photon decays of P-wave charmonia are helpful for better understanding the nature of inter-quark forces and decay mechanisms [1, 2]. In particular, the decays of χ_{c0,2} → γγ offer the closest parallel between quantum electrodynamics (QED) and QCD, being analogous to the decays of the corresponding triplet states of positronium. To the lowest order, for charmonium the ratio of the two-photon decay widths is predicted to be [3]

R^{(0)}_{th} ≡

Γ(^3P_2 → γγ) Γ(^3P_0 → γγ)

= 4/15 ≈ 0.27. (1)

Any discrepancy from this lowest order prediction can arise due to QCD radiative corrections or relativistic corrections. The measurement of R provides useful information on these effects. Theoretical predictions on the decay rates are obtained using a non-relativistic approximation [4, 5], potential model [6], relativistic quark model [7, 8], non-relativistic QCD factorization framework [9, 10], effective Lagrangian [11], as well as lattice calculations [12]. The predictions for the ratio R ≡ Γ_{γγ} (χ_{c2})/Γ_{γγ} (χ_{c0}) cover a wide range of values between 0.09 and 0.36. The decay χ_{c1} → γγ is forbidden by the Landau-Yang theorem [13]. Precise measurements of these quantities will guide the development of theory.

The two-photon decay widths of χ_{c0,2} have been measured by many experiments [14]. Using the decay of ψ(3686) → γχ_{c0,2}, χ_{c0,2} → γγ, both CLEO-c and BESIII experiments reported results of the two-photon decay widths Γ_{γγ} (χ_{c0,2}) [15, 16]. BESIII has now collected the largest ψ(3686) data sample in e^+e^− collisions, which provides a good opportunity to update and improve these measurements.

Additionally, in the decay χ_{c2} → γγ, there are two independent helicity amplitudes, i.e., the helicity-two amplitude (λ = 2) and the helicity-zero amplitude (λ = 0), where λ is the difference between the helicity values of the two photons. The corresponding ratio between the twophoton partial widths of the two helicity components, f_{0/2} = Γ^{λ=0}_{γγ} (χ_{c2})/Γ^{λ=2}_{γγ} (χ_{c2}), is predicted to be less than 0.5% [5], while the previous experimental results from BESIII [16] is f_{0/2} = (0 ± 2 ± 2) × 10^{−2}. A more precise measurement of this ratio can be used to test the QCD prediction.

In this paper, we perform an analysis of ψ(3686) → γχ_{cJ} , χ_{cJ} → γγ (throughout the text, χ_{cJ} presents χ_{c0,1,2} unless otherwise noted). The decay branching fractions are measured and the corresponding two-photon decay width Γ_{γγ} (χ_{cJ} ) are extracted. We also determine the ratio of two-photon decay width (R) between the χ_{c2} and χ_{c0} as well as of the two helicity components in the χ_{c2} → γγ, f_{0/2}.

II. THE BESIII EXPERIMENT AND DATA SET

This analysis is based on a sample of 448.1 × 10^6 ψ(3686) events [17] collected with the BESIII detector [18] operating at the BEPCII collider [19]. In addition, the off-resonance data sample taken at √ s = 3.65 GeV, corresponding to an integrated luminosity of 48 pb^{−1} [20], and the ψ(3770) data sample taken at √ s = 3.773 GeV, corresponding to an integrated luminosity of 2.93 fb^{−1} [21], are used to study the continuum background.

The BESIII detector features a nearly cylindrically symmetry and covers 93% of the solid angle around the e^+e^− interaction point (IP). The components of the apparatus, ordered by distance from the IP, are a 43- layer small-cell main drift chamber (MDC), a time-of-flight (TOF) system based on plastic scintillators with two layers in the barrel region and one layer in the endcap region, a 6240-cell CsI(Tl) crystal electromagnetic calorimeter (EMC), a superconducting solenoid magnet providing a 1.0 T magnetic field aligned with the beam axis, and resistive-plate muon-counter layers interleaved with steel. The momentum resolution for charged tracks in the MDC is 0.5% for a transverse momentum of

1 GeV/c. The energy resolution in the EMC is 2.5% in the barrel region and 5.0% in the end-cap region for 1 GeV photons. Particle identification (PID) for charged tracks combines measurements of the energy loss, dE/dx, in the MDC and flight time in the TOF and calculates probabilities prob(h) (h = p, π, K) for each hadron (h) hypothesis. More details about the BESIII detector are provided elsewhere [18].

The optimization of event selection criteria and the estimation of the physical backgrounds are performed using Monte Carlo (MC) simulated samples. The GEANT4- based [22] simulation software BOOST [23] includes the geometric and material description of the BESIII detectors, the detector response and digitization models, as well as the tracking of the detector running conditions and performance. The production of the ψ(3686) resonance is simulated by the MC event generator KKMC [24], while its decays are generated by EVTGEN [25] for known decay modes with branching ratios being set to the world average values in Particle Data Group (PDG) [14], and by LUNDCHARM [26] for the remaining unknown decays. For the simulation of the continuum process, e^+e^− → γγ(γ), the Babayaga [27] QED event generator is used.

III. DATA ANALYSIS

The event selection for the final states follows the same procedure as described in Ref. [16]. It requires no charged tracks and three photon candidates, each with E(γ) > 70 MeV and | cos θ| < 0.75, where E(γ) is the energy of the photon candidate, θ is the angle of the photon with respect to the positron beam direction. This requirement is used to suppress continuum background, e^+e^− → γγ(γ), where the two energetic photons have high probability of distributing in the forward and backward regions. The average interaction point of each run is assumed as the origin for the selected candidates. A four-constraint (4C) kinematic fit is performed by constraining the total four momentum to that of the initial e^+e^− system, and events with χ^2_{4C} ≤ 80 are retained. The energy spectrum of the radiative photon, E(γ_1), which has the smallest energy among the three photon candidates, is shown in Fig. 1, where structures associated with the χ_{c0} and χ_{c2} are clearly observed over substantial backgrounds.

To determine the signal efficiencies, three signal MC samples, each with 1.2 million events, are generated by setting the mass and width of χ_{cJ} to the PDG values. For the radiative transition ψ(3686) → γχ_{c0,1}, the angular distributions of the cascade E 1 transitions [28] follow the formulae in Refs. [29, 30], and a uniform angular distribution is used to generate the process χ_{c0,1} → γγ. The full angular distribution used for ψ(3686) → γχ_{c2}, χ_{c2} → γγ is discussed in association with Eq. (4) in Sec. V. The signal MC is generated with χ_{c2} → γγ in a pure helicity-two process, because the helicity-zero component is negligible relative to the helicity-two component as verified in

FIG. 1. (color online). Upper plot: The fitted E(γ1) spectrum for the ψ(3686) data sample. The dots with error bar indicate data, the (black) solid line is the best fit result, and the (red) dashed line shows the background. The expected positions of the χc0, χc1, χc2 are indicated by arrows. Lower plot: The number of the standard deviations (χ) of the data points for the best fit result.

Sec. V. For the E 1 transitions, the phase space is expected to have an energy dependence of E^3_γ , where E_γ is the energy of the radiative photon in the center-of-mass system of the parent particle [31].

The energy resolutions of the radiative photon are σ(E(γ_1)) = 5.91 ± 0.05 MeV for χ_{c0} and σ(E(γ_1)) = 3.43 ± 0.01 MeV for χ_{c2}, determined by the MC simulation. The efficiencies for the χ_{c0} and χ_{c2} are ϵ(χ_{c0}) = (40.88 ± 0.04)% and ϵ(χ_{c2}) = (39.85 ± 0.04)%, respectively.

The dominant non-peaking background is from the continuum process e^+e^− → γγ(γ). MC simulations show that the backgrounds from ψ(3686) radiative decays into η, η^′, and 3γ are non-peaking, spread over the full range of E(γ_1), and the overall magnitude is less than 0.2%. Therefore, these backgrounds do not significantly change the shape of the dominant continuum background and are neglected. In addition, we investigate possible sources of peaking backgrounds by using the inclusive ψ(3686) MC sample. It is found that the process χ_{c0,2} → π^0π^0(ηη) with π^0(η) → γγ may produce a peak around the signal region, where two of the photons are not detected or are outside of the fiducial volume of the detector. We generate 100M events of each channel to determine the efficiencies of the peaking backgrounds; the expected numbers of peaking background are calculated by incorporating the decay branching fraction from Ref. [14] and are summarized in Table I.

IV. MEASUREMENT OF BRANCHING FRACTIONS AND TWO-PHOTON WIDTHS

An unbinned maximum likelihood (ML) fit is performed to the E(γ_1) spectrum as shown in Fig. 1 to ex-

TABLE. I. Expected number of peaking background events in the χc0,2 signal regions from MC simulation. The uncertainties are associated with the uncertainty of decay branching fractions in Ref [14].

Decay Modes nχ_{c0} nχ_{c2} ψ(3686) → γχc0,2, χc0,2 → π^0π^0 115.8±10.2 27.0±2.5 ψ(3686) → γχc0,2, χc0,2 → ηη 5.3± 0.5 1.0±0.1 Sum 121.1±10.2 28.0±2.5

tract the signal yields. In the fit, the non-peaking background is described with the function:

f_{bg} = p_0 + p_1E + p_2E^2 + p_3E^a, (2)

where p_0, p_1, p_2, p_3 and a are free parameters and are determined in the fit. The reliability of the background function is validated using the ψ(3770) data sample taken at √ s = 3.773 GeV and the off-resonance data sample taken at √ s = 3.65 GeV. Figure 2 shows the corresponding E(γ_1) spectrum for the ψ(3770) data sample (upper plot) and the off-resonance data sample (lower plot), where the transition to either χ_{c0} or χ_{c2} in ψ(3770) data sample is expected to be less than 12.9 events [32] and can be neglected. As shown in Fig. 2, we fit the E(γ_1) distribution of the ψ(3770) data sample with the Eq. (2) and obtain an excellent agreement between the data and fit curve. We also plot the E(γ_1) distributions of the ψ(3770) data sample overlaid with the E(γ_1) distributions of the off-resonance data sample, normalized to the same luminosity, and a good agreement is also obtained. The shapes of the χ_{c0} and χ_{c2} resonances used in the fit are modeled with a nearly background-free control sample ψ(3686) → γχ_{c0,2}, χ_{c0,2} → K^+K^−. The MC studies indicate that the control sample has similar resolution on E(γ_1) distribution to that of interest. The purity of the control sample is larger than 99.5%, and the corresponding E(γ_1) spectrum is shown in Fig. 3. In the fit, the shapes of χ_{c0,2} signal are fixed accordingly and the yields are free parameters.

The resultant signal yields are N(χ_{c0}) = 3542.0±139.4 and N(χ_{c2}) = 5044.9 ± 138.3, after subtraction the peaking backgrounds listed in Table I. The product of the branching fractions is determined by: B(ψ(3686) → γχ_{cJ} ) · B(χ_{cJ} → γγ) = N(χ_{cJ} ) N_{ψ(3686)} · ϵ(χ_{cJ} ) , where N_{ψ(3686)} is the total number of ψ(3686). By incorporating the decay branching fraction ψ(3686) → γχ_{cJ} and the total width of χ_{c0,2} from the PDG average values:

B(ψ(3686) → γχ_{c0}) = (9.99 ± 0.27)%, Γ(χ_{c0}) = (10.5 ± 0.6) MeV, B(ψ(3686) → γχ_{c2}) = (9.11 ± 0.31)%, Γ(χ_{c2}) = (1.93 ± 0.11) MeV, (3)

we further determine χ_{c0,2} two-photon decay branching fraction B(χ_{c0,2} → γγ), the corresponding partial decay

FIG. 2. (color online). Background E(γ1) spectrum. Upper plot: The best fit result (blue solid line) to ψ(3770) data (dots with error bar) using Eq. (2). Lower plot: The comparison of E(γ1) spectrum between off-ψ(3686) data (dots with error bar) and ψ(3770) data (red histogram).

FIG. 3. The E(γ) spectrum for the radiative photon in the samples ψ(3686) → γχc0,2, χc0,2 → K^+K^−.

width Γ_{γγ} (χ_{c0,2}), as well as the ratio of the two measured partial decay width R. All of the above numerical results are summarized in Table II.

Several systematic uncertainties in the measurement of the branching fractions are considered, including those associated with the total number of ψ(3686) events, the photon detection and reconstruction efficiency, the kinematic fit, the fitting procedure and peaking background subtraction. Most systematic uncertainties are determined by comparing the behavior between the MC simulation and data for certain very clean and high-statistics samples.

The number of ψ(3686) events, N_{ψ(3686)}, is determined by analyzing the inclusive hadronic events with the procedure described in detail in Ref. [17]. The uncertainty of the total number of ψ(3686) events is 0.7%.

The three photons in the final states include a soft photon from the radiative transition and two highenergetic photons from χ_{c0,2} decays. The photon detection efficiency and its uncertainty for low energy photons

TABLE. II. Summary of the measurement. The first uncertainty is statistical, second is systematic and third is from the uncertainties associated with the branching fraction of ψ(3686) → γχc0,2, and the total decay width of χc0,2 quoted from PDG. The common systematic uncertainties, which are described in Table III, have been canceled in determining R. Here, B1 ≡ B(ψ(3686) → γχc0,2), B2 ≡ B(χc0,2 → γγ), Γγγ ≡ Γγγ (χc0,2 → γγ), and R ≡ Γγγ (χc2)/Γγγ (χc0). Quantity χc0 χc2 B1 × B2 (10^{−5}) 1.93 ± 0.08 ± 0.05 2.83 ± 0.08 ± 0.06 B2 (10^{−4} ) 1.93 ± 0.08 ± 0.05 ± 0.05 3.10 ± 0.09 ± 0.07 ± 0.11 Γγγ (keV) 2.03 ± 0.08 ± 0.06 ± 0.13 0.60 ± 0.02 ± 0.01 ± 0.04 R 0.295 ± 0.014 ± 0.007 ± 0.027

TABLE. III. Summary of the systematic uncertainties (in %).

Sources χc0 χc2 Number of ψ(3686) 0.7 Photon Detection 1.5 Kinematic Fit 1.0 Neutral Trigger Efficiency 0.1 Fit Procedure 2.0 1.2 Peaking Background 0.3 0.1 Helicity Two Assumption − 0.2 Total 2.8 2.3

are studied using three different methods described in Ref. [33]. On average, the efficiency difference between data and MC simulation is less than 1%. The average momenta of the two high-energy photons are about 1.7 GeV/c. The corresponding systematic uncertainty on its reconstruction is determined to be 0.25% per photon as described in Ref. [34], which is estimated based on a control sample of J/ψ → γη^′. The total uncertainty associated with the reconstruction of the three photons is 1.5%.

To suppress the background, the number of selected photon candidates is required to be exactly three. An alternative analysis is performed by requiring at least three photons. Looping over all the three photon combinations in the 4C kinematic fit, we take the combination with the minimum χ^2 for this fit as the final photon candidates. We then perform the same procedure to extract the final results, and the resultant changes with respect to the nominal values are found to be very small. Thus the uncertainty associated with the requirement of exactly three photons is negligible.

The uncertainty due to the kinematic fit is estimated using a sample of e^+e^− → γγ(γ), which has the same event topology as the signal. We select the sample by using off-resonance data taken at √ s = 3.65 GeV to determine the efficiency difference between data and MC simulation for the requirement of χ^2_{4C} < 80 in the 4C fit, where the efficiency of the 4C kinematic fit is the ratio of the number of the events with and without the 4C fit. The uncertainty due to the kinematic fit is determined to be 1.0%.

The signal shapes are obtained from e^+e^− → γχ_{c0,2}, χ_{c0,2} → K^+K^− events in the data. Considering the resolutions differ slightly between e^+e^− → γχ_{c0,2}, χ_{c0,2} → γγ and χ_{c0,2} → K^+K^−, the uncertainty due to the signal shape is estimated by the alternative fit using signal MC shapes instead. The shape of the continuum background is parameterized using Eq. (2). The systematic uncertainty due to the choice of parameterization for the background shape is estimated by varying the fitting range and the order of the polynomial. The relative changes on the χ_{c0} and χ_{c2} signal yields, 2.0% and 1.2%, respectively, are taken as the uncertainties associated with the fit procedure.

The expected number of peaking background events from χ_{c0,2} → π^0π^0(ηη) decays, summarized in Table I, are subtracted from the fit results. We change the number of peaking background by one standard deviation of the uncertainties when recalculating the signal yields. The resultant changes on signal yields, 0.3% and 0.1% for χ_{c0} and χ_{c2}, respectively, are taken as the uncertainties.

The systematic uncertainty due to the trigger efficiency in these neutral channels is estimated to be smaller than 0.1%, based on cross-checks using different trigger conditions [35].

While generating MC samples, we assume a pure helicity-two decay of χ_{c2} → γγ. In a relativistic calculation, Barnes [5] predicted the helicity-zero component to be about 0.5%. In Sec. V, the ratio of the two photon widths for the helicity-zero and helicity-two amplitudes is measured to be (0.0 ± 0.6 ± 1.2) × 10^{−2}. By including a helicity-zero fraction of 2% in the MC samples, we conservatively estimate the uncertainty associated with the helicity-zero component to be 0.2%

All of the above systematic uncertainties are listed in Table III. We assume that all systematic uncertainties are independent and add them in quadrature to obtain the total systematic uncertainty (except for the ratio R, where the first four contributions in Table III cancel). For the calculations of the branching fraction B(χ_{c0,2} → γγ) and the corresponding two-photon partial decay widths Γ_{γγ} (χ_{c0,2}), the uncertainties related with the branching fractions B(ψ(3686) → γχ_{c0,2}) and the full decay widths Γ(χ_{c0,2}) are quoted separately as the second systematic uncertainty.

By including an additional resonance corresponding to χ_{c1} in the fit to the E(γ_1) spectrum of Fig. 1 , we examine the existence of the decay χ_{c1} → γγ, which is forbidden by the Landau-Yang theorem. The shape of the χ_{c1} signal is parameterized using a smoothed MC histogram convolved with a Gaussian function, G(0, σ), where σ is fixed to the resolution difference between data and MC simulation of the χ_{c0} → K^+K^− process. The efficiency is (39.80 ± 0.04)%. The systematic uncertainties are similar to χ_{c0} → γγ, except for the uncertainties from peaking background subtraction and from the branching fraction of ψ(3686) → γχ_{c1} quoted from PDG. The likelihood function is determined as a function of the branching fraction B(χ_{c1} → γγ). The corresponding systematic uncertainty in the branching fraction measurement is incorporated by convolving the likelihood function with a Gaussian function, where the width of Gaussian function is the total systematic uncertainty. Incorporating the decay branching fraction

B(ψ(3686) → γχ_{c1}) = (9.55 ± 0.31)% and the total decay width Γ(χ_{c1}) = (0.84 ± 0.04) MeV quoted from the PDG [14], we obtain the upper limit at the 90% confidence level for the branching fraction B(χ_{c1} → γγ) < 6.3 × 10^{−6} and for the two-photon partial decay width Γ_{γγ} (χ_{c1}) < 5.3 eV, which are much more stringent than those of previous measurements.

V. HELICITY AMPLITUDE ANALYSIS FOR χc2 → γγ In the χ_{c2} → γγ decay, the final state is a superposition of helicity-zero (λ = 0) and helicity-two (λ = 2) components, where λ is the difference of helicity between the two photons. The formulae for the helicity amplitudes in ψ(3686) → γ_1χ_{c2}, χ_{c2} → γ_2γ_3, including high-order multipole amplitudes, is shown in Eq. (4):

W_2(θ_1, θ_2, ϕ_2) = f_{0/2} [ 3x^2 sin^2 θ_1 sin^2 θ_2 + 3 2 y^2(1 + cos^2 θ_1) sin^4 θ_2 − 3 √ 2 2 xy sin 2θ_1 sin^2 θ_2 sin 2θ_2 cos ϕ_2 + √ 3x sin 2θ_1 sin 2θ_2(3 cos^2 θ_2 − 1) cos ϕ_2 + √ 6y sin^2 θ_1 sin^2 θ_2(3 cos^2 θ_2 − 1) cos 2ϕ_2 + (1 + cos^2 θ_1)(3 cos^2 θ_2 − 1)^2 ] λ=0 + [ 2x^2 sin^2 θ_1(1 + cos^2 θ_2) sin^2 θ_2 + 1 4 y^2(1 + cos^2 θ_1)(1 + 6 cos^2 θ_2 + cos^4 θ_2) + √ 2 4 xy sin 2θ_1 sin^2 θ_2(3 + cos^2 θ_2) cos ϕ_2 − √ 3 2 x sin 2θ_1 sin 2θ_2 sin^2 θ_2 cos ϕ_2 + √ 6 2 y sin^2 θ_1(1 − cos^4 θ_2) cos 2ϕ_2 + 3 2 (1 + cos^2 θ_1) sin^4 θ_2 ] λ=2 ,

(4)

where x = A_1/A_0, y = A_2/A_0, and A_{0,1,2} are the amplitude of χ_{c2} production with helicity 0, 1, 2, respectively. θ_1 is the polar angle of the radiative photon, with respect to the direction of the positron beam, θ_2 and ϕ_2 are the polar angle and azimuthal angle of one of the photons in the decay χ_{c2} → γγ in the χ_{c2} rest frame, relative to the radiative photon direction as polar axis, and ϕ_2 = 0 is defined by the electron beam direction. The quantity f_{0/2} = |F_0|^2/|F_2|^2 is the ratio of partial two-photon decay widths between the helicity-zero and helicity-two components, where F_0(F_2) is the decay amplitude of the helicity λ = 0(2) component.

An unbinned ML fit to the angular distribution is performed to the candidate of χ_{c2} → γγ to determine x, y and f_{0/2}. For convenience, we define 12 new factors, a_1, a_2, ..., a_{12}, which are:

a_1 = 3 sin^2 θ_1 sin^2 θ_2, (5)

a_2 = 3 2 (1 + cos^2 θ_1) sin^4 θ_2, (6) a_3 = − 3 √ 2 2 sin 2θ_1 sin^2 θ_2 sin 2θ_2 cos ϕ_2, (7)

a_4 = √ 3 sin 2θ_1 sin 2θ_2(3 cos^2 θ_2 − 1) cos ϕ_2, (8)

a_5 = √ 6 sin^2 θ_1 sin^2 θ_2(3 cos^2 θ_2 − 1) cos 2ϕ_2, (9)

a_6 = (1 + cos^2 θ_1)(3 cos^2 θ_2 − 1)^2, (10)

a_7 = 2 sin^2 θ_1(1 + cos^2 θ_2) sin^2 θ_2, (11)

a_8 = 1 4 (1 + cos^2 θ_1)(1 + 6 cos^2 θ_2 + cos^4 θ_2), (12)

a_9 = √ 2 4 sin 2θ_1 sin^2 θ_2(3 + cos^2 θ_2) cos ϕ_2, (13)

a_{10} = − √ 3 2 sin 2θ_1 sin 2θ_2 sin^2 θ_2 cos ϕ_2, (14)

8 a_{11} = √ 6 2 sin^2 θ_1(1 − cos^4 θ_2) cos 2ϕ_2, (15)

a_{12} = 3 2 (1 + cos^2 θ_1) sin^4 θ_2. (16)

To obtain a normalized decay amplitude by considering the detection acceptance and efficiency effects, we calculate the average values of a_n with the MC sample of ψ(3686) → γχ_{c2}, χ_{c2} → γγ generated with a uniform distribution in phase space:

ā_n = ∑_N i=1 a_n(i) N , n = 1, 2, ..., 12, (17) where N is the number of MC events after applying all the selection criteria.

The normalized probability density function is written as:

f(x, y, f_{0/2}) = W_2(θ_1, θ_2, ϕ_2|x, y, f_{0/2}) f_{0/2}(ā_1x^2 + ā_2y^2 + ā_3xy + ā_4x + ā_5y + ā_6) + ā_7x^2 + ā_8y^2 + ā_9xy + ā_{10}x + ā_{11}y + ā_{12}

. (18)

A joint likelihood function is constructed as ln L = ∑_n i=1 ln f_i(x, y, f_{0/2}), where the sum runs over all the events in the signal region, defined as 0.11 < E(γ_1) < 0.14 GeV. The background contribution to the likelihood function (ln L_b) is evaluated with the events in the sideband regions, defined as 0.07 < E(γ_1) < 0.09 GeV (lower) and 0.16 < E(γ_1) < 0.19 GeV (upper) and normalized according to the numbers of background events in the signal and sideband regions evaluated with the fit results to the E(γ_1) distribution. We maximize the function ln L_s = ln L − ln L_b to extract best values of x, y and f_{0/2}.

In the nominal fit, the values for x and y are fixed to the values (x = 1.55 and y = 2.10) obtained in Ref. [36] from a sample of 13800 ψ(3686) → γχ_{c2}, χ_{c2} → K^+K^−, π^+π^− events. The remaining parameter f_{0/2} is determined to be: f_{0/2} = (0.0 ± 0.6) × 10^{−2}, (19)

where the uncertainty is statistical only from the fit. The angular distributions of background-subtracted data and the fit results are shown in Fig. 4, where the fit curves are produced from the MC events generated incorporating the angular distribution (Eq. (4)) with the parameters x = 1.55, y = 2.10, f_{0/2} = 0.0. It is found that the angular distributions are consistent between the data and the fit curves within the statistical uncertainty.

The goodness of the fit is estimated using the Pearsonχ^2 test. The data and MC simulation are divided into 8 bins with identical size in each dimensional (cos θ_1, cos θ_2, ϕ_2) of the three-dimension angular distribution, for a total of 8^3 cells. The χ^2 is defined as:

χ^2 = ∑ i (n^{DT}_i − n^{MC}_i )^2 σ^2_{nDTi}

, (20)

where n^{DT}_i (σ_nDT_i ) is the observed number (its statistical uncertainty) of signal events after background subtraction in the i^{th} bin from data and n^{MC}_i is the expected

FIG. 4. Distribution of cos θ1, cos θ2 and ϕ2 for the decay ψ(3686) → γχc2, χc2 → γγ, where the dots with error bar indicate background-subtracted data and the histograms show the fitted results.

number of events predicted from MC simulation according to the fit results. If the number of events in a bin is less than 5, the events are merged with an adjacent bin. The resultant χ^2 of test is χ^2/ndf = 1.04, indicates an reasonable fit quality, where ndf is the number of degrees of freedom.

An alternative fit to the data with free parameters x and y is performed to test the reliability of the fit. This fit returns

x = 1.68 ± 0.11, y = 2.21 ± 0.13, f_{0/2} = (0.0 ± 0.7) × 10^{−2},

where the uncertainties are statistical only. The values for x, y are consistent with the more precise results in

Ref. [36] and that for f_{0/2} is consistent with our nominal analysis.

In the measurement of the amplitude ratio between different helicity components, f_{0/2}, many systematic uncertainties cancel. Only the effects due to the inconsistency between data and MC simulation dependence on the polar angle, the uncertainties of the input x and y parameters, background subtraction and χ_{c0} contamination are considered.

As discussed above, in the nominal fit, the parameters x and y are fixed to the measured values from Ref. [36], and the ratio f_{0/2} is determined. We change the input x and y values by one standard deviation of their uncertainties and repeat the fit. To estimate the uncertainty due to background subtraction, we repeat the fit by varying the sideband regions from (0.07, 0.09) GeV (lower) and (0.16, 0.19) GeV (upper) to (0.07, 0.10) GeV and (0.15, 0.19) GeV. The resultant changes on f_{0/2} with respect to the nominal value in the above two cases are found to be negligible. From MC simulations, we find that only 0.044% of the χ_{c0} → γγ events enter the χ_{c2} → γγ signal region, and thus any related uncertainty is ignored.

The uncertainty due to the polar-angle dependent inconsistency between data and MC simulation is estimated using χ_{c0} events. The inconsistency consists of the discrepancy associated with the energy resolution and detection efficiency for photon, the kinematic fit, the trigger efficiency, selection efficiency, and the method to subtract the background. The reliability of this method has been validated by many analyses [16, 36, 37]. Since the χ_{c0} is pure helicity-zero, the x and y parameters in Eq. (4) are expected to be zero. For the χ_{c0} → γγ decay, the helicity value difference between the two photons is also expected to be zero, which means only the λ = 0 term in Eq. (4) remains. Accordingly we modify Eq. (4) to:

W_0(θ_1, θ_2, ϕ_2) = [ 3x^2 sin^2 θ_1 sin^2 θ_2 + 3 2 y^2(1 + cos^2 θ_1) sin^4 θ_2 − 3 √ 2 2 xy sin 2θ_1 sin^2 θ_2 sin 2θ_2 cos ϕ_2 + √ 3x sin 2θ_1 sin 2θ_2(3 cos^2 θ_2 − 1) cos ϕ_2 + √ 6y sin^2 θ_1 sin^2 θ_2(3 cos^2 θ_2 − 1) cos 2ϕ_2 + (1 + cos^2 θ_1) ] λ=0 + f_{2/0} [ 2x^2 sin^2 θ_1(1 + cos^2 θ_2) sin^2 θ_2 + 1 4 y^2(1 + cos^2 θ_1)(1 + 6 cos^2 θ_2 + cos^4 θ_2) + √ 2 4 xy sin 2θ_1 sin^2 θ_2(3 + cos^2 θ_2) cos ϕ_2 − √ 3 2 x sin 2θ_1 sin 2θ_2 sin^2 θ_2 cos ϕ_2 + √ 6 2 y sin^2 θ_1(1 − cos^4 θ_2) cos 2ϕ_2 + 3 2 (1 + cos^2 θ_1) sin^4 θ_2 ] λ=2 .

(21)

We then fit the events in χ_{c0} signal region with Eq. (21) by a similar method as applied to the χ_{c2} signal. Nonzero x, y or f_{2/0} values indicate the inconsistency between data and MC simulation. To be conservative, the sum of any shift from 0 plus its uncertainty will be taken as the net systematic effect. The fitted result is f_{2/0} = 0.000 ± 0.012 when x and y are fixed to be zero. Studies with MC samples demonstrate that a systematic uncertainty in modeling the θ_1, θ_2 and ϕ_2 efficiency produces a shift of approximately the same size for f_{2/0} in χ_{c0} sample and f_{0/2} in χ_{c2} sample. Therefore, the observed shift from f_{2/0} for the χ_{c0} data can be used to estimate the corresponding systematic uncertainty in the χ_{c2} → γγ measurement. Thus we take 0.012 as the systematic uncertainty.

VI. CONCLUSION

In summary, we present the updated measurements of the two-photon decays of χ_{c0,2} via the radiative transition ψ(3686) → γχ_{c0,2} based on a ψ(3686) data sample of 448.1 × 10^6 events. We determine B(χ_{c0} → γγ) = (1.93 ± 0.08 ± 0.05 ± 0.05) × 10^{−4} and B(χ_{c2} → γγ) = (3.10 ± 0.09 ± 0.07 ± 0.11) × 10^{−4}, which agree with the previous measurements [15, 16]. Incorporating the branching fraction B(ψ(3686) → γχ_{c0,2}) and the total decay widths Γ(χ_{c0,2}) quoted from PDG, we also determine the decay branching fractions and the two-photon partial decay widths of χ_{c0,2} → γγ, as well as the ratio of two-photons partial decay width between χ_{c2} and χ_{c0}. A comparison between this measurement, the previous measurements, and the PDG world average values is summarized in Table IV; our results are the most precise to date.

TABLE. IV. The comparison of experimental results for the two-photon partial widths of χc0 and χc2.

Quantity PDG average values^a CLEO-c^b BESIII^b This measurement^b B1 × B2(10^{−5})(χc0)^c 2.23 ± 0.14 2.17 ± 0.32 ± 0.10 2.17 ± 0.17 ± 0.12 1.93 ± 0.08 ± 0.05 B1 × B2(10^{−5})(χc2)^c 2.50 ± 0.15 2.68 ± 0.28 ± 0.15 2.81 ± 0.17 ± 0.15 2.83 ± 0.08 ± 0.06 B2(10^{−4})(χc0)^c 2.23 ± 0.13 2.31 ± 0.34 ± 0.15 2.24 ± 0.19 ± 0.15 1.93 ± 0.08 ± 0.07 B2(10^{−4})(χc2)^c 2.74 ± 0.14 3.23 ± 0.34 ± 0.24 3.21 ± 0.18 ± 0.22 3.10 ± 0.09 ± 0.13 Γγγ (χc0) keV 2.24 ± 0.19 2.36 ± 0.35 ± 0.22 2.33 ± 0.20 ± 0.22 2.03 ± 0.08 ± 0.14 Γγγ (χc2) keV 0.53 ± 0.03 0.66 ± 0.07 ± 0.06 0.63 ± 0.04 ± 0.06 0.60 ± 0.02 ± 0.04 R 0.236 ± 0.024 0.28 ± 0.05 ± 0.04 0.271 ± 0.029 ± 0.030 0.295 ± 0.014 ± 0.028 f_{0/2}(10^{−2}) ... ... 0 ± 2 ± 2 0.0 ± 0.6 ± 1.2

a The results from the literature have been reevaluated by using the branching fractions and the total width from PDG. b The first uncertainty is statistical, the second is systematic uncertainty including those from branching fraction B(ψ(3686) → γχc0,2) and the total decay widths Γ(χc0,2). c B1 ≡ B(ψ(3686) → γχc0,2), B2 ≡ B(χc0,2 → γγ), Γγγ (χc0,2) ≡ Γγγ (χc0,2 → γγ), R ≡ Γγγ (χc2)/Γγγ (χc0).

We also search for the decay χ_{c1} → γγ, which is forbidden by the Landau-Yang theorem, by examining the E_γ distribution. We do not find an obvious χ_{c1} → γγ signal, and an upper limit at the 90% confidence level on the decay branching fractions and the two-photon partial width are set to be B(χ_{c1} → γγ) < 6.3 × 10^{−6} and Γ_{γγ} (χ_{c1}) < 5.3 eV, respectively.

The ratio of two-photon partial decay widths between χ_{c2} and χ_{c0} is measured to be R = 0.295 ± 0.014 ± 0.007 ± 0.027. This is larger than the theoretical calculation taking into consideration the first order radiative correction [38], which obtains a reduction from the nominal 4/15 = 0.267 by a multiplicative factor of (1 − 5.51α_s/π). This may indicate an inadequacy of the calculation; higher-order radiative correction calculations are desirable. Alternatively, as noted by Buchmüller [39], a different scheme or scale of the the renormalization is necessary to obtain better convergence for the radiative corrections. Moreover, the precise R values obtained can help to calibrate the different theoretical potential models [4–12].

Additionally, we also perform a helicity amplitude analysis for the decay of ψ(3686) → γχ_{c2}, χ_{c2} → γγ. The ratio of the two-photon partial widths between the helicity-zero and helicity-two components in the decay of χ_{c2} → γγ is determined to be f_{0/2} = (0.0 ± 0.6 ± 1.2) × 10^{−2}, confirming that helicity-zero component is highly suppressed. This more precise measurement is consistent with the previous experimental results [16].

VII. ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The BESIII collaboration thanks the staff of BEPCII and the IHEP computing center for their strong support. This work is supported in part by National Key Basic Research Program of China under Contract No. 2015CB856700; National Natural Science Foundation of China (NSFC) under Contracts Nos. 11235011, 11322544, 11335008, 11425524, 11635010; the Chinese Academy of Sciences (CAS) Large-Scale Scientific Facility Program; the CAS Center for Excellence in Particle Physics (CCEPP); the Collaborative Innovation Center for Particles and Interactions (CICPI); Joint Large-Scale Scientific Facility Funds of the NSFC and CAS under Contracts Nos. U1232201, U1332201, U1532257, U1532258; CAS under Contracts Nos. KJCX2-YW-N29, KJCX2-YW- N45; 100 Talents Program of CAS; National 1000 Talents Program of China; INPAC and Shanghai Key Laboratory for Particle Physics and Cosmology; German Research Foundation DFG under Contracts Nos. Collaborative Research Center CRC 1044, FOR 2359; Istituto Nazionale di Fisica Nucleare, Italy; Koninklijke Nederlandse Akademie van Wetenschappen (KNAW) under Contract No. 530-4CDP03; Ministry of Development of Turkey under Contract No. DPT2006K-120470; National Science and Technology fund; The Swedish Resarch Council; U. S. Department of Energy under Contracts Nos. DE-FG02-05ER41374, DE-SC- 0010118, DE-SC-0010504, DE-SC-0012069; University of Groningen (RuG) and the Helmholtzzentrum fuer Schwerionenforschung GmbH (GSI), Darmstadt; WCU Program of National Research Foundation of Korea under Contract No. R32-2008-000-10155-0.

[1] H. W. Huang, C. F. Qiao and K. T. Chao, Phys. Rev. D

54, 2123 (1996).

[2] C. W. Hwang and R. S. Guo, Phys. Rev. D 82, 034021 (2010).

[3] R. Barbier, R. Gatto and R. Kögerler, Phys. Lett. B 60, 183 (1976), and references therein.

[4] T. Appelquist and H. D. Politzer, Phys. Rev. Lett. 34, 43 (1975).

[5] T. Barnes, in Proceedings of the IX International Workshop on Photon-Photon Collisions edited by D. O. Caldwell and H. P. Paar (World Scientific, Singapore, 1992), p. 263.

[6] S. N. Gupta, J. M. Johnson, and W. W. Repko, Phys.

Rev. D 54, 2075 (1996).

[7] D. Ebert, R. N. Faustov, and V. O. Galkin, Mod. Phys.

Lett. A 18, 601 (2003); Phys. Rev. D 67, 014027 (2003). [8] S. Godfrey and N. Isgur, Phys. Rev. D 32, 189 (1985). [9] G. A. Schuler, F. A. Berends, and R. van Gulik, Nucl.

Phys. B 523, 423 (1998).

[10] Wen-Long Sang, Feng Feng, Yu Jia and Shuang-Ran Liang, Phys. Rev. D 94, 111501(R) (2016).

[11] J. P. Lansberg and T. N. Pham, Phys. Rev. D 79, 094016 (2009).

[12] J. J. Dudek and R. G. Edwards, Phys. Rev. Lett. 97, 172001 (2006).

[13] L. Laudau, Phys. Abstr. A 52, 125(1949);

C. N. Yang, Phys. Rev. 77, 242 (1950).

[14] C. Patrignani et al. [Particle Data Group Collaboration], Chin. Phys. C 40, 100001 (2016).

[15] K. M. Ecklund et al. (CLEO Collaboration), Phys. Rev.

D 78, 091501(R) (2008).

[16] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 85, 112008 (2012).

[17] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), “Determination of the number of ψ(3686) events at BESIII,” arXiv:1709.03653 [hep-ex].

[18] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), Nucl. Instrum.

Meth. A 614, 345 (2010).

[19] J. Z. Bai et al. (BES Collaboration), Nucl. Instrum.

Meth. A 344, 319 (1994);

J. Z. Bai et al. (BES Collaboration), Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 627, 319 (2001).

[20] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 91, 112004 (2015).

[21] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), Chin. Phys. C 37, 123001 (2013).

M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B 753, 629 (2016).

[22] S. Agostinelli et al. (GEANT4 Collaboration), Nucl.

Instrum. Meth. A 506, 250 (2003).

[23] Z. Y. Deng et al., High Energy Phys. Nucl. Phys. 30, 371 (2006).

[24] S. Jadach, B. F. L. Ward and Z. Was, Comput. Phys.

Commun. 130, 260 (2000);

S. Jadach, B. F. L. Ward and Z. Was, Phys. Rev. D 63, 113009 (2001).

[25] D. J. Lange et al., Nucl. Instrum. Meth. A 462, 1 (2001);

R.G. Ping, Chin. Phys. C 32, 243 (2008).

[26] J. C. Chen, G. S. Huang, X. R. Qi, D. H. Zhang, and Y.

S. Zhu, Phys. Rev. D 62, 034003 (2000).

[27] C. M. Carloni Calame, G. Montagna, O. Nicrosini, and F. Piccinini, Nucl. Phys. B Proc. Suppl. 131, 48 (2004), and references therein.

[28] M. Oreglia et al. (Crystal Ball Collaboration), Phys. Rev.

D 25, 2259 (1982).

[29] G. Karl, S. Meshkov, and J. L. Rosner, Phys. Rev. D 13, 1203 (1976); M. A. Doncheski, H. Grotch, and K. J.840 Sebastian, ibid 42, 2293 (1990).

[30] G. R. Liao, R. G. Ping, and Y. X. Yong, Chin. Phys. C 26, 051101 (2009).

[31] E. Eichten et al., Rev. Mod. Phys. 80, 1161 (2008). [32] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 91, 092009 (2015).

M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), Phys. Lett. B 753, 103-109 (2016).

[33] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), Phys . Rev. D 83, 112005 (2011).

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

Lett. 105, 261801 (2010).

[35] N. Berger, K. Zhu et al., Chin. Phys. C 34, 1779 (2010). [36] M. Ablikim et al. (BESIII Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 84, 092006 (2011).

[37] M. Ablikim et al. (BES Collaboration), Phys. Rev. D 70, 092004 (2004).

[38] M. B. Voloshin, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 61, 455 (2008). [39] W. Buchmüller, Yee Jack Ng and S.-H. H. Tye, Phys.

Rev. D 24, 132 (1981).