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W ithin the context of nonrelativistic potential m odels, we obtain several formm ulas
(w ith varying degrees of rigor) relating the wave functions at the origin of the cc, bc and
o S-wave quarkonium system s. One of our m ain resuls is a m odelindependent relation

which seem s to hold to wihin 3% for any reasonable choice of interquark potential and
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any choice of radial quantum number | namely, § pc 0)F 7 J 0 F37F , ©F7 he
exponents are m otivated in the text). O ne of the physical consequences of this resul is
the ollow ing relationship between heavy m eson m asses w hich we expect to hold at about
the 103 level: Mg Mg ' Q7)Mo M )0 M M )03,
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Recent m a pr advances in our understanding of the nonrelativistic lim it of Q uantum
C hrom odynam ics (Q CD ) have generated renew ed interest in the calculation ofthe produc—
tion and decay rates of heavy quark bound states [li]. However, these com putations still
contain num erous nonperturbative \param eters" which cannot as yet be accurately deter—
m ined analytically from rstprinciples. They m ust eitherbe t to experim ent, determ ined
num erically from lattice sim ulations ofQ CD , or extracted by m ore phenom enolgical con—
siderations (for exam ple, from potentialm odels). O ne in portant class of such param eters
is the wave function at the origih W FO), (0), for an S-wave bound state of a heavy
quark and antiquark. M ore generally, for a bound state w ith angular m om entum Y, we
should consider the quantity d' =dr = evaluated at the origin. However, in what ©llow s
we w ill concentrate on the case Y= 0.) TheW FO enters not only into the production and
decay am plitudes for heavy quarkonium system s, but also into the detem ination of the
hyper ne splitting in their m ass spectra. Large QCD and relativistic corrections to the
sin ple rst order form ulaswhich relate the W FO ’s to the above observables (especially for
cham onium ) m ake it di cul to extract precise infom ation about the W FO ’'s from the
experin entaldata. M oreover, w hile there hasbeen m uch recent progress (see, for exam ple,
21, lattice sin ulations ofQ CD are not yet accurate enough to be very useful. T his leaves
us at them ercy of a m ore m odeldependent approach.

In nonrelativistic potential m odel descriptions of heavy quarkonia, it is a sin ple nu-
m erical exercise to extract highly accurate values ofthe W FO ’s for any given choice ofthe
static potentialbetween a heavy quark and antiquark. The problem lies in which potential
to choose. Two potentials which yield very sim ilar spectra for the heavy m esons can give
very di erent W FO ’s for any given state. The W FO’s seam to be quite sensitive to the
global details of the potential, while the energy levels are only sensitive to the shape of
the potential In the viciniy ofthe RM S radii of the states being studied. In other words,
when this sensitivity ofthe W FO ’'s is coupled w ith our ignorance regarding the details of
the heavy quark potential, we again arrive at the sobering conclusion that an accurate
determm ination of the W FO ’s seem s beyond our reach.

So what's a theorist to do? W ell, the situation isn’t quite so dire as we have m ade it
sound. T here are certain rigorous, qualitative statem ents that one can m ake about W FO ’s
w ithin the context of potentialm odels which hold for very large classes of potentials |
Including those believed to be relevant for heavy quark system s. Forexam ple, In a concave
downward potential V (r) (de ned by V %) > 0 and V@) < 0 Por all values of the
Interquark distance r), it can be shown that the square of the W FO for the 1S state is



larger than that of the 2S state 3]. ™ ost lkely it ism ore generally true that the square
oftheW FO decreasesm onotonically w ith increasing radialquantum num ber, but this has
not, to our know ledge, been shown yet.) M oreover, it can be proven from lattice QCD that
the static potentialbetw een tw o heavy color sources is concave downward §]. An accurate
enough determ ination of the W FO ’s for low -lying heavy m esons can be m ade from the
experin ental data In order to test this qualitative result, desoite the size of QCD and
relativistic corrections. A nd indeed it holds true in both the cc and o system s. A nother
such result is that the square ofthe W FO for the 1S state increases w ith the twobody
reduced mass faster than linearly ©r a concave downward potential H]. (T his resul is
also conctured, but not proven, for higher states.) A com parison ofthe W FO 's extracted
from the cc and b data is consistent w ith this theorem aswell.

Should we have panicked if either of these two resuls were violated by the W FO ’s
obtained from the data? N o, not necessarily. W e could have attributed the discrepancy
to (at least) two possible sources. First, the uncertainty in any W FO extracted from
the data can be estim ated from an educated guess at the size of the higher order QCD
and relativistic corrections not included in the determ ination (@swellas the experim ental
uncertainty in the m easurem ent). It is possible that these corrections are Jarger than we
expect, and therefore a W FO obtained w ith the truncated serdies is not as accurate aswe
thought. Second, it is possible that our naive picture of, say, the J= asa sim ple bound
state of a c quark and a ¢ quark In a relative S-wave interacting via a static potential is
Incorrect. For exam ple, one m ay have to consider a dynam ical treatm ent of excited glue
nside them eson, or allow m ixing w ith other angularm om entum states and/or continuum
states. There is a nice exam ple of this latter possbility §]. Tt is strongly believed that
In a concave dow nward potential, the energy splitting between the (n + 2)S and 0 + 1)S
states is always less than the solitting between the (n + 1)S and nS states, orany n 1.
H owever, In the cham onium system , though the m easured 3525 splitting is less than the
25-1S splitting, the 4S-3S splitting show s an increase over the 3525 di erence. A cogpting
the truth of the above congcture conceming energy splittings in a concave dow nw ard
potential, how do we explain the experim entalnum bers? T he answer is that the threshold
for open cham production occurs between the 2S and 3S levels and induces substantial
m ixing of the 3S and 4S cc states w ith continuum states. T hus, what we experin entally
dentify as the 3S and 4S levels of cham onium actually have substantialD D and D D
com ponents, am ong others. A sin ilar state of a airs occurs in the bottom onium system .

Here, the m easured 5S-4S splitting is greater than the 4S-3S splitting. T he open bottom
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threshold occurs between the 3S and 4S levels and causes substantialm ixing ofthe 4S and
55 Kb states w ith continuum states. It is thism ixing in both the cc and b system s that
seam s to be responsible for the apparent violations ofthe above energy splitting con gcture.
T his interpretation is supported by a coupled-channel analysis in the chamm onium system
[11. The only purpose in show ing this exam ple is to rem ind the reader that no m atter
how generally a certain result m ay apply within the context of nonrelativistic potential
m odels, there are still assum ptions that m ust be m ade in order to relate these potential
m odel results to real cbservations. A nd these assum ptions m ay not hold for all states in
all system s.

W ith this disclain er behind us, we can now describe the results of this note. The
starting point for our investigation is a recent paper by E ichten and Q uigg B]which tabu-
lates the W FO’s for various quarkonium states in an assortm ent of \successful" potential
m odels. W e list them below (in naturalunits).

(1) TheM artin potential Q1: V (r) = Ar’? + C,where A = 6898 Gev'?, m .= 18Gev
andm,= 5174 GeV.

(2) The log potential fi0]: V (r) = A *n (r=rp), where A = 0733 GeV,m.= 1:55GeV and
mp= 4906 G&V.

(3) The Comell potential fI1]: V (t) = A=r+ Br+ C, where A = 052, B =
1=234)2 GeV?, m.= 184 GeV andmp = 5:17 GeV.

(4) The Buchm ullerT ye potential [12]: This potential has a rather com plicated position
soace form . It is linear at large distances and quasi€ oulom bic at short distances. The
deviations from pure Coulom bic behavior reproduce the running of the strong coupling
constant to next-toJeading order In Q CD . T he global shape of the potential is essentially
determ ined by two param eters | nam ely, the QCD scale (in the modi ed m inin al sub—
traction scheme) ;- which the authors of 12] t to be 509 M &V, and the QCD string
tension which they take to be 0:153 G &V  (m otivated by the light m eson data). The po—
tential also depends on the number of \light" avors n¢. The authors take n¢ = 3 for
r O00lfm,andnsf=4oorr< 001 m.Thequarkmassesused arem .= 148 G&V and

mp= 488GeV.

(The parameters C in (1) and (3) and ry In (R) are irrelevant for j (O)jz.) E ichten and
Quigg treat the cc, b and bc system s.



The st thing that catches one’s eye In glancing at these tables is the apparent
random ness of the entries. O £ course one can spot the aforem entioned general trends |
nam ely, fora xed quark content, the square ofthe S-wave W FO decreasesw ith increasing
radial excitation, and for xed quantum numbers the square of the W FO gets bigger as
one goes from the cc to the bc to the o system (increasing reduced m ass). H owever,
besides these qualitative behaviors, no additional reqularity is apparent. For exam ple, the
square oftheW FO forthe dhangesby about a factor of 3 between the various potentials
| potentials which yield basically the sam e low -lying spectrum ! T hings like the ratio of
the @2S) and the J= W FO's, or the ratio ofthe and the J= W FO's, also cover a
large range of values. C an any additional statem ents about these num bers be m ade which
possess som e degree of m odelindependence?

B efore we address this question, we would st lke to present our own version of the
S-wave portion of Tables I-IIT in Ei], which corrects som e gn all num erical errors m ade
there. For instance, it is well known that for powerdaw potentialsV (r) = Ar® + C, the
square ofthe S-waveW FO scaleswith reduced mass as 3=@ra) [’3]. T his result can also
be used for the log potential by putting a = 0. The results of ] show a m id violation of
this scaling (on the order ofa few percent for allradialquantum num bers) which cannotbe
acoounted for by rounding errors. Upon our redoing of the com putations using the R unge—
K utta m ethod for solving the nonrelativistic Schrodinger equation, we found results which
satis ed the scaling law s (w ithin rounding errors) for the log and M artin potentials, and
typically disgreed w ith the results of B] in the second signi cant gure. W e also tested
our program on potentials w ith analytically known W FO 's, such as the Coulom b, linear
and hamm onic oscillator potentials, and obtained agreem ent w ith the exact results to at
least six signi cant gures. W e then ran our program on the other potentials treated in
B1, the C omell and Buchm uller-T ye potentials, and fund sin ilar disagreem ents to those
encountered in the log and M artin cases. It should be stressed however that these m ild
errors In no way a ect the conclusions of B]. W e just want num erical results w hich are as
accurate as possble in order to test som e approxin ate form ulas relating di erent W FO ’'s
that we w ill derive later.

For all of these potentials we display resuls for the ground state as well as the next

ve radial excitations. This goes a little further than the results in ). M any of these
states lie above the threshold for open avor production, and hence in a region where the

W FO ’s have lin ited usefilness because of m ixing w ith continuum states. H ow ever, these
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num bers are stillquite usefiil in checking the generalvalidity ofthe analytic form ulasw hich
are to com e.

W e have also added one additional potential to the table.

(5) The LichtenbergW ills potential 131: V () = 8 (1 r)?=[(33 2n:)r'n( r)], where
we choose = 07 GeV,m .= 184 GeV andmy = 5:17 GeV. At short distances, the
running of the strong coupling constant to leading order n QCD is reproduced if one
denties = e gcp,where isEuler's constant. W e have also taken the number of
light avorsnge to be three In all system s studied w ith this potential.

N ote that we have chosen the b and ¢ constituent quark m asses to be the sam e as for the
Comell potential. The param eter was then chosen so as to ocbtain a low -lying m eson
soectrum reasonably close to that obtained from the C omell potential. T he di erences in
the W FO ’sbetween the C omell and LichtenbergW ills exam ples are then basically due to
the di erent shapes of the potentials outside of the region between the RM S radiiofthe cc
and kb system s. A substantial di erence can stillbe seen between the two sets of W FO ’s,
again em phasising their sensitivity to global features of the interquark potential.

W e 1rst becam e Interested In nding regularities in these num bers after a comm ent
m ade to one of us by Ira Rothstein. He was able to prove that, in nonrelativistic QCD
inthelImitasmy ! m., the square of the W FO for any state In the bc system is equal
to the average of the squares of the W FO ’s of the corresponding cc and kb states, plus a
correction oforder 2 where = (mp, mcJ)=@Mmp+ mc) f14]. That is,

T @F= G ccOF+ 3 5, OF)=2+0 (%): (1)

W ehave shown that this isalso true in an arbitrary nonrelativistic potentialm odel. Indeed,
one can prove a slightly stronger result:

3 e 0)3= G @3+ J 5 0)I=2+ 0 (?): @)
A sin ilar form ula also holds for the geom etric m ean instead of the arithm etic m ean:
I e @F =173 cOF O3+ 0 (?): 3)

T hese last two results can be easily dem onstrated from perturbation theory in . H owever,
even though these resuls are independent of the nature of the interquark forces, they are
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unfortunately not very usefiil in realapplications since the quantity isapproxin ately 1/2
for reasonable valies ofm, and m .. The order ? corrections in the above equations are
therefore large, which a sim ple check using the numbers in Table I w ill show .

W hat we want is a relation w ith the m odekindependence of Egs.(1)—(3), but w ith
much m ore quantitative accuracy. For the class of powerdaw potentialsV (r) = Ar® + C
discussed earlier, there is a very sin ple, exact relationship between the W FO ’s of the cc,
Ibc and Ib system s. In order to derive this relation, we st recall that sim ple scaling
argum ents for the above powerdaw potentials tell us that for any reduced mass we
have § ©)Ff = f@n;a)@ )>~?"3) where f (n;a) isonlk a finction ofthe radial quantum
num ber n and the power a. Using this fact alone, it is straightforward to obtain, for

reducedmasses 1< ,< 3 andany xedn,

i, 0F=3 ,0Ff*?25 0F% 4)

where g = (2= 1)="n( 3= 1). Choosing ; = m=2, , = mym.=Mmy+ m.) and
3 = mp=2, this becom es

T cOFf=3 ccOF* 25, 0F% (5)

whereg= n@Pmpy=Mp+ mc))="nmypy=m.). This resul is nice not only for its sim pliciy,
but also because it does not depend on any of the param eters @A, a and C) appearing
in the potential. Tt depends only on the constituent quark m assesmy, and m .. It is easy
to check this result on the Iog (@ = 0) and M artin (@ = 0:l) potentials In Tabl I. Since
this form ula has no dependence on param eters in the potential, we can also check it on
the other exam ples in Table 1.0 foourse it w illno longer be exact in these cases since the
above scaling law or j  (0)F istrmue (rall ) only forpowerdaw potentials. And these
other potentials are far from being power-dike. T hey each have a (quasi)C oulom bic nature
at small r, m otivated from one glion exchange, and a (quasi-)linear behavior at large r,
m otivated by a stringy picture of con nem ent. In this sense, they are m ore \realistic"
than the powerdJaw potentials. In the intemm ediate r range containing the RM S radii
of the heavy quarkonium states, they are quasi-logarithm ic, just like the log and M artin
potentials. But, though Eg.(5) is not exact here, we can still ask if it is a reasonably
accurate approxin ation.

The answer is yes. For every choice of n In Table I, the relation in Eg.(5) holds to
w ithin 4% (exoept for the 1S state of the Comell potentialwhere it iso by about 7% ).



T he least accurate resuls are obtained for the ground state. A s n increases, the results
get better. This is a substantial In provem ent over the accuracy ofEgs.(1)—(3). The only
price that we have had to pay is the introduction of the constituent quark m asses into the
relation. It is interesting to note that the left-hand side ofEq.(5) is less than or equalto
the right-hand side for each potential considered and each choice ofn. Is it possble that
this is always the case | at least for a wide class of potentials? A num erical study of
num erous exam ples, as well as an analysis of the question w ithin the context of various

approxin ation schem es, has led us to the follow Ing con cture:

C onjecture: Consider a potentialV (r) such that pr) V@)=V () ism onotonically
Increasing with increasing r. Then for each choice of radial quantum number, and for

reducedmasses 1 < < 3,wehave

i, 0f<3 L, oFf* Y5 | 0F% 6)

wheregisasin Eqg.(4). Forp (r) m onotonically decreasing w ith increasing r, the inequality

In Eg.(6) is reversed.

O focourse when p(r) is independent of r, V (r) is a powerJdaw potential and the inequality
n Eqg.(6) is replaced by the equality ofEqg.(4). One can think of 1 + p(r) as the \e ective
power" ofV (r) at quark separation r. W ew illcalla potentialpower increasing, orP I, when
p (r) ism onotonically increasing, and power decreasing, orPD , when p (r) ism onotonically
decreasing. Each of the nonpower-Jdaw quarkonium potentials in Tabl I isPI (we have
checked this num erically for the Buchm ullerT ye potential), and satis es the inequality in
Eg.(6) with the appropriate choicesof 1, , and 3 | nam ely

T @F< I cOF P53 L 0)F (7)

where g isas in Eqg.(5). Indeed, all of the popular potentials used In quarkoniim studies
seem to be P I.But, unlke the concave dow nw ard property, we know ofno Q CD -m otivated
reason why thismust be so. But we concture that Eq.(7) holds in the nonrelativistic
Ilim it 0o£Q CD , and In all realistic potentialm odels.

A ctually, there is an even better result which is com pktely param eter-independent.
To cbtain this, we rstnotethatg= n@myp=Mmp+ m,))="n M p=m o) lies between about
036 and 038 for any reasonable choices ofm, and m .. However, as noted above, when

substituted into Eq.(5) this yields W FO ’s for the bc system which are too high. In the
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context of the general form of Eq.(5), the potentials of interest seem to favor a slightly
lower value of g. W e have found that if g is sim ply taken to be 035 independent of the
Interquark potentialand quark m assesbeing considered, very accurate resuls are obtained.

T hat is, we have

T @F 7" J cOF®3 L OF7: 8)

A Ihough no longer exact for power-law potentials, this sin ple form ula holds to w ithin
25% Porallcases in Tabl I. This is quite ram arkable given the range of radial quantum
num bers covered and the global di erences In the potentials treated. W e fully expect it
to have a sin ilar accuracy for any reasonable quarkonium potential. T hough not on the
sam e rigorous footing as the two qualitative theorem s discussed earlier, it is reasonably
well m otivated by Egs.(5) and (7) above. M oreover, it gives us a better quantitative
understanding of the jymble of num bers in Tabl I.

Can we extract any sim ple physical consequences of this result? Certainly it in plies
relationships between the production (and decay) am plitudes for the J= ,B. and sys
tem s. However, it is perhaps sin pler to discuss the in plications for the hyper ne m ass
splittings in these system s. To leading order in 4 and v?=¢?, the m ass splitting (M ) i3
(for any =xed n) between the vector and pseudoscalar m esons com posed of a quark of
avor iand an antiquark of avor j (ofmassm ; and m 5, respectively) is given by

(M) =32 @ 13 50 F=mm y; )

where ;= mims=@;+ m;), and we have assum ed the standard B reit-Fem i hyper ne

interaction {18]. Putting this together w ith Eq.(8) gives
(M)pe= s p)@emmp)’® (M) o= sm )P UM ) p= smp)P3°:  (0)

Tt is interesting to note that for any reasonable choices ofm ,, m ., and ¢ cp , the quantity

cC pe)= s M) L my)°3° hasa num erical value which isw ithin about 3% ofl. (In a
sim ilar fashion, both Q CD and relativistic correctionsto E g.(9) approxin ately cancelw hen
f&d into Eq.(10).) M oreover, m ,=m .)°® is alwaysw ithin a w percent of 0.7. T herefre,
we can write

(M )pe’ Q) (M) P (M) P (11)

For the ground state, this reads

Mg Mg, ' OHMye M )M M )07 12)

c c



G ven the sources of uncertainty enum erated above, we expect this result to hold at about
the 10% level. O nly three of the six m esons appearing In Eg.(12) have been found experi-
m entally thus far | nam ely, the J= , . and . Theirm asses are known quite accurately

fl6]. There is som e hope that the rem aining three m esons w ill be detected in the near

future at either the Fem ilab Tevatron or LEP, allow ing a test of the above result.
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Potential System R 0)F
18 2S 3s 4s 58 6S

M artin cc 0.979 0.545 0.390 0.309 0257 0222
bc 1.720 0.957 0.685 0.542 0.452 0.390
b 4423 2461 1.763 1.394 1.164 1.004

logarithm ic cc 0.796 0.406 0277 0211 0172 0.145
bc 1.508 0.770 0.524 0.401 0.325 0275
b 4.706 2.401 1.636 1250 1.015 0.857

C omell cc 1.458 0.930 0.793 0.725 0.683 0.654
bc 3191 1.769 1.449 1297 1205 1141
b 14 .06 5.681 4275 3.672 3322 3.088

Buchm uller-T ye cc 0.794 0.517 0.441 0.404 0.381 0.365
bc 1.603 0.953 0.785 0.705 0.658 0.625
b 6253 3.086 2.356 2.032 1.845 1.721

LichtenbergW ills cc 1.121 0.693 0.563 0.496 0.453 0.423
bc 2.128 1231 0.975 0.846 0.766 0.711
o 6.662 3370 2.535 2139 1.902 1.740

Table 1: Num erical values of the radial wave finction at the origh squared, R 0)F =

j (0)3%=4 , orthe rst six S-wave states ofheavy quarkonium system s in various potential
m odels. T he param eters used In the potentials are discussed In the text.
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