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Abstract: We investigate the processes e+e− → ηc+γ and e+e− → χcJ+γ at B factories
within the NRQCD factorization framework, computing the corresponding helicity ampli-
tudes through O(α2

s). The short-distance coefficients are obtained as series expansions in
r = 4m2

c
s around r = 0, 1/3, 2/3, 1, using the method of differential equations. By com-

bining the expansions from all four points, we construct composite asymptotic expressions
that reproduce the exact results accurately over the full range 0 ≤ r ≤ 1, with relative
errors below 0.1% over most of the domain and remaining under 1% elsewhere. Analytic
expressions for the leading and next-to-leading logarithmic terms are extracted in the limit
r → 0. Using these results, we compute the unpolarized cross sections and observe that
the perturbative corrections are small for χc0+γ, moderate for χc1+ γ, and substantial for
ηc+γ and χc2+γ. Theoretical prediction for χc1+γ is consistent with the Belle measure-
ment within 2σ, showing good agreement between theory and experiment. We also predict
the angular distribution parameters αH

θ , which are insensitive to NRQCD matrix elements
and exhibit small theoretical uncertainties. These parameters further display good stabil-
ity across different perturbative orders. With the high luminosity anticipated at Belle 2,
future experimental measurements will thus provide a clear test of NRQCD factorization.
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1 Introduction

Due to their high luminosity and clean experimental environment, electron-positron collid-
ers, particularly B factories, provide an ideal platform for studying exclusive charmonium
production. Several measurements of such processes have been reported [1–4] at B factories.
Searches for e+e− → χc1,2+γ and e+e− → ηc+γ have also been conducted at BESIII [5, 6].

Among various charmonium production channels, the exclusive processes e+e− → ηc+

γ and e+e− → χcJ + γ (with J = 0, 1, 2) are of particular interest. Their relatively
simple structure makes them excellent probes for testing non-relativistic QCD (NRQCD)
factorization [7]. Theoretical studies of these processes within the NRQCD framework have
been carried out extensively.
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The leading-order (LO) cross sections for e+e− → ηc/χcJ + γ at B factories were first
computed in Ref. [8]. Subsequent work incorporated next-to-leading-order (NLO) QCD
corrections [9, 10], and the asymptotic behaviors of the NLO results were later reproduced
using light-cone factorization in Ref. [11]. Resummation of large logarithms ln s

m2
c

at next-
to-leading-logarithmic accuracy was further performed in Ref. [12]. Relativistic corrections
were investigated for ηc + γ in Ref. [9, 13, 14] and for χcJ + γ in Refs. [14, 15].

The next-to-next-to-leading-order (NNLO) QCD correction to e+e− → ηc+γ was ana-
lytically computed by Chen et al. in Ref. [16], with results expressed in terms of Goncharov
polylogarithms, Chen’s iterated integrals, and elliptic functions. This result was later re-
visited numerically in Ref. [17]. The NNLO corrections for e+e− → χcJ + γ were presented
in Ref. [18].

It is also noteworthy that the electromagnetic form factor for γ∗ → ηb+γ was analyzed
in Ref. [19] by bridging NRQCD and light-cone factorization, where leading logarithms of
ln s

m2
c

were resummed to all orders in αs. Their formalism can be adapted to the case of
e+e− → ηc + γ. Related studies based on light-cone approach can also be found in the
literature [20]. Additionally, cross sections for these processes have been evaluated at Z-
factory energies in Refs. [21–24], as well as at BESIII energies in Refs. [25, 26]. In related
work, NNLO QCD corrections to the electromagnetic form factors of ηc and ηb have been
studied in Refs. [27–29].

In this work, we compute the helicity amplitudes for e+e− → ηc+γ and e+e− → χcJ+γ

up to O(α2
s). Our goal is to derive asymptotic expansions for these amplitudes in the

variable r ≡ 4m2
c

s around four expansion points, ensuring that the resulting series accurately
approximate the exact results across the full physical range 0 ≤ r ≤ 1. These expressions
allow us to predict not only the unpolarized cross sections but also the azimuthal angular
distributions of the produced charmonia, thereby offering more detailed observables for
experimental tests of NRQCD factorization. Furthermore, we extract analytic expressions
of the large logarithmic terms from the asymptotic expansion around r = 0, which can
support further theoretical investigations.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we introduce the theoretical framework
for computing the helicity amplitudes and cross sections. The computational techniques
employed are outlined in Sec. 3. In Sec. 4, we present analytic expressions for several
lower-order coefficients in the expansion around r = 0. The convergence of the asymptotic
expansions is analyzed in Sec. 5 by comparing them with exact results. Phenomenological
predictions and related discussions are presented in Sec. 6. Finally, a summary is given in
Sec. 7. Explicit expressions for the asymptotic expansion at r = 0 up to O(r1) are provided
in Appendices A.1 and A.2.
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2 Theoretical framework

2.1 Helicity amplitudes and cross sections

It is convenient to express the differential cross sections for e+e− → H+γ (withH = ηc, χcJ)
in terms of the differential decay width of a timelike photon:

dσ[e+e− → H(λ1) + γ(λ2)]

d cos θ
=

2πα

s
3
2

Σa
dΓ[γ∗(SZ)→ H(λ1) + γ(λ2)]

d cos θ

=
2πα

s
3
2

|P1|
16πs

|d1Sz ,λ(θ)|
2|AH

λ1,λ2
|2

=
α

8s2

(
|P1|√
s

)
|AH

λ1,λ2
|2 ×

{ 1+cos2 θ
2

, λ=±1

1−cos2 θ, λ=0
, (2.1)

where θ is the polar angle between the outgoing H and the electron beam direction, λ1
and λ2 are the helicities of H and γ, respectively, and Sz is the magnetic quantum number
of the timelike photon. The quantity AH

λ1,λ2
denotes the corresponding helicity amplitude.

The angular distribution is completely governed by the Wigner d-function d1Sz ,λ
(θ), with

λ ≡ λ1 − λ2. Note that angular-momentum conservation restricts |λ| ≤ 1. The magnitude
of the three-momentum of H is given by

|P1| =
λ

1
2 (s,M2

H , 0)

2
√
s

, λ(x, y, z) = x2 + y2 + z2 − 2(xy + xz + yz). (2.2)

From parity invariance, we obtain:

Aηc
λ1,λ2

= −Aηc
−λ1,−λ2

, AχcJ

λ1,λ2
= (−1)JAχcJ

−λ1,−λ2
. (2.3)

As implied by Eq. (2.3), the number of independent helicity amplitudes is 1, 1, 2, 3 for the
ηc+γ, χc0+γ, χc1+γ, and χc2+γ channels, respectively. Moreover, the helicity amplitudes
exhibit the asymptotic scaling

AH
λ1,λ2

∝ r
1
2 (1+|λ1|) (2.4)

in the limit s→∞, where r = 4m2
c/s. The factor r1/2 reflects the large momentum transfer

required for a heavy-quark pair to form a quarkonium state with small relative momentum,
while the remaining powers follow from the helicity-selection rule.

Summing over all possible helicity states of H and γ in Eq. (2.1) yields the unpolarized
differential cross section:

dσ[e+e− → H + γ]

d cos θ
=

α

8s2

(
|P1|√
s

)
AH(1 + αH

θ cos2 θ), (2.5)

where αH
θ is the angular-distribution parameter that characterizes the profile of the angular

distribution of H and satisfies |αH
θ | ≤ 1.
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The explicit expressions for AH and αH
θ read

Aηc = |Aηc
0,1|

2, αηc
θ = 1,

Aχc0 = |Aχc0
0,1 |

2, αχc0

θ = 1,

Aχc1 = 2|Aχc1
1,1 |

2 + |Aχc1
0,1 |

2, αχc1

θ =
|Aχc1

0,1 |2 − 2|Aχc1
1,1 |2

|Aχc1
0,1 |2 + 2|Aχc1

1,1 |2
,

Aχc2 = |Aχc2
2,1 |

2 + 2|Aχc2
1,1 |

2 + |Aχc2
0,1 |

2, αχc2

θ =
|Aχc2

2,1 |2 − 2|Aχc2
1,1 |2 + |A

χc2
0,1 |2

|Aχc2
2,1 |2 + 2|Aχc2

1,1 |2 + |A
χc2
0,1 |2

. (2.6)

After integration over the polar angle θ, the corresponding total cross sections are

σ(ηc + γ) =
α

6s2

(
|P1|√
s

)
2|Aηc

0,1|
2,

σ(χc0 + γ) =
α

6s2

(
|P1|√
s

)
2|Aχc0

0,1 |
2,

σ(χc1 + γ) =
α

6s2

(
|P1|√
s

)
(2|Aχc1

1,1 |
2 + 2|Aχc1

0,1 |
2),

σ(χc2 + γ) =
α

6s2

(
|P1|√
s

)
(2|Aχc2

2,1 |
2 + 2|Aχc2

1,1 |
2 + 2|Aχc2

0,1 |
2). (2.7)

2.2 NRQCD factorization for the helicity amplitudes

The helicity amplitude AH
λ1,λ2

can be evaluated using the NRQCD factorization:

AH
λ1,λ2

= cHλ1,λ2

√
2MH

⟨OH⟩
mn

c

, (2.8)

where n = 1 for ηc and n = 2 for χcJ , cHλ1,λ2
denote the dimensionless short-distance

coefficients (SDCs), and the NRQCD long-distance matrix elements (LDMEs) are defined
as:

⟨Oηc⟩ = ⟨ηc|ψ†χ(µΛ)|0⟩,

⟨Oχc0⟩ = ⟨χc0|ψ† 1√
3

(
− i
2

←→
D · σ

)
χ(µΛ)|0⟩,

⟨Oχc1⟩ = ⟨χc1|ψ† 1√
2

(
− i
2

←→
D × σ

)
· ϵχc1χ(µΛ)|0⟩,

⟨Oχc2⟩ = ⟨χc2|ψ†
(
− i
2

←→
D (iσj)ϵijχc2

)
χ(µΛ)|0⟩, (2.9)

with ϵχc1 and ϵχc2 denoting the polarization vector of χc1 and the polarization tensor of χc2,
respectively. Here, the factorization scale µΛ is expected to cancel with the correspond-
ing scale dependence in the SDCs. In Eq. (2.8), the factor

√
2MH appears on the right

side because we adopt relativistic normalization for the charmonium state H, but we use
conventional nonrelativistic normalization for the NRQCD LDMEs. In this work, we take
MH = 2mc.

As the SDCs are insensitive to nonperturbative hadronization effects, they can be
determined via the standard perturbative matching procedure. To this end, we replace the
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physical H meson with a fictitious onium state consisting of a free cc̄ pair carrying the same
quantum numbers 2S+1LJ as H—such as 1S0 for ηc and 3PJ for χcJ . This enables us to
compute both sides of Eq. (2.8) order by order in αs.

Under this replacement, Eq. (2.8) becomes:

Acc̄(2S+1LJ )
λ1,λ2

= cHλ1,λ2

⟨Occ̄(2S+1LJ )⟩
mn

c

, (2.10)

where both sides are now accessible in perturbation theory. Note that the factor
√
2MH

is omitted in Eq. (2.10), as we employ relativistic normalization for both the heavy quark
states in the full QCD helicity amplitude and the NRQCD LDMEs. By evaluating both
sides consistently in perturbative QCD and NRQCD, we can systematically extract the
desired SDCs cHλ1,λ2

as a power series in αs.
To facilitate the perturbative calculation, we assign the momenta of the c and c̄ quarks

as

p =
P

2
+ q, (2.11a)

p̄ =
P

2
− q, (2.11b)

where P and q denote the total and relative momenta of the cc̄ pair, respectively. The
on-shell condition p2 = p̄2 = m2

c implies:

P · q = 0, P 2 = 4E2, (2.12)

with E =
√
m2

c − q2 ≥ mc. Since we are only concerned with the SDCs at the lowest order
in velocity v, we may approximate the invariant mass of the cc̄ pair by 4m2

c .
It is convenient to employ the covariant spin projectors to enforce the cc̄ pair in a

spin-singlet or spin-triplet state. The relativistically normalized color-singlet projectors for
the spin-singlet and spin-triplet states are given by [30]:

Π0 =
1

8
√
2m2

c

(p̄/−mc)γ
5(P/+ 2mc)(p/+mc)⊗

1c√
Nc
. (2.13)

Πµ
1 =

−1
8
√
2m2

c

(p̄/−mc)γ
µ(P/+ 2mc)(p/+mc)⊗

1c√
Nc
. (2.14)

The amplitude for γ∗ → cc̄(1S0) + γ is obtained by replacing the product of charm
spinors v(p̄)ū(p) with Π0:

A(cc̄(1S0)) = Tr[AΠ0]
∣∣∣
q=0

, (2.15)

where A is the quark-level amplitude for γ∗ → cc̄+γ with external quark spinors truncated.
Since we work at the lowest order in velocity expansion, we set the relative momentum q = 0.

For the process γ∗ → cc̄(3PJ) + γ , the amplitude is obtained by differentiating the
color-singlet spin-triplet quark-level amplitude with respect to q and then setting q = 0:

A(cc̄(3PJ )) = Pµν
J

d

dqν
Tr[AΠ1,µ]

∣∣∣
q=0

, (2.16)
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where projectors Pµν
J , which encode the Clebsch–Gordan coupling between the orbital and

spin angular momenta, are defined as:

Pµν
0 =

1√
3
(−gµν + PµP ν

4m2
c

),

Pµν
1 =

i

2
√
2mc

ϵµνρσPρϵ
∗
χc1,σ,

Pµν
2 = ϵ∗µνχc2

. (2.17)

Using the helicity projection operators derived in Ref. [31], we extract the perturbative
helicity amplitude Acc̄(2S+1LJ )

λ1,λ2
. The corresponding perturbative NRQCD matrix elements

⟨Occ̄(2S+1LJ )⟩ are then evaluated. Using both components, we can determine the SDCs
cHλ1,λ2

through the matching procedure.

2.3 SDCs in αs expansion

Generally, the SDC cHλ1,λ2
admits an expansion in powers of αs:

cHλ1,λ2
(r) = c

H,(0)
λ1,λ2

(r)
[
1 +

αs

π
c
H,(1)
λ1,λ2

(r) +
α2
s

π2

(β0
4
c
H,(1)
λ1,λ2

(r) ln
4µ2R
s

+ γH ln
µ2Λ
m2

c

+ c
H,(2)
λ1,λ2

(r)
)
+O

(
α3
s

) ]
, (2.18)

where β0 = 11
3 CA − 4

3Tfnf is the one-loop coefficient of the QCD beta function, with
nf = nl + nh denoting the number of active quark flavors. Here, nl = 3 is the number of
light quarks and nh = 1 is the number of heavy quarks. The scales µR and µΛ represent
the renormalization scale and the NRQCD factorization scale, respectively.

The logarithmic term lnµR ensures the renormalization group invariance of cHλ1,λ2
(r)

at two-loop accuracy, while the lnµΛ term arises from the NRQCD factorization. In ac-
cordance with the factorization formalism, the lnµΛ-dependence in the SDCs must cancel
exactly with that in the LDMEs.

The anomalous dimensions γηc and γχcJ associated with the NRQCD bilinear currents
for the 1S0 and 3PJ states are given by [18, 32–35]:

γηc = −π2
(
CACF

4
+
C2
F

2

)
,

γχc0 = −π2
(
CACF

12
+
C2
F

3

)
,

γχc1 = −π2
(
CACF

12
+

5C2
F

24

)
,

γχc2 = −π2
(
CACF

12
+

13C2
F

120

)
. (2.19)
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The LO SDCs cH,(0)
λ1,λ2

(r) were previously derived in Ref. [8]:

c
ηc,(0)
0,1 (r) = −16πα

9
,

c
χc0,(0)
0,1 (r) =

16πα(3r − 1)

9
√
3(r − 1)

,

c
χc1,(0)
1,1 (r) =

16
√
2πα
√
r

9(1− r)
, c

χc1,(0)
0,1 (r) =

16
√
2πα

9(1− r)
,

c
χc2,(0)
2,1 (r) =

32παr

9(r − 1)
, c

χc2,(0)
1,1 (r) =

16πα
√
2r

9(1− r)
, c

χc2,(0)
0,1 (r) =

√
2

3

16πα

9(r − 1)
, (2.20)

Analytical expressions for the various NLO helicity SDCs can be found in Ref. [9],
which also include their asymptotic behaviors in the limits r → 0 and r → ∞. Numerical
results for these coefficients are provided in Ref. [10].

At O(α2
s), the SDC for e+e− → ηc+γ has been computed analytically in terms of Gon-

charov polylogarithms, Chen’s iterated integrals, and elliptic functions [16]. The correction
was later revised numerically in Ref. [17]. For e+e− → χcJ + γ, only the unpolarized cross
sections have been studied numerically; the helicity amplitudes and polarized cross sections
have not yet been calculated.

In this work, we compute the cHλ1,λ2
up to O(α2

s) and present them as asymptotic
expansions around four discrete values of r.

3 Computational technologies

We employ FeynArts [36] to generate the Feynman diagrams and corresponding amplitudes
for the process γ∗ → cc̄+ γ up to O(αs), with representative diagrams illustrated in Fig. 1.

Following the method outlined in Sec. 2.2, we apply spin/color, orbital-spin coupling,
and helicity projectors to extract the relevant perturbative helicity amplitudes. The sym-
bolic manipulation of Lorentz contractions and Dirac algebra is carried out using FeynCalc
and FormLink [37, 38].

We adopt the hard-region strategy [39] to directly extract the SDCs. Feynman integrals
are categorized using CalcLoop [40]. For the reduction of scalar integrals to master inte-
grals (MIs), we utilize both Kira [41] and Blade [42], cross-checking the results to ensure
consistency. We further apply FIRE [43] to identify symmetries among MIs from different
integral families. Ultimately, we obtain approximately 17 families and 150 master integrals.
All calculations are performed in d = 4− 2ϵ spacetime dimensions to regularize ultraviolet
and infrared (IR) divergences.

The asymptotic expansions of the MIs around r = r0 are obtained by solving their
corresponding differential equations (DEs) with respect to r. For a complete set of MIs J⃗ ,
the DEs read:

∂

∂r
J⃗ =M(r, ϵ)J⃗ , (3.1)

where the matrix M takes a local Fuchsian form at r = r0. The solution for J⃗ admits a
Laurent expansion in r − r0:
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(a) (d)

(h)(e) (f)

(b) (c)

(g)

Figure 1: Representative Feynman diagrams for the process γ∗ → cc̄ + γ at various
perturbative orders. (a) LO diagram; (b)–(c) NLO diagrams; (d)–(h) NNLO diagrams,
where (h) corresponds to the light-by-light contribution. All diagrams were drawn using
JaxoDraw [44].

J⃗ =
∑
ρ∈S

(r − r0)ρ
∞∑
n=0

C⃗ρ,n(ϵ)(r − r0)n, (3.2)

with S being a finite set of ϵ-dependent exponents. Substituting (3.2) into (3.1), we de-
termine the exponents ρ by matching the lowest-order terms and derive the coefficients C⃗
from recurrence relations and initial conditions.

In practice, we adopt a numerical fitting strategy: we first solve the DEs for a set of
discrete ϵ values (ϵ0, ..., ϵn). Then, by solving a system of linear equations, we determine ρ
and C⃗ as expansions in ϵ

a⃗0 + a⃗1ϵ+ ...+ a⃗nϵ
n. (3.3)

This method proves highly efficient and is implemented using the auxiliary mass flow (AM-
Flow) package [45–47].

Once the MIs are determined, we further expand both ρ and C⃗ in ϵ. Each integral is
then expressed as a series in ϵ and r−r0, yielding final results of the form

∑
i,j f

H,(n)
λ1,λ2

(i, j)(r−
r0)

i lnj(r−r0) at each order in ϵ. Thanks to the high precision of the coefficients fH,(n)
λ1,λ2

(i, j),
we successfully reconstruct their analytic expressions up to ln2(r − r0) for lower powers of
r − r0 using the PSLQ algorithm. For related treatments, we refer interested readers to
Refs. [48–50].

In this study, we adopt the on-shell scheme to renormalize the charm quark mass and
field strength, and the MS scheme for the QCD coupling constant. The renormalized NNLO
amplitude contains a single IR pole, whose coefficient exactly equals half of the anomalous
dimension of the NRQCD bilinear operator with the quantum number of ηc or χcJ [18, 32–
35]. In the MS scheme, this IR pole factorizes into the corresponding NRQCD long-distance
matrix elements.
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4 Asymptotic expressions of the SDCs around r = 0

After extensive calculations, we have obtained asymptotic expansions of cH,(n)
λ1,λ2

(r) (with
n = 1, 2) around the four values r0: 0, 1/3, 2/3, and 1. The coefficients are expressed as
series of the form

c
H,(n)
λ1,λ2

(r) =
∑
j≥0

f
H,(n)
λ1,λ2

(i, j)(r − r0)i lnj(r − r0), (4.1)

where the power i is truncated at 30 for r0 = 0 and at 15 for the other expanding points.
Note that the expansions at r0 = 1/3 and r0 = 2/3 contain no logarithmic terms. In what
follows we focus on the expansion around r0 = 0.

The leading-logarithmic coefficients at NLO read:

f
ηc,(1)
0,1 (0, 1) =

(
ln 2

2
− 3

4

)
CF ,

f
χc0,(1)
0,1 (0, 1) =

(
ln 2

2
− 1

4

)
CF ,

f
χc1,(1)
1,1 (0, 1) =

(
ln 2

2
− 3

4

)
CF , f

χc1,(1)
0,1 (0, 1) =

(
ln 2

2
− 3

4

)
CF ,

f
χc2,(1)
2,1 (0, 1) = (2 ln 2− 1)CF , f

χc2,(1)
1,1 (0, 1) =

(
1

4
+

ln 2

2

)
CF ,

f
χc2,(1)
0,1 (0, 1) =

(
ln 2

2
− 1

4

)
CF . (4.2)

which agree with the results given in Refs. [9, 11, 19].
At NNLO, we observe the appearance of “superleading" terms in the expansion of the

helicity-suppressed coefficient cχc2,(n)
2,1 (r):

f
χc2,(2)
2,1 (−1, 0) =

(
5

4
ln 2CFTf

)
lbl

, f
χc2,(2)
2,1 (0, 3) =

(
− 1

24
CFTf

)
lbl

, (4.3)

where the subscript “lbl" marks contributions originating from the light-by-light Feynman
diagrams shown in Fig. 1. No such “superleading" terms appear in other helicity configu-
rations.
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The leading-logarithmic coefficients at NNLO are:

f
ηc,(2)
0,1 (0, 2) =

(
11

32
− 11 ln 2

48

)
CACF +

(
9

32
− π2

96
+

ln2 2

16
− ln 2

2

)
C2
F

+

(
ln 2

3
− 1

2

)
CFTf +

[(
−5π2

48
− 5 ln2 2

8
+

15 ln 2

8

)
CFTf

]
lbl

,

f
χc0,(2)
0,1 (0, 2) =

(
11

96
− 11 ln 2

48

)
CACF +

(
− 7

32
− π2

96
+

ln2 2

16
+

ln 2

8

)
C2
F

+

(
ln 2

3
− 1

6

)
CFTf +

[(
5

8
− 5π2

48
− 5 ln2 2

8
+

15 ln 2

8

)
CFTf

]
lbl

,

f
χc1,(2)
1,1 (0, 2) =

(
9

32
− 5 ln 2

48

)
CACF +

(
9

32
− π2

96
+

ln2 2

16
− ln 2

2

)
C2
F

+

(
ln 2

3
− 1

2

)
CFTf +

[(
5π2

24
+

5 ln2 2

4
− 15 ln 2

4

)
CFTf

]
lbl

,

f
χc1,(2)
0,1 (0, 2) =

(
11

32
− 11 ln 2

48

)
CACF +

(
9

32
− π2

96
+

ln2 2

16
− ln 2

2

)
C2
F

+

(
ln 2

3
− 1

2

)
CFTf +

[(
−5π2

48
− 5 ln2 2

8
+

15 ln 2

8

)
CFTf

]
lbl

,

f
χc2,(2)
2,1 (0, 2) =

(
1

3
− 2 ln 2

3

)
CACF +

(
3

8
+
π2

48
+

5 ln2 2

8
− 11 ln 2

8

)
C2
F

+

(
4 ln 2

3
− 2

3

)
CFTf +

[(
2− 5π2

48
− 5 ln2 2

8
+

ln 2

4
− i

8
π

)
CFTf

]
lbl

,

f
χc2,(2)
1,1 (0, 2) =

(
− 5

96
− 17 ln 2

48

)
CACF +

(
1

32
− π2

96
+

ln2 2

16
+

ln 2

4

)
C2
F

+

(
1

6
+

ln 2

3

)
CFTf +

[(
−5

2
+

5π2

24
+

5 ln2 2

4

)
CFTf

]
lbl

,

f
χc2,(2)
0,1 (0, 2) =

(
11

96
− 11 ln 2

48

)
CACF +

(
− 7

32
− π2

96
+

ln2 2

16
+

ln 2

8

)
C2
F

+

(
ln 2

3
− 1

6

)
CFTf +

[(
5

8
− 5π2

48
− 5 ln2 2

8
+

15 ln 2

8

)
CFTf

]
lbl

. (4.4)

The coefficients fηc,(2)0,1 (0, 2), fχc0,(2)
0,1 (0, 2), fχc1,(2)

0,1 (0, 2) and f
χc2,(2)
0,1 (0, 2) associated with

the leading helicity amplitudes agree with the results obtained from light-cone evolution in
Refs. [19, 51, 52].

The explicit expressions for the coefficients fH,(1)
λ1,λ2

(i, j) with i = 0, j = 0 and i =

1, j = 0, 1, 2 are collected in Appendix A.1, and the corresponding coefficients fH,(2)
λ1,λ2

(i, j)

are given in Appendix A.2. In particular, the coefficient fηc,(2)0,1 (0, 1) reproduces the analytic
expression derived from light-cone evolution in Ref. [51].

For the reader’s convenience we provide, as supplementary material, all expansion
coefficients up to r30 for r0 = 0 and up to 15 for r0 = 1/3, 2/3, 1, together with the
numerical results for cH,(2)

λ1,λ2
at 2494 values of r ranging from 0 to 1. The numerical results

are obtained by solving the DEs in r with the AMFlow package [47].
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5 Confronting the asymptotic expressions with the exact results

5.1 Convergence behavior of the asymptotic expansion at r = 0

We examine the convergence of the asymptotic expansions in r for the coefficients cH,(1)
λ1,λ2

(r)

and cH,(2)
λ1,λ2

(r). To facilitate the analysis, we introduce the compact notation:

g
H,(n)
λ1,λ2

(a, b) =
a∑

j=−1

4∑
k=b

f
H,(n)
λ1,λ2

(j, k) rj lnk r, (5.1)

and denote by gH,(n)
λ1,λ2;tot

the full contribution of cH,(n)
λ1,λ2

(r).

Fig. 2 compares the real part of cH,(1)
λ1,λ2

obtained from the asymptotic expansions with
the exact results. While the leading-logarithmic term r0 ln r alone shows a sizable devi-
ation from the exact value, the inclusion of higher-order terms in r rapidly improves the
convergence. Ultimately, the asymptotic expansions yield a reliable approximation across
the entire range of r.

An exception is cχc0,(1)
0,1 , for which the asymptotic expression deviates markedly from

the exact result for r > 0.3. This behavior is attributed to a singularity in the exact result
at r = 1/3, which limits the convergence of the r-expansion regardless of the number of
terms included.

As shown in Fig. 3, a similar comparison is performed for the imaginary part of cH,(1)
λ1,λ2

.
In analogy to the real part, the asymptotic expansion agrees reasonably well with the exact
results over most of the r-range, except again for cχc0,(1)

0,1 . In contrast to the real part,
however, convergence deteriorates as r → 1. For example, when expanding up to r30, the
deviation reaches 4% at r = 0.82 for cηc,(1)0,1 , and attains a similar level at r = 0.92 for other
coefficients.

We present in Fig. 4 and Fig. 5 a comparison of the real and imaginary parts, respec-
tively, of cH,(2)

λ1,λ2
between the asymptotic expansions and the exact results. It is observed that

the asymptotic expressions reproduce the exact results accurately only at small r, while the
deviation grows substantially as r increases, for both the real and imaginary parts.

For instance, at r = 0.27, including terms up to r30 keeps the deviation below 1% for
c
ηc,(2)
0,1 , in both real and imaginary components. At larger r values, however, the deviation

deteriorates noticeably. More strikingly, adding further terms in the r-expansion beyond
a certain point actually increases the discrepancy−a clear sign that the series no longer
converges in this region. A similar loss of convergence already occurs at even lower r for
the other coefficients.

It is important to emphasize that despite the poor convergence at large r values for
c
H,(2)
λ1,λ2

, the expansion performs excellently at smaller r. For example, at r = 0.2, which
corresponds to

√
s = 6.7 GeV formc = 1.5 GeV, the approximation remains highly accurate.

Thus, the asymptotic expansion around r0 = 0 can be safely applied to phenomenological
predictions for H + γ production at B factories.
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Figure 2: Comparison between the asymptotic expansions around r = 0 and the exact
results for the real parts of the NLO coefficients cH,(1)

λ1,λ2
.

– 12 –



g0,1
ηc,(1)

(0,0) g0,1
ηc,(1)

(10,0)

g0,1
ηc,(1)

(20,0) g0,1
ηc,(1)

(30,0)

g
0,1;tot

ηc,(1)

0.1 0.27 0.44 0.61 0.78 0.95
-3

-2

-1

0

1

2

r

Im
[c

0
,1

η
c
,(

1
) (

r)
]

g0,1
χc0,(1)

(0,0) g0,1
χc0,(1)

(10,0)

g0,1
χc0,(1)

(20,0) g0,1
χc0,(1)

(30,0)

g
0,1;tot

χc0,(1)

0.1 0.17 0.24 0.31 0.38 0.45
-50

-30

-10

10

30

50

r

Im
[c

0
,1

χ
c
0
,(

1
) (

r)
]

g1,1
χc1,(1)

(0,0) g1,1
χc1,(1)

(10,0)

g1,1
χc1,(1)

(20,0) g1,1
χc1,(1)

(30,0)

g
1,1;tot

χc1,(1)

0.1 0.27 0.44 0.61 0.78 0.95
-5

-2

1

4

7

10

r

Im
[c

1
,1

χ
c
1
,(

1
) (

r)
]

g0,1
χc1,(1)

(0,0) g0,1
χc1,(1)

(10,0)

g0,1
χc1,(1)

(20,0) g0,1
χc1,(1)

(30,0)

g
0,1;tot

χc1,(1)

0.1 0.27 0.44 0.61 0.78 0.95
-5

-2

1

4

7

10

r

Im
[c

0
,1

χ
c
1
,(

1
) (

r)
]

g2,1
χc2,(1)

(0,0) g2,1
χc2,(1)

(10,0)

g2,1
χc2,(1)

(20,0) g2,1
χc2,(1)

(30,0)

g
2,1;tot

χc2,(1)

0.1 0.27 0.44 0.61 0.78 0.95
-2

1

4

7

10

r

Im
[c

2
,1

χ
c
2
,(

1
) (

r)
]

g1,1
χc2,(1)

(0,0) g1,1
χc2,(1)

(10,0)

g1,1
χc2,(1)

(20,0) g1,1
χc2,(1)

(30,0)

g
1,1;tot

χc2,(1)

0.1 0.27 0.44 0.61 0.78 0.95
-2

1

4

7

10

r

Im
[c

1
,1

χ
c
2
,(

1
) (

r)
]

g0,1
χc2,(1)

(0,0) g0,1
χc2,(1)

(10,0)

g0,1
χc2,(1)

(20,0) g0,1
χc2,(1)

(30,0)

g
0,1;tot

χc2,(1)

0.1 0.27 0.44 0.61 0.78 0.95
-2

1

4

7

10

r

Im
[c

0
,1

χ
c
2
,(

1
) (

r)
]

Figure 3: Comparison between the asymptotic expansions around r = 0 and the exact
results for the imaginary parts of the NLO coefficients cH,(1)

λ1,λ2
.
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Figure 4: Comparison between the asymptotic expansions around r = 0 and the exact
results for the real parts of the NNLO coefficients cH,(2)

λ1,λ2
.
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Figure 5: Comparison between the asymptotic expansions around r = 0 and the exact
results for the imaginary parts of the NNLO coefficients cH,(2)

λ1,λ2
.
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5.2 Combined asymptotic expansions around the four expansion points

We investigate the asymptotic expansions of the NNLO coefficients cH,(2)
λ1,λ2

(r) around the
four points r0 = 0, 1/3, 2/3, 1.

First, it is instructive to analyse the singular behaviours of these coefficients as r → r0.
At r0 = 0 the asymptotic structure exhibits 1/r and ln3 r singularities in cχc2,(2)

2,1 , as shown
in Eq. (4.3), while only ln2 r terms appear in the other coefficients. Near r0 = 1/3, a simple
pole 1/(r− 1/3) occurs in cχc0,(2)

0,1 , with no singular behavior observed in other coefficients.

At r0 → 1, only a logarithmic singularity ln(1 − r) appears in c
ηc,(2)
0,1 , whereas the other

coefficients develop multiple singularities, including 1/(1−r), 1/
√
1− r, ln(1−r). Note that

no singularities are present at r0 = 2/3. A summary of all singular behaviors as r → r0 is
provided in Table 1.

Table 1: Leading singular behaviors of the NNLO coefficients cH,(2)
λ1,λ2

in the limit r → r0.

r0 0 1
3

2
3 1

c
ηc,(2)
0,1 [0.31− (0.02)lbl] ln

2 r \ \ 5.85 ln(1− r)
c
χc0,(2)
0,1 [−0.50 + (0.40)lbl] ln

2 r −9.41+10.75i
3r−1 + (0.33+0.79i)lbl

3r−1 \ 2.59
r−1 −

3.14i ln(1−r)√
1−r

c
χc1,(2)
1,1 [0.41 + (0.04)lbl] ln

2 r \ \ 2.59
r−1 −

3.14i ln(1−r)√
1−r

c
χc1,(2)
0,1 [0.31− (0.02)lbl] ln

2 r \ \ 2.59
r−1 −

3.14i ln(1−r)√
1−r

c
χc2,(2)
2,1 (0.58r )lbl − (0.03)lbl ln

3 r \ \ 2.59
r−1 −

3.14i ln(1−r)√
1−r

c
χc2,(2)
1,1 [−0.69 + (0.10)lbl] ln

2 r \ \ 2.59
r−1 −

3.14i ln(1−r)√
1−r

c
χc2,(2)
0,1 [−0.50 + (0.40)lbl] ln

2 r \ \ 2.59
r−1 −

3.14i ln(1−r)√
1−r

We now compare the combined asymptotic expressions with the exact results for cH,(2)
λ1,λ2

.
Specifically, we use the expansions at r0 = 0 for 0 < r ≤ 1/5, the expansions at r0 = 1/3

for 1/5 < r ≤ 1/2, the expansions at r0 = 2/3 for 1/2 < r ≤ 5/6, and the expansion at
r0 = 1 for 5/6 < r < 1. The comparisons are illustrated in Fig. 6, where the relative errors
are defined as

δHλ1,λ2,Re =
Re[g

H,(2)
λ1,λ2

(15, 2)]− Re[g
H,(n)
λ1,λ2;tot

]

Re[g
H,(n)
λ1,λ2;tot

]
,

δHλ1,λ2,Im =
Im[g

H,(2)
λ1,λ2

(15, 2)]− Im[g
H,(n)
λ1,λ2;tot

]

Im[g
H,(n)
λ1,λ2;tot

]
. (5.2)

From the figure, we observe that the combined asymptotic expression approximates the
exact results accurately over the entire range 0 ≤ r ≤ 1. The relative error remains below
0.1% over most of the range, rising to less than 1% only within a very limited interval of r
values.
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Figure 6: The relative errors between the combined asymptotic expansions and the exact
results of cH,(n)

λ1,λ2
(r). δHλ1,λ2,Re and δHλ1,λ2,Im

are defined in Eq. (5.2).
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6 Phenomenology

6.1 Input parameters

Before presenting phenomenological predictions for e+e− → H+γ at B factories, we specify
the input parameters used in our analysis. The charm quark mass is taken as mc = 1.5±0.2
GeV. The QED coupling constant is set to α(

√
s = 10.6GeV) = 1/130.9.

We take nf = 4 active quark flavors, and determine the strong coupling constant αs

at various renormalization scales µR by solving the renormalization group equation using
RunDec [53]. Uncertainties in the cross sections and the angular distribution parameters
αH
θ are estimated by varying µR from 2mc = 3 GeV to

√
s, with the central value fixed at

µR =
√
s/2.

In this work, the factorization scale is fixed at µΛ = 1 GeV. The corresponding LDMEs
at this scale are taken from Refs. [8, 54, 55]:

|⟨Oηc⟩(1GeV)|2 = 0.437 GeV3,

|⟨Oχc0⟩(1GeV)|2 = 0.051 GeV5,

|⟨Oχc1⟩(1GeV)|2 = 0.060 GeV5,

|⟨Oχc2⟩(1GeV)|2 = 0.068 GeV5. (6.1)

6.2 Prediction for the cross sections

We now assemble all components to predict the cross sections for e+e− → H + γ, as
summarized in Table 2. The corresponding experimental measurements from the Belle
collaboration [4] are also included for comparison. The uncertainty in the LO prediction
arises solely from the charm quark mass, while the NLO and NNLO theoretical uncertainties
receive contributions from both the charm quark mass and variations of the renormalization
scale.

Table 2: Cross sections (in units of fb) of e+e− → H + γ at
√
s = 10.58 GeV. The first

uncertainties originate from the charm quark mass mc = 1.5 ± 0.2 GeV, and the second
from varying the renormalization scale µR between 3 GeV to

√
s, with the the central value

set to
√
s/2.

LO NLO NNLO Belle [4]
ηc + γ 77.19+13.81

−10.78 63.98+13.51+2.29
−10.24−2.80 39.17+4.24+8.51

−3.73−11.66 < 21.1 at 90% C.L.
χc0 + γ 0.91+0.68

−0.38 1.04+0.73+0.03
−0.41−0.02 1.08+0.73+0.01

−0.41−0.02 < 205.9 at 90% C.L.
χc1 + γ 12.04+5.72

−3.38 9.36+4.91+0.46
−2.82−0.57 7.22+3.53+0.80

−2.08−0.98 17.3+4.2
−3.9 ± 1.7

χc2 + γ 5.39+2.23
−1.31 2.16+0.86+0.56

−0.50−0.68 0.58+0.13+0.65
−0.09−0.71 < 5.7 at 90% C.L.

Several observations can be drawn from the table. First, the O(αs) correction to ηc+γ
production is negative and moderate, whereas the O(α2

s) correction is sizable, reducing the
cross section by about half relative to the LO prediction. For χc2 + γ, both the O(αs)

and O(α2
s) corrections are negative and substantial, making the NNLO prediction an order
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of magnitude smaller than the LO result. In contrast, the perturbative corrections are
moderate for χc1+γ and small for χc0+γ indicating a well-behaved perturbative expansion
in these channels. 1

Second, the theoretical predictions exhibit large uncertainties due to the charm quark
mass, particularly for χcJ production. This reflects the strong sensitivity of the cross
sections to mc, scaling as σ[ηc+ γ] ∝ 1/mc and σ[χcJ + γ] ∝ 1/m3

c . The uncertainties from
µR variations are small for χc1, moderate for χc0, and significant for ηc and χc2, consistent
with the relative size of the QCD corrections in each channel.

Third, the cross section for ηc production is significantly larger than for χcJ production,
primarily due to the larger LDME for ηc. Moreover, the cross section for χc1+ γ is roughly
an order of magnitude larger than for χc0 and χc2. This could partly explain why only
the χc1 + γ channel has been observed experimentally so far, while the other two channels
remain undetected.

A direct comparison with Belle data is straightforward. The Belle collaboration
reports σ[χc1+γ] = 17.3+4.2

−3.9(stat.)±1.7(syst.) fb. While the central value of the theoretical
prediction is approximately half of the experimental value, the two are consistent within
2σ when both theoretical and experimental uncertainties are taken into account. 2

In Fig. 7, we show the cross sections as functions of
√
s at different perturbative orders.

Here, mc is fixed at 1.5 GeV, and uncertainties from the renormalization scale µR are
included.

For ηc and χc1 production, the cross sections decrease rapidly with increasing
√
s at

all considered order. In the case of χc0 + γ, the LO and NLO predictions initially rise and
then fall with

√
s, whereas the NNLO result decreases monotonically for

√
s > 6.5 GeV. For

χc2+γ, although the LO and NLO cross sections fall with
√
s, the NNLO prediction remains

small in magnitude and exhibits an anomalous increase with
√
s. More notably, the NNLO

prediction becomes negative at lower
√
s. All these features point to poor perturbative

convergence in the χc2 + γ channel.

6.3 Prediction for the angular distribution parameters αH
θ

In this subsection, we present theoretical predictions for the angular distribution param-
eters αH

θ defined in Eq. (2.6). To obtain predictions at different perturbative accuracies,
we expand αH

θ as a series in αs. The corresponding results are summarized in Table 3,
where the two uncertainties are affiliated with variations in the charm quark mass and the
renormalization scale.

Owing to the unique helicity structure of the ηc + γ and χc0 + γ, the parameters αηc
θ

and αχc0

θ are identically equal to 1 at all perturbative orders. In contrast, the parameters
αχc1

θ and αχc2

θ receive non-trivial corrections from higher-order QCD corrections.
1Using the same set of parameters, our O(α2

s) correction for ηc+γ agrees well with the results presented
in Refs. [16, 17]. For χc0 + γ and χc2 + γ, our O(α2

s) corrections show slight differences compared to those
given in Ref. [18], while a more pronounced discrepancy is observed for the χc1+γ channel. The deviations
likely originate from an underestimation of numerical precision in Ref. [18].

2We note that adopting the LDMEs from Ref. [18], based on the Buchmüller-Tye potential model, which
gives a value roughly 1.8 times larger for |⟨Oχc1⟩|2 than used here, would reduce the discrepancy in central
values between theory and experiment.
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Figure 7: Cross sections for e+e− → H + γ as functions of
√
s at different perturbative

orders, computed with mc = 1.5 GeV. The shaded band indicates renormalization scale
uncertainties from varying µR from 3 GeV to

√
s, with central values µR =

√
s/2.

Unlike the cross-section predictions, the O(αs) and O(α2
s) corrections to αχc1

θ and αχc2

θ

are very small, reflecting good perturbative convergence. Furthermore, the uncertainties
in these parameters induced by renormalization scale variation are minimal, while those
arising from the charm quark mass remain moderate. This behavior can be attributed to a
substantial cancellation of µR dependence between the numerator and denominator in the
definition of αH

θ . A similar cancellation occurs for the charm mass.
More importantly, the theoretical predictions for αχc1

θ and αχc2

θ are insensitive to the
NRQCD LDMEs, enabling precise predictions and offering an ideal setting to test the
NRQCD factorization approach. With the high luminosity expected at Belle 2, we antic-
ipate that future experimental measurements of these parameters will provide a clear test
of NRQCD factorization.

7 summary

In this work, we investigate the processes e+e− → ηc/χcJ +γ at B factories, computing the
helicity amplitudes through O(α2

s) within the NRQCD factorization framework.
We compute the SDCs up to O(α2

s) as asymptotic expansions around r = 0, 1/3, 2/3, 1,
using the method of differential equations. At O(αs) the expansions around r = 0 approxi-
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Table 3: Theoretical predictions for the angular distribution parameters αH
θ . Parameter

choices and uncertainty sources are the same as in Table 2.

LO NLO NLO
ηc + γ 1 1 1

χc0 + γ 1 1 1

χc1 + γ 0.72+0.06+0.00
−0.07−0.00 0.71+0.06+0.01

−0.07−0.01 0.71+0.06+0.01
−0.07−0.01

χc2 + γ 0.37+0.11+0.00
−0.10−0.00 0.41+0.12+0.01

−0.11−0.01 0.47+0.12+0.03
−0.11−0.02

mate the exact results well over most of the r range, with notable deviations only appearing
in the imaginary part as r → 1. At O(α2

s), however, the expansions around r = 0 are accu-
rate only for r < 0.27 in the ηc + γ channel, and for even smaller r in the other channels.
Beyond these limits the deviations increase rapidly—particularly for the χc0 + γ channel,
whose exact result exhibits singular behaviour near r = 1/3. By combining asymptotic
expansions around all four points, we construct composite asymptotic expressions that re-
produce the exact results accurately over the whole interval 0 ≤ r ≤ 1. The relative error
stays below 0.1% over most of the domain and remains under 1% elsewhere.

Using these asymptotic expressions, we compute the unpolarized cross sections. The
QCD corrections are found to be small for χc0 + γ, moderate for χc1 + γ, and substantial
for ηc + γ and χc2 + γ. In particular, both the O(αs) and O(α2

s) corrections to χc2 + γ are
negative and large, reducing the NNLO prediction an order of magnitude smaller than the
LO result. Comparison with Belle measurement for χc1 + γ shows consistency between
theory and experiment within 2σ, showing agreement between theory and experimen.

We also predict the angular distribution parameters αH
θ , which are insensitive to the

NRQCD LDMEs and exhibit small theoretical uncertainties. With the high luminosity
expected at Belle 2, we anticipate that future experimental measurements of these pa-
rameters will provide a clear test of NRQCD factorization.
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A Asymptotic expressions at r = 0

A.1 Asymptotic expressions for NLO SDC up to O(r1)
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A.2 Asymptotic expressions for NNLO SDC up to O(r1)
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− 5 ln 2

9

)
CFTf

+

[(
2993ζ(3)

16
− 83

4
− 823π2

48
+ 23 ln3 2− 132 log2(2)− 95 ln 2

4
+

21

4
π2 ln 2

)
CFTf

]
lbl

+ i

{(
−89π

32
+

19π3

96
+

13

8
π ln2 2− 57

16
π ln 2

)
CACF

+

(
71π

32
− 17π3

48
− 25

16
π ln2 2 +

179

16
π ln 2

)
C2
F

+

(
5π

2
− π ln 2

)
CFTf +

[(
67π

2
− 137π3

24
− 35π ln2 2 +

231

4
π ln 2

)
CFTf

]
lbl

}
,

(A.11)

f
ηc,(2)
0,1 (1, 0) = 0.3171111CACF − (0.5284815CFTf )lbl + 1.5746514CFTf − 6.5406725C2

F

+ i
[
−0.9057689CACF − (8.2831888CFTf )lbl − 6.2063497CFTf + 0.6467202C2

F

]
,

f
χc0,(2)
0,1 (1, 0) = 17.688766CACF − (14.235856CFTf )lbl − 11.702415CFTf − 10.483256C2

F

+ i
[
−9.0952278CACF − (9.5967000CFTf )lbl − 15.240290CFTf + 44.497487C2

F

]
,

f
χc1,(2)
1,1 (1, 0) = −3.8627561CACF − (1.0018013CFTf )lbl + 12.330188CFTf − 11.686657C2

F

+ i
[
3.1589294CACF − (8.0126701CFTf )lbl − 0.7995722CFTf − 16.900483C2

F

]
,

f
χc1,(2)
0,1 (1, 0) = −4.4803032CACF − (6.1775727CFTf )lbl + 6.9615832CFTf − 4.9733698C2

F

+ i
[
2.0996054CACF − (9.4596090CFTf )lbl − 5.5082180CFTf − 4.6301873C2

F

]
,

f
χc2,(2)
2,1 (1, 0) = −1.2397073CACF + (16.715151CFTf )lbl + 3.5300990CFTf − 6.2739688C2

F

+ i
[
−9.1057550CACF + (6.4225178CFTf )lbl − 0.0148605CFTf + 16.484714C2

F

]
,

f
χc2,(2)
1,1 (1, 0) = −1.0508348CACF + (2.8951349CFTf )lbl − 2.6657509CFTf + 3.6256517C2

F

+ i
[
−10.299476CACF + (3.6608930CFTf )lbl + 0.0445385CFTf + 25.621853C2

F

]
,

f
χc2,(2)
0,1 (1, 0) = 2.7990579CACF − (5.6812085CFTf )lbl − 6.6897024CFTf − 11.309981C2

F

+ i
[
−0.1576692CACF − (4.3048316CFTf )lbl − 16.953015CFTf + 20.290327C2

F

]
.

(A.12)
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