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We calculate the Lamb, fine, and hyperfine shifts in bb with n = 2, I = 0, 1. Radiative corrections
as well as leading nonperturbative corrections (known to be due to the gluon condensate) are taken
into account. Taking A and (as;G?) from independent sources, we find agreement with experiment
at the expected level ~ 30%. This, together with the results of a previous paper, provides a coherent
picture of bottomonium with n = 1, 2 and (to a lesser extent) charmonium with n = 1, obtained

with calculations from first principles.

PACS number(s): 14.40.Gx, 12.38.Bx, 12.38.Lg, 13.20.Gd

I. INTRODUCTION

In a previous paper [1] (hereafter to be referred as TY?!)
we presented an evaluation of the potential for heavy
qq systems [1,2]. The evaluation included relativistic ef-
fects, one-loop radiative corrections, and (for the spin-
independent part) the dominating two-loop ones. With
this we evaluated a number of quantities, taking into ac-
count also leading nonperturbative corrections, which are
known [3] to be due to the contributions of the gluon con-
densate. It was shown that a very good account could
be given of the lowest-lying bb bound states (some fea-
tures of c¢ were also discussed). Notably, both the energy
and wave function (this last through e*e™ decay) of the
states with n = 1 were given; the splittings between these
states and those with n = 2, | = 0,1 were reproduced
in what is essentially a zero parameter calculation using
only the known values of the basic QCD parameters:

A(ns = 4,2loops) = 200 130 MeV ,
(asG?) = 0.042 £ 0.020 GeV* |

mp = 4906 53 T3 il MeV.

(1.1)

Actually we preferred in TY to deduce m; from the mass
of the Y(15) state. The errors given for this quantity in
(1.1) correspond to that in A (the first), and to that in the
gluon condensate (the second); the third is an estimated
systematic error.

The value of m; given in (1.1) is for the pole mass,
which is the appropriate quantity to be used in a
Schrodinger equation. It corresponds to a running mass
value of

*Electronic address: stephan@nantes.ft.uam.es.
1We will freely use the notation of TY.
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my(me) = 4397 7 73 TiSMeV, (1.2)
which compares favorably with the Shifman-Vainshtein-
Zakharov (SVZ) estimate [4] of 4250 + 100 MeV.

For some of the states with n = 2, [ = 1,0 no re-
sult could be given; only the perturbative contributions
were presented, and they failed to reproduce the exper-
imental values. This was because the nonperturbative
corrections, more involved than for the n = 1 case, had
not been calculated at the time.

In the present paper we finish the calculation of the
leading nonperturbative (np) contributions to the n = 2
states. We are thus able to present a complete QCD eval-
uation of the full n = 1 and n = 2, [ = 1, 0 bottomonium
system. For some of the quantities the np corrections
(which are always large) are under control; for some oth-
ers the calculation loses reliability. In a sense, this paper
may be viewed as an attempt to see how far one can go
with a perturbative calculation supplemented by leading
np effects. We find that, by and large, a coherent picture
and good agreement with experiment are obtained. We
also profit to correct some of the errors of TY, in par-
ticular the neglect of the normalization shift of the wave
function due to nonperturbative effects, which, although
numerically small, is of conceptual importance.

np corrections grow very fast with n so for n > 3 they
get so large (for bb) that a QCD calculation based on
leading effects becomes meaningless, as was indeed to
be expected. However, we present also some results for
n = 3,4,5 with a view to future applications to the tf
system for which np corrections remain small up ton ~ 5.

This paper is organized as follows: the perturbative
qq Hamiltonian is reproduced in Sec. II for ease of refer-
ence. The np corrections to the interaction are evaluated
in Sec. ITI. Sec. IV contains the ensuing shifts in energies
and wave functions, which are then applied in Sec. V to
the complete evaluation of n = 1,2,1 =0,1, 7 = 0,1,2
and spin s = 0, 1 bound states of bb. The article is fin-
ished in Sec. VI with numerical results and conclusions.
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II. THE PERTURBATIVE QCD POTENTIAL

We present here the Hamiltonian for the g§ system
for ease of reference. We write it separating the spin-
independent, LS, tensor, and hyperfine pieces as follows:

He = HO — CrPoo(u®) InTp (2.1)
2w r
H(O):_lA_M (2.2)
m T ’ '
~ ai + 2
a) = |14 2EE e () a), (29)
3Cras(p?) » &
Vis() = —5 a5 L5
Bo
x¢1+ —E-(Inry, —1)+2(1 —lnmr)
+ 125 —10nys | a,
o2 (2.4)

VT(’F') - CFas(ll'z) 512(1-3)

4m?2r3

X {1+ [D+ %lnru—.’ilnmr] %} , (2.5)

{ 5(7)

n [ﬁzo (4—reg 5 + (In u)&(?))

-2 (Zl;regr—la + (nm+ B)&(i’))] "‘7} .

(2.6)

AnCra,(p? )
7
Vit (7) = ————3 3

Here,

6349
an
Ca=3,Tr =1/2, ,30=11——T,
By = 102 — 38%
31CA —ZOTpn_f
a; = ,
36

11C4 —9CF

3 5
= (-l Tp - T
B 2(1 n )TF Fnf+ 18

_ 4 ﬂo Snf
b=3 (3 2 ) +12 18

regr ™3 is defined in TY, S = §1 + 52 is the total spin, L
the orbital angular momentum, and

512(7")—2255 ( 7T — 5,-,-).

ny is the number of active flavors. The running coupling
constant we take to two loops:

o) - s

4r

Boln p? /A2 { B2 Inp2?/A2

We have lumped the constant piece of the one-loop cor-
rection into &, [Eq. (2.3)] because the ensuing potential is
still Coulombic and therefore H(®) may still be solved ex-
actly. The relativistic, full one-loop and leading two-loop
corrections to the spin—independent piece are known; see
TY for details. We will not need them now. The total
Hamiltonian is of course

H, = Hs1 + Vis + Vr + Vi, (2.7)

where the index p emphasizes that only perturbative con-
tributions are taken into account.

A result that we take over from TY is the form of the
(spin-independent) wave functions \TISS) pertaining to the
Hamiltonian Hgy. They are easiest obtained with a vari-
ational method; one finds that they are given by a for-
mula such as that for the wave functions of the Coulom-
bic Hamiltonian H(®) with the replacement of the “Bohr
radius,”

b(n,l)=a{1+

() =09 (Fa—b).

A few explicit expressions may be found in Appendix B.
In particular the wave function at the origin becomes

790) - #9(0) = {1 + swr(n,1)}¥P(0),
Swr(n,l) = % [111 (%Tgf'a_) Fpnrlt1)— 1] o
(2.9)

. 2
- mCF&,, ’
J by
In mCra,)+vY(n+1+1)—1 -1
(nﬂ/ £ ) ¢( ) ﬂoas} P (28)
[
As stated, \IISS) is the solution of the equation
() 0
H(O)‘I’fu) = Ei""l’f,:) ’
(2.10)
o)y __ (CF‘aa)2
E) = Yz ™
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When taking into account the full Hg; the energies are
shifted to ES;):
2 2~
50 _ p0) _ CrPooi a
Enl - Enl - 47n2

ny
In —— l+1 . 2.11
A last word about the notation: the superindex (0)
in say, U9 E(© means “of zero order with respect to
nonperturbative (np) effects.”

III. THE NONPERTURBATIVE INTERACTIONS

It can be shown (TY and [3-5]) that the leading np in-
teractions, at short distances, are those associated with
the gluon condensate; and, of these, the dominant ones
are those where two gluons are attached to the quarks.
These interactions are equivalent, in the nonrelativis-
tic limit (including first order relativistic corrections) to
those obtained assuming the quarks to move inside a
medium of constant, random chromoelectric g and chro-

momagnetic B fields. Because the fields are constant

they may be considered to be classical; and because they
are random we may take them of zero average value

(

The average is taken in the physical vacuum. Quadratic
averages are nonvanishing and may be related to the
gluon condensate. With 7, j spatial indices and a, b color
ones one has (for N, = 3 colors)

y=(B)=o0.

L0y

i i ad 7r5i~6a
(o°BBY) = ~(g*EL€0) = 3ry3 — 1y (@G

3Nz - 1) (1)

The relativistic interaction of a quark (labeled with
index 1) with classical vector fields may be described by
the Dirac Hamiltonian

Hp, =ia; - 61 —gv- A(Fl) + Bim,

~

(32)

A =73 t*A* being gluon fields (in matrix notation).
~ —~ 2
A convenient gauge is that in which

. 1., —
A(l)z—'??l 5,A1=—§7‘1X B.

~

To solve our problem one can apply a Foldy-Wouthuysen
transformation [6] to obtain the Hamiltonian (correct in-
cluding first order relativistic effects)

1 " 1 "
H = —(ph — g A1)? — gt —gry- € (3.3
FW1 =m+ 5 (P1 —g A1) gm3P1 91 & (33)

g = - g = i .
—=51- B—-—"=5-(&Ex
m"t R 2m2t (£xp1),

with 51 the spin operator and p; = -—iﬁl. Adding to
this the Hamiltonian of the antiquark (¢ — —g, 71 — 72)
and their interactions given in the previous section we
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find the full Hamiltonian, which now includes leading np
effects. Omitting the trivial rest mass term 2m, we have

Crfoc?Inr
CrboayInri | v Vi 4 Vie
2m r

o7 £t (5% P £~ L(5,- %) B (34)

H=HO® _

~

H©®), Vis, Vi, Vit are given by Egs. (2.1) - (2.6). Some
of the peculiarities of Eq. (3.4), in particular the ab-
sence of an L - § interaction as well as the presence of
a term involving the differences of the spins, had been
noted in the similar case of the Zeeman effect in positro-
nium [7]. In Eq. (3.4) we have omitted a term obtained

when expanding the square (7 — g A‘l)z in Eq. (3.3),
viz., the piece A2. It would have produced a term

(s G?) 7% /(48 N.m), to be added to Eq. (3.4). The rea-
son for its omission is that it gives subleading corrections
to all processes (as compared to the contributions of the
other terms).

Before embarking upon detailed calculations, let us
elaborate on this matter of leading and subleading cor-
rections. Because

2
meas’
(p) ~mv ~ mCra,,

(r) ~a =

it follows that the np terms in Eq. (3.4) are

L, oz 1 g .z >~
_gr.gwa—s, ﬁ(Sxﬁ’).gwas’

~9.(8,-8,)- B~ (a,)°. (3.5)
m ~

This simplifies enormously the calculation at the leading
order as seldom more than one, and at most two terms,
need to be considered. A further simplification is that,
with the only exception of the hyperfine splitting for n =
2, 1 =1, only the tree level piece of H, has to be taken
into account when evaluating leading np effects.

IV. ENERGY AND WAVE FUNCTION SHIFTS

A. Spin-independent shifts

Although most of the spin-independent shifts of ener-
gies and wave functions were discussed in TY and [3],
we give here a detailed calculation for ease of reference,
to correct an error common to TY and Leutwyler (cf.
Ref. [3]), to present the results for the n = 2 wave func-
tions and to explain in this simple case the way the cal-
culation works.

The effects of the nonzero condensate are evaluated
with the help of perturbation theory. The perturba-
tion consists of the terms [cf. Eq. (3.4)], —g7 - é',

#(5" x p) - é‘, —%(571 - §2) . lg Because, for spin-
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independent effects, the first term gives a nonzero result
we may neglect the others which would contribute cor-
rections of higher order in a,, cf. Eq. (3.5). Second order
perturbation theory is required as only quadratic terms
in f; will give a nonvanishing contribution, as discussed

in the previous section, Eq. (3.1) and above. The method
of evaluation, for this particular case, has been developed
by Leutwyler, and independently by Voloshin? [3] and is
related to Kotani’s treatment of the second order Stark
effect [8], up to normalization, color, and angular mo-
mentum complications that we now discuss.

We denote the solutions of the unperturbed Hamilto-
nian by

i

E =E© 4 g |

6351
0 0)
H® |‘I’511)M> = ES)) “I’;IM>,
1 CZa
E® — _ = ZE"*
n ma? n? 4n2 ’
vy = Yig (/) R () (4.1)

(we have omitted the trivial rest mass energy term). The

RS:) (r) are identical to the standard Coulombic wave-
functions for the hydrogen atom with the replacement
2
of the Bohr radius by a = ————.
mCra,
turbation theory yields immediately the energy and wave
function shifts:

Second order per-

¥ = ¢ 4 gre ,

with
0 i4a 1 j (0)
E:f _= — E <‘IJ'§LI)I\4 ar; ga t W gTJ (‘:g tb \IlnlM> (42)
j,ab — Ln
and
= 1 . 1 .
np — I . ¢iga ) (0)
]‘IJ'MM> - 'Zb Pnl H(O) _ E(O) Pnl gri gat —H(O) ~ E(o) grj Eb t '\I’nlM> s
), a n n
n; T 0
.‘Ilnll)M> = \P:?M> + 0N I‘I’;z)M> . (4.3)
I
Here (45)

P =1- "1’533\4><‘1’533u
is the projector orthogonal to the nl state. It does not
appear in Eq. (4.2) because

(@17 ElEh) = 0.

Furthermore, the term dIV,,; ‘\Ilfg)M> is due to the change
in normalization of the wave function induced by the
presence of the perturbation. It has been discussed by
Voloshin [3]; we will treat it at the end of this section.

The expressions (4.2) and (4.3) are first simplified by
replacing

gé'f; e gé'g — —%—(f;—bw(ast) s (4.4)

recall Eq. (3.1).
Next we take care of the color algebra. The one-gluon

exchange potential is given, when acting on arbitrary
color states, by

2We are grateful to Prof. Y. Simonov for bringing Voloshin’s
work to our attention.

Qg a 4+b
~~—T~ E tioti -
a

If the initial (and final) states are color singlets we may
average

1 1

i'k!
and then we get the potential, and Hamiltonian,

H(o):—}-A—— Cras,
r m r

CF as

we have incorporated, as we always do everywhere, the
Coulombic piece of the one-loop corrections into a,.

In Egs. (4.2) and (4.3), however, the states ‘\IIS;)M>

are certainly color singlets: hence the matrices t° (for
example) when acting on them will produce a color octet
state. For a color octet the potential and Hamiltonian
are

Qg

& : 1
* L HO®O=_"A .
! + 2N_r

2N.r m
One then finds

(4.6)
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Z Sapt® !

S ‘singlet>
ab H(O) - E‘I(I.O)
1

F m lsmglet> . (47)

Putting this together with Eq. (4.4) into Egs. ( 4.2) and
(4.3) gives the formulas

np _ W(aa 3© 1 (0)
E, = Z< M | e @ T ‘I’nm> )
n
(4.8)
=np _ #w(ast) 1
"I’ntM> = 6N, nl H(O) Q) P,
0
x Z o 50 ), (@9

which takes care of color complications, so we turn to deal
with angular momentum. Obviously the perturbation is
rotationally invariant so the third component of angular
momentum M is not affected by it; but the total angular
momentum algebra is not entirely trivial. We write

Z A H'(0) _ E(O)

where A = 0, +1, and the r)’s are spherical components,

Zri H:(O) E(O)

1

1 .
r4y; = :FE(’I‘l :h’l,'f'z) , To=T3.

J

Using the formulas

;TA - @ Yi(/r)
L= cor v,

and the addition theorem for spherical harmonics we get

nYy =71 Z

(4.10)

Cu (U, N) Yiin,

U=[1-1],|14+1|
ray . [20+1 , ,
Cu (L1, X)) = 2l'+1(l ML) (1,051,000,
with (...]...) the standard Clebsch-Gordan coefficients.

When acting on a function with well-defined angular
momentum [ we have

) _ (o>‘ >= H'<o> <o>‘ >
PO 1) = 50 1), (a1
where
118 (,98 I(14+1) k&,
H = T mr2or (7‘ 37‘) * mr? + r (4.12)

with k = —Cp for H® and x = 1/(2N,) for H,®.
Using this and the explicit values of the Clebsch—Gordan
coeflicients we find that Egs. (4.8) and (4.9) become

e TG 1 < ) ! l+1 (0)
Bl =—cv— o777\ Bnl |7 (0 o T 70 oy (7| Fnl ) (4.13)
6N, 2l+1 H ( ) E( ) HH(-I) _ _E,(l )
= G?) 1 1 l l+1 ©
‘Rn§>> _ o il —5 = P { o =+ — 0 } r|Ry) . (4.14)
n 6N. 20+1 ™ g® _g® 70950 " B _EO

We have succeeded in separating the color and angular variables to obtain equations involving only the radial variable
and radial wave functions. To finish the calculations all that is needed is to find the inverses:

1 __.R®
HI(O) _ E7(10) nl
This is described in Appendix A.
We next turn to the term 6NV, I‘Iln,M in Eq. (4.3).

7O _ 5O

1 RO

nl

It arises because the presence of the interaction alters the

normalization of the gd state. This effect was overlooked in the work of Leutwyler [3] and also in TY, but has been
discussed in detail by Voloshin [3]. A simple calculation gives that one has to multiply the wave function by

1- 3 <\p§3}w griEit®

ij, ab

(2O - EY)

1/2

T wg,>M>

m{asG?) (0) 1 (0)
~14 E \Iln Ty —————————5 T; ‘I/" s
12N, & < 1M E,(,o))z 1M

(H'm) -
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and in the second expression we have already carried over the color analysis. After the angular momentum reduction,

essentially identical to one performed before, we finally get

R™ — R 4 §N,; R,

nl =

m{a,G?) 1

(4.15)

l+1

ONm = —o

The calculation of the inverses is also described in Ap-
pendix A.

The ensuing expressions for the E; and R} are col-
lected in Appendix B for a few values of n, ! and will
be employed later on. The expression we get for E.}
agrees with that found by Leutwyler [3] and also R},
the only wave function calculated in Ref. [3], agrees with
our evaluation.

We have not succeeded in obtaining a closed general
formula for R} (for E,} one is given in Ref. [3]), but a
few general properties may be inferred from Egs. (4.13)
and (4.14). Because

a 2
(P = 5[3n2 —l(l+1)] ~

23

2
and each energy denominator yields a factor 2— (see Ap-
a

pendix A) we expect

n® n
E2?~~—g, R ~ 7
J
1
Uyo(7) = wa(?”) )

R(O) r
21 +1 < d '(o 0
(Hl (1) - En( ))

r R,(S)> .

It thus follows that the importance of nonperturbative
effects grows very rapidly with n. Moreover we expect
them to be smaller for energies than for wave functions
and, generally, to be larger when I = 0 than for ! # 0 (for
the same value of n). These properties may be verified
explicitly in the expressions collected in Appendix B.

The energies and wave functions correct to leading or-
der in np effects and including one-loop corrections are
then

2
'0) _ p(0)
(H, O~ E{ )

En = E(o) + Enl )
Ru(r) = R (r) + R (r),
Voning = Ym("/r) Ry (r),

the R, E©) being as given in Egs. (2.8) and (2.9).

Finally, we give an expression for the wave function,
at all », for the 10 state, including leading order np
and one-loop radiative contributions; this will correct the
Eq. (110) of TY, where the normalization shift had been
overlooked:

(4.16)

2
2
fro(r) = 357 € {1 T ni(Cra,)e

-1 _ mCra, I -7} —o7
b = {1+ﬁ0 I:ln mC’p&s 'YE] 27\'} s P 2+,

where a, is given in Eq. (2.2).

B. Hyperfine splittings

The hyperfine splittings are caused by the interactions
that depend only on spin; they are Vy¢ in Eq. (2.6), and
the piece

_%(gl —5,)- §"

in Eq. (3.4). In addition to the splitting caused directly
by the last term, there is a nonperturbative contribution
indirectly generated by —g7 - &€ .This contribution that

we will call “internal,” comes about because, when eval-
uating the expectation values

m(a,G?) (26712 — 936p% — 156p% — 17p*

N 968 576
3825 541875 ’

o

[
(| Ve |®)

we should use the wave function including the np correc-
tions discussed in the previous subsection:

(Trt| Vit [t)= (B + U2P| Vie [T + 02F)
= (U0 | Vae 1907) + 2 (0| Vi | 277
(4.17)
The internal np splitting is the last term in Eq. (4.17):
W Buts = 2(U{,| Vie | 077

nl;s

(4.18)

nl;s/ *
To evaluate this to leading order we use the expression

47GCa,

Var ~ 5(7S2,
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and thus we get

4’1I'CFOt
3m2 - R:‘lg(o) N

For | # 0 the leading piece of Vis gives zero, because

ng) (0) vanishes. We have to take into account the ra-

diative correction to V¢ and then

47TCFa,, (@ _ 2_1)

. 1
AR B, = 2s(s+1) Z%R%)(O) (4.19)

bt Bnts = 2s(s 4+ 1) 2 )

<[ drrZR(O)(T) 3 RUf(r), 1#0. (420

I

ARf Ents = [s(s+1) — 3]

m(a Gz) ©)
6N Rnl

The inverse is obtained with the formulas of Appendix A.
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It will turn out that, for ! # 0, this internal shift will be
subleading. This fact is very interesting because this is
one of the few cases where a rigorous QCD analysis yields
results qualitatively different from the calculations based
on phenomenological potentials. This we will discuss in
detail elsewhere.

The contribution to hyperfine splitting of the interac-
tion —;%(5:1 — §2) . g we will call “external.”® It may
be calculated as we calculated E,}
section. We find

in the previous sub-

(4.21)

To the np contributions we have to add tree level (relativistic) and radiative ones, that we collectively label

perturbative: from TY,

» _ s(s+1) Cpos(u?)ad(u®) 2 Bo (1, _m# < 1 _n-1
A Enos = 2 3n3 m{l +dwr(n, 0)]7 ¢ 1+ 2 mCFas k 2n
21 n 1 n-1 a,
_ 4 L B| &\ 4.22
4(IHCF&3 1k 2n>+]7r} (4.22)
» _ s(s+1) C’ ﬁo 21 140
Abs Bnts = =5 67rn3l(l+1)(2l+ 1) 7)™ 70

The constants are as in Eq. (2.6). The full splitting is

thus

Apt Bnis = AL Eppg + A By + (4.23)

ex
hf Enls )

with the various pieces given in Egs. (4.18)—(4.22).

C. Fine splittings

Also here we have internal and external contributions.
The internal ones are, as before, induced by the np mod-
ification of the wave function. The calculation is some-
what complicated because now two operators, the LS and
Tensor ones [Egs. (2.4) and (2.5)] contribute. We find*

AF Bty = 28up(n, 1) {V)mis + (Vi)uis } , (4:29)

where

(R |r—3|R2®
Snp(n,l) = ——~——~——; 4.25
o) (RO |r—3|RYD) (429

3In the case of hyperfine splittings the internal contribution
is chromoelectric and the external one chromomagnetic, but
this is not true in other splittings.

*We consider that the states correspond to total spin s = 1.
For s = 0, Ame = 0.

nl]

[

R)? is given in Eq. (4.14) and VL(g), Vq(,o) are the leading
(tree level) pieces of Vs, V. Using the explicit expres-
sions for these we have

(Viymi; = GG +1) =11 +1) - 2]

3CHo, a
4.26
16n3l(l + 1)(2l + 1) ’ (4.26)
1 Cha,ad
V(O) i =(=9 F s 4.27
Vs = (350) gy ™ (420
with

1 '_217-51? -7 =l-1,
<§ 512> = +17 J= la (4'28)

it —si5, J=1+1.
The leading external fine structure shift AF En; is

caused by the crossed combination of the pertu.rbatlons

L= g ~ N
g7 £, 5 5(5xp)- £
In this case the external shift is also chromoelectric; the
S,)- B does not
contribute to the fine structure. The color algebra is now

like the one for the spin-independent shift, Sec. IV A.
Thus,

chromomagnetic perturbation — g (51 —
m
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ex m(a,G?) 1 (0)
Af Enlj =-2 6NC 2m2 i <\I’nl]

§Xpi
( *)H

1 (0)
IO \pn,j> i (4.29)

The angular momentum algebra, on the other hand, is somewhat complicated. It is developed in detail in Appendix C
for n = 2,1 =1. One gets
()
)

ex W(C(GG2> -7(-] + 1) - 4 (0)
AfEni = — N e { 2 R
o 1 B 1 ,
or HO'(O) _ Eéo) HZI(O) _ Eéo)
1

2#(0) = (1) = —w(2) = 3.

1 1
r 2, — g0

r

mﬂ},

+(5) <R;‘P

The calculation is finished using the inverses of Appendix A. The result is

1780 [5(F + 1) — 4] — 2784 v(j) w(a,G?)

m{a,G?)
AexE J—
§ 72 9945 m3(Cra,)?

——m3(Cp&8)2 ) (4.30)

i

K(j)

with
8976

K(0) = 9445 -

K(1) = —K(2) = %K(O). (4.31)

The perturbative fine splitting is (for s = 1; the splitting should be considered to vanish for s = 0)

3CHa, ()& (u2)
16n%1(1 + 1)(20 + 1)

x{1+ {(@—z) (lnn—1—¢(n+l+1)+¢(2l+3)+¢(2l)

A2 E,; = m[§(G + 1) =11 + 1) — 2] [1 + Swe(n, 0))?

2

n—1—-1/2 125 -10ny = Bo m ~ | as
- ‘—In——— 4+ 2InCra,| —
n )+ 36 T 2 “mCpa, 2ROFA o

Choa,(u?)ad(p?) 1 2
+8n5l(l +nE+1) <5 Slz>ta’ 1+ S, O

2

—"—_il/z) y Py B +31ncpa,] %‘i} . (4.32)

n 2 mCF&,,

x{1+ {D-{- (?—9—3> (lnn—1/1(n+l+1)+7/’(21+3)+'¢'(2l)

The constants are as in Egs. (2.4), (2.5), and (2.9).
The full, relativistic plus radiative plus np fine splitting
is then

T(Y(nS) — ete™) = = [ Qv

5 [3ecttnam | nOr 00

AfEpi; = A Epij + AP Eppy + AF Enyj , (4.33) X(1+06,) [1+ dwr(n,0)

the various terms given in Egs. (4.24), (4.30), and (4.32). +pup(n)]? . (4.34)

D. Decays into ete- Here 4, is a “hard” radiative correction [9],

For a state with [ = 0 the decay rate into e*e™ is given _ _ m
by 6y = — (4.35)
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dwr(n,0) is given in Eq. (2.9) and p,p(n) is the ratio of V. PROPERTIES OF BOTTOMONIUM
np to unperturbed wave functions at the origin: IN STATES WITH n =1, 2

We will use spectroscopic notation: states will be la-

_ Ry5(0) beled n2¢*1]; | = 0,1,2... or S, P, D,... . The
pnp(n) = oy, (436) J . . P v ’
RSL 0) (0) somewhat whimsical notation of the Particle Data Group
(PDG) [10] will also be indicated. For n = 1, 2, 3 mixing
It is to be calculated with the expressions of Appendix B. does not occur.

A. States with n =1

From TY we have

M(138;) = M(Y) = 2m {1 S LACONNS X ACOLAUS) (ln - ’YE)} t GomleaG)

8 87 mCra, (mCra,)*

(5.1)

1872

= —— ~ 1.468.
10 = 1975
The order o is partially known;® it adds to the right-hand side of Eq. (5.1) a term
3CF ~3 Cia2 -, 5Ck., CLBS K 2 s~ , Ck 3

_2F ZE2 - - 1 1- s+ Lo, . 5.2
2m [ 16 %t T X% T g% T Yep2 \Mmcpa, T LT VE) %t grasa (5-2)

We will use both Eq. (5.1) alone and Egs. (5.1) plus (5.2).
The hyperfine splitting is obtained from Eq. (4.23), A}% [Eq. (4.19)] evaluated with the expressions for the R’s of
Appendix B, and the inverse in Eq. (4.21) with those of Appendix A. The result is

M(138;) — M(11So) = M(Y) — M(np)
_ Cro (W)@ (w?) {1 + [%‘l (ln L 1) 2 <1n LI 1) +B] 97?} (5.3)

3 mCFas 4 Cpas
L4 1[270459 1838781  1161] m(G?) 360 (| p A
2 [ 108800 ' 2890000 ' 8704 mias 4 mCra, '°)x [

In the np contribution the first term is the internal, the second the normalization, and the third the external; the
last two are, as is generally the case, substantially smaller than the first. The difference in the value of the hyperfine
splitting from that in TY, where the normalization shift was overlooked, is fairly small. The corrected value, following
from Eq. (5.3), will be given below.

For the ete™ decay Eq. (4.34) gives us

(138, s ete™) =T(Y = ete)
] e (122

M(Y) i
2
o o, 270459 1838781\ w{a,G?)
)% 5.4
x [1 + 300 (ln mCra, 7E> an T (217600 * 5780000 ) “mtas | ° (5-4)

and we have inserted the explicit values for 6,, dwr, Pnp-
We also give the decay rate I'(m, — 27), which corrects an error in Eq. (95) of TY (a color factor of 3); it is best
calculated in terms of the experimental decay I'**P*(Y — ete™):

— (5 —7%/4)Cra,/7

IPHY — ete™) ~ 0.51 keV .
1— 4Cra,/n (T —=eTer) ¢

1
D(m — 27) = 3Q3

51t includes leading relativistic corrections O(a3}), one-loop radiative ones O((a? /) In u?) and O(a? /), and leading logarithm
two-loop corrections O((ai/7?) In? u?). The error of Eq. (5.2) should be at the 10 to 20 % level.
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B. States with n = 2, spin-independent shifts, and decay into ete~

We will denote by M (23P) the average of the masses of the states® 23P;, j =0, 1, 2:
M(2°%P) =% {5M(23P;) +3M(23P;) + M(2°Pp)} = 9900+ 1 MeV . (5.5)
From the analysis of TY and Ref. [3] we have
M(238;) — M(138;) = M(Y(25)) — M(Y(15))

3C%2a2(u?) CiBoasa, | m 5 a,
= £ 1 = — —3vyg —In2| —
2m { 32 T 32 |""Cpma, T2 PTG
(28 €20 — €10)m (s G2) 2102
= —— ~ 1.585 5.6
tm CEim*aa » €20 = 1326 : (5-6)
— 3C2a2(u?) Cifoasds | m 13 a
3 3 F“s FP0tsCts 8
_ - 31 B e m2| %
M(2°P) — M(1%S;) = 2m { R el Loy S LR b
(26 €21 — Elo)ﬂ'(a,G2> 9929
+m C;l;.m4a4 , €21 = m ~ (0.9984 . (5.7)

It is interesting to consider on its own the “Lamb shift,” difference between Egs. (5.6) and (5.7), as here only the
states with n = 2 are involved:

m CEP003Ts 2 (e20 — en1) M@, G?)

3¢\ _VF(23P) —
M(238,) — M(23P) =2 o6 Cimiai

(5.8)

As for the decay Y(2S) — ete™, Eq. (4.34) gives

P@?s, »ete) = 2 [—99——] mCea, ()P (1-

4CFOt,,
M(Y(25)) )

™

2p 1 a, (302859 4963788\ m(a,G?)]?
|1+ 360 (! =+5-8| - S (59
[ + 3 (nmCFas T2 7E) an " ( 884 ' 4884l ) mAas (5.9)

C. States with n = 2, fine splittings

From Eq. (4.33) and after some work we get the fine structure splittings”
M(2°P;) - M(2°P) = m Ch a, (u2) & (u?)

2
2 5 @, 111699 145137762\ m{a.G?)
—_ — —_ 1 —
x [1 + 350 (ln mCra, | 6 7”") 47r] ( + ( 221 ' 1221025 ) mAas
jG+1)-4 Bo 2u g 125 —-10ns] a,
JVJ T - Po _ _ mE Fs
x{ 256 I+ 5 72)\Poces, —8) P2+ 56 pm

(3512)15 Bo 2u w a,
12712/15 Po _r 1 ad Zs
+58 T3 73) Pocps, Tl E) F3n o+ D)

K(5) (2, G?)
m3(Cra,)®

+m (5.10)

SDenoted by xs;(1P) by the PDG [10].
"Because 8,p, Swr are large we have included them in a factor [1 + dwr]? (1 + 28ap) in Eq. (5.10). This form or the equivalent
one of a factor [1 + wr + dnp)? are the ones that give more stable numerical results.
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The first term containing {a,G?) is the internal np shift
[corresponding to Eq. (4.24)]; the last term is the external
piece, Eq. (4.30). The experimental shifts are

M(23P;) — M(23P,) = 21+ 1 MeV
M(2°%P) — M(2°Py) =32+ 2MeV.

D. Hyperfine splittings for states withn =2, =1

The hyperfine splitting M(23P) — M(2'P;) has not
been measured experimentally for bottomonium. For
charmonium,

M (2°P) — M(2'P;) = —0.9+0.2MeV. (5.11)
The theoretical calculation has been displayed in
Sec. IV B. After substituting the explicit expressions for
the various pieces we get

TF 23y _ nr(alpy _ .o (Bo _ 21\ Chaldl
M(23P) — M(2 Pl)—m(2 4) ke

61 m{(a,G?)

T M7 Tmias

(5.12)

M(2%P) - M(2'Py)

2 4

X [1 4+ O(as)] [1 + (
61 m(a,G?)

T Tmtas

VI. NUMERICAL RESULTS

The numerical results which correspond to the formu-
las given in the previous sections are presented in Ta-
ble I. Before discussing them a few words have to be
said about the calculational procedure. The quantities
pertaining exclusively to bb in states with n = 1 could
have been taken from TY with a small change for the
decay Y — eTe™ and the hyperfine Y-n, mass differ-
ence resulting from the (minute) modification following
our corrected evaluation of the np contribution; but we
will follow a slightly different path described below. The
criterion adopted in TY to choose the renormalization
point p, was to require that radiative and np contribu-
tions be equal in absolute value. Most results were in fact
little dependent on the actual value of u chosen. The rea-
son is that, for n = 1 the quark mass (as a function of
M(Y) taken as input) begins at order a? and the first
corrections are O(az) For the decay T — ete™, the
leading contribution is order o2; finally the “Balmer”
mass differences M (YnS) — M ('I'l.S’) start at order aZ.
By contrast the Lamb shift M(23S;) — M(23P) starts
at O(a3), the fine splittings among 2 ®P; states begin at
order a? (as does the n = 1 hyperfine splitting), and,
finally, the hyperfine splitting M (23P) — M(2'P;) is an
effect of O(a%). This means that for all these quanti-

Bo 21\ CioZa? 380 2 5
= Fo_ 22 o0 (p —2# .2
m ( s |1t e s, T
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This effect is remarkable. The coefficient @ A is nega-

tive; hence the perturbative and all internal np contribu-
tions (which are, however, subleading) will be negative.
On the other hand, the external np correction is positive.
For the (relatively) light quarks cc, the perturbatlve piece
dominates; but for bb, because it decreases like as, and
the np one grows like c¢_2 the situation is reversed and
we will get

M(23P) — My(21P;) > 0.

It should, however, be borne in mind that the prediction
Eq. (5.12) is on a much less firm footing than the pre-
dictions for n = 1. In fact, in our case now, the internal
correction Eq. (4.20) although subleading in powers of
o, is actually (numerically) larger than the nominally
leading one, viz., the external contribution in Eq. (4.21).
The numerical implications will be discussed in the next
section; here we finish with a formula for the 21 hyper-
fine splitting which takes into account the known pieces

of the subleading effects:
2
mCra, 6 - ’YE) as]

14 O(as)] -

111 699 145137762) W(ast)]

221 1221025 mia2

(5.13)

f

ties the choice of y is essential as small variations in pu
get amplified. Because of this we have chosen to fit the
value of 4. We have considered three possibilities: fit the
two fine splittings, and then the Lamb shift and Balmer
splitting M (23S;) — M(13S;) come out as predictions;
include the Lamb effect in the fit; or fit all four processes.
We present results for the last choice because there is lit-
tle difference among the three, and we consider this last
possibility to give the optimum calculation. A remark-
able fact that lends credence to our results is that the
values of u obtained with the three methods, as well as
with the criterion of TY (for the Lamb shift and Balmer
splitting that was considered also there) are extremely
close one to another. Moreover, it so happens that the
values of p obtained for n = 2 lie very close to what one
may call the “natural” scale for n = 2 states, viz. the
averaged momentum k, = (Ez),l/z = mCra,(k,)/(2n).
Indeed, we get p ~ ko ~ 0.92 GeV.

For the quantities pertaining to the n = 1 states we
reproduce the calculations of TY, including the rather
small correction due to the inclusion of the normalization
shift, overlooked there. The corrected values are given in
Table I. It is to be stressed again that, for n = 1 states,
any choice of pz between 1.2 and 2.5 GeV gives essentially
the same results, except for the decay T — e*e~. Here,
and as discussed in TY, we have two scales: k; for the
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TABLE I. Compilation of results, theoretical predictions, and experimental values for bb states
withn=2,1and!=1,0,s=1,0,j =0, 1, 2. The first error is due to the error in A, the second
to that in (@, G?).

Quantity (a) Experiment
p (MeV) 926 3% Tos
o (4?) 0.38 ¥503 1008
AT 0.55 *505 1008
2P, —2°%P, 20.6 25 133 21+ 1 MeV
23P, —23P 28.8 T30 131 324+ 2 MeV
238, —23P 181 738 +33 123+ 1 MeV
238, -13%S, 428 135 +2) 563 + 0.4 MeV
23p—2'p, 1.5 737 498 Mev
(23S, —»ete) ~ 0.64 0.56 & 0.10 keV
i (706 2) 4397 1] 73 Mev® 4250 & 1004
138, - 118, 36 T2 *3 Mev©
r(a3s, —»ete™) 1.12 *315 1056 keV© 1.34 +0.04

(138, — 27)

0.51 keV©

®Fit (for p) using 23Pj, 238, — 23P, and 238; — 138;. (Xz/NDF = (0.29 ;3;32 tg-jf;) /3)

PResult from TY.

°Corrected result with analysis from TY. (For the hyperfine splitting two small errors actually

compensate each other).

9Values obtained from e*

wave function and m? for the annihilation. Indeed the
criterion of TY gives an intermediate scale i = 2.33 GeV
(with the criterion of TY we get: 6, = —0.40, dwp =
—0.19, and 6,5, = 0.48). A similar phenomenon occurs
for the Balmer splitting where one can fit experiment
perfectly using the criterion of TY which yields a scale p
between k; ~ 1.33 GeV and k.

The values of A (a;G?) were not fitted. We chose, as
already mentioned,

A(ns = 3,2loops) = 250 T30 MeV,

(@,G?) = 0.042 £ 0.020 GeV* . (6.1)
Because we take M(Y) as input, we deduce mp [and
mp(mE)]. For the pole mass, Eq. (6.1) implies, according
to the analysis in TY,
my = 4906 T83(A) 13((eG?)) MeV, (6.2)
the first variation in Eq. (6.2) tied to the variation of A in
Eq. (6.1), the second tied to that of the gluon condensate
also in Eq. (6.1). The results are summarized in Table I.
The agreement between theory and experimental data
is remarkable, as is remarkable the stability of the pre-
dictions of the (as yet unmeasured) hyperfine splittings.
The deviations are of the expected order of the higher
corrections, O(a,) ~ 30%. As drawbacks, however, let
us mention the fact that some of the np corrections, no-

e~ — hadrons via QCD sum rules, see Ref. [4].

tably the ratio 8,p, do actually exceed unity.® This makes
the results of the fine splittings less impressive than what
they look at first sight. Nevertheless, the choice of u as
well as the way to write our equations certainly allow
a control of the results, for most cases. The hyperfine
splitting for n = 2,1 = 1, however, is less stable than
the rest. This is because it is the difference between two
terms which almost cancel. The central value presented
in Table I'is 1.7 MeV. If we add subleading corrections as
in Eq. (5.13), neglecting the unknown pieces there [the
O(a,s/m) terms], but we keep p = 926 MeV, the split-
ting changes to 0.6 MeV. If, in order to minimize er-
rors caused by subleading terms we adjust u so that the
known subleading pieces of np and perturbative contri-
butions cancel one another we find p = 770 MeV and a
splitting of 1.0 MeV. These variations may be taken as
indications of systematic errors in our estimate of this
hyperfine splitting.

The process T(235;) — ete™ merits a special discus-
sion. If we take the central value p = 926 MeV [Table
I, column(c)] and consider the leading expression of the
width, i.e., we neglect radiative and np corrections, we
get

8A list of some radiative and np contributions is given in
Table II.
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TABLE II. Sample set of contributions, with u = 926MeV; A(ny = 3, 2loops) = 250
MeV(a,G?) = 0.042GeV* . All dimensional numbers in MeV.

Quantity Tree® Tree + rad.? np ext.® SwF Onp Total
28p, —2%P, 12.5 3.1 1.8 —-0.31 2.52 20.6
2P —2%P, 15.3 4.6 0.93 -0.31 2.52 28.8
“With tree level potential (including relativistic corrections).
® Tree level plus one loop radiative corrections.
°External np corrections.
2 22
1] Qv - Cr mn“a
r® =22 Cim®a3 = 064keV. (6.3 Cotr =
4 | M(2S) F i (6-3) T kn+@W+2)Cr 4
C .
This is the value reported in Table I, and it compares fa- Cj—1 = - F FE+1) =11 +1)] ¢,
. : . kn+jCrp
vorably with experiment. Unfortunately the corrections .
involve the factors =0+, vt
c; = 0, J7<l.

(1+6), [1+6wr(2,0)]*, [1+ pap(2)]®

[see Eq. (5.9) for the expressions for the §, p], and one
has

6, = —0.61, dwr = —0.49, pyp = 5.2.

The prediction then becomes meaningless since the cor-
rections are much larger than the nominally leading term,
Eq. (6.3); although here, as it happens in the c case (see
TY) this leading term yields a reasonable evaluation, con-
sidered as an order of magnitude estimate.

Taken all together, our results here as well as those of
TY constitute a coherent description of the lowest-lying
states of heavy quark systems, using only rigorously de-
rived QCD properties and without need to have recourse
to phenomenological potentials or adjustable parameters.

APPENDIX A

We evaluate the inverses

1
v _—p/2 _— —p/2
———y P e % = py(p)e .
Hy — E
Here
27 1 cza?
= — (0) - — = — F—s
P=rta’ = ma2n?2 ™ anz
2
a = ——=,
mCrpa,
and

e 118 (,08 (l+1) «ka,
Hi —*Er_zﬁ(’" 6r)+ pr S r

For v integer p, turns out to be a polynomial:

v+1 .
pu(p) = Z le77 )

=0

and

When Hf = H,' © those equations give a unique well-

defined p,. For Hf = H, l(o) one should replace n by n+e.
Then p, contains a singular coefficient, proportional to
1/e. However, when evaluating

1
— o Py p¥ e™P/?
H? ~ EY

with P,; the projector orthogonal to the solution of
0 0)
(1 - B0 R = 0.

the singular term drops out and the limit € —+ 0 may be
taken.

Another useful formula with which reasonably simple,
closed expressions for inverses may be obtained is

o K2\ gy, . (2K)% N +1+1+med,/(2k)
(Hx + 7n‘) Ryi(p) = ooy P

k
xR§) (p)
k _
R{)(p) = (const)pL3*(p)e~"/2,
p = 2kr , H as before .
APPENDIX B

Here we list some nonperturbative energy shifts and
wave functions (spin independent). We write

€n1 8 T(a, G?)

Enp = ——0 .
nl (mCFa,)4 m
Then,

. _ 624 . _ 1os1
10 — 425a 20 — 663 E)

9929 769 456
€21 = 9915’ €30 = 163239’
... _ 11562272 .. _ 101509
81 7 8492715’ 40~ 760060 ’
.. _ 443288368
%0 ™~ 260175675

2
For the wave functions, and with p = —1,
na
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sop . MosG?) 2, (2968 104 , 52 5 1 4
Rio = a(Cran)e a32 © 25 s 1’ st
e _ (@ G?) L -p/2 [3828736 1914368 134528 , 67264 , 736 , 16
20 m4 (Cra,)® +/2a3/2 1989 1989 7~ "1989 ¥ T 5967 © T 663 1537
snp (0, G?) 1 2 3299840 149888 , 5248 ; 32
Ryl = i Coae pe - P = PP

m4 (Cra,)® /4l a3/2 1989 5967 1989 153
pup _ (e G?) 1 /2189965808 189965808 24735864 , 3462552 ,
30 = A (Cpd,)® v/3a%/2 5719 5719 " 5719 * 5719

1302 , 3042 ; 9

5”1 "B
Rop o ™G 1

m* (Cra,)® v6a3/2 ©
{1325287104 331321776 , 124833216 , 49872 , 3672 , 9 6}
s 9

62900 ° 62900 © T 31445 X T 1m0 P T1s05” T 13

gop_ ™G 1, (5600365504 2804682752 . ST706496 , 20160512 ,
10 = 108 (Cpa,)® ad/? { 45045 15015 7" 1001 ° 15015
93551104 , 59392 o 256 32 -
T 135135 2 T 361 X T a9’ T3m1” }
e _ _m(@,G?) 1, 37087558150000 74175116300000 3570228200000 |
50 = A (Cra,)® v5ad/2© { 31221081 31221081 T 31221081
1369531255000 ; 561983427500 , 138527387500 , 4827500 o 1250 , 625 .
T 93663243 © 93663243 * 93663243 © ~ 261873 © T 0699” ~ 6588 ” }
[
For ease of reference we also give the first R(®)’s A closed expression may be obtained for the ¢, with the

help of the last formula of the previous Appendix.

—r/a

R(O)( ) =

2372 )
RO (r) = 1 ( _ L) o—r/2a APPENDIX C
\/§a3/2 2a ’
R(O)(r) _ 1 r o—7/2a We evaluate the matrix element (21 stands for nl)
21 - \/zﬁa:’/z a
_ _ ORI 1 | g©@
For the Rfﬁ)’s, replace a by b(n,!l) given in Eq. (2.8). M= Z <‘I,21j (S x P),— H'0) _ g© T ‘I’zlj> )
Moreover, * 2
R™ = Rnp + (8N) RrO® l , It is convenient to use a Cartesian basis for the spin-
n n
(s G?) angular momentum piece of \IISE, so that
(SNn = ——s“»v_ nl y
! m*(Cra,)® Cnt
U21;(7) = ZE Y(5) 7 xR () - (C1)
with
968 576 753025 024 Here 7 = 7/r, the x; are column spin 1 wave functions
‘€10 = ) C20 = T oagmne !
541875 1318707 : o).
33 026 904 064 156 976 204 684 and the coefficients €177 (j) are
1= T98903025 @0 = 9556077 © ) - 1 (@) 3
v, — 163321569554 o _ 1212380677586 & (0 )—ﬁaik v & ()= T o
e 12756175 ’ T T7om2153 - s
2837889485981 £ (2) — {51 ka——ézkéb} ‘
0= T892 Vam 1 ’
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The last expression valid for a # b. The indices 0, a, ab, form an orthonormal set:

collectively denoted by « in (3.1) give the (Cartesian)

third component of total angular momentum. The spin-

angular momentum wave functions / dQ é (a)(j) é (ﬁ)(jl) = 6jjt 0ap -

E@3G) =3 €0 foxw
ik ‘We have

e (g0

a

> <Rg°3

iki'k'
abc

3. B 1 ©) ¢
(S X P)a H'(0) _Eéo) Ta R21 é(])>

/dQ Eie () Far )N(;L:Gabcsb P,

0
R§1)> )

1 . .
————yTa Tilik(J) Xk
H'© — B

If we write identically
1 1
Aa.Ai = Aahi—'_5ai _5i7
ToT (7‘ T 3 ) + 3 %a

then the first term corresponds to angular momentum 2, and the second to angular momentum zero. Therefore, when
acting on the first we may replace H'© by H2(0), and when acting on the second H' (©) by HO(O). Hence,

0 . o A 1 1 0
M= Z <R£1) /dQ Cirkr T %L €abe Sp P (ra"'i —3 5ai) Wfik XkT R(21)>
iki'k' 2 2
abc
1 0 N 1 (0)
+ 5 Z <Rg1) /dQ Eirpr T %L:Eabc Sy P, 6aim &ire XkT R21 y
ik;"k' 0 2

and, after straightforward substitutions and arrangements,

- (0)

m- 3 (nt
ikik!

1 0
+ 3 Z (is Ocke — Oik Ocs) <Rgl)

iki'k! cs

R - = 1 1
/dQ Eine oo X0 S Lr = T R— T Eik XkT
X r H,© _ Ef X

R§3’>

~ ~ 6 1 1 (0)
dQ gt Ty XLrgik TeXs 7 ( TS o~ 5 ) r| Ry ) .
/ ~ or HO()__Eé) Hz()_Eé)

The only noteworthy aspects of the derivation are first, that, because H, © only acts on the radial variable, and the
7; only depend on the angular ones,

1 . . 1
o o i = Ti gy o0
HO _ 5O HO _go "
and, second, that for any f(r),

P fr) = —im L)

The calculation is readily finished. Because
> (i) i xe
ik

corresponds to total angular momentum j,

S.-L Z ir(4) 7 xp = iG+1) -l(l;—l) —s(s+1) Z &ir(F) Ti Xks

ik ik

with [ = s = 1. Defining also
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v(j) = %T Z [Eir(3)Eri () — &ii(5)Err(9)]
ik

5(0) = v(1) = —w(2) = 3,

we finally get

1

M= —~—4_J(2’+1) <R§‘§)

r H;(O) _

T

Ré‘i)>

EY

+ v() <R§‘?

9 1
or \ H,® _ g0

1]
R§1’> .

1
- — r
Hz(o) _ E§O)>

Note added: A few typographical errors crept in TY that we now correct; Egs. (34), (39), (62), (67), and (68)

should read

=) _ —4nCra,(u®) [B3, 2k B, k a2 (14?)
8V, = — |7 In i) In p + const i (34)
2 2
@)\ _ _CFﬂcz)af In®pr  [yefBy | Bi slnpur
V= (r) = 472 r 272 + 872 Cra,
232 2
Ye’Bs | Bs | PirE 3l
- [ e + 28 + 26e + const CFa""r , (39)
CrpPoci f, nap
A;,(n,l):—m 1117 +'l/)(n+l+1)} )
02 2~
ST AT w
3CEBo H 1 2~3 _ Cras 1 2~3
= = — -_— = - - 1
As(n=1,1=0) 321 | Pmcpa. 3 B %% T e | mcra, Yoo
Ctlas — (5/6 +Inn ~
o Crles BT I e gy (67)
As(n,0,8) = 6, CE@ [y B0 (1 mu  §n1_m—d
s(,0,8) = b1 6n3 2 mCpa, — k 2n
21 n "1 n-1 Qg
- — - B| = A 68
4 ( Craog ;k 2n )+ } + Asp (68)
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