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A bstract

A fully relativistic quark m odelisconstructed and applied to the

study ofwave-functionsaswellasthespectrum ofheavy-lightm esons.

The free param eters ofthe m odelare a constituent quark m ass and

(on the lattice)an adjustabler-param eterin the ferm ionic kinetic en-

ergy,while the con�nem entis introduced via potentials m easured by

M onteCarlo. The results are com pared to M onte Carlo energies and

Coulom b-gaugewavefunctions.They arein very good agreem entwith

thedata.A com parison with previousm odelssuggeststhatwearesee-

ing in theM onteCarlo data thequantum -relativisticdelocalization of

the quark due to Zitterbewegung.
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1 Introduction

Recent studies in quenched lattice Q CD [1]have led to a considerable ad-

vance in ourunderstanding ofm eson wave functions-in particular,ofthe

relation between theBethe-Salpeterwavefunction ofa heavy-lightm eson in

Coulom b gauge Q CD and the wavefunctionsobtained from a spinlessrela-

tivistic quark m odel(SRQ M )de�ned by a Ham iltonian oftheform [2,3]

H 1 =

q

p2 + m 2 + V (r) (1)

wherem isa constituentquark m ass,and V (r)thecon�ning potential(de-

term ined by M onteCarlo m easurem entsofW ilson linecorrelationsofstatic

colorsources).

W avefunctionsobtained from (1)haveproved tobeenorm ouslyusefulin

constructing appropriately sm eared latticeoperatorsforheavy-lightm esons

[1],leadingtoaccuratelatticecalculationsofB-m eson properties.Theyhave

also been recently applied to the extraction ofthe Isgur-W ise function [4].

Relativistic potentialm odelshave also been used to estim ate pseudoscalar

m eson decay constants[5]

Despite the factthatSRQ M wavefunctionsgive a vastly better�tthan

nonrelativistic ones to the m eson wavefunctions m easured in M onte Carlo

calculations,som epersistentdiscrepanciesin sim ultaneously describing the

asym ptotic(largedistance)behavioraswellasthewavefunction attheorigin

suggestthatthem odelde�ned by Eq(1)isnotcapturing alloftheessential

physics,even at the levelofa valence quark description. Recallthat the

SRQ M of(1)hasonly asinglefreeparam eter,theconstituentquarkm assm ,

asthepotentialV (r)isdeterm ined by M onte Carlo m easurem entsforeach

lattice studied.These discrepanciesare notvery im portantin constructing
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sm eared operatorsfor the ground state m eson in each angularm om entum

channel, but becom e very troublesom e when one tries to extract excited

state propertiesusing them ultistate form alism ofRef[1],whereadm ixtures

oftheground state should bekeptto a m inim um .

O urobjectivein thispaperisnotonly to constructan im proved version

oftheSRQ M which doesa betterjob in �tting theglobalbehaviorofm eson

wavefunctions fordi�erentangularm om enta and forsm allaswellaslarge

distance,butalsotoprovideaclearexplanation oftheapproxim ationsbeing

done and the relation ofthe resulting m odelwith a hypotheticalfullQ CD

solution oftheproblem .

The resulting m odelextracts,we believe,the fullcontent ofthe phys-

icalpicture provided by the valence quark description and consistent with

Q CD.Theaccuratepredictionsforthewavefunctionsascom pared toM onte

Carlo sim ulations (see Section 3.1) indicates that Heavy-light m esons can

berepresented reasonably wellin term softhispicture.

The two m ain e�ects which em erge from the m ore com plete treatm ent

given in Sections2 and 3 below ofthe lattice Q CD Coulom b gauge Ham il-

tonian,and which are found to im prove considerably the agreem entofthe

m odelwith them easured M onte Carlo wavefunctionsare

1. A renorm alization oftheW ilson r-param eteraway from thebarevalue

(r= 1) used in the M onte Carlo sim ulations. The sign ofthis lattice

e�ectcan beunderstood already from the one-loop seagullcorrection

(seeSection 2.1),although them agnitude(asin thecaseofthequark

m asscorrection renorm alizing K c)seem sto involvea largenonpertur-

bative piece. Thisisreasonable,since a renorm alization ofrisan ef-

fectinvolving allm om enta,in particularlow m om enta whereweknow
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perturbation theory fails. Also ,one m ust keep in m ind that a one-

loop calculation in the 4-dim ensionalEuclidean theory (with at 6= 0),

willnot necessarily give the correct quantitative shift ofthe spatial

r-param eterin theHam iltonian form ulation (wherea continuum lim it

at! 0 hasim plicitly been taken).

This e�ect,which should becam e irrelevant in the continuum lim it,

playshoweveran im portantquantitativeroleim provingtheagreem ent

between m odeland data forthe lattice sizestested so far(see section

2.2).

2. Som eoftheobserved discrepanciesbetween m odelH 1 and theM onte

Carlo sim ulations persist,even after the corrections im plied in point

1. These rem aining discrepanciesare considerably reduced when the

correct relativistic treatm ent ofthe heavy-light system is perform ed.

A detailed analysis ofthe di�erences between this correct treatm ent

and the previous m odels give rise to a beautifulexplanation ofthis

new corrections.They turn outto bedueto the delocalization ofthe

light quark known as Zitterbewegung,that,as is wellknown,arise

from the inability to localize a relativistic particle in a localunitary

theory. To m y knowledge,these e�ects are seen for the �rsttim e in

M onte Carlo m easured wave functions.

In section 2,weconstructa m odelthatcorrectly takesinto accountthe

W ilson lattice ferm ionic kinetic energy [6]used in the M onte Carlo sim u-

lations. This m odelhowever does not represent an im provem ent over H 1.

Thereason forthatisanalyzed and asa resulta new m odelarises,incorpo-

rating the renorm alization ofthe W ilson r-param eter,that does represent
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an im provem ent over (1). In section 2.2 we com pare this new m odeland

H 1 with theM onte Carlo data.In section 3 wecarry outa fully relativistic

treatm ent ofthe problem . In section 3.1 this m odelis com pared with the

M onteCarlodata.In section 4 wecom parethephysicalcontentofthethree

m odelsand interpretthedi�erences.In section 5 wepresenttheconclusions

and discussupcom ing studies.

2 Im proved Treatm ent ofK inetic Term s

Aswasshown in Refs.[1,2],theHam iltonian given by equation (1)describes

very welltheresultsofM onteCarlocalculationsoftheCoulom b gaugewave

functionsofa heavy-lightm eson in quenched approxim ation.In addition to

practicalim plicationsforlattice studies,thism odelprovidesa surprisingly

sim plephysicalpicturefortheheavy-lightm esons,nam ely,theheavy quark

acting as a source ofthe con�ning Coulom b potentialand the light quark

m oving relativistically in this con�ning �eld (the relativistic nature ofthe

kinetic energy was essential[2]in reproducing the large distance behavior

ofthe wave function). The realgluons are com pletely decoupled from the

quarksexceptfortheirrole renorm alizing the m ass.

In this paper,we willcarry the physicalpicture im plied by a valence

quark m odelto its lim its. The resulting m odelhighly im proves the one

given by Eq.(1)both conceptually and in itspredictivepowerwhilekeeping

the underlying sim plicity.
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2.1 U sing the W ilson A ction

A �rst,perhaps obvious m odi�cation to H 1 am ounts to replacing the ki-

netic energy by the lattice W ilson dispersion relation [6]taking correctly

into accountthespeci�clatticeform ulation em ployed in thesim ulations.It

is im portant in assessing the quantitative validity ofthe relativistic quark

m odelthatsystem atice�ectsdueto latticediscretization bedealtwith con-

sistently both in the m odeland in the M onte Carlo sim ulations so that

deviationsbetween the two m ay beproperly attributed to im portantphys-

icale�ects rather than lattice artifacts which willeventually disappear in

the continuum lim it. The M onte Carlo calculations [1]thatconstitute the

‘experim ental’data were done with a W ilson r param eterequalto one.So

ournew Ham iltonian becom es:

H
0=

v
u
u
t M 2(q)+

3X

i= 1

Q 2
i + V (r) (2)

where

M (q) � m +

3X

k= 1

(1� cosqk) (3)

Q k(q) � sinqk (4)

Although this m odelis closer to lattice Q CD since itcontains the cor-

rectdispersion relation,the corresponding wave functionsdo notrepresent

an im provem entwith respectto m odel(1).Actually,they m agnify thedis-

crepancies between m odelH 1 and M onte Carlo data. Thisisat�rstsight

very surprising because,as already said,Eq(2) is closer to lattice Q CD in

itstreatm entoftheferm ionic kinem aticsthan H 1.

The solution to thispuzzle com esfrom a detailed analysisofthe renor-

m alization ofthe param etersofthe theory on the lattice.
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M ore speci�cally,consider the one loop contribution to the quark self

energy.O n thelatticewehavetwo graphsratherthan one(asaconsequence

ofthecom pactrepresentation ofthe gauge �eld):

k

pp
+

p p-k p

k

(a) (b)

Figure 1:O neloop graphscontributing to thequark self-energy

Corresponding to:

~�p � ~� � 1
p � �p = m +

r

2
p̂
2 + i
 � �p+ �(a)p + �(b)

p (5)

where p̂ = 2sin
p�

2
and �p� = sinp�.

1

G raph (b)also appearsin thecontinuum whilegraph (a)ispresentonly

on the lattice in a com pactform ulation ofthe gauge theory. Itisprecisely

graph (a) thatwillprovide in the cleanest way the solution to ourpuzzle,

asitscontribution to theselfenergy in Coulom b gauge is:

�(a)
p = g

2(N
2 � 1)

4N

"
1




X

k

1

k̂2i

#

(rcosp0 � i
0�p0)+ (6)

g
2(N

2 � 1)

4N

3X

i= 1

"
1




X

k

1

k̂2�

(1�
k̂2i

ĵk2jj
)

#

(rcospi� i
i�pi) (7)

where 
 = L 4,greek indicesrun from 1 to 4 and rom an indices from 1 to

3 (this convention applies in allequations in this paper) . Eq(6)contains

1
W e are using here the notation ofRef[7]
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thecontribution from theCoulom bic instantaneousinteraction whileEq(7)

containsthecontributionsfrom the realgluons.

W riting p̂2 as
P 4

�= 12(1� cosp�),the inverse free propagatorbecom es

~� � 1
p = m + 4r� r

4X

�= 1

cosp� + i
 � �p (8)

and weim m ediately realizethatthepartof�
(a)
p proportionaltotheidentity

m atrix (in theDiracindices)explicitly renorm alizestheW ilson rparam eter.

Speci�cally:

rtim e ! r

(

1� g
2(N

2 � 1)

4N

"
1




X

k

1

k̂2i

#)

(9)

rspace ! r

(

1� g
2(N

2 � 1)

4N

"
1




X

k

1

k̂2�

(1�
k̂2i

ĵk2jj
)

#)

(10)

Forourlatticesize,theperturbativerrenorm alization dueto graph (a)are,

in Coulom b gauge:

�r
V = 123

tim e = � g
2(N

2 � 1)

4N
0:234 = � 0:452 (11)

�r
V = 123

space = � g
2(N

2 � 1)

4N
0:102 = � 0:197 (12)

W e shallbe com paring RQ M m odels with M onteCarlo data generated

on a 123x24 latticeat� = 5.7,corresponding to a naivebarelatticecoupling

g20 � 1.05. The hopping param eterwas� = 0.168. Nonperturbative e�ects

m ay partially be included by using instead the tadpole-im proved [10]de�-

nition ofthe coupling,which givesforthe � value considered a value closer

to 2.9 forg2 [2].Thisisthe valueused in Eqs(11,12).

In ourHam iltonian m odelsweconsiderofcourseonly rspace.Thisvalue,

aswewillseein thenextsubsection correctlypredictthesign ofthechangein
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r although them agnitudeseem sto havebig nonperturbativecontributions.

G raph (b) also contributes e�ectively to the r renorm alization,butnot in

an explicit way as in the case ofthe �rst one. However,in this case the

num ericalcontribution ism uch sm aller(asin thecase ofthe m assshift).

O fcourse the m ass is also renorm alized as is wellknown,and also by

an am ountwhich isquite a bitlargerthan the perturbative one-loop shift

(even with tadpole im proved couplings).

The im portant point ofthis calculation is to realize that not only the

m ass butalso the W ilson r param eter should be considered as free param e-

ters,since both ofthem are dynam ically m odi�ed,in a nonperturbative way.

Including thise�ect,the m odelacquiresthesam e form asin Eq(2)

H 2 =

v
u
u
t M 2(q)+

3X

i= 1

Q 2
i + V (r) (13)

butwith

M (q)� m + r

3X

k= 1

(1� cosqk) (14)

W e have now therefore two adjustable param eters, m and r. This new

m odel,with correctly chosen values for the param eters,represents a sub-

stantialquantitative im provem ent over m odel(1) as willbe shown in the

next section. W e also understand now why Eq.(2) actually works worse

than Eq(1),asH 1 ise�ectively close(in thesensethattheferm ionickinetic

dispersion relation is close to the bosonic one over m ost lattice m om enta)

to oneparticularcaseofthem odelH 2.In fact,itcorresponds,for�xed m ,

to r � 0:85 ascan be seen sim ply by plotting the corresponding dispersion

relations. Thisvalue,although notoptim al,iscloserto the optim alchoice

form odel(13)(seeSection 2.2)than thenaiveunrenorm alized choicer= 1.
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Theim provem entobtained with Eq (13),although very signi�cantfrom

a quantitativepointofview forthelatticesizestested so far,should never-

theless becom e irrelevant in the continuum lim it,although it is certainly

relevant in providing accurately sm eared m eson operators for m ultistate

M onteCarlo studies[1].

In any case, we have now not only a better m odelbut one that has

a closer connection to Q CD since it contains the actualdynam icalQ CD

ferm ionic kinetic energy . W e shallsee in the nextsection that the m odi-

�cation in the dispersion form ula greatly im provesthe �tto the m easured

wavefunctionsatshorterdistance (and in particularatthe origin)once the

m and r param eters are chosen to optim ize the �t at m edium and large

distances.

A fuller description,starting with the Bethe-Salpeter equation (which

fora lightquark propagating in the color�eld ofa static source reducesto

a Dirac equation) willlead in Section (3) to a m odelgiving sim ilar wave-

functions,agreeing even m oreclosely with them easured ones.Such am odel

represents a valence quark description ofthe heavy-light m eson that is as

close to Q CD as possible without leaving the physicalpicture outlined in

the introduction.

2.2 Q uantitative C onsequences of the Im proved Potential

M odel

In orderto actually solve forthe wave functionsofthe m odel,we used the

sam e m ethod asin Refs[1,2].W e brie
y explain ithereforcom pleteness.

The procedure used in a m ultistate sm earing calculation ofheavy-light

m eson properties[2]forgeneratinglatticesm earingfunctionsfrom theRQ M
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is as follows. O ne obtains orthonorm allattice wavefunctions, which are

eigenstatesofa lattice RQ M Ham iltonian de�ned on a L 3 lattice (with ~r;~r0

lattice sites):

H ~r~r0 � K ~r~r0+ V (~r)�~r~r0 (15)

The eigenstates in a channelofgiven orbitalquantum num bers(S,P,D

etc)areobtained by applying theresolventoperator 1
E � H

to a sourcewave-

functionsofthesam eorbitalsym m etry.Them odelatthisstage isspinless

(the m easured wavefunctions represent spin-averages ofthe top two Dirac

com ponentsofthe lightquark �eld)so issuesofspin-orbitcoupling do not

yet arise (they willbe dealt with properly in the fullDirac form alism of

Section 3).

In the resolventapproach,S-statesare generated by applying the resol-

vent kernelto a m onopole localized at the origin,P-states with a source

dipole,and so on. At each trialvalue ofthe energy E ,the norm ofthe

resulting state 1
E � H

	 (0) isevaluated.O bviously

R � k
X

r0

(
1

E � H
)~r~r0	

(0)(~r0)k ! 1 (16)

when E ! eigenvalueofH . Typically,wavefunctions accurate to 4-5 sig-

ni�cant�guresare obtained by stopping once this norm exceeds 3000. At

thispointa sm earing eigenstate	
(a)
sm ear(~r)isextracted by renorm alizing the

vector 1
E � H

	 (0) to unitnorm .Theinversion ofE � H isperform ed by the

conjugate gradient algorithm ,with the m ultiplication ofthe kinetic term

donein m om entum space using a fastFouriertransform .

In thefollowing �gureswepresenttheresultsofournew m odelascom -

pared with the old one. Aswasalready m entioned in the previoussection,
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the M onteCarlo data presented in the foolowing �gureswasgenerated on a

123x24 lattice at� = 5.7,and the hopping param eterwas� = 0.168.

In Fig[2]we com pare the ground state wave functionsforthe V = 123

case. The values chosen for the constituent m ass and r param eters are

chosen to m axim ize the agreem ent (in a m ean square sense)between data

and therespectivem odelsin theground state.Asitturned out,theoptim um

constituentm assesare very sim ilarto one anotherand the wave functions

very insensitive to sm allchanges around the optim um value. W e present

here the results for the sam e values ofthe constituent m ass. This choice,

while essentially identicalto the optim um cases, helps to appreciate the

e�ectoftherrenorm alization.ThecaseofH 2 with r= 1 isalso included to

em phasizethee�ectofther renorm alization.Aswecan see,theagreem ent

with the M onte Carlo data was already very good for H 1 and is further

im proved,specially attheorigin by H 2.

But the m ost im portant reason for which m odelH 2 was introduced,

wasto capturethelattice artifactsunavoidably presentin theM onte Carlo

data. O nly after these artifacts are wellunderourcontrolcan we hope to

�nd som ephysicsin thedata beyond theoneprovided by H 1.In thissense

theim provem entattheorigin isdueto therrenorm alization ascan beseen

by com paring with the unrenorm alized case denoted H 2,m = 0:23,r= 1:0

Also we present in Fig[3]a detailofFig[2]corresponding to the region of

distances between R = 1:4 and R = 2:4. Speci�cally,as can be seen in

Fig[2],atpointscorresponding to distancesR 1 =
p
3 (thiscorrespondsto

the lattice points~x1 = � 1̂i� 1̂j� 1k̂ )and R 2 = 2 (corresponding to the

point~x2 = � 2̂i� 0̂j� 0k̂ and thepointsgenerated by cyclicperm utation of

the coordinates),there is a pronounced ‘discontinuity’in the M onte Carlo

12
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0.3

P
s
i 1

s
(R
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H1, m = 0.23
H2, m = 0.23, r = 1.0
H2, m = 0.23, r = 0.54
MonteCarlo1s,t4

Figure 2: 1S state,L = 12. W e see atthe origin the im provem ent ofH 2

over H 1 when r is renorm alized. W ith r = 1 however,m odelH 2 does a

poorjob showing thenecessity ofr renorm alization.TheM onteCarlo wave

functions were extracted at di�erent tim e slices. Although alltim e slices

gave very sim ilar results,the wave function extracted at the fourth one,

thatwe presenthere,wasthe one with the bestsignalto noise ratio.That

isthem eaning ofthe t4 in the M onte Carlo data pointlabel.
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data that should ofcourse disappear in the continuum lim it. O n a �nite

lattice and stillnotvery closeto thecontinuum thisdiscontinuity iseasy to

understand qualitatively: it is due to the fact that underthese conditions

the system respondsm ore naturally in term sofa m etric notion ofdistance

between two points on a lattice given by som e function ofthe num ber of

linksbetween thesepoints(notice that~x1 isat3 linksaway from theorigin

while~x2 isonly at2,in contradistinction with theireuclidean distance).In

�gure 3 we see how m odelH 1 com pletely ignores this lattice artifact,H 2

with r= 1 isslightly closer,whileH 2 with r= 0:54 followsalm ostperfectly

the discontinuity.

In Fig[4]we can betterappreciate the large distance region.

In Fig[5],we show the sam e inform ation asin Fig[2]butin logarithm ic

scaleto appreciatetheasym ptoticregion.Aswesee,both,H 1 and H 2 with

renorm alized r do a very good job in thisregion.

So,aswehaveseen,asfarastheground stateisconcerned,H 2 notonly

shows an im provem ent over H 2 specially visible at the origin,but it also

proved capable ofcapturing very pronounced lattice artifacts. Both e�ects

clearly show the relevance oftaking into accountther renorm alization.

O nce the valuesofm and r are speci�ed to reproduce asaccurately as

possible the ground state,we com pare now the resultsforthe 1P state. In

thiscase,wedividetherespective wave functionsby cos� to show only the

radialdependence.Aswecan seein Fig[6],them odelH 2 doesagain abetter

job than H 1,although there isstillroom to im prove. The case ofH 2 with

r= 1 isnotshown sinceitwasin theprevious�guresonly to seethe e�ect

ofrenorm alizing r.In any case,itagain perform sworse than H 1.

So we conclude that,although the m odi�cationsleading to H 2 are only

14



1.4 1.6 1.8 2 2.2 2.4

R

0.06

0.08

0.1

0.12

P
s
i 1

s
(R

)

H1, m = 0.23
H2, m = 0.23, r = 1.0
H2, m = 0.23, r = 0.54
MonteCarlo1s,t4

Figure3: Detailof�gure2.W eseeherethe‘discontinuity’between points

atdistancesR 1 = 1:73 and R 2 = 2.W hile m odelH 1 com pletely ignoresit,

and m odelH 2 with unrenorm alized r can do justslightly better,m odelH 2

with the renorm alized r alm ostperfectly followsthe discontinuity.
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Figure 4: Large R region of�gure 2. The case H 2 with r = 1:0 is not

displayed to clarify the relevantinform ation.W e see thatboth H 1 and H 2

with renorm alized r fallvery close to the data in this region (notice the

scale).
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Figure 5: 1S state L = 12 , logarithm ic scale. Both, H 1 and H 2 with

renorm alized r do a very good job atlarge distance.
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Figure 6: 1P state , L = 12. The values of the param eters were �xed

to reproduce as accurately as possible the ground state. W e can see the

im provem entofH 2 overH 1,butstillwe have plenty ofroom to im prove.
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due to lattice artifacts,the quantitative im provem ent is signi�cant,so the

value of H 2 resides in the fact that it captures a very im portant lattice

discretization e�ect. Nevertheless the im proved m odelis stillconceptually

and quantitatively inadequate. The conceptualinadequacy stem sfrom the

factthatthe relation between the eigenstates ofH 2 and the spin-averaged

Bethe-Salpeterwavefunctionsin Coulom b gauge isunclear(e.g.the poten-

tialm odelignores antiquarks whereas there are coupled upper and lower

com ponentsin a Dirac form alism ). Q uantitatively,we shallsee thatuse of

a fullDirac form alism which isclosely related to the Bethe-Salpeter wave-

function also furtherim provestheagreem entwith theM onte Carlo results.

In this fullform alism ,it willstillbe im portant however to include the r-

renorm alization discussed above.

3 Full B ethe-Salpeter treatm ent of H eavy-Light

W avefunctions

As we have seen,the agreem ent between the wavefunctions derived from

the Ham iltonian H 2 and the M onte Carlo data is quite rem arkable;how-

ever,notonly isthere stillroom forfurtherquantitative im provem entbut

from a conceptualpointofview the connection between these sim ple m od-

elsand a fullhypotheticalQ CD solution ofthem eson Coulom b gaugewave

functionsisnotcom pletely clear.In anotherwords,itwould beniceto have

a m odelthatworksaswellasthe previousone and in which the nature of

the approxim ations being done is com pletely transparent. In this subsec-

tion wewillconstructthism odeland asa bonustheresulting onewillshow

an additionalquantitative im provem ent over H 2 with a very nice physical
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interpretation.

W e shallassum ethat:

(a) Transverse gluon interactions with the quarks act prim arily to renor-

m alize the m ass and r param eters in the quark kinetic term . Fock states

involving realgluonsin addition to the valence quarksare neglected.

(b)The nete�ectofCoulom b gluon exchange between the lightand static

quarkscan beexpressed by thepotentialactingbetween twoin�nitely heavy

colorsources.

M orequalitatively,thepicturein theback ofourm ind,supported by the

com parison with data aswillbe seen in Section (3.1),consistsofthe light

quark m oving fastenough forrelativistice�ectsto beim portant,buton the

otherhand notso fastthatthe interaction with the static quark cannotbe

accurately describedbytheenergywhich would obtain ifthelightquarkwere

held �xed.Alternatively,onem ightassum ethatthetim escalesoverwhich

the string connecting the quark to the static source respondsto changesin

the light quark position are sm allcom pared with the tim e scales relevant

forthe lightquark m otion.

Beforeweproceed with thederivation ofournew m odel,itwillbeuseful

to presenta briefdescription ofwhatwasactually m easured in the M onte

Carlosim ulationsofRef[1]thatconstitutesourdata.Even though thiswork

used asophisticated m ultistatesm earingm ethod,forourpurposesitsu�ces

to know thatthebasicinform ation wasextracted from them easurem ent,in

quenched lattice Q CD,ofthe G reen function:

F (~x0;~x;t)= h0j�Q H (~0;t)
5qH (~x
0
;t)�qH (~x;0)
5Q H (~0;0)j0i (17)

in the lim it were the b-quark is taken to be in�nitely m assive. In this
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lim it,theheavy quark propagatorissim ply proportionalto
1� 
0

2
,therefore

F becom es proportionalto the average of the upper two com ponents of

the light quark propagator in the presence of a color source. From the

calculation ofthis object,using the above m entioned m ultistate sm earing

m ethod (i.e. sm earing the source point ~x ofthe light quark with Ansatz

m eson wavefunctions derived from H 1) the upper two com ponents ofthe

m eson wave function were extracted and spin averaged. The resultofthis

operation constitutesthedata againstwhich we com pare ourm odels.

Taking thisinto accountwe willnow constructa m odelthatrepresents

asclosely aspossiblethequantitiesm easured in theM onteCarlosim ulations

realizing atthe sam e tim e thephysicalideaspresented above.

In a fullQ CD treatem ent ofthe problem at hand,the relevant Bethe-

Salpeterwavefunction would be

�(~x;t)� h0jqH (~x;t)�Q H (~0;t)jP i (18)

where j0i is the vacuum , jP i is the m eson state (in the center of m ass

fram e with energy H jP i = E B SjP i),and qH ;Q H are the light and heavy

Heisenberg �elds.

In the in�nitely m assive heavy quark lim it,but otherwise stillin full

Q CD,Eq.(18)isbestwritten as,

�(~x;t)� h0jqH (~x;t)jP � i (19)

where jP � i � �Q H (~0;t)jP i. This notation em phasizes the fact that in the

above lim it,the heavy quark �eld isnotdynam ical.

As we see,ifwe were able to calculate exactly Eq.(19) in the context

ofheavy quark lim itquenched lattice Q CD,wewould bereproducing every
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detailofthe resultsofthe M onte Carlo sim ulations,since thatisprecisely

the quantity being m easured.

In our physicalpicture however,as stated above the transverse gluon

interactionswith the quarksactprim arily to renorm alize the m ass(and in

the lattice also the W ilson r param eter)in the quark kinetic term and the

net e�ect ofCoulom b gluon exchange between the light and static quarks

can beexpressed by thepotentialacting between two in�nitely heavy color

sources.Undertheseconditionsthe equation satis�ed by qH reducesto:

h0j(
0E
@

@t
� i~
 �~r + i


0
E A 0 + m )qH jP � i= 0 (20)

that together with the Heisenberg equation @

@t
qH = [H ;qH ](in Euclidean

space) and the relation h0j[H ;qH ]jP � i = � EB Sh0jqH jP � i,give rise to the

eigenvalue equation

(� i~� �~r + m � + V (~r))�(~r)= EB S�(~r) (21)

which isnothingbuttheDiracequation forthelightquarkin thepresenceof

thecon�ningexternal�eld .Thisequation corresponds,on thelattice,(with

the renorm alization ofthe W ilson r param eter also taken into account)to

an e�ective lattice Ham iltonian given by theusualW ilson ferm ion action:

H 3 =
X

x

f�
+ (x)(m + 3r)� �(x)

+
i

2

3X

k= 1

[�+ (x + k̂)�k �(x)� �
+ (x)�k �(x + k̂)]

�
r

2

3X

k= 1

[�+ (x + k̂)� �(x)+ �
+ (x)� �(x + k̂)]

+ �+ (x)V (x)�(x)g (22)

wherex representsa pointin thethreedim ensionallattice ofsizeL ,� and

�k arejusttheDiracm atrices,�(x)isthe4-com ponentwave function,and
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V (x) is the con�ning potentialdeterm ined by M onte Carlo m easurem ents

ofW ilson line correlationsofstatic colorsources[1].The constituentm ass

m and the W ilson r param etersare free param eters.

TheHam iltonian H 3 de�nesournew m odel.From theabove discussion

we realize itrepresents the closest possible m odelto Q CD consistent with

the valence quark picture whose validity in the heavy-light m eson system

we wantto check.

As willbe shown in Section (3.1) this new m odelrepresents a further

im provem ent in the prediction ofthe correct wave functions,that by now

are,within the errorsofthe M onte Carlo calculations,essentially fully re-

produced,indicating the validity of the valence quark m odelto describe

heavy-light m esons. G iven the necessary assum ptionsto generate thispic-

ture from Q CD (stated above),the strong coupling nature ofthe con�ning

m echanism s,and the lightness ofone ofthe quarksclearly re
ected in the

necessity ofa fully relativistic kinetic energy,the successofthe m odelcan

hardly beexpected a priori,and constitutesa strong statem entaboutQ CD

dynam ics.

3.1 C om parison w ith data

To �nd num erically theeigenvectorsand eigenvaluesofH 3,although wefol-

lowed in generalthesam eprocedureoutlined in Section(2.2),som efeatures

ofH 3 had to betaken into account.Forexam ple,dueto thenon-positivity

ofthespectrum ,theinversion ofE � H 3 wasperform ed with ageneralization

ofthe conjugate gradient algorithm ,the so called m inim um residualalgo-

rithm [8],that takes care ofsym m etric but non-positive de�nite m atrices

(one m ay replace the N � N com plex herm itian H 3 with a realsym m etric
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2N � 2N version,which is however non-positive-de�nite). To locate the

correct region ofthe spectrum we started in the large m ass regim e where

thewavefunctionsarewellunderstood and gradually reduced them asswhile

tracking the resulting eigenstates.

In the following �gures we present the results of our new m odeland

com pare them with the M onte Carlo Data and the predictionsofH 2. The

values ofthe param etersare chosen again to reproduce aswellaspossible

the ground state ofthe system . Following as closely as possible what was

done in the M onte carlo sim ulations,(brie
y described in section 3),the

results of H 3 presented in the �gures, constitute the average of the two

uppercom ponentsofthecorresponding four-com ponenteigenvectors.

In Fig[7] we see that our new m odelperform s as wellas H 2 for the

ground state,wheretherewasessentially no room forfurtherim provem ent.

W eshould howevernotethatwhiletheoptim um valueforrin H 3 su�ersonly

a sm allchange with respectto the one in H 2,the optim um m assbecom es

considerably heavier.

O ncetheparam etershavebeen �xed toreproduceaswellaspossiblethe

ground state ofthesystem ,wem ay com parethe1P state.Again,asin the

previous�guresfor1P wave functions,wedividethem by cos� and present

only theradialpart.In thiscase weclearly seethequantitative superiority

ofH 3 overthepreviousm odels.Neartheorigin H 3 fallsm uch closerto the

data than H 2.

W e see then that choosing the optim alparam eters for the respective

m odels,a fullDiracm odelbased on theoperatorH 3 (that,aswehaveseen

in section 3 is conceptually as close to lattice Q CD as possible within the

valence quark m odel),outperform sallthe otherm odelsand within M onte
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Figure7: 1S state,L = 12.TheDirac m odelperform sin thiscase slightly

betterthan H 2,although thereislittleroom forfurtherim provem entin this

case.
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betterthan H 2.
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Table 1:

M odel E 2S � E 1S

M onte Carlo,� = 0:168 0.31 � 0.02

H 1,m = 0:23 0.381

H 2,m = 0:23,r= 0:54 0.356

H 3,m = 0:4,r= 0:5 0.324

Carlo errorsessentially fully reproducesthe data.

W ehad also availabletheenergiesofthe1S and 2S statesfortheM onte

Carlo data, obtained from the m ultistate sm earing analysis of [1]. The

only m eaningfulcom parison isbetween energy di�erencessince there isan

arbitrary choice in deciding the zero energy of the potentialV (r). The

respectiveenergydi�erencesbetween 1S and 2S statesarepresented in Table

1.

Again m odelH 3 is in better agreem ent with the M onte Carlo results

than the othersand,within the errors,reproducesthe m easured results.

M odelH 3 was system atically closer to the data for other values ofthe

hopping param eter �. W e present in Table 2 the energy splitting for the

M onte Carlo data corresponding to � = 0:161.Thisvalue correspondsto a

heavierlightquark and the optim um valuesofthe param eterscorrespond-

ingly change.They arealsopresented in Table2.Although theM onteCarlo

predictionsforthevariousvaluesoftheenergieschangewith respectto the

previous ones,the energy di�erence essentially rem ains unchanged. This

behaviorisclosely followed by H 3 thatcontinuesm atching the data. Very

interestingly though,H 2 su�ersan appreciablem odi�cation in therightdi-
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Table 2:

M odel E 2S � E 1S

M onte Carlo,� = 0:161 0.32 � 0.02

H 1,m = 0:32 0.385

H 2,m = 0:32,r= 0:46 0.338

H 3,m = 0:5,r= 0:45 0.325

rection,it’spredictionsapproach the onesofH 3 forthisheaviercase. The

approach ofm odels2 and 3 forheavier quarkswillbe dsicussed in greater

detailin thefollowing section.

In thenextsection wewilldiscussthenatureoftheim provem entofH 3

with respectto thepreviousm odels.

4 PhysicalO rigin ofdi�erences

In ordertofullyappreciatethenatureofthequantitativeim provem entgiven

by ournew m odel,we willnow com pare itwith thepreviousones.

An obvious di�erence between the m odelgiven by Eq.(22) and those

described byequations(1)and (13)isthattheform ertakesintoaccountspin

e�ects.TheM onteCarlowavefunctionswith which wehavetested them odel

were in fact spin-averaged,but H 3 contains in principle a fulldescription

ofspin-orbit e�ects. W hat follows is a com parison ofthe m odels at the

spin-averaged level.TheM onteCarlo wavefunctionsobtained in heavy-light

sim ulationsare typically obtained by averaging the two uppercom ponents

ofthe lightquark propagatoron the �naltim e slice. Thatiswhy we have
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perform ed thesam eaveraging when com puting a m eson wavefunction from

the new RQ M .

Expressing thekineticpartoftheHam iltonian H 3 in m om entum space,

we get,

H 3 kin =
1

L3

X

q

~�+ (q)fM (q)� +

3X

k= 1

�kQ k(q)g~�(q) (23)

with

M (q) � m + r

3X

k= 1

(1� cosqk) (24)

Q k(q) � sinqk (25)

O bservingEq.(23)and Eq.(13),werealizethatam eaningfulcom parison

requiresexpressing the Dirac-W ilson Ham iltonian ofEq.(22)in a represen-

tation in which the kinetic energy acquires the form ofthe kinetic energy

pieceofEq.(13).In thecontinuum thisrepresentation existsand isgiven by

the wellknown free Foldy-W outhuysen (FW ) transform ation [11]. By this

we m ean a transform ation where the Dirac �eld is rotated by the unitary

transform ation which decouplesupperand lowercom ponentsin theabsence

ofinteractions. O fcourse,the fullFoldy-W outhuysen transform ation per-

form sthisdecoupling including theinteraction with theexternal�eld order

by orderin theinversequark m ass.However,wewish to avoid a largem ass

expansion forlightquarks,and an \all-orders" version ofthe FW transfor-

m ation is notknown explicitly. Nevertheless,the relation between m odels

H 2 and H 3 can stillbe clari�ed by a partialFW transform ation in which

upperand lowercom ponentsaredecoupled in thekineticterm only.O n the

lattice thecorresponding representation goesalong the sam elinesasin the

continuum .W e then write
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H
0
3 = ~�+ e� iSeiSH 3e

� iS
e
iS ~� (26)

where eiS isa unitary (butnonlocal)operator.In m om entum space,ifwe

choose eiS according to (See [4])

hpje
iS
jqi= L

3
�p;q[cos� q +


iQ i(q)

jQ (q)j
sin� q] (27)

whereQ i(q)isgiven by Eq.(25),
i are theDirac gam m a m atrices,and

cos� q �
1
p
2

v
u
u
u
t
1+

1
r

1+
jQ (q)j2

M 2(q)

(28)

sin� q �
1
p
2

v
u
u
u
t
1�

1
r

1+
jQ (q)j2

M 2(q)

(29)

Afterthistransform ation,the kinetic partofH 3 becom es

H
0

3 kin =
1

L3

X

p

	 + (p)�Ep	(p) (30)

where E p =

q

M 2(p)+
P

3
k= 1Q

2
k
(q),with M (p)and Q k(q)given by (24)

and (25),and 	 � e iS�.In Ref[12],a lattice Foldy-W outhuysen transfor-

m ation isalso being considered.

So now,both m odelshave the sam e kinetic partand the di�erence be-

tween them becom es com pletely transparent. Nam ely,while the m odelof

Eq.(13)has(in coordinate space)a potentialenergy ofthe form :

H 2 pot =
X

~x

	 + (~x)V (~x)	(~x) (31)

the potentialenergy ofthe m odelH 3 becom esafterthe Foldy-W outhuysen

transform ation ofEqs(26-29):
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H
0

3 pot =
1

L6

X

~z

	 + (~z)f
X

~x;~y

X

~p;~q

e
i~q(~z� ~x)

e
i~p(~x� ~y)

V (~x)

[cos� q +
~
 �~Q

j~Q j
sin� q][cos� p �

~
 �~P

j~P j
sin� p]g	(~y) (32)

ascan be seen sim ply by expressing the �elds� and �+ in term sof	 and

	 + through � = e� iS	 and � + = 	 + eiS.

Com paring Eqs(31)and (32)and taking into accountthe de�nitionsof

cos� p and sin� p given by Eqs(28)and (29),we see that(32)reducesto

(31)in them ! 1 lim it,in which cos� p ! 1and sin� p ! 0and therefore

H
0
3 pot

m ! 1
�!

1

L6

X

~z

	 + (~z)

8
<

:

X

~x;~y

X

~p;~q

e
i~q(~z� ~x)

e
i~p(~x� ~y)

V (~x)

9
=

;
	(~y)

=
X

~x

	 + (~x)V (~x)	(~x) (33)

It is worth looking at the above lim it in m ore detail. Expanding the

productbetween bracketsin Eq(32)and rem em beringthat
i
j = gij� i�ij,

we obtain

H
0

3 pot =
1

L6

X

~z

	 + (~z)f
X

~x;~y

X

~p;~q

e
i~q(~z� ~x)

e
i~p(~x� ~y)

V (~x)

[F1(~p;~q)+ F2(~p;~q)+ F3(~p;~q)]g	(~y) (34)

where

F1(~p;~q) = cos� q cos� p +
Q (q)� P (p)

jQ (q)jjP (p)j
sin� q sin� p (35)

F2(~p;~q) = i�
ij Q i(q)P j(p)

jQ (q)jjP (p)j
sin� q sin� p (36)

F3(~p;~q) = 

iQ i(q)

jQ (q)j
sin� q cos� p � 


iP i(p)

jP (p)j
sin� p cos� q (37)
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To interpret these term s it is convenient to consider their continuum

lim it.In thislim it,Eq(28)and (29)becom e:

cos� q �
1
p
2

v
u
u
t 1+

1
q

1+
jqj2

m 2

m ! large
�! 1�

1

8

jqj2

m 2
(38)

sin� q �
1
p
2

v
u
u
t 1�

1
q

1+
jqj2

m 2

m ! large
�!

1

2

jqj

m
(39)

and the interactionscorresponding to the threeterm sabove becom e:

H
0 F1
3 pot =

Z

~z

	 + (~z)f

Z

~x;~y

Z

~p;~q

e
i~q(~z� ~x)

e
i~p(~x� ~y)

V (~x)

[1�
1

8

jqj2

m 2
�
1

8

jpj2

m 2
+
1

4

q � p

m 2
]g	(~y) (40)

=

Z

~x

	 + (~x)V (~x)	(~x) (41)

+
1

8m 2

Z

~x

	 + (~x)r 2
V (~x)	(~x) (42)

Term (41)representsthe electrostatic energy ofa point-like particle and is

the one presentin m odelsH 1 and H 2.M ore interestingly,term (42)corre-

spondsto exactly theDarwin term .ItarisesbecauseofZitterbewegung,as

can beseen from the sm earing ofthepotential(see Eqs(34)and (35)).

H
0 F2
3 pot =

Z

~z

	 + (~z)f

Z

~x;~y

Z

~p;~q

e
i~q(~z� ~x)

e
i~p(~x� ~y)

V (~x)

[i�ij
qipj

jqjjpj

1

4

jqjjpj

m 2
]g	(~y) (43)

=

Z

~z

	 + (~z)f

Z

~x;~y

Z

~p;~q

e
i~q(~z� ~x)

e
i~p(~x� ~y)

V (~x)

[i�ijk

 
�k 0

0 �k

!
qipj

4m 2
]g	(~y) (44)

= �
i

4m 2

Z

~x

	 + (~x)�ijk
@

@xi
fV (~x)

 
�k 0

0 �k

!
@

@xj
	(~x)g (45)
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W here we have used the identity �ij = �ijk

 
�k 0

0 �k

!

,where the �k are

the Paulim atrices.Clearly Eq(45)representsthespin-orbitinteraction.

Finally we have:

H
0 F3
3 pot =

Z

~z

	 + (~z)f

Z

~x;~y

Z

~p;~q

e
i~q(~z� ~x)

e
i~p(~x� ~y)

V (~x)

[
i
qi

2m
� 


i pi

2m
]g	(~y) (46)

=
i

2m

Z

~x

	 + (~x)f
@

@xi
V (~x)
ig	(~x) (47)

representing interactionsbetween upperand lowercom ponentsoftheDirac

spinor.In a large m assexpansion (theusualFW transform ation)thisterm

isrem oved by a unitary rotation atorder1=m 2.

Itisperhapsworth m entioningthatignoringthisterm com pletely(clearly

valid forlargem assesonly!) butnotm akingthelargem assexpansion in (40,

43)and spin-averaging the resulting Ham iltonian,yieldsa m odi�ed poten-

tialm odelwhich wehavestudied and which yieldswavefunctionsvery close

to the fullDirac form alism .Thisapproxim ation isnotvery wellm otivated

however,asitseem sto involve a ratherinconsistenttreatm entin term sof

a 1=m developm ent.

In retrospectwe realize thatpotentialm odeldescriptionsbased on H 1

and H 2 aresom ewhatinconsistentsince,aswehavejustseen,theye�ectively

take the lim it m ! 1 in the potentialpartwhile keeping a �nite m assin

thekineticpart(as�rstshown in Ref[2],thefullrelativistickineticenergy is

essentialin reproducingthedata).Thereasonably good agreem entbetween

H 1,H 2 and theM onte Carlo data,togetherwith the inconsistency pointed

out above,deserves som e com m ents. The validity ofH 3,as clearly stated
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in section 3,isbased on the assum ption that,even though the lightquark

m oves fast enough for relativistic e�ects to be im portant,the tim e scales

overwhich,thestring connecting thequark to thestaticsourcerespondsto

changesin thelightquark position,aresm allcom pared with thetim escales

relevantforthelightquark m otion.Thism akestheinteraction between the

lightand the static quark welldescribed by the energy which would obtain

ifthelightquark wereheld �xed.M odelsH 1 and H 2,e�ectively taking the

lim it m ! 1 in the potentialpartand keeping a �nitem assin thekinetic

part,aresim ply m aking thefurtherassum ption thatthecon�ning potential

is essentially constant over regions ofsize ofthe order ofthe light quark

Com pton wave-length.Toseethisim plication wejusthavetorem em berthat

a Dirac particle doesnotm ove along a straightline with constantvelocity

but instead carries out an oscillatory m otion (Zitterbewegung) with the

speed oflight(see[11,13])centered on a pointwhich doesm oveuniform ly.

This oscillatory m otion is ofthe order ofthe Com pton wavelength ofthe

particle.Asourlightquark m ovesthough the con�ning potential,itscolor

charge explores then the �eld over a region ofthe order ofits Com pton

wavelength and this explains the appearance ofthe Darwin term and all

higherorderterm sfam iliarfrom the F-W transform ation. However ifover

regionsofthe orderofthe Com pton wavelength the �eld isslowly varying,

it m ay be reasonable to ignore the sm earing e�ects (form ally higher order

in 1=m ) while m aintaining the relativistic kinem atics in the kinetic term .

This seem s to be the case in our situation in which,as can be seen from

the reasonable success ofm odels H 1 and H 2,taking the m ! 1 lim itin

the potentialpartseem snotto be a very bad thing to do (forexam ple,at

larger light quark m asses than those studied here,the agreem ent between
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the wavefunctions generated from H 2 and H 3 is closer). However were we

going to do the sam e in the kinetic part,we would get a non-relativistic

m odelthatdoesa very bad job atreproducing the wave functions[2].

In any case,them ostim portantlesson thatwelearn from thediscussion

aboveisthatthedi�erencesthatwesaw in theprevioussection between the

wavefunctionsofm odel2and thoseofm odel3are,aswehavejustseen,the

resultofwellknown e�ectsthatarisewhen onecom binesquantum m echanics

and relativity,which m odel3captures(totheextentthattheDiracequation

capturesthem ),butareignored in m odels1 and 2.Thesee�ectsareto our

knowledgevisibleforthe�rsttim ein thecontextofquantitatively m easured

(in quenched lattice Q CD)strong interaction wavefunctions.

5 C onclusions

W ehave presented theresultsforthe1S and 1P wave functionsand energy

di�erencesbetween the1S and 2S statesofa fully relativistic lattice m odel

ofheavy-lightm esons.Theseresultswerecom pared with M onteCarlo m ea-

surem ents ofthe corresponding quantities and with previous m odels. The

resultsofthe com parison validated the valence quark m odelasa good rep-

resentation ofheavy-lightm esons,atleastforthelattice sizestested so far.

In particular our fully relativistic m odelproved quantitatively as wellas

qualitatively superior to previous m odels. The quantitative im provem ent

represented by ourm odelarose sim ply by com parison with the data. The

qualitative one cam e not only from the relative transparency of the ap-

proxim ations being done,clearly stated in the derivation ofthe m odel;a

com parison ofthephysicalcontentofthedi�erentm odelsrevealed thatthe
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previousonesweresom ewhatinconsistentin theirrelative treatm entofthe

potentialand kinetic term s. It is precisely this com parison that allows a

physicalinterpretation ofthe quantitative im provem ents ofthe fully rela-

tivistic m odels. Asitturned outthey can be thoughtofasdue to Darwin

and higherordere�ects(in thelanguageofa Foldy-W outhuysen treatm ent)

arising from the quantum -relativistic delocalization ofthe light quark due

to Zitterbewegung. It is rem arkable that the M onte Carlo sim ulations of

Ref[1]are now accurate enough to capture thisphenom enon.

W eexpectto beableto extend theaboveresultsto m uch largerlattices.

W e are currently generalizing this work to treat m esons with two �nite

m assquarks.Ifthefully relativisticm odelcontinuesto beasquantitatively

accurate asthe resultsobtained here suggestitm ay turn outto be a very

usefultoolin thestudy ofthespectrum and staticpropertiesofcharm onium

and charm ed and B-m esons.
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