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The hadronic Σ(∗)
c D̄(∗) and Σ

(∗)
c D(∗) interactions are revisited, with a focus on their short-range components,

motivated by a tension between the interpretations of Pcc̄(4312), Pcc̄(4440), and Pcc̄(4457) in effective field
theory (EFT) frameworks and the one-boson-exchange (OBE) model. While the three states can be interpreted
as ΣcD̄

(∗) molecular states within EFT frameworks, this is not feasible in the single-channel OBE model with
consistent cutoff. In this work, the possibility to reconcile OBE model with EFTs by refitting the ρ-, ω- and
σ-exchange interaction is explored and ruled out. It is pointed out that the problem in OBE arises from the
strong short-range spin-dependent one-pion-exchange (OPE) interaction and the fixed signs of other short-range
interactions in OBE model also prevent the cancellation. To address this issue, the short-range subtraction
strategies within the OBE model are revisited. Two subtraction schemes are explored: removing the delta-
function from all interactions and eliminating it only from the pseudoscalar-meson-exchange component. These
schemes favor different spin assignments for Pcc̄(4440) and Pcc̄(4457). Though solving the problem, there is
no clear dynamical picture to support the subtraction schemes. We propose a new quark-exchange mechanism
motivated by the Pauli principle. Different from the two subtraction schemes in OBE, the quark-exchange
mechanism offers an explanation grounded in microscopic dynamics. It is shown that the spin-dependent quark-
exchange interaction cancels those from OPE. The differences in the predictions for the spin, isospin, and open-
charm partner states of the experimental Pcc̄ states offer a way to distinguish between the subtracted OBE model
and the OBE model with quark-exchange contributions.

I. INTRODUCTION

Over the past two decades, a multitude of exotic hadron
candidates have been observed in experiments, sparking con-
siderable interest and inspiring numerous theoretical efforts
to unravel their underlying nature (see [1–8] for reviews).
Among the various theoretical interpretations proposed, the
hadronic molecule picture has garnered significant attention.
This framework describes exotic hadrons as loosely bound
(or quasi-bound) states of two color-singlet hadrons, analo-
gous to the deuteron in nuclear physics. Identifying hadronic
molecules and distinguishing them from other possible con-
figurations, such as compact multiquark states, is a pivotal
task in understanding the spectrum of exotic hadrons. In
this context, the Tcc(3875)[9, 10] and the three Pcc̄ states
(Pcc̄(4312), Pcc̄(4440) and Pcc̄(4457))[11, 12] are particu-
larly promising candidates for hadronic molecules with the
following compelling features:

• Manifest multiquark nature: The minimal quark content
is ccūd̄ for Tcc(3875) and cc̄uud for Pcc̄ states, placing
them beyond the conventional hadrons;

• Proximity to thresholds: Their masses lie close to the
thresholds of relevant two-hadron systems, Tcc(3875)
for DD∗ threshold, Pcc̄(4312) for ΣcD̄ threshold and
Pcc̄(4440) and Pcc̄(4457) for the ΣcD̄

∗ threshold as
shown in Fig 1;
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FIG. 1. The experimental Pcc̄ masses with respective to two-hadrons
thresholds (ΣcD̄ threshold for Pcc̄(4312) and ΣcD̄

∗ threshold for
Pcc̄(4440) and Pcc̄(4457)). The isospin-averaged thresholds are
used. The blue lines and the green shadows represent the nominal
fit and the uncertainties in the LHCb analysis [12].

• Narrow widths: Their narrow widths indicate that they
are likely to be stable particles under the strong interac-
tion once the small coupling to the lower thresholds is
neglected;

• Almost stable constituent hadrons: The narrow widths
of Σc, D and D∗ justify treating these constituents as
effectively stable particles in theoretical analyses.

In this work, we focus on the Pcc̄ states. Prior to their
experimental observation, theoretical studies had predicted
hidden-charm pentaquark states using meson-exchange mod-
els [13, 14] and the chiral quark model [15]. In 2015, the
LHCb collaboration reported the first observation of pen-
taquark states in the J/ψp invariant mass spectrum from
Λ0
b → J/ψpK− decays [11]. This analysis identified a wide
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resonance, Pcc̄(4380), and a narrow resonance, Pcc̄(4450). In
2019, an updated analysis incorporating Run II data refined
these results [12]. Three narrow resonances were observed
with significance above 5σ: Pcc̄(4312), near the ΣcD̄ thresh-
old, and Pcc̄(4440) and Pcc̄(4457), near the ΣcD̄

∗ threshold.
The updated analysis did not confirm or refute the existence of
Pcc̄(4380). The relative positions of these states with respect
to the thresholds are shown in Fig. 1. These experimental dis-
coveries have spurred extensive theoretical efforts to explore
the structure, production mechanisms, and potential partner
states of the Pcc̄ resonances [16–54]. The Pcc̄ states were also
searched in J/ψ photoproduction (γp→ J/ψp) by the GlueX
experiment, which found no evidence for these resonances.
This null result and forcoming electron-ion colliders have mo-
tivated further theoretical studies of pentaquarks in the context
of exclusive J/ψ photoproduction near the threshold [55–59].
The observations of Pcc̄ states have also inspired predictions
of hidden-charm pentaquarks with strangeness [60–65] and
hidden strange pentaquarks [66]. Later, the LHCb collabora-
tion reported the evidences of the Pcc̄s(4459) and the observa-
tion of Pcc̄s(4338) in the J/ψΛ invariant mass spectrum from
Ξ−
b → J/ψΛK− decay [67] and B− → J/ψΛp̄ decay [68],

respectively. These states are near the ΞcD̄
∗ and ΞcD̄ thresh-

olds, respectively, and have also been the subject of theoretical
investigations [69–80]. Very recently, the Belle and Belle II
collaborations reported the evidence of Pcc̄s(4459) [81]. Be-
yond hidden-charm pentaquarks, theoretical studies have ex-
plored open-charm pentaquarks as well [53, 82–89].

In the molecular picture, the Pcc̄ states are (quasi-)bound
states of ΣcD̄ or ΣcD̄∗. Properly establishing the hadronic in-
teractions is critical to this framework. In general, long-range
interactions are easy to understand [90–92], while short-range
interactions often remain challenging to determine. Although
lattice QCD provides a first-principles approach, there is cur-
rently only one lattice study on the Pcc̄ states [93]. Beyond
lattice calculations, hadronic interactions are typically deter-
mined using two approaches: effective field theories (EFTs)
or phenomenological models.

EFT-based interactions are constrained by symmetries,
such as chiral symmetry and heavy quark spin symmetry
(HQSS), and follow a power-counting scheme based on sep-
arated energy scales. In EFT frameworks, including pionless
EFT [23] and chiral EFT [19, 20, 24, 26, 46], the unknown
short-range interactions are parameterized by low-energy con-
stants (LECs), which are determined from experimental data.
In the HQSS limit, seven isospin- 12 Σ

(∗)
c D̄(∗) states exist,

characterized by different total spin structures: ΣcD̄( 12 ),
ΣcD̄

∗( 12 ), ΣcD̄
∗( 32 ), Σ∗

cD̄( 32 ), Σ∗
cD̄

∗( 12 ), Σ∗
cD̄

∗( 32 ), and
Σ∗
cD̄

∗( 52 ), where the values in parentheses represent the to-
tal spin J . The interaction pattern in this framework is
straightforward: two LECs describe the central (Cc) and spin-
dependent (Cs) components of the potential:

V = Cc + Cs sl1 · sl2, (1)

where sl1 · sl2 is the spin-spin interaction between the light
degree of freedom of two particles. The central interaction
provides the same attraction for all states while the spin-
dependent term introduces splitting based on spin structures.

The three observed Pcc̄ states in Fig. 1 correspond to ΣcD̄( 12 ),
ΣcD̄

∗( 12 ), and ΣcD̄
∗( 32 ) configurations, with spin-dependent

matrix element ratios of 0 : −2 : 1. This implies that the cen-
tral interaction is sufficient to bind the constituents, while the
spin-dependent term induces binding energy splitting. A nat-
ural prediction from this framework is that all other Σ∗

cD̄
(∗)

states should also form bound states dominated by the cen-
tral interaction, with small spin-dependent splitting. Within
the EFT framework, since the magnitude and sign of the
LECs cannot be determined a priori, an interesting question
arises [24]: how do Pcc̄(4440) and Pcc̄(4457) correspond to
ΣcD̄

∗( 12 ) and ΣcD̄
∗( 32 )? In this work, we refer to the “normal

order” where the spins of Pcc̄(4440) and Pcc̄(4457) are 1/2
and 3/2, respectively, and the opposite arrangement is termed
the “reverse order”. Determining the sign of Cs, which dic-
tates the order, is challenging due to the current quality of the
experimental data.

Unlike EFT-based frameworks where short-range inter-
actions are determined by fitting experimental data, phe-
nomenological models introduce specific dynamical mech-
anisms to describe interactions. For example, in the one-
boson-exchange (OBE) model, interactions are mediated by
exchanging π,η, ρ, ω, and σ mesons, with coupling constants
often related to those in other hadronic systems. This allows
phenomenological models to predict the existence of molec-
ular pentaquarks even before experimental observations [13–
15]. However, phenomenological models can become cum-
bersome when attempting to precisely describe the Pcc̄ spec-
trum. For instance, in studies based on OBE [17, 18, 22],
coupled-channel effects must be incorporated, and the cutoff
parameters often need to be adjusted separately for systems
with different spin structures. This is because the coupling
constants are fixed a priori, requiring adjustments in other as-
pects of the model to match experimental data.

In principle, the EFT-based framework and phenomenolog-
ical models should be consistent. When irrelevant degrees
of freedom are integrated out in a phenomenological model,
the resulting interactions should align with those described by
a successful EFT. However, calculations based on the OBE
model in Refs. [17, 18, 22], which heavily rely on coupled-
channel effects, exhibit tension with results derived from EFT
frameworks [19, 20, 24, 26, 46]. In Ref. [94], it was shown
that the coupling constants of D∗D and D∗D̄/D∗D̄ systems
in the OBE model can be improved by fitting experimental
data, leading to a picture significantly different from the origi-
nal one. This highlights the possibility to reconcile OBE mod-
els with EFTs by refining the coupling constants, which is one
of the aim of this work to explore.

The consistency between the OBE model and EFT was also
examined in Ref. [25], where it was shown that achieving
agreement requires the removal of short-range interactions in
the OBE model, which correspond to the delta-function terms.
It should be noticed that the removed terms have already
been regulated in the OBE model and their existence does
not violate any fundamental physical principles. Moreover,
in the high-precision nuclear force models established using
the OBE framework, these terms were not eliminated [95].
Therefore, we believe this adjustment lacks a clear physical
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interpretation. A key advantage of phenomenological mod-
els like the OBE framework is their broader applicability to
other systems. For example, OBE interactions can be ex-
tended to describe open charm pentaquark systems using sim-
ple G-parity rules. However, the adjusted OBE interactions
for hidden-charm systems in Ref. [25] may not reliably apply
to open-charm systems via G-parity rules, as there is no rea-
son that the subtracted parts also satisfy the G-parities rules.
The subtraction in Ref. [25] is motivated by EFT for hidden-
charm systems, whereas open-charm systems lie far beyond
the valid range of it. Although there has been extensive dis-
cussion on the adjustment of the OPE interaction in the NN
force [96–99] from the perspective of renormalization in EFT,
these studies do not provide clear guidance to establish the in-
teraction in theNN̄ system. In fact, EFTs are blind to the spe-
cific mechanism of the short-range interaction. Therefore, to
set up a framework that remains valid for both hidden-charm
and open-charm systems, it is necessary not only to match the
short-range interactions to EFT in the hidden-charm sector,
but also to interpret and implement these adjustments through
a physically reasonable mechanism.

In this work, we first determine the coupling constants in
the OBE model by fitting the Pcc̄ experimental spectrum to
identify the tension between the OBE model and EFT re-
sults. Additionally, we demonstrate that there are multiple
ways to modify the short-range interactions to reconcile the
OBE model with EFT results. Notably, we find that different
adjustments favor different mass orderings for the two ΣcD̄

∗

states. Furthermore, we propose that the adjustments to the
short-range interactions in OBE model may originate from
quark exchange interactions, driven by the antisymmetry re-
quirement for identical quarks. While the current data do not
allow us to fully determine the effects of quark exchange in-
teractions, we suggest that the spectrum of open-charm sys-
tems could help distinguish the short-range interactions aris-
ing from meson exchanges and those from quark exchange
effects. To this end, we provide predictions based on a pure
meson-exchange model, paving the way for future compar-
isons with quark exchange models when sufficient experimen-
tal data become available.

The work is organized as follows. In Sec. II, the analyt-
ical form of the OBE interaction is presented. In Sec. III,
the OBE parameters are determined by fitting the Pcc̄ spec-
trum, and predictions for their HQSS partners, isospin-spin
partners, and open charm partners are provided. In Sec. IV,
the quark exchange mechanism of the short-range interaction
is proposed. Finally, a brief conclusion is given in Sec. V.

II. ONE-BOSON-EXCHANGE INTERACTION

Notably, the OBE model has achieved significant success
in elucidating heavy-flavor hadronic molecules [100–111]. In
this work, the exchanges of π, η, ρ, ω, and σ mesons between
Σ

(∗)
c and D̄∗ are considered, as illustrated in Fig. 2(a). The

Lagrangians used in this work are shown in Appendix A. The
analytical expression for the potential in momentum space can
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FIG. 2. Diagrams illustrating the OBE interaction and quark ex-
change interaction for the Σ

(∗)
c D̄(∗) and Σ

(∗)
c D(∗) systems. Thick

and thin lines represent heavy and light quarks, respectively, with ar-
rows indicating particles and antiparticles.

be expressed as

V = Ccoupling ×Os,r ×Oiso, (2)

where Ccoupling, Os,r, and Oiso represent the coupling con-
stants, spin-spatial components, and isospin operators, respec-
tively. Detailed expressions for these components are pro-
vided in Table I. Three potential functions in the spin-spatial
space are defined as follows:

VC =
1

u2 + q2
, VT = − (q · s1)(q · s2)

u2 + q2
, (3)

VTS = − (q · s1)(q · s2)
u2 + q2

+
q2

u2 + q2
s1 · s2, (4)

where u represents the mass of the exchanged meson. The
operator si depends on the particle type and is defined as:

si =


σ for Σc,
Srs for Σ∗

c ,

Sv for D∗,

(5)

where Srs and Sv are the spin operators for spin- 32 and spin-1
particles, respectively, while σ represent the Pauli matrices,
corresponding to twice the spin operator for spin- 12 particles.
The central interaction arises from vector and scalar meson
exchange, while spin-dependent interactions are contributed
by vector and pseudoscalar meson exchange. For S-wave sys-
tems, the replacement (q · s1)(q · s2) → (s1 · s2)q2/3 can be
applied.

In Table I, the coupling constants β, gs, g, and λ cor-
respond to the vertices of the D̄(∗) mesons, while βs, ls,
g1, and λs are associated with the Σ

(∗)
c baryons. It should

be noted that HQSS has been employed to unify the cou-
pling constants of Σc and Σ∗

c as well as D̄ and D̄∗. Among
these coupling constants, only g for the D̄(∗)D̄(∗)π vertex
can be extracted from the decay process D∗ → Dπ. For
Σ

(∗)
c Σ

(∗)
c π coupling g1, there are three main choices in the

literature. In Refs. [17, 19, 63, 83, 112–117], g1 is taken as
g1 = 0.92− 0.98, where the ΣcΣcπ vertices are related to the
Σ

(∗)
c → Λcπ process via quark models. In Refs. [118, 119],

lattice calculations in the static heavy quark limit yield g1 ≈
0.56, a value also adopted in Refs. [25, 26, 46]. This result
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TABLE I. Analytical expressions for Σ
(∗)
c D̄(∗) interactions derived from OBE in momentum space. The full potential is the product of

Ccoupling , Os,r , and Oiso. The coupling constants β, gs, g, and λ correspond to the vertices of the Σ
(∗)
c systems, while βs, ls, g1, and λs

are associated with the D̄(∗) systems. The sign of Ccoupling is determined by quark models. Expressions for VC , VT , and VTS are provided
in Eq. (4). The Ii denote isospin operators. The Σ

(∗)
c D(∗) interaction can be derived using the G-parity rule, with the G-parities listed in the

second column. Expressions in coordinate space can be easily obtained via Fourier transformation, see Appendix B.

Mesons G-parity
Coupling Spin-spatial Isospin

Ccoupling sign(Ccoupling) Os,r Oiso I = 1
2

I = 3
2

ρ +1
−ββsg

2
v

2
1 VC

I1 · I2 −1 1
2

ω −1 1
2

1
2

1
2

σ +1 −lsgs -1 VC 1 1 1

π −1 gg1
f2
π

1 VT (s1, s2)
I1 · I2 −1 1

2

η +1 1
6

1
6

1
6

ρ +1
− 2

3
λλsg

2
v -1 VTS(s1, s2)

I1 · I2 −1 1
2

ω −1 1
2

1
2

1
2

is more reasonable for bottom systems than for charm sys-
tems due to uncertainty of the static heavy quark limit. The
third option is another lattice result based on an axial charge
calculation [120], which extracts g1 ≈ 0.71 for the Σc sys-
tem. This value has been used to investigate the scattering
of charmed baryons on nucleons [121]. In this work, we
adopt the third value derived from first-principles calculations.
The remaining coupling constants can only be estimated us-
ing phenomenological models [17, 25]. In this work, we will
not adopt the values from the literature but instead determine
them by fitting the Pcc̄ spectrum. The values from Ref. [17],
presented in Table II, will serve as a baseline. To this end, we
introduce variable scaling factors for the baseline values of the
coupling constants:

ββs → Rβββs, lsgs → Rslsgs, λλs → Rλλλs. (6)

It is important to note that while the precise values of these
coupling constants are challenging to determine a priori, the
signs of Ccoupling can be reliably deduced from quark models,
as shown in the fourth column of Table II. Consequently, in
the subsequent fitting procedure, we constrain the signs of the
coupling constants based on the quark model and only seek
solutions for positive values of Rλ, Rβ , and Rs.

The potential in coordinate space can be readily derived
from its counterpart in momentum space using the following
transformations:

1

u2 + q2
→ e−ur

4πr
, (7)

q2

u2 + q2
= 1− u2

u2 + q2
→ δ3(r)− u2e−ur

4πr
, (8)

qiqj
u2 + q2

→ −e
−ur

4πr

(
u2

3
+
u

r
+

1

r2

)
Tij

+
1

3

(
δ3(r)− u2e−ur

4πr

)
δij , (9)

with

Tij =
3rirj
r2

− δij , (10)

representing the tensor force term. Two singularities in
the coordinate-space potentials can be readily identified:
the delta-function term and the 1/r3 term in the tensor
force. These singularities arise due to short-range interac-
tions, which lie beyond the valid range of the OBE interaction.
A practical approach to mitigate these contributions from the
high-momentum region is to apply a regulator:

V (q, u) → V (q, u)F 2(u,Λ, q2),

F (u,Λ, q2) =
Λ2 − u2

Λ2 + q2
, (11)

where F (u,Λ, q2) is the regulator function. The Fourier
transform of the regulated potential is provided in Ap-
pendix B. After regularization, the coordinate-space potential
no longer exhibits either the delta-function singularity or the
1/r3 singularity.

The Σ(∗)
c D(∗) interaction within the OBE model can be eas-

ily derived from the Σ
(∗)
c D̄(∗) interaction using the G-parity

rule. The G-parities of the exchanged mesons are provided in
Table I.

III. FIT THE Pcc̄ SPECTRUM

To determineRβ ,Rλ, andRs in Eq. (6), we fit the spectrum
of the Pcc̄(4312), Pcc̄(4440), and Pcc̄(4457) states. Since the
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TABLE II. Hadron masses and baseline coupling constants [17, 122].
All masses and fπ are given in units of GeV, while λ and λs are
expressed in GeV−1. The present values of g and fπ have been
updated based on recent experimental results, leading to differences
compared to those in Ref. [17]. The g1 is take from lattice QCD sim-
ulations [120]. The values of gsls, λλs, and ββs are used as baseline
parameters, where a rescaling factor can be applied, as specified in
Eq. (6).

mπ mη mρ mω mσ

0.137 0.548 0.775 0.783 0.600

fπ g β λ gs mD mD∗

0.130 0.57 0.9 0.56 0.76 1.867 2.009

gv g1 βs λs ls mΣc mΣ∗
c

5.8 0.71 -1.74 3.31 6.2 2.453 2.518

number of parameters matches the number of inputs, this be-
comes a numerical solution problem. To account for the un-
certainties in the Pcc̄ states, we consider three values for each
state: the upper limit, the nominal value, and the lower limit.
Additionally, we impose the constraint that the binding en-
ergy order must remain consistent with the nominal results.
This setup leads to a maximum of 27 possible combinations
of inputs as follows:

∆E(Pcc̄(4312)) ∈ {−0.8,−7.8,−8.7} MeV,
∆E(Pcc̄(4440)) ∈ {−16.3,−20.3,−25.3} MeV, (12)
∆E(Pcc̄(4457)) ∈ {−1.1,−5.1,−6.9} MeV,
∆E(Pcc̄(4440)) < ∆E(Pcc̄(4312)) < ∆E(Pcc̄(4457)).

The cutoff parameter in the potential is varied from 1.0 GeV
to 1.4 GeV. To align with simple EFT calculations, we do not
consider coupled-channel effects but include only the S-wave
interactions.

A. Interaction without subtraction

We first determine the parameters using the interaction
without subtraction. By varying Rβ , Rλ, and Rs to search
for solutions for any input in Eq. (12), we find none. During
this process, Rβ , Rλ, and Rs are constrained to be positive
to ensure the coupling constants align with the quark model
predictions. This result is understandable. As mentioned in
Sec. I, fitting the Pcc̄ spectrum requires a dominant central
interaction and a small spin-dependent interaction to account
for the binding energy splittings. However, we will see that in
the non-subtraction scheme, the one-pion-exchange (OPE) in-
teraction generates a significant spin-dependent contribution,
preventing obtaining the solution.

In general, we decompose the S-wave interaction as

V = V ρ,ω,σC + V ρ,ωS + V πηS , (13)

where VC and VS are central and spin-dependent interaction,
respectively. The superscripts label the exchanged mesons.
Focusing first on Pcc̄(4312), where the spin-dependent inter-
action is absent, the central interaction arises from ρ-, ω-, and
σ-exchange (see Table I). Since the ρ and ω masses are nearly
identical, the interaction’s sign is determined by ρ-exchange,
which has a larger isospin factor. Consequently, the central
interactions from vector meson and scalar meson exchange
are both attractive. Their strengths can be adjusted by varying
Rβ or Rs to match the Pcc̄(4312) binding energy. We present
the central potential V ρ,ω,σC in Fig. 3 permitting the nominal
binding energy of Pcc̄(4312).

For spin-dependent interactions of ΣcD̄∗ systems, the sign
of the vector-meson-exchange contribution is also determined
by ρ-exchange. In the pseudoscalar-meson-exchange interac-
tion, η-exchange plays a minor role due to its small isospin
factor. In some studies, the η-exchange interaction is ne-
glected, and we find no qualitative changes when doing
so. The dominant contribution comes from the one-pion-
exchange (OPE) interaction, which primarily governs the
spin-dependent pseudoscalar-meson interaction. As shown in
Table I, the spin-dependent OPE and vector-meson-exchange
interactions share the same sign. Figure 3 reveals similar re-
sults,

sign(V ρ,ωS ) = sign(V π,ηS ). (14)

The magnitude of the total spin-dependent interaction VS is
thus lower-bounded by the V π,ηS , whose coupling is fixed. No-
tably, the V π,ηS is comparable to, or even exceeds, the central
interaction V ρ,ω,σC in magnitude. This strong spin-dependent
interaction would result in a deeply bound ΣcD̄

∗(1/2) state
and an unbound ΣcD̄

∗(3/2) state, both of which contradict
the target binding energies in Eq. (12).

We can prove the above statement via a simple calculation
based on perturbation theory. We could set V ρ,ωS = 0 to check
the result in the limit. Compared the central interaction, we
treat the V π,ηS as a perturbation.

(H0 + VC)|ψ(0)⟩ = E(0)|ψ(0)⟩,
E(1) = E(0) + ⟨ψ(0)|V π,ηS |ψ(0)⟩, (15)

where the zero-order eigenvalue is just the binding energy of
the ΣcD̄ system, namely, Pcc̄(4312). In Fig. 4, we plot the
first-order energy of ΣcD̄∗ systems versus the binding energy
of ΣcD̄ system. One can see clearly, due to the strong spin-
dependent interaction, the ΣcD̄

∗(3/2) is unbound whereas
the ΣcD̄

∗(1/2) is a deeply bound state with binding energy
mostly larger than −30 MeV. Therefore, we conclude that the
failure to obtain a solution in the non-subtracted interaction
stems from the large spin-dependent interaction in the one-
pion exchange. This issue cannot be resolved by adjusting the
vector-meson-exchange interaction, as it would only further
enhance the spin-dependent interaction. We also test smaller
pionic coupling constants, g1, as used in Refs. [118, 119],
which is insufficient to resolve this problem.
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FIG. 3. The potentials in the coordinate space. V ρ,ω,σ
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S denote the spin-dependent interaction

from the respective pseudoscalar-meson and vector-meson exchanges. V i
S,sub is the spin-dependent interaction with the delta term subtracted.

The central interaction is adjusted to get the experimental Pcc̄(4312) binding energy.
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FIG. 4. Binding energy splittings of the ΣcD̄
∗ system within a per-

turbation theory. E(0) denotes the binding energy of ΣcD̄ while
E(0) + ⟨Vπ+η⟩ is the binding energy of the ΣcD̄

∗ system in a per-
turbation theory.

B. Interaction with subtraction

The above problem that assign Pcc̄(4440) and Pcc̄(4457)
as ΣcD̄

∗(1/2) and ΣcD̄
∗(3/2), in any mass order, is hin-

dered by the OPE interaction, were also noted in Refs. [25,
28, 123]. To address this issue, Ref. [28] interprets Pcc̄(4457)
as a Λc(2595)D̄ molecular state, while Refs. [25, 123] pro-
pose adjusting the short-range interaction. Specifically, the
delta-function term is removed entirely in Ref. [25], and
manually reduced by about 80% in Ref. [123]. The ef-
fect of the delta-function in OBE were also discussed in

Refs. [124, 125]. In Fig. 3, we show the subtracted poten-
tial functions for the pseudoscalar-meson-exchange interac-
tion, V π,ηS,sub, and the spin-dependent vector-meson-exchange
interaction, V ρ,ωS,sub. The strength of V π,ηS,sub becomes tiny due
to the quadratic dependence on the small pion mass in the
Yukawa potential, as shown in Eq. (8). Additionally, remov-
ing the delta-function term changes the sign of V ρ,ωS,sub, as indi-
cated in Eq. (8). With the softened OPE interaction, the spin
splitting is significantly reduced, resolving the issue.

In fact, alternative solutions exist if one is not concerned
with the specific mechanism of the adjustment. For exam-
ple, instead of removing the entire delta-function term in the
OBE interaction, one could selectively subtract it only from
the OPE contribution or the pseudoscalar-meson exchange in-
teraction. In this work, we test two approaches:

• subtraction-I: removing the delta-function terms from
all OBE interactions;

• subtraction-II: selectively removing them only from the
pseudoscalar-meson exchange interaction.

We get numerical solutions of Rλ, Rβ and Rs within
subtraction-I only in the reverse mass order and within
subtraction-II only in the normal mass order. The results using
Λ = 1.0 GeV in subtraction-I and subtraction-II are present
in Figs. 5 and 6, respectively. The first case was also present
in Ref. [25], while the later case was exclusively uncovered
in that work. More results with different cutoffs Λ = 1.2 and
1.4 GeV are present in Appendix C. Basically, the results in
different cutoffs are consistent qualitatively. All the numeri-
cal values of the fitted parameters and the predicted binding
energies are available in Zenodo repository [126].

We present the predictions of the OBE model for the HQSS
partner states, isospin partner states, and open-charm part-
ner states of the three experimental Pcc̄ states, as shown in
Figs. 5 and 6. In both subtraction schemes, there are four
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additional bound states within the isospin-1/2 hidden-charm
systems. The binding energy of Σ∗

cD̄( 32 ) is approximately
5–15 MeV, corresponding to the Pcc̄(4380) state. Notably, the
mass order of the three Σ∗

cD̄
∗ states differs between the two

subtraction schemes, i.e., decreasing with spin in subtraction-I
and increasing with spin in subtraction-II.

Given the current experimental precision, it is challeng-
ing to precisely determine the relative contributions of scalar-
exchange and vector-meson-exchange interactions in the cen-
tral potential. In our analysis, some results favor a vector-
meson-dominated central interaction while others support a
scalar-meson-dominated one. The predictions for the isospin-
3/2 and open-charm systems are particularly sensitive to these
specific contributions. To address this, we present the pre-
dictions for the isospin partner states and open-charm part-
ner states of the three experimental Pcc̄ states under two
schemes: a σ-dominated VC and a vector-meson-dominated
VC . In the σ-dominated VC scheme, all states exhibit bound
solutions with binding energies in the range of approximate
5–30 MeV. This consistency arises because the σ interaction
is uniform across systems, irrespective of spin, isospin, or
the particle/antiparticle nature. In contrast, when the cen-
tral interaction is dominated by vector-meson exchange, the
existence of bound states and their binding energies become
very sensitive to spin, isospin, and particle/antiparticle prop-
erties. For instance, the isospin-3/2 system lacks bound so-
lutions except for an extremely weakly bound state in the
open-charm isospin-3/2 system under subtraction-II. Addi-
tionally, the vector-meson-dominated VC scheme strongly fa-
vors deeply bound states for isospin-3/2 hidden-charm sys-
tems.

IV. QUARK EXCHANGE INTERACTION

The general fit based on the OBE model suggests that the
short-range interaction needs to be adjusted to align with the
three Pcc̄ states. However, the subtraction schemes discussed
above are result-driven and not unique. There also exist other
adjustment schemes of the short-range interaction other than
those in the above section and in Refs. [25, 123]. There is no
evidence showing that the adjustment of the short-range in-
teraction could be attributed to the detailed meson-exchanges
picture or from other mechanisms. Without a specific pic-
ture, it remains uncertain how to relate the subtracted com-
ponents across systems with different spin, isospin, and par-
ticle/antiparticle configurations. In this section, we propose
a quark-exchange mechanism to interpret the adjustments re-
quired for the short-range interaction, offering a potential ex-
planation grounded in microscopic dynamics. The similar
mechanism has been introduced to interpret the repulsion core
of the nuclear force [127–129].

As shown in Fig. 7, we consider the static c in Σ
(∗)
c

and c̄ in D̄(∗) with relative distance R. The static energy
(Born–Oppenheimer potential) are the good approximation of
the hadronic interactions. In the quark level, the wave func-

tion of the Σ
(∗)
c D̄(∗) system is expressed as

|Ψ⟩ = |ψ⟩|χ⟩ = |ψ(R, 123; 45)⟩|χ(123; 45)⟩, (16)

where |χ⟩ and |ψ⟩ represent the discrete and spatial wave
functions, respectively. The c1q2q3 and c̄4q5 form the Σ

(∗)
c

and D̄(∗), respectively. At this stage, antisymmetry between
the quarks belonging to different hadrons is not imposed, and
we label the quarks using indices for clarity.

We can calculate the matrix element of H as follows:

H = Ha +Hb + Vab, (17)

where

Ha = T1 + T2 + V12 + V13 + V23,

Hb = T4 + V45,

Vab = V14 + V15 + V24 + V25 + V34 + V35.

(18)

Here, Ti and Vij represent the kinetic energy and pairwise in-
teraction, respectively. The terms T3 and T4 are neglected in
the static c and c̄ quark limit. The Hamiltonian is decomposed
into three components: Ha and Hb, which correspond to the
two hadrons, and Vab, which accounts for the hadronic inter-
action between them. To describe the interaction between two
quarks, we introduce the potential

Vij = ϵV OBEij + V ccij + ϵV csij , (19)

where V OBEij , V ccij , and V csij represent the OBE, chromoelec-
tric, and chromomagnetic interactions between quarks, re-
spectively. The OBE interaction at the quark level occurs only
between light quarks and depends on their spin and isospin.
The chromoelectric interaction depends solely on the color
charges and is given by

V ccij = vccijO
cc
ij = vccij

(
λi
2

· λj
2

)
, (20)

where Occij is the chromoelectric operator. The chromomag-
netic interaction is represented by the operator (λi · λj)(σi ·
σj), where it is suppressed by the quark mass. In general,
the interaction between quarks is dominated by the chromo-
electric interaction. To reflect the subleading contributions of
the OBE and chromomagnetic interactions, we introduce the
small parameter ϵ.

We can calculate the matrix element of the H ,

⟨Ψ|H|Ψ⟩ ≈ ma +mb + ⟨Ψ|Vab|Ψ⟩
= ma +mb + ⟨Ψ|ϵV OBEab |Ψ⟩. (21)

In principle, the wave functions of individual hadrons within
|Ψ⟩ should be distorted by the hadronic interaction. How-
ever, this effect is expected to be minor due to the molecu-
lar approximation. Therefore, we can use the approximation
Ha|Ψ⟩ ≈ ma|Ψ⟩ and Hb|Ψ⟩ ≈ mb|Ψ⟩, where ma and mb

are the masses of Σ(∗)
c and D(∗), respectively. Furthermore,

in the molecular picture, the two clusters remain color sin-
glets, so only the color-independent OBE interaction survives,
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FIG. 7. Molecular Σ
(∗)
c D̄(∗) systems in the quark degree of free-

dom. The c1q2q3 and c̄4q5 form the Σ
(∗)
c and D̄(∗), respectively.

The quarks are labeled by indices for clarity.

sandwiched by the molecular wave function. This mechanism
is illustrated in Fig. 2 (a1) which aligns with the OBE model
at the hadronic level as used in Sec. II, without considering
quark-exchange interactions.

However, the light quarks are identical fermions and must
satisfy the Pauli principle, requiring their wave functions to be
antisymmetrized. While the two quarks within Σ

(∗)
c already

account for exchange antisymmetrization, the light quarks be-
longing to different hadrons have not been treated in the same
way. Incorporating antisymmetrization introduces quark ex-
change interactions, as illustrated in Fig. 2(a2). To account
for this, we consider a wave function that satisfies exchange
antisymmetrization:

|ΨA⟩ = (1− P14 − P24)|Ψ⟩ ≡ |Ψ⟩+ |ΨP ⟩, (22)

where Pij are operators that exchange two quarks. In princi-
ple, antisymmetrization would distort the single hadron wave
function. However, we treat this distortion as a subleading ef-
fect, given that the two clusters are spatially well-separated.
Consequently, the antisymmetrized wave function |ΨA⟩ is
constructed based on original |Ψ⟩.

Considering antisymmetrization, the matrix elements of the
Hamiltonian are expressed as:

⟨ΨA|H|ΨA⟩
⟨ΨA|ΨA⟩

=
3⟨ΨA|H|Ψ⟩
3⟨ΨA|Ψ⟩

=
⟨ΨA|H|Ψ⟩
⟨ΨA|Ψ⟩

=
(ma +mb)⟨ΨA|Ψ⟩

⟨ΨA|Ψ⟩
+

⟨ΨA|Vab|Ψ⟩
⟨ΨA|Ψ⟩

(23)

= ma +mb +
⟨Ψ|ϵV OBEab |Ψ⟩+ ⟨ΨP |Vab|Ψ⟩

⟨ΨA|Ψ⟩
,

Here, the first equality relies on the permutation symmetry
of the system. The matrix element associated with Vab is di-
vided into two parts, the one without quark exchange and the
other corresponding to quark exchange interaction. For the
quark exchange interaction, we primarily consider the domi-
nant chromoelectric interaction:

⟨ΨP |V ccij |Ψ⟩ =
∑
Pi ̸=1

(−1)Pi⟨Piχ|Occij |χ⟩⟨Piψ|vij |ψ⟩, (24)

where the matrix elements are decomposed into a discrete part
and a spatial part. The Pi denotes the exchange operation, and
(−1)Pi is the corresponding sign factor.

For the Σ(∗)
c D̄(∗) systems, the discrete matrix elements read

⟨Piχ|Occij |χ⟩ =

Occ12 O
cc
13 Occ14 Occ15 O

cc
23 Occ24 Occ25 O

cc
34 O

cc
35 O

cc
45


1 − 2
3 − 2

3 0 0 − 2
3 0 0 0 0 − 4

3

−P14 a a −2a 2a a a −a a −a 2a

−P24 a a a −a a −2a 2a a −a 2a

,

(25)

where the rows and columns correspond to interacting oper-
ators and exchange operations. The parameter a depends on
the spin and isospin of the system, as detailed in Table III.

The spatial matrix element involves the bra and ket states
and potential function. The wave functions have the clustering
behavior and the chromoelectric interaction is a short-range
interaction, which all have the dominated regions. For the ma-
trix elements involving quark exchange, the bra and ket wave
functions always mismatch. The size of the spatial matrix el-
ement is determined by how much the dominated regions of
potential function match to the bra and ket states. Thus, the
spatial matrix elements can be roughly grouped into two cate-
gories with hierarchy between them. An example of the larger
value category is

⟨P14ψ|v24|ψ⟩ = ⟨ψ(R, 423; 15)|v24|ψ(R, 123; 45)⟩ ≡ δv,
(26)

where the dominated region of the potential matches to the
clustering behavior of the bra state but mismatches to the ket
state. Therefore, we use the δv to label the spatial matrix ele-
ment with interaction that mismatches to only one state. The
small difference among matrix elements in the same category
is neglected. There is another possibility that the dominated
region of the interaction mismatches to both states, for exam-
ple,

⟨P14ψ|v14|ψ⟩ = ⟨ψ(R, 423; 15)|v14|ψ(R, 123; 45)⟩ ≡ O(δ2v).

(27)

Thus, we expected the matrix element is further suppressed
compared to the first category and is neglected in present esti-
mation.

Therefore, the exchanged matrix element is,

⟨ΨP |Vab|Ψ⟩ = Aqexδv, (28)

The Aeqx is calculated from the discrete matrix elements,
which are given in Table III. We can summarize the operator
form of Aeqx as follows:

Aqex(s1, s2, J, I) =
16

27
(s1 · s2 +

3

2
)(I1 · I2 +

1

2
), (29)

where si are defined in Eq. (5). The final Hamiltonian matrix
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TABLE III. The coefficients related to the quark exchange chromoelectric interactions in Eqs. (25) and (28).

ΣcD̄( 1
2
) ΣcD̄

∗( 1
2
) ΣcD̄

∗( 3
2
) Σ∗

cD̄( 3
2
) Σ∗

cD̄
∗( 1

2
) Σ∗

cD̄
∗( 3

2
) Σ∗

cD̄
∗( 5

2
)

a I = 1
2

− 1
18

1
54

− 5
54

− 1
18

1
27

− 1
54

− 1
9

I = 3
2

1
9

− 1
27

5
27

1
9

− 2
27

1
27

2
9

Aqex I = 1
2

− 4
9

4
27

− 20
27

− 4
9

8
27

− 4
27

− 8
9

I = 3
2

8
9

− 8
27

40
27

8
9

− 16
27

8
27

16
9

elements can be got

⟨ΨA|H|ΨA⟩
⟨ΨA|ΨA⟩

≈ ma +mb +
⟨Ψ|ϵV OBEab |Ψ⟩+Aqexδv

1 + δψ

≈ ma +mb + ⟨Ψ|ϵV OBEab |Ψ⟩+Aqexδv,

(30)

where ⟨ΨA|Ψ⟩ = 1 + δψ with δψ being regarded as a small
quantity due to the mismatch of the spatial bra and ket wave
functions. Compared to the framework without the quark ex-
change, the quark exchange effect would give rise to an ad-
ditional interaction term as shown in Eq. (28), from the chro-
moelectric interaction. Since we only focus on the ground
state molecules composed of ground state hadrons, we expect
there is no node point in the spatial wave function. And the
spatial part of chromoelectric interaction, vij ∼ 1/r is also
larger than zero. Therefore, one can expect δv > 0. For the
isospin- 12 , the factor Aeqx is

Aqex(s1, s2, J,
1

2
) = − 8

27
s1 · s2 −

4

9
. (31)

We can see the spin-spin part in this quark-exchange inter-
action has different signs from those of the OPE interaction.
Therefore, with the quark-exchange interaction, the problem
in Sec. III A could be solved. The subtraction of the short-
range interaction in Sec. III B could also stem from the quark-
exchange interaction rather than the OBE model.

More intriguingly, as shown in Eq. (29), the quark-
exchange interaction term exhibits a specific spin-isospin
structure that cannot be attributed to any single meson-
exchange interaction. For hidden charm systems, predictions
from models combining OBE and quark-exchange interac-
tions are expected to differ from those based solely on OBE.
Similarly, for open charm systems, the quark-exchange mech-
anism could also play a role, as illustrated in Fig. 2 (b2).
However, since the exchanged quarks are heavy, the quark-
exchange effect may be suppressed by their mass, leading to
further deviations from pure OBE predictions. Currently, it is
challenging to determine the additional δv parameter beyond
those in OBE. The predictions in Figs. 5 and 6 provide a useful
preparation for future comparisons.

V. CONCLUSION

In this work, we investigate the Σ(∗)
c D̄(∗) and Σ

(∗)
c D(∗) in-

teraction, focusing on its short-range part, motivated by the
tension of the OBE model and the EFT frameworks. We first
determined the coupling constants in the OBE model by fit-
ting them to the experimental Pcc̄ spectrum, concluding that it
is impossible to reconcile OBE models with EFTs by refitting
the ρ-, ω- and σ-exchange interactions. It is pointed out by a
perturbation theory that the problem in OBE arises from the
strong short-range spin-dependent one-pion-exchange (OPE)
interaction and the fixed signs of other short-range interac-
tions in OBE model also prevent the cancellation. Once the
central interaction is adjusted to permit ΣcD̄ to be bound to
form Pcc̄(4312), due to the strong spin-dependent interaction,
the ΣcD̄

∗(3/2) is unbound whereas the ΣcD̄
∗(1/2) is a very

deep bound state with binding energy mostly larger than −30
MeV.

To address this issue, the short-range subtraction strate-
gies within the OBE model are revisited, and a new quark-
exchange mechanism is proposed. Two subtraction schemes
are explored: removing the delta-function from all interac-
tions in OBE and eliminating it only from the pseudoscalar-
meson-exchange component. The former one favors the
Pcc̄(4440) and Pcc̄(4457) are respective spin-3/2 and spin-
1/2 bound states while the latter one favors the opposite spin
assignment. Though solving the problem, there is no clear
dynamical picture to support the subtraction schemes. In con-
trast, the quark-exchange model motivated by the Pauli princi-
ple offers an explanation grounded in microscopic dynamics,
which is also used to interpret the short-range nuclear force.
With certain approximations, we show that the spin-dependent
quark-exchange interaction, driven by chromoelectric effects,
cancels some of the short-range contributions of the one-pion
exchange. This interaction exhibits a distinctive spin-isospin
structure unattainable by any single meson-exchange inter-
action. Furthermore, the quark-exchange mechanisms differ
between the Σ

(∗)
c D̄(∗) system, dominated by light-quark ex-

change, and the Σ
(∗)
c D(∗) system, influenced by heavy-quark

exchange. The differences in the predictions for the spin,
isospin, and open-charm partner states of the experimental
Pcc̄ states offer a way to distinguish between the subtracted
OBE model and the OBE model with quark-exchange contri-
butions.
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Appendix A: The Lagrangians of OBE interactions

Using the HQSS, the pseudoscalar mesonD and vector me-
son D∗ can be formulated in a superfield H [100, 101, 107,
108, 130–132],

H =
1 + /v

2
(P ∗
µγ

µ − Pγ5), (A1)

where P = (D0, D+) and P ∗
µ = (D∗0, D∗+)µ. The velocity

of the heavy meson is denoted by v = (1, 0, 0, 0). Similarly,
their antiparticles can be described by the superfield H̃, de-
fined as,

H̃ = (P̃ ∗
µγ

µ − P̃ γ5)
1− /v

2
, (A2)

with P̃ = (D̄0, D−)T and P̃ ∗
µ = (D̄∗0, D∗−)T

µ. Here, we

choose the convention of charge conjugation, D C−→ D̄ and
D∗ C−→ −D̄∗, namely H C−→ C−1H̃TC, where C = iγ2γ0 is
the charged conjugation matrix. The conjugations of H and H̃
are defined as H̄ = γ0H†γ0 and ¯̃H = γ0H̃†γ0. In the HQSS,
the Σ∗

c and Σc can be accommodated in a superfield,

Sµ = B∗
6µ −

√
1

3
(γµ + vµ)γ5B6, (A3)

with the baryon matrix B(∗)
6

B
(∗)
6 =

Σ(∗)++
c

Σ(∗)+
c√
2

Σ(∗)+
c√
2

Σ
(∗)0
c

 . (A4)

The conjuration of the superfield is S̄µ = S†
µγ0.

The Lagrangians in the OBE model read,

L = gsTr
[
HσH̄

]
+ igaTr

[
Hγµγ5AµH̄

]
+iβTr

[
Hvµ(Vµ − ρµ)H̄

]
+ iλTr

[
HσµνFµνH̄

]
+gsTr

[
¯̃HσH̃

]
+ igaTr

[
¯̃Hγµγ5AµH̃

]
−iβTr

[
¯̃Hvµ(Vµ − ρµ)H̃

]
+ iλTr

[
¯̃HσµνFµνH̃

]
+lsTr

[
S̄µσS

µ
]
+

3

2
g1ε

µνλκvκTr
[
S̄µAνSλ

]
+iβsTr

[
S̄µvα(Vα − ρα)Sµ

]
+ λsTr

[
S̄µF

µνSν
]
,(A5)

where Fµν = ∂µρν − ∂νρµ − [ρµ, ρν ] represents the field
strength tensor of vector mesons, Vµ and Aµ are the vec-
tor and axial building blocks of pseudoscalar mesons respec-
tively,

Vµ =
1

2
[ξ†, ∂µξ], Aµ =

1

2
{ξ†, ∂µξ}, ξ = exp(iP/fπ).(A6)

The pseudoscalar meson matrix P is defined as

P =

 π0
√
2
+ η√

6
π+

π− − π0
√
2
+ η√

6

 .
(A7)

The multiplet of the vector meson fields ρµ is

ρµ =
igV√
2

ρ0+ω√
2

ρ+

ρ− −ρ0+ω√
2


µ

. (A8)

In principle, the iso-triplet ρ (π) and the iso-singlet ω (η)
belong to different multiplets under the flavor SU(2) symme-
try. However, to reduce the number of coupling constants,
we group them into the same matrix, taking into account their
relationship within the flavor SU(3) symmetry.

Appendix B: Fourier transformation

The potential in the coordinate space is derived from the
following Fourier transformation,

V (r) =

∫
d3q

(2π)3
eiq·rV (q). (B1)

For the specific potential in this work, the Fourier transforma-
tion reads:

1

u2 + q2
F (u,Λ, q2)2 → H0(u,Λ, r),

q2

u2 + q2
F (u,Λ, q2)2 → −H1(u,Λ, r), (B2)

qiqj
u2 + q2

F (u,Λ, q2)2 → −[H3(u,Λ, r)Tij +H1(u,Λ, r)
δij
3
],
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where Tij =
3rirj
r2 − δij . One can also easily obtain the trans-

formation for the case where V (p′,p) = Ṽ (k). The explicit
expressions of H0, H1, and H3 are:

H0(u,Λ, r) =
u

4π

[
e−ur − e−Λr

ur
− Λ2 − u2

2uΛ
e−Λr

]
,

H1(u,Λ, r) = ∇2H0(u,Λ, r)

=
u3

4π

[
e−ur − e−Λr

ur
− (Λ2 − u2)Λ2

2u3Λ
e−Λr

]
,

H3(u,Λ, r) =
1

3
r
∂

∂r

1

r

1

∂r
H0(u,Λ, r)

=
u3

12π

[
−
e−ΛrΛ2

(
3

Λ2r2 + 3
Λr + 1

)
ru3

−
e−Λr(Λr + 1)

(
Λ2 − u2

)
2ru3

+
e−ur

(
3

r2u2 + 3
ru + 1

)
ru

]
. (B3)

Apparently, the regulator smears the delta-function singularity
in Eqs. (8) and (9). The 1/r3 singularity in the tensor force in
Eq. (9) is also regulated, rendering for r → 0

H3(u,Λ, r) →
Λ4 + u4 − 2Λ2u2

96π
r +O(r2). (B4)

Appendix C: Cutoff dependence

The mass spectrum of the Σ
(∗)
c D̄(∗) and Σ

(∗)
c D(∗) systems

in the OBE model with Λ = 1.2 and 1.4 GeV with two dif-
ferent subtraction schemes are given in Figs. 8, 9, 10 and 11.
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FIG. 10. Mass spectrum in the OBE model with Λ = 1.2 GeV with subtraction-II.
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