
Four-quark states with charm quarks in a two-body Bethe-Salpeter approach

Nico Santowsky1, 2, ∗ and Christian S. Fischer1, 2, †

1Institut für Theoretische Physik, Justus-Liebig Universität Gießen, 35392 Gießen, Germany
2Helmholtz Forschungsakademie Hessen für FAIR (HFHF),

GSI Helmholtzzentrum für Schwerionenforschung, Campus Gießen, 35392 Gießen, Germany
(Dated: April 8, 2022)

We study the internal structure of a range of four-quark states with charm quark contributions
using a two-body Bethe-Salpeter equation. Thereby, we examine charmonium-like states with hidden
charm and quark content cc̄qq̄, open-charm states with quark content ccq̄q̄ and all-charm states
with ccc̄c̄. In particular we study the internal competition between meson-meson components and
diquark-antidiquark components in the wave functions of these states. Our results indicate that
the χc1(3872) and the Zc(3900) are predominantly DD̄∗ states and that the recently discovered
open-charm state T+

cc is dominated by an internal DD∗ component. In both cases the diquark
components are negligible. For the all-charm state X(6900) with as yet unknown quantum numbers
we identify candidates in the excitation spectra of 0+ and 1+ states. Furthermore, our framework
serves to provide predictions for further, yet undiscovered open and hidden charm four-quark states.

I. INTRODUCTION

The discovery of the χc1(3872) in 2003 by the Belle
Collaboration [1] is considered as the birth of exotic spec-
troscopy for states including heavy quarks {c, b}. Over
the years, many more states were discovered in the mass
region of charmonia and bottomonia, which cannot be
explained by the conventional quark model, see e.g. [2–4]
for an overview. Whereas the quantum numbers of sev-
eral exotic states (traditionally called X and Y states)
are compatible with those from ordinary quarkonia, the
so-called Z states carry an electric charge, entailing a
quark content of at least four quarks. As a consequence,
the notion of four-quark states became a paradigm for
the discussion of all exotic heavy quark states exposed
so far. Further support for this picture is obtained from
the first candidate for an open charm four-quark state,
T+
cc , with quark content ccūd̄ recently discovered by the

LHCb-collaboration [5] and the first all-charm state with
quark content ccc̄c̄, the X(6900), also discovered by LHCb
[6].

The internal structure of these exotic states is still
heavily debated. States, like the χc1(3872), that are
close to mesonic decay thresholds have been advocated as
meson molecules with possible small admixtures of other
components [7], but other interpretations are debated as
well [8]. A clear distinction between a mesonic molecule
and a compact four-quark state (e.g. built from diquark-
antidiquark components) requires a detailed analysis of its
associated line shape extracted from experiment. While
first high quality results have been made available by
the LHCb collaboration using fits to experimental data
[9], final clarification of this matter may have to wait for
direct measurements planned in the upcoming PANDA
experiment [10, 11].
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On the theory side, exotic candidates with heavy quarks
have been described in a variety of approaches such as
quark models [12–15], lattice QCD [16–25], sum rules [26],
effective theories [7, 27, 28] or functional methods using a
four-body Faddeev-Yakubovsky equation [29–31]. While
many of these studies investigate certain aspects of four-
quark states, a full understanding seems only possible by
taking multiple configurations into account simultaneously
instead of assuming a certain internal structure a priori.
Anticipating a clustering into internal two-quark states
(provided by strong two-body forces), there are three dif-
ferent structures which may contribute to a four-quark
state with quark content cc̄qq̄: (i) a heavy-light meson-
meson/molecular state where two heavy-light mesons in-
teract with each other [7], (ii) a hadro-charmonium [32]
with a heavy cc̄ core and a light qq̄ pair surrounding it
and (iii) a diquark-antidiquark state with strongly in-
teracting heavy-light diquarks [33]. In addition, other
structures are possible. If the quantum numbers allow,
there could be a sizeable cc̄-component. In some cases
even meson three-body effects could play an important
role [34, 35]. Or, if the interaction between the (anti-
)quarks is dominated by irreducible three- and four-body
forces, a compact four-quark state may even arise with
no preferred internal clustering.

In this paper we study the internal structure of heavy-
light and all-heavy four-quark states using a coupled
system of covariant two-body Bethe-Salpeter equations
that allow for a competition between different internal
structures. This coupled system was firstly formulated
in [36] and recently extended to an investigation of res-
onances in the complex P 2 plane [37], where it yielded
a qualitative description of the f0 and a0 states in light
scalar nonet. It is derived from the generic four-body
description studied in [29, 31] and allows in principle also
to study the effective mixing of four-quark states with
quark-antiquark components [38]. However, due to tech-
nical complexities involved, in this work we will stick to
the pure four-quark picture and study the coupling to
two-quark states in a future work.
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The paper is organized as follows: First, we briefly
introduce the two-body Bethe-Salpeter equation in section
II. In section III technical details are discussed. Then, in
section IV, we present our results for charmonium-like
candidates with quark content cc̄qq̄, open-charm ones
with ccq̄q̄ and all-charm states with ccc̄c̄. In the end, we
give a short summary and draw final conclusions.

II. THE FOUR-QUARK TWO-BODY
BETHE-SALPETER EQUATION

In order to make this article self-contained, we briefly
repeat here the derivation of the (coupled set of) effective
two-body Bethe-Salpeter equations from the correspond-
ing four-body equation of the four-quark state. Additional
details may be found in [36–40].

The 2n-quark Green’s function G(2n) can be expressed
via the T matrix, the interacting part of the S matrix,

G(2n) = G
(n)
0 +G

(n)
0 T (2n)G

(n)
0 , (1)

where G
(n)
0 is the product of n non-interacting, but fully

dressed quark propagators. The T matrix may be ex-
pressed via the n-quark scattering kernel K(n) as follows,

T (2n) = K(n) +K(n)G
(n)
0 T (2n). (2)

As bound states and resonances are poles of the T ma-
trix [41], one obtains

T (2n) P 2→−M2

−−−−−−→ Ψ(n)Ψ̄(n)

P 2 +M2
(3)

in the proximity of the mass pole, where the Bethe-
Salpeter amplitude Ψ(n) and its conjugate define the
corresponding pole residue. Inserting this into (2) and
comparing the residues yields the homogeneous n-quark
Bethe-Salpeter equation,

Ψ(n) = K(n)G
(n)
0 Ψ(n). (4)

In the case n = 4 the kernel K can be decomposed into
irreducible two-, three- and four-quark correlations,

K(4) = K̃(2) + K̃(3) + K̃(4). (5)

We neglect the three- and four-quark interaction kernels
and set K̃(3) = K̃(4) = 0. A priori, the justification for
this approximation is on physics ground only1. If we as-
sume that the internal structure of four-quark states may

1 A similar approximation was already applied successfully in the
baryon sector where the diquark-quark picture led to a spec-
trum in one-to-one agreement with experiment, see e.g. [42, 43].
Whereas in the baryon sector it can be shown explicitly that the
leading part of the irreducible three-body interaction (in terms
of a skeleton expansion) is small [44], we don’t have such strict
arguments concerning the four-body kernel that is relevant in
this work.

be expressed in terms of meson-meson, hadro-charmonium
or diquark-antidiquark components, then two-body forces
must dominate over three- and four-body ones. Apart
from lattice QCD, this assumption is inherent to all ap-
proaches to four-quark states known by us, and we shall
adopt it here as well.

The contribution K̃(2) containing all irreducible two-
body interactions inside the four-quark state contains
various incarnations of the two-body scattering kernel
K(2) between two quarks i and j:

K̃(2) = K
(2)
12 S

−1
3 S−1

4 +K
(2)
34 S

−1
1 S−1

2 −K(2)
12 K

(2)
34︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:K̃
(2)

(12)(34)

+perm.

=
∑
a

K̃(2)
a (6)

Explicit indices 1, 2, 3, 4 denote the four (anti-)quarks
as ingredients of the four-quark bound state and the
summation over a picks up the three possible combinations
(12)(34), (13)(24), (14)(23) of two-body interactions.

In order to be able to extract a two-body Bethe-Salpeter
equation for the four-quark qq̄qq̄ state, we slightly refor-
mulate the problem [36]. First, we define a four-body

T -matrix Ta that is generated by K̃
(2)
a :

Ta = K̃(2)
a + K̃(2)

a G
(4)
0 Ta = K̃(2)

a + TaG
(4)
0 K̃(2)

a . (7)

Furthermore, we note that the BSA, Eq. (4), can be split
into three separate parts by inserting Eq. (6)

Ψ =
∑
a

K̃(2)
a G

(4)
0 Ψ :=

∑
a

Ψa . (8)

Acting with TaG
(4)
0 onto Ψ and using (7) one then obtains

Ψa = TaG
(4)
0 (Ψ−Ψa) =

∑
b6=a

TaG
(4)
0 Ψb , (9)

which is still an exact four-body equation apart from
neglecting the kernels K̃(3) and K̃(4).

Since the T matrices Ta contain effects from two-body
interactions in the same combination of (anti-)quark legs
only, they are prone to develop singularities in the respec-
tive channels, with the quantum numbers of mesons and
(anti-)diquarks. The two-body approximation of the four-
body equation then amounts to replacing Ta with a pole
ansatz analogously to Eq. (3). Assuming that the spin-
momentum structure of the Bethe-Salpeter amplitudes
factorizes, the full amplitude Ψ can then be decomposed
into meson-meson and diquark-antidiquark substructures
Φa. We thus obtain

Ψa = (Γ12 ⊗ Γ34) G
(2,2)
0 Φa (10)

for a = (12)(34) and similar expressions for the other

combinations. Here, G
(2,2)
0 is a combination of two meson

propagators or a diquark and an antidiquark propaga-
tor, respectively, and Γij are the corresponding two-body
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FIG. 1. Diagrammatic representation of the basic quantities
used in deriving the pure two-body/four-quark BSE. In the
first line we display the representation of the bound state
together with its corresponding BSE (4). In the second line we

give the explicit decomposition of the interaction kernel K(4)

in terms of irreducible two-, three- and four-body interactions.
The red crosses indicate truncations, justified and explained in
the main text. The third line displays the reduction of the four-
body amplitude into a sum of two-body amplitudes featuring
internal mesons (dashed lines) and (anti-)diquarks (double
lines). One of the resulting effective two-body equations is
given in the lowest line. The other two equations are obtained
under permutations in the index set {1, 2, 3}, thus spanning
the whole coupled system of two-body BSEs (for equal quark
masses Φ1 and Φ2 are identical).

Bethe-Salpeter amplitudes, i.e. Γ := Ψ(2). The represen-
tation Eq. (10) is in some sense a ‘physical basis’ in that it
builds a representation of Ψa in terms of reduced internal
Dirac, flavour and colour structure from a physical pic-
ture. The algebraic structure of the tetraquark-meson and
tetraquark-diquark vertices Φa depend on the respective
quantum numbers of the investigated four-quark state.
For scalar four-quark states and (pseudo)scalar ingredi-
ents, e.g., those amplitudes are flavour and colour singlets
and Lorentz scalars, otherwise they are Lorentz vectors
or tensors.

With Eq. (10), we effectively solve for the vertices Φa
while making use of solutions of the two-quark BSE for
the amplitudes Γij . The interaction kernel elements for
the internal vertices Φa are quark exchange diagrams as
visualized in the last line of Fig. 1.

III. TECHNICAL DETAILS

A. Quark propagator, mesons and diquarks

In order to solve the coupled four-quark two-body BSE,
we need knowledge about other Green’s functions such as
quark propagators, meson and diquark amplitudes and
propagators. These quantities have to be precalculated by

solving the corresponding equations of motion, namely the
quark Dyson-Schwinger equation (DSE) and the meson
and diquark BSEs.

Quark propagators. The quark DSE follows from the
1PI effective action via functional derivatives with respect
to quark fields and reads

S−1
αβ (p) = Z2(ip6 + Zmm0)αβ + CF

∫
q

Kαα′β′βSα′β′(q),

(11)
with the wave-function and mass renormalization con-

stants Z2 and Zm, the bare quark mass m0 and the
Casimir CF = 4/3 for NC = 3. The interaction kernel K
contains the dressed gluon propagator as well as one bare
and one dressed quark-gluon vertex. The Greek super-
indices refer to colour, flavour and Dirac structure. We
apply the Rainbow-Ladder approximation which proved
to be reliable for ground state properties in all channels
used in this work, see the review [43] for a detailed dis-
cussion. In this approximation, the kernel can be written
as

Kαα′β′β = Z2
2

4πα(k2)

k2
Tµνk γµαα′ γ

ν
ββ′ , (12)

where Tµνk is the transverse projector with respect to the
momentum k and the effective coupling α(k2) occurs as
the quantity which carries the non-trivial, momentum-
dependent part of the gluon propagator and the quark-
gluon vertex. The applied model for α(k2) was taken
from [45] and has been discussed in detail e.g. in [43].

Meson and diquark amplitudes. For mesons and
diquarks one needs to solve the two-quark Bethe-Salpeter
equation, i.e. Eq. (4) for n = 2. For the interaction
kernel K(2) we adopt the same form as in the quark DSE,
Eq. (12),

K(2) = K, (13)

as it preserves chiral symmetry through the axial-vector
Ward-Takahashi identity [43]. The amplitudes Γ(P, p)
occur as solutions of the BSEs and can be written as a
linear combination of Dirac basis elements τ

(µ)
i as follows

(colour and flavour structure suppressed and µ occurs as
a Lorentz index for J = 1 states):

Γ(µ)(P, p) =
∑
i

τ
(µ)
i (P, p)fi(P, p) (14)

For pseudoscalar mesons and scalar diquarks, there are
four linear independent tensor structures and for vector
mesons and axialvector diquarks there are eight. We solve
the two-quark meson and diquark BSEs for the full set of
basis elements and will approximate the solution by only
taking into account the leading part of the amplitude, i.e.

Γ(µ)(P, p) ≈ τ (µ)
1 (P, p)f1(P, p), (15)

which corresponds e.g. to τ1 = γ5 part for pseudoscalar
mesons and τµ1 = γµT part for vector mesons [46], where
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the index T stands for the transverse projection with
respect to the total meson momentum. For scalar and
axialvector diquarks, one has to multiply the charge con-
jugation matrix C = γ0γ2 on the tensor structures of
pseudoscalar and vector BSEs. Only taking into account
the leading structures of the respective amplitudes has
proven to be a suitable, qualitative approximation of the
full amplitude [47].

Mesons and diquarks with different flavour content
could be calculated by taking quark propagators with
different input quark masses m0 (cf. (11)) as ingredients
of the meson BSE (4). The input quark masses (u, d, c)
are fixed by ensuring that (i) the pion mass matches
the (averaged) experimental value, (ii) the kaon mass
is accurate and (iii) the sum mD + mD∗ agrees with
experiment. We then arrive at

m0,u/d = 3.8 MeV m0,s = 85.5 MeV m0,c = 795 MeV

(16)

mπ = 0.138 GeV mK = 0.499 GeV

mD = 1.805 GeV mD∗ = 2.070 GeV (17)

Note that there is a certain mismatch between the heavy-
light states and the charmonia. In order to obtain the
experimental value of the J/ψ meson,

mJ/ψ = 3.10 GeV, (18)

a charm quark mass of 845 MeV is needed. This mismatch
of 5% reflects a systematic model error. Furthermore note
that the heavy-light meson masses and amplitudes (in
particular those of the D mesons) are extrapolated due
to quark poles in the integration domain [48].

Meson and diquark propagators. For an exact
description of the meson and diquark propagators, we
generalize the T -matrix pole ansatz (3) and replace the
pole by a (potentially off-shell) propagator D:

T (2n) ≈ Γ(P )D(P 2)Γ̄(P ) (19)

The propagator could then be calculated straightforwardly
by using the solutions of the corresponding BSE via
(2) [43].

B. Solving a BSE in the presence of decay
thresholds

We solve a BSE by attaching an artificial eigenvalue
function λ(P 2) on the left hand side of Eq. (4):

λ(P 2) Ψ(n) = K(n)G
(n)
0 Ψ(n) (20)

The BSE is solved for a P 2 where λ(P 2) = 1 holds.
For bound states, the mass could then be extracted via
M2 = −P 2. In the coupled system of BSEs as displayed in
Fig. 1 the accessible region for the eigenvalue curve λ(P 2)

for real momenta P 2 is in principle restricted by the ap-
pearance of the first cut, i.e. the physical decay threshold.
As an example, consider calculating a candidate for the
χc1(3872) which may consist of J/ψ and ω internally with
their total momenta PJ/Ψ and Pω. With real relative mo-
mentum p between these two mesons, these momenta can
be parametrized by PJ/Ψ = p+ηP and Pω = −p+(1−η)P
such that P = PJ/Ψ + Pω for arbitrary p and momentum
is conserved. The partitioning parameter η can then be
adjusted such that the meson propagators are not probed
on-shell until the physical decay threshold Mω +MJ/Ψ is
reached. In practise, however we face a somewhat tighter
constraint for technical reasons: In order to be able to
carry out the calculation, we have to provide the (off-
shell) Bethe-Salpeter amplitudes of the J/ψ, the ω and
the heavy-light D-mesons after quark exchange. The cor-
responding Bethe-Salpeter equations for the heavy-light
mesons can be solved routinely for real relative momenta
between the constituent quarks and antiquarks, but are
currently out of reach for complex relative momenta. It
is straight forward to show that this technical constraint
leads to η = 1/2 in the distribution of total momentum P
onto the total momenta of the PJ/Ψ and Pω. This in turn

leads to the constraint P 2 > −4M2
ω such that the pole of

the propagator of the omega-meson is avoided. In general,
the constraint is P 2 > −4m2, where m is the mass of the
lightest meson in the system of equations. For this region,
we calculate the eigenvalue curve and extrapolate from
there into the non-accessible region in order to obtain
an on-shell solution for the four-quark state. A similar
procedure has been applied in Ref. [38] in the light quark
sector.

In principle, it would be very interesting to extract
not only the mass of the bound state/resonance, but
also its Bethe-Salpeter wave function. The relative nor-
malised weight of the different components of this wave
function would then allow for a direct and quantitative
determination of the size of different contributions, i.e.
meson-meson, hadro-charmonium or diquark-antidiquark.
Unfortunately, such an extrapolation is much more com-
plicated as the above discussed extrapolation of the eigen-
value, since it would have to be done for every relative
momentum and consequently would face much larger un-
certainties. We will study this possibility in future work.

IV. RESULTS

In this work we present results for the following flavour
decompositions,

• charmonium-like candidates with hidden charm
(cc̄qq̄)

• open-charm states (ccq̄q̄)

• all-charm states (ccc̄c̄).

According to the two-body approximation, Eq. (10), we
take into account different internal clusters. If the state
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I(JPC) exp. candidate clusters mass [GeV]

0(0++) – DD̄ + ω J/ψ + SS 3.49(25)
1(0++) – DD̄ + π ηc + SS 3.20(31)
0(1++) χc1(3872) DD̄∗ + ω J/ψ +AS 3.85(18)
1(1+−) Zc(3900) DD̄∗ + π J/ψ +AS 3.79(31)

TABLE I. Ground state masses for hidden-charm four-quark
states with a pair of light quarks. The errors stem from extrap-
olations of the eigenvalue curve on the real axis. Bold-written
clusters denote the dominant component in the equation. A
and S stand for axialvector and scalar (anti-)diquarks.

in question has an experimental candidate, the choice of
our mesonic internal clusters are motivated by leading
decay channels; if there is no such candidate, we choose
the channels with lowest mass and with vanishing orbital
momentum (as the two-body ansatz assumes L = 0).
For the diquark-antidiquark clusters we also chose the
combination with the lowest possible masses allowed by
quantum numbers. Overall, we probe states with scalar
and axialvector quantum numbers, JP = 0+ and 1+, with
internal clusters that carry pseudo-scalar and vector quan-
tum numbers for mesons and scalar (S) and axialvector
(A) quantum numbers for diquarks. These are precisely
the channels where the underlying rainbow-ladder approx-
imation of the quark-gluon-interaction is known to work
well [49]. Other quantum numbers of the four-quark state
require internal meson and diquark channels that are not
well represented by this truncation and therefore no high
quality results can be expected. We therefore postpone
the study of such states to future work.

We also like to point out that the current framework is
only able to investigate the effects of internal two-body
clusters that do not change the overall quark-content of
the state in questions. This excludes the formation of
internal structures such as three-body DDπ-components,
which in some cases may have a considerable impact.
This has been studied, e.g. for the χc1(3872) [50] and
the Tcc

+ [34, 35]. Including these effects would require a
substantial generalisation of our framework which seems
out of reach for now.

A. Charmonium-like four-quark candidates with
quark content cc̄qq̄

We investigated charmonium-like tetraquarks for differ-
ent quantum numbers in order to probe the experimentally
confirmed axialvector states, χc1(3872) and Zc(3900), and
further scalar states which are not yet confirmed. We
show the ground state masses in Tab. I. Variations in
mass with the internal light quark masses are shown in
Fig. 2. Here we also compare the full calculations, includ-
ing all channels in question, with calculations including
only part of the channels in order to identify the most
dominant ones.

For both quantum numbers, 0(1++) (left panel) and
1(1+−) (right panel), we observe that leaving out DD∗

clusters changes the results dramatically, whereas they
are hardly affected by the removal of the diquark clusters.
We therefore conclude that the heavy-light meson-meson
component is dominating and the diquark components
are negligible. The hadro-charmonium component has
only a small impact on the 0(1++)-state, whereas its
contribution on the 1(1+−)-state is much more relevant.
This can be traced back to the presence of a pion in the
hadro-charmonium component of the isovector 1(1+−)-
state, which makes this component lighter and therefore
more relevant than the corresponding hadro-charmonium
component with ω in the isoscalar 0(1++)-state. Overall,
the masses of both experimental candidates, the χc1(3872)
and the Zc(3900), are reproduced successfully by our
calculations within error bars. Whether these states are
below or above threshold could not be resolved within the
errors of our calculations. Note that we are therefore not
in a position to prove (or disprove) a potential molecular
nature of these states: while the dominance of heavy-light
meson components in their wave functions are certainly
compatible with (and even may suggest) a molecular
nature, we cannot pin down the required small binding
energy with sufficient accuracy.

On the other hand, we find four-quark states with
scalar angular momentum well below the threshold. Thus
they could very well be bound states. They are also
dominated by the heavy-light meson-meson components
consisting of D and D̄ mesons, since without the DD̄-
clusters we do not obtain any solutions of the BSEs.
Again we observe that the diquarks are negligible in both
cases and the lighter hadro-charmonium component in
the isovector state is more important than the heavy
hadro-charmonium component in the isoscalar one.

The ground state masses in Tab. I have been extracted
by fitting a linear curve (dashed) to the mass curves.
Within error bars, this linear fit seems to work very well
and provides a rough estimate of the (real part of the)
masses in our approach. In general, the mass ordering
between the scalars and the axialvectors is natural, as
axialvector states are more massive than their scalar coun-
terparts, and agrees with the one expected in a molecule
picture [7, 51]. Note that in contrast to lattice QCD,
calculations at the physical point in our approach do not
require more resources than for heavier quark masses. For
the isovector candidates however, there are additional
technical complications due to the occurrence of pion
poles at small time-like momenta. Since in the present
set-up we cannot go beyond these poles, the necessary
extrapolations to the pole location of the four-quark state
have to bridge an enormous mass range resulting in very
large error bars and cease to be useful. In the plots we
only show results at the physical point with an excluded
hadro-charmonium component, because in that case the
problematic pion pole is absent.

Running up the mass curves for isoscalar states from
mu/d → ms, it is possible to extract also candidates in-
cluding strange instead of light quarks. The corresponding
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FIG. 2. The mass curves for charmonium-like hidden-charm four-quark candidates with quantum numbers 0(1++) (upper left
panel) 1(1+−) (upper right panel), 0(0++) (lower left panel) and 1(0+−) (lower right panel)with quark content cc̄qq̄ and dynamic
light quark mass mq. A and S stand for axialvector and scalar (anti-)diquarks. The short, blue bars on the left hand side denote

the DD̄(∗) threshold at the physical point, mq = 3.8 MeV.

masses are given by

Mcc̄ss̄,0++ = 3.69(18) GeV

Mcc̄ss̄,1++ = 4.10(16) GeV, (21)

which makes it possible to identify the axialvector candi-
date with the χc1(4140) which decays at least into J/ψ φ,
although the dominant internal structure in our calcula-
tions is DsD̄

∗
s .

Our results agree very well with recent four-body cal-
culations on a quantitative level [29, 31]. In particular
our main findings, heavy-light meson dominance and di-
quark suppression are similar. Thus, both approaches are
consistent with each other.

B. Open-charm states with quark content ccq̄q̄

Similar to section IV A we also investigated open-charm
states with quark content ccq̄q̄. The corresponding mass
curves are shown in Fig. 3 and the extrapolated masses

I(JP ) exp. candidate clusters mass [GeV]
1(0+) – DD +D∗D∗ +AA 3.21(2)
0(1+) T+

cc DD∗ +D∗D∗ +AS 3.49(48)
1(1+) – DD∗ +D∗D∗ +AA 3.47(24)

TABLE II. Ground state masses for open-charm four-quark
states. The errors stem from extrapolations of the eigenvalue
curve on the real axis. Bold-written clusters denote the domi-
nant component in the equation. A and S stand for axialvector
and scalar (anti-)diquarks.

in Tab. II. Note that the open charm states here underlie
Pauli symmetry, which restricts the choice of diquark-
antidiquark components as they stem from the colour-
antitriplet. In particular, this is the reason why there is no
isoscalar-scalar state in our approximation and why the
lowest-lying allowed diquark-antidiquark cluster consists
only of axialvector diquarks, AA, in the scalar case.

We observe that both axialvector four-quark states are
(slightly) higher in mass than the scalar state, which is
consistent with our findings in the hidden-charm sector.
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FIG. 3. The mass curves for open-charm four-quark candidates and quantum numbers 0(1+) (upper left panel), 1(1+) (upper
right panel) and 1(0+) (lower panel) with quark content ccq̄q̄ and variations in the light quark mass mq. The short, blue bars

on the left hand side denote the DD(∗) threshold at the physical point, mq = 3.8 MeV.

Different from the hidden-charm case, the masses of the
isoscalar and isovector states are in a similar mass region,
which may be traced back to the absence of an influen-
tial hadro-charmonium component. Unfortunately, and
similar to corresponding lattice calculations [17, 22, 24],
we cannot say for certain that our axialvector states are
bound. This seems to be different for the scalar state,
where the extrapolation errors are small enough to suggest
a bound state at the physical point.

Currently, there is only one experimental candidate for
an open-charm state, the recently discovered isoscalar
axialvector T+

cc with a mass of ∼ 3875 MeV and a leading
decay channel compatible with an inner composition of
DD∗ [5, 34]. Within error bars, the experimental mass
and our mass agrees, even as our mean value is about
ten percent too small. We come back to this discussion
in section V. The almost mass degenerate axialvector
isovector state has been searched for, but not found by
the LHCb collaboration in the respective channels [34].
This is an interesting observation that deserves further
consideration.

The axialvector masses for the open-charm states in our

framework are smaller than the hidden-charm equivalents.
An explanation for this is the corresponding interaction
on the level of the two-body BSE. Due to the absence of a
hadro-charmonium component the dominating interaction
diagram is the quark exchange between two identical D
meson clusters, cf. Fig. 1. As it turns out, the D meson
Bethe-Salpeter amplitudes are larger than the ones of J/ψ
and ω or J/ψ and π. This implies a higher eigenvalue
curve (20) and therefore, a lighter ground state. This is in
agreement with early studies of open flavour heavy-light
systems [52].

C. All-charm states with quark content ccc̄c̄

The quantum numbers of the only experimentally con-
firmed candidate for an all-charm state, the X(6900),
have not yet been identified. It is therefore reasonable to
probe different quantum numbers with different internal
configurations in order to search for potential candidates.
Similar to the open-charm case, Pauli symmetry restricts
the quantum numbers of the (anti-)diquarks, i.e. explains
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FIG. 4. The all-charm spectrum showed graphically with
different quantum numbers 0+ and 1+, showing the ground
states and excited ones. Striped rectangles denote states which
are dominated strongly by the meson-meson components, such
that diquark-antidiquark components are completely negli-
gible. In contrast, open rectangles denote states with still
dominant meson-meson components, but significant diquark-
antidiquark admixtures. The vertical extent of the rectangles
denote the numerical error from the extrapolation of the cor-
responding eigenvalue curve and the continuous, horizontal
blue line denotes the experimental value for the X(6900) [6].

JP clusters M [GeV] M∗ [GeV] M∗∗ [GeV]

0+ ηcηc +AA 5.34(2) 6.30(13) 6.70(30)
J/ψ J/ψ +AA 6.30(3) 6.71(14) 6.87(12)

1+ ηc J/ψ +AA 6.07(2) 7.03(26) –
J/ψ J/ψ +AA 6.28(4) 6.92(12) –

TABLE III. Numerical values for the ground states and the
excitation spectra (excitation levels denoted by stars, ∗) of dif-
ferent all-charm four-quark candidates using different clusters.
Bold-written clusters are the dominant ones. A stands for an
axialvector (anti-)diquark.

why only axialvector diquarks could occur as possible
clusters. Technically, all-charm states offer a unique pos-
sibility within the restrictions of our current framework:
in the accessible region of total momenta not only the
eigenvalue curves for the ground states but also those for
the radially excites states are not too far away from the
physical point, λ = 1, it is possible to use our well-probed
extrapolation procedure to study the excitation spectra of
these candidates as well. The different states we consider
are shown in Tab. III along with the calculated masses.
Fig. 4 shows the calculated spectrum graphically.

We find that all ground states are too low in mass to
provide a proper description of the X(6900). Instead,
we find possible states within the excitation spectra for
both quantum numbers, 0+ and 1+. Whereas potential
candidates are found as second radial excitations of the
scalar states, the axialvector ones occur as first excitations.
Only the ground state of the di-ηc state is surely bound
whereas all other states are either clearly above or in the
proximity of the corresponding, lowest-lying decay thresh-
old. Without exceptions, the states are dominated by
the meson-meson component; only the second excitations

(**) in the scalar spectrum have significant (although
still small) diquark-antidiquark components. Note that,
again, meson-meson dominance alone is not sufficient to
conclude anything about the potential molecular nature
of these states (cf. the discussion of the χc1(3872) and
the Zc(3900) above).

In the 1+ case, both configurations, the first excitations
of ηc J/ψ and J/ψ J/ψ, overlap with the experimental
state within error bars. Thus, it is possible that the
experimental state is a mixture of these configurations.
In our calculations, we have not yet studied this possibility
due to the associated complexity. This is left for future
studies.

Many previous model calculations of the X(6900) as-
sume a diquark-antidiquark structure [14, 53–56] and
find a first radial excitation in the mass region of the
experimental state. While we agree with theses studies
on the general notion that the experimental state is a
radial excitation, our findings seem to invalidate diquark-
models for these states on general grounds. Our findings
partly agree, however, with very recent calculations in a
non-relativistic quark model that uses a spin-independent
Cornell potential based on lattice calculations to inves-
tigate meson-meson resonances [15]. The agreement is
especially present in the 1+ channel, where the J/ψ J/ψ
ground and excited state are in a very similar mass re-
gion. This further supports the interpretation of the
experimental state as an axialvector di-J/ψ resonance.

V. CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this work we studied the inner structure of a num-
ber of four-quark candidates with charm quarks. These
involve charmonium-like hidden-charm states with quark
content cc̄qq̄, open-charm states with quark content ccq̄q̄
and all-charm states with quark content ccc̄c̄. In a param-
eter free calculation we probed different quantum num-
bers and found reasonable descriptions of experimentally
confirmed states, dominated by internal meson-meson
configurations. In the sector of charmonium-like states,
the χc1(3872) and the Zc(3900) are well-described as
DD̄∗ states. Furthermore we find a DsD̄

∗
s dominated

state which may be identified with the χc1(4140). In the
open-charm region we found an isoscalar axialvector DD∗

state which may be identified with the recently discovered
T+
cc . In the all-charm sector, we find possible candidates

for the X(6900) in the excitation spectra of scalar and
axialvector four-quark states. We were also able to make
predictions for the inner structure of many additional
states which have not yet been experimentally confirmed.
In general, internal diquark-antidiquark configurations
are always found to be subleading and in many cases even
negligible. This invalidates models based on diquark de-
grees of freedom on general grounds. Whenever possible
due to quantum numbers we also see hadro-charmonium
components, but again only as sub-dominant components
of the full wave function. A possible mixing with ordinary
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charmonia which would be interesting for charmonium-
like states with I = 0 was not yet included for technical
reasons.

Generally speaking, our results in this work are qualita-
tive, mainly because the two-body equation is truncated
(a) by neglecting three- and four-body forces, cf. Eq. (5),
and (b) by only taking into account the leading compo-
nent of the meson and diquark BSAs, cf. Eq. (15). The
systematic quantitative error following from those trunca-
tions is hard to estimate. From our experience with other
quantities, e.g. decay constants, where all components
can be taken into account we infer that the potential error
may be on the twenty percent level. Further uncertain-
ties come from extrapolations of the eigenvalue curves
as introduced in (20). This error has been quantified.
All these sources of error result in inaccurately resolved
masses, but we do not expect that physically relevant
qualitative aspects such as mass orderings from which
we deduce dominant clusters are affected. In particular
we are reasonably certain, that all sources of error due
not affect the general statement that diquarks are mostly
irrelevant.

This work could also be considered as groundwork for
further calculations. For a more complete understanding
of the states in question it would be reasonable (a) to

couple the four-quark components to a quark-antiquark
state if the quantum numbers allow [38] and (b) to further
investigate the eigenvalue curve for complex P 2 in order
to describe states as four-quark resonances including their
widths, as done for the light quark sector in Ref. [37].
This is subject of future work and connected to solving
further technical challenges such as gaining knowledge
of D meson amplitudes in the complex plane and the
possibility to circumvent quark, meson and diquark poles
dynamically while integrating.

In any case, to our mind the results of this work demon-
strate that functional continuum methods based on the
Bethe-Salpeter equations of QCD are an adequate and
systematic tool to decode the inner structure of exotic
states with heavy quarks involved.
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