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An effective spin-dependent interaction Hamiltonian for low-lying gluon modes is calcu-
lated to &(a;) in the MIT bag model. We give expressions for the energy shifts of low-lying

glueballs.

I. INTRODUCTION

From considerations based on QCD one expects
hadrons consisting only (or mainly) of glue.! The
possibility of identifying as glueballs the states
1(1440) and 6(1660) recently discovered in ¢¥—yX
(Refs. 2 and 3) has made it even more interesting to
get precise predictions from QCD. Since one still
cannot compute the hadron mass spectrum from
first principles one must resort to phenomenological
models keeping as many as possible of the properties
of the full theory. In the case of glueballs, it is of
special importance that the model can handle mass-
less particles, and also treat gauge invariance in a
satisfactory way.* One such model, and the one to
be used here, is the MIT bag. The aim of this work,
which is in essence technical, is to calculate to
O(a,) the spin-dependent energy shift due to
gluon-gluon interactions in the bag. Several authors
have already dealt with the properties of glueballs in
the bag model,>~® and we shall comment on our re-
lationship to their work below.

Following the argument of Ref. 7, we will assume
that spherical glueballs exist in the bag model.
Hence we can use the static-spherical-cavity approx-
imation which has been successful in the case of
low-lying mesons and baryons. The effective Ham-
iltonian in the n-gluon sector takes the form® !
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(1)

where H;, has a nontrivial color and spin depen-
dence. The first two terms (volume and kinetic en-
ergy) are well known, and the gluon-gluon interac-
tion H;,, which also includes self-energies, is the
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subject of this paper. The ‘“center-of-mass” term
(Ce.m. /R) can be estimated using the method of
Donoghue and Johnson,'” but it is still not clear
whether the zero-point or “Casimir” energy
(Ccas/R) is of importance. [In earlier works,’ the
two last terms in Eq. (1) were lumped together with
the self-energy part of H;, in a purely phenomeno-
logical term Zy/R with Zy~—1.8.]

In this paper we shall derive explicit expressions
for the two-gluon-interaction part of H;,, in Eq. (1).
This involves calculating the diagrams shown in
Figs. 1 and 2. The color magnetic and electric fields
generated by the interaction must, of course, satisfy
the appropriate bag boundary condition. The in-
teraction magnetic fields generated by each consti-
tuent gluon do satisfy the boundary condition, thus
causing no problem. The same is not true of the in-
teraction electric fields. Only the sum of the electric
fields generated by all the constituent gluons in a
color-singlet glueball can satisfy the boundary con-
dition. Hence we must include (at least) the static
Coulomb self-energies in order to have the energy
shifts due to all the electric fields needed for the
boundary condition. This is exactly analogous to
what was found when the quark-quark interaction
mediated by gluons was considered for mesons and
baryons in Ref. 9. Incidentally, the electric energy
shift is in general exactly zero for a quarkic hadron
with all quarks in the same cavity eigenstate’; the
analogous statement is not true for glueballs.

Several earlier workers have dealt with spin-
dependent splittings among glueballs in the bag
model. Thorn, as reported in Ref. 7, calculated the
splittings for the (TE)> 0t+ and 2%+ states. He
considered only the magnetic energy; to his results
should be added the Coulomb interaction energy and
self-energy. It happens that for the 0t * (TE)? [or
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FIG. 1. Gluon-gluon interactions to order a;. The
dashed line represents a Coulomb interaction.

(TM)?, incidentally] glueball, the Coulomb interac-
tion energy and static self-energy cancel exactly. So
we agree with Thorn’s 0™ result, but not his 2++
result. (Our magnetic energy alone does agree with
Thorn’s 2+ result.)

Konoplich and Schepkin calculated the spin-
dependent mass shift for 0+ (TE)> and 0+
(TEXTM) glueballs. They also considered only the
magnetic energy. We agree with their calculation as
it stands (taking note of the approximateness of
their numerical evaluations and of their definition of
a,, which differs from the standard one by a factor
of 4) but note that the Coulomb interaction energy
and the static self-energy should be added. While
the Coulomb interaction energy and static self-
energy cancel for the 0+ (TE)?, they do not cancel
for the 0~ (TE)(TM).

Barnes, Close, and Monaghan® considered the
spin-dependent splittings for 0+ and 2** (TE)?
and 0% and 2~ % (TE)(TM) states. They do in-
clude the Coulomb interaction energy but do not
consider the self-energies. Since the gluon modes do
not individually satisfy the 7+E=0 boundary condi-
tion (cf. their Appendix 3), the Coulomb interaction
energy obtained by integrating p;¢; (charge density
times scalar potential, with i and j labeling dif-
ferents quarks) is gauge variant. Including the static

(a) (b)
(c) (d)
//_\\\
1 \
AN
(e)

FIG. 2. Annihilation and self-energy diagrams.

Coulomb self-energy, the case when i and j are the
same, makes the result gauge invariant. However,
the gauge-variant contribution is the same for any
states made from the same gluon modes, so we may
compare some of our energy splittings to Barnes
et al. We do agree on the differences of energy
shifts between 0T+ and 2%+ (TE)? glueballs and
(after some omissions and numerical errors in Ref. 5
are corrected) between 0~+ and 2~ * (TE)TM)
glueballs.

To our knowledge, the (TM)? and (TE)® glueballs’
mass splittings have not been previously considered.
Also, Konoplich and Schepkin® and Barnes et al.’
calculate via a truncated mode sum. Our technique
is rather different and should correspond to having
done the whole sum. We do find agreement between
the two ‘methods when calculating the same quanti-
ties.

The next section outlines the calculation of the ef-
fective Hamiltonian leaving most of the technicali-
ties to the Appendices. In the last section we con-
sider some special cases of phenomenological in-
terest.

II. O(a;) GLUON-GLUON
EFFECTIVE HAMILTONIAN

The QCD interaction Hamiltonian density of
0(g?) is in Coulomb gauge given by!'!
Hy=H{*+H{*+H™
= S8f VFRAPAL+ 582 f A AL A A
+ 387 P A Do F S @)

where the operator Dc,, is defined below. The
bag-model interaction Hamiltonian

H = fbagd3x H;(x) (3)

operates on n-gluon cavity states (1,2,...,n),
which are direct products of one-gluon “cavity
modes”

|i)= | @i lismin X))

where a denotes color, (I,m) orbital angular momen-
tum, and X radial quantum number as well as TE or
TM (transverse electric or transverse magnetic). We
shall consider the / =1 modes only, for which

la,,mX)=|a,a,X),
where «a is the polarization index. A general n-gluon

state built from these modes is specified by wave
functions

(R) (R) aay» X, < XN
W(S,M)=77al -HaNqb(S,M) Aal(xl) e AaN(xN) s
(4)
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where (R) and (S,M) denote color and spin, respec-
tively. The relevant cavity modes 4 are given in Ap-
pendix A.

Now, write the effective interaction Hamiltonian
Hiy in Eq. (1) as,?

Hi,= 2 H,,+ EHrsnelf . (5

m<n m |

Although we shall compute the effect of the interac-
tion terms H,,, shown in Figs. 1(a), 1(b), and 1(c),
the self-energies [Figs. 2(c)—2(e)] might be impor-
tant as will be briefly commented upon later. Using
lowest-order perturbation theory Egs. (2) and (3) im-
mediately yield

0
Hpp=Hp +H + Hot' = (=S [ dt [ d’x d (m'n’ | #°8(Z,000°%(3,0) | mn)
+Sk fbagd3x (m'n'| ' | mn)+Sg fbagd3x (m'n'| 7 |\ mn) . (6)

Here X =X’ but in general a'+4a and a’#a. Thus H,,, is still an operator in color and spin space although for
notational simplicity we suppressed the corresponding indices (ay,aynay, etc.). The Bose-statistics factor is
Sz =% for identical modes, and otherwise Sy =1. The diagrams corresponding to the three terms are shown in
Fig. 2. Now introduce the current and charge-density operators'>

JR=(—D)A%, =gf ™ (2F} A — A}, A}) (7a)

pP=(—i)A%=gf**Fl Af , (7b)
where A? is the ath color generator. The corresponding antisymmetrized matrix elements are given by

Jm=(m|J|n)=(n|J|m), (8a)

Pmn={m |p|n)—<(n|p|m). (8b)
After some algebra and after carrying out the ¢ integration one gets

H%=— A NSy [, d% d% Lifin (DD (X,550)ji(9)+imn (0D (X, F30)in (9], ©)

Hp'=— A ALSs [ d% &Y [pmn ()Dcou(X,5:@)an(F) +Pma(IDcou (%, ¥50)pmm (¥)] » (10)

where the “exchange” term j,,,,j.m is absent for identical modes. Here the “confined” propagators D and D¢y
differ from the “free” ones by boundary terms.'*!* Instead of using explicit expressions for the cavity propa-
gators, we follow the original MIT approach and directly calculate the potentials® '

Em(D)=— [dYDE,7:0)Tm(3), (11a)

Smn(X)=— [ d* Dcoui(X,¥;0)pmn(X) (11b)
subject to the boundary conditions

PV xE)=0, (12a)

?.% v on the surface . (12b)

7 V=0, (12¢)

We can then write H,,, as

H,,=—A%A%S; fbagd3x[ T () B (X)+ T mn(X) B (X)]— A% ALS fbagd3x (mn | H%(X,0) | mn)

+AnALSE [, X (o (an (%) +pron () m ()] (13)

I

Since we consider the lowest TE and TM modes
only, there are just three possible combinations
(TEXTE), (TE)TM), and (TM)TM). The wave

—

functions (A,) are given in Appendix A, the rele-

vant current and charge densities (T and p) (as cal-
culated in Appendix C) in Table I and the corre-
sponding potentials (2 and ¢) in Appendix D. Sub-
stituting all this in Eq. (13) we get (see Appendices
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TABLE I. Current and charge densities j,, and p,,, for /=1 gluon modes.

i

p

2

N,
TE-TE  3g—%
p-

i Hxep)FXS
XE

Nu*R

T™-TM g
PxXm

NeNy

XEXM

TETM —g

+F2(p) T +£o(p)S)

—
o~

5 [471%(xp p)— 22 (x4 p)IF XS

1=

R{f2(pIA(7S) —5S]

Ng*R
—2g—E j,z(pr)(U—%I)
XE

Ny’ R . . .
2 —Jj2(xm p)j2(xp p)+4jo(xm p)1U
XM 3

+ 202 p) 420k P U

. NENyR(xg+xp)

T S P

A

+[2j0(xp p)—joxpe p)IFS

E and F) the general result

a —_ =
Hy = — ATAG - (@mnS1782+ b T2+ Ennl12)

+ AE(self)+ AE(ann) . (14)

For specific color-singlet glueball states, this be-
comes the following:

(i) (TE)? glueballs

s i = =
HEE=—?AIAZ[aEESI'SZ‘l'bEE(T12_4112)] ,
apr =ap% +ap% =0.263 , (15)
bEE=bEC§m=—O.O41 ’

(ii) (TE)(TM) glueballs

a - -
Hey=——AJAS | a5y S;S;+bga Ty

R
- Crg +C
+ cEM—_Zﬂ
—2bgg —2byy |11, |
aEM=O.255 ,
(16)
bEM=—0'017’

Com — + (g +Canag) = +0.077 ;

(iii) (TM)? glueballs

a - =
Hypy=— %A?AZ[GMMSrSz-FbMM(Tu"4112)] )

Apm =iy +ayhy =0.247 , 17
bar =b = —0.007 ,

where a;, =g?/4, S is the spin operator, and Ty, is
a symmetric tensor operator in spin space which can
be given by

T =2[(8;"$*~I1;]145,S,; . (18)

We will also quote some results for (TE)® glue-
balls, noting first that the annihilation diagrams il-
lustrated in Figs. 2(a) and 2(b) now can contribute.
These are calculated in Appendix F, and then for
this fourth case, we obtain the following:

(iv) (TE)® glueballs

agg z A:‘A;S: §J

aS
Hee=—%
i<j

+bgg |181,+ X, A{AT;

i<j

dp 5Py P
—'EER 8441 »

(19)
dgg=0.529

with azr and bggp given above.

The above expressions for the energy shifts are
gauge invariant. We have included the static
Coulomb self-energies. In addition, there exist the



GLUON-GLUON INTERACTIONS IN THE BAG MODEL 2i71

TABLE II. The coefficients a, b, and ¢ for the various cases. (The undetermined constants
in ¢ are not indicated since they self-cancel for color-singlet glueball states.) The notation
C=1 refers to the symmetry of the color wave function in the (TE)(TM) case. Energy shifts

are given by

AE:—A?Ag%[a§1-§2+bT1]+’c‘112]+AE(seIf)+AE(ann) .

See text, Eq. (14).

a b ¢
(TE)? 3g 0.34069
4g —0.07762
Coul —0.04076 —1.15490
Total 0.263 —0.041 —1.155
(TM)? 3g 0.32788
4g —0.08084
Coul —0.00715 —1.5333
Total 0.247 ~0.007 —1.533
(TEXTM) 3g 0.36197 —0.07725 0.15794
C=+ 4g —0.03432 —0.01074 —0.02568
Coul —0.07287 +0.07130 —1.39727
Total 0.255 —0.017 —1.265
(TEXTM) 3g 0.21091 0.07725 —0.15794
C=— 4g —0.01144 0.01074 0.02568
Coul +0.07287 —0.07445 —1.10581
Total 0.272 0.014 —1.238
magnetic and the nonstatic Coulomb contributions and
to the self-energy. The magnetic and electric fields F—it _;_ b

leading to these contributions satisfy the bag boun-
dary conditions with no difficulty. Nonetheless, cal-

culating them ab initio is technically difficult and

must for now be deferred. Some work has been re-
ported on the full self-energy calculation for
ground-state quark modes.!”

As explained in Appendix B, the general form of
the effective Hamiltonian involves three linearly in-
dependent tensors in two-particle spin _space.
The above results expressed in the tensors S,, S, and
T,.n can easily be transformed to any other basis by
using the formulas in Appendix B.

Note added. 1t appears more common'® to use a
traceless tensor T;-T, related to ours by

Ty Ty=3Tn—51n .
If we write

AE = — A°A2Z2 (8, 8+ BT Tyt
= 12R[012+ 1 To+c1y,]

+AE(self)+AE(ann) ,

The (TE)(TM) coefficients listed in Table II are
valid for the 1% as well as the 0~F and 2= F. If
we are interested only in the latter two states, then a
shuffling of coefficients is allowed,

a—a'=arbitrary=a +(a’'—a) ,
b—b'=b+(a'—a),

¢—C¢'=¢—2a'—a).

This facilitates showing agreement between our-
selves and Ref. 5 (as corrected), where the results are
only applied to the 0~ % and 27 states. (See also
Appendix 2 of Ref. 18.)

III. LEVEL SPLITTINGS
IN LOW-LYING GLUEBALLS

We close by using Egs. (14)—(16) and (18) to get
the energy shifts for the lowest-lying glueballs, made
from the lowest-lying /=1 TE and/or TM modes.
The relevant states are the color singlets
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TABLE III. Expectation values for the operators
AfAS, Sy°S,, and T, for the lowest-lying glueball states.

AfAS S;S, Th
oF+ -3 -2 4
2P+ -3 1 1

(1) (TE)Z, JPC=O++,2++ ,
(ii) (TEXTM), JPC=0—*,2—+, (20)
(iii) (TM)?%, JPC=0t+ 2+ +

for which the expectation values of the operators
AAS, S;°S,, and Ty, are listed in Table III. Thus
we have

aS
’

(i) (TE)?, AE,, . =—1.58 R

aS
AE,,,=1.16—"; (21a)
.o aS
(ii) (TEXTM), AE,_, =—1.22—,
R
Qg .
AE, =123 (21b)

a
(iii) (TM)?, AE0++=—1.48?S ,

aS
AE,, =O.80—R— . (21¢)
With an increasing amount of group-theoretical
labor similar calculations can be performed for a
general n-gluon state. For (TE)® glueballs, we have

JPC=0t*+ 1t~ and 3t~ and

. a
(iv) (TEY, AEg,,=1.33—-,

as

AE1+_=O.28—I—{— , (214d)
As

AE,, = 1.74—Rj .

There are two dangers in obtaining the splittings
among the physical glueball states by simply adding
the above energy shift to the lowest-order terms.
One is that there will be mixing between the listed
states and the nonglueball states with the same
quantum numbers. This mixing problem is prob-
ably most severe for the (TE)? 0+ state, which is
expected to mix strongly with the vacuum.!” The
second uncertainty comes from the O(a,/R) spin-
independent energy shifts and the self-energies. The
value of R, and hence the spin-dependent splittings
[Eq. (21)], depends on these contributions. Also, the

self-energies are different for different gluon modes
(most successful bag calculations for quark-based
hadrons have quarks only in the lowest state so the
mode dependence is often not mentioned). Glueballs
containing gluons in the same mode have, of course,
the same self-energies to the extent that the radii are
the same. Thus one can for example predict

aS
My —My  =AE, , —AE, =245 .

(22)

Further predictions are possible after considering
the vacuum-0** mixing and the self-energies; this
work is sufficiently extensive to be reported
separately.” -
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APPENDIX A

The wave functions for the lowest /=1 TE and
TM modes with P= + and P = —, respectively, are
given by

—iogt

~ E/ = NE. AL A
Aa(r,t)=—-——w J1(xgp)(FXey)e , (Ala)
E

I A

- N,
AME,0 ==Ly (xpp)Fouf — 18,)
()74

+ %jo(pr)é‘a]e —iont , (Alb)
where
3 1 XE
Ng?=— , (A2a)
£ 7 87 R¥joMxg) xg2—2 :
x
Nyt= > M (A2b)

also R is the bag radius, wE(M)=xE(M)/R,
xp=2.744, x3;=4.493, and p=r/R. The spherical
unit (or polarization) vectors are denoted by &, and
fo=F"€,. The relation to spherical harmonics is
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172

31 p . (A3)

a — =
Yi(Q) o

The corresponding magnetic fields

Bip)= iV—[z (
J1 xEP)"a"—

=Ngljr(xgpFof — 5 —e )+ ‘]o(pr)ea]

BY(r)=—Nyj (xpp)(FXE,) .

APPENDIX B

In this appendix we define the various operators
acting in spin space and also give some useful rela-
tions.

First consider operators & ,g acting in one-particle
spin space with (polarization) vectors &,. In addi-
tion to the usual antisymmetric spin vector operator

Sap=—i6,X8g (B1)
we also use the symmetric pseudovector

Top=i(FgF X Ey+Fof XEp) (B2)
and the symmetric tensor operator

Uag=FuFg—30ap (B3)
(Fq is_the a component of the unit vector 7). Since

dQTaB—O and # TaB—-O we can conclude that
T,p has purely /=2 orbital angular momentum, and
the same holds up for U,g. On the other hand, SaB
obviously has /=0 only. A useful expression for
Taﬁ is
Tog=(—DI(FSIFXS+FXS(FS)ap , (B4)

where the order of the spin operators is important.

Next consider scalar (7-independent) operators
O (ap),(85) actmg on the direct-product spin space
with vectors £,8. There are three linearly indepen-
dent operators of this type, namely, 8,55,5, 84,9pss
and 8458, A more convenient basis is

112 = SaB&,s Iy (BSa)
S1°S2=S45"S5=5455p,— SaOp5 » (B5b)
T12 ‘—“8a§8ﬁ7+8a7¢8m , (B5¢)

where I, is the unit operator, while Ty, can be ex-
J

BE(T) VxAE(T)

are given by (¢=0)

i L (i1 (e (PX (FX )]

20 LA AA IO s
T [(FXEa)XFPg—(FXEp) XFF,]=—2i

(Ada)
(A4b)

pressed as
Tu=2[(§1'§2)2—112]+§1‘§2 . (B6)

One can, of course, use other basis than Eq. (B4). If
we, e.g., use the “quadrupole-quadrupole” tensor

(S'S/— 2691),(S'ST— 3871),= (8,8, — 311, ,
(B7)
we have
aS;°8,+bTy,+c =(a +b)S;S,
+2b[(8,-$,)*— ]
+c+3b, (BS)

where I, is understood in the constant terms. In
Appendix E we also need the angular integral

2

1 = o= 4
I;fdﬂTl‘TZ:F ‘S'le . (Bg)

APPENDIX C

Here we calculate the current and charge densities

7 EE, pPE etc. The current operator in Eq. (7a) can
be written as
T=ig[AXB—(A-V)A]. (C1)

The antisymmetrical expectation value of j [cf., Eq.
(8)] which is an operator in spin space, takes the
form

T ap=i8[AaXBg+Bo X Ag+ V X (A, xAp)] .

(C2)
(i) The TE-TE current:
N:’R
E— it PxS., (C3)
xg’p
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where the last step follows from Eq. (B2) and we introduced the notation j E—ji(xgp), ¥ =ji1(xyp), etc.,
Ng*R? Ng’R ;o

VX(AEAD= — T VX [(FXE,) X (FX8p)]=—i——j1 FXSqp. (c4
PXE PXE
So for the current j FF we get (suppressing polarization indices)
NgR -
PXE
(ii) The TM-TM current:
- - =M o N R
AMxBYLBYXAY A PX S, (C6)
xp?
VXAa XAB= 2 VX{f(p)[?(r-Sa,g)—Sag]—lg(p)SaB} ’ (C7)
XM
where f(p) and g (p) are defined as
fp)=3/4i -, (C8a)
g(p)=i(2j3’— 32 (C8b)
The current _] M is then given by
R Ny’R N
Mg M (4P (c9)
XMP
(iii) The TE-TM current:
- - NgN, >
AEXBY=i i Y RiME(FXS )P (C10)
E
- - NgN, — - .
AYxBE=i 3’; Y R {a1(p)[PX (FXSap)] +a2(p) Tap+a3(0)Sag} » (C11)
M
where we used the definitions Eq. (B1), (B3), and (B6) and
a\(p)=j2is' +i3i6 —idi3 (C12a)
a(p)=j3jb i35 , (C12b)
a3(p)=—5(4ji6' —2i5¥ — 2558 +i5is) (Cl2c)
e e NENM A A A . A .
ASXAY= Y13 Paf g+ 5 (258 — 3 POap— 38 + 720 pe,1 , (C13)
XEXM
— - — NEN 'E'M_, — X
UXAEXBY=i—=M g g L\ XE ot o (px§)— — ZEEMT | (C14)
XEXM Xpp P XM P Xy af
For the current jZM we thus get
- NNy,
j M= ~g~—M—R (f2pFFS)— S1+F2(p) T+ fo(p)S) (C15)
where
f2p)=xpi it +x£j3i3" (C16a)
rd 1 . . .E. .E.
Falo)=3xeG25 — 513 — 2558 (C16b)

folp) =3 Ceri it +2xp i EjM — xpj5iM) . (C160)
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(iv) The TE-TE charge:
- N R
Pap=2 TEAEA E— i (Ugp—38ap) » (C17)
where U,g is defined in Eq. (B3).
(v) The TM-TM charge:
XM - p NM2 R, M .M M
pos' =28 A Ap=28—— 12 U3 +4/0 Wapt 5 LG +278)84g] - (C18)
(vi) The TE-TM charge:
XE+Xp - 5 — +x
P g I R E R M igN Ny R E Y — 3PS g . (C19)
R 3xpxpy
l
APPENDIX D af=3J51). (D6)

In this section we calculate the potentials @ and
.

1. The @ potentials
Generally one has
@)= [ dYDE.T:0)J(F). (D1)

We use the free Green’s functions and 1mpose the
boundary conditions later. The currents jE% and
MM have no time dependence and hence the ap-
propriate expression for D (X,¥;w) in Eq. (D1) is
1
D(Y,?;w)—Em L1 Vim (@)Y (Q),

(D2)
whereas in the TE-TM case one has

D(Z,¥;0)=—0 3 jixp Ini(xps)

Lm

XY (Y] ,(Q), (D3

where ®R =x =X —Xpg.
(i) The TE-TE case. From Egs. (C5), (D1), and
(D2) we get

EEE=gNEZR3 —%Jf(p)+pN (p) |[FXS,
XE p
(D4)
where
TEp)= [ dE€h2xz6) (D5a)
Ni(p)=af + fpldgéjﬁ(x,gg). (DSb)

The constant a¥ is determined by the boundary con-
dition Eq. (12) and found to be

(ii) The TM-TM case. From Egs. (C9), (D1), and
(D2) we get

MM =g A;}::f ?J’;" (p)+pNY(p) |FXS,
where 7
)= [ dE 147 xu€)—1o*xu€)]
(D8a)
Np1=al'+ [ d§§[4j,2<xM§>—jzz<xM§>] .
(D8b)

The boundary condition [Eq. (12)] gives
af=5J¥1). (D9)

(iii) The TE-TM case. Here we face the compli-
cation that j M js not transverse (V-] EM-£0).
Care must be taken because in the Coulomb gauge
the vector potential @ 2 satisfies the equation

(V4 V)Mo TEM_TE —vé—ﬁ’*j

=]EM_TEM (Do)
Note that
T M=ioVeEM (D11a)

where @R =x),—xg and ¢ is given in Eq. (D22)
below. Also

(D11b)

on the bag surface.
Rather than calculating a®™ directly we first
compute & M defined by

—(V4o)d B = T M

and then obtain & & from

(D12a)
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(This procedure is equivalent to first calculating the
vector potential in Lorentz gauge and then returning
to Coulomb gauge using a gauge transformation.)

=—5EM+€—1‘5‘€’5’EM+£‘€¢EM. (D12b) We get
@ }
NgN, _ - .
AP =g M R Ly (xp)N $¥(p) +n,(xp)T $4(p) T
XEXM
+ jz(xp)NAEM(p)+n2(xp)fEM(p)+;%[%fz(P)-Ffo(P)] [(7S)F—38]
+% jo<xp>ﬁEM(p>+n0(xp)fEM(p)+—?%[%mpnfo(p)] §+i€¢w ,
(D13a)
[
h
where 65o)= [l dei et (D16a)
T5M(p)= fo"dggzjz(xg)fz(g), (D13b) HE(p)=sE+ fp‘dgéjﬂx,;g), (D16b)
= EM ~EM 1 =
N} (p)=a2p +fp d§Eny(x€)f2(8), (D13c) GE(p)= fo”dgglj,Z(ng), (D16¢)
-~ 1. .
JTEM(p)= fo dEE 372 (xE)f2(E)+jo(x€)fo(€)], HE(p)=sE+ fpldggjlz(ng)- (D16d)

(D13d)
NEM(p)=gEM | fpl dgéz[%nz(xé)fz@)
+no(x€)fo(£)] .
(D13e)

The constants @ 2 and &M are determined by Eq.
(12) and given by

g PTG gy (D13D)
Jalx)+xj5(x)

a1 oy (D13g)
Ji(x)

2. The ¢ potentials
Generally one has
(%)= fbagd3yDCou1('i,?’)p(’)7) . (D14)

(i) The TE-TE case. Here both the /=2 and /=0
waves in Eq. (D14) contribute and we get

Ng*R3
¢EE=2g—i— {% p%Gf(p)ersz(p) U
E
——§~ iGoE(p)-f-Hg(p) 1!,
(D15)
where

Following the same procedure as above the con-
stants s& and sf should be determined by the boun-
dary condition [Eq. (12)]:

P Vp=0 forp=1. (D17)
This equation gives for the “tensor” contribution to
¢
G3(1). (D18)

N w

s3=

For the unit tensor term in ¢, the condition (D17) is,
however, identically fulfilled, which means that the
constant soE remains undetermined. This is related
to a residual gauge freedom as discussed in the main
text.

(ii) The TM-TM case. Using Egs. (C9), (D1), and
(D2) we get

Ny? R3
¢MM=28’—M—‘£— l(%GQ’(p)—!—pZHIZ"(p) U
XM 3 5 p
-:;Gﬁl(p)-i-Hf)”(p) I],
(D19)
where .
1
GY(p)= [ dEge(xyb), (D20a)
1 1
HY(p)=s¥+ fp d§—§—g(xM§), (D20b)
1
Gol(p)= [ dEEh(xyE) , (D20c)



1
HY(p)=st'+ [ deghixud), (D20d)

and
8(xpm&)=Jjr(xy&)ia(xp§)+4jo(xpE)] , (D20e)
hxy€) =512 ) +2jXxy€)] . (D20

Again only s can be determined by the boundary
conditions [see Eq. (D17)]. One finds

s¥=2G¥(1). (D21)
(iii) The TE-TM case. From Egs. (C19), (D2),
and (D14) we get

Xg+Xp

1 Em
Xpxas 2G1 (p)

p

=M= —iENpNy SR

+ pH™M(p) | 7S,

(D22)
where

GMip)= [) dg £\ (xpH)2foxb)
—Jj2(xp8)]
(D23a)
BB (p)=s5 + [ dEjitxp)[2oteud)
—Jj2(xp8)]
(D23b)
EM s determined by Eq. (12) to be
sEM—2GEM(1) . (D24)

APPENDIX E

Here we calculate the quantities a, b, and ¢ occur-
ring in Egs. (14)—(16). In general, they get contribu-
tions from three sources: the three-gluon, four-
gluon, and Coulomb terms, e.g.,

a=a%t+a*%4q%u, (E1)

1. TE-TE
From Egs. (13), (C5), and (D4) one obtains

1
bER" = — 5 x5%E fo dp ji*(xgp)

and

~Coul

in(p)+p4Hf(p)
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Hif=—AAS [ d’x TH5a7F

=—A A2 aE%SI SZ N (E2)

where
ro 1
aib =17 [, dpii’xep) | T T(p)+PNE(p)

~0.341 (E3a)

with
87Nz2R* |
3xE

The Bose factor Sp= ; was canceled in Eq. (E2) be-
cause of the two identical terms in Eq. (9). The
four-gluon contribution H, 2% is given by

H}}%:—A?AZI dx TER) TER)
=—A A2 aEZ-S] SZ ’ (E4)

where
Tix)=2AExAE (ES)
and

1
afh=—3ve [ dpp¥(xgp)~ —0.078 . (E6)
For the Coulomb part one gets

£8°int) =AAS [ d°x pPESEE

=—A Az ~(bgg" T +858" Thy)
(E7)
We may write (D15) as
Ng*R3
EE__ 4 'E E | ZEE_ _ E_, 7EE
8= g s +§"=— Lo st 43
(E8)
and then get
=—0.041 (E9)

TER =S — Tb5" —4xgvp f dpji (XEP)[pGO (p)+p*H §(p)]=S§ —1.155 , (E10)
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where HE is HE without the s§ term. In getting the
last equation we have used

[ @ pPEx)= [ d’x p*™(x)=g . (E11)

The constant S& is not determined, but it gives no
contributions to the energy shifts of color-singlet
glueball states. In fact, if we restnct our attention
to color-singlet (TE)" states, then cS2" itself gives no
contributions.

We can conveniently here calculate the static

static Coulomb self-energy is then
HE = — b"°“‘(4112 —Ty,) (E13)

for (TE)? states (note that this is zero for the 0t )
and

Hig'=— bc"“‘ 6nl,+ 3 AJAST,

i<j

Coulomb self-energy diagrammed in Fig. 2(e). This (E14)
is most easily done by appropriately contracting the for (TE)" states.
indices on Ty, and I, in Eq. (E7), letting
ASAS—A;2=3, where i stands for one of the gluons, 2. TM-TM
and remembering a factor of 5. Then for each
gluon, we get As above, one gets
a H3% — _ A9AC d3x T MM.3 MM
Hggul(self)z__;_Aiz_i(4bbg§ul+z;g%ul)112 . r% 142 fbag X ] a
R Lo
(12) —A?Agi—athSl'Sz ) (E15)
The sum of the Coulomb interaction energy and where
J
1
aifM=%yM fo dpl[ 471 Hxp p)—jrX(xy p)] —:;J{”(p)—i—pzNi”(p) ~0.328, (E16)
with
87Ny 2R* |*
= |—2 | ; (E17)
3xM
also
—-»MM —MM a = =
HAfM_—A“ASZ S 11 =AM 0SS, (E18)
with
—MM
) (x)=24Mx4} . (E19)

One obtains

1 1 . ) . . . .
axfy=— v I, dpp™12jotxa p)—ja(xa P)[4j0™ Xae )+ 40 Xas PY2(Xag P)+ 312" (xag p)] = —0.081

, (E20)

For the Coulomb part one obtains

Higiint)=ASAS [ d3x pMMgMM = _ AAS (meﬂT12 +e 5l - (E21)
As for the (TE)? case we may write

MM M FMM
=& s

¢ 47R +¢ (E22)

where ¢ M¥ is MM without S (and H' will be similarly related to HY!) and proceed to get
1
byt = — 5 Varxu’ f dpp’iaxup) j2(xpp) +4jolxaep)] o —6Y(p)+p*HY (p) | ~—0.007 (E23)

~C0ul_SM__ _bCOlll

X0 Vua fo dpl j,2xpp) + 20X xyp) 1L pGY (0)+ PP HY ()] =S¥ —1.533 . (E24)
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Again, the constant S is not determined, but does
not contribute to energy shifts of color-singlet states.

The expressions for the static Coulomb self-
energy and the sum of static Coulomb self-energy
plus Coulomb interaction energy are

Bl(self) = — 5 A, 2—(4bMM +& 501, (E25)

for each gluon,

H = 3—b°°“‘(4112 . (E26)
for (TM)?, and
HPP = — bc"“‘ 6nl,+ 3 AIAIT; | (E27)

i<j

for (TM)".

3. TE-TM
From Egs. (13), (C15), and (D10) one obtains
¥ =—A5Ag [ (T T Er )

(E28a)

a o oo
= A‘fA‘;—Ri(aéﬁlSySz+bg~ﬁ{ Ty +¢ %l .
(E28b)

The labeling implied for the color and spin indices
for the two terms is shown in Fig. 3. Notice that

]

A= YEMf dpp? 'fz N Jj2(xp)N

TE,q,a TE,b,B TE,a,a TE,b,B

T™,c,y ™,d,8 T™,c,y ™,d,s

(a) (b)
FIG. 3. Labeling for (TE)(TM) pairs. Latin characters
are for color and Greek characters are for spin.

—EM _ME —EM _ME
fa'3xJT ar =fd3xj ‘ET

= [ TRV v
— [ d’x pEMME (E29)

and that
Fyp=—dpy - (E30)

We recognize the last term in Eq. (E9) as the
Coulomb (or longitudinal electric) energy. In this
case it would be simpler to directly calculate the
sum of magnetic and electric energies. For con-
sistency we quote the results separately as in the oth-
er cases. Also, in this case the 3g energy shift has a
transverse electric contribution in contrast to the
(TE)? and (TM)? cases.

For the two-gluon (TE)(TM) glueball, the color
wave function is of course symmetric. However, to
allow consideration of (TE)(TM) pairs within multi-
gluon states, we will also quote results for color an-
tisymmetric wave functions. We then need

N EM(p) +n,(xp)T PM(p)] + 3[ TF2p)+Folp)]

+3 o) Ljox)N E¥(p) + no(xp)J EM(p) N+55 [ T2 +folp)l | (E31a)
1 ~ ~
B=—xVey fo dp p*f2(p) j2(xp)N EM(p) +n,(xp)T $(p)] . (E31b)
Then,
3 3 1 .2 .2 1 g 2arE 1 5
aff(£)=7vem [ dpl4j\*(xup)—jo (xup)] ;Jl(p)+p N¥(p) | £5(4—5B)=0.2864+0.0755 ,
(E32a)
b (+)=F5(4—+B)=F0.077, (E32b)
CE(£)=%(4+B)==0.158 . (E32¢)
The (%) refers to the color symmetry of the (TE)(TM) pair, and
2
8mNgNyR*
= | ETMT E33
YEM Ixpxy (E33)

For the 4g interaction one has
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a; —EM,  —EM
Hg-ﬁ,:-—A‘ng? fbagd3x[11 0 T2+ T To ()] = — AASS

where
IM(x)=AExAY —A¥ x A% .

Then we find
affy(+)= 221 =—0.0114221),
b (+)=+(5A—5B)=F0.011,
T8 (£)=+(;4+B)=70.026,

where now

! o ; 2r9; . 2
A=—Ypm fo dpp i (xep) I 12j0(xpp) —j2(xpp)]°,

1
B=—vgy [, dppLis(xep) Piaeaup[4io(xap) +Ja(xaep)]

For the Coulomb part we get

1
Hé::{ul____A‘leg f d3x( %pMM¢EE+ ?pEE¢MM+pEM¢ME)

(aEifsl So+ b T +ciyly)

(E34)

(E35)

(E36a)

(E36b)
(E36c)

(E37a)
(E37b)

A“A (aE oSSy 4 BT 1y 4+ S 1)

(E38)

Note that the first two terms of the integral above would be identical if the gluons individually satisfied the

AE=0 boundary condition. The coefficients are
Coul

a5 ()= F 5 Veu(xg +xp )2 fo dp j1(xgp)[2jo(xap)—j2 (xap) LG T () +p*HEM (p)]=F0.073 ,

Sl +)= 55 25 YEMXEXM f dp j2(xpp)[4jo(xpp) +j2( xMP)]

=—0.002+0.073 ,

E-Eoul( ) %(SO +SO ) C0u1(+)+ 3a§1(‘){u](+)

(E39a)

G5 (p)+p*HE (p) | —af(+)

(E39b)

—YEMXEX fo dp{j2xgp)pG Y (p)+p*HY (p)]
+5 L2 emp) + 20X xup) pGE () +p*HE ()]}

=+ (SE+8Y)—1.2515+0.1457 .

(E39¢)

Again the undetermined constants S5 and S¥ are canceled when the energy of a color-singlet state is calculat-

ed.
These coefficients are summarized in Table II.

APPENDIX F

In this appendix we calculate the contribution to
H,,, due to s-channel annihilation graphs, Figs. (2a)
and (2b). These contributions can be obtained by
crossing from the ¢- and u-channel graphs previous-
ly calculated. We note several items before quoting
our results.

(a) The most naturally occurring spin-spin opera-

I
tor is now (see the labeling in Fig. 3)
Say'Sgs=—2PY

where P is the projection operator on spin-1 states.
Projection operators for spin-0 and spin-2 states
may also appear.

(b) Similarly for color, use

AceAba=—3P1 ,
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where P‘{;f’} is the projection operator on antisym-

metric color states.

(c) The gluon-exchange graphs [Fig. (1a) and (c)]
are the sum of ¢ and u-channel contributions. To
get the s-channel results crossing we must use only
the t-channel (or only the u-channel) piece. For the
(TE)? or (TM)? cases, the - and u-channel contribu-
tions are equal so we can simply divide by 2.

(d) For the Coulomb diagram, the charge densities
vanish identically for the (TE)? and (TM)? cases; the
results are, for (TE)? and (TM)?,

a
H,,,(ann)= — T‘Pg‘:}Pi"dm ,

dgp =d3% +3a3% = —0.296—0.234
=—0.529
dyr =dify +3aif = —0.312—0.243
=—0.555,

where we have included a term coming from the
four-gluon interaction in Fig. (1b) although it is not

. formally an annihilation contribution. Note that di-

agram (2a) gives a positive energy shift as expected
from mixing with a lower-lying, in this case dom-
inantly lowest, one-gluon, state.

For (TE)(TM) we get

a
Hy(ann) = — —P§{(dgy PP +d {3 PY
+dPY) ,

dgy=dy +diy+dn
=0.223—-0.079—-0.051=—0.354 ,

diy=d58=0.275 ,

dy =d3=0.075 .
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