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Magnetic states at short distances
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The magnetic interactions between a fermion and an antifermion of opposite electric or color charges in
the 1Sy * and 3PS states with J = 0 are very attractive and singular near the origin and may allow the
formation of new bound and resonance states at short distances. In the two-body Dirac equations
formulated in constraint dynamics, the short-distance attraction for these states for point particles leads
to a quasipotential that behaves near the origin as —a?/r?, where « is the coupling constant. Representing
this quasipotential at short distances as A(A + 1)/r* with A = (=1 + V1 — 4a?)/2, both 'Sy " and 3P *
states admit two types of eigenstates with drastically different behaviors for the radial wave function
u = ri. One type of states, with u growing as rA*! at small , will be called usual states. The other type of
states with u growing as r~* will be called peculiar states. Both of the usual and peculiar eigenstates have
admissible behaviors at short distances. Remarkably, the solutions for both sets of 1S0 states can be written
out analytically. The usual bound 'S, states possess attributes the same as those one usually encounters in
QED and QCD, with bound QED state energies explicitly agreeing with the standard perturbative results
through order a*. In contrast, the peculiar bound 'S, states, yet to be observed, not only have different
behaviors at the origin, but also distinctly different bound state properties (and scattering phase shifts). For
the peculiar lSO ground state of fermion-antifermion pair with fermion rest mass m, the root-mean-square
radius is approximately 1/m, binding energy is approximately (2 — +/2)m, and rest mass approximately
v/2m. On the other hand, the (n + 1)!S, peculiar state with principal quantum number (n + 1) is nearly
degenerate in energy and approximately equal in size with the n'S, usual states. For the *P,, states, the
usual solutions lead to the standard bound state energies and no resonance, but resonances have been
found for the peculiar states whose energies depend on the description of the internal structure of the
charges, the mass of the constituent, and the coupling constant. The existence of both usual and peculiar
eigenstates in the same system leads to the non-self-adjoint property of the mass operator and two
nonorthogonal complete sets. As both sets of states are physically admissible, the mass operator can be
made self-adjoint with a single complete set of admissible states by introducing a new peculiarity quantum
number and an enlarged Hilbert space that contains both the usual and peculiar states in different
peculiarity sectors. Whether or not these newly-uncovered quantum-mechanically acceptable peculiar ISO
bound states and 3P, resonances for point fermion-antifermion systems correspond to physical states

remains to be further investigated.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.85.116005

L. INTRODUCTION

It is well-known that for some combinations of the spin
configurations and orbital motion the magnetic interaction
can be strongly attractive and singular' at short distances
[2—4]. We can illustrate this by a classical example as shown
schematically in Fig. 1(a) where a positive charge ¢g* is
making a circular orbit about a fixed negative charge g~
whose spin s(g ™) is pointing in a direction opposite to the
orbital angular momentum of ¢* [4]. In the external field
problem, (e.g., Fermi’s treatment of hyperfine structure),
the charged particle ¢~ at rest with a magnetic moment
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'A potential is quantum-mechanically singular if it is more
attractive than —1/4r> at the origin in the context of (
—d?/dr* — 1/4r%). See [1].
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p(g~) generates a vector potential A = u(g~) X r/r
which acts on the other particle, g*. Such a “magnetic”
interaction can be very attractive when the spins and the
orbital angular momentum are oppositely aligned, as shown
in the configuration of (¢*¢~) in Fig. 1, where the vector
potential A, arising from the ¢~ magnetic dipole moment
m(g™), is parallel to the ¢g* orbital momentum p. The
interaction (—p -+ A) from ¢~ acting on ¢* is attractive
and is proportional to [L(g*) - s(g~)]/7* that is quite sin-
gular in nature. At short distances it may overwhelm the
centrifugal barrier that is proportional to 1/72. Similarly, the
interaction from ¢ acting on ¢~ will be likewise attractive
and singular if the spin of the s(g+) is parallel to the
electron spin s(g—) and pointing in the same direction,
resulting in the total spin of the ¢g*¢~ system aligning
opposite to the orbital angular momentum, as in the 3P+
statewithS=1,L=1,/J=0,P= +1,and C = +1.
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FIG. 1 (color online). (a) The schematic picture of the 3PO
state spin configuration and the orbital motion of a negative
charge ¢~ and a positive charge gt that can lead to a strong
magnetic attraction at short distances. Here, u(g™) is the mag-
netic moment of the charge g~ arising from its spin s(g™).
(b) The schematic picture of the spin configurations of ¢~ and
g" in the 'S, state.

The 3P state is not the only state with a strong mag-
netic interaction. One can envisage classically another spin
configuration, the lSO_ * state, that also has attractive and
singular magnetic interactions. As illustrated schematically
in Fig. 1(b), a fermion ¢~ with an electric or color charge
interacts with an antifermion ¢* of opposite electric or
color charge with spins s(¢~) and s(¢™) pointing in oppo-
site directions in the 'Sy " state configuration. With the
spins opposite each other, the magnetic moments of ¢~ and
q™" are parallel to each other. The interaction between the
magnetic moments is [5] Hiy = —(87/3)py- - py+8(r)
which is attractive and singular at short distances. The
strong and singular magnetic interaction may overcome
other repulsive interactions and may allow the formation
of bound states of the fermion and antifermion system at
short distances. For brevity of notation, the quantum num-
bers P and C in and 'Sy * and 3P * will be understood.

Previously, one of us (C. Y. W), in collaboration with R.
L. Becker, studied the (e™e™) system using the Kemmer-
Fermi-Yang equation [6] with interactions consisting of the
Coulomb interaction and the vector (magnetic) interaction,
A; = p; X (r; = r;)/Ir; = r;]*, in connection with a pos-
sible scalar 3P0 magnetic resonance [4]. The interest was to
investigate whether there could be a resonance at the mass
of 1.579 MeV that might explain the anomalous positron
peak in heavy-ion collisions near the Coulomb barrier [7].
The experimental evidence for the anomalous positron peak
later turned out to be negative when greater statistics were
accumulated [8]. Nevertheless, it remains of interest to
study the behavior of the two-body system at short distances
and see how the attractive magnetic interaction in the 3P,
state may reveal itself in some observable properties.

While the use of the Kemmer-Fermi-Yang equation
with a two-body magnetic interaction, as illustrated in
Fig. 1, is useful to motivate an approximate description
[4], a consistent relativistic and quantitative description of
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the two-body interaction at short distances can be found in
the relativistic two-body Dirac equations (TBDE) formu-
lated in Dirac’s constraint dynamics [9—12]. These relativ-
istic two-body Dirac equations give a good description to
the entire meson mass spectrum (excluding most flavor-
mixed mesons) with constituent world-scalar and vector
potentials depending on just two or three invariant functions,
in previous relativistic quark-model calculations [13—15].

The application of the TBDE equations to two-body
bound and resonance states in quantum electrodynamics
has intrinsic merits. In Ref. [16], the properties of these
TBDE equations that made them work so well for the
relativistic quark model were investigated by solving
them nonperturbatively (i.e., analytically or numerically)
in quantum electrodynamics (QED), where order a* per-
turbative solutions are well-known. The two coupled Dirac
equations in the constraint formalism depend on Lorentz-
covariant potentials between the two constituents and act on
a 16-component wave function. An exact Pauli reduction
led to a second-order relativistic Schrodinger-like equation
for a reduced four-component wave function with an effec-
tive interaction containing all the dependencies on spin,
orbital angular momentum, and tensor operators. We were
able to solve the TBDE nonperturbatively (analytically
or numerically) as well as perturbatively because the
spin-dependent short-distance components of the effective
interaction are not singular [12,16]. The situation is very
different from the approximate Fermi-Breit forms, which
contain singular potentials and necessitate the introduction
of arbitrary short-distance cut-off parameters. The spin-
dependence of the relativistic potentials in the exact
Schrodinger-like equation arises naturally from the relativ-
istic reduction procedure from the two coupled Dirac equa-
tions, and it incorporates detailed minimal interaction and
dynamical recoil effects characteristic of field theory. We
shall also use the term ‘“‘quasipotential” to represent this
effective, nonsingular interaction.

To obtain the interaction used in the TBDE formalism,
we first determined the relativistic quasipotential to the
lowest order in « for the Schrddinger-like equation in
Ref. [16] by comparing the effective interaction with the
interaction derived from the Bethe-Salpeter equation. This,
in turn, led to an invariant Coulomb-like potential A(r) =
—a/r, where a is the coupling constant. Insertion of this
information into the minimal interaction structures of the
two-body Dirac equations then completely determined
all aspects (spin-dependent as well as spin-independent)
of the interaction. (In [17] we gave a procedure to construct
the full 16-component solution to our coupled first-order
Dirac equations from a solution of the second-order equa-
tion for the reduced wave function.)

Next, we showed that both the quantum mechanical
perturbative and the TBDE nonperturbative treatments
(i.e., analytic or numerical) yield the standard spectral
results for QED and related interactions through order
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a*. Such an agreement depends crucially on the inclusion
of the coupling between various components of our
16-component Dirac wave functions and on the short-
distance behavior of the relativistic quasipotential in the
associated Schrodinger-like equation. We then examined
the speculations [4] whether the quasipotentials (including
the angular momentum barrier) for some states in the e e~
system may become attractive enough at short distances to
yield a pure QED resonance corresponding to the anoma-
lous positron peaks in heavy-ion collisions [7]. For the 3P0
state we found that, even though the quasipotential be-
comes attractive and overwhelms the centrifugal barrier
at short distances, the spatial extension of the attraction is
not large enough to hold a resonance at the energy of
1.579 MeV [16]. This result contradicted predictions of
such states by other authors [18] based on numerical
solutions of three-dimensional truncations of the Bethe-
Salpeter equation, for which the entire QED bound state
spectrum has been treated successfully through order a*
only by perturbation theory.

In this paper we return to this problem of the magnetic
resonance and magnetic states, not motivated so much by
new experimental data as by a discovery of an additional
peculiar solution of the TBDE overlooked in the earlier
work in Ref. [16]. Our examination of the two-body Dirac
equations reveals that at short distance for both 'S, and 3P,
states, the magnetic interactions is indeed quite strong. As
a consequence, they counterbalance other repulsive inter-
actions to result in a quasipotential for these states that
behaves as —a?/r? at short distances.

In standard quantum mechanics for central interactions
including the angular momentum barrier L(L + 1)/r* for
states with L # 0 at short distances, one generally retains
only one of the two solutions for the radial part of the wave
function, u = ri, the one that grows with distance as
(~rE*1), dropping the other solution (~7~%) as being too
singular. If we likewise represent the quasipotential as
A+ 1)/r* with A = (=1 + /(1 — 4a?)/2, it leads to a
short-distance solution that behaves as ™!, which we call
the usual solution, in addition to a solution, whose radial
part grows as r~*, which we call the peculiar solution.
However, both usual and peculiar states have quantum-
mechanically acceptable behaviors at short distances, as
the wave functions at short distances are square-integrable.

In the case of the spin-singlet 'S, states, the eigenstates
and eigenenergies can be obtained analytically and are
found to encompass both usual and peculiar states. We
find usual bound states with attributes the same as those
one usually encounters in QED and QCD, explicitly agree-
ing with the standard perturbative results through order a*.
In contrast, the peculiar 'S, ground state of a fermion-
antifermion pair with a fermion rest mass m has a root-
mean-square radius approximately 1/m, a binding energy
of approximately (2 — +/2)m, and a rest mass approxi-
mately \2m. However, the (n + 1)th lS0 peculiar state is
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nearly degenerate in energy and approximately equal in
size with the nth usual 'S,

The existence of both usual and peculiar eigenstates in
the same system brings with them conceptual and mathe-
matical problems of the non-self-adjoint property of the
mass operator and the over-completeness of the set of
eigenstates. We resolve these problems by the introduction
of a new quantum number, the peculiarity quantum num-
ber, that makes the mass operator self-adjoint and the
combined set of usual and peculiar states a complete set
in an enlarged Hilbert space.

In the case of the 3P0 states, both of the usual and
peculiar solutions reflect the overwhelmed centrifugal bar-
rier and so differ substantially from the r“*! and r~ %
behaviors at short distances respectively. As a peculiar
state radial wave function u rises from the zero value at
the origin as r~* ~ r | the strongly attractive magnetic
interaction has the tendency of bending the wave function
in such a way to allow for the possibility of a resonance.
Furthermore, as the quasipotential obtained through the
relativistic reduction is sensitively energy-dependent, we
can explore the behavior of the two-body system over a
larger domain of energies. We find that the usual solutions
lead to no resonant behavior, but the peculiar solution can
lead to a 3P, resonance whose phase shift changes by 7 at
an appropriate energy, depending on the description of the
internal structure of the charges, the mass of the constitu-
ent, and the coupling constant.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II we give a
review of the two-body Dirac equations of constraint dy-
namics. For those readers who are already familiar with the
constraint approach we refer them to the TBDE given in
Eq. (14) and their Schrodinger-like Pauli reduction given
in Eq. (17). We specialize to electromagnetic-like inter-
actions only in this paper. We give in Sec. III the single-
component radial forms of Eq. (17) relevant to this paper.
In Sec. IV we examine both solutions for the 'S, states. In
addition to examining new bound state solutions, we show
how the 'S, wave functions for positive energies (and their
corresponding phase shifts) can be determined analytically
in terms of Coulomb wave functions for noninteger angular
momentum. This is done for both the usual and peculiar
solutions. We explain why and how we introduce of a new
quantum number, which we call the peculiarity quantum
number, to solve the problems of the non-self-adjoint
property of the mass operator and the over-completeness
of the set of eigenstates. In Sec. V we examine the short-
distance behaviors for the 3P, state for the usual and
peculiar solutions. In Sec. VI we discuss the variable
phase-shift formalism of Calogero [19] and outline how
we use it for our phase-shift analysis. Since the short-
distance behavior of the P, quasipotential is the same as
that of 1S0 quasipotential, we can use those same 1SO
Coulomb wave functions as reference wave functions in
that region to compute phase shifts. There is, however, an
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additional term [proportional to 5(r)] that does not appear
in the extreme short-distance region for the 'S, quasipo-
tential. Even though this term does not contribute in the
case of the phase shift for the usual solution, its contribu-
tion to the phase-shift calculations for the peculiar solution
must be considered. In Sec. VII we discuss our numerical
results and in Sec. VIII our conclusions. Various technical
results are presented in the appendices. In Appendix A we
give an outline of the details on the relation between the
two-body Dirac equations and their Pauli reduced
Schrodinger forms. In Appendix B we present the radial
forms of those Schrodinger-like equations for a general
angular momentum coupling. In Appendix C we present
details of the 'S, usual and peculiar bound states. In
Appendix D we review the connections between the
Coulomb wave functions for noninteger angular momen-
tum index. Appendix E presents a review of the variable
phase method of Calogero [19] for our problem.

II. TWO-BODY DIRAC EQUATIONS

We briefly review the two-body Dirac equations of con-
straint dynamics [11-15,20] providing a covariant three-
dimensional truncation of the Bethe-Salpeter equation for
the two-body system. Sazdjian [21-23] has shown that the
Bethe-Salpeter equation can be algebraically transformed
into two independent equations. The first yields a covariant
three-dimensional eigenvalue equation which for spinless
particles takes the form

(H g+ Hopy +20)W(x), xp) =0, (D

where H ;, = p? + m?. The quasipotential ® is a modi-
fied geometric series in the Bethe-Salpeter kernel K such
that in lowest order in K

® = 7is(P- p)k, (2)

where P = p| + p, is the total momentum, p = wu,p; —
1Py is the relative momentum, w is the invariant total
center of momentum (c.m.) energy with P? = —w?,
The wu; must be chosen so that the relative coordinates
X = x; — x, and p are canonically conjugate, i.e., u; +
Mo = 1. The second equation, Eq. (2), overcomes the
difficulty of treating the relative time in the center of
momentum system by setting an invariant condition on
the relative momentum p,

(H g — Hy)¥(x, x) =0=2P- pW(x;, x5). (3)
Note that this implies p#W¥ = p/} ¥ = (np*” + PPY)p,¥in
which P* = P#/w is a timelike unit vector (P> = —1) in
the direction of the total momentum.”

One can further combine the sum and the difference of
Egs. (1) and (3) to obtain a set of two relativistic equations
one for each particle with each equation specifying two
generalized mass-shell constraints

11— 22 —

2We use the metric ! = 22 = 33 = — % = 1.
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H V(x,x) =(p?+m? + ®)V(x,x,) =0, i=12

“4)

including the interaction with the other particle. These
constraint equations are just those of Dirac’s Hamiltonian
constraint dynamics for spinless particles [9,10,24]. In
order for Eq. (4) to have consistent solutions, Dirac’s
constraint dynamics stipulate that these two constraints
must be compatible among themselves, [H |, H, ¥ =
0, that is, they must be first-class constraints. This requires
that the quasipotential @ satisfy [p? — p3, ®]¥ = 0.
Working out the commutator shows that for this to be
true in general, ® must depend on the relative coordinate
X = x; — X, only through its component, x| , perpendicu-
lar to P,

X = (" + PPPY)(x) — X)), )

The invariant x3 = r? becomes r? in the c.m. frame. Since
the total momentum is conserved, the single-component
wave function ¥ in coordinate space is a product of a plane
wave eigenstate of P and an internal part ¢ (x,) [25].°
We find a plausible structure for the quasipotential ®
by observing that the one-body Klein-Gordon equation
(p>+m?)yp = (p*> — &>+ m?)y =0 takes the form
(p> — &>+ m?>+2mS + S?> +2eA — A%y =0  when
one introduces a scalar interaction and timelike vector
interaction via the minimum substitutions m — m + S
and ¢ — ¢ — A. In the two-body case, separate classical
[26] and quantum field theory [23] arguments show that
when one includes world-scalar and vector interactions
then ® depends on two underlying invariant functions

S(r) and A(r) (r = 4/x}) through the two-body Klein-

Gordon-like potential form with the same general struc-
ture, that is

® =2m,S + S + 2¢,A — A (6)

Those field theories further yield the c.m. energy-
dependent forms

m,, = mlmZ/W; (7)
and
g, = (W? — m? —m3)/2w, (8)

ones that Tododov [10,27] introduced as the relativistic
reduced mass and effective particle energy for the two-
body system. Similar to what happens in the nonrelativistic
two-body problem, in the relativistic case we have the

*We use the same symbol P for the eigenvalue so that the
w-dependence of m,, and ¢, in Eq. (6) is regarded as an eigen-
value dependence. The wave function W can be viewed either as a
relativistic two-body wave function (similar in interpretation to
the Dirac wave function) or, if a close connection to field theory is
required, related directly to the Bethe-Salpeter wave function y
by [22] ¥ = —7i8(P - p)H \ox = —7id(P - p)H x.
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motion of this effective particle taking place as if it were in
an external field (here generated by S and A). The two
kinematical variables (7) and (8) are related to one another
by the Einstein condition

el — ml = b*(w), 9)
where the invariant

b (w) = (w* = 2w (m? + m3) + (m? — m3)?)/4n?,
(10)

is the c.m. value of the square of the relative momentum
expressed as a function of w. One also has

b*(w) = &2 —m? = &2 — m}, (11)
in which &; and &, are the invariant c.m. energies of the
individual particles satisfying

gy = (m3 — m3)/w. (12)

In terms of these invariants, the relative momentum
appearing in Eq. (2) and (3) is given by

p* = (exp} — &1p5)/w, (13)

sothat u; + u, = (g, + &,)/w = 1. In [28] the forms for
these two-body effective kinematic variables are given
sound justifications based solely on relativistic kinematics,
supplementing the dynamical arguments of [23,26].

This covariant and useful three-dimensional truncation
of the Bethe-Salpeter equation has been extended to
the case of a two-fermion system where the two con-
straint equations become the two-body Dirac equations
[11,11-15]

81+82:W, &1 —

_Al) + my + Sl)q, = 0,
—Ay) +my + S,)¥ =0. (14)

S1¥ = ysi1(y1 - (P
S = ys2(y2 - (P2

Here W is a 16-component wave function consisting of an
external plane wave part that is an eigenstate of P and an
internal part ¢ = i(x ). The vector potential A¥ was
taken to be an electromagnetic-like four-vector potential
with the timelike and spacelike portions both arising from a
single invariant function A(r).* The tilde on these four-
vector potentials indicate that they are not only position-
dependent but also spin-dependent by way of the gamma
matrices. The operators S| and S, must commute or at the
very least [S;, S,]# = 0 since they operate on the same
wave function.” This compatibility condition gives restric-
tions on the spin dependencies of the vector and scalar
potentials,

*“In particular, in a perturbative context that would mean that
these aspects of A were regarded as arising from a Feynman
gauge vertex couplmg of a form proportional to y{y,,A.

>The s matrices for each of the two particles are des1gnated
by ys; i = 1, 2. The reason for putting these matrices out front of
the whole expression is that including them facilitates the proof
of the compatibility condition, see [11,25].
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Al = AL, pL Bow, v 72), (15)

in addition to requiring that they depend on the invariant

separation r = \/g through the invariant A(r). The cova-
riant constraint (3) can also be shown to follow from
Eq. (14). We give the explicit connections between Af‘
and the invariant A(r) in Appendix A. [A similar depen-
dence occurs for §; on S(r).] The general structural depen-
dence on A(r) and S(r) and the spin dependence of A%,
S; is a consequence of the compatibility condition
[S1, S:lr = 0.

The Pauli reduction of these coupled Dirac equations
lead to a covariant Schrodinger-like equation for the rela-
tive motion with an explicit spin-dependent potential ®,

= bz(W) 1/
(16)

(Pi + (I)(S(r)) A(I"), N ﬁ’ w, oy, 0-2))¢+

with b%(w) playing the role of the eigenvalue.® This eigen-
value equation can then be solved for the four-component
effective particle spinor wave function ¢ , related to the
16-component spinor (x| ) in appendix A.

In Appendix A we outline the steps needed to obtain the
explicit c.m. form of Eq. (16). That form is [29,30],
[13-15]

{p2 + (I)(r: mpy, my, w, 0y, 0’2)}¢+
={p*>+2m,S + S? + 2¢,A — A2 + ®)

+L‘(0’1 +0.2)CDSO+0-1 ';'\'0'2';'14'(0'] +0—2)(DSOT

+ g O'zq)ss + (30’1 . ;'\'0'2 . i’\'_ g O'z)q)T
+ L (0 — 03)Psop + iL - 0y X 0, Dsox}h +
:b217[/+1 (17)

where the detailed forms of the separate quasipotentials P,
are given in Appendix A. The subscripts of most of the
quasipotentials are self-explanatory.” After the eigenvalue
b? of (17) is obtained, the invariant mass of the composite
two-body system w can then be obtained by inverting
Eq. (10). It is given explicitly by

w = \/b2 + m? + Jbz + m3. (18)

SBecause of the dependence of ® on w, this is a nonlinear
ei%envalue equation.

The subscript on quasipotential ®, refers to Darwin. It
consist of what are called Darwin terms, those that are the
two-body analogue of terms that accompany the spin-orbit
term in the one-body Pauli reduction of the ordinary one-body
Dirac equation, and ones related by canonical transformations to
Darwin interactions [26,31], momentum-dependent terms aris-
ing from retardation effects. The subscripts on the other quasi-
potentials refer, respectively, to SO (spin-orbit), SOD (spin-orbit
difference), SOX (spin-orbit cross terms), SS (spin-spin), T
(tensor), SOT (spin-orbit-tensor).
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For this reason we call the operator that appears to the left
of Eq. (17) the invariant mass operator. The structure of the
linear and quadratic terms in Eq. (17) as well as the Darwin
and spin-orbit terms, are plausible in light of the discussion
given above Eq. (6), and in light of the static limit Dirac
structures that come about from the Pauli reduction of the
Dirac equation. Their appearance as well as that of the
remaining spin structures are direct outcomes of the Pauli
reductions of the simultaneous TBDE Eq. (14). In this
paper we take the scalar interaction S(r) = 0.

III. TBDE SINGLE-COMPONENT WAVE
EQUATIONS

The four-component two-body wave function ¢ ;. of the
above Pauli-form (17) of the TBDE can be conveniently
represented by spin-singlet S = 0 and spin-triplet S = 1
components with quantum numbers {J, L, S} and basis
wave functions

_S(I)SS = _S(I)SS(A, A/, va)

- —3(% - %(W iVzA))((s/l—lT/w

21 ( Al )2 3 3v2A
2 \w—2A w — 2A
= _(DD(A) A/) va))

which is attractive and singular, as we discussed in the
Introduction. At large distances and for A = —a//r poten-
tial, V2A = 477 8(r) and the spin-spin interaction indeed
becomes a singular interaction as described in [5]. In
addition to the magnetic spin-spin interaction, there is
also the repulsive Darwin quasipotential @ . In the 'J,
state, the attractive magnetic spin-spin quasipotential in the
spin-singlet configuration exactly cancels the repulsive
Darwin quasipotential,

As a result of this remarkable cancelation, the eigenvalue
equation for the 'J, state in Eq. (21) becomes simply
2 +

{— % Lzl) + 2¢,A — Az}uno = b2u . (23)
Of all spin-singlet states, only in the 'S, states (J = L = 0)
do the effects of the quasipotential and the absence of a
centrifugal barrier make the combined quasipotential strongly
attractive at short distances. This, of course, would not happen
were it not for the highly attractive spin-spin interaction
discussed in the Introduction and in Eq. (21). Among the
spin-singlet states with different J/ quantum numbers, we shall
therefore focus our attention only on the 'S, states.

For the spin-triplet S = 1 states, there are two states with
single-component radial equations. The first is the 3/, state
whose radial equation takes the form (J = 1)

O L
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uyps(r)

(rlwILS) = ¢ ;,5(r) = Yyu(F). (19)

In general, the singlet and triplet states are coupled.
However, we see from Appendix B that for the case of
equal masses and certain angular momentum states, the
spin-singlet and spin-triplet components decouple, and the
TBDE reduce to a single-component equation.

Specifically, for the spin-singlet S = 0 state with J = L,
(the 'J, state), the TBDE is

d JJ+1

{_W %4‘28%,14 _A2 + (I)D _3(I)ss}l/ljjo

= bZMJJ(), (20)

where, using the results in Appendix B, the magnetic
interaction —3®Pgg is

—+41—-24
2r\w — 2A /W>

JT—2A/w

(21)
[
&2 JJ+1 24!
-t + 2 A- A2 ————
{ dr? r2 Ew r(w — 2A)
A \2 VZA
+ 3(W — ZA) + — ZA}MJ” = bu,y,. (24)

The second is the 3P0 equation which takes the form

a2 8A Al \2
——+ = +2e,A - A%~ + 8
{ a2 r(w — 2A) (W - 2A)
2V2A
o = P 25)

Of the two spin-triplet cases, only in the * P, states (J = 0,
L = 1) do the combined effects of the quasipotentials
become so strongly attractive at short distances that they
overwhelm the presence of the centrifugal barrier. As dis-
cussed in the Introduction, this is due to the highly attrac-
tive spin-orbit interaction (magnetic interaction) when the
total spin and the orbital angular momentum are oppositely
aligned. In that case, the competing effects of both the
short-distance attraction and the presence of the potential
barrier raise the question whether the attraction is strong
enough to hold a resonance state in the continuum. Among
the spin-triplet states with different J and L quantum
numbers, we shall therefore focus our attention only on
the 3P, states.
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In the last term of the quasipotential in Eq. (25), the
quantity V2A is related to the particle charge density, p(r),
seen by each of the two particles by

V2A(r) = 4map(r). (26)

Therefore, the equation for the two-body relative wave
function for the 3P, state becomes

d? 2 8A’ Al 2
——+ 5 +2,A - A%~ +8( )
{ a2 rw—2A)  \w—24A
8map(r)
+ WA }”011 = buyy;. (27)

As we shall see in this case, the attractive magnetic
interaction overwhelms the centrifugal barrier, allowing
the wave function to reach the short-distance region where
the particle charge density p(r), if any, can be exposed for
scrutiny. This is in contrast to the situation for states in
which the centrifugal barrier dominates the short-distance
region. In that case, the centrifugal barrier will prevent the
wave function from reaching the short-distance region and
the particle charge density will not make a significant
difference in observable quantities.® We obtain the impor-
tant result that the 3 P, quasipotential depends explicitly on
the particle charge density p(r) at short distances. As a
consequence, some observable quantities may depend
more critically on the nature of the particle charge distri-
bution and the forces binding the charge elements together.

For the 3P0 state, it is convenient to separate out the
centrifugal barrier 2/r% and the quasipotential ® to write
the above equation as

4> 2 5
{_ a2 + ) + q)(")}uou = b ugy, (28)

where

_ . 8A Al \2
D) = 2o, — A2~ 8<W 2 A)
N 87Tap(r)'
w—2A

In our early work [16], we limited our attention to
energy regions around 1.579 MeV for the (e*e™) system
and searched for 3P, resonances whose wave functions
start from the origin in the usual way. We found no reso-
nance states. We return to this problem again including
now an additional (peculiar) solution of the TBDE that
was overlooked in the earlier work but has quantum-

mechanically acceptable behaviors at short distances.
In Egs. (27), both the gauge field A(r) and the gauge field
source p(r) appear in the equation of motion for the wave
function in the *P state. The appearance of the fermion

(29)

8Such would also be the case for lS0 states in which, due to the
cancelation in Eq. (22), there is no explicit p(r) dependence so that
p(r) is only indirect or implicit through the altered form for A(r).
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charge source distribution p(r) brings into focus the
question whether it is sufficient to describe the magnetic
interaction in the 3P, state completely within quantum
electrodynamics or quantum chromodynamics. Electrons
in QED and quarks in QCD are taken to be point particles
with no structure. It may be necessary to go beyond these
field theories, to include additional auxiliary interactions
that hold the charge elements together, in order to properly
describe the internal structure of these particles. If these
auxiliary interactions act on the charged elements of the
fermion to hold them together, they can also act on the
charged elements of the antifermion charge and will affect
the 3P, wave function in the interior region of the charge
distribution p(r).

The nature of these auxiliary forces holding the charged
elements together is completely unknown, although there
have been many attempts to carry out such an investiga-
tion [32]. For example, in Dirac’s model of an electron, a
surface tension from an unknown axillary interaction is
invoked to hold the electric charged elements of an electron
together [33-38]. However, our knowledge on the internal
structures of electrons and quarks remain very uncertain. We
shall return to examine how such a lack of knowledge of the
internal structures of these elementary quanta leads to un-
certainties in the 3P, magnetic resonance states in Sec. V C.

IV. SOLUTIONS OF THE TWO-BODY DIRAC
EQUATIONS FOR THE 'S, STATE

The 'S, quasipotential

We first consider the case of the 'S, state of a point
fermion-antifermion pair with electric or color charges in-
teracting through an electromagnetic-type interaction arising
from the exchange of a single photon or gluon. The single
photon annihilation diagram does not contribute because the
LS, state is a charge-parity-even state. We thus have

o
A=——. (30)
r
For brevity of notation in this subsection, we shall abbreviate
the radial wave function uy;; = ugy as u. Equation (20) for
u becomes

> 2e,a o’
-

- —}u = b2y, 31
r r
with a short-distance (r < a/2g,,) behavior given by
d2 2
{ - a—}u =0, (32)

drr 12

with solutions

A =A=(—1+V1—-4ad)/2,A_ = —A—1
= (_1 — 1/1 — 40[2)/2’ U, ~ At = r)t++1’ (33)

U_ ~ A= At
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or

Us ~ r(li\/l*4a2)/2, (34)

both of which approach zero as r approaches zero. With
these behaviors, the probability

2
Yrdir = u—grzdrdﬂ = u2drdQ = F1=EVI=40) g g ()
r
(35)

is finite for both signs. We call u ;. the usual solution, and it
behaves as rA*1 ~ 1= for small a. We call u_ the pecu-
liar solution, and it behaves as r~* ~ @ for small . Both
of these behaviors are physically acceptable near the origin
in the sense of (i) u(0) — 0, and (ii) being square-integrable
in the neighborhood of r ~ 0. We note that if the sign in front
of a* were positive or if we had nonzero angular momentum
such that L(L + 1) — @ > 0 then the second or peculiar set
of solutions are not physically admissible states.

In [39] one finds a thorough discussion on the proper
boundary condition for the radial wave function of the
Schrodinger equation at the origin. They discuss several
conditions that appear in the literature: (1) Continuity of
R = u/r at r = 0, requiring u(0) = 0. (2) A finite differ-
ential probability in the spherical slice (r, r + dr), that is
R?r2dr < oo requiring u(r) — r**!, s> —1 and again
u(0) = 0. (3) Requiring a finite total probability inside a
sphere of small radius a which allows a more singular
behavior, namely u(r) — r~'/2*¢ where &€ > 0 is a small
positive constant, which would also include a finite
behavior of the norm. (4) Requiring time-independence
of the norm leading to u(r) — cr**!, s <1 which
again leads to u(0) = 0. Reference [39] furthermore
shows that the radial Schrddinger equation [ — d?/dr* +
1+ 1)/r* + 2mV(r)]u(r) = 2mEu(r) is compatible with
the full Schrédinger equation (—V? + ZmV(r))@ Y, =
2mE@ Y,,, if and only if the condition #(0) = 0 is sat-
isfied. This u(0) = 0 condition is clearly satisfied for both
solutions in Eq. (34).

In Schiff’s Quantum Mechanics [40], a solution similar
to the peculiar one discussed here is examined for the case
of the Klein-Gordon equation for the Coulomb system. He
argues that what we call the peculiar solution can be
discarded since the source of the Coulomb attraction is a
finite sized nucleus of radius ry. In particular, he states that
for r < ry for which the potential is finite all the way to the
origin, matching at r, would rule out the peculiar solution.
In our case, with point particles, the potential does not
satisfy this condition.

1. 'S, Bound States

The solutions of the lSO bound states can be obtained
analytically. In Appendix C we show how we can obtain
the two sets of 'S, bound state solutions that correspond to
the usual and peculiar short-distance behaviors. The re-
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spective sets of eigenvalues and normalized eigenfunctions
for the state with total invariant c.m. energy (mass) w,
and the principal quantum number n = 1,2, 3, ... are

Wiy, = m\/2+2/\/1 + a?/(n i\[1/4— a? —1/2)%

de,, ar\2 n,! 1/2 g, ar
”i"(r)z[( . )2n’+(n’++)t+)!i| e"p<_ . )

2e,, ar\A:+l1 2g,, ar
% ( wl: ) L%ftiJrl( r«:/i )’ (36)

n. +

where ', =n, + A +1=n+ A, and
g,. = (Wi —2m?)/2w.. (37)

For the usual states u.,, the bound state eigenvalues
w, agree with standard QED perturbative results through

order a*,

Wi, =2m—ma?®/4n*> —ma*/2n3(1 —11/32/n) + O(a®),
n=1273,... (38)

For the set of peculiar states u_,, note that the peculiar
ground state u_; with n = 1 has eigenenergy (mass)

w_| = m\/2 + 2/\/1 +a?/(1/2 - \/1/4 — a?)?
~V2mV1 + @, (39)

which represents very tight binding, with a binding energy
on the order 300 keV for an e*e™ state and a root-mean-
square radius on the order of a Compton wave length
instead of an angstrom. In particular we find (see
Appendix C)

1
(- ——. (40)
m

We note further the anti-intuitive behavior of the peculiar
ground state energy (mass), increasing with increasing
coupling constant « instead of decreasing. The excited
states are quite near to the usual bound states. We find
the following pattern for those excited peculiar states

w_, =2m — ma?/4(n — 1) + ma*/2(n — 1)
X (1+11/32(n — 1)) + 0(a®);
n=234... (41)

In the nonrelativistic limit, where terms of order a* are
ignored we find that the states are degenerate with the nth
usual state identical to the (n + 1)th peculiar state. If we
include the a* corrections then we find that

Wip = W_uan) = —ma’/n’, (42)

where n = 2,3,4...For all of the usual states and the
remaining peculiar states we have
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FaA

Py, = %[( +A.)2+5a%+3], n=123...,
2

o) = A A e 5a? +3] n=2.3...,
6(e,,  a)

(43)

so that the size in the (n + 1)th peculiar state is nearly the
same as with the nth usual state.

As shown in the Appendix C, the two sets of solutions
are not orthogonal with respect to one another. For ex-
ample, the two n = 1 wave functions have the respective
forms

up(r) = cor**lexp(—kye,, ar),
2 1
K = = )
T+ V1 —4ar At
A_+1

exp(—k_g,, ar),

2 1
K- = = , (44)
1-vV1—4a> A-+1
where for brevity of notation, we have omitted the princi-
pal quantum number designation in u=* for the of the
ground state. Clearly since they are both zero node solu-
tions we have

u_(r)=c_r

(u_luy) = ﬂ:o dru,(r)u_(r) # 0. (45)

How do we reconcile this with the expected orthogonality
of the eigenfunctions of a self-adjoint operator correspond-
ing to different eigenvalues? In the present context, the
naive self-adjoint property requires that

O [

X
d? 2 a?
=<u,|(—ﬁ—;—?)|u+>. (46)
This boils down to

f dxu+ f dxu

Let us integrate by parts. Then we have
dl/l+ du_

o0 d*u_ du_\|*
fo deus = :<”+ dx) 0_[0 D
(o ) [ [ et
dx 0 0 dx dx
We thus have a self-adjoint operator if
du_\ |~ du
<u+ K) 0o ( dx )

(48)
Now clearly these vanish at the upper end points. Since we
have that

47

(49)
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du (M +1 1 )
_— _

dx x Ap+ 1)
du_ A+ 1 1
dx u_( x A+ 1) (50

at the lower end point the left-hand side of Eq. (49) is
lirr(lJ)cA++1 exp(—x/(Ay + 1)x*Flexp(—x/(A_ + 1))

A +1 1
>< —
( X /L~I-1)

(/\_—i-l_ 1
X A+ 1

)=)m,+1 (51)

whereas at the lower end point the right-hand side is
Ar +1# A_ + 1. Thus, the second derivative is not
self-adjoint in this context! This accounts for the nonortho-
gonality of the usual and peculiar ground states in Eq. (45).

In general beginning with a set of usual and peculiar
wave functions {u.,, u_,} such that

<u+n|u+n’> = 8nn’: <u—n|u—n’> = 5nn”

<u—n|u+n> = bnn’ = bn’n) (52)
we find with

1 I: > 2e,a az]
H= - _
(e, )L dr? r r?
d2 a2
.

Huin = hinutn’ hin = _K%_Fn = _1/(Ai + n)zx

n=12... (53)

where x = g, ar, that

(nlH s ) = 8pphsy
| Hlt ) = byl
(inlHlu-y) = by # (u_y|Hlu,.,). (54

In the first two terms it does not matter whether the H
operators operate to the left or the right. In the last two
cases we explicitly have H operating to the right. To
emphasize that we write them as

u_,|Hlu_,y) =25

nn’h—nr

<u7n|(H|u+n’>) = bnn’h+n”
(55)
<u+n|(H|u—n/>) = bnn’h’—n’-
It is evident that with both sets of basis, H is not

self-adjoint since (u_,|(H|uy,)) # Cu_,|H)|u,,) and
oy (Hlu_y)) # Cugn|H)u_ ).

Let us see where the nonorthogonality leads us if we
treat both bases on an equal footing. In that case a general
wave function for the 'S, system would be expanded as’

QStrictly speaking we should include the continuum states. See
section below for discussion of those states. For the purpose here
the use of discrete states is sufficient.
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V= zc+nu+n + Zc—nu—n’ (56)

and applying the variational principle to
_ (PlHIY)
(vw)

and defining (we show just a finite n X n portion of the
matrices)

(H) (57)

_bll b12 bln
by b b,
B = 21 22 2 ’
_bnl bn2 bnn
"hy, O ... 0 W
0 hyy 0
H+: >
Lo o .. h+,,J
"ho, 0 ... 0 W
0k, 0
H_ = , (58)
L 0o o ... h,

then in block form we would have the eigenvalues equation

Ea R AR
BH, H_ c_ B 1 c_

(Note that the way this stands, the matrix on the left is not
self-adjoint.) Multiplying both sides on the right by

[1 Bi|]_|: (1-B%»"! —B(1—B2)']
B 1| |-Ba-BY)"!

(1-B3)"!
(60)
we obtain

[i+ff][?]=‘“[?]- 61)

It is clear that the eigenvectors corresponding to the eigen-
value sets of —«% and —«? are of the form

0 B P B

From Eq. (36). one recalls that the two sets of basis
functions {u,, u_,} have distinctly different behaviors at
the origin, corresponding to the usual and peculiar solu-
tions. In particular

ey (x) = ey Hexp(—0Lat T (), ©3)
u_y(x) = ey Hexp(—0)La " (v),

These generalized Laguerre polynomials are orthonormal
with respect to different weight functions x*+*! exp(—x).
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They would each correspond to a complete set. Together
they would constitute an over-complete set. However, that
does not imply that Eq. (56) is incorrect as it allows for the
function W(x) to be a linear combination of functions with
two distinct behaviors at the origin. Nevertheless, the setup
here is a bit clumsy with questions of completeness and the
non-self-adjoint property remaining.

It should be realized that for the given quasipotential of
the type —a?/r? at short distances that is at hand, both the
set of usual states and the peculiar states are physically
admissible states. There do not appear to be reasons to
exclude one set as being unphysical, if one is given the
attractive interaction near the origin as it is. We note
however that the peculiar states with the r~* behavior at
the origin are excluded from existence if coefficient A(A +
1) for the 1/r? term is greater than zero since that would
lead to a u(r) that is singular at the origin. Only for
interactions with sufficient attraction at the origin (so that
—1/4 = XA + 1) <O0) can these states be pulled into
existence and appear as eigenstates in the physically
acceptable sheet, with regular nonsingular radial wave
functions at the origin. It is desirable to find ways to admit
both types of physical states into a larger Hilbert space to
accommodate both sets of states with the mass operator to
be self-adjoint and the states to be part of a complete set. It
is reasonable to assign a quantum number which we call
“peculiarity” for a states emerging into the physical sheet
in this way as physically acceptable states. The introduc-
tion of the peculiarity quantum number enlarges the
Hilbert space, allows the mass operator to be self-adjoint,
and the set of physically allowed states become a complete
set, as we shall demonstrate.

We introduce a new peculiarity observable ¢ with the
quantum number peculiarity { such that

Cx+ = {x+ with eigenvalue { = +1,

ZX, = {x- with eigenvalue { = —1, (64)

with the corresponding spinor wave function y, assigned
to the states so that a usual state is represented by the
peculiarity spinor x,

1
and a peculiar state is represented by the peculiarity spinor
X_ b
0
v-=(1) (66)

With this introduction, a general wave function can be
expanded in terms of the complete set of basis functions

{u+n’ ufn} as

Y = Zag,,ug,, Xt (67)
{n
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where n represent all the spin and spatial quantum numbers
of the state and { the peculiarity quantum number. The
variational principle applied to

(V|H|'P)
Hy=-—&+—7"">", 68
H) =" s (©%)
would lead to
Hu+nX+ = _Kin”JrnXJr’ Hu*n)(* = _K%”M,n)(,.
(69)

It is clear that in this context the usual and peculiar wave
functions are orthogonal, H is self-adjoint, and the basis
states are complete. That is,

(ilj) = <M;,.n,.|ugjnj> = [0 drign, XU X,
— 5,0 5. (70)

§i%nin; T Cij

and so the set of basis functions {u,{, u_,_}, contain-
ing both the usual states and peculiar states in the enlarged
Hilbert space, form a complete set. We also have

GIHL) = G Wz = [ drig, xgHuga x;
= h{i5{i§j5ninj = <u{j’l/|H|u{ini> = <J|H|l>’ (71)

so that the mass operator H in this enlarged Hilbert space is
self-adjoint. We see that the introduction of the peculiarity
quantum number resolves the problem of over-
completeness property of the basis states and the non-
self-adjoint property of the mass operator.

2. 'S, Scattering States

The 'S, state equation

u = b’u (72)

{_ d? _ 28w(,)a . aZ}
dr? r r?

has the same form as the nonrelativistic Schrédinger equa-
tion for Coulomb interaction

2

{— d— — Zma + L& + D}u = 2mEin = Ku, (73)
dr? r r?

except that the standard angular momentum term with

L(L + 1) now takes on the value of (—a?). The two

solutions to the above equation are given by the regular

F; and irregular G; Coulomb wave functions,

i=aF;(n, kr) + cGp(n, kr), n=- %, (74)
with only the regular Coulomb wave function having an
acceptable behavior at the origin. The long-distance

behaviors of the regular and irregular solutions are

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 85, 116005 (2012)

Fp(n, kr — o)
— const X sin(kr — nlog2kr + o, — L/2),
GL(n, kr — )
— const X cos(kr — nlog2kr + o, — L/2),
(75)
in which o, is the Coulomb phase shift given by
o; = arg('(L + 1 + in). (76)

Now we can solve Eq. (72) exactly for 5> > 0 by analyti-
cally continuing the above solutions to an arbitrary (non-
integer) angular momentum A and making a few obvious
replacements by analogy,

i = aF,(n, br) + ¢G,(n, br),
g

b

Using the expressions for the analytically continued
Coulomb wave functions to noninteger A [41] we will
presently see that we have solutions given by the F' and
G functions in Egs. (83) and (84) below. We emphasize that
both solutions have an acceptable behavior at the origin.
Since A is not an integer, one can replace the irregular
solution G,(n, br) by F_,_,(n, br)."® In particular, as
shown in Appendix D, in terms of the confluent hyper-
geometric function M(a, b; z)

F(p)=C(m)p** exp(—ip)M(A +1—in,2X +2:;2ip),
(78)

AA+1) = —a? n = (77)

one has with

)= (A4 3)7+ o) - o). (@9)

that

F_)_1(p) — cosx(A, n)F,(p)
sinx(A, i)

a linear combination of F,(p) and F_,_(p). In other
words, Eq. (77) can be written as

i = dF,(n, br)+ eF_,_(n, br), (81)

where

1
— (14 V1 —da?) = A,
1
“A=1=3(-1-VI-da’) =1, (82)

'The reason that G, is used in place of F_; _; for L integer is
that the latter is not linearly independent of F; in that case. It is
melded together with F; to produce G, by a limited process
analogous to how the Neumann function is obtained from the
Bessel functions. For A # integer, F, and F_,_; are linearly
independent.
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corresponding to the separate { = *1 sectors. As with the
solutions in Eq. (77), F)(n, br) and F_,_,(n, br) have
acceptable behaviors at the origin corresponding to
Eq. (34). Their respective long-distance behaviors are
given by

Fy(n, br — )

— const X sin(br — nlog2br + o, — A, 7/2),
F_)-1(n, br — )

— const X sin(br — nlog2br + o, — A_7/2). (83)

Alternatively we can use the related G functions to deter-
mine the behaviors

G,(n, br — 00) — const X cos(br — nlog2br
+ o), — Aym/2),
G_,_(n, br — 00) — const X cos(br — nlog2br
+o, —A_7/2). (84)

The respective total Coulomb phase shifts for Eq. (72) are
the phase shifts for the usual and peculiar solutions over
and above those due to any angular barrier part (absent
here). They are given by

8y, =0, — As7/2, oy, =argl'(A+ + 1 +in),
(85)

in which

_n

A +1+n

n
— tan| —— ), 86
arc an(Ai . n)) (86)

with the digamma function given by

argl(A+ + 1+in) =nyA. + 1)+ i(
n=0

(o) 1
+1) = — 2 v
Yy(Ae + 1) v+ ALLQ2) - A% nzzl 2+ AL (87)

The (modified) Coulomb phase shift o, — A 7/2 is
that for the Coulomb 2¢,,A plus —A? term alone. [Again,
the * sign corresponds to the two sectors { = *1, with
usual ( + ) and peculiar ( — ) boundary conditions given in
Eq. (34).] Without the —A? term the phase shift would be
simply oy.

V. SOLUTIONS OF THE TWO-BODY DIRAC
EQUATIONS FOR THE *P, STATE

A. The 3P, quasipotential

We now consider the case of the 3P, state of a fermion-
antifermion pair with electric or color charges interacting
through an electromagnetic-type interaction arising from
the exchange of a single photon or gluon. As with the 'S,
state, the single photon annihilation diagram does not
contribute because the 3P, state is a charge-parity-even
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state. Then, the two terms in Eq. (25) that precede the
V2A term precisely cancel the barrier term 2/r> at very
short distances to give the equation for the radial wave
function

{_ d? 2 28wa_a2 mard(r)

—+ - =b2u.
dr*  (r+2a/w)? r r? }u “

(88)

wr+2a

The cancelation of terms takes place in the following way.
In Eq. (25), the three terms beyond —A? arise from a
combination of spin-orbit, spin-spin, tensor and spin-orbit
tensor interactions. From a detailed examination of
Eq. (B12) in the Appendix B, we can see that the spin-
orbit and tensor terms gives rise to the first ‘““magnetic
interaction” term on the far right-hand side of Eq. (B12)
that has a strongly attractive —8a/wr? attractive part down
to distances on the order of 2« /w after which this magnetic
interaction approaches —4/r2. The dominance of the at-
tractive magnetic interaction at short distances that can
overwhelm the centrifugal barrier is in agreement with
the simple intuitive classical picture presented in the
Introduction. The second term on the far right-hand side
of Eq. (B12), arising from a combination of Darwin, spin-
spin and tensor terms, has a stronger repulsive 8a?/w?r*
part down to distances on the order of 2a/w after which it
approaches +2/r?. Together they tend to exactly cancel
the angular momentum barrier term +2/r% at very short
distances. In addition to the repulsive interaction contain-
ing &(r) arising from the assumption that the electron and
positron are point particles, the quasipotential behaves as
—a?/r? at short distances, separated from the outside long-
distance region by a barrier. The interaction containing the
delta function comes from a combination of Darwin, spin-
spin, and tensor terms. Three-fourths of the repulsive term
containing 8(r) comes from the Darwin piece while one-
fourth from the combination of the spin-spin and tensor
parts. For brevity of nomenclature we shall just call it the
delta function term.

One of us (H. W. C) examined in a previous work [42]
the effects on bound state energies due to a repulsive 5(r)
interaction by itself, without additional radial dependence.
It was found that for wave functions ¢ that do not vanish at
the origin and for potentials that are less singular than 1/72,
the exact effects on the eigenvalue of including a repulsive
delta function do not agree with the results of perturbation
theory in the limit of weak coupling, when the delta
function potential is modeled as the limit of a sequence
of spherically symmetric square wells. In particular it is
shown that the repulsive delta function, viewed as the limit
of square well potentials, produces no effects at all on
bound state energies. In our case here the appearance of
the 8(r) potential differs from this reference in two aspects
however. First of all the §(r) appears in conjunction with
r/(wr + 2a), softening its repulsive effects. Secondly, the
wave function ¢ = u/r for the solution without the delta
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function term diverges at the origin both for what we call
the usual solution and what we call the peculiar solution. If
the null effects on bound state energies and phase shifts
seen in [42] should occur in our case as well, this, however,
does not lead to a problem with perturbative agreement
with the spectral results.

In the case of weak potentials where the denominator
(wr + 2a) is replaced by wr, we have shown previously in
[16] that the remaining terms in Eq. (88) without the delta
function term, when treated nonperturbatively, would pro-
duce numerically the same spectral results for the 3 P, state
as the inclusion of the repulsive 8(r) interaction treated
perturbatively. The agreement of the perturbative treatment
with the delta function term for weak coupling with the
nonperturbative treatment containing no delta function
term justifies the first approximate analysis of ignoring
the delta function term and treating the remainder of the
equation nonperturbatively in the following subsection.

B. Usual and Peculiar Solutions for the 3P, State

The wave Eq. (88) for the 3P, state without the delta
function term becomes

d’ 2 2e,a o’
{__ (r + 2a/w)? s 7}14 = b, (89)
with a short-distance (r << 2a/w) form
& o
E

the same as with the 'S states. Thus, the 3P, states also
have the same types of solutions as the 'S, states, with
radial wave functions near the origin as given in Egs. (33)
and (34). Thus, there are usual > P,, states with peculiarity 1,
and peculiar 3P, states with peculiarity —1.

Note that both the usual and the peculiar solutions u-

~p1=V1-4a%/2 grige from the strong magnetic interaction
that significantly modifies the qualitative behavior of the
interaction at short distances, when the total spin and the
orbital angular momentum are oppositely aligned in
the 3P, state. If the strong magnetic interaction is absent,
the 2/(r + 2a/w)? term in Eq. (88) would be 2/, and the
wave function near the origin would be

\32—4a%)/2 (91)

Us = Clr'(li
with
Y2 = A0V =4D g4, 92)

In that case, as stated below Eq. (35), only the usual u .
solution is quantum-mechanically admissible, while the
u_ state becomes singular at short distances. Such a com-
parison shows that the peculiar solution u_ is not present
when there is no strongly attractive magnetic interaction at
short distances or more generally for J # 0.
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C. The 6 function term and the charge distribution

The discussions in the above subsection pertain to the
quasipotential without the delta function term. We now
examine the full Eq. (25) for both the usual and peculiar
solutions with the 8(r) term included. Consider first the
perturbative treatment of taking the interaction containing
8(r) as a perturbation. We evaluate the expectation value of
the interaction term containing &(r). Even though both
usual and peculiar solutions have a diverging ¢ . (r) near
the origin they each are allowed as a probability amplitude
since the probability [, | +(r)|?d*r for an arbitrarily
small volume AV about the origin would be finite, in
addition to the essential boundary condition u-(0) = 0.
With |4+ (r)]* near the origin having the behavior of

~1=V1-4a’) the expectation value of 8(r)/(w — 2A), after
performlng the angular integration, is
wimae 0

r6(r)
de ll/l ()lz_’[dS wr +2a’

g o)
—>fdr Y (wr +2a)’

(93)

which is zero for the plus sign for the usual solution but
diverges for the minus sign for the peculiar solution.

The results of Eq. (93) for the usual solution explains our
previous agreement between (i) the perturbative treatment
with the delta function term for weak coupling and (ii) the
nonperturbative treatment without the delta function term
[16]. The agreement arises because in Ref. [16] we limited
our attention only to the usual solution for which the
expectation value of the delta function term is zero.

The results of Eq. (93) for the peculiar solution indicates
that the delta function term cannot be treated as a pertur-
bation in the present formulation, as such a treatment will
lead to a diverging energy. The delta function term arises
from the charge distribution of the interacting particles, as
it is related to the Laplacian of the gauge field, VA, as
given in Eq. (26). A proper nonperturbative treatment of
the problem of the peculiar solution states requires the
knowledge of the wave function at very short distances.
Therefore, it will require not only the knowledge of the
structure of the charge distribution but also the necessary
auxiliary interactions at even shorter distances that are
needed to bind the charge elements of the distribution
together. The auxiliary interactions will affect the solutions
of the two-body wave functions at very short distances and
the states of the peculiar solution. At the present moment,
we have little knowledge of the structure of elementary
charges, much less the auxiliary forces that would bind the
charge distribution together at very short distances.

The structure of the charge distribution of elementary
particles at very short distances is basically an experimental
question. As the strong magnetic interaction allows the two
interacting particles to probe the short-distance region, it is
therefore useful to investigate quantities that may reveal
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information on the structure of the charge distribution. While
many possibilities can be opened for examination, we shall
examine the following possibilities in the present manuscript:

(i) We shall first examine the case in which the (un-
known) auxiliary interaction that binds the charge
elements of the elementary particles together and the
repulsive interaction arising from the charge density
p(r) counteract in such a way that the total interac-
tion at short distances would still be dominated by
the —a?/r> term. Under such a circumstance, the
effects of the auxiliary interaction would cause the
delta function term in Eq. (88) to make no contribu-
tion at short distances. Keeping the dominant terms,
the equation of motion for the wave function be-
comes Eq. (89) without the delta function term. It
also must be recognized that for the usual solution,
the perturbative effect of the delta function term
(in which we ignore the effect or the potential in
the denominator w — 2A) is accounted for by a non-
perturbative (numerical) treatment of the entire ®
without the delta function term. So, our treatment of
the delta function term in this case parallels that used
in our earlier spectroscopy calculations [16].

(ii)) We examine subsequently the case when the auxil-
iary interaction that holds the charge element to-
gether leaves the gauge field A(r) unchanged while
the delta function term in Eq. (88) is modified by
treating the delta function as the limit of a set of
Gaussian distributions with different widths.

(iii)) We examine two additional models completely
within QED (or QCD) with an assumed basic
charge distribution that generates the gauge field
also in the region interior to the charge distribution.
However, the auxiliary interactions that hold the
charge together and that can interact with the other
antifermion are altogether neglected. It should be
recognized that within pure QED (or QCD), with
the neglect of the auxiliary interactions that hold
the charge elements together, the charge distribu-
tion cannot be a stable configuration.

In the next section we describe the method we use to

indicate the presence or absence of a resonance in the 3P0
system.

VI. PHASE-SHIFT ANALYSIS

In our study of the 3P, state for both the usual and
peculiar solutions, we wish to find out whether or not there
is an energy that will lead to a 7r/2 phase shift for a given «
and constituent mass m. Equation (28) for the 3PO state is a
Schrodinger-like equation of the form

d>  L(L+1
{— —+ Lz +1 5 ) + (I)(r)}u(r) = b2u(r). (94)
dr

We calculate the phase shift for this problem by the
variable phase method of Calogero [19]. We first describe
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this method generally (see Appendix D for a more detailed
review) and then later in this section describe its application
to the 3P, state. We take W(r) to include not only the
quasipotential ®(r) but also the angular momentum barrier.

LIL+1)

W(r) = 5 + ®(r). (95)

Thus our equation has the form

d2
{— — + W(r)}u(r) = b2u(r). (96)
dr

The Calogero method relies on introducing a reference po-
tential W(r) that can be solved exactly, with two independent
solutions ; and u,,

d? -

—— + W)t (r) = b2u,(r), i=12 07

dr?
There are many ways to choose the reference potential W(r).
To display the general idea, we consider the case in which
W(r) is short-range. In that case the phase shift §; is defined
by

u(r — o) — sin(br — L7/2 + 6;). (98)

The Calogero method uses two different types of W(r). In the
first, W(r) = W,(r), the reference potential has the same
long- and short-distance behavior as W(r). In the second
W(r) = Wy(r), the reference potential does not have the
same long- and short-distance behavior as W(r) but is espe-
cially simple.

We consider first Type I reference potential, W;(r) =
L(L + 1)/r?, the angular momentum barrier potential, for
which the reference wave functions i, (r) and ii,(r) are the
well-known spherical Bessel functions j; (br) and A (br)
[19]. The solution i (r) is taken to be the regular solution,
having the same short-distance behavior as u(r), in par-
ticular, it,(r — 0) = 0. The solution ii,(r) is taken to be
the irregular solution, i,(r — 0) # 0. Those functions
together with their long-distance behaviors are given by

i (r) = j.(br) — constsin(br — L/2),
it,(r) = —#A,;(br) — constcos(br — L/2). (99)
We introduce the amplitude function «(r) and phase-

shift function §;(r) to represent the wave function solu-
tions for the W(r) potential, u(r) and u/(r), as
u(r) = a(r)(cosd; (r)i (r) + sind; (r)ii,(r)),
u'(r) = a(r)(cosd, (r)i) (r) + sind (r)ih(r)). (100)

This leads to the following equation for the phase-shift
function (see Appendix D)

ity (r)u(r) — iy (r)u'(r)
(@ (r)u' (r) — it (r)u(r))”

Further manipulations lead to the differential equation for
6;(r) given by

tand, (r) = (101)
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OO, by coss, 0

— i (br)sind, (r)]

8.(r) =
(102)

To find the connection to the phase shift §; note that from
Eq. (100) and (99),

u(r — c0) = const{cosd; (r — o) sin(br — L/2)
+ sind; (r — o) cos(br — L7/2)}

= const X sin(br — L7 /2 + &;()), (103)

and so comparison with (98) gives the solution of the phase
shift 8, for the W(r) potential as

8y, = 81(c0). (104)

Thus, the second-order linear different equation becomes a
first-order nonlinear equation whose solution at » — oo
gives the phase shifts of the scattering problem with the
W(r) effective potential. The boundary condition of
6.(0) =0 follows from Eq. (101) when one chooses
ii;(r) to have the same behavior as u(r) as r — 0.

We consider next type II of the short-range reference
potentials Wy;(r) which do not need to have the same long-
distance behavior as W(r) as long as the Schrodinger
Eq. (97) containing the reference potential Wy (r) has an
exact solution. For example we may choose Wy (r) = 0.

Then the two exact reference solutions of Eq. (97) are simply
it {(r) = sin(br), it,(r) = cos(br). (105)

One defines a phase-shift function y; (r) as in Eq. (100) so
that

u(r — o) = const X {cosy, (r — o) sin(br)

+ siny, (r — o0) cos(br)}

= const X sin(br + vy, ()). (106)
Comparison with (98) gives
L
8, = (o) + 5 (107)

Since the angular momentum barrier is excluded from the
equations for i7;(r) one finds that the phase-shift equation for
integrating the phase-shift function 7y; (r) includes the re-
pulsive barrier term in W [Eq. (95)],

W(r
y(r) = - 15)

_ - W;r) sin?(br + v, (1)),

[cosy, (r)sin(br) + siny, (r) cos(br)]?

(108)

Note that because of the L(L + 1)/r* behavior of W(r) —
Wy(r)(r) = W(r), which dominates at large distances, one
will have to integrate quite far to obtain convergence for
v1.(r)."! For this case of Wy(r) = 0, one has an equation

11Alternatively Calogero gives a formula for avoiding integrat-
ing to large distances to build up a centrifugal phase shift. (See
[19], p. 92).
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similar to (101) with 8, (r) replaced by vy, (r). Thus even
though i, (r) has a different behavior than u(r), we still have
the boundary condition y; (0) = 0. Equation (107) compen-
sates for the —Lr/2 effective phase shift due to the barrier
term in W(r) in Eq. (108). We also have the additional
boundary condition of (see Appendix E)

s DL
¥1.(0) L+1
We now turn our attention to the 3P0 system, in particu-
lar, Eq. (28) for a general ®(r). In this application of the
Calogero method we choose a reference potential W(r) =
W(r) that in a sense is a hybrid of the two types of
reference potentials considered above. Since Eq. (28) con-
tains a long-range Coulomb interaction —2¢&,,&/r we must
include that interaction into our choice for Wy (r). If it did
not have the same behavior as W(r) at large distances we
would have to have a way of subtracting an infinite
Coulomb phase shift, log2br. So, in this way our applica-
tion is similar to the first type W; (r)above. We also include
the —a?/r? term in Wy (r) because as seen in Egs. (89),
(90), and (34) the solution displays the desired short-
distance peculiar as well as usual behaviors. We do not
include the angular momentum barrier term 2/r> however,
as this would prohibit a treatment of the peculiar solution
[see comments below Eq. (92)]. Thus we choose

(109)

2,0 a?
r?’

Wm(r) = — PR W(r)=%+<l)(r),

(110)

where ®(r) is given in Eq. (29). In this way Wy;(r) has
some similarities to the second type Wy (r) discussed
above. Our choice for Wy;(r) permits the two exact solu-
tions i, (r), ity (r) of Eq. (97) which becomes that of the 'S,
state

i = b%i.

d? 2e,(na a?)_
e ] (b

Now to determine the phase shift for the actual > P, state we
return to the conditions defined in Eq. (110). Then the full
solution has the asymptotic form

u(r — 00) — const X sin(br — nlog2br + oy — w/2 + 8,).
(112)

The appearance of o and §; includes the effects of the
angular momentum barrier term 2/ in the presence of the
Coulomb interaction. In Appendix E, using

ﬁl(r):F/\(n:br)’ I’_lZ(r):G)\(nrbr))
we show that the full 3P, phase shift & is given by
§=6+o0=vy:(0)+oy, +(1—A)7/2 (114

(113)

where (in analogy to the proof of Eq. (108) with W # 0)
v (r) satisfies the nonlinear equation
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_%Wm(r)[cosyi(r)F)H + Sim’t(’")G/\: I

(115)

subject to the boundary condition that y.(0) = 0 (see
Appendix E). The functions F,, and G, are the regular
and irregular Coulomb wave functions corresponding to
the negative effective centrifugal barrier —a?/r*. Again,
because of the 2/r* behavior of W(r) — Wy;(r) which
takes over at large distances, one will have to integrate
quite far to obtain convergence for y(r).

We consider numerical solutions for both the usual
solution with A, = (—1 + +/1 — 4a?)/2, and the peculiar
solution, with A_ = (—1 — +/1 — 4a?)/2. In the next sec-
tion we discuss the results obtained in the numerical
integration of the phase-shift Eq. (115) for different behav-
iors at very short distances.

yi(r)=

VII. NUMERICAL RESULTS FOR 3P,
RESONANCES

A. The case without the delta function term

With the above general formalism, we can begin to
examine states in the quasipotential of Eq. (88) first with-
out the delta function term. The Schrodinger equation for
the 3P0 state becomes Eq. (89). In order to gain an idea on
the attractive magnetic interaction at short distances for
this 3P, state, we plot in Fig. 2 the corresponding quasi-
potential including the angular momentum barrier,

2 _2¢,a o’

(r +2a/w)? r2

forw = 27.85 MeV, a = 1/137 and a constituent electron
mass of 0.511 MeV. One observes that at short distances
W(r) becomes very attractive and behaves as —a?/r’.
There is a barrier in the region between 1072 to

W(r) =

10 LA I ) B S AL B R
r (e'€) system
I o=1/137
5L W = 27.85 MeV

T T T T

W(r) (GeV?)
S

T T T T

-5+
_10 L 1 llllHd 1 llllHd 1 llllHd 1 1 L1l
10° 107 10" 10’ 10"
r(Gev™)

FIG. 2. The effective potential W(r) =2/(r + 2a/w)*> —
2€,,a/r — a/r* for the for the (e*e™) system in the 3P, state
with @ = 1/137 and w = 27.85 MeV.
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107! GeV~!. Such a potential becomes singular at r — 0
when « exceeds 1/2 [1].

We calculate the phase shift as a function of energy
using the boundary condition y.(0) = 0, including the
dependence of the potential as a function of energy. For
the usual solution ({ = +1), our results for the QED e~ e™
system in the 3P, state with @ =1/137 and m =
0.511 MeV show no evidence whatsoever for resonances
for all c.m. energies tested (from about 1 MeV to about
100 MeV). The magnitude of the phase shifts are of the
order of 7/100.

For the peculiar solution ({ = —1) with the wave func-
tions starting with a less positive slope, the attraction at
short distances is able to bend the wave function downward
to result in a very sharp resonance at about 27.85 MeV. In
Fig. 3(a) we plot the phase shift 6 = §; + o as a function
of the c.m. energy w and sin’8 versus w in Fig. 3(b). We
start the integration at the origin and extend to about 1 A.
As one observes, the phase shift undergoes a transition
from near zero to 7. The resonance has a full width at half
maximum of 15 KeV. We also include a plot of the wave
function in Fig. 4 from the origin up to about 1000 GeV~!.

The wave function rises as r!~V1=4¢"/2 pear the origin,
and appears nearly flat at r ~ 107> GeV ™!, and it slowly
decreases near the barrier. It oscillates when it emerges
from the barrier at » ~ 2 X 1072 GeV ™.

Having observed a resonance for the QED interaction
with the et and e~ constituents, we turn our attention to
quarks and antiquarks interacting with a color-coulomb
type interaction with an effective coupling constant «.
We focus here only on the { = —1 sector. In the color-
singlet (gg) states of interest, the effective interaction is
then a.; = 4a,/3. To get an idea of the order of energy for
these quark-antiquark two-body resonance states, we cal-
culate the resonance energies for the typical case of o, =
0.11 For this value, the resonance energy varies nearly

0 ! | L | L |
T I I T I
1 (b) (€'¢) system
a=1/137
08 w =27.85 MeV
“c 0.6

! | L | N
27.82 27.84 27.86 27.88
w (MeV)

FIG. 3. The phase shift as a function of w for the (eTe™)
system with @ = 1/137 and w = 27.85 MeV.
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200 T T T T T
+ (e'¢’) system
o=1/137
150 - w =27.85 MeV
o L
% 100 I
S
&
=
50

10° 107 10" 10" 10 10 10

r(Gev™)

FIG. 4. The wave function u of the peculiar resonance at w =
27.85 MeV for @ = 1/137 and m = 0.511 MeV.

linearly with quark mass. The largest energy resonances
occur with the largest quark masses. In Table I we present
the resonance energies wy for the families of quarks from
the up quark to the top quark. It should be pointed out
that these resonance values take into account only the
Coulomb-like portion of A(r) = —(4/3)a,/r and ignores
any affects on the resonance values of the confining part of
the potential.

To examine how the resonance energies vary with the
coupling constant, we have found that for fixed mass (e.g.,
0.511 MeV) the resonance energy wg increases as the
coupling parameter decreases until the coupling constant
gets to be on the order of 0.01, when wy, starts decreasing
again.

B. The case of representing the delta function by a
Gaussian function

For the second case for the 3P0 state given in Eqgs. (88)
and (96) using (115), we take

W) — 2 28,0 a_2 8mard(r)
(r +2a/w)? r o (wr+2a)
(116)

in which we model the three-dimensional delta function by

TABLE I. Variation of the resonant energy as a function of the
quark mass for a fixed a; = 0.11.

quark mass Wg

up 3 MeV 27 MeV
down 5 MeV 45 MeV
strange 135 MeV 1220 MeV
charm 1.5 GeV 13.6 GeV
bottom 4.5 GeV 40.8 GeV
top 175 GeV 1590 GeV
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_exp(—=r*/20?)
(2m)32g3

In this treatment, we keep the point charge source term
for the A(r) so that A(r) = —a/r. What we are attempting
to do is just present a mathematical representation of the
delta function that will allow a numerical solution. The
reference potential Wy (r) is the same as without the delta
function. With this modeling of the delta function we start
off our Runge-Kautta integration of Eq. (115) with y_(0) =
0 since W(r) — Wyy(r) is w?2a? at the origin just as
without the delta function term. The function &, does
not alter the extreme short-distance behavior since it is
multiplied by r and vanishes at the origin. We obtain the
resonance energy results as given in Table II. It is obvious
that for small r, we obtain a limiting behavior of w =
3.13 GeV-fm/ \/Ea. There is however, a difference be-
tween what we are doing here and what was done in
[42]. There the delta function was just regarded as given,
not related to other parts of the potential. Here that is not
the case. The delta function arose from the Laplacian of
A(r). There may therefore be some ambiguity of, in effect,
modeling V?A in one part of the quasipotential while
leaving A(r) unaffected in the other part. That leads us
then to the third case.

8(r) — 8,(r) (117)

C. The case of representing the charge distribution
by a continuous function

In Eq. (25), if one replaces A(r) by

A= (2-5) ! -2 )
r o ro) 1 +exp{(r —roy)/6ry} 1’
or alternatively as
ar’ _3a  for p <y
Ary={ % °, (119)
—-< for r = .

then our numerical solutions show that there is no 3P,
resonance for the peculiar solution for both cases, resulting

TABLE II. Variation of resonance energy with the width of the
Gaussian distribution.

V20 (fm) w (GeV)
1000 0.0279
100 0.0278
10 0.0279

1 0.0398
0.1 0.314
0.01 3.13
0.001 31.3
0.0001 313
0.00001 3130
0.000001 31300
0.0000001 313000
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in a phase shift of 7 all the way down to threshold
(w = 2m). Both of these corresponds to smeared charge
distributions from VA but neither have auxiliary interac-
tions at short distances that would bind the elements of the
charge distribution together. The reason no resonance is
produced in this case is that in the interior of the charge
distribution (r < ry), the angular momentum barrier in
Eq. (25) comes out from under the dominance of the
magnetic interaction terms as A(r) tends to a finite con-
stant. By following steps similar to those used to determine
v-(0) in Appendix E for the point charge one can show this
results in an initial value for y_(0) defined by

tany_(0) = tanx(A, 7). (120)

This is positive and even though small ( ~ 0.007) is large
enough to prevent the formation of a resonance. Note that
this differs from the previous subsection in that here we are
giving a physical connection V2A = 47rap(r) between the
smeared delta function and the invariant potential A(r),
whereas in the previous subsection we simply mathemati-
cally modeled the delta function in isolation.

VIII. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

Magnetic interactions in the 'S, and 3P, states are very
attractive and singular at short distances. In the two-body
Dirac equation formulated in constraint dynamics, the
magnetic interactions lead to quasipotentials that behave
as —a?/r* near the origin and admit two different types
of states. At short distances, the radial wave functions u(r)
of the usual states, grow as r*"!, while the radial

wave functions of the peculiar states grow as r~*, where

A = (—1++/1 —4a?)/2. They have drastically different
properties.

The existence of usual and peculiar states for the same
fermion-antifermion system poses conceptual and mathe-
matical problems. If we keep both sets of states in the same
Hilbert space, then each set is complete by itself, but the two
sets of states are not orthogonal to each other. Our system is
thus over-complete. Furthermore, the matrix element of H
(the scaled invariant mass operator for these states) between
states of one type and states of the other type are not
symmetric and the H operator is not self-adjoint.

Given our quasipotential of the type —a?/r? at short
distances for the 'S, and *P states, both the usual and
peculiar states are physically admissible. There do not appear
to be compelling reasons to exclude one of the two sets as
being unphysical, if one is given the attractive interaction
—a?/r? near the origin as it is. It is desirable to find ways to
admit both types of states as physical states while maintain-
ing the self-adjoint property of the mass operator and the
completeness property of the set of basis states.

We are therefore motivated to introduce a quantum
number ¢, which we call peculiarity, to specify the usual
or peculiar properties of a state. The peculiarity quantum
number ¢ is 1 for usual states which have properties the
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same as those one usually encounters in QED and QCD.
The peculiarity quantum number is —1 for peculiar states
which intrude into the physical region, when the interac-
tion near the origin becomes very attractive, such as the
A(A + 1)/7? interaction with —1/4 = A(A + 1) < 0. The
introduction of the peculiarity quantum number enlarges
the Hilbert space, makes the mass operator self-adjoint,
and the enlarged physical basis states containing both usual
and peculiar states in a complete set. It is also clear from
our discussions that to maintain the self-adjoint property of
the mass operator and to have a single complete set, the
presence of the peculiarity quantum number will be a
general phenomenon, when the mass operator contains
very attractive interactions at short distances such that
there are more than one set of eigenstates satisfying the
boundary conditions at the origin.

It should be emphasized that the quasipotential —a?/r
has been obtained under the assumption of a point fermion
and a point antifermion for which the gauge field potential
between them is A(r) = —a/r. The point nature of
an electron may be a good experimental concept as the
lower limits on the QED cutoff parameter A, with the
present day high-energy accelerators exceeds the value of
250 GeV, suggesting that the electron, muon, and tauon,
behave as point particles down to 1073 fm [43]. The
asymptotic freedom is a good description for the interac-
tion of quarks at short distances. It may appear that point
charge particles may be a reasonable description. On the
other hand, a finite structure of the electron or quarks may
modify significantly the short-distance attractive interac-
tions so substantially that the peculiar states may be pushed
out of existence. The experimental search of the peculiar
states, which follows from the point charge potential, can
provide a probe of the point nature of these particles and
the interaction at short distances.

Our first focus on the attractive magnetic interaction is
for the 'S, states, where the spins of the fermion and
antifermion of opposite electric or color charges are oppo-
sitely aligned. The usual bound 'S states possess attributes
the same as those one usually encounters in QED and
QCD, with bound state energies explicitly agreeing with
the standard perturbative results through order a*. In con-
trast, the peculiar bound 1S0 states, yet to be observed, not
only have different behaviors at the origin, but also dis-
tinctly different bound state properties (and scattering
phase shifts). For the peculiar 'S, ground state of a
fermion-antifermion pair with fermion rest mass m,
the root-mean-square radius is approximately 1/m, bind-
ing energies approximately (2 — V2)m, and a rest mass
approximately +/2m. On the other hand, the (n + 1)'S,
peculiar state with principal quantum number (n + 1) is
nearly degenerate in energy and approximately equal in
size with the n'S, usual states.

Our second focus is for the * P, state where the total spin
and the orbital angular momentum are oppositely aligned.

2
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The magnetic interaction overwhelms the centrifugal
repulsion at short distances and the wave function admits

a peculiar solution that grows with radial distances as u ~
p1=V1=4a%)/2 The particle charge density p(r) and auxil-
iary interactions that bind the charge elements together can
be exposed for scrutiny. As the structures of elementary
particles are basically experimental questions, it is useful
to utilize the magnetic interaction to probe such charge
distributions at very short distances. While many possibil-
ities can be opened for examination, we have investigated
only a few possibilities in the present manuscript.

The 3P, quasipotential contains a term proportional to
8(r). As the delta function term does not contribute to the
usual QED P, bound state energies, it was plausible to
ignore it as one of our explored possibilities. In that case,
we find that there is a magnetic 3P0 resonance at
27.85 MeV for the peculiar solution of the (e* e ™) system.
For various (gg) systems of different flavors, we find
magnetic 3P, resonances at energies of the peculiar solu-
tion ranging from many tens of MeV to thousands of GeV.
It is interesting to note that these >P; * resonances have the
same quantum number as the vacuum.

In another one of our explored possibilities, if we mathe-
matically model the delta function at short distances by a
sequence of Gaussians of different widths without chang-
ing the gauge field A(r) = —a/r, then a completely differ-
ent behavior for the resonance energies ensues as they
occur at different energies, depending on the width of the
Gaussian. In the third of our explored possibilities, if we
replace the delta function by a charge distribution that also
alters the gauge field A(r), we obtain no resonance at all.

Because of (1) the limited knowledge of the unknown
auxiliary interactions and charge distributions at very short
distances, not to mention possible alterations on the angu-
lar momentum barrier itself, and (2) the ambiguity of
treating the delta function in isolation nonperturbatively,
and (3) the fact that the delta function term does not
contribute to the 3P,, usual bound state solution, we specu-
late that the first case may provided a more reliable repre-
sentation of the physics. It furthermore makes a clear
prediction of a QED resonance in a region that has not
been investigated.

While we have studied the resonance 3P, states, future
work calls for the investigation of possible *P, peculiar
bound states where the attractive interaction near the origin
may allow the formation of bound states. The presence of a
delta function repulsion at the origin will also lead to
difficulties and problems similar to the ones we encounter
here with the *P,, peculiar resonances.

Fermion-antifermion states as we know them experi-
mentally belong to the usual states. Peculiar states have
not been observed. Can the peculiar states be observed?
How do the usual and peculiar states interplay between
them? Will there be transitions between the usual states
and peculiar states? Clearly, the stability of peculiar states
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first and foremost depends on the strong attraction near the
origin, which in turn depends on the pointlike nature of the
elementary particles. As we discussed earlier, substantial
modification of the attractive interaction at the origin may
push the peculiar states out of existence. Only for inter-
actions with sufficient attraction at the origin can the
peculiar states be pulled into existence and appear as
eigenstates in the physically acceptable sheet, with nonsin-
gular radial wave functions at the origin. This is true for both
IS, and 3P0 states. From such a perspective, we expect that
interactions at short distances have important bearings on the
existence or nonexistence of the peculiar states, and presum-
ably also on the transition between the usual and peculiar
states. However, the interactions at short distances that may
allow the peculiar states to be stable and may effect transi-
tions between states with different peculiarity quantum num-
bers (flipping the peculiarity spinor) are not yet known. They
can only be obtained by careful experimental investigations.
The first task of such investigations should be to locate these
peculiar states in high-energy experiments where interac-
tions at short distance may be involved and these strong
interactions at short distances may lead us to probe short-
distance transition from the usual to the peculiar states. These
new 'S, peculiar bound states correspond to a very tightly
bound state and a set of (n + 1)th excited states nearly
degenerate with the nth usual states. It will also be of interest
to search for these states as a result of some tunneling process
between the usual and peculiar states, relying on the small
probability of the usual states to explore short-distance re-
gions where the interaction at short distances may induce a
transition from a usual state to a peculiar state. The fact that
peculiar states of (n + 1)th 'S, state is nearly degenerate
with the usual nth 'S state may facilitate such a tunneling
transition. Whether or not these quantum-mechanically ac-
ceptable resonances correspond to physical states remains to
be further investigated. Future experimental as well as theo-
retical work on this interesting topic will be of great interest
in shedding light on the question whether magnetic bound
states and resonances play any role in the states of fermion-
antifermion systems.

Future work should include the effects of the weak
interactions, in particular, the exchange of the Z° boson.
Since the mass of the Z° is about 91.2 GeV the range is on
the order of 1072 GeV~!. The exchange of this particle
corresponds to not only a vector interaction but also a
pseudovector interaction. The coupling corresponding to
the vector portion is [44]

2_ . /
o=+ "8 +g—,
W 2

- - I 121

J sinf’ g cosf’ (121)

and so
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| R |
PR 6[ sinf  cos’0 1 ] — el: cos26 _ 1 ]
2sin260 2cosf |
41+ 1 2 cosf

sin%6 cos26

(122)
With sin?6 ~ 0.23 we find that

e" ~ —0.25¢ (123)
so, its coupling appears with the same sign as that of the
photon. Since a* = ¢*? ~ 0.063 Its effect should be small
but not negligible. There is also the question of the effects
of the pseudovector interaction, not discussed in this
appendix but in [45,46].

Finally, there are however important mathematical and
conceptual issues associated with these two-body fermion-
antifermion system at short distances that require future
careful considerations. In standard QED theory, the charge
and mass of a single charged object due to vacuum polar-
ization and self energy corrections need to be renormalized
and regularized to render them finite for comparison with
observables. For the case with two-body magnetic bound
and resonance states, for example, how are the two-body
Green’s functions regularized, with internal lines off mass
shell in a way that reflects the Dirac constraints? How do
such regularizations modify the short-distance two-body
interaction? Can the regularization affects the magnetic
interaction at short distances so substantially that the pecu-
liar states no longer survive to intrude into the physical
states? Are these peculiar states stable against fluctuation
of the vacuum in quantum field theory? These are some of
the many interesting questions associated with the two-
body problem raised by the possibility of magnetic states
under consideration.

APPENDIX A: DETAILS OF THE EQUIVALENT
RELATIVISTIC SCHRODINGER EQUATION

1. Connections between TBDE and the equivalent
relativistic Schrodinger equation [Eq. (17)]

Here we present an outline of some details of Eq. (14)
and its Pauli-Schrodinger reduction given in full elsewhere
(see [25,29,45,46]). This appendix and the one following it
are specializations of Appendixes A and B given in [14].
Each of the two Dirac equations in (14) has a form similar
to a single particle Dirac equation in an external
four-vector and scalar potential but here acting on
16-component wave function W which is the product of
an external part being a plane wave eigenstate of P multi-
plying the internal wave function ¢

¥
¥
b3
s

The four ¢; are each four-component spinor wave func-
tions. To obtain the actual general spin-dependent forms of

(AD)
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those Af‘ potentials (including scalar interactions in gen-
eral) which were required by the compatibility condition
[S1, S»]¢y = 0 was a most perplexing problem, involving
the discovery of underlying supersymmetries in the case of
scalar and timelike vector interactions [11,25]. Extending
those external potential forms to more general covariant
interactions necessitated an entirely different approach
leading to what is called the hyperbolic form of the
TBDE. Their most general form for compatible TBDE is

S, = (cosh(A)S, + sinh(A)S,) ¢ = 0,
S, = (cosh(A)S, + sinh(A)S,)y = 0,
where A represents any invariant interaction singly or in
combination. It has a matrix structure in addition to coor-
dinate dependence. Depending on that matrix structure we
have either covariant vector, scalar or more general cova-

riant tensor interactions [45]. The operators S; and S, are
auxiliary constraints satisfying

S, = (S;ycosh(A) + Syysinh(A)) iy = 0,
S, = (S, cosh(A) + Sypsinh(A))r = 0,

(A2)

(A3)
in which the S, are the free Dirac operators
i
Si = —=%Y5\Yi" Pi + m;). A4
0= 575 (vi'p ) (Ad)
This, in turn leads to the two compatibility conditions
[12,20,45]

[Sl’ 82](// = O’ (AS)

and
[Sl’ S2]¢/ = 0’ (A6)

provided that A(x) = A(x, ). These compatibility condi-
tions do not restrict the gamma matrix structure of A. That
matrix structure is determined by the type of vertex-vertex
structure we wish to incorporate in the interaction. The
three types of invariant interactions A that was used in the
relativistic quark model based on this approach (as most
recently discussed in [14,15]) are

L(x))
AL(XJ_) =—1;1, 2l (91»
O, = —vys51ys:, scalar,
As(x1) = BB j(;u) O,, time-like vector,
AQ(XJ_) = Y11 Y21 %l)@l, space-like vector,
(A7)

where

ysi = Yvivivii  Bi=—vi- P (A8

For general independent scalar, timelike vector, and space-
like vector interactions we have

A(xl)=A£+Aj+Ag. (A9)
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The special case of an electromagnetic-like interaction (in
the Feynman gauge) applied in this paper and in [16]
corresponds to J = —@G or

AJ+AGEA5M

b . B G(xy)
=(=y1"Py2 P+ yiL 721) Zl 0,
(x1)
= -ng; O.. (A10)
and for scalar and electromagnetic interaction,
A(XJ_) = A£ + AS.’M~ (All)

This leads to'? [45,46]
S = (—Gﬁlzl “ Py + E | Brysi + Myys,

- Gézz “A(LB,y — jﬁ1)751752)l// =0,
Sy = (Gﬁzzz P+ EyBrysy + Myys,

+ G%EI “A(LB — 752)751752)¢ =0, (Al2)
in which 9, = 9/dx*. With
P=p,—L13,-0G3.

2

The connections between what we call the vertex invariants
L, 7, G and the mass and energy potentials M;, E; are

G = expg, (A13)

M, = m, coshL + m,sinh L,
M, = m, coshL + m, sinh L,
E, = g, coshJ + &,sinhJ,

E, = g,coshJ + g;sinhJ. (A14)

Equation (A12) depends on standard Pauli-Dirac represen-
tation of gamma matrices in block forms (see Eq. (2.28) in
[13] for their explicit forms) and where'?

2= vsiBivLi (A15)

215 short, one inserts Egs. (A3) into (A2) and brings the free
Dirac operator (A4) to the right of the matrix hyperbolic func-
tions. Using commutators and cosh?A — sinh?A = 1 one arrives
at Eq. (A12). The structure of these equations is very much the
same as that of a Dirac equation for each of the two particles,
with M; and E; playing the roles that m + S and € — A do in the
single-particle Dirac equation. Over and above the usual kinetic
part, the spin-dependent modifications involving GP; and the
last set of derivative terms are two-body recoil effects essential
for the compatibility (consistency) of the two equations.

BJust as x# is a four-vector, so is P#. Thus, the timelike and
spacelike interactions in Eq. (A7) become y? ')/(2) and vy, + v, only
in the c.m. system due to the fact that from Eq. (A8), 8; = ¥?
only in the c.m. frame. Likewise, 2 = (0, %) only in the c.m.
frame just as is x|/ = (0, r) in that frame only.
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2. Vector potentials A{‘ in terms of the invariant A (r)

Comparing Eq. (A12) with Eq. (14) we find that the
spin-dependent electromagnetic-like vector interactions of
Eq. (14) are [16,25]

- N i
A{L =((e; —E))P*+ (1 — G)P‘I _EaG : 72’)’5,

N i
AY = ((e, — E)))P* — (1 — G)p!| + EaG My

(Al6)

Note that the first portion of the vector potentials is timelike
(parallel to P*) while the next two portions are spacelike
(transverse to P*). The spin-dependent scalar potentials S;
are

Si=M, —m _%Gh‘aﬁ,

Sy =M, —my + %Gyl L. (A17)
We have chosen a parametrization for the vertex invar-
iants £, J = —@G that takes advantage of the Todorov
effective external potential forms and at the same time
will display the correct static limit form for the Pauli
reduction. The logic of the choice for these parametriza-
tions is strengthened by the fact that for classical [26] or
quantum field theories [23] for separate scalar and timelike
vector interactions one can show that the spin-independent
part of the quasipotential ® involves the difference of
squares of the invariant mass and energy potentials
Ml2 = mi2 +2m,,S + 52 El2 = 8,2 —2g,A+ A2,
(A18)

so that
Mi2 - E,Z =2m,S + S* + 2¢,A — A2 — b%(w). (A19)

Equations (14) and (12) involve combined scalar and
electromagnetic-like vector interactions (without the sepa-
rate timelike interactions this amounts to working in the
Feynman gauge with the simplest relation between space-
and timelike parts, see Eqs. (A10) and (A11), and [13,47]).
In that case the mass and energy potentials in place of
Eq. (A18) are respectively

M? = m? + exp(2G)(2m,,S + S?),
E? = exp(2G(A))((e; — A)?),
M? — E? = exp(2G(A))[2m,,S + S* + 2¢,A

— A2 — p2(w] (A20)

so that from Eq. (A14)
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i} + exp2G)@m, S + 52) + yJm3 + exp(2G)(2m,, S + §?)

exp(L) = exp(L(S, A)) =

. exp(J) = exp(—=G)

my + my
(A21)
with component relativistic Schrédinger equations
[13,29,30,46]. We work in the c.m. frame in which P=
exp(2G(A)) = ———— =G>, (A22)  (1,0) and 7 = (0, ). We also define four-component wave
(1=24/w) functions i, 7. by [29]
or
+ = + <P -7 +
B _11 e E +E, o ¢ =exp(F + Koy - oy 1)+
2 og( /w) = g (A23) = (expF)(coshK + o - for, - #sinhK) i -,

and the spin-independent minimal coupling appears like

b = 2m,,S + §? + 2¢,A — A% (A24)

3. Interaction terms in the equivalent relativistic
Schrodinger equation [Eq. (17)]

The Klein-Gordon like potential energy terms appearing
in the Pauli form (17) arise from (see Eq. (A20))

M? — E? = exp(2G)[2m,,S + S + 2g,A — A% — b>(w)].
(A25)

To obtain the simple Pauli form of Eq. (16) and the sub-
sequent detailed form in Eq. (17) involves steps similar to
those used in the Pauli reduction of the single particle
Dirac equation [15] but with the combinations ¢, =
Y1 = ¢y and y+ = ¥, £ 5 instead of the upper and
lower components of the single particle wave function.
This reduces the Pauli forms to four uncoupled four-

X+ =exp(F + Ko - foy - )1+
= (expF)(coshK + o - For, - FsinhK) 7,
(A26)
in which
1 D
T e em, O
D=EM, + EiM,, XK= @ (A27)

The substitution (A26) has the convenient property that in
the resultant bound state equation, the coefficients of the
first-order relative momentum terms vanish.

Using the results in [15,29] we obtain for the general
case of unequal masses the relativistic Schrodinger
Eq. (17) that is a detailed c.m. form of Eq. (16). In that
equations we have introduced the abbreviations'*

I _ ;o
®, — — 2(F" + 1/r)(cosh2 K — 1) Fr4 KR+ 2K'sinh2 K V2F 4 mn,
r r
/ / . .
2Py = — z _(F' +1/r)(cosh2 K — 1) N X sth.’K’
r r r
Dgop = (I'cosh2 K — ¢’ sinh2XK),

Dgox = (¢’ cosh2 K + I sinh2 K),

Dgs = k(r) +

2K sinh2 K 2(F' + 1/r)(cosh2 K — 1) N 2K VK

3r 3r

BF — XK'+ 3/r)sinh2 K n (F' = 3X"+ 1/r)(cosh2K — 1)

3 37

1
qlr-g[fl(}")"‘ ;
,cosh2 K — 1 _£’+ (F"+ 1/r)sinh2 K

r r r

Pgor = —K

where

F2FK - v23<],

r

(A28)

"“Minor misprints of the equations below have appeared in appendices in [14,15]. The ones presented here are corrected.
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) = VG 4 N FG - aF
)= 3¥G + 90 - g7 - O

1 3
m(r) = _Evzg + Zg/Z - X2+ G F
(L -G E;M, — ExM,
2r E2M1 + E1M2’
_(L-G) EsM, — ExM,
2r E2M1 + Ele'

=

/

(A29)

[The prime symbol stands for d/dr, and the explicit forms of
the derivatives are given in Eq. (A30)]. For L = J states, the
hyperbolic terms cancel and the spin-orbit difference terms in
general produce spin mixing except for equal masses or J =
0. For ease of use we have listed below the explicit forms that
appear in the above ®s in Egs. (A28) and (A29) in terms of
the general invariant potentials A(r) and S(r). The radial
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would be useful for programing the terms in the associated
Eq. (A28). We use the definitions above given in
Egs. (A20)-(A22) and (A27). In order that the terms
in Eq. (A28) be reduced to expressions involving just
A(r), and S(r) and their derivatives, we list the following
formulas

(L' = GNE.My + EM,)

F= 2(E;M\ + E\M,) g
g/ = Aily L= % _ %
w—2A M, M,
_w (S’(mw +S) (@2m,S+ SZ)A’>
MM\ w—2A w—124)%* J
K= @ (A30)

Also needed are

components of Eq. (17) are given in Appendix B. cosh2 K = l<(81 +e) M, + My) | (my +my)(E, + Ez)),
2\(m; +my))(E\ + Ey) (8 + &) (M, + M,)
4. Explicit expressions for terms in the relativistic 2K — l<(81 +&)(M, + M)  (m+m)(E, + Ez))
Schroédinger Eq. (17) from A(r) and S(r) S 2\(m; + mo)(E, + Ey) (g, +&)(M, + M,)/)
Given the functions A(r) and S(r) for the interaction, (A31)
users of the relativistic Schrodinger Eq. (17) will find it
convenient to have an explicit expression in an order that  and
|
sz:v _ (VZ-E - VZG)(EZMZ + EIMI) _ (Ll _ g/)z (m% — m%)z 5= VZG’
2(E;M, + E\M,) 2(E;M, + E\M,)
Vr— L2(M? + M3) LW (VZS(mW +S)+ 8% 4S8 (m,, + S)A" + 2m,,S + S?)V>A N 42m,,S + 52)A'2>
M1M2 M1M2 w—2A (W - 2A)2 (W - 2A)3 ’
VZA
VG = +2G". (A32)
w—2A

The expressions for «(r), m(r), and n(r) that appear in Egs. (A28)) are given in Egs. (A29). They can be evaluated using the

above expressions plus

V2K

_VL+Vg

5 (A33)

The only remaining parts of Eq. (A28) that need expressing are those for // and ¢’. Using Eq. (A27) they can be obtained in

terms of the above formulas.

APPENDIX B: RADIAL EQUATIONS

The following are radial eigenvalue equations [15,29] corresponding to Eq. (17). For a general singlet ' J, wave function
ups; = sy = ug coupled to a general triplet 3J, wave function u;;; = u,, the wave equation

{ &2 JJ+1)
e .
dr? r?

is coupled to
{_ & JU+1)
dr? r?

+ 2\/](] + 1)((DSOD + q)SOX)u() = bzul.

+ 2mwS + S2 + 28WA - A2 + (I)D - 3(1)55}1/!0 + 2‘VJ(J + 1)((I)SOD - (I)SOX)MI = bzl/lo, (Bl)

+ 2mWS + S2 + 28WA - A2 + (I)D - 2(1)80 + (DSS + ZCDT - 2(I)SOT}MI

(B2)
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For a general S =1, J =L + 1 wave function u;_;;; = u, coupled to a general S =1, J =L — 1 wave function

Uy, 11y = u_ the equation

& JU-1) 20 - 1)
{_ 2T 2 +2m,S + % +28,A — A* + @ +2(J — 1)Pgo + Dgs + m(‘bsm - (DT)}M+
2{JJ(J + 1
+ ¥{3¢T - Z(J + Z)q)SOT}u— = b2M+ (B3)
2J +1
is coupled to
d? J+1DHJ +2 2T +2
{_—2 + # + 2mWS + SZ + 28wA - A2 + (I)D - 2(., + 2)(1)50 + (I)SS + (7)((1)501‘ - (I)T)}M,
dr r 2J +1
2JJJ + 1
+ ¥{3®T + 2(.] - 1)(I)SOT}M+ == bzll_. (B4)
2J +1
For the uncoupled 3P, states the single equation is that case we have
d? 2 3G’ A
/ A / /
+ &g + 4(Psor — ‘I)T)}M— =b’u_. (B5) J=-G =- 4 , X' = LT g
w—2A 2 2
(B8)
1. Specialization to vector interactions, Also needed are
equal masses and J = 0 | .
In this case we need only consider the 'S, and *P states. ~ cosh2K = coshG = —(— +41—24/ w),
The corresponding equations are 2\JT =24/w
1 1
d? sinh2K = — sinhG = ——<7 —yJ1-24 w),
{_W + 2¢,A — A? + b, — 3@55}140 = bzbto (B6) g 2\ /1= 2A/W /
B
and (B9)
L2 and
{_F+—2+28WA_A2+(DD_4(DSO+(1)SS 3
T (B7) V:F=-3VGg VL=0
 4(Dgop — @T)}u_ — b viA (B10)
VT =-VG=— -2G"~
w

We consider the explicit forms for the quasipotentials
given above that appear in these equations for the case of
vector interactions only, for J = 0 and equal masses. In

—2A

In that case we have that the combination for the 'S,
equation is

/ _ ;. -
®, — 3bg, — — 2(F" + l/r)(:oshZ.’K D, Fo4 KR+ 2K SIrnhZ_’K CVF () — 3(r) 2K 31rnh2_’K
/ —
N 2AF" + 1/r)(rcosh2£7< 1) AP VK
=V2<_f+j<—g—G_K)+T12+§g12+3j:/g/= ’ B11)

while the combination that appears in the 3P, equation is
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D) — 4Dy, + Dgg + 4(Dgor — ) = —

2(F"+ 1/r)(cosh2K — 1) L F
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24 K2+ = V2F + m(r)

r

AT AT

+ 1/7)(cosh2K — 1)

2K sinh2 K
r

4K’ sinh2 K 2K’ sinh2 K
- + k(r) + ——MM—

r

_ 2(F' + 1/r)(cosh2 K — 1)

r r 3r

/ ! 2 _ !
+2f.’]( v .’7(_4j<,cosh2fK 1 4K

3r

4([]—"’ + 1/r)sinh2 K 4

3 3 r B r

r

!/ _ !
+(f 3K+

1/7r)(cosh2K — 1)

[ ) + BF — XK'+ 3/r)sinh2K

r

2K - VZK]

V2A

S . 8(
r(w — 2A)

Thus we have the two J = 0 single-component equa-
tions reducing to

b2 Ugp,

8A’ Al \2
N 8( )
r(w — 2A) w—2A

dz
{— S5t 2e,A - A2} (B13)

and

(.2
drr  r?

+2e,A — A% —

2V2ZA
+ = b2u_
p— A} b“u (B14)
We consider the case in which
A=— —a, Al = —a, V24 = 476(r). (B15)
r r?

In that case

8A’ 8a 4 A \2
B
r(w — 24A) rX(wr +2a)r—0 12 w —2A

8 ( @ )2 2
= (——) = +=.

P \wr+2a) —o0 72
This displays explicitly how the spin-orbit and other effects
completely overwhelm the angular momentum barrier

leaving a nonsingular potential at the origin. In particular,
combining with 2/r> we obtain

2 8A’ N 8( Al )2 _ 2
2 rlw—24) w—2A (r +2a/w)*
From this we obtain Eq. (88).

(B16)

(B17)

2. Specialization to vector interactions, equal masses,
and J=L>0

In this case we need only consider the 1J, and 3/, states.
The corresponding equations are

d? J(J +1)

{_W + s+ 2e, A- AT+ D)y — 3(1355}140 = b%u,

(B18)

Al \2 2
+
w — 2A) w

— (B12)

and

2 +1
{ d +M+2WA A% + @) — 2Dy, + Dy

dr? r?

+ Z(I)T - ZQJSOT}ul = bzul. (Blg)

The first equation simplifies as before @, = 3dgg while
for the second equation we have

(I)D - 2(1)50 + (I)SS + 2(I)T

-2 -

- 2(I)SOT
+ V3G -

2 A ( A )2 V2A
= —— +3 + .
rw—2A w — 2A w — 2A

Hence, our two J = 1 uncoupled equations become

(B20)

d? 2
{_ F + ) + 28WA - A2}M0 = b2M0 (BZI)
r r
and
d? 2 1 A 3 A \2
- = +2e,A — A% — +
{ dr2 r2 € rw—2A 2(w—2A)
1 VA
+ E 7214}141 = b2l/tl (B22)

APPENDIX C: SOLUTIONS OF EQ. (31) FOR
USUAL AND PECULIAR 'S, BOUND STATES

Let us use the Coulomb variable r = x/&,, « so that our
IS, Eq. (31) becomes

Hu = & 2 a? (2 —mi) _
= ) T e s

w
A+1

u = x**lu(x) exp(—kx),

(CD

in which the two solutions for A are
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1
A =5 (=14 V1 - 4a2),
1
A =3(=1- V1 - 4a2).

corresponding to the usual and peculiar solutions, respec-
tively. Then our equation becomes

20+ D' 2k(A+ Du 2
+ ——v =

(C2)

— v+ 20k — 0.
X X X
(C3)
Let
v=) v, x" (C4)
n,=0
and we obtain
(2kn, — 2+ 2k(A + 1))
= . C5
Ut T o D 2 1y (&
For bound states we have
1
= =012...
Ta A+ 012 ()
We let
n=n,+A+1 (C7)

If A were an integer then this would be the principal
quantum number n. We write

&2 2 a?
as
a1 2
(_2+_+“—2——)u=o, (C9)
dy YKy 4
where x = y/(2«), so that [48]
u(y) = exp(—y/2)y* LA (y). (C10)
Let
r=——=_2 (C11)

gy ,a 2ke,a
and so our radial wave function is

2 A+1 2
u(r) = kexp(— 8»:;/“’)( Sw/ar) L%tfﬂ( Sw/ar)

n n
(C12)

The corresponding hydrogenic radial wave function is

2 \L+1 2
u(r) = kexp(— L)(—) L2141 (—r> (C13)
nag, nag, " nag,

Using the result [48] for the hydrogenic wave function

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 85, 116005 (2012)

2.2
() = %[;ﬂ — SL(L + 1) + 3] (C14)

and identifying L(L + 1) = —a?, n — n', ag — 1/(g, a)
we see that for our states

12

2y = 2 +5a% + 3] C15
)= Gaapln® 5 +3L (C13)
Our total c.m. energy eigenvalues come from
(5, — m3, 2 1
> 3 KT T8
eLa n
2
S%V(l+a—,2>=ma,, 8W=iL2.
" (1+9)
n=n.+A+1, n,=01,... (Cl16)

In the static limit case for which m, > m; we use w =
m, + & in which & < m, includes the rest mass and
binding energy of particle 1. Then

2 2,2 _ 0
:m2+28m2+8 my — mj

e
v 2mymy

2em, + &2 —m?
-

€. (C17)
2m1 my

In that case the above solution would be for the binding
energy

m

—.
Ja+)
Since we do not include negative energies we dispense with
the lower sign.

Let us solve for the total c.m. energy in the case of equal
masses m; = m, = m,

e==x

(C18)

g, w>—2m? 1
m, a2
" 1+
w2 =2m2(1 + f(a)). (C19)
Thus the solutions are
1
we =~2m |1+ - (C20)
I+ i)

Since L = 0 we take our principal quantum number to
be n = n, + 1. This leads to the results in the text for the
spectrum. The value of (r?) for the peculiar ground state is
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2

2 =" _[n?+5a+3
<r >— 6(8wa)2 [n (o4 ]
1—+1—4a%)?2T1
O L T 4500 43]
g,
a? 2 1

o
2« 21
22 2majSBR (€D

so that /(r?)_ is the electron Compton radius. For all of the
usual states and the remaining peculiar states they have the
following forms

n'’;
), = 76(8 L [n? +5a* + 3]
_ (n+ )l+)2
6(¢,, a)?

nl2

(r¥_ = 76(8wja)2 [n? +5a% + 3]

_(n+ A_)?
~ 6(e,, )’

[(m+2A.)2+5¢%2+3], n=123...,

[(m+A_)>+5a>+3], n=23...,

(C22)

and we see that the size of the nth usual state is very nearly
the same as the size of the n + 1st peculiar state.

In light of this one might wonder how the excited
peculiar states (which have the size of angtroms) can be
orthogonal to the peculiar ground state, that has size of a
Compton wave length. As an example, as seen from
Eq. (C5) the first node of the first excited state occurs at

2
oo V2 (C23)
& m

w

x=0Q_+ 1A +2)~a?
which is on the order of 560 fermis.

APPENDIX D: THE CONNECTION BETWEEN
F)(n, br) AND G (n, br)

We begin with [49-51]

Fy(p) = Cx(m)p**'exp(—ip)

X M(A+1—in, 21 +2:2ip)  (DI)
and
Galp) = 3 ICQU+ 1+ i) explarn /2
I:m Wi a+1/2 (2ip)
%%%?@%%quﬁuﬂ—%m} (D2)

We introduce the Coulomb phase shift
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oa(n) = 3 [1ogT(A + 1 + im) — logT(A + 1 = i)},

TA+1+in) =|T(A+1+in)explio,(n))
(D3)

and so

Galp) = Slexp(=ilora(m) = (A = imm/2Woyrs1
X (2ip) + exp(iloy(n) — (A — in)7/2)
X W_ipat1/2 (=2ip)]

1
= E[tﬂ—()\, n.p) + (A, p)] (D4)

where

(A m, p) =expliloy(n) — (A —in)m/2)W_ip 24172

X (—2ip),
(A, p)=exp(—ilo(n) — (A —in)m/2D)Wip 2112
X (2ip), (DS)
and since A, 7, p are all real
(A n p) =LA n, p) (D6)
Also we have
Fu(o) = 5[0+ p) = (A7 p))
P+ (A m, p) = Gilp) X iF,(p). (D7)

Note that since the Whittaker function W, ,(z) is an even
function of p we have that

Ypi(=A—=1,7p)
= exp(ilo_ —i1(n) = (=A =1 —in)m/2])
X W_ipn—r-1/2(=2ip)
= exp(ix(A, m)) exp(i[oy(n) — (A — in)7/2])
XW_imas12(—2ip)

= exp(ix(A, ) (A, 7, p), (D8)

where

s = (14 3)m o) - o ©9)

Similarly

(A — 1,7, p) = exp(—ix(A, 9)y_(A n, p).
(D10)

As a result of this we have
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1
F_)_i(p) = Z["//*(_’\ —Lnp) —¢g_(—2—17p)]

= Slexplix(, m) 4 (A . p)
- CXP(_iX()‘» ”7))'#—(/\: n, p)]
= LLexplix(h MGa(p) + iF, (o))

—exp(—ix(A, n)[G\(p) — iF,(p)]
= cosx(A, n)F)(p) + sinx(A, n)G,(p) (D11)

and thus

F_,_1(p) — cosx(A, ﬁ)FA(P).

Galp) = sinx(A, n)

(D12)

APPENDIX E: THE VARIABLE PHASE
METHOD OF CALOGERO

Here we outline the variable phase method, first applied
to short-range potentials and then to long-range potentials.

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 85, 116005 (2012)
it,(r) = j.(br) — constsin(br — L1/2),
ii,(r) = —#A;(br) — constcos(br — L7/2). (E2)
Let
u(r) = a(r)(cosd,(r)it,(r) + sind . (r)iiy(r))
u(r — o) = const(cosé; (r — o0) sin(br — L /2)
+ sind; (r — o) cos(br — L/2)
= constsin(br — Lr/2 + §;(0))
— sin(br — L7/2 + 8,) (E3)
and so
S = &y(00). (E4)

To find the differential equation that &;(r) satisfies,
define

u'(r) = a(r)(cosdy (r)a)(r) + sind (r)is(r)) (E5)

and so
We begin with the short-range potentials. We consider the
following two sets of differential equations u'(r) _ (cosd (r)it) (r) + sind (r)ity(r))
ul + (bz — W)u =0, il + (bz _ WI)IZ =0 u(r) (cosdy (r)ity (r) + sind, (r)ity(r))
L+ _ (@) (r) + tand (r)ih(r))
1= 1, 2, I/_ll(o) == M(O) = 0, WI = Q> (L_tl(r) + tan5L(r)lZ2(r))’
r =1 57 /
(E1) tans, () = alulr) = () (E6)
. . : t (@, (r)u' (r) — @h(r)u(r))’
where W(r) is a short-range potential less singular at the
origin than const/r> and Then
|
(it — whu)(@u — uu'") — (@ u — dyu')(iu"” — du) (W — W)u’b
8 28.(r) = 8, (r(1 + tan?5,(r)) = = ! 2= ,
rseciour) = oML T o) (@) — () (ol it
(E7)
f
where we have used the Wronskian relation and with
oy = ity = const = (E8) i (r—0)—br, ir—0)—1
E12
and so u(r — 0) = c(br)t1, (E12)
(W — Wb .
o) (r)=— . E9 we obtain
L) sec?8y (itpu'/u — ith)? (E9)
L+1 _ L
Further manipulations lead to tany, (r — 0) — be(br) breb(L —; (br) — 0,
o . ) 5 chb(L + 1)(br)
5/L(r) _ (W — W)(j,(br) cosd, (r) — i (br)sind, (r)) ‘ (E13)

b
(E10)

_Note that in case of type two reference potentials W =
Wy (r) = 0) we would obtain

ity (r)yu(r) — i, (r)u'(r)

(@12 (r)u' (r) — @y (r)u(r))

tany; (r) = (E11)

and so we obtain the same boundary condition as with the
type I reference potentials. From Eq. (108)

YL = — %sinz(br oy () (E14)

at short distances becomes
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CL(L+1T)
b

with the solution given in Eq. (109).

Next we sketch an analogous derivation for the phase-
shift equation which involves long-range potentials corre-
sponding to Eq. (89) in which the Coulomb potential
appears. As discussed in the text we begin with the follow-
ing two sets of differential equations

u” + (b — Wu =0, il + (b* — Wy, = 0,

sin?(b + v/ (0)),

y.(0) = (EL5)

_ 2 2
i=12  Wy=-—2f_ 2
r r
2 2e,a a?
— Sl E16
(r + 2a/w)? r r? (E16)

Note that the total potential plus barrier term W appears in
the equation for u. We are not including the angular
momentum barrier in the definitions of i;(r).

The solutions iy, i, to

2 2
u;'+(b2+ﬂ+a—2)ﬁ,-=o, i=12 (EI7)
r r
are Coulomb wave functions
l/_ll =ClF/\t ‘i‘CG/\i ﬁ2=dFA: +fG)\1' (EIS)

We choose the constants so that iz; has the same behavior at
the origin that u does.

Even though four functions are listed here, only two are
linearly independent [see Eq. (80)]. To determine the
phase-shift equation let us write down first the wave func-
tion u(r) in terms of i, i,

u(r) = a(r)(cosy (i, (r) + siny . (riy(r)).  (E19)
In that case
u(r — 00) — (cosy(r — o) sin(br — nlog2br + o,

— As7/2) + siny.(r — o) cos(br — nlog2br

+ o). — Aew/2) = sin(br — nlog2br + o),

= Ae7/2 + (). (E20)

This defines the phase-shift function - (r) and its relation
to the asymptotic behavior of u(r). On the other hand
since u(r) is the wave function for a potential that includes
at r > 2a/w the modified angular momentum barrier
(2 — a?)/r* = k(k + 1)/r* in addition to the Coulomb
term, we must have

u(r — o) — sin(br — nlog2br + o, — kw/2 + 5,.)
(E21)
and so comparison gives
oy, —Aem/2+ yo(0) =0, — k72 + 5. (E22)

Thus with

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 85, 116005 (2012)

_ —1++9—4a?
2

k(k +1)=2— a? K , (E23)

the full phase shift is
St oe=0) + (k= A)7/2+ y.(0)
=argl(A- + 1 +in) + (k — As)7m/2 + y+(00)
~arglAs + 14+ in) + (1 — A)7/2 + Y ().
(E24)

To find the differential equation that y.(r) satisfies,
define

u'(r) = a(r)(cosy (r)ity(r) + siny.(r)ity(r)),
u(r) = a(r)(cosy+(r)ia;(r) + siny+(r)ity(r)). (E25)

Then following a procedure similar that given in Egs. (ES)
we obtain

ity (ryu(r) — i, (r)u'(r)

tany. (r) = — = ) E26)
=0 S ol — Gy
Also
Wu?b
Y (r)secty.(r) = e AR (E27)
(dyu’ — whu)
where we have used the Wronskian relation
i — ihit; = const
= cos() cos()(b — ﬂ) + sin()
r
, n
X sm()(b — —) —b (E28)
r
and so
(W — Wb
L(r)=— . E29
7e(r) sec?y. (i /u — ith)? (E29)
Now use
W'(r) _ (cosy=(ni(r) + siny. (riy(r) (E30)
u(r) (cosy~(r)ity + siny.(r)ity)

and hence, with ii; = F,_, it, = G,, we have

(W = Wip)(cosy+(r)Fy_(r) +siny~(r)G,_ (r))?
2 )

/

')’i(r)z -

(E31)

Because of the 2/r? behavior of W for large r one will have
to integrate quite far to obtain a convergence for y . (r) and
after that one must subtract the phase shift —7r/2 due to the
2/r* angular momentum barrier. An alternative form of
this equation is

. (W — WIII)(F/\i (r) + tany . (r)G,. (r))?
5 .

tan’y.(r) =
(E32)
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The question now arises about the boundary condition at
the origin for y.(r). We focus on Eq. (E26) to determine
the boundary condition at the origin for y(r),

ity (r)u(r) — it; (r)u'(r)
(@3 (r)u' (r) = @y (r)u(r))’

We determine the behavior at the origin by evaluating the
right-hand side for very small r. The dominant term for the
quasipotential for both case is —a?/r?. Thus it is sufficient
to focus on the first case.

We use Eq. (E33) with

(E33)

tany.(r) =

42 2 e, a0 a?
_ _ we = — 12
{ dr?  (r+2a/w)? r r }u b (B39
and
> 2e,a o). _ _
{_P_T_ﬁ}ul,z = D%y, iy = Fy(br),
Uy = G)‘(bl‘). (E35)

At short distance, the potential energy for u is the same as
that for i, ,. At very short distance, we choose

u, iy — const — rAt1 iy — ar**t + brA,

Clearly then tany.(0) = 0 as the numerator vanishes in
both cases where as the denominator is proportional to the
Wronskian of ii; and ii, which is b%. This case allows us to
integrate either Eq. (E31) or (E32) with the boundary
condition of tany.(0) = y+(0) = 0.

PHYSICAL REVIEW D 85, 116005 (2012)

To find the total wave function we need to find the
additional differential equation for the amplitude of the
wave function. We use

u'(r) = a(r)(cosy ()i (r) + siny . (r)i;(r)
= a/(r)(cosy(r)i, (r) + siny (r)ity(r))
+ a(r)(cosy~(r)i)(r) + siny.(r)ih(r))
+ via(r)(= siny.(r)i, (r) + cosy.(r)iy(r)

(E36)
and thus, using Eq. (E31)
! W - W 1% — 1> i 2 +
6;((:)) _ (”)b IIII:(MI ”2);111 y=(r) iy 1,C0S27 1 ]
a(r)= a(ro)exp{_ for4W(r) _bWHI(r)
_2 _ _2 .
X [(“1 uz);mZ'yi(r) — iy ity cosZyi(r)iI}.
(E37)
So, the total wave function is
u(r) = a(ry) exp{_ for Wir) = Wulr) _me(r)
TR T i 2 +
X [(ul uz)zsln v=(r) — iy ity cos27i(r)]}
X (cosy« ()i, (r) + siny. (r)ii,(r)). (E38)
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