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Quark mass dependence of the D?;(2317) and D;(2460) resonances
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We determine the quark mass dependence - light and heavy - of the D}(2317) and D, (2460)
properties, such as, mass, coupling to D™ K, scattering lengths and compositeness, from a global
analysis of DK energy levels from LQCD. In particular, we analyze the HSC energy levels for
DK scattering in I = 0 for different boosts and two pion masses. The formalism is based in the
local hidden-gauge interaction of Weinberg-Tomozawa type which respects both, chiral and heavy
quark spin symmetries, supplemented by a term that takes into account the D™ K coupling to a
bare ¢ component. The isospin violating decay of the D}, (2317) — DI« is also evaluated.

PACS numbers:

I. INTRODUCTION

In order to describe the heavy meson spectrum, it is
useful to think on the restrictions arising from the heavy
quark limit (mg — o0). As it is well-known, the in-
teraction becomes independent on the spin of the heavy
quark in this limit due to the inverse color-magnetic-
moment dependence on the heavy quark mass. Then,
the heavy and light degrees of freedom are separately
conserved and heavy mesons form mass doublets whose
components are related by a flip of the heavy quark spin.
Regarding the charmed-strange meson spectrum, if one
assumes that the mass of the charm quark is sufficiently
heavy to consider this limit, then, two degenerate states
for L = 0 emerge for the ground state with spin-parity
JP = 07,17, being the total spin of the light degrees
of freedom JlP = %_ These states correspond natu-
rally to the D and D* mesons. On the other hand, for
I = 1, one has two doublets, the first one for le = %+,
JP = 0%,17, which in principle might be related to the
observed states D*,(2317) and Dy;(2460) [I}, 2], and the

other for JlP = ng, JP = 17,2%, could be associated
to the Dy1(2536) and Dyo(2573). Still, the constituent
quark model predicts the JlP = %Jr doublet to be almost
degenerate in mass and quite broad decaying to D™ K
[3H5]. Nevertheless, what is observed is a couple of nar-
row states whose masses differ in about the mp« — mp
splitting, being the DZ;(2317) and Dy;(2460) very close
to the DK and D*K thresholds respectively. Moreover,
these two states have the same binding energy relative
to these thresholds, ~ 45 MeV. For these reasons, molec-
ular explanations have been proposed [6HIZ2]. From the
experimental point of view, several new exotic states in
the charm and strangeness sector have been observed in
the last years. Remarkably, new states close to D*K*
threshold, T¢s(2900) and T.5(2900), have been recently
observed, which were predicted earlier in [13]. See also
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[14]. Consequently, the study of exotic states with charm
and strangeness remains interesting.

From lattice QCD simulations, reasonable descriptions
of both, the D¥,(2317) and Dy;(2460) have been ob-
tained when D@SK interpolators are included [15H20],
while their masses are overestimated if omitted. In [21],
the lattice energy levels of L167 17] are reanalyzed using an
auxiliary potential for D) K, which comes from a linear
potential in the center-of-mass energy and a Castillejo-
Dalitz-Dyson (CDD) pole [22]. This results in a couple
of bound states with binding energy of ~ 40 MeV with
respect to the DK and D*K thresholds, with a proba-
bility of 70% for the DK and D*K components in the

*0(2317) and D,;(2460) states, respectively. This out-
come encounters consistency with predictions for I = 0
DK scattering from previous analyses using Heavy Me-
son Chiral Perturbation Theory (HMxPT) for different
sets of lattice data on scattering lengths for I = 3/2
Dr, Dyr, DK, I = 0,1 DK, with pion masses in the
range of 300 — 550 [I8]. In [Ig], the quark mass depen-
dence of the scattering lengths are also extracted, and
the isospin-breaking decay width I'(D%;(2317) — Dg)
is predicted to be 133 £ 22 KeV being consistent within
the current experimental upper limit of 3.8 MeV. This de-
cay seems to be very sensitive to the internal structure of
the DZ%,(2317). If the D%,(2317) were a c5 state, in [23],
using the Bethe-Salpeter equation to describe a relativis-
tic bound state, a decay width of I'(D%,(2317) — Dsm =
7.8371-97 KeV has been predicted (see also [24, 25]). In
contrast, the latest calculations in the molecular model,
give 1207 1® KeV [26] for this decay (see also [27]).

In [28] the analysis of [I8] is extended to leading
one-loop order (next-to-next leading order or NNLO) in
the charmed-meson light-meson scattering amplitudes in-
cluding the Ny = 241 lattice data of [18] for pion masses
in the range 300 — 620 MeV and [I6] for m, = 156 MeV.
However, with seven LECs to be fitted to the lattice data
that were available (~ 20 data points), the result of the
LECs bear large uncertainties. In principle, the effect
of the ¢§ degree-of-freedom is encoded in the LECs be-
yond LO in the chiral expansion and in the resummation
required by unitarity. Nevertheless, if these kind of con-
figurations are close by the energy region under consid-
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eration, it could be more accurate to consider this degree
of freedom explicitly [29, B0]. In [29], the lattice data
of [I5] are analyzed, and a reasonably good description
can be obtained coupling the LO D) K interaction from
HMyPT with ¢s. The data set used supersedes [16] [17]
since [I5] uses larger volumes in a finer lattice spacing and
one order of magnitude more gauge configurations. How-
ever, in the Ny = 2 simulation with dynamical fermions
of [I5], effects emerging from strange sea quarks are ne-
glected. In [29], DK and Dgn channels are included in
the analysis. Notably, similar results are obtained when
NLO terms in the scattering amplitude are included, and
also, taking into account two different renormalization
schemes. The amount of the molecular component found
is 70 £ 10% (including both channels, 54 — 63% corre-
sponding to DK). This result is in contradiction to the
one obtained by the constituent quark model (CQM) [31-
33] which uses the 3Py transition operator [34] to couple
the quark-antiquark and meson-meson d.o.f’s. As a re-
sult, the dressed state had a DK meson pair probability
of around 33%.

DK femtoscopic correlation functions have been re-
cently estimated [35H37]. These observables can also be
useful to extract the interaction and scattering parame-
ters, being sensitive to the nature of exotic hadrons [37].

In [38] a prediction of the pion and kaon mass depen-
dence of the D¥,(2317) is provided in the framework of
NLO HMxPT. There, it is argued that, the light (u,d)
quark mass dependence of the D*,(2317) mass should be
different for a molecular state compared to a cs state.
The main reason is that this dependence comes through
meson-meson loops, which depend on the square of the
coupling of the resonance to the pair of mesons, being this
coupling much larger for molecular states. In addition,
the loop function peaks right at the threshold, the molec-
ular state following the threshold, which is linear in the
meson masses. While the masses of the charmed mesons
grow slightly with the squared of the pion mass [39], the
mass of the kaon grows linearly with it, being the pion
mass proportional to the square root of the light quark
mass. However, for a compact state, the light quark mass
dependence is always an analytic function in the light
quark masses which is quadratic in the Goldstone-Boson
masses. In [38] the type of pion mass dependence ob-
tained for the DZ*,(2317) pole is quadratic, while being
linear with slope close to 1 for the kaon mass dependence.

Nonetheless, the overall quark mass dependence of the
D?,(2317) and its properties have not been extracted
from the available bulk of LQCD simulations yet. In
this work we provide a LQCD bare analysis of the quark
mass dependence of the D*,(2317) and D,;(2460). Con-
cretely, the recent data of [I9] that investigate I = 0 DK
scattering for two pions masses, m, = 239, 391 MeV are
analyzed for the first time, comparing with previous lat-
tice QCD analyses, and, finally, we perform a global fit
of the available LQCD data [I5HI7, [19] 21], extracting
accurately the quark mass dependence, light and heavy,
of the DZ%,(2317) parameters, and its degree of molecu-

lar state. The meson-meson interaction is provided by
the hidden gauge lagrangian, which at leading order co-
incides with the one of HMxPT supplied by a CDD pole
term.

Compared with previous studies [I8 21, 27H29] this
work considers the analysis of the recent data [19] and of
all available LQCD data in DK, D* K scattering, extract-
ing the overall quark mass dependence of the D¥,(2317)
and Dy (2460) properties.

II. FORMALISM

We consider that the DK — DK scattering is driven
by vector meson exchange and evaluate it using the la-
grangian from the Hidden Gauge Formalism (HGF) [40-
43],

L =igTr ([0u¢,9]V") (1)

with g = m,/2fx, fr the pion decay constant and m,, the
p meson mass. The matrices ¢ and V' contain the 16-plet
of pseudoscalar and vector mesons and are given in the
Appendix. This lagrangian is consistent with both, chiral
and heavy quark spin symmetries, for the light vector-
meson exchange, since there the heavy quark is acting as
an spectator and the interaction is broken to SU(3) [44].
Considering only light vector meson exchange, see Fig.
this interaction leads to,
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where s and u are the Mandelstam variables. Note that in
the above equation the pion decay constant is not taken
as a constant parameter, but its pion mass dependence
is taken from [45]. Note also that one arrives to this
interaction through the LO HMyPT [18] 29]. A term as-
sociated with the interaction of DK with a bare c§ state
of the JI’ = %+ Heavy Quark Spin Symmetry (HQSS)
doublet can be added as shown in Fig. [2l At LO in the
heavy quark expansion this gives [29],

(2)

Vbor =

Vex = —25, (3)
with

2 2
_i\/ms + Mk MD , (4)
- NG
where m.z is the mass of the bare ¢35 component, m.s; =
mg; and c is a dimensionless constant that provides the
strength of the coupling of this component to the DK
channel. This constant was evaluated in [29] from a fit
to the LQCD energy levels of the b5 JF = {0,1} ", ob-
taining ¢ = 0.74+£0.05. In this work we will consider this
coupling as a free parameter, together with m.s. Note
that m.s can vary for every LQCD simulation with a
different setup. In fact, these simulations have different

Ves(s) =
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FIG. 1: Feynman diagrams of the DK — DK process.
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FIG. 2: Feynman diagram of the DK — DK process with an
interaction with a bare c5 state.

Col. a L Mz | mp, | Mavg
3.8 239 | 1967 | 3011

HSC 0.12
1.9 —-2.9| 391 | 1951 | 3006
1.7—4.5 | 150 | 1978 | 3068

RQCD 0.071
3.4—4.51]290 | 1977 | 3068
0.0907 2.90 156 | 1809 | 2701

Prelovsek et al.

0.1239 1.98 266 | 1657 | 2429

TABLE I: Comparison of the charm quark mass settings of
the different collaborations through their value of mp,. Note
that the physical value is mp, = 1968.35 + 0.07 MeV [46]. L
and a are given in fm, and the masses in units of MeV. In the
last column, Mg, stands for Mawg = 1/4(my, + 3myw).

values for the D, meson mass, as shown in Table [[] where
HSC refers to the Hadron Spectrum Collaboration [19],
RQCD to the work of [I5] and Prelovsek et al. to [16] [17]
1

The potential V (s) consistent with HQSS is then given
by,

V(s) = Voic(s) + Vex(s) - (5)

1 Note that the values are taken from the corresponding references
dividing by a. Also, for the data set ”Prelovsek et al.” we have
taken the rest mass. This work the kinetic mass was tuned to
the physical mass, values of the charm meson masses at rest
and kinetic extracted from the dispersion relation of Eq. are
given. Here we take the rest masses for consistency with the
energy levels extracted.

Thus the interaction considered here, Eqs. and ,
is derived by vector-meson exchange in DK interaction
supplied by the interaction with a bare state.

The interaction can also be extended to include the
coupling of the DK to the Dyn channel. However, in
the LQCD analyses, Dgn interpolators are generally ne-
glected when energies are extracted [I5HI7, T9-21], and
thus, we omit here this channel. Indeed, the Dsn — Dgn
interaction gives zero at LO using the hidden gauge la-
grangian of Eq. , but not DK — Dyn. For the two-
couple channel case, naming 1 and 2 to the DK and Dgn
channels, the term of Eq. should be multiplied by a
matrix of coefficients,

B 1 2/3
A_< 2/3 0 )

while for Vi one multiplies by

B_ 1 1/V6
\1/v6 1/6
VeVs,

and replaces V2 in Eq. by V. with 4,7 = 1,2
channels, changing also the mass of the K and D mesons
in Eq. by the one of the n and D, mesons respectively
for channel 2. The constant ¢ in Eq. is assumed to be
the same in both channels, i.e., equal to the SU(3) limit.
For the {D*K, D¥n} system, the equations are the same
as Eqgs. —, but changing D — D*, and m.s = mg
For the analysis of the LQCD energies, the Bethe
Salpeter equation in the finite volume is solved,

(6)

(7)

Tl =v1l-@G, (8)
where T is the scattering matrix in the finite volume, V'
is given by Eq. , and G is the two-meson loop function
in the box,

G(P°, P )= GPR(P°, P ) +1lim,,. 00 AG(Po, P, qmax)

where P* = (P9, P ) is the full four-momentum of the
two meson system. The Mandelstam variable s is related

to the momentum as s = P — P? = PZ. The first term
of Eq. @ is the two-meson loop function that can be



evaluated in dimensional regularization as,
m% — m% + s

2s
Log (s — m3 +m3 + 2py/s)

GPE(s) = Log

1 m3 m3

+% [

—Log (—s +m3 — mi + 2pV/s)

+Log (s +mj —mi + 2pV/s)

—Log (—s —m3 +mi +2pVs)]) , (10
p being the on-shell momentum in the center-of-mass
frame, p = A2(s,m3,m3)/2y/s. In particular, in the

center-of-mass frame (cm), where P =0, the second term
in Eq. @, AG(Py, P, ¢max), can be written as,

1 qmax o q[IlaX dgq .

qi

(11)

being ¢ the momentum in the cm frame, which takes
discrete values in the finite box, ¢ = 2%;, 7i; € Z3 and
L the spacial extent of the box. In the continuum limit,
the loop function is

. d*q 1 1
G—z/( (12)

2m)4 q2 — m? +ie (P — q)2 — m3 + i€’

where mi and ms refer to masses of mesons 1 and 2 in
the loop. The above formula can be evaluated, using a
CUtOﬂ.7 qmax;

CcOo __ e d3q g
= [ ). (13)

where co refers to the evaluation of the G function with
the cutoff method and,

. wi(q) +w2(q)
1) = o (@) [P — (n() + (@) T 74

with w; = \/¢? + m?2, and ¢ = |7 |.

For the moving frame and partial wave decomposition
of the scattering amplitude in the finite volume, we follow
the procedure described in [47]. The two-meson loop

function in the finite volume, G in Eq. @ projected in
partial waves, is a matrix with non-diagonal elements due
to the partial weave mixing. Its elements are,

Gmax k
i Pf(q) (@) Yo (@1(0) -

on

» (14)

Glm,l’m’

(15)

with & = 0,1 for | + 1’ = even, odd [47]. The relevant
equation to evaluate the energy levels in the finite vol-
ume, is,

det(§ll’5mm’ - ‘/lélm,l’m’) =0 (16)

V; is the interaction projected in I-wave. Here, we include
only S and P partial waves of the interaction given in
Eq. . The irreducible representations which appear
for a given external momenta are discussed in section
IL.E of [47].

In the following section we show the results of the anal-
ysis of the LQCD energy levels of HSC [19] for m, = 239
(HSC239) and 391 MeV (HSC391). We will compare
with previous analyses of LQCD data from other collab-
orations [I5HI8] done in [I8] 21, [29]. A combined fit of the
most recent LQCD energy levels [I5HI7, [19] will be per-
formed, and the quark mass dependence of the D¥,(2317)
extracted from this fit. Here, we use the dimensional reg-
ularization formula of Eq. to evaluate the two meson
loop function in the finite volume of Egs. @D and . If
we consider only the meson-meson interaction given by
Eq. 7 the only free parameter is the subtraction con-
stant, a (we fix u = 1000 MeV [48]). However, there are
energy levels for two different pion masses in the case of
[19]. The subtraction constant can be different for the
energy levels of the light and heavy pion mass. Thus, we
assume a first order taylor expansion of the subtraction
constant in the pion mass, @ = a3 + agm?2. The effect
of as can be understood as to reabsorb possibly relevant
higher order contributions in the potential of Eqs. ({2
and in the Bethe-Salpeter equation. Then, we end
up with two free parameters for every data set when it is
analyzed separately. On the other hand, we also compare
the result using the interaction of Eq. with the one
adding a bare component, Egs. —. In this case we
have a couple of two more free parameters, ¢, and m.s.
The mass m.; is then tuned for every LQCD collabora-
tion according to Table I}

The scattering amplitude in the infinite volume is,

T=Y(s) = V=1(s) — G(s) . (17)

For the energies in the finite volume, V~1(EY) = é(EO),
and Eq. (17) becomes equivalent to the Lischer for-
malism [49] 50] up to exponentially suppressed correc-
tions [51]. Near to a pole, sg, the scattering amplitude
behaves as,

9i9;
S — 80

T ~ (18)

We will study the quark mass dependence of the pole
position and its compositeness [52]. For that, we evaluate
the probability of finding the DK molecular component
in the wave function [53-55],

oG
N —Y
R gl < as )S_SO . (19)

where ¢ refers to the DK channel. In general, one has
the sum rule [53H55],

aG; iy
- 9; 88 _izj:gzg]Gz 88 G] - 1a (20)



where the first term is associated to the compositeness
(1 = Z), and the second one to the elementariness (Z).

Finally, the scattering length and effective range can be
evaluated using the effective range approximation, which
reads

1 1
peot 6 = P §r0p2 . (21)

IIT. RESULTS
A. Energy levels and quark mass dependence

We analyze the energy levels of [I9] for DK scattering
in I = 0, with the interaction given by Egs. and ,
by solving Eq. , with C;’l/m/,lm given by Eq. . As
fitting parameters, we have, ¢, m.s, @1 and as for the
subtraction constants. The x? is given by

2= AFETCT'AE (22)

where AE; = E; — E?, with E? the lattice energy i, and
C de covariance matrix. The covariance matrix is taken
from the analysis of [19].

We consider two situations, one where the bare ¢s com-
ponent is not included, i.e., Vox = 0, and other with
Vex # 0. We also compare the results from the fits of en-
ergy levels of [I9] with previous LQCD analyses [21], [29],
for the LQCD data of [I5HIT], and with the quark mass
dependence obtained for the scattering lengths with pre-
vious works [I§].

First, we show the results for the LQCD energy levels,
Fit I (Vox = 0), and II (Vox # 0) in Fig. |3/ for P =
0 and P = (0,0,1)2r/L. See also Figs. and in
the Appendix, sec. [VIB] for other boosts. The energy
levels are well described in both models, as shown in
these figures. These barely change between Fit I and II.

The parameters obtained in both fits are shown in Ta-
ble [[1l The magnitudes of the parameters aq, ay are sig-

] e [k | md | a Jeslend) ]

FitI| - - - |-1.86(1)| —0.041(12)
Fit 11| 1.02(4) | 2508(61) | 2445(43) | —1.34(6) | 0.000(2)

TABLE II: Values of the parameters obtained in the fit of
the HSC data sets, in both fits, I and II, as explained in the
text. ap is given in units of (m2)™2%, with m2 the physical
pion mass. The superscript L means light pion mass and H
stands for the heavier in Table [Il

nificantly reduced when the bare component is included.
Indeed, the pion mass dependence of the subtraction con-
stant is now reabsorbed in the new term of the interaction
given by the coupling of the ¢§ bare component to DK,
so that, we obtain as = 0 in Fit II. The fact that the en-
ergy levels are well described in both cases, means that
the a1, as parameters are able to absorb the coupling

P=1[0,0,0]14, rm,;=239[MeV]
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FIG. 3: Result from the fit for the dependence with the spatial
extent (L) of the energy levels of HSC for P = (0,0,0) and
P =(0,0,1)27/L. Continuous lines are for Fit I, and dashed
line for Fit II. The result for other momenta can be found in

the Appendix, Sec. [VIB] Fig.[20] and Fig.



to the genuine component in the simple model of Fit I.
We find only one pole in this sector. The pole position
and coupling of the D},(2317) to DK are evaluated by
using Egs. and . The results for the pole posi-
tion, couplings, and compositeness (1 — Z), are given in
Tables[[IT] and [[V] for the two different pion masses stud-
ied and the physical pion mass. 2 The result obtained

Vi | glcev) | 1-2 |
2321(4) | 10.42(10) | 0.732(8)
2350(12) | 10.34(12) | 0.724(13)
2384(14) | 11.13(11) | 0.659(17)

’ My | Mny,

138 | 2984
239 | 2986*
391 | 2964*

TABLE III: Fit I: Values of the pole mass, the coupling of the
state to DK, and its compositeness for the different values of
the pion and the 7. meson masses. The masses and pole
position, y/so, are given in units of MeV.

Vi | gleev) | 1-2 |
2320(4) | 10.47(9) | 0.727(8)
2349(12) | 10.38(11) | 0.720(12)
2383(14) | 11.13(11) | 0.659(17)

’mﬂ my

c

138 | 2984
239 | 2986*
391 | 2964*

TABLE IV: Same as Table [[TI but for Fit II.

for the physical point is in very good agreement with the
experiment.

We can explore further the quark mass dependence of
the D?*,(2317) properties by taking as input the study
of the low-lying charmed meson masses of [39], where

this dependence is studied for the D(:) mesons from an

analysis of LQCD data with HHyPT. The results are
shown in Fig. 4l In the top panel, the pole position and
the binding energy is shown. The analysis of [39] takes
into account the different charm quark mass of the HSC
LQCD data sets, which are also slightly different than
the physical charm quark mass. The binding energies
obtained in Fits I and II are plotted in the middle panels,
where we also show the extrapolation to m. = m? and
ms =m? 3 as a continuous black line for Fit I. The error
band englobes the physical point.

The coupling of the state to the DK component is
shown in the lower panel of Fig. [df We see that the
coupling has a value between (10 — 11) - 10 MeV in the
range of pion masses studied here. With this, we can
evaluate the compositeness, shown in Fig. One can
conclude that in the range of pion masses studied, this
is almost constant around 0.7 — 0.8, slightly decreasing

2 The values of the 7. mass for the light and heavy pion mass are
obtained from (a¢m.,, )2 = 0.2412,0.2735, respectively [56, 57].
3 The superscript 0 stands for physical value.

when the state is moving further from the threshold and
higher in Fit II. These values are consistent with previous
works [I8, 21}, 29, 30].

The type of pion mass dependence obtained here
for the DZ,(2317) pole is quadratic for very light pion
masses, as in Ref. [38]. However, for larger pion masses
it clearly becomes linear, see Fig. [df Thus, the predic-
tion of this dependence here is milder than in [38]. We
also plot the pole evolution with the mass of the kaon for
my = m?Y, the physical value, in Fig. @ We obtain a lin-
ear dependence with slope near 1. This is in agreement
with [38].

Next, we compare with the results of previous works.
Looking at the energy levels of [I5] which were analyzed
in [29], and [16] [17], analyzed in [21], we can ask our-
selves how good is the prediction of the energy levels of
[I5HIT] using the parameters given in Table [II, where we
have selected Fit I. The prediction of the energy levels
using a, as for the pion masses of [I5 29] (150 and 290
MeV), and ensemble (1) of [16] 17, 2I] (266 MeV), are
shown in Fig. E and with black continuous lines*. The
agreement is indeed quite good. We also conduct a fit of
those, being the result shown in the same figure (of Fit I
type) with dashed lines. The energy levels barely change
for the RQCD Collaboration (first and second panels are
for m, = 150 and 290 MeV, respectively), while for the
[Prelovsek et al.] data set, these change only slightly
(third panel is for 266 MeV), being still inside the error
band.

These results suggest that it may be possible to per-
form a global fit with the energy levels of HSC [19], and
from [IEHI7]. Note that in [I5HIT] the D,1(2460) has
also been simulated through the D*K scattering. We
also include here the energy levels corresponding to the
D,1(2460). Thus, we perform a combined fit of the one-
channel DK and D*K energy levels. In Fig. 10| we show
the result for the energy levels at P = 0, for HSC, RQCD,
and [Prelovsek et al.] in one channel. The two first en-
ergy levels for the different data sets are reproduced well.
Note that in [16], [I7] a non relativistic dispersion relation
based on the so-call Fermilab approach is used:

where M7, = 1561 MeV, My = 1763 MeV and M, = 1763
MeV for the D meson and M; = 1693 MeV, M, = 2018
MeV and M, = 2110 MeV for the D* meson. Note that,
in Eq. , the masses My, M and M4 do not corre-
spond to the same masses obtained in lattice approaches

4 In [16] [I7] energy levels are also given for another ensemble,
called ensemble (2), with m, = 156 MeV. However, we do not
include this ensemble here because, even though we obtain a
good agreement for the energy levels in our fit, the mass of the
lD;‘O(23J17) obtained differs significantly from the one given in
6] [17].
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FIG. 6: Evolution of the D},(2317) pole mass with the kaon
mass, fixing m, to its physical value.

with relativistic charm quarks. However, they should be-
come the same in the continum limit. More discussion on
this can be found in [58]. We have checked the result of
Fit I using this dispersion relation, as done in the reanal-
ysis of Ref. [21], and we have found that, a result very
close to the one with a relativistic dispersion relation is
obtained. Also, ensemble (1) included in the global fit
has a negligible effect in the final result of the global fit.
Indeed, we obtain the same central value and error band
if we do not include this ensemble, as shown in Fig. [0}
However, as mentioned before, the two first energy levels
are well described, see Fig.

We would like to make a consideration. In Table [l we
showed the result of the DZ*;(2317) pole for the physical
point for the analysis of the energy levels of the HSC.
One can see that the mass of the D¥,(2317) is compati-
ble with the experimental point. However, at the physical
point, there is one more channel near the DK threshold,
the Dgn channel. To understand the role of this chan-
nel at the physical point, we predict, with the result of
the global fit, the effect of the Dyn channel for the HSC
data. This is shown in Fig. [10| with dashed lines. The



P=1[0,0,0]4, RQCD m, =150 [MeV]

—Fit |
N — —-Individual Fit

2700 f K

2600

2500 -

E[MeV]

2400

2300 -

2200

3
L [fm]

P—1[0,0,0] 4, RQCDy m, = 290 [MeV |
2600 |

2500

2400 -

E[MeV]

2300

2200

2100 - L é L .
L |fm]
P—10,0,0] 4, Prelovsek m, = 266 [MeV]

L)

2600

2500

2400

2300 - %

E[MeV|
7

2200

2100

2000 [ __omree=%
1.5 2.0

25
L |fm]

FIG. 7: Result from the fit for the dependence with the spatial
extent (L)
of the DK energy levels obtained using the parameters
o1, a2 (Fit I) in Table [T} for m, = 150,290, [15] (first and
second panels from the top) and m, = 266 MeV [16], [17]
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coupling to the Dgn channel tends to lower down the
energy levels suggesting an attractive interaction. This
can be understood as one can eliminate the Dyn chan-
nel introducing an effective potential for the case of two
channels as, V{; = Vi1 + V3Ga, with 2 : D1, where G
is negative [59).

The set of parameters obtained in the global fit are
collected in Tables [V] and [VII We obtain a reasonable
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FIG. 8: Same as Fig. Iﬂ but with D*K energy levels.

value for the D4 — D}, mass splitting by letting the
parameter «; to sligthly vary for the Dy, state, that we
call a%+. As can be seen, these parameters barely change
respect to the ones in Table [[I}

With these parameters and the input of the quark
mass dependence of the D(D*) meson [39], we evalu-
ate the dependence of the mp- , the binding energy and
its coupling to the DK channel in the one channel case.
The results are given in Figs. [[1] and [12] In Fig. 1]
the ratios, mp=, /M, AEp+, /M, as a function of Mg,g,
and mp+, /Mavg, AEp+ /Mayg, as a function of m,, are
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shown from top to bottom, respectively °. The mass of
the D¥*;(2317) increases with the charm quark mass for all
the collaborations. Remarkably, the binding energy (with
respect to the respective thresholds of the LQCD collab-
orations) becomes larger for lower charm quark masses,

5 The dependence with Mgy is taken from the result of the anal-
ysis of [39], where, the parameter depending on the heavy quark
mass in the charm meson masses, mpy, satisfies closely for all
lattice data sets studied, mg = 0.635Mguvg.
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the Dsn channel is shown in dashed lines.

suggesting that the interaction gets less attractive when
the charm quark mass increases, as depicted in the sec-
ond panels from the top. Note that, since the binding
energy, AED;D =mg +mp—mp=,, this means that the
pole of the D7 is moving faster than the threshold when
the charm quark mass (Mg.4) increases. For Fit I, the
error band obtained for the physical point is narrow and
this effect is clear. However, as shown in Fig. this



’ ‘ c ‘ o’ ‘ al’ ‘ as[(mg)~?]
FitI| - | -187(1)|-2.052)| —0.040(2)
Fit 11| 1.05(1) | —1.34(1) | —1.44(1) | —0.002(1)

TABLE V: Common parameters among all collaborations ob-
tained in the combined LQCD anaylis (global fit), for Fits I
and II.

| | me | m |
HSC239 | 2552(26) | -
HSC391 | 2476(25) | -
RQCD | 2475(25) | 2553(25)
Prelovsek | 2277(23) | 2356(23)

TABLE VI: Parameters of the m.s CQM bare masses ob-
tained in the combined LQCD anaylis (global fit) for Fit II.

error band is very broad in the case of Fit II°. This is
because the number of free parameters have increased.
The dependence with the charm quark mass is not un-
ambiguously determined in this case. Therefore, more
lattice data for lower than the physical charm quark mass
are needed to test this prediction. Nevertheless, the be-
haviour with the light quark mass is opposite. For pion
masses larger than 200 MeV, the binding energy clearly
increases, becoming the interaction more attractive.

In Fig. [[3] and [I4] we also show the pion mass depen-
dence of the compositeness and the scattering lengths,
respectively, for both fits. The compositeness is a bit
lower for the Prelovsek data set, 1 — Z ~ 0.6 — 0.7, while
it gets a value 0.7 — 0.8 for all the other collaborations.
The scattering lengths are in reasonably good agreement
with previous works [I8, 2I]. However, the errors ex-
tracted here are smaller. The scattering lengths obtained
here are lower than in [I8]. The reason behind the im-
provement of the uncertainty is that, on one side, the
LQCD data analyzed here are much more precise than
the ones for scattering lengths of [I8]. In particular, the
data of [19] present a great improvement in precision and
also the covariance matrix of the energy levels has been
taken into account. On the other side, we have included
a larger amount of data than in [I8], where there are 20
points, while we have 54 data for the global fit.

The effective range is depicted in Fig. [15| for both fits.
We obtain that, while the scattering length in Fits I and
II are compatible, the effective range is more negative
for Fit I. These observables are sensitive to the type of
potential used.

In Fig. [L6] we show the value of bare mass as a func-

6 Only the error band for the physical pion mass is shown for
clarity.

10

tion of the D, mass for every ensemble. The over-
all result is compatible with a constant mass difference:
Mmp, —Mpo = Mes — Mego, Where mezo and mpo are the
values at the physical point. This is in agreement with
the assumption done in [29].

Finally, in Fig. we plot the binding energies and
mass splitting of the D;(2317) and Dy (2460) states as a
function of the pion mass in both fits for a physical charm
quark mass. To plot Fig. we have taken the extrapo-
lation of the bare mass (black star) to the physical point
from Fig. The binding energies of the D%,(2317) and
D,1(2460) are compatible with the experimental data for
Fit II, while for the Fit I we predict the Dy;(2460) state
with around 15 MeV difference from the physical value.
They also increase with the pion mass for pion masses
above 200 MeV, showing a quadratic behaviour. The 1S
hyperfine splitting is practically constant with the pion
mass.

Finally, in the next section, we evaluate the isospin
breaking decay rate I'(DZ,(2317) — Dfn0).
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B. Decay width of the D},(2317) to DI r°

In this section we evaluate the decay width of the
isospin violating decay mode D?*,(2317) — DFxY. This
process can occur via direct decay as depicted in Fig. [18]
where one has K* or D* exchange. Besides that, this
decay can go through 7° — 7 mixing. The diagrams are
the same than in Fig. but instead of 70 we have g
which mixes with the pion through the mixing angle, that
appears in the definition of mass eigenstates,

0= 70cosé+mgsiné (24)

T
f) = —m" sin € 4 ng cos €

with ng = %n — 37, and is given by,

V3my —m,

25
4 mg—m (25)

g:

In the above equation, m is the average mass of the u
and d quarks. We proceed to evaluate the diagram of
Fig. where X is the D%,(2317), and my,m2 and ms
are the masses of the three pseudoscalars. The vertices
are evaluated by means of the Lagrangian of Eq. . The
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FIG. 13: Result of the global fit (Fit I top panel, Fit IT bottom
panel) for the compositeness as a function of the pion mass
(same legend than in Fig. [T1] bottom).

amplitude of the diagram of Fig. is given by,

g9x9%ci(p—ps +a)(p+ps—q)

[(p—q)* —m2 +iel [(g —p+pp)? — M +ie] (¢* — ma + ie)

where gx is the coupling of the D%,(2317) to DK, which
can be obtained straightforward. Since,

1 1
DK, ]=0) = —D"K°+ —_DK™, 27
| NG V2 @)
gI=0
3 — JDK
one has, gx = NI

We assume that both couplings, gx p+gxe =
gx,pox+ = gx are equal, and take gpr from the analysis
of LQCD data, where isospin violation is not considered.
We have also approximated ) €,€,, > —g,,,, the constant
c1 in Eq. is given in Table for every diagram in
Fig. We integrate in the ¢¥ variable applying the
Residue Theorem. To make it easier, we decompose the
propagators in the positive and negative energy parts.
For the two diagramas in the top of Fig. the propa-
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a function of the pion mass for Fit I and II. gator. Finally, we obtain,
|
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3272 J, WiWaW g (MX—wl—wg—i—ie)(p(}—wl—wg) Mx—p(}—wl—wM—i—ie)
L (ME @) @)’ By @) MR — (2py — Mx +wm)’ + (7 — @)’
Mx — w1 — wg + i€ p(}-i-wM-l-wg

being p; the four-momentum of the pion, and wy; = q% + M?. In the integral we have taken gma: = 795
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TABLE VII: Masses and coefficients for each diagram that
contributes to the DX, — D 7° decay.

MeV, which corresponds to the same value for Re(GPF)
in Eq. [L0] at threshold for & = —1.91 MeV, the result of
the global fit. For the diagrams in the bottom of Fig.
one makes the substitution in the above formula of pg)c —
mx —p(} and py — —py.

Finally, we can estimate the width of the D¥,(2317)
using the formula

|t

. (30)
8mm3

Ix = |pyl

We obtain I'p- = 128 + 40 KeV, which supports the
molecular interpretation, being in agreement with pre-
vious calculations [I8| 26] 27]. The error has been es-
timated varying the couplings in the vertices involving
D* mesons of the diagrams in Fig. from g = 4.20 to
g = 8.95.

IV. CONCLUSIONS

We have analyzed the available LQCD data on D) K
scattering [I5HI7, 19]. In particular, the HSC energy
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levels with different boost extracted recently [I9]. The
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formalism is based on the local hidden gauge lagrangian,
which has been used in the past to predict several exotic
states [I3] 60, 61] observed in the past years [62H66]. The
LO term from the HGF is supplemented by a term that
accounts for the coupling of the DK channel to a bare
¢5 component, respecting both, chiral and heavy quark
spin symmetries.

We have compared the results of the analysis of HSC
data with previous LQCD analysis, and with experiment.
The results of the HSC data analysis done here agree
reasonably well with experiment, and with other previ-
ous LQCD studies on DK, suggesting the possibility of
a global fit. We have conducted this fit and extracted for
the first time, both, the quark mass dependence -light
and heavy- of the D*,(2317) resonance properties from
the available LQCD data. In this fit we also include
LQCD data for D*K scattering from other simulations.
Our results suggest that the attractive D™ K interac-
tion increases with the pion mass from m, ~ 200 MeV,
but reduces with the charm quark mass. Since most
of the discretization error comes from the charm quark,
more data on DK scattering at lower than the physical
charm quark mass would be needed to confirm this pre-
diction. We obtain that the D¥,(2317) and D, (2460)
are predominantly molecular. Indeed, the global fit of
LQCD data suggest that the properties of these states
are sensitive to the light pion mass, reinforcing this state-
ment. However, in comparison with [38], the depen-
dence obtained for the masses of these resonances is only
quadratic for very low pion masses, while it becomes lin-
ear when the pion mass increases. We have also improved
the precision of the DK scattering lengths extracted pre-
viously [T5HIS, 211 [29], and studied its quark mass depen-
dence. Compared to [I§] we obtain smaller values for the
scattering lengths. Finally, we obtained a decay width
of FD:OHD;FTFO = 128 £40 KeV, in agreement with previ-
ous works [I8, 26] [27], and also supporting the molecular
interpretation. Future LQCD data analyses for different
pion masses than the ones included in our fit, could be a
good test for the study done here.
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VI. APPENDIX

A. Matrices ¢ and V in Eq.

AT B + +
/3 + 7 + NG 7r K
- _m o om o on 0
o= T 5+ 7 + NG K
p— .0 _l
K K 5T
DO D+ DF
2Ly w + *+ 1)*0
5+ V3 p K*TD
— 7& W *0 yx—
v, p st K*' D
K*— K*O ¢ sz
DO* Dt Dt Jjy

where we have considered ideal n — 7’ mixing [67].
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B. Figures of HSC energy levels for different boosts
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