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We perform a study of the B∗+B0,B∗0B+ correlation functions using an extension of the local hidden gauge
approach which provides the interaction from the exchange of light vector mesons and gives rise to a bound
state of these components in I = 0 with a binding energy of about 21 MeV. After that, we face the inverse
problem of determining the low energy observables, scattering length and effective range for each channel, the
possible existence of a bound state, and, if found, the couplings of such a state to each B∗+B0,B∗0B+ component
as well as the molecular probabilities of each of the channels. We use the bootstrap method to determine these
magnitudes and find that, with errors in the correlation function typical of present experiments, we can determine
all these magnitudes with acceptable precision. In addition, the size of the source function of the experiment
from where the correlation functions are measured can be also determined with a high precision.

I. INTRODUCTION

The study of correlation functions in pairs of particles observed in high energy p− p, p−A and A−A collisions is turning
into a very useful tool to determine the basic properties of the pair interaction [1–4]. Experimental work in the strangeness sector
is abundant [2, 5–12], but the ALICE collaboration is starting to explore the charm sector measuring correlation functions in
high-multiplicity pp reactions at 13 TeV [13]. In the future one will also have access to the bottom sector.

Theoretically the correlation functions are obtained from the overlap of the source function with the square of the wave
function of the produced pair [14–32]. While most of the theoretical studies simply compare the results of a model with the
experimental correlation functions, it has only been recently that the inverse problem of obtaining the observables related to the
interaction of the pair has been faced. In this sense, in Ref. [33] it was shown that from the knowledge of the D0K+, D+K0

and D+
s η correlation functions one could determine the existence of a Ds0 bound state, which corresponds to the D∗

s0(2317),
the scattering lengths and effective ranges of the channels, and the molecular probabilities of the state in each of the channels,
together with the extent of the source. A thorough analysis using the bootstrap method provided the errors in the determination
of these observables given a certain precision in the experimental data. The same was done in the investigation of the correlation
functions of D∗+D0 and D∗0D+ in Ref. [34], from where one could conclude that knowing the correlation functions one could
obtain the existence of the Tcc state [35, 36], its binding, width, scattering lengths and effective ranges, size of the source, as well
as the molecular probability of the state, all this with relatively high precision, assuming errors in the correlation functions as
the present ones in other reactions.

While in principle the information obtained from the correlation functions should be equivalent to that obtained from mass
distributions in analogous experiments, the fact that the source function changes from the p− p, p−A or A−A experiments,
adds extra information which is most valuable to extract information on the interaction of the studied pairs.

The Tbb state, analogous to the Tcc in the bottom sector, would be built up from the B∗+B0 and B∗0B+ channels and was
predicted in [37] as a molecular state of these components with Isospin I = 0, a binding of 21 MeV and a width of 14 eV, coming
from the radiative decay of the B∗. Actually, this state is also investigated from different perspectives [38–68] which conclude
the existence of this state (see Ref. [37] for a detailed information of these works).

In the present work we start from the picture of [37] and construct the two correlation functions for B∗+B0 and B∗0B+ and then
proceed with the inverse problem of determining the different observables that can be extracted from the correlation function.
The method is very general and does not assume the state to be molecular, some freedom is left for the contribution of non-
molecular components. Certainly, while starting from the picture of [37] the answer cannot be other than the input of that
theoretical framework, the important result is the errors induced in the observables related to that state, assuming errors in the
correlation function of the size in the present measurements. We find that all these observables can be obtained with certain
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accuracy, including the size of the source function. This means that a measurement of these correlation functions can provide
the binding of the state, the scattering lengths and effective ranges of the B∗+B0 and B∗0B+ channels, the molecular probabilities
and the isospin nature of the state, in addition to the size of the source function.

II. FORMALISM

We first recall the details on how the Tbb state is obtained in [37] and then construct the correlation functions. In a last step,
we discuss the inverse problem of getting observables from the correlation functions.

A. Model for B∗+B0,B∗0B+ interaction

In [37] we use an extension of the local hidden gauge approach [69–72] where the vector mesons are exchanged in the
interaction of B∗B. We obtained an interaction given by

V =Ci j g2 1
2

[
3s− (M2 +m2 +M′2 +m′2)− 1

s (M
2 −m2)(M′2 −m′2)

]
, (1)

where M,M′ are the initial, final vector masses and m,m′ the initial, final pseudoscalar masses present in the corresponding state
in the two channel formalism with B∗+B0 (1) and B∗0B+ (2). Their threshold masses are very similar, being 10604.37 MeV for
B∗+B0 and 10604.96 MeV for B∗0B+. The coefficients Ci j are given by the matrix

Ci j =

(
0 1

m2
ρ

1
m2

ρ

0

)
, (2)

and g = MV/2 f (MV = 800 MeV, f = 93 MeV). The diagonal terms in the Ci j-matrix are zero because we neglect 1/M2
ϒ

versus
1/M2

ρ . One cannot expect any bound state for B∗+B0 or B∗0B+ considered as single channels, but if one diagonalizes Ci j one
finds two eigenstates that correspond to the isospin states

|B∗B, I = 0⟩=− 1√
2
(B∗+B0 −B∗0B+) , |B∗B, I = 1⟩=− 1√

2
(B∗+B0 +B∗0B+) . (3)

One can see that for these combinations one finds C(I = 0) =− 1
m2

ρ

; C(I = 1) = 1
m2

ρ

indicating attraction in I = 0 and repulsion

in I = 1. In [37] one finds that the I = 0 component develops a bound state with this potential. This is seen by looking at the
poles of the T given by

T = [1−V G]−1 V , (4)

with G the diagonal loop function for B∗B propagation, regularized with a cutoff, qmax, and given by

G =
∫
|⃗q|<qmax

d3q
(2π)3

ω1(q)+ω2(q)
2ω1(q)ω2(q)

1
s− (ω1(q)+ω2(q))2 + iε

(5)

where ωi(q) =
√

m2
i + q⃗2. The value of qmax used in [37] is 420 MeV which we shall also use here. Eq. (4) with the cutoff

regularization can be justified using dispersion relations [73], but can be equally obtained using a separable potential V (⃗q, q⃗′) =
V θ(qmax − |⃗q|)θ(qmax − |⃗q′|) which leads to a T matrix with the same structure T (⃗q, q⃗′) = T θ(qmax − |⃗q|)θ(qmax − |⃗q′|), which
we take into account when evaluating the correlation functions in [29].

B. Correlation functions

Following the approach of [29] we write the correlation functions

CB0B∗+(pB0) = 1+4π θ(qmax − pB0)
∫ +∞

0
drr2S12(r)

{∣∣ j0(pB0r)+T11(E)G̃(1)(r;E)
∣∣2 + ∣∣T21(E)G̃(2)(r;E)

∣∣2 − j2
0(pB0r)

}
, (6)
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FIG. 1: (Color online). Correlation function of the B0B∗+ pair for different values of the source size (R) with fixed qmax = 420 MeV.

with E =
√

s and being

pB0 =
λ

1
2 (s,m2

B0 ,m2
B∗+)

2
√

s
;

CB+B∗0(pB+) = 1+4π θ(qmax − pB+)
∫ +∞

0
drr2S12(r)

{∣∣ j0(pB+r)+T22(E)G̃(2)(r;E)
∣∣2 + ∣∣T12(E)G̃(1)(r;E)

∣∣2 − j2
0(pB+r)

}
,

(7)

with

pB+ =
λ

1
2 (s,m2

B+ ,m2
B∗0)

2
√

s
,

where Ti j are the scattering matrices obtained from Eq. (4) and the G̃(i) function is given by

G̃(i)(r;E) =
∫
|⃗q |<qmax

d3q⃗
(2π)3

ω
(i)
1 (q)+ω

(i)
2 (q)

2ω
(i)
1 (q)ω i

2(q)

j0(qr)

s−
[
ω

(i)
1 (q)+ω

(i)
2 (q)

]2
+ iε

(8)

with the source function

S12(r) =
1

(
√

4π)3R3
exp
(
− r2

4R2

)
. (9)

C. Inverse problem

To do the inverse problem we start from the generated correlation functions and produce synthetic data, choosing 31 points
from each correlation function with a homogeneous error corresponding to the 10% of the minimum value taken by the correla-
tion function. Then we assume a potential

V =

(
V11 V12

V12 V22

)
. (10)



4

50 100 150 200 250 300
p [MeV]

0.3

0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1

1.1

C
or

re
la

tio
n 

Fu
nc

tio
n 

 B
*0

B
+

R=1fm
R=2fm
R=3fm
R=5fm

FIG. 2: (Color online). Correlation function of the B+B∗0 pair for different values of the source size (R) with fixed qmax = 420 MeV.

Next, we assume that the potential has isospin symmetry, ⟨I = 0|V |I = 1⟩ = 0, not assuming any particular isospin. This
implies that V11 =V22, and hence the matrix V becomes

V =

(
V11 V12

V12 V11

)
. (11)

We also allow for the possibility that there is some contribution from nonmolecular states, which is done introducing some
energy dependent terms as done in [33, 74], following the results obtained in [75, 76] to absorb the effects of eliminated channels
into those which are kept. We take thus,

V11 =V ′
11 +

α

m2
V
(s− s0) , V12 =V ′

12 +
β

m2
V
(s− s0) , (12)

with s0 the energy squared of the lowest threshold, B∗+B0. In Eq. (12), α and β are free parameters and m2
V is introduced as a

scale to have the α and β parameters dimensionless.
We then carry the best fit to the synthetic data and determine the parameters qmax,V ′

11,V
′
12,α,β ,R. There are certainly correla-

tions between these parameters and different sets produce the same results. One can see, anticipating that we have an I = 0 state,
that the relevant parameters are V ′

11 −V ′
12 and α −β . There are also some correlations between qmax and V ′

11,V
′
12. This simply

means that the values obtained for the parameters are not very meaningful. The relevant information is the value of the observ-
ables, and to get them and, very important, their uncertainties, we use the resampling (bootstrap) method [77–79] to determine
these magnitudes. For this, we generate with a Gaussian distribution the centroids of the synthetic data chosen and make a fit to
these data, obtaining values of the parameters from where the magnitudes are determined. The procedure is iterated a number
of times, about 50, and after that the average value of each observable is evaluated as well as its dispersion. One restriction is
put in the parameters: The formulas for T11,T22 and T 2

12 depend on V 2
12 and hence the sign of V12 cannot be determined. To avoid

a misinterpretation of the results, we take a minimal information from the local hidden gauge approach which is that V ′
11 −V ′

12
should be negative, as it comes unquestionably from Eq. (2). Another technical question, which saves computing time and gives
precision, is that in Eq. (8) we separate

j0(qr) = j0(qr)− j0(qonr)+ j0(qonr) (13)

with qon the on shell value of the momentum in the loop

qon =
λ

1
2 (s,m2

1,m
2
2)

2
√

s
.

The part of j0(qr)− j0(qonr) cancels the pole of G̃ and the term with j0(qonr) can be calculated analytically from a formula
in [80] (see details in [34]). The expressions to obtain the scattering lengths, effective ranges, couplings and probabilities are
identical to those used in Ref. [74] and we refrain from reproducing them here.
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III. RESULTS

In Figs. 1 and 2 we plot the results of the correlation functions of B0B∗+ and B+B∗0 for different values of the range parameter
R of the source. We can see that the size of the correlation functions changes appreciably with R. On the other hand, given the
proximity of the two thresholds, the correlation functions are remarkably similar.

In order to discern which could be the goodness and reliability of the information one can extract from the correlation functions
depending on the primary colliding elements (p− p, A−A), we perform two different studies. First we proceed with the analysis
of synthetic data generated employing a source size Rinput = 1fm, which would correspond to mimic a p− p collision, then we
iterate the process taking into account a second set of synthetic data generated from a source with Rinput = 5fm (A−A collision).
We obtain these two sets of parameters:

Rinput = 1fm : qmax = 445±29MeV, V ′
11 = 70±360, V ′

12 = 3463±1272,
α =−170±336 β = 290±346 R = 0.98±0.02fm;

Rinput = 5fm : qmax = 402±93MeV, V ′
11 =−500±376, V ′

12 = 3567±1779,
α =−292±347 β = 496±348 R = 4.99±0.61fm . (14)

TABLE I: The obtained scattering lengths and effective ranges for both bootstrap analysis.

Rinput[fm] a1 [fm] r0,1 [fm] a2 [fm] r0,2 [fm]

1 0.85±0.18 −0.11±0.51 (0.81±0.13)− i(0.03±0.03) (0.43±0.11)− i(0.38±0.29)

5 0.85±0.19 −0.92±1.78 (0.77±0.13)− i(0.05±0.06) (0.26±0.40)− i(0.87±1.13)

With these parameters we obtain both TB0B∗+,B0B∗+ amplitudes and their modulus squared are plotted in Fig. 3. We get two
very narrow peaks corresponding to bound states (the tiny width of the B∗ is neglected in the calculations). The binding energies
obtained from the best fits are 20.62 MeV (Rinput = 1fm) and 18.48 MeV (Rinput = 5fm), in remarkably good agreement with
the resulting 21 MeV found in [37]. This already shows the value of the analysis done, which allows from the structureless
correlation functions of Figs. 1 and 2 to deduce that there is a bound state of the B0B∗+ (and B+B∗0) system.

The values of the parameters in Eq. (14) give us a feeling of their strength, but as discussed before, these particular values
are not meaningful given the correlations between the parameters. In order to obtain the values of the observables and their
uncertainties we use the bootstrap method and run 50 best fits with the resampled data. In each of the fits we determine their
average and their dispersion. The results are summarized in Tables I and II. The scattering lengths are determined with a 20%
precision while, for the components of the effective ranges, we get larger uncertainties. This larger error is understandable
since the contribution of the effective range in the T matrix in the range of the correlation functions is smaller than that of the
scattering length. In addition, since the evaluation of the effective range requires a derivative with respect to s (see Eq (26)
in [74]), it involves the terms with α and β , and their fluctuations in the resampling method add to the final uncertainty of
this magnitude. Since the information of the effective range is more important when we move away from threshold, it is not
surprising that we also get a larger relative error in the determination of the binding and the couplings. Despite the previous fact,
the average values provided by the bootstrap method for both cases are in remarkable agreement with the results shown in [37]
as can be seen in Table II and in the values obtained for the bindings and their uncertainties

Rinput = 1fm : B =−22±15 MeV; Rinput = 5fm : B =−22±21 MeV . (15)

It is even more interesting to note that g1 and g2 are very similar with opposite sign in both analysis, which indicates from Eq. (3)
that they correspond to a state of I = 0.

We come back here to the issue of the restriction to take V ′
11 −V ′

12 negative. For this we recall Eqs. (17), (18) of Ref. [74],
which gives for two channels (ignore α and β for the discussion)

T =
1

DET

(
V11 +(V 2

12 −V 2
11)G2 V12

V12 V11 +(V 2
12 −V 2

11)G1

)
. (16)

TABLE II: The obtained coupling constants and probabilities.

Rinput[fm] g1 [MeV] g2 [MeV] P1 P2 Z

1 33039±14744 −32031±17367 0.44±0.06 0.43±0.05 0.13±0.11

5 30970±19666 −31181±19718 0.41±0.11 0.39±0.11 0.19±0.22
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FIG. 3: (Color online). The obtained modulus squared of the amplitudes, |TB0B∗+,B0B∗+ |2, employing the best-fit parameters displayed in
Eq. (14).

with DET the determinant of 1−V G, given by DET = 1−V11(G1 +G2)− (V 2
12 −V 2

11)G1G2. We can see that T11,T22 contain
quadratic terms in V12, nevertheless, T12 contains quadratic terms in V12 but is also proportional to V12. However, in the correlation
functions of Eqs. (6),(7) T12 appears quadratic, which means that from the information of the correlation functions we can only
obtain V 2

12, and the sign of V12 is not determined. If we go back to Eq. (14) we can then see that a solution with V ′
11 = 70 and

V ′
12 =−3463 would be equally acceptable. Since the couplings gi are defined as

g2
1 = lim

s→s0
(s− s0)T11, g2 = lim

s→s0
(s− s0)

g1T12

T11
(17)

with s0 the square of the bound-state mass, a change of sign in V ′
12, and hence in T12, implies a change of sign of g2. Then in

Table II we would get the couplings g1,g2 about the same and with positive sign. According to Eq. (3) this would mean that we
would have a state with I = 1 coming from the potential V ′

11 +V ′
12, which is now attractive. Hence, technically this solution is

possible in the present analysis. But here we invoke the combination of two elements: On one side, an experimental fact, which
is that the Tcc was found in [36] to be a state of I = 0, and no signal was found in the I = 1 channel. Next we invoke heavy
quark flavor symmetry [42], which would make us conclude that there must be a state of I = 0 also for the Tbb. Based on this
argumentation we impose that V ′

11 −V ′
12 should be negative to prevent the interpretation of the results as having an I = 1 state.

Even then, one could obtain g1, g2 with opposite sign but not too close to each other in absolute value. The results of Table II,
within errors, indicate that we have an I = 0 state rather clean.

The probabilities of having B0B∗+ and B+B∗0, P1, P2, are very close to 0.5 each, in both cases, and their sum is compatible
with 1 within errors (P1 +P2 = 0.87±0.11) and (P1 +P2 = 0.80±0.2) for Rinput = 1fm and Rinput = 5fm respectively, indicating
that the nature of the state is mainly molecular. Actually, the nonmolecular strength Z = 1− (P1 +P2) is 0.13 for Rinput = 1fm
with an error ±0.11 and 0.13±0.22 for Rinput = 5fm that make them basically compatible with zero.

To conclude, one of the most important results of the present study is that one can obtain values for both sources as

Rinput = 1fm : R = 0.974±0.024 fm
Rinput = 5fm : R = 5.052±0.614 fm . (18)

with a notable precision comparing them to the starting input of R = 1fm and R = 5fm used to generate the synthetic data.
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In Ref. [37], in addition to the BB∗(I = 0) system, other related states were also found: the BB∗
s −BsB∗(I = 1/2), B∗B∗(I = 0)

and B∗
s B∗(I = 1/2), all of them with JP = 1+. The formalism developed here could be extended automatically to the

BB∗
s ,BsB∗(I = 1/2) channels. The other two states decay to BB∗ or BB∗

s ,BsB∗ and dealing with these cases could also be
done, adding the decay channels as new coupled channels or using complex potentials, which would make the formalism a bit
more complicated.

IV. CONCLUSION

Using input from the local hidden gauge approach, exchanging vector mesons between the vector and pseudoscalar in the
B0B∗+ and B+B∗0 systems as a source of their interaction, we have evaluated the scattering matrices and the correlation functions
of the two systems. After that, we have addressed the inverse problem of determining the low energy observables related to this
interaction from the knowledge of the correlation functions. For this, we have parametrized the potential in a very general form
which does not preassume the existence of a bound state nor its nature in the case of existence. The formalism explicitly has the
freedom to incorporate the effect of some state of nonmolecular nature.

Very important in the study is to determine the errors of the observables assuming errors in the correlation function data of
the size obtained in present experiments. We observe that the correlation functions are rather smooth and do not indicate a
priori that they are linked to the presence of a bound state, but we could find a bound state about 22 MeV below threshold
in agreement with the theory used to construct the correlation functions. It is by no means trivial that the information of the
correlation functions, which spans for an energy above threshold of about 17 MeV can provide precise information about the
amplitudes 20 MeV below threshold, but this is what is found. Actually, as counterpart, the extraction of such information
incorporates uncertainties ranging from 10% to 40% for those magnitudes related to the bound state. Despite this, it can be
clearly appreciated that the couplings of the bound state obtained for B0B∗+ and B+B∗0 have very similar size and opposite sign
thereby characterizing this state as a pure I = 0 state. With the value of these couplings we could also calculate the molecular
probabilities of these components in the wave function of the state, which were around 0.44 each (almost compatible to 0.5
within errors), indicating a clear molecular nature for the state obtained. This is not surprising, since this was assumed in
the model used to construct the correlation functions, but the novelty here is that we use, in the analysis, tools that allow for
the contribution of nonmolecular states, such that if the Tbb state was of a different nature than assumed, and the correlation
functions different than those constructed here under the molecular assumption, the method can give us the probability of any
nonmolecular component.

The situation improves for both scattering lengths since these observables are evaluated at the corresponding thresholds where
the terms with α and β are either 0 or take a small value by construction, while the effective ranges acquire higher error values
as we have discuss above.

Finally, and also not trivial, we found that the inverse method used in the analysis can also provide the size of the source
function with great precision. We performed the analysis of the inverse method for two source sizes, R = 1fm and R = 5fm. In
the latter case, the correlation function has a smaller diversion from unity and we would expect that the inverse method provides
a smaller precision for the observables. Even then we find results remarkably similar in both cases, compatible within in errors,
and we observed that we can also get the size of the source in both cases, only, in the case of R = 1fm the error is of the order of
2.5%, while for R = 5fm the uncertainty is about the 12%.

All these findings can only encourage experimental groups to look for these correlation functions with the certainty that one
can extract valuable information for a large number of observables with acceptable precision.
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