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Abstract

The vectorglueballO ,m ade of3 valence gluons,isexpected to be \clean":

it m ixes less with quarkonia,but m ediates O ZIviolations. The recent 0+ +

glueballcandidate and the persistence ofthe J= ;  0 ! �� puzzle suggest

m O ’ m J= ,with m ixing angle � 2�{4�,hence �(O ! ��,K + K � ,e+ e� )�

M eV,few keV,few eV.Lowerand upperboundson �O can be argued from

e+ e� ! �� energy scan data and thecondition B (O ! ��)> B (J= ! ��).

O dom inancem ay explain the\large" O ZIviolation in 1S0(�pp)! � vs.!.

PACS num bers:12.39.M k,13.25.G v,13.75.Cs,14.40.G x
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Glueballsarefundam entalobjectsin thesensethat,ifallquarkswereasheavy ascharm

orbottom ,wewould stillhaveneutral,quarklessm esonsstarting around 1{2 GeV in m ass,

and the lowest lying ones would be stable! Our world is com plicated, however, by the

existenceofan approxim ateavorSU(3)sym m etry attheQCD scale.Theabundanceofq�q

m eson statesin the1-2GeV region and glueball{quarkonium m ixingsm aketheidenti�cation

ofthe would-be lightest neutralhadrons extrem ely di�cult. To date, we have not yet

established any glueballstatebeyond doubt.

Therehasbeen,however,som erecentprogress[1]in the0+ + scalarglueballsector,where

experim entand lattice resultsare converging. On one hand,in partdue to high statistics

studiesof�pp ! �0M �M m odes[1],thereisnow an excessofisoscalar0+ + m esons,nam ely,

f0(1370),f0(1500)and f0(1720)[2].Togetherwith theI = 1=2 and 1 m esonsK �

0
(1430)and

a0(1450),theydonotall�tintoaq�qnonet[1].On theotherhand,recentlatticecalculations

predict[1]the 0+ + glueballm assto be 1600� 100 M eV.Although two groups[3,4]claim

opposite endsofthe above range,theirclose agreem entisin factquite rem arkable. There

arethuscom peting claim sthateither[5]f0(1500)or[6]f0(1720)isthe0
+ + scalarglueball

G whiletheotherisdom inantly s�s.Itislikely,however,thatboth stateshavelargeglueball

adm ixtures [1]. As to the lattice expectation [1]of2200� 2500 M eV fora 2+ + glueball,

furtherevidence forthe �(2230)state hasbeen reported [1,7]recently. Allthese statesare

seen in J= !  + X transitions[1],wherethe\gluecontent" [8]appearsto behigh.

The 0+ + and 2+ + are2-g glueballsin theconstituentpicture.They areclearly di�cult

to disentangle from nearby quarkonia. In this paper we are m ainly concerned with the

lowestlying 1�� glueballstate called O ,which can only be m ade of3 constituent gluons.

Because ofitscom position,and becauseitshould beheavier,weexpectitto m ix lesswith

q�q m esons. Itshould therefore retain m ore itsglueballcharacter,hence cleanerand easier

to interpret [9]once it is seen. Unfortunately,such glueballs are harder to produce since

they require3gluonstoconstruct.Thisbringsusnaturally,however,tovectorcharm onium

decay,which,according to perturbative QCD,proceeds via 3 gluons. Interestingly,there

haslong been [10]som e\anom aly" in J= vs. 0decaysthatseem to callfortheexistence
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ofO . Assum ing thatJ= , 0! 3g ! X di�eronly in the c�cwave function atthe origin,

theratio ofbranching ratiosisexpected to follow theso-called 15% rule,

R  0 � B ( 0! X )=B (J= ! X )’ B ( 0
! e

+
e
� )=B (J= ! e

+
e
� )�= 0:15; (1)

which holdsforp�p,p�p+ n�,5�,7�,and therecently reported b1� [11]and �f0 [12]m odes.

However,asoriginally reported by M ARK II[10],and recon�rm ed by BES,although quite

abundantin J= decay (� 1% ),theV P m odes�� and K� �K arenotyetseen for 0[12]

B ( 0
! ��)< 2:9� 10�5 ; B ( 0

! K
�+
K

� )< 3:2� 10�5 : (2)

A sim ilarsituation now seem s[12]tobeem ergingforV T m odessuch as!f2,�a2 and K
� �K 2.

Thesim plestand m ostattractiveexplanation is[9]to invokea nearby 3-g resonanceO that

(see Fig. 1)enhancesgreatly the J= decay into these anom alouschannels. However,the

BES experim enthasrecently reported [13]an energy scan ofJ= ! ��,which appearsto

ruleoutthevectorglueballO in theso-called Brodsky-Lepage-Tuan (BLT)dom ain [14]

jm O � mJ= j< 80 M eV; �O < 160 M eV: (3)

In thispaper,we m ake a carefulassessm ent ofthese recent data. W e �nd that0+ + data

and  0 results support m O ’ m J= , while the conclusion drawn from the BES scan is

questionable.A consistentdecay scenario forO em erges.Furtherevidence forO isargued

from theso-called �pp! � + X vs.! + X anom aly.

Shortly afterthe J= discovery,Freund and Nam bu (FN)postulated [15]the existence

ofa state O which m ediates the Okubo-Zweig-Iizuka (OZI) [16]violating � ! �� decay

(assum ing ideal�{! m ixing). This is a \pom eron daughter", a \closed string without

quarks",hence a (1�� )glueballin presentterm s.Itsm asswasargued from dualdynam ics

to be� 1:4� 1:8 GeV,and J= ! �� waspredicted to bea dom inantdecay m ode.From

a constituentgluon picture,thelow lying 3-g glueballspectrum wasstudied [9]by Hou and

Soni(HS),assum ingtwo-body forcesonly.Takingtheconstituentm assm g � 500M eV [17],

itwasfound thatm O
�= 4:8m g ’ 2:4 GeV,which isconsiderably heavierthan theestim ate
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ofFN.As�(J= ! ��)�= 1:1 keV turned outto bem uch sm allerthan predicted,theO -V

m ixings(Fig.1)wereallowed to haveQCD m otivated scaledependence [9]

fO ! :fO � :fO  = (
p
2:� 1:1)f(q2): (4)

To explain the freshly reported [10]��; K � �K anom aly,HS invoked [9]a pole dom inance,

orresonance enhancem entm odel:i)J= ! O ! �� � J= ! gggjcont:! ��;ii)J= !

O ! other� J= ! gggjcont: ! other;iii) 0 ! O ! ANY �  0 ! gggjcont: ! ANY,

where\cont." standsforcontinuum ,and likewise forK � �K .Thisleadsto theratio

�( 0! O ! ��)

�(J= ! O ! ��)
�=

 
m 2

 � m2O

m 2

 0 � m2O

! 2

f2O  0

f2O  
: (5)

Astheanom aly deepened,im plying [18]thatO hasto beratherdegeneratewith J= ,BLT

[14]included the O width (m 2

V � m2O )
2 � ! (m2V � m2O )

2 + m 2

O �
2

O =4 and argued thatthe

rangeofeq.(3)wasim plied.Fortuitousasitm ay seem ,recentBES data [12]on  0! V P

m odes,eq. (2),continue to support this. W e now wish to argue from 0+ + data thatthe

rangeofeq.(3)isalso m otivated from outsideofcharm onium physics.

Oneofthem ainuncertaintiesinthepotentialm odelistheconstituent,ordynam icalm ass

m g = 500� 200 M eV [17].The 0+ + glueballG ispredicted [19]to havem assm G ’ 2:3m g

while the 1�� glueballO has m ass [9]m O ’ 4:8m g. Perhaps the ratio m O =m G ’ 2:1

is m ore trustworthy. Taking m G = 1400; 1500; 1600 M eV,we �nd m g ’ 610; 650; 700

M eV respectively,which isrem arkably closeto twicetheconstituentquark m ass2m q.The

predicted O m assthen is2920;3130;3340 M eV,respectively,which isrightin theballpark

[20]ofeq.(3)!Theconsequencesofthisupward shiftfrom theoriginalHS paperto eq.(3)

turnsouttobem oreself-consistentandin betteragreem entwith data,butwerenotexplored

in detailby BLT.First,HS advocated [9]thedirectsearch via J= ; 0! G + O .Now that

m G +m O > m  0,thesem odesareclearlyforbidden,although 0! (��)I= 0+O (! ��;K � �K )

search should continue.Perhapsonecan search for�(1S)! G + O (! ��;K � �K )atCLEO

and at future B Factories. Second,assum ing O saturation,the known J= ! �� width

provides an im portant constraint,f(m 2

J= 
)�= 0:025 GeV � ((m2

J= 
� m2

O
)2 + m 2

O
�2
O
=4)1=4,

which leadsto them ixing angle
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sin�O  ’ f(m 2

J= )=
q

(m 2

J= 
� m2O )

2 + m 2

O �
2

O =4

’ 0:025 GeV=
�

(m 2

J= � m2
O
)2 + m 2

O
�2
O
=4
�
1=4

: (6)

Re�ning them assrangeofeq.(3)to (theboundson � O would beexplained later)

20 M eV < jm O � mJ= j< 80 M eV; 4 M eV �< �O �< 30� 50 M eV; (7)

sincethedegeneracy ofm O to within 20 M eV ofJ= would betoo fortuitous,we�nd

0:035< sin�O  < 0:071; (8)

which is reasonably sm all. In what follows,we shalluse m O = 3180 M eV for num erical

illustration,wheref(m 2

J= 
)’ 0:018 GeV 2 and sin�O  ’ 0:034.

One can now see that,because ofthe paucity ofisocalar 1�� m esons,J= -O m ixing

introducesthechiefq�qcontentto thestateO ,while 0,�,! m ixingswith O aresuppressed

by propagatorfactors.Thetwo physicalstatesO and J= can bewritten as[21,22]

jJ= i�= + cos�O  jc�c(1S)i+ sin�O  jgggi;

jO i �= � sin�O  jc�c(1S)i+ cos�O  jgggi; (9)

where jc�ci and jgggi are pure c�c and ggg states. The pole dom inance m odelwith near

degeneracy ofO and J= then im pliesthat�(O ! ��)’ �(J= ! ��)=sin2�O  ’ 1 M eV,

and sim ilarly �(O ! K � �K )’ 0:7 M eV.In contrast,O ! e+ e� proceedsvia itsc�ccontent,

hence�(O ! e+ e� )’ �(J= ! e+ e� )� sin2�O  ’ 6 eV,which isextrem ely sm all.Thisis

in strong contrastto usualneutralq�q m esons[9,15].Assum ing ! [9]and � [15]dom inance,

respectively,one�ndsthat�(O ! p�p)’ 10 keV and �(O ! K �K )� 6 keV,which ism uch

sm aller than �� and K � �K m odes. These num bers �t the resonance enhancem ent m odel

prescription forthe�� anom aly fairly well.

A genericlowerbound on B (O ! ��),hencean upperbound on �O ,can beargued from

J= and  0data.IfB (O ! ��)�< B (J= ! ��)� 1% ,then the jgggicom ponentofJ= 

would saturatetheJ= width,and m any m orem odeswould violatethe15% ruleofeq.(1).
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Since thisisnotthe case,we expectB (O ! ��)�> few % ,and �O �< 30 M eV (hence the

upperbound on �O in eq. (7))form O = 3180 M eV,which isrelatively narrow forsuch a

heavy avorlesshadron.Thebound on � O decreasesasm O ! m J= .

The im m ediate question to address is the absence ofevidence for an O state in the

vicinity ofJ= . Scanning the J= ! �� m ode over a 40 M eV energy interval,the BES

experim enthasrecently reported [13]thebound

�O + I=�J= < 0:098; (10)

atthe90% con�dencelevel,where�O + I istheextracrosssection duetoO anditsinterference

with J= in the energy window. After som e analysis,BES claim s [13]that a broad and

nondegenerate O (with J= )isruled out. Thisisquite puzzling,since intuitively a broad

statenottoo close to J= should have been harderto discern.Notethat,according to eq.

(9),e+ e� ! J= ! �� and e+ e� ! O ! �� should haveequaltotalcrosssections(seeFig.

2),butthepeak crosssection forthelatterisfarlessthan theform er,weighed down by the

factor�2
J= 

=�2O .Thisisborn outby ournum ericalexam ple.On closerinspection,one�nds

thatthe assum ption stated in eq. (8)ofref.[13],viz. B ( (2S)! ��)=(�J= =�tot)’ 0:15

isself-contradictory,since itignoresthe jgggicontentofthe physicalstate jJ= iwhich is

responsible forJ= ! �� enhancem ent. Taking eq. (9)into due account,the scan result

ofeq.(10)cannotruleouta glueballstateO with jm O � mJ= jand �O greaterthan a few

tim esthe BES energy resolution �E ’ 2 M eV [23,24]. Prelim inary analysisalong sim ilar

linesin thesearch forO in the�� invariantm assspectrum of 0! �+ �� + �� decay leads

to thebound [25]�O > 4 M eV form O ’ 3180 M eV,im plying thatB (O ! ��)< 25% .

Collectingresults,we�nd 4M eV �< �O < 30� 50M eV,and few % �< B (O ! ��)�< 25%

form O ’ 3180 M eV.Unliketheold [9]resultofHS,where�(O ! ��)wasestim ated to be

� 50 M eV (since mO wasfaraway from m J= ),hencem ustbea predom inantdecay m ode,

ourpresentresultofa dom inantbutnotpredom inantO ! �� m odeism oreplausible.The

sm allnessof�O isin partbecauseO ! GG isphasespaceand P-wavesuppressed.

Butwhataboutthe em erging V T anom aly [12],where the !f2,�a2 and K � �K 2 m odes
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are also seen to be suppressed in  0 decays? Note thatthe observed J= ! V P; V T and

�c ! V V m odesare allratherprom inent,each oforder1% . Assuggested by Anselm ino,

Genovese and Kharzeev [21],the �c could also m ix with a 0�+ 3-g glueball(containing

sizable 2-g content[9],which explainsthelarge�c ! V V width com pared to J= ! V P),

which m ediates the V V m odes. Interestingly,the potentialm odelpredicts [9]altogether

four lowest lying 3-g glueballs: one pseudoscalar 0�+ (1),two vectors 1�� (0) and 1�� (2),

and a spin 3 state 3�� (2),where the num ber in parenthesis isthe totalspin ofany (gg)8

pair. They are allroughly degenerate at4:8m g ’ m J= ’ m �c. Itappearsthen thatthe

two �nalstate m esons tend to \rem em ber" the originalspin con�gurations. One m ight

picture the glueballas decaying via g8(gg)8 ! (q�q)8(q
0�q0)8,and the q and q0 undergoes

som e Fierz-like rearrangem ent before hadronizing. W ith the near degeneracy ofthe 1��

and 0�+ 3-g statesto J= and �c,one hasa crude butcom m on scenario forthe observed

prom inenceofJ= ! V P;V T and �c ! V V m odes.TheV P and V V m odesareprobably

highly suppressed in  0and �0c decaysby totalhadron helicity conservation (HHC)[26].The

observation [12]ofa suppressed but nonvanishing  0 ! �a2 m ode is consistent with the

 0! V T m odesbeing allowed by HHC,and theabsenceofa nearby O -pole[18].

RecallthatO wasoriginally introduced [15]toexplain OZI[16]dynam ics.Indeed,using

eq. (4) one obtains from � ! �� decay f(m 2

�) � 0:5 GeV2,which is oftypicalhadronic

scale,but f(m 2

�)=(m
2

O � m2�) � 0:05� 0:06. The latter is roughly the O -� m ixing angle

sin�O �.W enotethat�O � ’ 3� � 3:4� isvery close to thedeviation from ideal!-� m ixing,

��= 3:7�.Thus,OZIviolation in 1� nonetisprobably rooted in theheavinessofO !

Itisfascinatingtom ention anotherrecentOZIviolating\anom aly".Severalexperim ents

havestudied �pp! � + X vs.! + X with �pp annihilating atrest[27].Oneexpects

R X �
�(�pp! � + X )

�(�pp! ! + X )
� tan2� �< 1% ; (11)

which seem sto berespected in m ostcases,butwith two prom inentexceptions[28]:

R � ’ 0:1; R  ’ 0:24: (12)
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Thesetwo casesproceed via speci�cinitialstates[27,28],1S0(�pp)! V  and 3S1(�pp)! V �.

It is plausible that the com m on I = 0,spin 1,excited �pp system annihilates com pletely

into 3 gluonswithoutleaving behind som e q�q’s. W e conjecture thatthere isa substantial

resonancecontribution (seeFig.3)from 1S0(�pp)! (�pp)�I= 0 [! O ! �;!]+  and3S1(�pp)!

(�pp)�I= 0 [! O ! �;!]+ �,whereO dom inancegivestheSU(3)prediction

R X = (1=
p
2)2 = 1=2: (13)

The experim ental results for R � and R , eq. (12), should necessarily be sm aller since

f(m 2

!)> f(m 2

�),andsincethereshould bem orechannels(e.g.\incom plete" �ppannihilation)

for! �nalstates,especially for!�.Asforotherm odesX = �;�;!;��,etc.,they typically

involve m ore partialwaves and there is considerably m ore cross section for �nalstates

withouts�s.Ourexplanation oftheanom alously largecrosssection forS-state �pp! � and

��,thoughqualitative,iscogentandsim plecom paredtom ostother[27]m odelexplanations:

O m ediatesOZIviolation.SinceO ! p�pwidth israthersm all,thestrategym aybetosearch

forits0�+ partnerasa bum p [21]in p�p crosssection around
p
s’ 3 GeV.

Letussum m arizethem ain pointsofthispaper.ThevectorglueballstateO ,postulated

21 yearsago,isalive and well. Asthe 0+ + glueballG seem sto have em erged with m G �

1500� 1700 GeV,we argue thatmO isplausibly above 3 GeV.The persistent absence of

 0 ! ��; K � �K m odes com pared with B (J= ! ��; K � �K ) � 1% (the \�� anom aly")

then strongly suggestthem assrangeforO asgiven in eq.(7).Absenceofdistortion in the

recentBES energy scan ofJ= ! �� doesnotruleoutm O ’ m J= ,butservestoputalower

bound on �O ,while consistency requires B (O ! ��)�> few � B (J= ! ��). The range

for�O isalso sum m arized in eq.(7).A consistentdecay picture forO em erges,where few

% �< B (O ! ��)�< 25% isa dom inantbutnotpredom inantm ode.TheO ! e+ e� m odeis

very suppressed,attheeV level,whileK + K � and p�p m odesarequitesuppressed com pared

to V P m odes. The prom inence ofJ= ! V P,V T and �c ! V V m odesisexplained by

resonanceenhancem entduetonearby1�� (0),1�� (2)and 0�+ (1)3-gglueballstates(num ber

in parenthesisisggpairspin)predicted bypotentialm odels.TheOZIsuppression of� ! ��
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is traced to the heaviness ofO . The S-state �pp ! � and �� annihilation anom aly m ay

bedueto O dom inance,which isfacilitated by thelim ited num berofchannels.Thesearch

forO should continuein  0! �+ �� + (��,K � �K ),perhapsvia �(1S)! G + O ,and in �pp

annihilation in ight.Onceclearly seen,theglueballnatureofO should beunequivocal.
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FIGURES

FIG .1. M echanism forJ= -O m ixing.Likewise forotherV -O m ixings.

FIG .2. e+ e� ! �� via J= and O interm ediate states.

FIG .3. Scenario forS-state �pp ! V ; V �0 via O dom inance.
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