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Abstract

We calculated next-to-leading-order (NLO) QCD perturbative contributions to a JPC =
0+−, dud̄ū tetraquark (diquark-antidiquark) correlator in the chiral limit of massless u and
d quarks. At NLO, there are four quark self-energy diagrams and six gluon-exchange dia-
grams. Nonlocal divergences were cancelled using diagrammatic renormalization. Dimen-
sionally regularized integrals were numerically computed using pySecDec. The combina-
tion of pySecDec with diagrammatic renormalization establishes a valuable new methodol-
ogy for NLO calculations of QCD correlation functions. Compared to leading-order (LO)
perturbation theory, we found that NLO perturbation theory is significant. To quantify
the impact of NLO perturbation theory on physical predictions, we computed NLO per-
turbative contributions to QCD Laplace, Gaussian, and finite-energy sum rules. Using
QCD sum rules, we determined upper and lower bounds on the 0+−, dud̄ū tetraquark
ground-state mass, M : at NLO in perturbation theory, we found 2.2 GeV ≲ M ≤ 4.2 GeV
whereas, at LO, we found 2.4 GeV ≲ M ≤ 4.6 GeV. This mass range suggests the possibil-
ity of mixing between 0+−, light-quark (i.e., u and d quarks) hybrid and dud̄ū tetraquark
states. Taking into account uncertainties in QCD parameters, we found no evidence for a
0+−, dud̄ū tetraquark under 1.9 GeV.

1 Introduction

Colour confinement allows for hadron families beyond the well-known two-quark mesons and
three-quark baryons [1]. Four-quark states are one such family (see e.g., [2, 3]). Experimental
evidence for the existence of four-quark states is strong (see, for example, the reviews [4–
10]). Several states containing (a minimum of) four quarks have been reported including the
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Zc(3900)
+ with quark content cuc̄d̄ [11,12], the X(5568)+ with quark content sub̄d̄ [13,14], and

the X(6900) with quark content ccc̄c̄ [15].
While all known manifestly four-quark states contain at least one heavy quark, a four-quark

framework (with an inverted mass hierarchy for the scalar mesons) is also expected in systems
without heavy quarks [2,16]. However, clearly identifying four-quark states that do not contain
heavy quarks is difficult due in part to overlapping hadron multiplets and, presumably, hadron
mixing. Given these difficulties, a promising search strategy is to look for bosonic hadrons with
exotic quantum numbers, i.e., JPC combinations such as 0−−, 0+−, and 1−+ that are forbidden
for two-quark mesons. While not guaranteed to be four-quark states (e.g., hybrid mesons can
have exotic JPC [5,7,10]), hadrons with exotic quantum numbers are at least guaranteed to not
be two-quark mesons.

One possible picture for the structure of a four-quark state is that of a diquark-antidiquark
bound state, i.e., a tetraquark [2, 3, 16]. Tetraquarks with exotic quantum numbers that do
not contain heavy quarks have been studied using QCD sum rules [17–22]1. QCD sum rules
are transformed dispersion relations that relate hadron properties to QCD correlation functions
of interpolating currents [26–31]. Variants include Laplace, Gaussian, and finite-energy sum
rules. In [17], an analysis of light-quark (i.e., u and d quarks) and hidden-strange, isovector
tetraquarks with JPC = 1−+ yielded mass predictions of about 1.6 GeV for qqq̄q̄ states and
2.0 GeV for qsq̄s̄ states where q represents u or d. However, for many of the currents considered,
the QCD spectral functions (i.e., imaginary parts) of corresponding correlators were negative
(i.e., unphysical) in the squared-energy scale, t, range 1 GeV2 ≲ t ≲ 4 GeV2. For t ≳ 4 GeV2,
the QCD spectral functions were positive (and hence physical), but the hadron masses obtained
were greater than 2.5 GeV. As such, Ref. [17] concluded that these currents did not provide
evidence for the existence of 1−+ tetraquarks under 2 GeV. In [18], an analysis of light-quark
and hidden-strange, isoscalar tetraquarks with JPC = 1−+ yielded a qsq̄s̄ state mass prediction
of 1.8 GeV–2.1 GeV. However, similar to what was seen in [17], many currents led to correlators
with negative QCD spectral functions for 2 GeV2 ≲ t ≲ 4 GeV2. All of the qqq̄q̄ currents showed
this unphysical behaviour, and, consequently, in Ref. [18], no mass predictions were obtained for
1−+, light-quark, isoscalar tetraquarks. In [19], light-quark and hidden-strange, isovector and
isoscalar tetraquarks with JPC = 0−− were studied using a set of scalar currents, but none of
the sum-rules analyses stabilized. In [21], 0−−, light-quark tetraquark states were studied using
a set of vector currents which yielded isospin-degenerate mass predictions of (1.66± 0.14) GeV.
In [20], light-quark tetraquarks (as well as hidden-charm and hidden-bottom tetraquarks) with
JPC = 0+− were studied using scalar currents (that contained covariant derivative operators).
For the qqq̄q̄ states, no sum-rules analyses were successful. In [22], light-quark and hidden-
strange tetraquarks with JPC = 0+− were studied using a set of vector currents. For qqq̄q̄
tetraquarks, a mass of (1.43 ± 0.09) GeV was reported, and, for qsq̄s̄ tetraquarks, a mass of
(1.54± 0.12) GeV was reported.

Our focus in this paper is 0+−, dud̄ū tetraquarks, denoted as T 0+−

dud̄ū
following the classification

scheme of Ref. [32]. In [22], correlation functions of eight interpolating currents were considered
at leading order (LO) in perturbation theory. In the chiral limit, correlation functions of these
eight currents are pairwise degenerate, corresponding to four independent currents. Of these
four, only two were identified as leading to Laplace sum-rules (LSRs) with converging operator

1They have also been studied with the MIT bag model [23] and a Coloumb gauge QCD Hamiltonian model [24,
25].
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product expansion (OPE) series, and, of these two, only one led to an LSRs analysis stable
against deviations from vacuum saturation. This current, J3 (or, equivalently, J7) in the notation
of [22], was analyzed using LSRs resulting in a mass prediction of 1.39 GeV at optimized
continuum threshold parameter s0 = 4.50 GeV2 and Borel parameter σ = 0.265 GeV−2 [22].
Because sum rules for two-point functions relate an integrated QCD-predicted ρ(OPE)(t) to an
integrated positive-valued hadronic spectral function ρ(t) (see (46)–(47) below), QCD sum rules
must be positive to be physically consistent with an integrated hadronic spectral function (see
e.g., Refs. [33–36] that use the physical positivity constraint to obtain QCD sum-rule mass
bounds on light quarks). However, as can be seen in Fig. 1, the LSRs of J3 (J7) from [22] are
negative and, therefore, unphysical at the optimized s0 and σ values; hence, the corresponding
mass prediction is not reliable.

(a) The order-0 (subtracted) LSR. (b) The order-1 (subtracted) LSR.

Figure 1: The order-0 and order-1 (subtracted) LSRs of J3 (J7) from [22] at continuum threshold
parameter s0 = 4.50 GeV2, the optimized value of s0 determined in [22]. Both LSRs are negative
at Borel parameter σ = 0.265 GeV−2, the optimized value of σ determined in [22]. Note that,
in [22], Laplace sum rules are denoted M and the Borel parameter is denoted τ .

Focusing on the current J7 from [22] (see (1) below), we extended the QCD sum-rules analysis
of T 0+−

dud̄ū
tetraquarks to include next-to-leading-order (NLO) QCD contributions to perturbation

theory. For several 0++, light-quark tetraquark currents, it has been shown that NLO contribu-
tions to perturbation theory are surprisingly large [37]. The effects of NLO perturbation theory
on a QCD sum-rules analysis of a 0++, light-quark tetraquark current are explored in [38]. It is
therefore interesting to study whether light-quark, exotic-JPC tetraquarks have similarly large
NLO effects. Furthermore, as the NLO perturbative contributions are necessarily positive, they
could potentially fix the negative, unphysical LSRs of Fig. 1.

The NLO diagrams that contribute to the T 0+−

dud̄ū
diagonal correlator defined in (2)–(3) below

are shown in Fig. 2. Each diagram has four loops and contains nonlocal divergences. Inte-
grals were regulated using dimensional regularization, and nonlocal divergences were eliminated
through diagrammatic renormalization [39–42] using the methodology for sum rules developed
in Ref. [43]. As discussed in [43], diagrammatic renormalization is particularly convenient
for radiative corrections to tetraquark correlation functions as it circumvents the problem of
composite-operator mixing under renormalization. Also, it provides helpful consistency checks
as nonlocal divergences are eliminated diagram-by-diagram.

Rather than evaluating integrals analytically, we evaluated them using pySecDec, a program
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that numerically calculates dimensionally regularized integrals [44]. pySecDec makes use of
FORM [45–47], GSL [48], and the CUBA library [49, 50]. It has been demonstrated that
pySecDec can be successfully incorporated into the QCD sum-rules methodology at LO using
a 0−+ charmonium hybrid current as an example [51]. In this paper, we demonstrate that
pySecDec numerical loop-integration methods combined with diagrammatic renormalization
techniques can be successfully implemented at NLO, establishing new calculational methods for
higher-loop corrections in QCD sum-rules.

For the T 0+−

dud̄ū
diagonal correlator (2)–(3) below, we found that NLO contributions are large

relative to LO perturbation theory. This is similar to what was found for 0++, light-quark
tetraquarks [37, 38]. To assess the importance of the NLO corrections to physical predictions,
we computed NLO perturbative contributions to Laplace, Gaussian, and finite-energy sum
rules. Using Gaussian sum rules (GSRs), we motivated a lower bound on the T 0+−

dud̄ū
tetraquark

ground state mass, M , and using LSRs, we determined an upper bound on M . Omitting NLO
perturbation theory, we found that 2.4 GeV ≲ M ≤ 4.6 GeV contrary to the predictions of [22].
The discrepancy is due to our analysis being restricted to positive, physical sum rules. Including
both LO and NLO perturbation theory, we found that 2.2 GeV ≲ M ≤ 4.2 GeV. With NLO
perturbation theory, the resulting mass scale was lowered somewhat, but we still found no
evidence for a T 0+−

dud̄ū
state lighter than 1.9 GeV, even when taking into account uncertainties in

QCD parameters. Furthermore, it is worth noting that this mass range is comparable to the
QCD sum-rule mass prediction for 0+−, light-quark hybrids [52], suggesting the possibility of
hybrid-tetraquark mixing.

2 Next-to-Leading-Order Perturbation Theory

We investigate T 0+−

dud̄ū
tetraquarks using the current

Jµ = uT
aCdb

(
ūaγµCd̄T

b − ūbγµCd̄T
a

)
− uT

aCγµdb
(
ūaCd̄T

b − ūbCd̄T
a

)
, (1)

denoted J7 in [22], with charge conjugation operator C, quark colour indices a and b, and
massless u and d quarks. As discussed in Ref. [22], this current couples to different isospin
multiplets, but because our calculations do not include isospin-breaking effects, our conclusions
concerning T 0+−

dud̄ū
masses are isospin-degenerate. The diagonal correlator of (1) is

Πµν(q) = i

∫
d4x eiq·x⟨Ω|Tjµ(x)j†ν(0)|Ω⟩

= qµqνΠ
(S)(q2) +

(
qµqν − q2gµν

)
Π(V)(q2)

(2)

where Π(S)(q2) and Π(V)(q2) probe 0+− and 1−− states respectively. We focus on Π(S)(q2) where

Π(S)(q2) =
qµqν
q4

Πµν(q
2). (3)

We omit the superscript “(S)” from Π(S)(q2) from here on. As discussed above, at LO, the LSRs
based on this current have good OPE convergence properties and stability under variations in
QCD parameter inputs [22]. For the QCD sum-rules analyses of Section 3, we actually only
need the imaginary part of Π; thus, for convenience, we define

ρ(t) = lim
δ→0+

Π(t+ iδ)− Π(t− iδ)

2πi
=

1

π
ImΠ(t).
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We calculate ρ(t) within the OPE [42,54] in which perturbation theory, ρ(pert)(t), is supple-
mented by nonperturbative condensate terms, ρ(cond)(t),

ρ(t) → ρ(OPE)(t) = ρ(pert)(t) + ρ(cond)(t). (4)

In the chiral limit of massless u and d quarks, we consider LO, ρ(LO)(t), and NLO, ρ(NLO)(t),
contributions to ρ(pert)(t) i.e.,

ρ(pert)(t) = ρ(LO)(t) + ρ(NLO)(t) (5)

where [22]

ρ(LO)(t) =
t3

61440π6
. (6)

Taking into account condensates up to and including a mass dimension of six (i.e., 6d), we
have [22]

ρ(cond)(t) =
t

1536π5
⟨αG2⟩ − κ

12π2
⟨q̄q⟩2 (7)

where the 4d gluon condensate value used is [55]

⟨αG2⟩ = (0.075± 0.02) GeV4 (8)

and the 3d quark condensate value used is [26,56]

⟨ūu⟩ = ⟨d̄d⟩ ≡ ⟨q̄q⟩ = −(0.23± 0.03)3 GeV3. (9)

As discussed in [22], the chiral limit of massless quarks and SU(2) flavour-symmetric QCD
condensate corrections imply that the T 0+−

dud̄ū
predictions emerging from Π(q2) will be isopsin-

degenerate. The parameter κ in (7) quantifies deviations from the vacuum saturation hypothesis,
with κ = 1 corresponding to vacuum saturation [26,27]. However, there is considerable evidence
that vacuum saturation underestimates the 6d condensates, and so, consistent with Refs. [30,
57, 58], we use κ = 2 as our central value with κ = 3 as an upper bound. (See Ref. [31] for a
recent review of QCD condensate determinations.)

The diagrams that contribute to Π(q2) at NLO are shown in Fig. 2, and ρ(NLO)(t) is then
extracted from these diagrams. The self-energy diagram (SE) shown in Fig. 2a has a multiplicity
of four as the gluon line can be attached to any of the (massless) quark lines. In the gluon-
exchange diagram shown in Fig. 2b, the gluon line connects two quark lines oriented in the same
direction. We call this an exchange diagram of Type 1 (EX1) and note that it has a multiplicity
of two. In the gluon-exchange diagram shown in Fig. 2c, the gluon line connects two quark lines
oriented in opposite directions. We call this an exchange diagram of Type 2 (EX2) and note
that it has a multiplicity of four.

All diagrams of Fig. 2 contain nonlocal divergences that must be eliminated. Regularization
is handled using dimensional regularization in D = 4 + 2ϵ dimensions at minimal subtraction
(MS) renormalization scale µ. We renormalize each diagram using diagrammatic renormaliza-
tion as discussed in Ref. [43]. At NLO, diagrammatic renormalization (see e.g., Refs. [39–42])
first requires isolation of the subdivergences arising from the one-loop subdiagram(s) of an indi-
vidual bare NLO diagram. Counterterm diagrams generated from the subdivergences are then
calculated and added to the bare diagram to obtain the renormalized diagram. The process is
repeated for all bare diagrams, and the final result is the renormalized correlation function with
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(a) Self-energy diagram (SE). (b) Type 1 gluon-exchange di-
agram (EX1).

(c) Type 2 gluon-exchange di-
agram (EX2).

Figure 2: The NLO perturbative diagrams of Π (q2). The ⊗ denotes the Feynman rule for the
current (1). Thin lines are u quarks. Thick lines are d quarks.

the coupling identified as αs(ν) at renormalization scale ν in the chosen scheme. Advantages of
the diagrammatic approach include an increase in computational efficiency, particularly when
conventional renormalization would result in a large operator-mixing basis (such as tetraquark
systems with a basis of approximately 10 operators [53]). Ref. [43] also shows how the dia-
grammatic method can be conceptually understood in terms of conventional operator renor-
malization. In summary, the diagrammatic renormalization process [43] requires that, for each
diagram, subdiagrams that lead to nonlocal divergences are identified, and their MS divergences
are isolated. For each subdivergence isolated, a counterterm vertex having the opposite value
is defined. New counterterm diagrams that include counterterm vertices are added to the orig-
inal diagram yielding a result free of nonlocal divergences. A novel aspect of this paper is the
implementation of diagrammatic renormalization methodology via numerical loop integration
methods using pySecDec [44] as outlined below.

The diagram of Fig. 2a contains a subdivergence from the quark self-energy. The countert-
erm corresponding to the one-loop quark self-energy is well-known (see [59] for example). For
massless quarks,

a, i b, j

p

=⇒ a, i 1 b, j

p

=
ig2s

12π2ϵ
δba/pji. (10)

We represent a counterterm vertex as a ■ labelled by an integer indicating which subdivergence
it corresponds to. In (10)–(14), the indices {a, . . . , d} represent quark colour whereas {i, . . . , k}
are Dirac indices. The diagram of Fig. 2b contains two divergent subdiagrams each comprising
the gluon line, a current insertion, and the two quark lines that connect them. We find

µ

a, i

d, ℓ

b, j

c, k

=⇒
µ

2

a, i

d, ℓ

b, j

c, k

= Γ(EX1)
µ (11)
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where

Γ(EX1)
µ =

g2s
24π2ϵ

(
δadδbc − δacδbd

) (
4Cij

(
Cγµ

)
ℓk
−
(
γµC

)
ij
Cℓk

)
. (12)

The diagram of Fig. 2c contains two divergent subdiagrams, again, each comprising the gluon
line, a current insertion, and the two quark lines that connect them. We find

µ

a, i

d, ℓ

b, j

c, k

=⇒
µ

3

a, i

d, ℓ

b, j

c, k

= Γ(EX2)
µ (13)

where

Γ(EX2)
µ =

g2s
384π2ϵ

(
5δadδbc + δacδbd

) ((
γργσC

)
ij

(
Cγµγργσ

)
ℓk
−
(
γµγ

ργσC
)
ij

(
Cγργσ)ℓk

))
. (14)

The counterterm diagrams needed to eliminate nonlocal divergences from the diagrams of
Fig. 2 are shown in Fig. 3. The self-energy counterterm diagram (SEC) of Fig. 3a has a
multiplicity of four. The Type 1 gluon-exchange counterterm diagram (EXC1) of Fig. 3b has
a multiplicity of four, the multiplicity of the diagram of Fig. 2b multiplied by two as the
counterterm vertex can replace either current insertion. The Type 2 gluon-exchange counterterm
diagram (EXC2) of Fig. 3c has a multiplicity of eight, the multiplicity of the diagram of Fig. 2c
multiplied by two.

(a) Self-energy counterterm di-
agram (SEC).

(b) Type 1 gluon-exchange
counterterm diagram (EXC1).

(c) Type 2 gluon-exchange
counterterm diagram (EXC2)

Figure 3: The counterterm diagrams needed to eliminate nonlocal divergences from the diagrams
of Fig. 2. The ⊗ denotes the Feynman rule for the current (1). The ■ denotes a counterterm
vertex. Thin lines are u quarks. Thick lines are d quarks.

We denote a particular NLO diagram from Fig. 2 or Fig. 3 with a superscript (A) where
A ∈ {SE, EX1, EX2, SEC, EXC1, EXC2}. Then, including multiplicities,

ρ(NLO)(t) = 4ρ(SE)(t) + 4ρ(SEC)(t) + 2ρ(EX1)(t) + 4ρ(EXC1)(t) + 4ρ(EX2)(t) + 8ρ(EXC2)(t). (15)
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As the u and d quarks are massless, each ρ(A)(t) takes the form

ρ(A)(t) = g2st
3

(
a(A)

ϵ
+ b(A) + c(A)L

)
(16)

where a(A), b(A), and c(A) are constants and where

L = log

(
t

µ2

)
. (17)

Using pySecDec, we numerically evaluated the imaginary parts of all six NLO diagrams (ex-
cluding the g2s factors) over a range of values of t at µ = 1 GeV. The values of a(A) were easily
identified as the coefficients of ϵ−1 in the resulting data. We extracted values of b(A) and c(A) by
fitting the finite parts of (16), i.e., the terms free of ϵ, to the coefficients of ϵ0 in the data. As a
benchmark of our methodology, we first successfully reproduced (6) using this pySecDec method
before calculating NLO corrections. In Fig. 4, for each NLO diagram, we plot the fitted finite
part of (16) along with the coefficient of ϵ0 in the pySecDec-generated data. In all cases, there
is excellent agreement between the data and the fitted function, and the theoretical uncertainty
in the coefficients arising from the fitting procedure is negligible.

The sum of a diagram and its counterterm diagrams must be free of nonlocal divergences
implying, here, that the various divergent parts, i.e., the ϵ−1 terms, of (16) must cancel in pairs.
Therefore,

a(SE) = −a(SEC) (18)

a(EX1) = −2a(EXC1) (19)

a(EX2) = −2a(EXC2). (20)

The factors of two in (19) and (20) are due to the two possible locations of the counterterm
vertex in Fig. 3b and Fig. 3c respectively. In Fig. 5, we plot a(SE)/a(SEC), a(EX1)/(2a(EXC1)), and
a(EX2)/(2a(EXC2)) using values of a(A) obtained from fitting. Within numerical uncertainty, each
ratio is consistent with a constant value of -1 in excellent agreement with (18)–(20). There are,
however, a handful of outliers that violate (18)–(20) by a few percent. As the u and d quarks
are massless, there is no special physical significance of any value of t, and so the outliers seem
to be minor numerical anomalies. We speculate that the origin of these numerical anomalies is
associated with our choice µ = 1GeV corresponding to a modified minimal subtraction (MS)
scale (see (21) below) of µ̄2 = 7.05GeV2 in close proximity to the values of t at the anomalies.
It seems plausible that pySecDec could encounter numerical challenges at this scale because of
the natural combination 1/ϵ+ log(t/µ2)− log(4π)+ γE occurring in dimensional regularization.
From Fig. 4, it is clear that the finite parts do not contain any such numerical anomalies.

For our final expression for ρ(NLO)(t), we transform from an MS to an MS result in order to
make use of MS QCD quantities provided in Ref. [60], for example. With

µ2 =
eγE

4π
µ̄2, (21)

we have
L = L̄− γE + log(4π) (22)

8



Figure 4: Fits (solid lines) of the finite parts of (16) to pySecDec-generated data (dots). The
error bars due to pySecDec numerical uncertainties are much smaller than the dots.

where

L̄ = log

(
q2

µ̄2

)
(23)

in terms of MS renormalization scale µ̄. Then, ignoring the divergent parts of (16) as the sum

9



Figure 5: Ratios of the divergent parts of diagrams and their corresponding counterterm dia-
grams. Error bars correspond to numerical uncertainties estimated by pySecDec.

of all such contributions has been shown to cancel in pairs, we find

ρ(SE)(t) = g2st
3
(
−2.23× 10−9 + 5.76× 10−10L̄

)
(24)

ρ(EX1)(t) = g2st
3
(
5.80× 10−9 − 1.49× 10−9L̄

)
(25)

ρ(EX2)(t) = g2st
3
(
1.33× 10−9 − 2.87× 10−10L̄

)
(26)

ρ(SEC)(t) = g2st
3
(
1.63× 10−9 − 4.29× 10−10L̄

)
(27)

ρ(EXC1)(t) = g2st
3
(
−2.04× 10−9 + 5.36× 10−10L̄

)
(28)

ρ(EXC2)(t) = g2st
3
(
−3.89× 10−10 + 1.07× 10−10L̄

)
. (29)

Substituting (24)–(29) into (15) gives

ρ(NLO)(t) = g2st
3
(
3.30× 10−9 − 5.40× 10−10L̄

)
. (30)

Then, substituting (6) and (30) into (5) gives

ρ(pert)(t) = (1.69× 10−8) t3
(
1 + αs

(
2.45− 0.401L̄

))
(31)

where

αs =
g2s
4π

(32)

is the running strong coupling at the renormalization scale µ̄. For four active flavours (i.e.,
nf = 4) at one-loop order,

αs(µ̄) =
αs(Mτ )

1 + 25
12π

αs(Mτ ) log
(

µ̄2

M2
τ

) (33)

10



where Mτ , the τ mass, is 1.77 GeV and where αs(Mτ ) = 0.330 [60].
The perturbative results are consolidated by, once again, expressing ρ(pert)(t) as (recall (5))

ρ(pert)(t) = ρ(LO)(t) + ρ(NLO)(t) (34)

where
ρ(LO)(t) = d1t

3 , ρ(NLO)(t) = d1t
3αs

π

(
d2 + d3L̄

)
(35)

implies

ρ(pert)(t, αs, µ̄) = d1t
3

(
1 +

αs

π

(
d2 + d3L̄

))
(36)

with, from (31),
d1 = 1.69× 10−8 , d2 = 7.70 , d3 = −1.26. (37)

The NLO perturbative terms in (36) imply that ρ(t) satisfies a renormalization-group (RG)
equation that contains an anomalous-dimension γρ(αs) contribution(

µ̄
∂

∂µ̄
+ β(αs)αs

∂

∂αs

− 2γρ(αs)

)
ρ(t) = 0 (38)

where

β (αs) = β1
αs

π
+O

(
αs

π

)2

with β1 = −11

2
+

nf

3
(39)

and

γρ (αs) = γ1
αs

π
+O

(
αs

π

)2

with γ1 = −d3. (40)

However, up to NLO, the quantity

ρ̃(t) = α2γ1/β1
s ρ(t) (41)

satisfies an RG equation that does not contain an anomalous-dimension contribution, enabling
standard RG approaches to QCD sum rules as discussed below.

The relative size of the LO and NLO terms in (35) can be examined through the ratio

ρ(NLO)(t)

ρ(LO)(t)
=

αs

π

(
d2 + d3L̄

)
. (42)

Hence, with d2 ∼ 10 from (37), it is expected that NLO effects could be important. Recalling
from (5) and (34) that ρ(pert)(t) = ρ(LO)(t) + ρ(NLO)(t), we plot in Fig. 6 the ratio (42) for a
characteristic renormalization scale µ̄ = Mτ . Over the range of values of t considered in the
figure, ρ(NLO)(t) is, on average, roughly 75% the size of ρ(LO)(t). In Fig. 7, we plot ρ(OPE)(t)
(see (4), (7), and (31)) with and without ρ(NLO)(t) at µ̄ = Mτ . For t ≲ 4 GeV2, ρ(OPE)(t) < 0
due to the large magnitude, negative contribution from the 6d quark condensate term. However,
the NLO contributions do mitigate the effect of the 6d condensates by extending the ρ(OPE) > 0
region to lower values of t compared to LO. (Note that the zeroes of ρ(OPE)(t) and ρ̃(OPE)(t)
are the same.) This behaviour of ρ(OPE) is similar to that seen for 1−+, light-quark tetraquarks
in [17, 18] and disfavours the existence of T 0+−

dud̄ū
states lighter than ≈2 GeV. But, of course,

hadronic predictions cannot be extracted directly from the QCD-calculated ρ(OPE)(t), and so,
for a more rigorous analysis, we relate ρ(OPE)(t) to the channel’s hadronic spectral function
through QCD sum rules.
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Figure 6: The ratio of ρ(NLO)(t) to ρ(LO)(t) (see Eq. (42)) for µ̄ = Mτ .

Figure 7: ρ(OPE)(t) with NLO perturbation theory (the solid line) and without (the dashed line)
at µ̄ = Mτ .

3 Tetraquark Ground State Mass Bounds from QCD

Sum Rules

At Q2 = −q2 > 0, the correlator Π defined in (2)–(3) satisfies the dispersion relation

Π(Q2) = −Q6

∫ ∞

t0

ρ(t)

t3(t+Q2)
dt+ . . . (43)

where ρ(t) is the hadronic spectral function, t0 ≈ 0 is a threshold parameter corresponding to
the squared energy needed to create real constituents, and · · · represents a polynomial in Q2

(subtraction constants). When Π(Q2) is computed through the OPE, the dispersion relation (43)
connects QCD to hadronic physics, i.e., quark-hadron duality.

To reduce the contribution to the right-hand side (RHS) of (43) from the high-energy be-
haviour of ρ(t) (such as from excited states) as well as to eliminate subtraction constants and

12



local field-theory divergences, a transform is typically applied, leading to QCD sum rules. Two
examples of QCD sum rules are Laplace sum rules [26–28, 30] and Gaussian sum rules [29, 30,
61,62]2. The (order-0) LSR, R(σ), is defined as

R(σ) =
1

σ
lim

N,Q2→∞

(−Q2)N

Γ(N)

(
d

dQ2

)N

Π(Q2) (44)

where σ = N
Q2 , the Borel parameter, is in GeV−2. The (order-0) GSR, G(ŝ, τ), is defined as

G(ŝ, τ) =
√

τ

π
lim

N,∆2→∞

(−∆2)N

Γ(N)

(
d

d∆2

)N(
Π(−ŝ− i∆)− Π(ŝ+ i∆)

i∆

)
(45)

where τ = ∆2

N
is in GeV4. Combining (43) with Π → Π(OPE) and (44) gives (see [26, 29] for

details)

R(σ) =

∫ ∞

0

e−σtρ(OPE)(t) dt =

∫ ∞

0

e−σtρ(t) dt. (46)

Similarly, combining (43) with Π → Π(OPE) and (45) gives (see [29,61,62] for details)

G(ŝ, τ) = 1√
4πτ

∫ ∞

0

e−
(t−ŝ)2

4τ ρ(OPE)(t) dt =
1√
4πτ

∫ ∞

0

e−
(t−ŝ)2

4τ ρ(t) dt. (47)

For massless quarks, we set µ̄ = 1/
√
σ in the LSR [34] and µ̄ = 4

√
τ in the GSR [29, 61].

These RG-improvement results are based on an RG equation free of anomalous-dimension con-
tributions; hence, the anomalous-dimension factor α

2γ1/β1
s from (41) should be included as an

additional positive multiplicative factor. However, the phenomenological analysis presented be-
low is based on the sign of the GSR and an LSR ratio; in both cases, the anomalous-dimension
factor has no effect and so can be ignored (see a similar argument in Ref [38]). In Fig. 8, we plot
R(σ), and, in Fig. 9, we plot G(ŝ, τ) at τ = 1 GeV4. In both figures, the solid curve includes
both LO and NLO perturbation theory whereas the dashed curve includes LO perturbation
theory only. It can be seen that NLO perturbation theory makes significant contributions to
both the LSR and GSR. Note that, for σ ≳ 0.4 GeV−2, R(σ) becomes negative and, therefore,
is unphysical for this region of Borel parameter.

We split the hadronic spectral function into hadronic and QCD continuum contributions

ρ(t) = ρ(had)(t) + ρ(OPE)(t)θ(t− s0) (48)

where ρ(had)(t) contains the resonance(s) content of ρ(t), s0 is the continuum threshold param-
eter, and θ(t− s0) is a Heaviside step function. Plugging (48) into (47) gives

G(ŝ, τ, s0) =
1√
4πτ

∫ s0

0

e−
(t−ŝ)2

4τ ρ(OPE)(t) dt =
1√
4πτ

∫ ∞

0

e−
(t−ŝ)2

4τ ρ(had)(t) dt (49)

where G(ŝ, τ, s0) is a (continuum-)subtracted GSR.
Using (49), we extract a lower bound on s0. Integrating (49) over −∞ < ŝ < ∞ gives

F(s0) =

∫ s0

0

ρ(OPE)(t) dt =

∫ ∞

0

ρ(had)(t) dt, (50)

2Regarding arguments to sum rules, we follow the notation of [29].
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Figure 8: The LSRR(σ) with NLO perturbation theory (the solid line) and without (the dashed
line).

a finite-energy sum rule (FESR). In the FESR, we set µ̄ =
√
s0 [29]. As ρ(had)(t) ≥ 0, it follows

that F(s0) ≥ 0, and, as discussed above, omitting the anomalous-dimension factor has no effect
on the sign of the FESR. In Fig. 10, we plot F(s0) with and without NLO perturbation theory.
Only values of s0 that lead to positive F(s0) are physically allowed. Therefore, with NLO
perturbation theory, we find that

s0 > 6.47 GeV2, (51)

and, without NLO perturbation theory, we find that

s0 > 7.64 GeV2. (52)

To reiterate, the bounds (51) and (52) are constraints on s0 that follow directly from the physical
requirement that the FESR be positive. The optimized value s0 = 4.50 GeV2 used in [22] does
not satisfy (52).

Using the GSR, we motivate a lower bound on the T 0+−

dud̄ū
tetraquark ground-state mass M .

We employ a single narrow resonance model in (48),

ρ(had)(t) = f 2δ(t−M2) (53)

where M is the mass of the lightest T 0+−

dud̄ū
tetraquark that couples to (1) and f is its corre-

sponding coupling strength. In using (53), it is assumed that excited states are sufficiently
suppressed relative to the ground state by the Gaussian kernel of (45) that they can be ignored.
Plugging (53) into (49) gives

G(ŝ, τ, s0) =
1√
4πτ

∫ s0

0

e−
(t−ŝ)2

4τ ρ(OPE)(t) dt =
f 2

√
4πτ

e−
(ŝ−M2)2

4τ . (54)

In general, in (54), τ should be restricted to some interval τmin ≤ τ ≤ τmax. For instance, τmin

should be chosen such that the running coupling αs( 4
√
τ) (see (33)) is not too large. As in [61],

we choose τmin = 1 GeV4. Regarding τmax, the width of the Gaussian kernel on the RHS of (49)
is
√
2τ , and, as τ increases, so too does the sensitivity of the GSR to excited states, eventually
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Figure 9: The GSR G(ŝ, τ) with NLO perturbation theory (the solid line) and without (the
dashed line) at τ = 1 GeV4.

violating (53). Fortunately, for our purposes, we do not actually need a specific value for τmax.
(For a more rigourous discussion of τmin and τmax based on Hölder inequalities, see [52].) Since
the RHS of (54) is positive, it follows that G(ŝ, τ, s0) must also be positive; however, since
ρ(OPE)(t) < 0 for t ≲ 4 GeV2, we find that there are regions of (ŝ, τ, s0) parameter space
where G(ŝ, τ, s0) < 0. This is shown in Fig. 11 for τ = 1 GeV4 and s0 = 10 GeV2. Such
regions of parameter space are unphysical. We denote the zero of G(ŝ, τ, s0) with respect to ŝ
as ŝcrit(τ, s0). We note that the single narrow resonance contribution to the RHS of (54) has
width

√
2τ . If, for self-consistency, we require that the full width of the resonance contribution

be contained in the region where G(ŝ, τ, s0) > 0, then

M2 ≳
√
2τ + ŝcrit(τ, s0) (55)

for all allowed τ at physical s0. Numerically, we find that the RHS of (55) is a decreasing
function of s0. Thus,

M2 ≳
√
2τ + ŝcrit(τ, ∞). (56)

In Fig. 12, we plot the square root of the RHS of (56) versus τ and find that M ≳ 2.2 GeV. An
analogous analysis that omits NLO perturbation theory finds that M ≳ 2.4 GeV.

Using the LSR, we determine an upper bound on the T 0+−

dud̄ū
tetraquark ground-state mass

M . As shown in [63],

M ≤

√
− d

dσ
R(σ)

R(σ)
. (57)

Inequality (57) follows from positivity of the hadronic spectral function and applies to an exten-
sive class of resonance models [63]. In Fig. 13, we plot the right-hand side of (57) with and with-
out NLO perturbation theory. Without NLO perturbation theory, we find that M ≤ 4.6 GeV.
With NLO perturbation theory, we find that M ≤ 4.2 GeV. We note that, at the minimum
value of the solid curve in Fig. 13, the LSR R(σ) is positive and its perturbative contributions
are greater than three times the (magnitude of the) condensate contributions, i.e., the extracted
upper bound comes from a region of OPE convergence.
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Figure 10: The FESR F(s0) with NLO perturbation theory (the solid line) and without (the
dashed line).

Uncertainty in our results is dominated by the value of κ used in (7). For the central
value κ = 2 used in the above analysis, our NLO mass bounds are 2.2 GeV ≲ M ≤ 4.2 GeV.
Both upper and lower mass bounds increase with increasing κ. For κ = 3 (the upper range of
Refs. [30,57,58]), we find 2.4 GeV ≲ M ≤ 4.6 GeV. Because the prevailing evidence for violation
of vacuum saturation indicates κ > 1 [30, 57, 58], our κ = 1 result of 1.9 GeV ≲ M ≤ 4.0 GeV
provides a conservative lower mass bound of M > 1.9 GeV.

4 Discussion

Motivated by the unphysical violation of positivity in the LO LSRs of [22] and the large NLO
perturbative effects for 0++ light tetraquarks [37], we calculated NLO contributions to pertur-
bation theory for a T 0+−

dud̄ū
tetraquark correlation function (2)–(3) in the limit of massless u and

d quarks. Our results represent the first complete NLO perturbative calculation of light-quark,
exotic-JPC tetraquark sum rules. Instead of renormalizing the interpolating current (1), we
eliminated nonlocal divergences using diagrammatic renormalization methods as outlined in
Ref. [43]. Instead of evaluating dimensionally regularized integrals analytically, we evaluated
them numerically using pySecDec [44]. We then fit the pySecDec-generated data to the known
functional form of the imaginary part of the correlation function. The successful combination of
pySecDec with diagrammatic renormalization establishes a valuable and efficient new method-
ology for computing radiative corrections to correlation functions of operators composed of light
quarks. Furthermore, diagrammatic renormalization and pySecDec can, in principle, be applied
to systems containing heavy quarks although, in our experience, computational runtimes and
RAM requirements increase significantly when heavy quarks are introduced.

Relative to LO perturbation theory, the NLO corrections make significant contributions to
ρ(OPE)(t) (see Figs. 6–7) and to QCD sum rules (see Figs. 8–11). Although the NLO corrections
mitigate the violation of positivity in the sum rules, there are still unphysical regions of s0 and
Borel-scale parameter space. Using positivity to constrain physical regions within a GSR, we
motivated a lower bound on the T 0+−

dud̄ū
tetraquark ground-state mass M , and, using an LSR, we
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Figure 11: The subtracted GSR G(ŝ, τ, s0) at τ = 1GeV4 and s0 = 10 GeV2 with NLO
perturbation theory (the solid line) and without (the dashed line).

Figure 12: The square-root of the RHS of (56) versus τ .

determined an upper bound. Taking into account both LO and NLO perturbation theory, we
found that, for our central vacuum saturation parameter κ = 2,

2.2 GeV ≲ M ≤ 4.2 GeV (58)

which should be compared with a range determined by omitting NLO perturbation theory,

2.4 GeV ≲ M ≤ 4.6 GeV. (59)

Increasing the vacuum saturation parameter to κ = 3 increases both the upper and lower bounds
in (58). For the current (1), we found no evidence for the existence of a T 0+−

dud̄ū
tetraquark under

1.9 GeV, and note that 1.9 GeV was obtained by decreasing the vacuum saturation parameter
to κ = 1, thereby underestimating known violations of vacuum saturation [30, 57, 58]. This
lower bound on the T 0+−

dud̄ū
mass is contrary to the results of [22]. The source of the discrepancy

between Ref. [22] and our conservative mass bound M > 1.9 GeV can be traced to the value
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Figure 13:
√

−dR(σ)
dσ

/R(σ) with NLO perturbation theory (the solid line) and without (the

dashed line).

of s0 used in [22] which violates the physical positivity constraint (52). Finally, we note that
the T 0+−

dud̄ū
mass bounds (58) encompass the QCD Gaussian sum-rules mass predictions for 0+−,

light-quark hybrids [52], suggesting the interesting possibility of hybrid-tetraquark mixing in
light-quark systems.

Acknowledgments

The work is supported by the Natural Sciences and Engineering Research Council of Canada
(NSERC). We are grateful to Wei Chen and Zhou-Ran Huang for valuable discussions.

References

[1] M. Gell-Mann, Phys. Lett. 8, 214-215 (1964) doi:10.1016/S0031-9163(64)92001-3.

[2] R. L. Jaffe, Phys. Rev. D 15, 267 (1977) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.15.267.

[3] R. L. Jaffe, Phys. Rev. D 15, 281 (1977) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.15.281.

[4] H. X. Chen, W. Chen, X. Liu and S. L. Zhu, Phys. Rept. 639, 1-121 (2016)
doi:10.1016/j.physrep.2016.05.004 [arXiv:1601.02092 [hep-ph]].

[5] R. F. Lebed, R. E. Mitchell and E. S. Swanson, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 93, 143-194 (2017)
doi:10.1016/j.ppnp.2016.11.003 [arXiv:1610.04528 [hep-ph]].

[6] A. Ali, J. S. Lange and S. Stone, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 97, 123-198 (2017)
doi:10.1016/j.ppnp.2017.08.003 [arXiv:1706.00610 [hep-ph]].

[7] S. L. Olsen, T. Skwarnicki and D. Zieminska, Rev. Mod. Phys. 90, no.1, 015003 (2018)
doi:10.1103/RevModPhys.90.015003 [arXiv:1708.04012 [hep-ph]].

18

http://arxiv.org/abs/1601.02092
http://arxiv.org/abs/1610.04528
http://arxiv.org/abs/1706.00610
http://arxiv.org/abs/1708.04012


[8] Y. R. Liu, H. X. Chen, W. Chen, X. Liu and S. L. Zhu, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 107,
237-320 (2019) doi:10.1016/j.ppnp.2019.04.003 [arXiv:1903.11976 [hep-ph]].

[9] F. K. Guo, C. Hanhart, U. G. Meißner, Q. Wang, Q. Zhao and B. S. Zou, Rev. Mod.
Phys. 90, no.1, 015004 (2018) [erratum: Rev. Mod. Phys. 94, no.2, 029901 (2022)]
doi:10.1103/RevModPhys.90.015004 [arXiv:1705.00141 [hep-ph]].

[10] N. Brambilla, S. Eidelman, C. Hanhart, A. Nefediev, C. P. Shen, C. E. Thomas,
A. Vairo and C. Z. Yuan, Phys. Rept. 873, 1-154 (2020) doi:10.1016/j.physrep.2020.05.001
[arXiv:1907.07583 [hep-ex]].

[11] M. Ablikim et al. [BESIII], Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 252001 (2013)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.110.252001 [arXiv:1303.5949 [hep-ex]].

[12] Z. Q. Liu et al. [Belle], Phys. Rev. Lett. 110, 252002 (2013) [erratum: Phys. Rev. Lett.
111, 019901 (2013)] doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.110.252002 [arXiv:1304.0121 [hep-ex]].

[13] V. M. Abazov et al. [D0], Phys. Rev. Lett. 117, no.2, 022003 (2016)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.117.022003 [arXiv:1602.07588 [hep-ex]].

[14] V. M. Abazov et al. [D0], Phys. Rev. D 97, no.9, 092004 (2018)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.97.092004 [arXiv:1712.10176 [hep-ex]].

[15] R. Aaij et al. [LHCb], Sci. Bull. 65, no.23, 1983-1993 (2020) doi:10.1016/j.scib.2020.08.032
[arXiv:2006.16957 [hep-ex]].

[16] L. Maiani, F. Piccinini, A. D. Polosa and V. Riquer, Phys. Rev. Lett. 93, 212002 (2004)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.93.212002 [arXiv:hep-ph/0407017 [hep-ph]].

[17] H. X. Chen, A. Hosaka and S. L. Zhu, “The I**G J**PC = 1- 1-+ Tetraquark States,” Phys.
Rev. D 78, 054017 (2008) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.78.054017 [arXiv:0806.1998 [hep-ph]].

[18] H. X. Chen, A. Hosaka and S. L. Zhu, “The I**G J**PC = 0+ 1-+ Tetraquark State,” Phys.
Rev. D 78, 117502 (2008) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.78.117502 [arXiv:0808.2344 [hep-ph]].

[19] C. K. Jiao, W. Chen, H. X. Chen and S. L. Zhu, “The Possible J**PC = 0– Exotic State,”
Phys. Rev. D 79, 114034 (2009) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.79.114034 [arXiv:0905.0774 [hep-
ph]].

[20] M. L. Du, W. Chen, X. L. Chen and S. L. Zhu, “The Possible JPC = 0+− Exotic State,”
Chin. Phys. C 37, 033104 (2013) doi:10.1088/1674-1137/37/3/033104 [arXiv:1203.5199
[hep-ph]].

[21] Z. R. Huang, W. Chen, T. G. Steele, Z. F. Zhang and H. Y. Jin, “Investigation of the
light four-quark states with exotic JPC = 0−−,” Phys. Rev. D 95, no.7, 076017 (2017)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.95.076017 [arXiv:1610.02081 [hep-ph]].

[22] Y. C. Fu, Z. R. Huang, Z. F. Zhang and W. Chen, “Exotic tetraquark states with JPC =
0+−,” Phys. Rev. D 99 (2019) no.1, 014025 [arXiv:1811.03333 [hep-ph]].

19

http://arxiv.org/abs/1903.11976
http://arxiv.org/abs/1705.00141
http://arxiv.org/abs/1907.07583
http://arxiv.org/abs/1303.5949
http://arxiv.org/abs/1304.0121
http://arxiv.org/abs/1602.07588
http://arxiv.org/abs/1712.10176
http://arxiv.org/abs/2006.16957
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0407017
http://arxiv.org/abs/0806.1998
http://arxiv.org/abs/0808.2344
http://arxiv.org/abs/0905.0774
http://arxiv.org/abs/1203.5199
http://arxiv.org/abs/1610.02081
http://arxiv.org/abs/1811.03333


[23] A. T. M. Aerts, P. J. Mulders and J. J. De Swart, Phys. Rev. D 21, 1370 (1980)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.21.1370.

[24] S. R. Cotanch, I. J. General and P. Wang, Eur. Phys. J. A 31, 656-661 (2007)
doi:10.1140/epja/i2006-10234-2 [arXiv:hep-ph/0610071 [hep-ph]].

[25] I. J. General, P. Wang, S. R. Cotanch and F. J. Llanes-Estrada, Phys. Lett. B 653, 216-223
(2007) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2007.08.015 [arXiv:0707.1286 [hep-ph]].

[26] M. A. Shifman, A. I. Vainshtein and V. I. Zakharov, Nucl. Phys. B 147, 385-447 (1979)
doi:10.1016/0550-3213(79)90022-1.

[27] M. A. Shifman, A. I. Vainshtein and V. I. Zakharov, Nucl. Phys. B 147, 448-518 (1979)
doi:10.1016/0550-3213(79)90023-3.

[28] L. J. Reinders, H. Rubinstein and S. Yazaki, Phys. Rept. 127, 1 (1985) doi:10.1016/0370-
1573(85)90065-1.

[29] R. A. Bertlmann, G. Launer and E. de Rafael, Nucl. Phys. B 250, 61-108 (1985)
doi:10.1016/0550-3213(85)90475-4.

[30] S. Narison, Camb. Monogr. Part. Phys. Nucl. Phys. Cosmol. 17, 1-812 (2007) Cambridge
University Press, 2007, ISBN 978-0-521-03731-0, 978-0-521-81164-4, 978-0-511-18948-7
[arXiv:hep-ph/0205006 [hep-ph]].

[31] P. Gubler and D. Satow, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 106, 1-67 (2019)
doi:10.1016/j.ppnp.2019.02.005 [arXiv:1812.00385 [hep-ph]].

[32] T. Gershon [LHCb], [arXiv:2206.15233 [hep-ex]].

[33] C. Becchi, S. Narison, E. de Rafael and F. J. Yndurain, Z. Phys. C 8, 335 (1981)
doi:10.1007/BF01546328

[34] S. Narison and E. de Rafael, Phys. Lett. B 103, 57-62 (1981) doi:10.1016/0370-
2693(81)90193-3.

[35] T. G. Steele, K. Kostuik and J. Kwan, Phys. Lett. B 451, 201-206 (1999)
doi:10.1016/S0370-2693(99)00181-1 [arXiv:hep-ph/9812497 [hep-ph]].

[36] L. Lellouch, E. de Rafael and J. Taron, Phys. Lett. B 414, 195-204 (1997)
doi:10.1016/S0370-2693(97)01138-6 [arXiv:hep-ph/9707523 [hep-ph]].

[37] S. Groote, J. G. Körner and D. Niinepuu, Phys. Rev. D 90, no.5, 054028 (2014)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.90.054028 [arXiv:1401.4801 [hep-ph]].

[38] B. A. Cid-Mora and T. G. Steele, Nucl. Phys. A 1028, 122538 (2022)
doi:10.1016/j.nuclphysa.2022.122538 [arXiv:2206.06280 [hep-ph]].

[39] K. Hepp, Commun. Math. Phys. 2, 301-326 (1966) doi:10.1007/BF01773358.

[40] W. Zimmermann, Commun. Math. Phys. 15, 208-234 (1969) doi:10.1007/BF01645676.

20

http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0610071
http://arxiv.org/abs/0707.1286
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0205006
http://arxiv.org/abs/1812.00385
http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.15233
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9812497
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9707523
http://arxiv.org/abs/1401.4801
http://arxiv.org/abs/2206.06280


[41] N. N. Bogoliubov and D.V. Shirkov, “Introduction to the Theory of Quantized Fields”
(Wiley, 1980).

[42] John Collins, “Renormalization” (Cambridge Monographs on Mathematical Physics, 1984).

[43] T. de Oliveira, D. Harnett, A. Palameta and T. G. Steele, accepted to Phys. Rev. D
[arXiv:2208.12363 [hep-ph]].

[44] S. Borowka, G. Heinrich, S. Jahn, S. P. Jones, M. Kerner, J. Schlenk and T. Zirke, Comput.
Phys. Commun. 222, 313-326 (2018) doi:10.1016/j.cpc.2017.09.015 [arXiv:1703.09692 [hep-
ph]].

[45] J. A. M. Vermaseren, [arXiv:math-ph/0010025 [math-ph]].

[46] J. Kuipers, T. Ueda and J. A. M. Vermaseren, Comput. Phys. Commun. 189, 1-19 (2015)
doi:10.1016/j.cpc.2014.08.008 [arXiv:1310.7007 [cs.SC]].

[47] B. Ruijl, T. Ueda and J. Vermaseren, [arXiv:1707.06453 [hep-ph]].

[48] M. Galassi, J. Davies, J. Theiler, B. Gough, G. Jungman, P. Alken, M. Booth, and F. Rossi,
“GNU Scientific Library Reference Manual, 3 ed.” (Network Theory Ltd., 2009).

[49] T. Hahn, Comput. Phys. Commun. 168, 78-95 (2005) doi:10.1016/j.cpc.2005.01.010
[arXiv:hep-ph/0404043 [hep-ph]].

[50] T. Hahn, J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 608, no.1, 012066 (2015) doi:10.1088/1742-6596/608/1/012066
[arXiv:1408.6373 [physics.comp-ph]].

[51] S. Esau and D. Harnett, Eur. Phys. J. A 55, no.2, 31 (2019) doi:10.1140/epja/i2019-12711-9
[arXiv:1806.00157 [hep-ph]].

[52] J. Ho, R. Berg, W. Chen, D. Harnett and T. G. Steele, Phys. Rev. D 98, no.9, 096020
(2018) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.98.096020 [arXiv:1806.02465 [hep-ph]].

[53] S. Narison and R. Tarrach, Phys. Lett. B 125 (1983) 217

[54] K. G. Wilson, Phys. Rev. 179, 1499-1512 (1969) doi:10.1103/PhysRev.179.1499.

[55] S. Narison, Phys. Lett. B 707, 259-263 (2012) doi:10.1016/j.physletb.2011.12.047
[arXiv:1105.5070 [hep-ph]].

[56] G. Launer, S. Narison and R. Tarrach, Z. Phys. C 26, 433-439 (1984)
doi:10.1007/BF01452571.

[57] R. A. Bertlmann, C. A. Dominguez, M. Loewe, M. Perrottet and E. de Rafael, Z. Phys. C
39, 231 (1988) doi:10.1007/BF01550999.

[58] S. Narison, Phys. Lett. B 361, 121-130 (1995) doi:10.1016/0370-2693(95)01125-A
[arXiv:hep-ph/9504334 [hep-ph]].

[59] P. Pascual and R. Tarrach, “QCD: Renormalization for the Practitioner” (Springer-Verlag
Lecture Notes in Physics 194, 1984).

21

http://arxiv.org/abs/2208.12363
http://arxiv.org/abs/1703.09692
http://arxiv.org/abs/math-ph/0010025
http://arxiv.org/abs/1310.7007
http://arxiv.org/abs/1707.06453
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0404043
http://arxiv.org/abs/1408.6373
http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.00157
http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.02465
http://arxiv.org/abs/1105.5070
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/9504334


[60] P. A. Zyla et al. [Particle Data Group], PTEP 2020, no.8, 083C01 (2020)
doi:10.1093/ptep/ptaa104.

[61] G. Orlandini, T. G. Steele and D. Harnett, Nucl. Phys. A 686, 261-289 (2001)
doi:10.1016/S0375-9474(00)00512-1 [arXiv:hep-ph/0007299 [hep-ph]].

[62] D. Harnett and T. G. Steele, Nucl. Phys. A 695, 205-236 (2001) doi:10.1016/S0375-
9474(01)01094-6 [arXiv:hep-ph/0011044 [hep-ph]].

[63] D. Harnett, T. G. Steele and V. Elias, Nucl. Phys. A 686, 393-412 (2001)
doi:10.1016/S0375-9474(00)00567-4 [arXiv:hep-ph/0007049 [hep-ph]].

22

http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0007299
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0011044
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-ph/0007049

	Introduction
	Next-to-Leading-Order Perturbation Theory
	Tetraquark Ground State Mass Bounds from QCD Sum Rules
	Discussion

