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Abstract

We give a systematical study on the recently reported excited charm and charm-strange mesons with
potential 1~ spin-parity, including the D (2700)", Dz (2860)", D*(2600)", D*(2650)°, D7(2680)°
and Dj(2760)°. The main strong decay properties are obtained by the framework of Bethe-Salpeter
(BS) methods. Our results reveal that the two 1~ charm-strange mesons can be well described by
the further 235;-13D; mixing scheme with a mixing angle of 8.7739 degrees. The predicted decay

ratio ggg*g for D*,(2860) is 0.6275%3. D*(2600)° can also be explained as the 235; predominant state
with a mixing angle of —(7.5%3%) degrees. Considering the mass range, D*(2650)° and D7} (2680)°
are more likely to be the 235, predominant states, although the total widths under both the 239,
and 13D; assignments have no great conflict with the current experimental data. The calculated
width for LHCb D7(2760)° seems about 100 MeV larger than experimental measurement if taking it
as 1°D; or 1°D; dominant state cti. The comparisons with other calculations and several important
decay ratios are also present. For the identification of these 1~ charm mesons, further experimental

information, such as 22 are necessar
) B(D*r) Y

I. Introduction

Recently lots of natural parity charm and charm-strange mesons are observed in experiments [1-
10], which are summarized in Tab. I, where we have combined the statistical, systematic and model
errors in quadrature for simplicity. These new resonances have great importance in improving our
knowledge of the radial and orbital charmed excitations. Especially for the spin-parity 1~ charm
and charm-strange states, there may exist the 235;-13D; mixing , which makes the assignments more
complicated.

D?,(2700)" was first discovered by Belle collaboration in 2008 [1] in channel D7, (2700)" — DK™,
and then confirmed by BaBar in 2009 [2] and LHCD in 2012 [4]. Furthermore, the BaBar collaboration
also obtained two ratios of branching fractions [2],

B[D?,(2700)* — D*K]
B[D?,(2700)* — DK]
B[D?,(2860)* — D*K]
B[D?,(2860)* — DK]

Ry [D(2700) "]

— 0.91 =+ 0134t = 0.124ys1, (1)

Ri[D?;(2860)7]

— 11 Zi: 0-15stat Zl: 0-195yst7 (2)

where we have defined the abbreviation Ry for simplicity. DZ;(2860)" were first detected by BaBar
together with the D* (2700)" and then confirmed by LHCD [4]. However, there are about 3o discrep-
ancies in the total width. This discrepancy was resolved by LHCb’s subsequent measurement with
the amplitude analysis in 2014 [6], which find that the structure DZ;(2860)" contains both spin-1
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Tab. I: Experimental results of the recently discovered excited open charm mesons with natural
spin-parity.

Resonance Mass MeV Width MeV JP Refs. Time

2708 £ 14 108 £ 36 Belle[1] 2008

2710 £ 12 149 4+ 52.5 BaBar[2] 2009
D3(2700)T | 2709.3 + 4.9 115.8 + 14.1 1~ LHCb[4] 2012

2709 + 4 117 + 13 PDG[7] 2014

269914 127135 BaBar|[8] 2015

2862 + 5.4 48 +6.7 Natural BaBar[2] 2009
Dr(2860)* 2866.1 £6.4 699+ 7.3 Natura LHCb[4] 2012

2859 + 27 159 £ 80 1~ LHCD[6] 2014

2860.5 £ 7 53 £ 10 3~ LHCD[6] 2014
D*(2600)° 2608.7 £ 3.5 93 +14.3 Natural BaBar|[3] 2010
D*(2650)° 2649.2+ 49 140 £ 25.5 Natural LHCDH[5] 2013
D;(2680)° 2681.1+15.1 186.7 + 14.6 1~ LHCD[10] 2016
D*(2760)° 2763.3 £ 3.3 60.9 6.2 Natural BaBar[3] 2010
D%(2760)° 2760.1 £3.9 74.44+19.4 Natural LHCDH[5] 2013
D3(2760)° 2775.5£17.9 95.3£354 3~ LHCD[10] 2016
D;(2760)° 2781 £21.9 177 £ 38.4 1~ LHCDb[9] 2015
D5(3000° | 3008.1 4 4.0 110.5 £ 11.5 Natural LHCb[5] 2013
D3(3000)° | 3214 +56.8 186 + 81.0 2+ LHCb[10] | 2016
D*(2600)* 2621.3+£5.6 93 Natural BaBar[3] 2010
D*(2760)" 2769.7 £ 4.1 60.9 Natural BaBar|[3] 2010
D%(2760) 27717+ 4.2 66.7 + 12.4 Natural LHCDH[5] 2013
D%(2760)~ 2798 £9.9 105 £ 29.8 3~ LHCD[9] 2015
D%(3000)* | 3008.1(fixed) | 110.5(fixed) Natural LHCb[5] | 2013

and spin-3 components, while a larger width of the former one is preferred. The potential models
predict the masses of 235 and 13D, charm-strange mesons are around 2.73 and 2.90 GeV respectively
[11, 12]. The D#(2700)" and D?,(2860)" are then usually interpreted as the 235; and 1°D; charge-
strange mesons, respectively. There are many works on the properties of these two resonances. The
D?,(2700)" is identified as the 235) ¢5 in Refs. [13-17], while in Refs. [18] the 13D, assignments are
favored. In Refs. [15, 19-24] the 2S-1D mixing states of D* (2700)" and D* (2860)" are discussed,
and we will discuss the mixing scheme in detail in Section III. Besides the conventional assignments,
Ref. [25] argued that the D*;(2860)" can be explained as D;(2420) K bound states by using the chiral
and heavy quark symmetry.

For the corresponding charm mesons, the GI model [11, 12] predicts the 235, and 13D, states cu
locate in the mass range of about 2.64 and 2.82 GeV, respectively, while the mass of 13Ds state is



predicted to be quite close to the 13Dy state. BaBar in 2010 [3] reported two natural parity resonances
D*(2600)° and D*(2760)°. Further more, they measured the following ratio of branching fraction as,

B[D*(2600)° — D7~
B[D*(2600)° — D*t7-]

Rp+ [D*(2600)°] = = 0.32 £ 0.0244a¢ & 0.09y;.- (3)

Again we have introduced an abbreviation Rp+ for the sake of simplicity. Later in 2013 LHCb [5]
discovered two natural parity charmed particle D*(2650)° and D%(2760)°. Then in 2015 LHCb [9]
reported the 17 state D;(2760)°, which has a large width of 177 4= 38 MeV. Very recently, in 2016
by using the amplitude analysis, LHCb collaboration measured a 1~ state D;(2680)° and a 3~ state
D3(2760)° [10]. The later one’s mass and total width seems consistent with the BaBar D*(2760)°
and LHCb D*(2760)°. These experimental data are also summarized in Tab. I, where the isospin
partners of these neutral charm mesons are also listed in the bottom of Tab. I for comparison. The
D*(2760)°, D%(2760)° and D3(2760)° can be interpreted as the same particle, namely, the 3~ state
cu, while this interpretation is favored by Refs. [15, 26-28]. Then there are still four natural parity
resonances, D*(2600)°, D*(2650)°, D;(2680)° and Dj(2760)° in the mass range of 2.6 ~ 2.8 GeV. In
the traditional conventions of charm meson spectroscopy, these four resonances should correspond
the 235, and 13D, states cu or the mixtures of them.

These newly observed charm resonances have also been studied with the 235}, 13D; assignments or
the 25-1D mixing scheme in theory by several models, including the non-relativistic quark model [21,
27], the heavy quark effective theory [28, 29], the effective Lagrangian approach based on heavy quark
chiral symmetry [30], the EHQ decay formula[15, 24] and the QPC model [23, 31-34]. However, the
current theoretical calculations for these higher mass charmed mesons can not be well consistent
with the experimental data. We find the calculated ratio Rp+[D*(2600)"] for taking it as the 235,
state is usually greater than the experimental value Eq. (3) [27-30, 32], while Ref. [30] argues that no
quantum number assignments for pure state at mass 2600 MeV is able to reproduce the experimental
ratio.

Generally, all the physical mesons have definite J¥ spin-parity or JF¢ for quarkonia. In the
relativistic situations, the spin S and orbital angular momentum L are no longer the good quantum
numbers, and the physical states are not always located in the definite 'L ; states. This situations
become obvious in the 17 and 1~ mesons, for the 1% states we always have to make the P-3P
mixing to fit the physical states [35, 36], while for the 1 states the 235,-13D; mixing is needed to fit
the experimental measurements [37]. So in a more effective and appropriate method to describe the
bound state, we should focus on the JP() which are the good quantum numbers in any case. In
principal, if we use a full relativistic method to solve the eigenstate problem of the bound mesons
with definite J7(©), we do not need mixing to fit the data. We have tried this by BS method in a
previous work to study the state DX, (2700) [38], based on the BS wave function constructed directly
from the quantum number J¥ = 1. The Salpeter wave functions of 1~ states were given, and by
solving the full Salpeter equations, we obtain the eigenstates for ¢s and find that all the states include
both S and D-wave components. The first state is 1.5 dominant while D-wave components can be
ignored. The second state is 25 dominant, which is the first radial excited state. The third state,
which is the second radial excited state, is predominant by 1D components. But our previous results,
including the mass spectra and decays can not fit the data very well. The reason is that, we also make
some approximations. The first is the instantaneous approximation, which assumes the potential is
static, since the four-dimensional BS equation with non-static potential is quite difficult to solve.
The second is the interaction kernel, where we choose the Coulomb-like plus linear potential. The
Coulomb potential comes from the single-gluon-exchange, where we only keep the first order of QCD
interaction. Also the linear confinement potential is introduced by phenomenological analysis. Since
BS equation is a integral equation, then the kernel include all the ladder diagrams contributions but
not the cross diagrams and the annihilation diagrams. These approximations have some effects in
diagonalizing the mass matrix. So our method is not a full theory and not a full relativistic method,
and can not exactly fit the experimental measurements. To overcome this discrepancy, we will make



a further mixing to fit the physical states. In this study, we will give a continuous study of these
1~ states open charm mesons. We make a further mixing by the second and third radial excited
states. Our mixing angle may be smaller than other non-relativistic methods since some relativistic
corrections have already been kept in.

In this research, we will calculate the OZI allowed strong decays of these potential 1~ charm-
strange mesons, D (2700), D% (2860), and the neutral charm meson D*(2600), D*(2650), D5 (2680),
and D7(2760), where the charge superscripts “+” and “0” are omitted for brevity here and also
in the following context. We will focus on the further 235;-13D; mixing scheme to discuss the
assignments for these resonances, and the BaBar measured ratios Egs. (1) and (3) are used to
restrict the mixing angle. This work are studied within the framework of the instantaneous Bethe-
Salpeter methods [39, 40]. The BS methods have been widely used and achieved good performance in
the strong decays of heavy mesons [41-43], hadronic transition [44-46], decay constants calculations
and annihilation rates [47-49].

The manuscript is organized as below: In Section II we give the theoretical formalisms of the
strong decays by BS methods; then in Section III the numerical results and detailed discusses are
present; finally, we give a brief summary and conclusion about this work.

II. Theoretic calculations

In this section first we give a brief review on the calculations of transition matrix element and
BS methods; then the 1~ states Salpeter wave functions are present.

I1.1. Transition matriz element

D1 i
my m}
M7P M17P1
/
P2 D5
m2 mbh
M27 P2

Fig. 1: Feynman diagram for two body strong decay of DZ*S). my; = m} = m,, is the constituent
mass of ¢ quark. M, and P, denote the mass and momentum of the final light meson, respectively.

The Feynman diagram for strong decays of charmed meson is showed in Fig. 1, where we use
subscript 1 and 2 to denote the final charmed meson and light meson, respectively. By using the
reduction formula, the transition matrix element for decay D* — D* K can be written as [41],

(DY (P)K(P)|Dy(P)) = /d4x€_ip2'x(M§ — PY)(DY(P1)| s ()| DI(P)), (4)

where P, P, and P, denote the momenta of initial state D7, final charmed meson D® and final light
meson K, respectively (see Fig. 1); My is the mass of final light meson. ®(x) is used to describe
the light scalar meson field. The PCAC relation reads

by () I (sT"q), (5)

:m



where F, is the decay constant of the light scalar meson; ¢ = u or d corresponds to the K+ and K°
respectively; the abbreviation T'* = 45 is used. Inserting the PCAC relation into Eq. (4), with the
low energy theorem, Eq. (4) can be expressed as

—i Py
(DW(P)K (P)|Dy(P)) = (2m)'8"(P — Py — Po)—>(D"(P)|sT,q| D(P)). (6)
Then the decay amplitude M can be described as,
PQM (%) — *
M= Z (DRI DS(P)), (7)

where the transition matrix element (D™ (P;)|sT,q|D:(P)) can be calculated by Salpeter method
and will be derived in next subsection. The decay width I' is then expressed as,

TN 51
= —(MP)Y, )

where | Py| = 537V A(M, My, M>) and the Kallén function A(a, b, ¢) = (a® 4 b? 4 ¢* — 2ab — 2bc — 2ac)
is used; (|M|?) stands for the average over initial spins and sum over final spins;

When the light meson is 7, the n — 7’ mixing should be considered. In this work we use the
following mixing conventions,

cos 6 sin
77, _ n n UE . (9)

n —sin@, cosf,| |m

ng and 7, are the SU(3) octet and singlet states, respectively. We use the mixing angle ¢, = 19°. To
include this mixing effect, the PCAC relation reads

P, (x) = cos 0, Py, (x) + sin 0,9, ()
_ cosb, (uf‘“u + dTHd — 25F“s) sin 6, (uf‘“u + dTHd + 31"“5)
M2 [y " V6 M2 f, " V3

—2cos 0, sin 6, B
= + 0,(5T"s 10
[ﬁmm ﬁmm]A ) 1o

where in the last step, we have only remained the sI'*s part since others have no contribution here;
fns and f, are the corresponding decay constants of ng and 7, respectively.
When the 7% is involved in the final states, the PCAC relation reads

D o(1)

1 (ﬁF“u - sz)
Mz fr " V2

1
= T, 8, (al*u) (11)

Again we have only kept the contributory part.

I1.2. Transition matriz element with Salpeter wave function

In this subsection we briefly review the BS methods. The BS equation is an four-dimensional
integral equation, which reads in momentum space as [39]

(3, =) V@), ) = [ Vg = kW) (12)



where W(q) is the four dimensional BS wave function; V' (¢—k) stands for the BS interaction kernel; p;
and py are the quark and anti-quark momentum respectively, while m; and my are the corresponding
masses (see Fig. 1). It is more convenient to express the p; and py with the total momentum P and
inner relative momentum ¢ as

p=alP+q  p=aP —q (13)
a; (1 =1,2) is defined as a; = .. Salpeter wave function ¢(q1) is related to BS wave function
U(q) by the following definition
. dgp d?k,
= —U = | —=plk)V —k 14
e =i [ G2V, nla)= [ ke (g i) (14)
where gp = % and ¢, = q — %qp, in rest frame of initial meson they correspond to the ¢° and

¢ respectively; the 3-dimensional integration 7(g,) can be understood as the BS vertex for bound
states; V(|¢g. — k1|) denotes the instantaneous interaction kernel, namely, the inner interaction are
assumed to be a static potential. As usual, in this work, the specific interaction kernel V'(r) we use
are the Coulomb-like potential plus the unquenched scalar confinement one [47],

A
V(r) = Vo) + o+ @7"Vo(r) = —(1 =) + Vo — g™, (15)

where A is the string constant, a,(r) is the running strong coupling constant, and Vj is a free constant
fixed by fitting the data. By Fourier transformation, the potential V(¢') in momentum space reads,

Vg = (3+7) @00 @) + 5o - e )

121 1
27 log(a+§2/AéCD) :

Then under the instantaneous approximation, the BS equation (12) can be written as

W(q) = S(p1)n(qL)S(—p2). (17)

S(p1) and S(—p2) are the propagators for the quark and anti-quark respectively, and can be decom-
posed as

where the running coupling constant a(q) =

iAf Ay
S<+p1> = — + .
qp + oM —wy +ie  gp+ay M + wy — i€ (18)
iNg iAS
S(—p2) =

— + —,
qp — oM +ws — i€  qp + asM — wy + i€

where w; = \/m? — ¢ (i = 1,2). Af(qy) (i = 1,2) are the projection operators, which have the
following forms,

P i1
g |37 E D mat )| (19)

Af(qr) =

It can be easily check that, the projection operators satisfy the following relations:

Mla)+ A7) = £ e Eare) = 0w, Mo Earey =0 @)

Since the BS kernel is assumed to be instantaneous, we can perform a contour integration over



gp on both sides of Eq. (17), then we achieve the Salpeter equation as

_ A (g)n(g)As (q)  Av(g)n(gi)As (a1)
wlar) = (M — w; — wy) (M + wy +ws) (21)

To make further simplification, we introduce four new wave functions ¢**(q,) with the definitions
as

F0) = M) L pan Doz @)

where ¢ is then called the positive Salpeter wave function, while ¢~ is called the negative Salpeter
wave function.

Then with the help of Egs.(20), the Salpeter equation (21) can be further expressed as the
following 4 coupled equations [40]

0" (q1) = ¢ (q1) =0, (23)
(M —wy —w2)p* () = +AT (q0)n(q)AT (qu), (24)
(M +wi +wa)p™ (q1) = —Ay (qu)n(qo)As (q0)- (25)

From above equations, we can see that in the weak binding condition, namely, M ~ (w; + ws), ¢~
is much smaller compared with o™+ and can be ignored in the calculations. However, these four
equations play equivalent roles in solving the eigenstate problem. The normalization condition for
Salpeter wave function reads

dqu +4 P +4 P P P

S NGl Lo Zonr 26
/ (2m)3 {9" M7 MY MY M (26)

According to Mandelstam formalism [50], the transition matrix element (D™ (P))|sT,q|Dz(P))
can be expressed as

O EfstralpiP) = [ L[ ia s o], (1)

where @ is deﬁned as V(@R )1, and ¢E " is the positive Salpeter wave function of the final

state; Pl, m) and m/), are the constituent quark and anti-quark masses in the final

q - q B m} +m
charmed meson (see Flg. 1). To achieve a final result, we still need to know the specific form of the
corresponding Salpeter wave functions.

11.3. Salpeter wave function

The Salpeter wave functions involved in this calculations include the 0, 1~ and 17 states, which
corresponds to the 1Sy, 351 (3D;) and P, (3P;) states within the non-relativistic models. The Salpeter
wave function of 0~ state can be seen in Ref.[51]. Here we only give the 1~ state Salpeter wave
function. The 39 and ®D; states share the same spin-parity J = 1=. We rewrite the Salpeter wave
function for 17 states [47] as below,

p(17) = qﬁ f (f1 + oz i + f3 |g£| + fa P’fi|> + ﬁp—fﬁf o (f5 P% + fo fﬁ + f% + fs> v,

(28)

where f; (i = 1,2,---,8) are the radial wave functions; €,p, ¢ = €uapP?qTE? and €,,45 is the
totally antisymmetric Levi-Civita tensor; & denotes the polarization vector for initial state and
fulfills P-£ =0, > &.°¢ el = @ — guw- By using Salpeter equations (23), we obtain the following



4 constraint conditions,

7 (w; + w 7w, —w
fl=— |7 1(w1 2) fa, £, = |7 1(wr 2) fs,
miwsg + Mawi miwsg + MaWwi (29)
7w —w 7| (wy +w
fp=— || (w1 2) fa, fo = ¢ (w1 2) fo.

miWs + Moy miWs + Moy

which left us 4 independent wave functions f3, fi, f5 and fg, only depending on |¢| directly. In
the paper, w; is defined as \/m? + ¢2 (1 = 1,2). It can be easily check that, with above Salpeter
wave function form, every item in Eq. (28) has the same quantum number J© = 1~. Noticed that
this wave function form and constraint conditions for 1~ state are not exactly the same with that in
Ref. [47], however, it can be proved that the two forms are totally equivalent.

According to the definitions Eq. (22), the positive Salpter wave function ¢t for 1~ state is then
expressed as

8 (il B (v B
(30)

And the corresponding coefficients A; are

—q(wy +w
Al = q< - 2) A37 AS - q<WI +W2) A77
(mlwz + mzwl) miwsg + Mowq
A, = —q(w1 — wa) Ay = q(w1 — wy) As,
(mlwz + mzwl) miws + MaWy (31)
1 f+m1+m2f l(f_m1+m2f)
o\ ) 2\"° witw )
1 w1 + wa 1 ( _ w1 + wo )
_2<f4+m1+m2f3), 5 s 7m1+m2f6 :
The negative Salpeter wave function =~ can be obtained similarly or by ¢~ = ¢ — *". Then in-

serting the expressions of ™" and ¢~ into the coupled Salpeter equations (24) and (25), we achieve
the radial eigenvalue equations, which can be solved numerically. The normalization condition for
1~ states Salpeter wave functions now becomes,

dq 8
/ (27Tq)3 3M(m1:};w+2 Maw) (fsfa = 2f5f6) = 1. (32)

Interested readers can see a more detailed procedures on solving the full Salpeter equations in our
previous works [45, 51-53].

By solving the Salpeter equations, finally we achieve these eight radial wave functions numerically,
which are showed in Fig. 2. Fig. 2(a) shows the 8 radial wave functions of the first radial excited
state, and Fig. 2(b) shows the radial wave functions of the second radial excited state. From the two
diagrams, also considering that in Eq. (28), the direction of momentum ¢ has contribution to the
S or D wave [54], we can conclude that both the first and second radial excited states have S and
D wave components, while the first radial excited state is 235; predominant and the second radial
excited state is a 13D; dominant state as has been stated in Ref. [55].

Since the decay final states include 17 meson, we show our treatment of their wave functions.
Generally, the bound state mesons consisting of unequal masses of quark and anti-quark do not
have definite charge conjugation parity. So the physical 17 states D; and D’ can be considered as
the admixtures of 177 (3P;) and 17~ (!P,) states. Here we will follow the mixing conventions in
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Fig. 2: BS wave function for 1~ radial excited states of D}, mesons.

Refs. [56, 57], where the mixing form for 17 states is defined by the mixing angle a;p as

|Dy) _ | cosap sinagp | ||177) . (33)
|D}) —sinagp cosagp| ||1TT)

The heavy quark effective predicts that, in the limit mg — oo the mixing angle for 11 states are
expressed as a;p = arctan \/m = 35.3°. This result will be used in the strong decay calculations
when Dg) mesons are involved in the final states. The Salpeter wave functions for 17~ and 17+
states can be found in Ref. [58].

Having these numerical Salpeter wave functions, we can calculate the 3-dimensional integral
of the transition matrix element (D™ (P;)|sT%q|D?(P)) in Eq.(27). The detailed information on
performing this integral can be found in our previous work Refs. [43, 46].

III. Numerical Results and Discussions

First we specify the corresponding parameters used in this work. The constituent quark masses
and other parameters to characterize the model are before [43]

a=e=27183 a = 0.060 GeV, A =0.210 GeV?
Aqep = 0.270 GeV m, = 0.305 GeV, mg = 0.311 GeV,
ms = 0.500 GeV, m. = 1.620 GeV, my = 4.960 GeV.

The free parameter Vj is fixed by fitting the mass eigenvalue to experimental value. The decay
constants we used are fr = 130.4 MeV, fx = 156 MeV [7], f,, = 1.26f; and f,, = 1.07f;. The
mixing angle 6 between 7 — 7' we choose is §,, = 19° with the mixing convention in Eq. (9). Other
involved parameters are from PDG data [7] unless otherwise specified.

III.1. 1= charm-strange mesons

Both the D?(2700) and DZ,(2860) share spin-parity J” = 1~ determined by experiments. In the
first place, we take them as the pure first and second radial excited states, which are dominant by
235, and 13D, respectively. So in this work we still label the first radial excited state as 235; and
the second excited state as 1°D;. The calculated main strong decays properties are listed in Tab. II.
From Tab. 1T we can see that, for D (2700), neither the 235; nor 12D, assignment can produce the



Tab. II: Decay widths of Dz (2710) and D7 (2860) as the 235; and 1°D; dominant c5 states in MeV.

Mode 239, 13D,
D*,(2700) D*,(2860) D*,(2700) D*,(2860)

DK+ 27.5 50.0 6.4 13.0
DK+ 17.8 20.8 28.1 38.4
D KO 26.6 49.8 6.1 12.7
DK° 17.8 21.3 7.5 38.4
Dty 0.9 7.6 0.1 1.3
Din 2.8 6.0 3.1 7.2
Total 93.4 155.5 51.3 111
% 1.52 2.37 0.35 0.33

experimental ratio Rx[D?(2700)] = 0.91 though the 235; and 1°D; assignments to DZ(2700) and
D7, (2860) respectively are roughly consistent with the experimental measurements. Also notice that
the total width is only the half of experimental value when taking D (2700) as the 13D state. So
these assignments can not produce experimental data. One also notes that the predicted total decay
widths in this paper are much larger than our previous calculation [38], the reason is that we have
chosen different D?,(2700) mass as input, besides the difference of phase space, the node structure
of 29 state also has sensitive effect due to the variance of phase space.

Then we introduce the further 235;-1°D; mixing scheme in the 1~ charm-strange system. The
mixing form we used is defined as,

|Dz.) cosf, sind,| |[235;)
= : (34)
| D) —sinf, cosf,| [[|1°D,)

and the mixing states D7, and D%, correspond to DX (2700) and D?,(2860), respectively. To get the
experimental branching ratio Ry [D¥ (2700)] = 0.9101%, we obtain the mixing angle 6, = (8.7735)°.
The errors in experimental ratio Ry [D,(2700)] are combined in quadrature for simplicity. The un-
certainties in our mixing angle 6, and other obtained results are induced by varying the experimental
ratio Ry [D*(2700)] in 1o range.

The decay properties with 25-1D mixing are listed in Tab. III. The total width for DX (2700) is
about 100.8 MeV, which agrees well with the experimental measurement I"' = 117 £ 13 MeV [7]. Our
results are also consistent with that in Ref.[23], where the mixing angle is about 6.8° ~11.2° and
the calculated I'[DZ% (2700)] is about 100 MeV. With the obtained mixing angle, the total width for
D?,(2860) we obtain is 108.8 MeV, which is also comparable with the LHCb result I'[D*(2860)] =
159 £ 80.3 MeV, but less than the result ~300 MeV in Ref. [23]. Furthermore, the predicted ratio
Rk [D?%(2860)] = 0.62, which is also consistent with the result 0.6 ~ 0.8 in Refs. [17, 23, 24] and could
be used to test this 235;-13D; mixing scheme in the future measurements. The comparisons of our
results with other predictions can be seen in Tab. IV.

If we do not restrict the mass of 235, state is less than that of 13D; state, we can obtain another
large mixing angle ; ~ —77°, which could also reproduce the experiment ratio Rx[D? (2710)] = 0.91.
The strong decay properties are also listed in Tab. III. In such case, the I'[D%(2700)] is ~ 63 MeV,
which is about the half of experimental value; the total width for its orthogonal partner D (2860)
is about 150 MeV; the ratio Ry [D¥ (2860)] is 1.09. Refs. [19-21] also achieved a large mixing angle
—(57~77)°. We noticed that in Ref.[18] the large mixing angle is also obtained, although in the
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Tab. III: Decay widths in MeV for D? (2700) and D7, (2860) under the further 235;-13D; mixing.
The mixing angle 6, is in unit of degree.

0. 8.7+89 —(76.973%)

Mode D (2700) D (2860) D (2700) D (2860)
DO+ 23.37%1 19.6+32 14.9713 36.1727
DK+ 25,2135 31.2758 16.2+19 32.7,18
D*F KO 225712 19.3732 14.3715 36.1129
DK 25,2133 311738 15.9+18 33.3718
Ditny 0.870 217573 0.450 5.710
Din 3.810) 5.506 16703 8.6.0.1
Total 100.8+3 108.874% 63.3708 152.3+18
D 0.913015 0.6225:%5 0917973 1.094517

later work [22] the authors denied this possibility.

Tab. IV: Comparisons with other Refs. when taking D7 (2700) and D}, (2860) as the mixtures of
235,-13D; ¢5. Decay width I' is in unit of MeV and the mixing angle 6, is in unit of degree.

Mode Exp. This Ref. [21] | Ref.[23] Ref. [24]
0, - 8.773%5 | -(61~77) | 6.8~11.2 -(4~16)
I b, (2700) 117 +£13 | 100.8735 | 180~ 198 ~ 100 ~ (210 ~ 220)
Ry [D*(2700)] 1 0.91£0.18 | 091015 | 1.16~0.66 | ~0.91 | ~(1.35~0.69)
I' b=, (2860) 159+80 | 108.8 55| 40~70 ~300 | ~(120~150)
Ry [D?(2860)] - 0.6215% 10.04~2.71| 0.6~0.8 | 0.31~1.16

As a short summary, based on our results of the strong decays, we find that, the 235,-13D,
mixing scheme with a small mixing angle 0; ~ 8.7° can well describe the observed the DZ (2700)
and D?(2860). The weak mixing between 235; and 1°D; charm-strange mesons is also favored by
Refs. [15, 22-24].

I11.2. 1= charm mesons

As just stated in the introduction, there are four potential 1~ resonances observed in experi-
ments recently, namely, D*(2600) [3], D*(2650) [5], D;(2680) [10] and Dj(2760)[9]. The discrepan-
cies among these current experimental data make the classifications more complicated than that for
the corresponding charm-strange mesons. LHCb reported two 17 states charm mesons, D5 (2760) [9]
and D} (2680) [10]. Both the two resonances have the same spin-parity J* = 17. The detected total
widths are almost the same, while the mass differences are ~100 MeV. Besides the two spin-parity
determined 1~ state cu, there is still two natural parity charm mesons D*(2600) [3] and D*(2650) [5],
whose masses locate in the mass region of 235 state cu predicted by the GI model [11, 12]. However,
the measured total widths of D*(2600) and D*(2650) are inconsistent by ~50 MeV.

Above all, we calculate the strong decays properties by taking all these four resonances as the 235,
or 13Dy state cu. The obtained results are listed in Tab. V. We can see that, when taking D*(2600)
as the 235] state, both the total widths and ratio Rp+[D*(2600)] are comparable with the BaBar

11



Tab. V: Decay properties of D*(2600), D*(2650), D;(2680) and D;(2760) as the 235, or 13D,

dominant cu states in unit of MeV.

Mode 2% D,
D*(2610) | D*(2650) | D; (2680) | D3(2760) | D*(2610) | D*(2650) | D3 (2680) | D7 (2760)

por0 | 126 | 153 | 174 | 25 2.9 3.6 42 5.8
DOx0 6.7 74 7.9 8.6 136 | 157 | 173 | 232
pr | 248 | 303 | 346 | 510 5.5 7.0 8.2 11.3
ptr= | 135 | 10 | 160 | 175 | 266 | 308 | 340 | 461
prE- | 01 2.1 48 20.0 0 0.2 0.6 2.2
Dik- | 54 7.9 100 | 166 5.5 8.4 109 | 221
Doy 1.6 3.6 5.2 115 0.3 0.7 1.0 2.2
D% 3.7 45 5.0 5.9 5.3 6.8 7.9 12.0
DY 0.1 0.4 0.8 44 130 | 226 | 305 | 555
Dir 0.1 0.6 1.4 8.3 236 | 429 | 586 | 1001
DPr0 0.7 0.6 0.3 0.7 0 0002 | 0005 | 0.04
Die- | 14 1.2 0.7 1.2 0 0004 | 0008 | 0.07
Total 707 | 889 | 1041 | 1mi2 | 963 | 1387 | 1732 | 2806
Mot 054 | 050 | o046 | 034 | as4 | 440 | 415 | 408
o] 0004 | 002 | 004 | 016 43 6.1 3.7 9.7

measurements, 93 MeV and 0.32[3].

Since for the other three resonances, only the total widths

can be used to compare with experiments. From the calculated total widths, we can only make
rough judgments, both the 235 and 1°D; assignments seem reasonable for D*(2650) and Dj(2680),
while also considering the mass predictions [11, 12], they are more likely to be the 235; states. Taking
D;(2760) as 13D, state cu gives the width ~ 290 MeV, which is about 100 MeV larger than the LHCb

measurement ~ 180 MeV [9]. We also find that the decay channel D7~ becomes quite important
I(Dfn)
T Tr)"
the assignments of 235, or 13D;. All in all, for identification of these excited 1~ resonances, the
consistent measurements from experiments are necessary and pivotal.

in the decay of 13D, state, hence we define ratio RD1+ = This ratio is quite sensitive to

(Dtn—)

is a little larger than BaBar measurement 0.32 [3]. This small discrepancy between theoretical and
experimental results hints, there exists a small mixing between the 235, and 13D, states. The physical
quantity Rp+[D*(2600)] can behave as a good restriction to the mixing angle, just as what we have
done in the 1~ charm-strange systems. Then again we introduce the 235;-12D; mixing scheme as

D*(2600) seems consistent with the 235; assignment, while the predicted ratio

1Dz)
|1 Dy)

cosf, sinf, | ||235) (35)
—sinf, cosf,| ||1°Dy) .

At first, we take D*(2600) as the 1~ state ct dominant by 23S; components, while D*(2650)
as the orthogonal partner of D*(2600). To fix the ratio Rp+[D*(2600)] at BaBar’s measurement

12



0.3220°09 [3], we obtain the mixing angle 6, = —(7.5739)°. The theoretical uncertainties are induced
by varying the experimental ratio Rp+[D*(2600)] in 1o range of its central value. Our results reveal
that the mixing angle 6, is not sensitive to the mass of Dj. When mp: ranges from 2.65 to 2.78
GeV, the variation of mixing angle is about 0.1 degree. So we will ignore this tiny difference in the
following statements. The partial decay widths are listed in Tab. VI, where D*(2650), D*(2680) or
D7(2760) is taken as the orthogonal partner of D*(2600). The dependence of I'p: and ratio Rp+(Dj)
over the mass of Dy can be seen in Fig. 3, where we let mp- range from 2.65 to 2.78 GeV. It can be
seen clearly in Fig. 3(a) that the corresponding I' p; increases from about 140 MeV to 290 MeV. The
predicted ratio Rp+[Dj] goes down from 9.4 to 6.8, which is displayed in Fig. 3(b). The calculated
total width I'p«(a600) = 66 MeV is comparable with BaBar’s measurement 93 MeV [3], while I'py
locates in the range 142 ~291 MeV when mp. varies from 2.65 to 2.78 GeV.

Tab. VI: The strong decay properties with the further 235;-13D; mixing scheme, where D*(2600)
is taken as the D’ state and D*(2650), D;(2680) or D;(2760) is taken as the D} state. The unit for
decay width is in MeV. The obtained mixing angle 6, = —(7.5759)° when the ratio Rp+[D*(2600)]
ranges in lo.

Mode miDi miDi)

2610 2650 2630 2780
D070 14.0107 20707 24701 3.7,09
D00 4477 18.1+11 19.7110 25,3108
D~ 27.6+02 38,18 47772 73517
Dtn- 8.8,3 35.6122 38.8122 50.4117
DI K- 0.1%5 0.1501 0.3%07 L1705
DYE- 40707 103719 133112 25.6"17
D 1.8%0% 0.3%070 0.5%01 1.2753
D' 2.6705 8.1%03 9.4+04 13.6193
Dor® 0.4+04 22.1.05 29.7.97 54.8701
Din~ 0.7+07 41.9742 57.2753 107.5722
DPn° 0.7 001 0.02X507 0.031503 0.04%57"
Dit = 13709 0.05+3:02 0.05+3:0% 0074539
T Fotal 66.4737% 142.4%97 176.1192 290.6 52
s | 082508 0.475% 8.374% 6.9%%1

Certainly, several other mixing schemes and corresponding assignments are still possible, however,
there is no experimental ratio like Rp+[D*(2600)] for D*(2650), D7 (2680) or D;(2760) to restrict the
mixing angle. In Tab. VII, the decay properties are displayed when taking D*(2650) as the | D) state
with varying mp. from 2.68 to 2.78 GeV, where we still assume the ratio Rp+[D*(2650)] = 0.3240.09
for D*(2650). In this case, we find the mixing angle 6, = —(6.1739)°, T'p+(2650) = 85.1 MeV and
FDZ ranges in 176 ~ 292 MeV when mp; varies from 2.68 to 2.78 GeV. Of course, we can still take
D7(2680) as the |D;) state while D}(2760) as the |Dj) state, the results should behave similar with
above tests, the mixing angle will be even smaller, and the corresponding properties will behave
almost the same with that under the assignments without this further mixing.

The comparisons of our results with others can be found in Tab. VIII, where we have also listed
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Tab. VII: The strong decay properties with the further 235,-13D; mixing scheme, where D*(2650)
is taken as the D state and the mass of D; is taken as 2.68, 2.73 and 2.78 GeV, respectively. We

assume that the ratio 5((5*7?;2) = 0.32 £ 0.09 as that for D*(2600). Our obtained mixing angle

0, = —(6.1739)°. The unit for decay width is in MeV.

Mode miDa] miDi)

2650 2680 2730 2780
D00 16.7+08 2.6.0% 34570 3.9710
DO 52713 19.5+12 22.2+12 25.3+11
D* - 33+16 5171 66,29 7772
Dt 10.6,27 38.472¢ 44723 50.3733
DY K~ 2.22509 0.3301 0.730% 1.2303
D+K- 6.2, 13114 18.611¢ 25.4719
D 3.9%0 0.63073 1204 14707
DO 3.3.07 0.2+08 11.3+08 13.5+08
Dix® 0.8%53 29.970% 43304 55504
Din~ 1.4710 57.6,47 83.743 107.9729
D0 0.670:9 0.017982 0.0259¢" 0.04=00*
Dy 1.2¥5% 0.03%5.05 0.04%5707 0.06007
T rotal 85.1717 176.2*10 234.6-02 291.7709
Coar. i} 0.32,9:99 7.53+456 6.67+32 6.537289

the properties of D7 (2760) when taken it as the |D;) state in order to make a comparison. From
Tab. VIII, we can see that both our small mixing angle and I'p«(2600) are consistent with other
predictions, except for total width in Ref. [24], which is about 3 times larger than ours. Also should
be noticed that, the ratio Rp+(D;) is sensitive to the variation of mixing angle 6,.

Based on our calculations and current experimental results, it is still difficult to make definite
assignments to the observed D*(2600), D*(2650), D;(2680) or Di(2760). For these excited 1~ charm
states, D™ channels are the important decay modes for both 235; and 1°D; assignments, and can
amount to (60 ~80)% and (30 ~50)% of the total widths, respectively. Besides, we can still make
the following summary:

1. Decay channels D;7 become very important for 1°D; state ci and can amount to about 50%
among the total width, while these decay modes can be ignored in the 235, state. This feature
can be used to determined the essence of these 1~ charm resonances.

2. The properties of D*(2600) reveal it is predominant by the 235, component. The BaBar

measured ratio 55*7:?) [3] can be explained by a small 235;-13D; mixing. And our obtained

mixing is about —7.5°. This result is consistent with that for the 1~ states D¥ (2700) and
D7*,(2860), where we got a mixing angle 65 = 8.7°.

3. The mass of D;(2760) is consistent with the prediction of 1Dy state cu[11, 12]. If we take
this assignment, the measured total width seems too small (the LHCb result [9] is about 100

MeV smaller than theoretical calculation). This conclusion is also favored by the researches in
Refs. [12, 21, 24, 27, 33].
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Fig. 3: The variation of I'p: and ratio Rp+(Dj) change along with the mass of Dy, where Dj is the
state dominant by 1°D; component and Rp+(D;) = %.

4. D*(2650) is more likely to be the 235; predominant state. There is no great conflict in the
total widths of 235; and 13D; assignments, while its mass is more consistent with 239, state.

The ratio % behaves quite differently for the two assignments, which is 0.5 for 239,
assignment and 4.4 for 13D, assignment. Hence this ratio can be used to test the essence of
D*(2650).

5. For Dj(2680), the situation is similar with D*(2650). There exists no great conflict in the total

widths between 235, and 13D, assignments compared with experimental measurements. The
(D7)
T(D*F7-)
used to discriminate the essence of D} (2680).

ratios are 0.46 and 4.15 for 235, and 1°D; assignment, respectively, therefore can be

Tab. VIII: Comparison with other Refs. when taking D*(2600) as the mixture of 239,-13D; cu.
['1ot is in unit of MeV and the mixing angle 6, is in unit of degree.

D*(2600) Exp. This Ref. [21] Ref. [27] Ref. [24] Ref. [33]
0., - “(7.5739) | -(21~23) | -(36+6) (4~17) (-3.6 ~ 1.8)
T b (2600) 93+14.3 | 66.4.73 | 74~80 75~ 115 205 ~ 195 ~ 60
Rp+[D*(2600)] | 0.32£0.09 | 0.32:999 | 0.38~0.43 | 0.63 £0.21 | ~(0.25~0.53) ~0.32
T p: (2760) 177 £38.4 | 290.6.22 | 280~310 | 300~ 550 ~ 290 385
Rp+[D3(2760)] - 6.9727 |1.25~2.25 - (2.62 ~ 28.86) 2.2

IV. Summary

In this work, we carried out a systematical research on the potential 1~ open charm mesons,
including the charm-strange mesons D%, (2700) and D7, (2860), charm mesons D*(2600), D*(2650),
Di(2680) and Dj(2760). The main strong decay properties by taking these natural spin-parity reso-
nances as the 235 or 12D, states are achieved by using the Bethe-Salpeter methods. In particularly,
the further 25-1D mixing scheme is used to explain both the 1~ charm and charm-strange mesons.
The obtained results and predicted properties can be tested in the near future experiments.

Our results reveal that, D (2700) and D (2860) can be well described by the further 235;-1°D;
mixing scheme with a small mixing angle (8.7139)°. Both the total widths and ratio of correspond-
ing partial decay widths are consistent with the experimental measurements. Our predicted ratio
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;Egg for D*(2860) is 0.627522 which could be used to test this 25-1D mixing scheme in future.
For the corresponding charm mesons, since the experimental measurements are not consistent with
each other, the identification and assignments are much more difficult. Based on our results, the
BaBar D*(2600) [3] can be explained by the same mixing scheme with a mixing angle of —(7.5759)°.
D*(2650) [5] and Dj(2680) [10] are more likely to be 235; predominant states, since their masses are
consistent with the 235; predictions, while our calculated total widths are both comparable with
the experimental measurements under the 235; or 13D, assignments. Our results also show that,
the measured width of Dj(2760) is much smaller than the theoretical calculations under the 13D,
assignment. This would be an obstacle to identify D;(2760) as the 1°D; predominant cu. There still
exit puzzles and difficulties in identifications of these new excited charmed mesons. Further precise
measurements of their properties are needed and important.
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