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We generalize a forward light-by-light scattering sum rule to the case of heavy quarkonium ra-
diative transitions. We apply such sum rule to the bottomonium states, and use available data
on radiative transitions in its evaluation. For the transitions that are not known experimentally,
we provide theoretical estimates within a potential model, and consider the spread between similar
approaches in the literature as an estimate for the model error. For the Y(15), T(25), and Y(35)
states we observe that, due to a cancellation between transitions involving X0, X»1, and xs2 states,
the sum rule is satisfied within experimental and theoretical error estimates. Having tested this
sum rule for the low-lying bottomonium states, it may be used as a tool to investigate the nature of
exotic states in the charmonium and bottomonium spectrum through the corresponding radiative

transitions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Several model-independent sum rules were derived for
the forward light-by-light scattering, and were exactly
verified at leading order in scalar and spinor QED [IH5].
Such sum rules are valid for the case when at least one
photon is real and the other is spacelike or below the first
particle production threshold, i.e., for photon virtualities
@ < sg, ¢ = 0, where so is the particle production
threshold. Three of these sum rules have the form of a
superconvergence relation, for which an integral over an
experimentally measurable quantity yields zero [5]. One
of these is a helicity sum rule of the form
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where ¢ and oy are the total helicity cross sections for
the v*v — X processes for total helicity 0 and 2, respec-
tively, where X denotes the sum over all allowed final
states. Such light-by-light sum rules have been applied
within different field theories in both perturbative and
nonperturbative settings [4H6]. Furthermore, their ap-
plication to the ~*v production of light-quark mesons
has been discussed in Refs. [5] [7], and the application to
the vy production of charmonium states was discussed in
Ref. [8]. For the pseudoscalar, scalar, axial-vector, and
tensor mesons, where v*y — X data are available, these
sum rules were verified within 10% - 30% experimental
accuracy [7].

In the present work we investigate the extension of such
sum rules, when one of the virtual photons is replaced by
a vector quarkonium state. For the conventional heavy-
quark QQ bound states, radiative transitions have been
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measured quite extensively in the past decades by collab-
orations at the charm and B factories, CLEOQCESR,
BABARQPEP-II, BelletQKEKB, and BESITIQ@QBEPCII,
and will be studied in the near future by Belle-II.

The study of light-by-light sum rules in the heavy
quarkonium sector may also be worthwhile in light of
the plethora of new states, so-called XY Z states, which
have been found in recent years above open heavy flavor
thresholds at all of these facilities, see e.g. Refs. [OHIT]
for some recent reviews and references therein. Such sum
rule relations have the potential to reveal how much of the
radiative decay strength from or into vector quarkonium
states results from possible exotic mesons. An example
is the X (3872) state with J7¢ = 1+ which sits right
at the DD* threshold, for which the radiative transitions
~J /1 and 1" have been proposed as a diagnostic tool for
studying the nature of this state [12], shedding light on
its hybrid charmonium-molecular nature. Rare decays of
X (3872) will be an important part of the PANDA [I3]
scientific program where such studies are feasible even at
the start of data taking. Also, at BESIII the first ra-
diative transition between two exotic mesons has been
observed in the process Y (4260) — X (3872) [14], and
detailed studies of radiative transitions can be expected
from Belle-IT in the near future [I5].

The outline of this work is as follows. In Section [}
we introduce the helicity sum rule that we will study in
this work for radiative transitions between quarkonium
states, of which one has J¢ = 17~ quantum numbers.
In Section [[T]] we describe the potential model adopted
from Refs. [16, [I7] to reproduce heavy quarkonium wave
functions. In Section[[Vlwe review the formalism to eval-
uate the leading radiative transitions between quarko-
nium states with defined total helicity, and make a com-
parison between available experimental values and theo-
retical results in the literature. In Section [Vl we make use
of experimental information on the radiative transitions
T(mS) = vxps(nP) for m > n, as well as theoretical es-
timates for xp7(nP) — 7Y (mS) for n > m, and evaluate
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FIG. 1: Light-by-light forward scattering involving one virtual
(V) and one on-shell (y) photon. We associate V with a
vector quarkonium state. As a result of the optical theorem
(dashed cut), intermediate quarkonium states X with J©¢ =
0~ T,0T T, 17+ 27+ . contribute to the forward scattering.

the derived helicity sum rule. We provide a quantita-
tive discussion for the T(15), T(25), and T(35) states.
Finally, a summary and outlook is given in Section [VI]

II. SUM RULE FOR QUARKONIUM
RADIATIVE TRANSITIONS

In the case when one photon in Eq. is replaced by a
vector quarkonium state, one needs to take into account
its nonpointlike structure. In full analogy to the original
Gerasimov-Drell-Hearn sum rule [IH3], it gives the rela-
tion to the anomalous magnetic moment ay . Therefore,
for the states below the BB threshold (m?2, < 4m%) it
holds that
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where we expressed the helicity cross sections in Eq. in
terms of the vV — ~V helicity amplitudes M AN Ay Ay -
The integral in Eq. extends over both bound states
and open-flavor states. In principle, all neutral inter-
mediate quarkonium states with even C parity can con-
tribute to this sum rule, see Fig. [[} These are not only
scalar JP¢ = 0+, pseudoscalar 0~ T, axial-vector 11+,
and tensor 27+ mesons, but also quarkonium states that
can carry exotic quantum numbers, such as e.g. 171 and
2=+, In our analysis, we limit ourselves to the states that
correspond to conventional quantum numbers and that
are expected to be dominant ones below the BB thresh-
old. Furthermore, all of the transitions to pseudoscalar
0~" mesons corresponding with magnetic dipole transi-
tions (M1) turn out to be strongly suppressed for the
bottomonium transitions, as compared to the transitions
to 0T T, 17+, 27+ . which correspond predominantly to
electric dipole transitions (E1), as discussed below. For
bottomonia the anomalous magnetic moment is a small
quantity and has been estimated as [I§]
_ 2as(my)

av—T. (3)

Using such value, the sum rule of Eq. should yield
almost zero for bottomonia, i.e., SR ~ 8 nb.

Unitarity allows us to relate the imaginary part of the
vV — ~V helicity amplitude MMM/AMV tothe X — 7V
(for mx > my) or V.— ~4X (for my > mx) transition
amplitudes .#Zx x x,

2Im My, i, 2 ay = Z/dfx (2m)* 6% (g1 + g2 — px)
X

X AN (915,925 D) AR s g, (41523 P2) 5 (4)

where A = A, —Ay denotes the helicity of the quarkonium
state X, with Ay (A,) being the helicity of the vector
quarkonium state V' (photon). In the narrow-resonance
approximation, Eq. can be written as

Im M+,’+, = Zﬂ'(s (8 - ’I’I’L_QX) |¢//2,+171‘2,
X

Im M++)++ = Zﬂ'(s (S — m_QX) |%O,+1+1|27 (5)
X

which allows us to rewrite the sum rule in terms of
the helicity-dependent radiative widths I'a—g o for either
the X — 4V or V.— ~4X transitions. For the X — V
transitions, the helicity radiative widths are given by:
1 k1
C4m m% 2Jx +1
1k 1
Cdm m% 2Jx +1

PEMOx) = ST, (), (6)
A

Iy(X) \///0,+1+1|2’
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where the photon energy is given by k = (m% —
m¥)/(2myx) and TEM(X) is the unpolarized radiative
width of the corresponding transition. The correspond-
ing expressions for the helicity radiative widths for the
V' — ~X transitions are obtained from expressions anal-
ogous to Eq. @ with the replacement X < V.
Substituting Egs. and @ into the sum rule (2)
yields the master formula that we will use in this work:

V—oyX

m3
> set o (a() = ro(0) TP (Y)
X

X—=>yV m3
+ 3 SWQW(Tg(X)—rO(X))FEM(X)
X
~ 0, (7)

where we neglected the term proportional to a} as well
as the continuum contribution from the open-flavor chan-
nels. The latter was estimated using the quark-hadron
duality argument [19] in total analogy to [B [§]. It gives
a negligible contribution in the range of ~ 0.3 — 7.3 nb,
depending on V = Y(15),Y(25), Y(3S). Furthermore,
in Eq. we introduced the helicity ratios
La(X)

rA(X) = RN (X}’ (8)



which (as will be shown below) are universal constants in
the case of El transitions, and depend only on the total
angular momentum of the state X.

III. POTENTIAL MODEL

Since the relativistic effects in bottomonia are expected
to be small, the spectrum and wave functions can be
calculated with the help of the Schrédinger equation and
a conventional heavy quarkonium potential,

ﬁ
Ho(7) = i—b + V()| () = (@),
V(r)=Vo(r) + Vsp(r),
Vsp(r) = Vss(r) + Vis(r) + Vr(r), 9)

where the Cornell potential Vj is the sum of one-gluon
exchange (Vi) and linear scalar confining (V) parts [20],

4
Vo(r) = Vir(r) + Vs(r) = —go;i +br, (10)
while Vsp is a spin-dependent part which splits into the

spin-spin (Vsg), spin-orbit (Vis), and tensor (V) poten-
tials. Up to order 1/m§, they are given by

Vostr) = oo 60 i 5

Vis(r) = 2mlgr (3 d;iv - CLZS) L.s

Vi(r) = 121m§ (id;v - d;‘«/;) HAr,
HT—6W2§2, (11)

where L is the relative orbital momentum operator and
S = & + & is the total spin operator of the quark-
antiquark system. Typically, the spin-dependent terms
are treated using the leading-order perturbation the-
ory. However, in the present work we follow Deng et
al. [16, [I7] and account for them nonperturbatively. In
order to do that, several modifications are needed.

First of all, one needs to take the matrix elements over
operators in the |L, S, J, j) basis (where j is the spin pro-
jection of J on a fixed axis)

(51 5) = %S(S+1)—%,
(L §) = %(J(J+1)—L(L+1)—S(S+1)),

(Hr) = (12)

and regularize a 1/ r3 behavior in the terms Vg and Vi
when r — 0. The most obvious way to do this is to

saturate these potentials at some low-distance scale r¢,
ie., set Vp(r) = Vp(r.) and Vie(r) = Vv (re.) when
r<rc [17}

Second, the physical hyperfine interaction corresponds
to a smeared ¢ function [21],

where 1/0 is a radius of order o 1/m.

Finally, in order to effectively account for the creation
of virtual light ¢ pairs in the Wilson loop, one considers
a screening of the confining potential at large distances
r> 1/

b r
br—>;(1—e ) - (13)

The unknown parameters were determined in Ref. [I7]
by fitting the spectrum. A fairly good description of the
energy levels was achieved with the following choice of
parameters:

as = 0.368,
my = 4.757 GeV,
b = 0.206 GeV?,

o = 3.10 GeV,
u = 0.056 GeV,
re = 0.060 fm. (14)

In our work we were able to reproduce the results of Ref.
[I7] to an accuracy of less than 1 MeV in the energy lev-
els and use these results for the masses of the yet unmea-
sured xpo(3P) and xp2(3P) states, as well as to evaluate
the radiative transition matrix elements.

IV. E1 RADIATIVE TRANSITIONS

The helicity amplitudes entering Eq. @ can be ex-
pressed, choosing the Coulomb gauge, as

’%A’/\»YAV E\/E\/QEf%fl (15)
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with the definition A = A, —Ay, where J(Z) is the electro-
magnetic current operator, and where we introduced the
labels ¢ (initial) and f (final) instead of X and V to keep
further calculations independent of the direction of the
transition. Here the initial and final internal states are
labeled by [¢;) = |n;L;S;Jiji) and [¢p5) = |ngL¢SyJriy),
where j;,j; are the spin projections on a fixed axis. By
going to the rest frame of the decaying state, we can ori-
ent the quantization axis along the photon momentum
direction k and identify the spin projections in terms of
helicities, e.g., for the X — ~V transitions, as j; = A,



jr = —Av. Note that in the matrix element of Eq.
we use the covariant normalization for the electromag-
netic field, but initial and final quarkonium states are
normalized nonrelativistically.

A multipole expansion of the electromagnetic field al-
lows to express the matrix element of Eq. as

—\/ﬂi(—iy/d%
J=1
x{ipli [T+ T (KIF) Y (2)

VT (RZ)Y575(@)] - (@)

V2T H DAy (k|Z) Y55 (&) - T() i),
(17)

where jr,(k|Z|) denote the spherical Bessel functions, and

}7,%-] (%) is the vector spherical harmonic function, de-
fined in terms of the product of spherical harmonics
Y7, () with the photon polarization vector £ as

=3 N (LM, INJM;) Yiar, () €x. (18)
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Furthermore, in Eq. the first term, proportional to
the squared bracket, corresponds to the electric multi-
pole transitions, whereas the last term corresponds to
the magnetic multipole transitions.

The long-wavelength limit is governed by kr < 1,
where r = |Z] is the size of the bottomonium system. Be-
cause jr (kr) ~ (kr)* in this limit, the helicity amplitude
in Eq. will be dominated by the lowest multipoles.
Out of these multipoles, the dominant one corresponds
to the electric dipole (E1) radiative transitions, i.e., for
J =1, due to the behavior of the jo(kr) term. The mag-
netic dipole transition (M1) as well as higher multipoles
are all suppressed by extra powers of (kr). For the sum
rule tests for the bottomonium system considered in this
paper, where we envisage a numerical precision in the
5 — 10% range, we can therefore use the nonrelativistic
electromagnetic current operator J (%) as

=, o 3 = 'F ﬁQ 3 N F I%'Q
J(x)—eQ(S (JJ—Q)TRQ—FBQ(S ($+2> mi@, (19)

where mq = mg = my, eq = —eg = —1/3 e is the bot-
tom quark charge, 7 is the relative vector between quark
and antiquark positions, and ]%'Q and ]%'Q are the momen-
tum operators for the quark and anti-quark, respectively.
This yields the E1 matrix element from Eq. :

A =~ eq [ e Ve () T )

5 () i) g o

where ]3 = (ﬁQ ff)'Q) /2 is the relative momentum operator
in the quarkonium system.

i(7),  (20)

Furthermore, to describe the E1 radiative transitions
for the bottomonium states with n; = ny (and to a
lesser extent transitions of nearby n; and ny), the long-
wavelength limit provides a rather good approximation.
As will be shown below, these transitions give the dom-
inant contributions to the sum rule. In this limit the
matrix element of Eq. is given by

R

M~ —eq (1] i) - €

/2
d . -
= —€qQ @WH 7 |1:) €N,

—ieq (Yf| [Ho, 7] [ti) - €-x
= deq (mi—my)(y| 7 -5

|1/Jz>7 (21)

where we used the Ehrenfest theorem in the transition
from the first to the second line. In result, the nonrela-
tivistic (NRel) expression for the E1 radiative transition
width is given by

, e? 2F
Bha(i - 2f) = 2 (22 (2)
e S5 S e 72,
Ji  Jr AyE1L

where the mass difference m; —
the photon energy k.

As we will only consider transitions from L; = 1 —
Ly =0or L, =0 — Ly = 1 spin-triplet states (S; =
St =1) in the following, Eq. reduces to:

my was approximated by

I'Rket (X6s (RiP) = 7 T(nyS))

2 [e%e]
_ CQust (B / 3 .
= 471-k 5 <mi | drr° Rs(r) Ri(r)

where R; and Ry denote the radial wave functions of
initial and final states. Note that, for the actual calcu-
lations, we account for finite-size corrections to the non-
relativistic E1 result by the replacement [19]

2

wilrlo = Sl (5 ) . @
which are practically only important for the subdominant
contributions to the sum rule.

A more systematic inclusion of relativistic effects in
calculating the E1 decay widths of heavy quarkonia re-
quires estimating the relativistic corrections to the wave
functions, in addition to the recoil and finite-size ef-
fects. Such early estimates of the relativistic corrections
to the heavy quarkonium E1 decay rates in an expan-
sion up to order v?/c?* were performed using different
potential models, including a Richardson type of poten-
tial [22], a Coulomb-plus-linear Cornell type potential
for r 2 0.1 fm, modified to saturate for r < 0.1 fm [23],
and a Buchmiiller-Tye potential with a scalar confining



part [24]. To compare the first-order relativistic correc-
tions between different approaches, we express the rela-
tivistic (Rel) calculations of the E1 decay widths of bot-
tomonia as

IR4(i = 7f) = DRka(i = 7f) (146). (25)

In Table [[] we compare the relativistic correction factor
§ for the xps(1P) — ~Y(1S) and xps(2P) — Y (25)
decays in the three above-mentioned calculations. For
the decays shown in Table [} the bulk of the relativistic
corrections comes from the relativistic modifications to
the wave functions, and obviously depends on the choice
of the potential. For example, for the x5 (1P) — vY(15)
decay rates, Refs. [22] 23] found corrections of order § ~
+10%, whereas Ref. [24] reported corrections of order
d ~ —20% to —15% for the same transitions.

5 22 B3 P4
xs0(1P) = 4Y(18) +0.09 +0.11 —0.14
xp1(1P) = 4Y(1S) +0.06 +0.11 —0.17
xXp2(1P) = 4T (1) 40.05 4+0.11 —0.20
Xs0(2P) — 4Y(28) 40.04 +0.32 —0.12
X51(2P) = yY(25) —0.06 +0.06 —0.24
x52(2P) = yY(25) —0.10 —0.11 —0.35

TABLE I: First-order relativistic correction ¢ to the domi-
nant xps(nP) — 7T (nS) (for n = 1,2) E1 radiative widths,
according to Eq. , in different approaches.

In view of the expected corrections in the 10 — 20 %
range for the lower bottomonium states, our strategy in
minimizing the model uncertainties in the sum rule esti-
mates is to use the experimental values of the E1 decay
widths wherever possible. The latter are available for the
T(2S) = vxps(1P), T(3S) = vxps(2P), and Y(35) —
vXps(1P) transitions. For the xp;(nP) — vY(nS) tran-
sitions (for n = 1,2,3), for which the absolute E1 de-
cay widths are not known empirically at present, we will
compare their calculated values between five different re-
alistic models that are fit to the spectrum. The spread
in the ' model predictions will be taken as an estimate
of the error on the E1 decay width.

To evaluate the sum rule , besides the unpolar-
ized radiative width, we also need the helicity ratios
ra=0.2(X). We will work in the E1 approximation, i.e.
neglect the M2 transition for xp1(n;P) — T(nyS) and
the M2 and E3 transitions for xp2(n,P) = YT(nsS). In
the E1 approximation, the coefficients 75 (X) can be ex-
pressed as ratios of Clebsch-Gordan coefficients and do
not depend on the internal structure of the mesons. Their
values are shown in Table [

Note that in the extreme nonrelativistic limit where the
fine structure is neglected, i.e. when the three xs(nP)
states (for J = 0,1,2) are degenerate, the correspond-
ing helicity radiative widths all become proportional to

Jx  ro(X)  ra(X)
0 1 0
1 1/2 0

2 1/10  3/5

TABLE II: Helicity ratios ra(X) for A = 0,2, and for Jx =
0,1,2.

the same E1 squared matrix element. As a consequence,
the helicity-0 and helicity-2 sum rule contributions of the
three xps(nP) states are given by

o9 ~ {To(Xbo) + 3ro(xp1) + 57”0(Xb2)} I'RRels
3 1
= {1 + 3 + 2} I'Nkel = 3TNRets

o2 ~ bra (XbQ) Pghel = 3:[‘%%:{617 (26)

which shows that in this extreme limit the sum rule holds
exactly for the radiative transitions originating from each
shell separately. When calculating with realistic po-
tentials below, where the degeneracy between the three
XbJ (nP) states is lifted, we will nevertheless observe an
approximate cancellation between these states. However,
the sum rule of Eq. @ in general only holds when sum-
ming over all radiative transitions to or from a given

T (nS) state.

V. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

The central objects in the evaluation of the sum rule
of Eq. @ are the radiative transitions of either X — V'~
or V — vX. Several of these transitions have been stud-
ied by the Crystal Ball, ARGUS, CLEO, BABAR, and
Belle collaborations, as summarized by the Particle Data
Group (PDG) [25]. Absolute radiative widths are known
for the transitions of T(mS) — vxps(nP) states when
m > n, and are given in Tables[[Il] and [[V} For the oppo-
site transitions of xp5(nP) — 7Y (mS) when n > m only
branching fractions Br(xps(nP) — yY(mS)) have been
measured. In the absence of the total widths these re-
sults cannot be converted into partial widths. For these
transitions we will use the results of the potential model,
based on Ref. [I7], and outlined in Sections [ITI| and
To account for the theory uncertainty in the E1 radia-
tive transitions, we include the spread between different
theory predictions as our error estimate on this quan-
tity. For the nonrelativistic models, we include the pre-
dictions from Refs. [21] 26] 27], which mainly differ in the
form of the potential. The result of Ref. [26] corresponds
to the first-order relativistically corrected wave function
with a screened potential model. As for the relativized
quark model, we refer to Refs. [21], 28] where the spin-
less Salpeter equation was solved, and to Ref. [29] which
relied on the relativized quasipotential approach.



V="(2S) m,y,, T& TCexp
[MeV]  [keV] [keV]
V = yxp2(1P) 9912 2.5879:90 2.294+0.30
V = yxei(1P) 9893 2.2870-4T 2.21 4 0.31

V = vy xpo(1P) 9859 1.19703% 1.2240.23

TABLE III: Results for bottomonium radiative transitions
T(25) — vxps(1P) in the quark potential model outlined
in Sections 3 and 4, compared with experimental values [25].
For TE! we include the spread between different predictions
[21], 26H29] as our error estimate.

V="(S) my,, T& Coxp

MeV]  [keV] [keV]
V — v x2(2P) 10269 3.18739% 2.66 + 0.57
V — v xp1(2P) 10255 2.667992 2.56 + 0.48
V — v x0(2P) 10233 1.31792% 1.204+0.23
V = yxs2(1P) 9912 0.20711, 0.20 & 0.04
V = v xe1(1P) 9893 0.0075:15 0.02 4+ 0.01
V = v xpo(1P) 9859 0.12709% 0.06 + 0.01

TABLE IV: Same as in Table [[TIl for the radiative transitions
T(35) = 7 x0s (2P, 1P).

We start by comparing the theoretical E1 radiative
widths for the Y(25) — ~vxps(1P) and Y(35) —
v xbs(2P) transitions with their experimental results in
Tables [[I] and [[V] respectively. We see that for nearly
all of these transitions the central values (calculated as
explained in Sections and agree with experiment
to within 15%. The spread between the different the-
oretical values is also in this range, as is illustrated in
Fig. [2l We therefore feel confident that we can estimate
the unknown radiative widths x7(nP) — vY(m.S), for
m = 1,2,3, with an accuracy at the 20% level or better.

Having compared the theoretical results for the radia-
tive widths of the bound T states with available data, we
are now in the position to quantitatively verify the sum
rule (7). In Table E we show the sum rule evaluation
for the T(15) state. As the absolute radiative widths for
the xp7(nP) — yY(15) transitions are not known, we are
using our model estimates to evaluate the sum rule. As
theoretical uncertainty in the sum rule evaluation we take
the spread among the different models discussed above,
and tested on the known radiative widths in Fig.|2] From
Table[V]we observe a hierarchy of the x;;(nP) — yY(15)
contributions for different shells n. As different bottomo-
nia contribute to Eq. with a weighting proportional
to the inverse of the third power of the mass difference
between the participating bottomonium states, one sees
that the individual sum rule contributions from the 1P
states are more than an order of magnitude larger than
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FIG. 2: Relative comparison between different theoretical
and experimental results for the YT(2S) — v xps(1P) (up-
per panel) and Y(3S) — v xus(2P) (lower panel) radiative
widths. Besides the calculation performed here, the models
shown are: EFG [29], GM [28], SOEF [27], and LC [26].

those from the 2P states, which are about a factor of 4
more important than the 3P state contributions. This
observed hierarchy also shows that states with n > 4
are expected to contribute in the few-percent range at
most. One also notices that for each shell (n = 1,2,3)
the sum rule is satisfied well within the theoretical er-
ror. For the dominant n = 1 transitions, the sum rule
result is around 5% of the dominant helicity-2 contribu-
tion from the xp2(1P) state. The cancellation between
helicity-0 and helicity-2 contributions for each shell was
already discussed following Eq. , being exact in the
extreme nonrelativistic limit when the fine structure is
neglected. We now see that when using realistic poten-
tials, for which the degeneracy is lifted within each shell,
the cancellation is still quite accurate numerically. For
the total sum rule, we have an agreement at the 10% level
of the dominant helicity-2 contribution.

In Tables[VIand[VIIwe show the corresponding results
for the T(25) and T(3S) states, respectively. For these
states we have partial experimental information available
on the radiative transitions. We are thus able to also test
the sum rule in a more model-independent way when us-
ing only experimental data. Besides, for the transitions
that are not known experimentally, we are using the the-
ory estimates with their model error range as discussed
above.

For the T(25) state, as shown in Table the transi-
tions to the x,(1P) states are all known experimentally
to around 15% precision. The sum rule is seen to hold
experimentally for this shell at the 10% level of the domi-



Process mx r SR

[MeV]  [keV] [1b]
xoo(1P) =y Y(1S) 9859 242757 ~ —1.6709
xp1(LP) — yT(1S) 9893 30.2%57 ~ —23701

xp2(1P) = yY(18) 9912 361751~ +4.0705
Subtotal O.Qf?:gth
xv0(2P) = yY(15) 10233 4.4733 ~ —0.047003
Xo1(2P) =y Y(1S) 10255 10.772:5 ~ —0.147907
Xp2(2P) — 4 T(1S) 10269 16.9799  +0.357099
Subtotal 0.171'%(2)?“‘
Xo0(3P) = v T(1S) 10491 1.479¢ — —0.017000
xs1(3P) — yY(1S) 10512 55739 ~ —0.0370:05
Xe2(3P) = v T(18) 10528 10.749:5 4010900

+0.03
0.06Z¢.08,),

Subtotal

Total 0.4'_”1)‘2th

TABLE V: Bottomonium sum rule of Eq. for the radia-
tive transitions involving the Y(1S) state. Here mx is the
mass of the state X, I' is the corresponding radiative decay
width to the T(15) state, and SR is the contribution of the
corresponding transition to the sum rule. The subscript ”th”
indicates that the theoretical estimate is used.

nant helicity-2 contribution (0.7 ub vs 9.8 ub). The same
quality of agreement is also found for the second domi-
nant shell in this case, n = 2, based on the theoretical
estimates for the xp7(2P) — 7Y(25) transitions. When
evaluating the sum rule for the first three shells, one finds
an agreement of better than 5% of the total helicity-2
contribution, concluding again that this sum rule is well
satisfied within the theoretical and experimental error
estimates.

Similar conclusions can also be reached for the T(35)
state, shown in Table [VII} The two dominant shells con-
tributing in this case are n = 2 and n = 3, with the
T(3S) — vyx»s(2P) decays widths being known exper-
imentally, and the x,s(3P) — Y (3S) being estimated
theoretically. One sees for the transitions to the n = 2
shell that the sum rule is seen to hold experimentally to
around 5% of the dominant helicity-2 contribution (1.3
ub vs 24.0 ub). For the n = 3 shell contribution, the
theoretical estimate shows this to hold at the 20 % level.
When again evaluating the sum rule for the first three
shells, one finds an agreement of better than 10% of the
total helicity-2 contribution, concluding again that this
sum rule is well satisfied within the theoretical and ex-
perimental error estimates.

Process mx r SR
Mev]  [keV] [ub]
T(25) = yxpo(1P) 9859 1.22+0.23cxp —3.3 £0.6exp
T(2S) = vxo1(1P) 9893 2.21 £ 0.31exp —5.8 £0.8cxp
T(2S) = yxs2(1P) 9912 2.29 £ 0.30ckp +9.8 £1.3exp

Subtotal 0.7 £ 1.6exp
Xo0(2P) — 4T (28) 10233 132799 —5.7550

Xe1(2P) = Y (28) 10255 153795 —7.3%0%

Xb2(2P) = Y (28) 10269 16.7755  +11.2%9¢
Subtotal —1.745313“1
xo0(3P) =AY (2S5) 10491 22752 —0.0900%
xo1(3P) =AY (28) 10512 50703 ~ —0.277080
Xb2(3P) = Y (2S) 10528 75750 +0.60709%

Subtotal 0.25%0:55

Total —0.873% £ 1.6exp

TABLE VI: Bottomonium sum rule of Eq. for the radia-
tive transitions involving the T(2S5) state. We took data for
the radiative transitions from the PDG [25] where available,
indicated by the subscript "exp”. For the transitions where
the absolute radiative widths are not known, we use the pre-
dictions based on the model described in this work, indicated
by the subscript ”th”. For the latter, we show the spread in
the theoretical calculations as an estimate of the theoretical
model error.

VI. CONCLUSION

In this work, we generalized a forward light-by-light
scattering sum rule to the case of radiative transitions
between quarkonium states with defined total helicity, of
which one has JF¢ = 17~ quantum numbers. The sum
rule requires data on radiative transitions in its evalu-
ation. We tested this sum rule on bottomonium vec-
tor states. For the transitions of T(mS) — yxps(nP)
states with m > n, for which absolute radiative widths
are known, we used those data in the sum rule evalua-
tion. For the transitions of xps(nP) — yY(mS) when
n > m, for which only branching fractions have been
measured, we provided theoretical estimates within a po-
tential model. We considered the spread between similar
approaches in the literature as an estimate for the model
error. We checked the potential model on the known
T(2S) — vxps(1P) and Y(3S) — vxps(2P) transitions
and found that the theoretical estimates agree with ex-
periment to within 15%. We then tested the helicity
sum rule for the Y(15), T(25), and T(3S) states. For
all three cases we observed that, due to a cancellation be-
tween transitions involving xp0, Xs1, and xps states, the
sum rule is satisfied within experimental and theoretical



Process mx
[MeV]

T SR

[KeV] [1b]

T(35) — vxb0(1P) 9859.44 0.055 £ 0.013exp —0.0056 & 0.0013exp
T(3S) — yxo1 (1P) 9892.78 0.018 £ 0.012xp —0.0011 = 0.0007cxep
T(3S) = vxp2(1P) 9912.21 0.201 % 0.043exp +0.0142 % 0.0030exy

Subtotal 0.0075 = 0.0034cxp
T(35) — yxb0(2P) 10232.50 1.20 =+ 0.23cxp —7.6 & 1.5exp
T(3S) — yxo1(2P) 1025546 2.56 + 0.48exp  —15.1 & 2.8cxp
T(3S5) — yxb2(2P) 10268.65 2.66 +0.57cxp  +24.0 & 5.1exp
Subtotal 1.3 £ 6.0cxp
xo0(3P) =AY (3S) 10491.40  7.6%0% —11.8%7

xp1(3P) = 7Y (38) 10512.00  9.4%95 —14.3%55
xp2(3P) = yY(35) 1052824  11.279¢ +21.3798
Subtotal —4.8f3'g

9-Jth
Total —3.6%20 4 6.0csp

TABLE VII: Same as Table [V} for the bottomonium sum rule of Eq. for the radiative transitions involving the T (35) state.

error estimates. For the total sum rule, a cancellation
at the 5 - 10% level of the dominant helicity-2 contribu-
tion was observed. Furthermore, we also observed that
for each shell (n = 1,2,3) the sum rule is satisfied well
within the theoretical error. Having tested this sum rule
for the low-lying bottomonium states, it may now be ap-
plied to charmonia, where one expects relativistic correc-
tions to potential model results to be more important.
Furthermore, as a next step such a sum rule may be used
as a tool to investigate the nature of exotic states in the
charmonium and bottomonium spectrum, as the radia-
tive transitions involving exotic states containing heavy
quarks are proportional to the overlap of initial and final
wave functions. In a future extension to the charmo-
nium sector, we plan to include in our analysis first ra-
diative transitions for exotic states which have already
been observed at BABAR, Belle, BESIII, and LHCb:
X (3872) — ~J/v [30, B1], X(3872) — v¢(2S) [32, B3],

and Y (4260) — ~X(3872) transitions [I4] as well as
anticipated systematic measurements of these radiative
transitions from Belle II [I5].
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