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Abstract. The observation of the P.,(4459) by the LHCD collaboration adds a new member to the set of known
hidden-charm pentaquarks, which includes the P.(4312), P.(4440) and P.(4457). The P .(4459) is expected to have
the light-quark content of a A baryon (I = 0, S = —1), but its spin is unknown. Its closeness to the D*Z, threshold
— 4478 MeV in the isospin-symmetric limit — suggests the molecular hypothesis as a plausible explanation for the
P.(4459). While in the absence of coupled-channel dynamics heavy-quark spin symmetry predicts the two spin-states
of the D*Z, to be degenerate, power counting arguments indicate that the coupling with the nearby D=’ and DZ?
channels might be a leading order effect. This generates a hyperfine splitting in which the J = % D*E, pentaquark will
be lighter than the J = % configuration, which we estimate to be of the order of 5 — 15MeV. We also point out an
accidental symmetry between the P.(4459) and P.(4440/4457) potentials. Finally, we argue that the spectroscopy and

the J/yA decays of the P 4(4459) might suggest a marginal preference for J = % over J = %

1 Introduction

The discovery by the LHCb collaboration of three hidden-
charm pentaquarks [[1] — the P.(4312), P.(4440) and P.(4457)
— has triggered intense theoretical efforts to decode their na-
ture, in particular whether they are molecular [@] or not [@—

than that of the P, pentaquarks (i.e. that of a single channel
DX, or D*X. molecule). Here we will consider how the afore-
mentioned coupled channel dynamics affects the spectrum of
a molecular P.,. If we consider the possible isoscalar l_)Eg and
DE? molecular states, one quickly realizes that owing to SU(3)-
flavor and heavy quark spin symmetry (HQSS) it is possible to

|E]. Recently a new hidden-charm pentaquark has been found [Iﬂ]make predictions [IZII]. For the D*Z system this is not the case

— the P.4(4459)° — which we will simply denote as P, in this
work. This pentaquark has been observed in the J/yA channel,
from which it can be deduced that its quark content is ccsgq
with ¢ = u, d. Its mass and width are

Mp,, =4458.8+2.9"TMeV, I'p, = 17.3+6.5"3MeV,

ey

¢

but the statistical significance of the signal is merely 3.1 0. Be-
sides, its spin and parity have not been determined yet. It is also
worth noticing that predictions of P, and P, pentaquarks
20] have been there long before their eventual observation.
The P, pentaquark lies a few MeV below the D*Z. thresh-
old — 4478.0 MeV in the isospin symmetric limit — suggest-
ing a strong molecular component ]. However there are
at least other two nearby thresholds: the D=/ and D= ones at
4446.0 and 4513.2 MeV, respectively (i.e. 32.0 and 35.2 MeV
away from the D*Z. threshold). If the spin of the P, pen-
taquark is J = 1 (3), it will mix with the D5, (DZ?) chan-
nel, which will result into a molecular picture more complex
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though and we will have to resort to phenomenology to relate
its interaction with the already known non-strange molecular
pentaquarks. If this is done, the molecular description of the
P.(4312/4440/4457) and P.5(4459) pentaquarks turns out to
be coherent, as we will explain in the following lines.

The manuscript is organized as follows: in Sect.2lwe briefly
explain the non-relativistic effective field theory we will use to
describe the molecular pentaquarks. In Sect. 3] we discuss the
symmetry constraints of the pentaquarks. Sect. Hlis devoted to
the power counting of the coupled channels affecting the P,,. In
Sect. 3l we explain how to estimate the low energy constants of
the effective field theory from meson-exchange saturation. In
Sect. [6l we will show an accidental symmetry between the po-
tentials of the P.(4440/4457) and P, pentaquarks. In Sect. [7]
we discuss the size of the hyperfine splitting between the J = %,
% P.s pentaquarks. In Sect. [8| we consider the decay of the P
pentaquark into J/yA depending on its spin. Finally, we sum-
marize our conclusions in Sect.[9and explain a few technicali-
ties in Appendices[Aland[Bl
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2 Effective field theory description

Before explaining how symmetries inform the pentaquark
spectrum, first we will briefly explain the effective field the-
ory (EFT) formalism we follow. We will describe interactions
among heavy hadrons with a non-relativistic contact-range po-
tential of the type

(r'Vipy=C ©))

with C an unknown coupling constant, where this coupling can
be further decomposed into a sum of irreducible components
C = Yr ARCR, with R denoting some quantum-number / rep-
resentation, Az some coefficient / operator and C¥ the partic-
ular coupling that applies in each case. This type of contact-
range potential often appears in lowest- (or leading-) order EFT
descriptions of hadron-hadron interactions (concrete examples

with full derivations can be found in Refs. M] for antimeson-

meson molecules and in Ref. [29] for pentaquarks). Of course
this is true provided that the one-pion-exchange potential, which
is the longest range piece of the hadron-hadron interaction, is
weak and thus subleading [@, ] (otherwise it should be in-
cluded at lowest-order). The previous contact-range potential
is singular though and has to be regularized, which we do by
introducing a regulator function f(x) and a cutoff A, i.e.

(P'IVip) = C(A)f( )f( )s 3
where the coupling now depends on the cutoff C = C(A). For
the regulator we will choose a Gaussian, f(x) = ¢, and
for the cutoff we will use the range A = 0.5 — 1.0GeV. Fi-
nally this potential is included in a dynamical equation, such
as Schrodinger or Lippmann-Schwinger, for obtaining predic-
tions. If we choose Lippmann-Schwinger and are interested in
poles of the scattering amplitude, i.e. bound/virtual states or

resonances, we can simply solve

d’p é(p) _
P+ f 2nr M S ) = My~

“

where ¢ is the vertex function, which is defined as the the wave
function ¥ times the propagator (¢(p) = [My + p>/(2u) —
Mol ¥(p)), V the potential, My, the mass of the threshold (i.e.
the sum of the masses of the two hadrons comprising a molec-
ular candidate), i their reduced mass and Mo the mass of the
hadronic molecule we want to predict.

3 Light-flavor and heavy-quark symmetries

Symmetry constrains the potential binding the molecular
pentaquarks. If we begin by considering the three known P,
pentaquarks, in the molecular picture they are thought to be
DX, and D*X, bound states. From the SU(3)-flavor perspective
the P.’s are composed of a triplet charmed antimeson and a
sextet charmed baryon, which together can couple into the octet
and decuplet representations of SU(3),1.e. 3® 6 = 8 ® 10. The
flavor structure of the potential is thus

V(H,S,) = 2°C° + A°cP, (3)

with H. = D,D* or Ds, D} and S, = 2,27, 5/, 5" or £, £
representing an arbitrary charmed meson or baryon, C° and CD
the octet and decuplet couplings and 1° and AP a coefficient
that depends on the particular antimeson-baryon configuration
considered (they are explained in detail in Ref 24).

From the HQSS perspective the potential between two heavy
hadrons can only depend on the spin of the light quarks inside
them. For the triplet charmed meson and sextet charmed baryon
the light-spins are S, = % and S, = 1, respectively, which cou-
pleto ®1 = 1 & 2. However it is more compact to express the
light-quark spin structure of the potential in terms of light-spin
operators:

V(HS ) = Ca+CydL- S, ©)
with C, and Cj, couplings that represent the spin-independent
and spin-dependent pieces of the potential, respectively, and &,
and S the spin-operators for the light-spin degrees of freedom
within the charmed meson and baryon (for the notation in terms
of light-spin check for instance Ref. [32], while the channel-by-
channel potential can be found in Ref. [@]).

From the SU(3)-flavor and HQSS structure we have just
explained it is already possible to derive the existence of DZ’
and D: * molecular states m First we notice that the standard
molecular interpretation of the P.(4312) pentaquark is that it
isal = % DX, bound state. Thus the decomposition of the
P.(4312) potential is

V(DX 1 = %) =cY (7
i.e. the octet SU(3)-representation and the HQSS part of the po-
tential that is independent of the spin of the light-quarks. Any
other molecular pentaquark with the same decomposition will
have the same potential as the P.(4312) and consequently, will
be likely to have a similar binding energy. Among these pen-
taquarks we have the I = 0 DZ/ and D= systems, for which
the potential reads
V(DE!,I1=0)=V(DE,1=0)=CY, (8)

where again only the octet, spin-independent piece of the contact-
range potential (C?) is involved. From now on we will simply
write C, = CY, as the octet configuration is the only one we are
considering in this work.

If we determine this coupling from the P.(4312), we can
predict the masses of the D=’ and DE molecules, i.e. the P’
and P} pentaquarks, with the formallsm we already descrlbed

The result happens to be

M(P.,) = 4436.7 (4436.1) MeV,
M(P:,) = 4503.6 (4502.7) MeV,

(C))
(10)

for A = 0.5(1.0) GeV, where similar predictions can be found
in Refs. [24,33].

If we now consider the P,,, its most natural molecular in-
terpretatlon is D*Z,. This two-body system is not connected to
D=’ ', DE? and DX, neither by SU(3)-flavor nor HQSS symme-
tries. From SU(3)-flavor symmetry, the P, pentaquark contains
a triplet charmed antimeson and antitriplet charmed baryon and



Fang-Zheng Peng et al.: The P.(4459) pentaquark from a combined effective field theory and phenomenological perspective 3

is a combination of a singlet and an octet, i.e. 3 ®3 = 1®8. The
concrete flavor structure of the potential is unessential though,
as we are only considering the I = 0, S = —1 sector (i.e. D*Z,).
Regarding HQSS, the antitriplet charmed baryon contains a di-
quark with §; = 0, from which we expect a trivial light-spin
structure owing to % ®0= % The potential reads
V(HT:) = D,, (11)
with no spin dependence whatsoever and 7. = A., =, represent-
ing a generic antitriplet charmed baryon. In addition to this, the
H.T. and H_.S . systems can couple by means of a transition
potential of the type
V(HL'TL' - HcSC) = Eb 5-L : gL B (]2)
with E; a coupling, &, the spin-operator for the light-quark
within the charmed meson and € the polarization vector of the
light-diquark in the sextet charmed baryon. The couplings D,
and E), can be further decomposed in isospin and flavor repre-
sentations, but this is not necessary for the set of molecules we
are considering. Putting the pieces together for the D*Z,, if we
consider the coupled channel bases 8(J = 1) = {DE/, D"z}
and B(J = 32) = {D*E,, DZ?} we will have the following po-

tentials:
_ 1 _ Cu Eb
V(PCS7J - E) - (Eb Da) 5 (]3)
_ 3. (D, E,
V(Pcst - E) - (Eb Ca) . (]4)

By including these potentials in a bound state equation such as
the coupled-channel extension of Eq. (@) we can calculate the
mass of the P.;.

4 Power counting and coupled channel
dynamics

EFTs are expected to be power series in terms of the ex-
pansion parameter (Q/M), where Q and M represent the char-
acteristic low and high energy scales of the system, respec-
tively. For molecular pentaquarks Q is of the order of the pion
mass (m,; ~ 140 MeV) or the wave number of the bound state
(i.e. y = 2uB; ~ 206 MeV for the P, as a D*Z, molecule),
while M will be of the order of the vector meson mass (m,, ~
770 MeV). This suggests the expansion parameter

Q 2B,

M my,

~0.27, (15)

where we have identified the wave number y with the light
scale Q. We will now compare this number with the expected
size of coupled channel effects.

If we are interested in the mass difference between the J =
% and % D*Z. bound states, i.e. the hyperfine splitting, the rel-
evant coupled channels are of the A.T.-H.S . type, i.e. Eq.
(1), which can break the spin degeneracy. There are H.T,-
H_.T, coupled channel effects too (e.g. DiA.-D*Z,), but they

do not generate a dependence on the light spin. For the coupled
channel dynamics relevant to the D*Z, system (independently
of whether they generate spin dependence), their expected size
with respect to the diagonal interaction is 30, [31]]

2
B
(g) ~ 22 .0.60,054,024,0.14,0.11,

Acc cc
for DE., DE!, DiA., DE., D'E?,
(16)

respectively, where B, = 19.2MeV is the binding energy of a
molecular P, and 4¢¢ the mass gap of the listed coupled chan-
nels. This indicates that only the D=’ and DZ? channels are
expected to be larger than the size of subleading corrections.
The next channel in importance, DjAC, does not break spin de-
generacy, as previously mentioned, and in addition its size is
subleading. Finally, though the D*Z* channel will indeed con-
tribute to the hyperfine splitting, its size is strongly suppressed
with respect to DZ’ and DZ?* and thus we will not take it into
account.

For analyzing the possible impact of the coupled channel
dynamics, we will do the following calculation

(i) Consider the P, pentaquark to be a J = % or % molecule,
which in analogy with Ref. (5] we will call scenarios A and
B, respectively.

(ii) Consider different E;/D, coupling ratios: with this ratio
fixed, the D, coupling can be determined from the P, pen-
taquark (and the C, from the P.(4312) one). Then we check
how the hyperfine splitting changes with this ratio.

The result of these calculations is shown in Fig.[Il for scenarios
A and B and a cutoff A = 0.5—-1.0 GeV. The hyperfine splitting
grows quickly with the E;/D, ratio and it is sizable even for
small ratios. This can be understood from the power counting
of contact-range theories [34], in which a coupling generating
a bound state near threshold is fine-tuned, thus explaining how
the effect of a comparatively small E;, is amplified by the fact
that D, can generate a molecular P.;. We also notice that the
for the same E; /D, ratio the hyperfine splitting will be consid-
erably larger in scenario A, which has to do with the fact that
D, is also larger in this scenario: coupled-channel dynamics
require M(J = 1) > M(J = 2), which in turn forces D, to be
larger in scenario A if E, # 0.

However, without being able to estimate the E,/D, cou-
pling it will be not possible to know the hyperfine splitting.
From power counting arguments the size of each of these cou-
plings will be [34]

2r

D® ,
D o o

and |E\®| o
H~2uB>

A7)

where the superscript ® refers to a renormalized coupling (we
elaborate below): DER) is said to be enhanced (i.c. its size is
larger than expected owing to the existence of a bound state
close to threshold), while E;R) is natural (i.e. its size can be
determined from standard or naive dimensional analysis argu-
ments). The renormalized couplings DflR) and EIER) (which is
the type of couplings for which the arguments of Ref. [34]
were originally developed) refer loosely speaking to the parts
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of the couplings that do not depend on the cutoff. But here
we are working instead with the bare (or running) couplings
D, = D,(A) and E, = E,(A), which explicitly depend on the
cutoff. Nonetheless the previous power counting estimates ap-
ply to the bare couplings for specific cutoff ranges: (i) for cou-
plings of natural size (e.g. E}), this will be the case irrespec-
tively of whether the cutoff is soft (A ~ Q) or hard (A ~ M),
while (ii) for couplings of unnatural size (e.g. D,) the enhance-
ment ideally requires a soft cutoff A ~ Q, with the size of
the coupling reverting to its natural size as the cutoff becomes
harder [&, &]. However, in the molecular pentaquarks the sep-
aration of scales is far from perfect: as explained in Appendix
[Al for the P., pentaquark and the Gaussian regulator we use
here, D,(A) coincides with its power counting estimation for
A ~ 09GeV (i.e. within the cutoff range we use). We thus
expect that in a first approximation the previous relations will
hold in the A = (0.5 — 1.0) GeV range, i.e.

R
ExA) _ Ey
Dy(A)  p®”

from which we get E,/D, ~ Q/M ~ 0.27, yielding an es-
timated hyperfine splitting of AM4 ~ 12 — 35 and AM? ~
7 — 15MeV in scenarios A and B, respectively, where there is
still a noticeable cutoff dependence. It is nonetheless possible
to improve over the previous picture by including a renormal-
ization factor to better connect the bare and running couplings:

EA) Q0 EX

D) ¢(X)@,

(18)

(19)

where we discuss the derivation of the factor # in Appendix
[Al Concrete calculations show that # = (1.47 — 0.91) in the
A =0.5-1.0GeV cutoff window used in this work, leading to
the hyperfine splittings AM* ~ 27-40 and AM? ~ 12—13 MeV
in scenarios A and B, respectively, which happen to display less
cutoff dependence (though they are still of the same order as
our original estimation). It is worth noticing that the reason be-
hind these elaborations is that we are applying power counting
arguments to non-observable quantities (which are allowed to
have a strong dependence on the cutoff).

Actually, besides the standard P,4(4459) single peak found
in the J/y¥A invariant mass distribution, the LHCb collabora-
tion also reports a second possible two-peak solution [17] in-
volving two P, pentaquarks with masses

M(Pes) = 4454.9 + 2.7MeV,,
M(P.y) = 4467.8 + 3.7MeV,

(20)
ey

which, if they are both to be interpreted primarily as D*Z.
bound states, will result in the hyperfine splitting AM = 12.9 +
4.6 MeV. In principle this is compatible with scenario B. But
both scenarios A and B use the standard single peak solution
as the reference input. Had we determined the D, and E; cou-
plings from the two-peak solution instead, then the £, /D, ratio
would have been

E,
— =(0.37-0.22
D 0.37-0.22),

a

(22)

for the cutoff range A = 0.5—1.0 GeV. This ratio is in fact com-
patible with the power counting estimation of /M ~ 0.27. In

4480
J=1/2
J=3/2
5 4460 t
=
3
Q. 4440 |
2 -
Scenario A
4420 ‘ ‘
0.1 0.2 0.3
Ey/D,
4480
J=1/2
J=3/2
> 4470 |
=
“a
Q. 4460 |
=
Scenario B
4450 ‘ ‘
0 0.1 0.2 0.3
Ey/D,
50 ‘
Scenario A
= 40 1 Scenario B
(]
= 30t
o 20
= i
S 10
0 i L
0 0.1 0.2 0.3
Ep/D,

Fig. 1. Masses and hyperfine splitting of the J = % and % molecular
P.; pentaquarks. For J = 1 (2) we include the coupled channel dy-
namics D5/-D*E,. (D*E.-DZ?), which are expected to be LO effects
in the EFT description. This description contains three independent
couplings C,, D,, Ej,, where the first one (C,) is determined from the
P.(4312) pentaquark and SU(3)-flavor symmetry. For the other two
couplings we do as follows: scenario A (B) assumes that the observed
P, pentaquark is the J = % (%) configuration; then for a given E, /D,
ratio we determine D, from the P ., mass. Finally, we show the hy-
perfine splitting AM(P.;) = M(P,J = %) — M(P,J = %) in both
scenarios.

the following lines we will resort to phenomenological infor-
mation for further elucidating the E,/D, ratio.
5 Meson exchange saturation

The problem we have is that there are three couplings (C,,
D,, Ep) of which we can only determine two (C, from the
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P.(4312) and D, or E;, from the P ,(4459)). Yet, if we use phe-
nomenology it might be possible to find relations among these
couplings and thus determine the three of them. In particular
we will focus on light-meson saturation, i.e. the idea that the
contact-range couplings of a given EFT are saturated by the
exchange of light mesons (37, 38]. Here we choose the novel
saturation procedure of Ref. [39], which we explain below.

Standard saturation maps the finite-range S-wave potential
generated by the exchange of a light-meson, V;(¢°) (with ¢ =
p’ — P the exchanged momentum, where for S-wave we can
express the potential as a function of ¢ 2), into a contact-range
coupling C** by taking the limit

Csat(standard)(A ~ m) o lzim VM(JZ) s 23)
#—0

which is expected to work for A close to the mass m of the
exchanged meson. However, if the potential vanishes in this
limit, we will obtain C*** = 0. For instance, the potentials

1 7
— 2 7 2
Vv = —gy - and V), = +gy o (24)

generate exactly the same finite-range potential in r-space, namely

the Yukawa potential

e—mr

V) = g2 o forr#0, (25)
where the difference between the two is a distribution
Vi (r) = Vig(r) = gy m 6P (m 7). (26)

Of course, at this point we have to discuss the impact of form-
factors, which modify the light-meson exchange potentials as
follows

Vil (@ Aw) = Vi (@F (@, An) 27)
where Fj; is the aforementioned form-factor (with the most
used parametrizations being of the multipolar type) while Ay,
is the form-factor cutoff, which should not be confused with
the EFT cutoff A. For a local form-factor the resulting r-space
potentials will be also local, and the Dirac-delta will acquire a
finite-size:

sVm ) — 8 m i, ), (28)
Ay

where 5? represents a Dirac-delta that has been already smeared
out by the form-factor. Yet, the characteristic scale Ay, of these
finite-range effects is expected to be larger than the mass of the
exchanged meson, i.e. Ay > m (otherwise the effect of said ex-
changed light-meson will be washed out by the form factors).
For instance, for the Bonn-B potential [@] Ay =1.9-2.0GeV
and A,/, = 1.85GeV for the M = o and p/w mesons, respec-
tively, while for the CD-Bonn potential ] we have A, =
2.5GeV, A, =1.31GeV and A, = 1.5GeV.

Thus for the range of cutoffs in which saturation is expected
to work we have (A ~ m) < Ap, which implies that the previous
Dirac-delta is unimportant: independently of whether the po-
tential is derived from derivative interactions (V},) or not (Vi),

the potentials at mr ~ 1 will be similar and thus the saturation
of the couplings should follow suit. That is, if the renormaliza-
tion scale is similar to the exchanged meson mass, the poten-
tials Vj; and V}, are expected to lead to approximately the same
saturated coupling. This is achieved with the convention

1 .
sat(new) A 2
¢ (A~ m)ec 5 RS .Viu(@) 29
i.e. by extracting the residue of the potential at §*> = —m?,

which effectively recovers the expectations from the mr ~ 1 be-
havior of the potential. Ref. 139] explicitly checked this method
with the one-pion-exchange potential (with an arbitrary cou-
pling strength) as a specific example. In Appendix[Blwe include
a detailed comparison between the standard saturation proce-
dure of Ref. [@] and the one presented here for the particular
case of the nucleon-nucleon system, which indicates that both
saturation methods yield comparable results.
Now, if we consider the scalar meson o, in the non-relativistic

limit it generates a spin-independent potential which can con-
tribute to the saturation of C, and D, (but not C}, or E}):

8ci8oj
2 527
myg +

Vs(@) = - (30)

where mg the mass of the sigma meson and g, its coupling,
and the indices i, j = 1,2, 3 referring to the D®), Z¢ /) and E,,
respectively. Independently of the saturation method we will
obtain

gm'go'j
2 9
S

FSS(A ~ mg) o — 31)

with F, = C,, D, the generic name for the spin-independent
couplings. The proportionality constant is in principle unknown,
but we will assume it to be similar for all the couplings. We re-

mind that saturation is expected to work for cutoffs close to the

mass of the meson being exchanged, A ~ my in this case.

The vector mesons (p and w) generate a more complex po-
tential which can be expanded in a multipole expansion similar
to the one we have for electromagnetic interactions. There are
electric- and magnetic-type components (indicated by the sub-
scripts a and b)

Vy = Vya + Vi, (32)
with
Vie = +(1 +7 - 7)) S8 (33)
m>: +q
v
L o Jvifvg g’
va = —(1 + T -‘1'2) 6M2] OL12 zq ) +..., (34)
mi, + g

and 0L12 = 0, OiL . gL or J'L . §L for [‘_ICT, [‘_]CTC—I:ICSC and
H_S ., respectively, where the dots represent S-to-D-wave com-
ponents (we assume they will not appreciably contribute to the
saturation of the EFT couplings). In the vector-exchange poten-
tial the 7, j indices refer to the different hadrons involved, gy; to
the electric-type couplings, fy; to the magnetic-like ones, my
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to the vector meson mass and M a typical hadronic mass scale.
The Vy, component contribute to the C, and D, couplings as

8VigVvj
2 b
ny

F3*Y(A ~my) o< (1+7 - 7y)

(35)

where F, = C,, D,, with no difference between the standard
and modified saturation procedures, i.e. Egs. 23) and (29)). For
the Vy; component to contribute to the C;, and E}, couplings in
a non-trivial way we have to use the modified saturation proce-

dure of Ref. [39] (i.e. Eq. 29)) in which case we obtain
sa L L ity
F YA ~ my) oc (147 - %) 6sz , (36)

where F;, = Cp, E;,. Here we notice that with the standard sat-
uration method we would have arrived to C, = E;, = 0. This
is what happens for instance in Refs. 18, 33], which in princi-
ple consider the complete set of LO interactions we have here,
i.e. BEgs. (@), () and (@), but set the Fj-type couplings to
zero leading to pentaquark predictions without sizable hyper-
fine splittings. Yet, as we will see, from the point of view of
phenomenology the choice of Refs. 18, 33] is completely jus-
tified: the size of the F,-type of coupling is expected to be
considerably smaller than the F,-type, which prompts the ap-
proximation F;, = 0. In contrast from the EFT point of view
the inclusion of the F, couplings is justified in terms of power
counting.

The only thing left is to determine the couplings: for the o
we will use the linear-sigma model [42] and the quark model
(as used in Ref. [43]), from which we get that the coupling of
the sigma to the nucleon is goyy = \/EMN/f,, ~ 10.2 (for the
fx = 132MeV normalization). For the charmed mesons with
only one light-quark we end up with g, = goyn/3 = 3.4,
while for the charmed baryons with two light-quarks we have
802 = 803 = 28oNn/3 = 6.8. We note that here we have as-
sumed the same coupling of the sigma with the ¢ = u,d,s
quarks, as happens for instance in the quark model of Ref. [44],
where we notice that this pattern can either arise from a singlet
sigma (not necessarily a realistic assumption) or alternatively
from a negligible coupling of the octet component of the sigma
to the light quarks, see for instance Ref. ] for a more de-
tailed discussion. In either case, this runs counter to the stan-
dard expectation that the strange and non-strange components
of light mesons would decouple (owing to the OZI rule), lead-
ing in the case of the sigma to a vanishing coupling to the
strange quark. However it has been argued that the OZI rule
does not work so well in the 0** sector [46-49)], i.e. a non-
singlet sigma might potentially have a non-negligible coupling
with the strange quark. Besides, the singlet and octet mixing
angle of the sigma might very well be far away from the an-
gle decoupling strange and non-strange components [50]. Yet,
even though the sigma coupling to the strange quark might not
be necessarily suppressed, it might not be as strong as with
the light-quarks. This can generate SU(3)-flavor breaking ef-
fects which we will discuss later, where the naive expectation
will be that the contribution of the sigma to the contact-range
couplings will be weaker in the D=, and D*Z, molecules than
in the DX, one. For further details we refer to the discussion
around Eq.[Z3] where we notice that the previous expectation

seems to be challenged by the experimental information cur-
rently availablel[].

For the vector mesons, we have electric- and magnetic-like
couplings, for which we will resort to Sakurai’s universality
and vector meson dominance ], i.e. the mixing of the
neutral vector mesons with the electromagnetic current, which
can be encapsulated in the substitution rules [@, ]

3 1 e 1 e
p”_),BZgAH and wﬂ—>ﬂ6gAﬂ, 37)
where e is the proton charge, g = my/2f; =~ 2.9 the univer-
sal rho coupling constant (with my the vector meson mass and
fx = 132MeV the pion weak decay constant), A, the pho-
ton field, pz the neutral rho field (the superscript refers to the
isospin index, a = 3 for the neutral component), w, the omega
field and u a Lorentz index. The parameter S indicates the de-
gree of vector meson dominance: if the electromagnetic cou-
plings of the heavy hadrons were to be completely dominated
by the vector mesons, we will have 8 = 1. Otherwise it will
be 8 < 1. Usually § = 0.9 is estimated (56-58] (which can
be traced back to the ratio of the couplings required for the
p — vy and p — 7am processes, i.e. \/Ef,r/f,, ~ 0.9). By ap-
plying these substitution rules to the interaction of the heavy
hadrons with the vector mesons, we will get the electromag-
netic interaction for the light quarks within the heavy hadrons
and from this, we can determine the gy; and fy; couplings. In
practical terms this means that gy; and fy; are proportional to
the light-quark contribution of the electric charge and magnetic
moments of the heavy hadrons, respectively. For the EO cou-
plings we get gy = gva = gv3 = Bg. For the M1 couplings,
we will first make the decomposition fy = kygy and use the
choice M = my for the mass scale with my =~ 940 MeV the
nucleon mass. From this xy = %(,uu/,un,m,), with w, /tn.m. the
magnetic moment of the u-quark within light-diquark pair in-
side the =} Z(/* charmed baryon expressed in units of the
nuclear magneton (u, . ). If we make use of the quark model
a second time, we obtain ky; = ky; = %pu/,un,m, ~ 2.9 for the
charmed antimeson and sextet strange charmed baryon. For the
antitriplet charmed baryon we have instead ky3 = 0, which is a
consequence of the two light-quarks within the =, baryon be-
ing in a spin-0 configuration. The E;, coupling involves a M1
antitriplet to sextet transition for which ky(3 — 6) = 3 u(3 —
6)/tnm. = %Qzu/pn,m,) ~ 2.9, where u(3 — 6) refers to the u-
quark magnetic moment in the 3 — 6 light-diquark transition[]

within £+ — 5%

! In particular D, (as obtained from the P, (4459)) seems to be
more attractive than C, (as obtained from the P.(4312)), see Eq. (D),
which runs counter with the expectation that sigma exchange should
be weaker in the former case. Yet more accurate experimental mea-
surements are needed to confirm whether this is really the case.

2 For translating the magnetic moment of the light-diquark into the
one for the heavy baryons we can use the relations u,(57) = % 1q(6)
and pu (5. — &) = iqu — 6)/ V3, with Hg(X) the magnetic mo-
ment of a particular light-quark ¢ within “X” (X being a baryon or
a light-diquark in the antitriplet or sextet configuration) and with the
sign of the 3 — 6 transition depending on the ordering of the light
quarks in the 3 flavor wavefunction (which is flavor antisymmetric).
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With the previous couplings and setting mg =~ 550 MeV
and my = (m, + m,,)/2 ~ 775 MeV, we arrive to the ratios:

C[s;at
~0.20, 38
C(slat A~(mg—my) (38)
Dsat
. ~ 1.00, 39
Czal A~(mg—my) (39)
Ezal
~0.20. 40
D A~(ms —my) “0)

The first one of these ratios was checked in Ref. [@], where it
was respected at the 30% level. If we determine C, and C;, as
in Ref. [5], we obtain |C,/C,| = 0.16 for A = 0.75 GeV, which
reproduces the absolute magnitude of Eq. (38) at the 25% level.
However we note that in Ref. [E] the sign of C;, depends on
which are the spin of the P.(4440) and P.(4457) pentaquarks:
the sign is correctly reproduced if the P.(4457) is J = % The
second one (C, = D,) appears for instance in Ref. [IE], which
predicted the Py, and Refs. [@, 33, ] as a consequence of
the universality of the vector meson coupling. The recent work
of Ref. [60] uses the chiral quark model to guess the contact-
range couplings, leading to C, =~ D, too. The third relation
has not been previously used, as Ej, is usually set to zero (e.g.
Ref. [@], where their E}, equivalent is called f1p4). Finally it is
worth noticing the following

sat sat
N @1
Cgal Dzal ’

where this relation actually does not depend so much on sat-
uration being correct or accurate, but rather on the fact that
the light-meson exchange potentials are identical under the ap-
proximations we have made. In the following lines we will ex-
plore the consequences of this relation.

6 Accidental symmetry in the pentaquark
potential

Light-meson exchange actually suggests a very interesting
relation between the P.(4440), P.(4457) and the two spin states
of D*ZE.. The S-wave light-meson exchange potential in the
H.S . system is

Vose(H:S ) = Vo + Vydtr-Sp, (42)

which for the J = 1, 3 D", systems reads
Vose(D*Z,, ) = V, - gv,,, (43)
Voue(D'%e3) = Vat 2V (44)

from which we expect the hyperfine splitting to be proportional
to

M(D*%.,3) - M(D*%,, %) < 2V}, (45)

In comparison for the coupled H,.T.-H.S . system, the corre-
sponding potential reads

W, W, 0L - €

4
Wb§L'gLVa+Vb5)—L'§L (6)

Vose(H:Te, HoS ) = (

where if we consider vector meson exchange, vector meson
dominance, the quark model relations for the charmed baryon
magnetic moments and SU(3) symmetric sigma exchange, we
will have

Va = Wu and Vb = Wb. (47)
This will receive small corrections from n-exchange (that work
in the direction of making |W,| > |V},|), which we will ignore as
they are small. Now, in the limit where the DZ’-DZ, and D=’ -
D*ZE. thresholds are degenerate and have the same mass, there
will be two eigenvalues for this potential, which correspond to
the linear combinations

k= 1 N~/ N =k

ID'Z.0 = ) = 5 IDz)y=1DZ)], 48
e — 1 e — N

ID'E.0 = D) = 5 D2y £1DZ)],  (49)

with potential eigenvalues
1
Vose(J = 3,3, %) = s(Wa+ Vo) £ Wy = Vo £ V. (50)

In particular, in this limit the hyperfine splitting between the “+
states” will be

M(D*E,,+) - M(D*E,, -) « 2W}, = 2V}, 51
that is, expected to be similar to the hyperfine splitting between
the J = § and 3 D*%, states.

Of course, this accidental symmetry in the potential will
be broken by the fact that there is a mass gap between the in-
volved coupled channels. The effect of this mass gap will be
to decrease the hyperfine splitting and to force the “+” sign in
Eq. (30) as to make the state corresponding to the lower thresh-
old the most attractive configuration. If we compare the char-
acteristic momentum scale of the coupled channel exchange
potential (i.e. the vector meson mass my) and the momentum
scale of the coupled channel dynamics (Acc = +/2udcc = 266
and 279 MeV), the ratio is 0.34 and 0.36 for the D=/ and D=
channels, respectively. Together they add to 0.70, i.e. we expect
the hyperfine splittings to be about 30% of the expected value
were not to be a mass gap. For the J = % (%) configuration,
the D*Z, threshold is heavier (lighter) than the D=’ (DZ?) one,
which forces the most repulsive (attractive) sign configuration

in Eq. (&1).

- - A
M(D*E., ) - M(D' 5., 3) o« 2|W,| (1 - ZO(%))
cC

A
~ 2|V} [1 - Z O(%)) .(52)
ccC
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As a consequence, if the previous approximations hold, the hy-
perfine splitting of the two D*Z, pentaquarks will be similar to
the one of the two D*X, pentaquarks, i.e.
IM(D*E,, %) - M(D*Z,, 3)| ~ 17MeV. (53)

However if the effect is to be reduced by a 70%, as suggested
by the scale comparison, we will end up with a 5.1 MeV split-
ting. Though the sign of the hyperfine splitting might be pro-
tected owing to power counting and the nature of the coupled
channel dynamics, its size will be diminished owing to the fi-
nite mass gaps between the channels. Besides, the uncertainties
in the couplings of the light-meson exchange potential are also
large. In the following we will see how this expected effect
holds when compared with different error sources.

For doing the explicit calculations we first obtain the C, and
Cj couplings from the masses of the P.(4440) and P.(4457)
pentaquarks, i.e. the calculation of Ref. [E], where we notice
that for the hyperfine splitting it does not matter which spin is
each pentaquarkﬁ, resulting in C, = —2.52(-0.85) fn, C, =
+0.54 (0.11) fm? for A = 0.5 (1.0) GeV. Then we consider the
phenomenological potential symmetry of Eq. (@7) as applied
to the contact-range couplings (i.e. C, = D,, C, = E}), from
which we get:

M(P, 3) = 4464.5 - 1.1i (4464.4 - 1.30))MeV,  (54)
M(Ps, %) = 4459.9(4459.7) MeV (55)

for A = 0.5 (1.0) GeV, with the hyperfine splitting
AM(P.s) = 4.6 (4.7)MeV, (56)

which indeed indicates a reduction of the coupled channel ef-
fects owing to the finite mass gap between the channels, and
where from now on we define

AM(Pes) = M(%) = M(3). (57
Yet, even if this accidental symmetry is greatly reduced in the
hyperfine splittings, it is worth noticing that the predictions we
obtain from using the effective C, and C}, couplings describing
the P.(4440) and P.(4457) pentaquarks are basically compati-
ble with the experimental mass of the observed P.; pentaquark.

7 The hyperfine splitting

Now we will analyze the possible size of the hyperfine
splittings with the (admittedly approximate) information we
have derived from light-meson exchange saturation. We begin
with the simplest of the relations, that is:

DL!

=< .1,

C. (58)

and determine C, from reproducing the P.(4312) pentaquark,
which yields C, = —1.19 (=(2.17 - 0.80)) fm* for A = 0.75

3 This merely changes the sign of C,, which is later identified with
E,, but the coupled channel effects do not depend on the sign of the
later coupling.

(0.5 -1.0) GeV, where we will use a central value of the cutoff
close to the expected scale at which saturation works (i.e. A ~
my), while we will still consider the 0.5 — 1.0 GeV cutoff range
for estimating the regulator uncertainties. If we set E, = 0, it
will lead to

M(P.y,J = 1, 3) = 4467.5 (4466.9 — 4468.1)MeV, (59)

that is, we obtain two degenerate P, pentaquarks. If we allow
for E, # 0 we can effectively fit one of the pentaquarks to the
experimental mass. We obtainfl.:
M(P.y, %) = 4473.1(4471.1 - 4475.3) MeV,,
M(Pc, 3) = 4458.8 MeV,

(60)
(61)

where it should be noticed that scenario B is automatically cho-
sen, as for C,/D, ~ 1 the mass of the P.; pentaquark can only
be reproduced if J = % The hyperfine splitting will be

AM(P.g) = 14.3(12.7 - 16.5) MeV, (62)
which is definitely larger than the estimation from the phe-
nomenological symmetry in the pentaquark potential. The ratio
E,/Dy = 0.34(0.24 — 0.53) will also be larger than the expec-
tation from saturation, Eq. (40).

Alternatively we can assume that the saturation relations in
Egs. (39) and @0) both hold, in which case the masses of the
two P.’s are

M(P,, %) = 4469.6 (4469.2 — 4470.1) MeV (63)
M(P,, %) = 4464.3 (4461.3 — 4466.6) MeV , (64)

and the hyperfine splitting is
AM(P.5) =5.3(3.4—-8.8)MeV, (65)

which is closer to the one we derived from the phenomenolog-
ical symmetry, i.e. Eq. (36).

Now there are a series of (potentially large) uncertainties
related to the previous relations. The most obvious one is the
existence of SU(3)-breaking corrections between the coupling
in the DX, (strangeness S = 0) and the DZ’, DE? (strangeness
S = —1) systems, i.e. between the P.(4312) and P., P pen-
taquarks. Their couplings, which are identical if SU(3)-flavor
symmetry is exactly preserved, will differ by a correction

Cu(PC/?)) = Co(P.) + 6CF (66)
where 6Cf indicates the correction to the C, coupling. From
a comparison with the pion and kaon weak decay constants,
fr = 130MeV and fx ~ 160 MeV, we expect the size of the
SU(3)-breaking effects to be of the order of

ﬂN(f _f7r

— |~ 0.23.
Ca Jx )

4 Notice that the J = % state will acquire a small finite width as it
can decay into DZ/. For convenience we will ignore this width from
now on, as it is usually of the order of a few MeV, see Eq. (34), and
not representative of the full width of the P.,, which comprises more
decay channels.

(67)
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Assumptions: J M(J) MJ =1/2)—- M =3/2) |
EFT A: E,/D, ~ Q/M and 1/2 4458.8 (Input) B

D, from P.,(4459) as J = % 3/2  4437.3(4423.3 — 4447.2) 215(11.6 =354
EFTB: E,/D, ~ Q/M and 1/2  4469.5(4465.7 — 4473.4) 10.7(6.9 - 14.6)
D, from P (4459) as J = % 3/2 4458.8 (Input) T '
EFT+RG A: E,/D, ~ F(Q/A)Q/M 1/2 4458.8 (Input) 3

and D, from P, (4459) as J = % 3/2  4428.1(4417.7 — 4431.5) 30.6(27.4 - 404)
EFT+RGB: E,/D, ~ F(Q/A)Q/M  1/2  4471.4(4470.7 — 4471.7) 12.6(11.9 - 12.9)
and D, from P_;(4459) as J = % 3/2 4458.8 (Input) ’ ’ ’
Accidental: C, ~ D,,Cy, ~ E}, 1/2  4464.5(4464.40 — 4464.5) 47(46-47)
and C,, C;, from P.(4440/4457) 3/2  4459.8 (4459.7 — 4459.9) T ’
Saturation I: C, ~ D, and 1/2  4473.1(4471.1 — 4475.3) _

E;, from P.(4459) as J = % 3/2 4458.8 (Input) 14.3(12.7-16.5)
Saturation II: 1/2  4469.6 (4469.2 — 4470.1) 53(3.4—8.8)
C,~D,and E, ~ 0.2D, 3/2  4464.3 (4461.3 — 4466.6) T ’
Two-peak solution: 1/2 4467.8 (Input)

C, = 0.90D, and E;, = 0.28D, 3/2 4454.9 (Input) 12.9 (Input)

Table 1. Expected masses and hyperfine splitting (in units of MeV) of the J = 1 DZ/-D"Z, and J = 2 D*Z,-D5; pentaquarks with the different
assumptions considered in this work. They include power counting estimations from EFT (“EFT A & B”), the RG-improved EFT (“EFT+RGA
A&B”, where RG stands for “renormalization group”), the accidental symmetry of the scalar and vector meson exchange potentials between
the P.(4440/4457) and the new P (4459) (“Accidental”), and the saturation relations Eqs. (39) and {@0) (“Saturation I & II’). The central
values correspond to A = 0.75 GeV, while the spread to A = 0.5 — 1.0 GeV. At the end (“Two-peak solution”) we compare with the two-peak
fit of Ref. ﬂj}, from which an hyperfine splitting of 12.9 +4.6 MeV is expected. If this figure turns out to be confirmed by future experimental
studies, this will discard the “EFT A”, “EFT+RGA A”, “Accidental” and “Saturation II” estimations.

Alternatively, we can consider this problem from the point of From the arguments about quark-mass dependence shown above,

view of chiral symmetry B, in which the C, coupling can be the size of this correction is expected to be of the order
decomposed into quark-mass independent and quark-mass de- SB ) )

) ‘ . S5Ck mg —m

pendent pieces [61]]: the quark-mass dependent piece comes a__ ( K ﬂ) ~ 023

A2 o

X

Ca

. . f (71)
from terms in the Lagrangian where the quark-mass matrix is

inserted between the hadron fields, with these terms expected

to be subleading (as in this case we are expanding around the

massless quark limit). This quark-mass dependence can be trans-
lated into a quadratic dependence on the mass of the pseu-

doscalar Nambu-Goldstone bosons, which can be schematically

written as

where it is interesting to notice that its size is identical to the
previous estimation based on f; and fx. The experience in the
light-baryon sector suggests breakings larger than the previ-
ous estimation [@], where repulsion increases with the num-
ber of strange quarks. The recent discovery of the Z (63] al-
lows for a comparison of the couplings required to reproduce
2 the Z./Z; [@] and Z [@] as virtual states, with attraction ap-

_ oo, o0 M, con Ma i ing wi
C,P)=C"" +C, > +C, > +..., (68) parently increasing with the strange quark content (though the
Ay X uncertainties are large).
2 2 Independently of the derivation, if SU(3)-breaking correc-
e 0,0 101 M 01 Mk p y ’ g
Ca(P?) = CP 4+ CLH A_;r +Cy! e +» (69) tions reach a certain level they would lead to unbound D=/, and
X X

DE* systems. In particular this will happen for
|Ca(PL)] < 0.65(0.52 - 0.70) |Co(P)I (72)

for A = 0.75(0.5 — 1.0) GeV, where we indicate which pen-
taquark we are referring to in the parentheses. In this regard
the previous 20% estimations indicate that the SU(3)-symmetry
partner of the P.(4312) pentaquark is still likely to bind. The
eventual observation of a D=’ molecular pentaquark could bring
light to this issue.

where CI"1 indicates n (m) insertions of the quark mass matrix
between the charmed antimeson (baryon) fields, m, and mg
are the pion and kaon masses and A, ~ 1GeV is the chiral
symmetry breaking scale. Rearranging the terms, the difference
can be rewritten in terms of a chiral symmetry breaking (yS B)
correction, which takes the form

Co(PC]) = Co(Po) + 6C°7 (70)

5 Notice that the EFT we are using here is not a pionless EFT, but
rather a pionful EFT for which pion (and pseudoscalar meson) ex-
changes are considered to be subleading and thus not explicitly in-
cluded in the leading order description. Thus chiral symmetry consid-
erations can play an explicit role.

A significant effect which might influence the size of SU(3)-
flavor breaking corrections is the nature of sigma meson ex-
change: if the sigma were not to couple with the strange meson,
saturation will suggest

Ca'(PLy)

—a 0,62,
Ca*(Pe)

(73)
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which is in the limit between binding and not binding for P/,
(though in the no-binding case, the P, pentaquark might still
survive as a virtual state). Additionally, in this scenario from
saturation we will expect

D E
“ 1.0 and =2 ~033,

Py D, (74)

which would imply that the P, could also very well be close to
not binding (except for the increase in the relative strength of
E}, which would help in the J = % configuration). With these
coupling ratios, the masses of the molecular P, pentaquarks
would be

M(P,, %) =4478.0 (4476.4 — 4478.1) MeV
M(P,, %) = 4477.7 (4476.7 — 4478.0) MeV

(75)
(76)

with the J = % state in the second Riemann sheet with re-
spect to the D*Z, threshold (i.e. it is a shallow virtual state /
resonance). That is, only the J = % state is an actual bound
state. In this later case the hyperfine splitting is compatible
with zero and can even change signs as the J = % is allowed
to be a virtual state. However this large SU(3)-breaking in the
direction of making the D*Z, less bound does not reproduce
the experimental mass of the P.; pentaquark (unless we allow
for E;,/D, ~ 1.23, which is a considerable deviation from the
saturation relations and would lead to a hyperfine splitting of
50.2 MeV). Thus it is unlikely that SU(3)-breaking would be
as large as in Eq. ([Z3)), at least if its effect is to reduce attraction
in the DE’ system.

Finally, it is possible to make a comparison with the two-
peak fit included in Ref. [17], which leads to two P pen-
taquarks with masses 4454.9 +2.7 MeV and 4467.8 +3.7 MeV,
respectively. Concrete calculations assuming that the lighter
(heavier) P, is a J = 2 () D*X, molecule yield D, = —1.31
(—(2.59 - 0.86)) fm? and |E;| = 0.36 (0.95 — 0.19) fm? for A =
0.75(0.5 — 1.0) GeV. This determination of the couplings, to-
gether with the previous determination of C, from the P.(4312),
provide the ratios

D,
o 1.11(1.19-1.07), (77)
E,
o = 0.28(0.37-0.22), (78)

a

where the central value and the spreads correspond to A =
0.75(0.5—-1.0) GeV, as usual. If the two-peak fit ends up being
confirmed in future studies, the previous indicates a bit more
attraction than expected for the D, coupling (but compatible
with the errors we would expect for a phenomenological de-
termination of the D,/C, ratio) and that the size of E; seems
to be underestimated by the phenomenological arguments we
provide (yet compatible with the power counting estimates we
proposed).

We summarize the different estimations we have consid-
ered along this work in Table[Il These indicate that, though it
is not possible to determine the hyperfine splitting accurately
from theory alone, power counting arguments and phenomeno-
logical approximations suggest it might be in the 5 — 15 MeV
range (i.e. compatible with the two-peak fit in [ﬂ]), with the

J = 3/2 pentaquark being the lighter state. For comparison,
Refs. [@, ] predict degenerate P, pentaquarks. Meanwhile,
a recent calculation in the one-boson-exchange model gener-
ates a AM(Ps) = (2.4 —-20.0) MeV splitting, which also comes
from the DZ’/-D*Z, and D*Z,-DE* coupled channel dynam-
ics [@]. In contrast Ref. [@] obtains AM(P.;) = —6.0MeV
from two-pion-exchange (TPE). This is interesting as the naive
expectation would be that TPE is of order (Q/M)? in the EFT
expansion and we might expect it to play a minor role. Thus,
the role of TPE might indeed deserve further attention in the
future. However there is the practical limitation that this calcu-
lation will also require (Q/M)? corrections to the contact-range
potential, i.e. more unknown parameters.

Regarding which is the spin of the P.; pentaquark, from
the different predictions in Table [] it seems that the J = %
DZE? configuration might provide a better match to its exper-
imental mass, though uncertainties are too large to draw defi-
nite conclusions. It is also important to stress that the experi-
mental determination of resonance masses usually relies in us-
ing the Breit-Wigner parametrization. Other parametrizations
might yield different masses, as happened with the P.(4312) [91,
the Z.(3900) / Z.(4020) [64], and the Z.,(3985) [63]. Thus the
mass of a molecular P.; might not coincide with the experi-
mental determination of Ref. [ﬂ].

8 Decay into J/yA

Itis interesting to notice that the observation of the P,;(4459)
in the J/yA channel might provide further circumstantial evi-
dence of its spin. If we decompose the J = %, % D*Z, system
into its heavy- and light-quark spin components, we find

_ V3 1 1
oy =Ly = | 12 — _
ID"E(J = 7)) ( > Vn+slu|@s (719)
_ 1
ID*Z.(J=3)=14® 3, (80)
L
which is to be compared with
1
VipA)=1u® 5 (81)
L

where Sy and S refer to the heavy- and light-quarks spin. If
the decay preserves HQSS [67] the expect the following rela-
tion between matrix elements:

_ 1 _
WAHID*Z(J = 1) = 5 JWAHID'Z = 1)),

(82)

which for degenerate D*ZE,. states implies that the partial decay
widths of the J = % and % configurations will show a 1 : 4
ratio. In fact phenomenological calculations seems to support
these ratios, with Ref. [@] giving a 1 : 1.78 ratio for the am-
plitudes / couplings and Ref. ] yielding 1 : 4.35 for the
partial decay widths. Of course, this does not determine the
spin of the P.,(4459), but nonetheless indicates that, ceteris
paribus, the probability of discovering the J = % molecule in
the J/yYA invariant mass distribution might be larger than for
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its J = % partner. But this conclusion is dependent on the pro-
duction rates from the =), decays, which have been recently
investigated in Ref. (691, suggesting that the production rate of
alJ = % D*E, pentaquark would be 4.9 times the one for its

J = % partner. Ideally, it would be possible to adapt the meth-
ods of Refs. [[70, [71] (originally formulated for the three P,
pentaquarks) to analyze the invariant mass distribution data of
the new P,;.

9 Conclusions

The P.4(4459) is the latest piece of the pentaquark puzzle.
Its closeness to the D*Z, threshold suggests that it might be
a bound state of these hadrons. Then the question is what is
the connection of the P.,(4459) with the well-known P.(4312),
P.(4440) and P.(4457) in the molecular hypothesis. At first
sight the answer is unclear: the D*Z,. system is not directly
connected by SU(3)-flavor and HQSS with the DX, and DX*
systems, which are the usual molecular interpretations of the
three P, pentaquarks. However if we resort to phenomenolog-
ical arguments then we can bridge the gap between the new
P.s and the previous P.’s, resulting in a coherent description
of these four pentaquarks. From vector meson dominance and
the quark model, we point out a possible accidental symmetry
between the potentials in the P, and P, sectors, though ow-
ing to its phenomenological nature large deviations are to be
expected.

There are two possible spin configurations for a molecu-
lar P, which in principle should be degenerate. In this regard
the explicit inclusion of the DZ’-D*Z, and D*Z.-DE} cou-
pled channel dynamics, which is required by power counting
arguments, breaks this degeneracy and thus might have impor-
tant implications for spectroscopy. This mechanism generates
a sizable hyperfine splitting which we estimate to be in the
5 — 15MeV range. Incidentally, this estimation is in line with
the proposed two-peak solution in (7.

In general the predicted mass of the J = % P.; pentaquark
are closer to its experimental value than its J = % partner,
which might be interpreted as favoring the former spin assign-
ment. But theoretical errors in the masses make it unpractical
to determine the spin of the new pentaquark from spectroscopy
alone. In this regard, the partial decay widths of the two spin
configurations to J/¥A, where the P.; have been discovered,
approximately differ by a factor of four, making the J = %
configuration considerably easier to detect in this channel. Of
course this is only true provided all other effects are similar.
Independently of their spin, the existence of two possible D*Z,.
molecules tends to hold up well within the expected uncertain-
ties of a phenomenological approach. As happened with the
original P.(4450), future experiments could further determine
whether there are really two D*Z, states and which is their
mass difference.
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A Power counting arguments with running
coupling constants

In this work we have made use of power counting esti-
mations of the size of the contact-range couplings appearing
in the EFT description of the molecular pentaquarks. How-
ever the contact-range couplings are cutoff dependent and the
aforementioned estimations were originally formulated for the
renormalized couplings [34), the definition of which is scheme
dependent. Yet, it has been argued that these estimations do
indeed apply to running couplings if the cutoff is sufficiently
soft [33, 3d]. But the previous arguments are qualitative in na-
ture: here we will see how to modify dimensional estimations
in a quantitative manner for their use with running couplings.
This will be particularly useful for the dimensional estimation
of the ratio of the D, and E; coupling constant employed in
Sect. [ (check Eq. (I7).

The easiest example will be a contact-range theory with
only one channel, in which we determine the coupling from the
condition of reproducing the two-body scattering amplitude.
For instance, if we consider the scattering of a D* antimeson
and a =, baryon, the T-matrix can be written as

, P’ 1 p
PIToIpy = (=) ————— f(=
PO =16, ﬁm—MhmfA

) s (83)

where f(x) is the regulator we use for the contact-range poten-
tial and with Iy(k, A) the loop function:

(&g PO
k) = | =5 o (84)
W 2u

the exact evaluation of which depends on the details of the reg-
ulator. If we want the T-matrix to be (exactly) cutoff indepen-
dent at a given reference momentum kg, this will lead to the
condition

— Io(kg, A1) =

— Io(kg, A2), (85)

Da(A] ) Da(AZ)

where A; and A, are two different cutoffs. If we choose to
renormalize the scattering amplitude at the bound state pole,
i.e. at kg = iygp = i \/2uB,, the D, coupling will be given by

D,(A) = (86)

Io(iyr, A)

This coupling will exactly reproduce its power counting esti-
mation for a privileged cutoff A*

2
Dy(A") = ~——= = D

H~2uB> S

(87)
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where for a Gaussian regulator A* =~ 4.3 \/2uB,, which for the
particular case of the P.,(4459) yields A* ~ 886 MeV. How-
ever, if the cutoff is different from this privileged value, the
dimensional estimations will have to be corrected as follows

DR Iyiyg. A")
Dy(A) ~ Ioliyr, A)

It happens that A* ~ 0.9 GeV, which implies that corrections
will be small for the range of cutoffs considered in this work
(i.,e. A = 0.5 — 1.0GeV). We notice that, in contrast with what
is expected in Refs. [@, @], the estimation of A* in the P,
pentaquark is rather large and can be hardly considered to be
a soft scale. However Refs. [@, @] deal with the two-nucleon
system and the deuteron happens to be considerably more shal-
low than the P,. Indeed, repeating the previous arguments for
the deuteron yields A* ~ 196 MeV, which is of the order of the
%on mass and more in line with the expectations of Refs. [IE,
].

The inclusion of coupled channel effects can be taken into
account by considering the matrix version of the previous renor-
malization group equation

(Duml) Ebml))l B (1(kR,A1) 0 )

(88)

Ep(A1) Ca(Ar) 0 I(kg, A1)

_ (Dalt2) Ex(A2)\ " _ (1k,A2) 0 (89)
=\ Es(A2) CulAo) 0 Ik M)

which ensures that the T-matrix is cutoff-independent at the
renormalization point k = kg and where kj, refers to the refer-
ence momentum in the second channel. If we write the previous
equations in coefficients, we end up with

_CalA) Gy

dervetany M= Gavetagy e A2 00
EpA)  _  Ex(Ay) o)
det(Ve(A))  dei(Ve(A2)”

DuA) oy Dalh)

detvetany M = Gty T E D> 0D

where det(V¢) = C,D, — EZ is the determinant of the contact-
range potential. Combining the last two equations, we end up
with

Ey(A 1 Ey
Db(A) = det(VR) ’ ’ D_I;e ’ (93)
u(A) 1+ DF (I(k ,A) = I(k ,AY) Fa

If for simplicity we assume the same A* as in the uncoupled
channel case and that for A* all the power countmg estima-
tions are followed as expected (i.e. |D,| = WR ,Cal = 2”

|Ep| = M, with yg, ¥, the wave number in each of the coupled

channels and M = m,), we will end up with a correction factor
of

Ep(A) E}
=(147-091) —
Do) (1.47-0.9 )DR )

a

(94)

for A = 0.5—-1.0 GeV, which happens to be close to the original
estimation. However this small change reduces the cutoff de-
pendence of the hyperfine splitting (which is now a renormal-
izable quantity), yielding 27 —40 and 12— 13 MeV in scenarios

A and B respectively (check the discussion around Eq. (I9) in
the main text).

B Standard and novel saturation procedures
in the two-nucleon system

In this appendix we compare the standard and modified sat-
uration procedures for the particular case of the S-wave two-
nucleon contact-range interactions. Standard saturation is known
to work well when comparing the EFT contact-range couplings
with a series of OBE potentials [38]. Thus the natural question
at this point is whether this is still the case with the novel satu-
ration method of Ref. [@].

However nucleons are not as heavy as the charmed mesons
and baryons, which means that relativistic corrections are often
included in the light-meson exchange potentials. This implies
that the saturation formulas we have to use are somewhat more
involved than the ones we obtained in Sect.[dl Actually, the cor-
responding formulas for the standard saturation method (which
also include form factors) can be found in Ref. [38]. It happens
that the novel saturation method merely generates and additive
factor in the standard saturation relations of Ref. [@]:

Csat(novel) — Csat(slandard) + 6Csal (95)
Here we notice that, for potentials of the §%/(m” + §°) type, the
novel saturation procedure can be encapsulated in the following
substitution rule

7 T 96)
G* + m? G* + m?

which merely amounts to the inclusion of an additive term in
the potential to manually remove the Dirac-delta term, thus jus-
tifying the rule in Eq. (93). Now in the two-nucleon system we
also find relativistic corrections that follow the general form

21 1+p
4 FZ+m

F+m? 4P +m? O
which we have rewritten as the sum of a purely local and non-
local terms (i.e. the terms proportional to > and (7> + p2),
respectively). For the saturation of the local term we will use
again the substitution rule of Eq. (96).

From the previous, the modifications for a scalar, pseu-
doscalar and vector meson are

gs

Vs = S (@), 98)
2
Ve = 2 - FR(), 99)
_r18vgv + fv) A A W O
oVy = [ 207 + 3( My ) 0'2]Fv(q )
(100)

where My is the nucleon mass, gg (gp) the coupling constant
for the scalar (pseudoscalar) meson, gy and fy the electric- and
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magnetic-like couplings for the vector meson, &2 the spin
operators for nucleons 1(2) and F;(§?) the form-factors, which
accept the expansion

2

Fu@ =a+arl 4. (101)
Ay
with Ay, the form-factor cutoff for the particular meson M un-
der consideration. If the exchanged meson is an isovector (e.g.
the p), the isospin operator 7; - 7> will have to be included in
the previous expressions.
If we consider the momentum expansion of the S-wave
contact-range potential
(P'IVelp)y = Co+ Cr(p? +pP) +..., (102)
the novel saturation procedure generates the following modi-
fications for the 'S and 35, partial waves in the two-nucleon
system (where we have used the spectroscopic notation >*+'L;
with S, L, J the intrinsic, orbital and total spin, respectively).
For a scalar meson, we have to add the terms

2
5o _ 85 o
6COSO = MQ’I B (103)
1 gz (031 %)
0Cy" = = —=2 104
X 2M3 A2 (1o
SC3t =6, (105)
sC3 = 6C, (106)
while for a pseudoscalar meson we will have
6CS0 = — . o2, (107)
o am?
sClS = 8 M@ (108)
oM AL
|
5CS) = ~39Ca" (109)
E 1
6C,y = 500, (110)
For vector meson exchange we add the terms
5C(])§,0 - _Ma%’ (111)
2M?,
6C'2L;0 _ _fv(gv:fv) Cllczlz ’ (112)
My Ay
s, _ | 2 2\ 2
5Cop = —— (487 + Sgvfv + f}) of . (113)
6 M>,
35, _ 1 P 2\ @12
6C5) = I (4g% + Sgvifv + f7) o (114)

Finally, Ref. [38] uses the following definition for the coupling
constants
é =4r C()

and C=4nC,, (115)

which we will also use in what follows for a more convenient
comparison.

Putting all the pieces together, for the particular case of the
Bonn B potential [4(] we obtain

Anovel _ Astd A
C'So —C|SO+(SCISO

= (=0.117 = 0.134) - 10* GeV 2

=—-0.251-10*GeV~2, (116)
Cloe = Cl§ +6Cis,

= (1.276 + 0.178) - 10* GeV™*

= 1.454-10*GeV™*, (117)

for the singlet, to be compared with CA‘F’SZ(E‘O = {-0.160,-0.158 -

10*GeV~2 and C){10 = (1.134,1.135) - 10* GeV ™ (i.c. the re-
sults for the EFT couplings in the two-nucleon system at next-
to-next-to-leading (N2LO) as determined in Ref. [@], where
the brackets indicate their expected variation within the for-
malism of the aforementioned reference), while for the triplet
we get

Anovel _ Astd A
C3S1 —C1S0+6CISO

= (=0.101 = 0.091) - 10* GeV 2

=-0.192-10*GeV~2, (118)
Ci = CY5, +6Cis,

= (0.660 + 0.178) - 10* GeV™

=0.838-10*GeV™*, (119)

y;lLO = {~0.159,-0.134} - 10* GeV2

and CY© = {0.637,0.587} - 10* GeV™ for EFT. From this, in
the case of the singlet channel with the Bonn-B potential, the
novel saturation method underperforms the standard one, while
for the triplet channel their deviations with respect the EFT
couplings are similar. However this comparison is potential-
dependent: Ref. [@] considers a total of six phenomenological
potentials, while here we limit ourselves to Bonn-B, i.e. the
easiest one on which to apply saturation.

to be compared with C
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