arXiv:2411.12285v1 [hep-ph] 19 Nov 2024

Eur. Phys. J. A manuscript No. (will be inserted by the editor)

Compositeness of hadrons, nuclei, and atomic systems

Tomona Kinugawa^{a,1}, Tetsuo Hyodo^{b,1}

1Department of Physics, Tokyo Metropolitan University, Hachioji 192-0397, Japan

Received: date / Accepted: date

Abstract Recent observations of exotic hadrons have been stimulating the theoretical investigation of the internal structure of hadrons. While all hadrons are eventually composed of quarks and gluons by the strong interaction, clustering phenomena of quarks can generate hadronic molecules— weakly bound systems of hadrons—which are expected to emerge near two-hadron thresholds. However, it should be noted that a pure hadronic molecule is not realized, as the strong interaction induces mixing with other possible configurations. The compositeness of hadrons has been developed as a promising concept to quantitatively characterize the fraction of the hadronic molecular component. Here we summarize the modern understanding of the compositeness to study the internal structure of hadrons, and review the applications of the compositeness to various quantum systems in different energy scales, such as nuclei and atomic systems in addition to hadrons.

Keywords Compositeness · structure of hadrons · clustering phenomena · low-energy universality · effective field theory

1 Introduction

In recent hadron spectroscopy, thanks to the rapid experimental developments, the number of observed hadrons keep increasing [1]. In particular, it is remarkable that many candidates of the exotic hadrons are found, starting from the observation of the charmonium like state X(3872) [2] to the recent findings of the pentaquarks P_c [3,4] and the tetraquark T_{cc} [5,6]. These newly observed hadrons are not well fit in the traditional classification of hadrons, namely, q̄q mesons and qqq baryons [7,8,9,10]. This triggers the intensive dis-

ae-mail: kinugawa-tomona@ed.tmu.ac.jp be-mail: hyodo@tmu.ac.jp

cussion on the internal structure of hadrons such as multiquark states, hadronic molecules, and gluon hybrids.

Among others, hadronic molecules are of particular interest from the viewpoints of the clustering phenomena. In contrast to the ordinary hadrons which are made from quarks and gluons by the QCD interactions, the main building blocks of the hadronic molecules are the ground state hadrons (constituent hadrons), and the hadron-hadron interaction is the driving force to make self-bound systems. Because these constituent hadrons are composed of quarks, the hadronic molecules can be regarded as the clustering of quarks. As a universal feature of the clustering [11], it is expected that the hadronic molecules are formed if the binding energy of the two hadrons is much smaller than the binding of quarks in the constituent hadrons. The weak binding nature allows for the constituent hadrons to keep their identity as hadrons. But the clustering of quarks has two peculiar features which are not shared by the clustering of other quantum systems in different hierarchies, such as nuclei and atomic systems:

– Color confinement: quarks are confined in hadrons, so the “binding energy” of quarks in a hadron is not well defined. Also, the clustering into the non-color-singlet subunit is (at least asymptotically) not possible.

– Pair creation and annihilation: quark-antiquark pairs can be created and annihilated by the strong interaction. This leads to the mixing of the states with different number of particles, such as q̄q ↔ q̄q̄qq.

These features make the discussion of hadronic molecules interesting but also challenging.

It should be emphasized that the hadronic molecules cannot be distinguished from the normal hadrons by the conserved quantum numbers. For the discussion of the hadronic molecules, therefore, we need to introduce some measure to quantify the internal structure. It is the compositeness that draws attention recently in this context. The idea of the compositeness has appeared in the discussion to distinguish between the composite and elementary particles in the 1960s [12,13,14,15]. In the recent revival of the compositeness for exotic hadrons, it is important to incorporate the unstable nature of the hadrons, because the most of the candidates of hadronic molecules are unstable against the strong decay.

In this paper, we overview the theoretical foundation of the study of the compositeness of hadrons, including the recent developments. A brief survey as of 2013 can be found in a review article [16], written by one of the present authors (see also Refs. [8,17,18] from other viewpoints). Since then, the notion of the compositeness has been widely applied in hadron physics. Moreover, thanks to the low-energy universality, the compositeness can also be used for the systems in different hierarchies.

This paper is organized as follows. In section 2, we summarize the history of the study of the compositeness of hadrons. The basic formulation of the compositeness is introduced in section 3 in the framework of nonrelativistic quantum mechanics. We emphasizes the model dependence of the compositeness in various expressions, and present the generalization to higher partial waves and to the coupled-channel scattering. Section 4 deals with the weak-binding limit where the structure of a weakly bound state in s wave is modelindependently determined. We demonstrate how the model dependence of the compositeness is suppressed in this limit. The results in sections 3 and 4 are revisited from the viewpoint of the effective field theory in section 5. We demonstrate that some issues in sections 3 and 4 can be well understood in the formulation with the field theory. The generalization to unstable resonances is discussed in Section 6. Several interpretation schemes of the complex compositeness are summarized. Applications to various physical systems, including hadrons, nuclei, and atomic systems, are presented in section 7.

2 Brief history

One of the central problems in particle physics in the 1960s is to distinguish the composite particles from the elementary ones. A series of works by Weinberg [12,13,14,15] appeared in this context, and it was shown that the vanishing of the field renormalization constant (Z = 0) can be used as a criterion to characterize the composite particle, and the renormalization constant can be related to the scattering length and the effective range for a weakly bound state (weak-binding relation), with the successful application to the deuteron. As mentioned in the Weinberg’s papers, Z = 0 condition for the composite particle was pointed out in various approaches [19,20,21,22,23,24,25,26,27]. The nonrelativistic limit, as in the Weinberg’s paper [15], was discussed in Ref. [25] and the application to the deuteron using the low-energy scattering parameters was attempted in Ref. [26]. Nevertheless, the Weinberg’s work [15] provides an important step forward to establish the weak-binding relation as a model-independent relation of the observables and the internal structure of the bound state.

The discussion of the compositeness in 1960s was summarized in a review article [28]. Since then, the compositeness condition Z = 0 has been mainly applied in the high energy physics [29,30,31] rather than the hadron physics. An interesting application to hadron physics using the Kmatrix approach can be found in Ref. [32] where various hadrons, including Λ(1405), are studied. Also, the pole counting method in Refs. [33,34,35] is closely related to the Weinberg’s discussion.

As mentioned in section 1, in this century, the internal structure of hadrons draws attention because of the observations of various exotic hadron candidates. In the application of the compositeness to exotic hadrons, one immediately faces a problem of unstable nature of these hadrons where subtleties arise in the definition and the interpretation of the compositeness (see section 6). To deal with the unstable resonances, various approaches have been proposed. Recent interest on the compositeness and the Weinberg’s work was triggered by the study of f_0(980) and a_0(980) using the integration of the spectral function [36]. The framework in Ref. [36] was further developed in Refs. [37,38,39,40] in relation with the CDD (Castillejo–Dalitz–Dyson) zeros [41, 42], the Flatté amplitude, and the coupled-channel effects. The expression of the compositeness using the residue of the resonance pole was discussed in Refs. [43,44,45,46] which turns out to be useful for the practical applications [47,48]. The residue of the pole can be interpreted by the rank one projection operator to the state expressed by the pole [49] and by the number operator [17]. Generalization of the compositeness of bound states to the near-threshold resonances by using the effective range expansion was introduced in Ref. [50]. The compositeness with the effective range expansion is further discussed in Ref. [51] for virtual states with a different criterion and in Ref. [52] including various modifications in a realistic situation. The compositeness of the bound state in the limit of the vanishing of the binding energy is discussed in relation with the near-threshold mass scaling law [53,54]. The structure of the state with a small but finite binding energy is further studied in Refs. [55,56, 57,58] in relation with the fine-tuning of parameters. Generalization of the weak-binding relation to unstable states was performed by using effective field theories (EFTs) [59, 60]. Further discussion on the EFT approach can be found in Refs. [18]. Recently, in relation with the quantitative reanalysis of the compositeness of the deuteron, several methods of the finite range corrections were discussed [61,52,62,63, 64,65].

3 Formulation of compositeness

In this section, we discuss the compositeness of a bound state in nonrelativistic quantum mechanics, basically following the discussion in the original paper [15] and the review article [16]. We consider the short range two-body interaction which is spherically symmetric, so that the scattering independently occurs in each partial wave.

3.1 Hamiltonian and eigenstates

For simplicity, we first focus on the single-channel s-wave two-body scattering with one bound state, without any internal degrees of freedom, such as spin and flavor. We consider the nonrelativistic quantum system governed by the Hamiltonian H. The eigenstates of H satisfy the following Schrödinger equation H |p, ±⟩ = E_p |p, ±⟩ , H |B⟩ = −B |B⟩ , (1) E_p = p^2 2μ , (2)

where |p, ±⟩ are the asymptotic scattering solutions with continuous eigenvalues, μ is the reduced mass of the scattering channel, and |B⟩ is the bound state solution with the binding energy B. We consider the bound state having the same quantum numbers with the s-wave scattering states. The normalization of the states is given by ⟨p^′, ±|p, ±⟩ = δ(p^′ − p), ⟨B|B⟩ = 1, (3) ⟨p, ±|B⟩ = 0. (4) Asymptotic completeness guarantees the relation [66] 1 = ∫ dp |p, ±⟩ ⟨p, ±| + |B⟩ ⟨B| . (5) The starting point of the discussion of the compositeness is to separate the Hamiltonian H into the free part H_0 and the interaction V :

H = H_0 + V. (6)

We assume that the eigenstates of the free Hamiltonian H_0 consist of the continuum of the scattering states |p⟩ and a discrete eigenstate |B_0⟩ with

H_0 |p⟩ = E_p |p⟩ , H_0 |B_0⟩ = ω_0 |B_0⟩ , (7)

where ω_0 is the bare energy of the discrete state |B_0⟩. The orthonormal and completeness relations are given by ⟨p^′|p⟩ = δ(p^′ − p), ⟨B_0|B_0⟩ = 1, ⟨p|B_0⟩ = 0, (8) 1 = ∫ dp |p⟩ ⟨p| + |B_0⟩ ⟨B_0| . (9)

The interaction V provides the transitions between the eigenstate, except for ⟨B_0|V |B_0⟩ = 0.

The decomposition (6) and the completeness relation (9) requires careful explanations. First, we note that the decomposition of H into H_0 and V is not unique. For instance, it is possible to construct H_0 and V which satisfy (9) without the |B_0⟩ term, with physics determined by H being unchanged. It is also possible to construct H_0 with multiple bare states (see section 3.6). Indeed, the definition of “free” H_0 determines the basis (9) to expand the physical bound state |B⟩. This non-uniqueness of the basis introduces the model dependence of the compositeness, that we will discuss later in section 3.4. One may feel awkward about the origin of |B_0⟩ in Eq. (9). In the context of hadron physics, one may conceptually switch off the hadron-hadron interactions while keeping the confinement dynamics intact, so that a color singlet state having the same quantum numbers with the scattering states |p⟩ is formed as |B_0⟩. In this sense, |B_0⟩ is a remnant of the coupled channels which are not explicitly considered here. Some concrete examples for the interpretation of |B_0⟩ are given in Ref. [16]. In section 5, we explicitly construct the state vectors which satisfy Eq. (9) in the framework of effective field theory. In fact, this formulation is essentially equivalent to the time-honored Lee model [67,16].

3.2 Definition of compositeness

The completeness relation (9) can be used to decompose the physical bound state |B⟩ as a linear combination of the scattering states |p⟩ and the bare state |B_0⟩: |B⟩ = ∫ dp χ(p) |p⟩ + c |B_0⟩ , (10) χ(p) = ⟨p|B⟩ , c = ⟨B_0|B⟩ , (11) where χ(p) is the momentum representation of the bound state wave function and c is the overlap of the bare state |B_0⟩ and the bound state |B⟩. The compositeness X (the elementarity Z) is defined as the probability of finding the scattering states |p⟩ (the bare state |B_0⟩) in the physical bound state |B⟩ as X = ∫ dp | ⟨p|B⟩ |^2 = ∫ dp |χ(p)|^2 ≥ 0, (12) Z = | ⟨B_0|B⟩ |^2 = |c|^2 ≥ 0. (13)

Using the normalization condition (3) and the completeness relation (9), we find

X + Z = 1. (14)

Namely, X and Z are real and nonnegative, and their sum is unity. With these properties, we can interpret X and Z as probabilities. Because Z represents the renormalization of the wave function of the bare state |B_0⟩, Z is also called the field (wave function) renormalization constant.

The above formulation can be concisely expressed by the two-component Hamiltonian [36,38,53,8] ( H_0 V V H_0 + V ) |Ψ⟩ = E |Ψ⟩ , (15) with |Ψ⟩ = ( c_E |B_0⟩ ∫ dp χ_E (p) |p⟩ ) , (16)

where the coefficients c_E and χ_E (p) reduce to c and χ(p) in Eq. (11) for E = −B. This Hamiltonian is equivalent to the single resonance approach for the Feshbach resonance [68]. In fact, if we define the operators Q and P as P = ∫ dp |p⟩ ⟨p| , Q = |B_0⟩ ⟨B_0| , (17) these satisfy the properties of the projection operators; P + Q = 1, P Q = QP = 0, P^2 = P, Q^2 = Q, thanks to Eq. (8). In this case, the compositeness X (elementarity Z) is interpreted as the expectation value of the projection operator to P space (to Q space) [69] X = ⟨B| P |B⟩ , Z = ⟨B| Q |B⟩ . (18)

3.3 Expressions of compositeness

For the actual calculation of the compositeness, it is useful to translate the definition (12) into different expressions. Using the Schrödinger equation (1), the compositeness X can be expressed by the energy integral [16] X = ∫ dp | ⟨p|V |B⟩ |^2 (E_p + B)^2

= 4π √ 2μ^3g^2_{th} ∫_∞ 0 dE √ E|F (E)|^2 (E + B)^2

, (19)

where F (E) is the transition form factor of the bound state |B⟩ to the scattering states defined as ⟨p|V |B⟩ = g_{th}F (E_p), (20) with the normalization F (0) = 1. Thus, g_{th} is the coupling constant of the bound state and the scattering state at the threshold (E_p = 0). Note that an s-wave bound state is assumed here, and the generalization to higher partial waves will be discussed in section 3.5. As we will see below, Eq. (19) is the expression of the compositeness X at the bound state pole of the scattering amplitude.

The compositeness can also be expressed by the scattering amplitude. The s-wave on-shell t-matrix t(E_p) is defined by the matrix element of the T -operator as

t(E_p) = ⟨p^′| T (E_p + i0^+) |p⟩ | |_{Ep′ =Ep} . (21)

With the expression of the T -operator (Chew-Goldberger solution)

T (z) = V + V 1 z − H V, (22)

and the completeness relation (5), one obtains the expression of the off-shell t-matrix ⟨p^′| T (z) |p⟩ = ⟨p^′| V |p⟩ + ⟨p^′| V |B⟩ ⟨B| V |p⟩ z + B + ∫ dq ⟨p^′| T (E_q + i0^+) |q⟩ ⟨q| T (E_q − i0^+) |p⟩ z − E_q . (23)

A solution of this integral equation can be constructed by using the on-shell t-matrix satisfying [15,16]

t(E) = v + g^2_{th}|F (E)|^2 E + B + 4π √ 2μ^3 ∫_∞ 0 dE^′ √ E^′|t(E^′)|^2 E − E^′ + i0^+ , (24) v = ⟨p| V |p⟩ . (25) Because the second term in Eq. (24) is the bound state pole contribution to the scattering amplitude, it is now clear that Eq. (19) is the expression at the bound state pole. The residue of the bound state pole is related to the coupling constant squared g^2 at E = −B:

g^2 = lim_{E→−B}(E + B)t(E) = g^2_{th}|F (−B)|^2. (26)

Namely, the residue of the pole is given by the value of the form factor at E = −B and g_{th}. Solving Eq. (24) for g^2_{th}|F (E)|^2/(E + B) and substituting it into Eq. (19), we obtain the compositeness expressed by the scattering amplitude [16] X = 4π √ 2μ^3 ∫_∞ 0 dE √ E E + B [ t(E) − v

− 4π √ 2μ^3 ∫_∞ 0 dE^′ √ E^′|t(E^′)|^2 E − E^′ + i0^+ ] . (27)

Note that the imaginary part of t(E) cancels with that from the E^′ integration so that the compositeness is obtained as a real number [16].

3.4 Model dependence of compositeness

At this point, we note that the compositeness X is a modeldependent quantity. In other words, X cannot be directly determined from the experimental observables, except for the special case of the weak-binding limit, which will be discussed in section 4. It is instructive to summarize the origin

Table 1 Summary of model dependence of physical quantities in section 3.3.

classification quantities

model dependent non-observables v, F (E), g_{th}, X, Z model independent observables t(E), B, g

of the model dependence of the compositeness in the expressions (19) and (27).

In general, observable quantities, obtained from the onshell scattering amplitude, are said to be model independent (see e.g. Ref. [70]). In an ideal situation, the observable quantities can be determined uniquely by experiments. In Eqs. (19) and (27), the binding energy B (pole of the scattering amplitude) and the on-shell t-matrix t(E) are the model-independent quantities in this sense.

On the other hand, there are also model-dependent quantities in Eqs. (19) and (27). For instance, the transition form factor g_{th}F (E_p) in Eq. (20) is related to the off-shell property of the bound state |B⟩ (note that in general E_p ≠ −B), and therefore is not an observable.^1 In other words, it is possible to modify the form factor with the observables being unchanged. In Eq. (27), the matrix element v = ⟨p| V |p⟩ depends on the choice of the decomposition H = H_0 + V , as we mentioned in section 3.1. Depending on the choice of the bare Hamiltonian, the matrix element v can be modified without changing the physics described by H. We summarize the classification in Table 1.

In this way, g_{th}F (E) in Eq. (19) and v in Eq. (27) cannot be uniquely determined by the observables, and they are the source of the model dependence of the compositeness X. It should be emphasized that the compositeness X is inherently a model dependent quantity in a general situation. In section 4, we discuss how this model dependence disappears in the exceptional case of the weak-binding limit.

3.5 Higher partial waves

So far we have considered the case where the bound state couples with the s-wave scattering states. The compositeness of the bound state in higher partial waves can also be defined, as discussed in Refs. [45,46,49,71,72,17]. Let us consider the same setup with section 3.1 but with a bound state in the ℓ-th partial wave. Because the discussion in sections 3.1 and 3.2 is independent of the partial save of the scattering states, the definition of the compositeness (12) and the elementarity (13) remain unchanged for arbitrary ℓ.

1We note that the residue of the on-shell scattering amplitude g^2 in Eq. (26) can be determined model independently. The value of g_{th} and the functional form of F (E) are model dependent, under the conditions F (0) = 1 and g^2_{th}|F (−B)|^2 = g^2.

The angular momentum dependence appears in the expressions in section 3.3. Considering the small |p| behavior of the form factor, we generalize Eq. (20) for an arbitrary ℓ with the spherical harmonics Y^m_ℓ as [71] ⟨p|V |B⟩ = g_{th} √ 4πY^m_ℓ (p̂)F (E_p)|p|^ℓ, (28)

which reduces to Eq. (20) for ℓ = 0.^2 Factorizing |p|^ℓ, we can normalize the form factor as F (0) = 1. In this case, the expression of the compositeness is given by X = 4π √ 2μ^3g^2_{th} ∫_∞ 0 dE √ E(2μE)^ℓ|F (E)|^2 (E + B)^2

. (29)

Namely, the only difference from Eq. (19) is the additional (2μE)^ℓ factor in the integrand. Nevertheless, this factor provides a crucial distinction between ℓ = 0 and ℓ ≠ 0 in the weak-binding limit.

3.6 Coupled-channel case

In most problems of hadron physics, there are multiple scattering channels that couple with the system of interest. In other words, we need to deal with the coupled-channel problem. Let us consider that there are I scattering channels. The scattering states |p, ±⟩ in Eq. (1) and |p⟩ in Eq. (7) should be labeled by the index i = 1, 2, · · · , I. As we mentioned in section 3.1, the number of the discrete eigenstates in the free Hamiltonian is arbitrary, and therefore, we assume that there are N bare states. In this setup, the eigenstates of the free Hamiltonian now reads H_0 |p, i⟩ = E_{p,i} |p, i⟩ (i = 1, · · · , I), (30) H_0 |B_{n,0}⟩ = ω_{n,0} |B_{n,0}⟩ (n = 1, · · · , N), (31) E_{p,i} = p^2 2μ_i + E_{th,i}, (32)

where E_{th,i} is the threshold energy of channel i with E_{th,1} = 0 and E_{th,i+1} ≥ E_{th,i}.^3 The orthonormal conditions for these states are given by ⟨p^′, i|p, j⟩ = δ(p^′ − p)δ_{ij} , ⟨B_{n,0}|B_{m,0}⟩ = δ_{nm}, ⟨p, i|B_{n,0}⟩ = 0, (33) and the completeness relation is 1 = I∑ i=1 ∫ dp |p, i⟩ ⟨p, i| + N∑ n=1 |B_{n,0}⟩ ⟨B_{n,0}| . (34) 2Note that the dimension of the bare coupling constant g_{th} depends on ℓ._3 Here we consider only the two-body scattering channels labeled by single relative momentum p. It is also possible to consider the n-body scattering states which are labeled by n−1 relative momenta with suitable normalizations. The following equations are modified accordingly with n − 1 momentum integrations, and so on.

In the physical spectrum given by the eigenstates of H, there can be multiple bound states. In this case, the compositeness is defined for each bound state [16]. We now focus on one specific bound state |B⟩ in the spectrum of H, and expand it using the basis (34) as |B⟩ = I∑ i=1 ∫ dp χ_i(p) |p⟩ + N∑ n=1 c_n |B_{n,0}⟩ , (35) χ_i(p) = ⟨p, i|B⟩ , c_n = ⟨B_{n,0}|B⟩ . (36) Generalization of Eqs. (12) and (13) is

X_i = ∫ dp | ⟨p, i|B⟩ |^2 = ∫ dp |χ_i(p)|^2 ≥ 0, (37)

Z_n = | ⟨B_{n,0}|B⟩ |^2 = |c_n|^2 ≥ 0. (38)

Namely, the compositeness is defined for each scattering channel i, and the elementarity is defined for each bare state n. It is now clear from Eq. (34) that the sum of all X_i and Z_n is unity: I∑ i=1 X_i + N∑ n=1 Z_n = 1. (39)

In this way, the compositeness X_i (the elementarity Z_n) is interpreted as the probability of finding the scattering state |p, i⟩ (the bare state |B_{n,0}⟩) in the physical bound state |B⟩. X_i and ∑ i X_i are sometimes called the partial compositeness and the total compositeness, respectively [49], in analogy with the partial and total decay widths.

4 Weak-binding relations

We now show that the compositeness X of an s-wave bound state can be model-independently determined in the weakbinding limit. Again, we follow the discussion in the original paper [15] and the review article [16].

4.1 Typical scales

Defining the weak-binding limit requires the knowledge of the energy scale of the system of interest, in addition to the binding energy B. For instance, a bound state with B = 1 MeV may be regarded as a weakly bound state in hadron physics, but it is certainly not in the atomic physics. To quantify the “weak-binding limit”, we need to introduce a typical energy scale of the system E_{typ}, with which the binding energy B is compared. In the original paper [15], it is denoted as E_0 and is estimated by ∼ m^2_π/(2μ), because the π exchange in the nuclear force gives a momentum scale ∼ m_π. In this way, the energy scale E_{typ} depends on the microscopic details of the two-body system. In the framework of the effective field theory in section 5, E_{typ} is related to the ultraviolet cutoff in the theory.

The weak-binding limit is then defined as

B ≪ E_{typ}, (40)

and we consider the expansion of compositeness in powers of B/E_{typ}. For later convenience, we introduce the corresponding scales in the dimension of length as R = 1 √ 2μB , R_{typ} = 1 √ 2μE_{typ}

. (41)

Then the weak-binding limit is also understood as

R ≫ R_{typ}. (42)

Because B ∝ R^{−2}, we have the relation √ B E_{typ} = R_{typ} R . (43)

4.2 Weak-binding limit

We now consider the weak-binding limit of the expression of the compositeness in Eq. (19). When Eq. (40) holds, the energy integration in Eq. (19) should be dominated by the E ≲ E_{typ} region, because the integrand has a pole at E = −B. We then expand the form factor squared in powers of E/E_{typ}:

|F (E)|^2 = 1 + c E E_{typ} + O (( E E_{typ}

)_2) , c = E_{typ} d|F (E)|^2 dE | | | |_{E=0} , (44)

where we have used the normalization F (0) = 1. Expansion coefficient c is dimensionless, and without any fine tuning of the parameters, we expect c ∼ O(1). Then the compositeness is evaluated as X ≈ 4π √ 2μ^3g^2_{th}

∫_{Etyp} 0 dE √ E[1 + cE/E_{typ} + · · · ] (E + B)^2

= 4π √ 2μ^3g^2_{th} 1 √ B [ π 2 + O (( B E_{typ} )_{1/2})] . (45)

We thus obtain the weak-binding limit expression of the compositeness

X = 2π^2 √ 2μ^3 g^2_{th} √ B [ 1 + O (( B E_{typ} )_{1/2})] . (46)

This expression indicates that, in the B → 0 limit, the coupling constant should behave as g^2_{th} ∼ √ Bμ^{−3/2} and finally vanish in order to give finite X. In addition, the weakbinding limit does not depend on the explicit value of E_{typ}.

It is instructive to evaluate the residue of the bound state pole (26) in the weak-binding limit. Applying the expansion (44) for Eq. (26), we obtain

g^2 = g^2_{th} [ 1 + O ( B E_{typ} )] . (47)

Defining the function G(E) as G(E) = ∫ dp |F (E_p)|^2 E − E_p + i0^+

, (48)

from Eq. (19), we can express the compositeness X by the residue g^2 and the energy derivative of the function G(E) at the bound state pole: X = −g^2 dG(E) dE | | | |_{E=−B} [ 1 + O ( B E_{typ} )] . (49)

This corresponds to the expression of the compositeness evaluated at the bound state pole [44,45,47]. Further discussion will be given in section 5.2. Equations (46) and (47) also indicate that

X = 2π^2 √ 2μ^3 g^2 √ B [ 1 + O (( B E_{typ} )_{1/2})] , (50)

where the compositeness X of an s-wave bound state is expressed only by the model-independent quantities, the binding energy B and the residue of the pole g^2 in the weakbinding limit.

Let us examine the bound state in higher partial waves. Performing the same expansion for Eq. (29) with ℓ ≥ 1, we obtain X = 4π √ 2μ^3g^2_{th}(2μ)^ℓ

(E_{typ})^{ℓ−1/2} ℓ − 1/2 × [ 1 + O (( B E_{typ} )_{1/2})] (ℓ ≥ 1), (51)

which is crucially different from Eq. (46) for ℓ = 0. In contrast to the s-wave case, the coupling constant g^2_{th} does not need to vanish in the weak-binding limit B → 0, and the compositeness depends on the value of E_{typ}. In fact, for the original integral (29) to converge, the form factor |F (E)|^2 should decrease as E^{−ℓ} at large E, and the value of the compositeness X depends on the large E behavior of the form factor. As mentioned above, the form factor reflects the off-shell behavior of the wave function and is a modeldependent quantity. In this way, the compositeness X contains model-dependent quantities for the bound state with ℓ ≥ 1, while for s-wave bound states X can be expressed by the model-independent quantities as in Eq. (50).

4.3 Low-energy behavior of scattering amplitude

Next we derive the expression of the compositeness in terms of the scattering parameters by considering the low-energy behavior of Eq. (24). Under the weak-binding situation B ≪ E_{typ}, we consider the low-energy scattering with E ∼ B ≪ E_{typ}. In this case, the expansion of the form factor in Eq. (44) leads to

|F (E)|^2 ∼ 1 + O ( B E_{typ} ) (E ∼ B). (52)

In addition, Eq. (46) indicates g^2_{th} ∼ √ Bμ^{−3/2}, the bound state pole term in Eq. (24) should behave as

g^2_{th}|F (E)|^2 E + B ∼ 1 μ^{3/2} √ B (E ∼ B), (53)

where μ dependence is introduced for the dimensional reason. Equation (53) indicates that this term is enhanced in the weak-binding limit. In contrast, the matrix element v = ⟨p| V |p⟩ in Eq. (24) is considered to be independent of the binding energy B, and therefore we assume that v ∼ 1 μ^{3/2} √ E_{typ}

. (54)

Under this assumption, v can be neglected with respect to the pole term g^2_{th}|F (E)|^2/(E + B). Because the last integral in Eq. (24) gives the contribution on the unitarity cut, it cannot be neglected to guarantee the conservation of probability. Thus, the approximation of Eq. (24) in the low-energy region is given by

t(E) = [ g^2_{th} E + B + 4π √ 2μ^3 ∫_∞ 0 dE^′ √ E^′|t(E^′)|^2 E − E^′ + i0^+ ]

× [ 1 + O (( B E_{typ} )_{1/2})] . (55)

By neglecting the O((B/E_{typ})^{1/2}) terms, this integral equation can be solved analytically [15], thanks to the neglect of the matrix element v. In the framework of the two-component Hamiltonian in Eq. (15), this corresponds to neglect the interaction V in the diagonal component. In this case, the twobody interaction is solely given by the bare state pole term which is separable, and the Lippmann-Schwinger equation can be solved analytically [53]. In the framework of effective field theory, this is equivalent to the resonance model with the vanishing four-point vertex [64], where the scattering amplitude equivalent to Eq. (56) below is obtained in the small momentum limit.

The solution of Eq. (55) can be translated to the scattering amplitude f(p) = −4π^2μt(E_p) as f(p) = [ − B 4π^2μg^2_{th} − √ 2μB 2 + 1 2 ( − 1 4π^2μ^2g^2_{th} + 1 √ 2μB ) p^2 − ip ]_{−1} , (56)

where the denominator of the scattering amplitude is given by the quadratic function of p. Comparing it with the effective range expansion of the scattering amplitude f(p) = [ − 1 a_0 + r_e 2 p^2 + O(p^4) − ip ]_{−1} , (57)

we obtain the expressions of the scattering length a_0 and effective range r_e by g_{th} and B. With Eq. (46), a_0 and r_e can be expressed by the compositeness X as

a_0 = 2X X + 1

R + O(R_{typ}) =

2(1 − Z) 2 − Z R + O(R_{typ}),

(58)

r_e = X − 1 X R + O(R_{typ}) = −Z 1 − Z R + O(R_{typ}). (59)

These are the weak-binding relations which express the scattering length a_0 and effective range r_e by the compositeness X and R in Eq. (41). The model dependence of the compositeness disappears in Eq. (55) where v is neglected with respect to g^2_{th}/(E + B), and hence the compositeness is related to the observables.

In this derivation, the relation of a_0 (58) and the relation of r_e (59) are obtained simultaneously. As shown in Ref. [60], in the framework of effective field theory, Eq. (58) is more fundamental, and Eq. (59) is obtained by assuming the validity of the effective range expansion at the bound state pole. In fact, if the magnitude of the effective range is larger than the interaction range, the typical scale of the system R_{typ} in Eq. (58) should be estimated by the magnitude of the effective range to include the finite range correction [64]. Details will be discussed in section 5.

In this way, it is shown that the compositeness X of the s-wave bound state can be model independently determined. It should however be kept in mind that we cannot completely exclude the possibility of fine tunings to disturb this argument. For instance, if we artificially adjust the potential V such that v = ⟨p|V |p⟩ ∼ μ^{−3/2}B^{−1/2} along with the B → 0 limit, then Eq. (55) does not hold. As is discussed in the “Note added” of the original paper [15], it is possible to have a CDD zero [41,42,38,73] in Eq. (55), and if the zero exists between the bound state pole and the threshold, then the above argument does not hold. In principle, these possibilities cannot be excluded. Nevertheless, it is expected that these cases are hardly realized. First of all, we recall that having a weakly bound state B ≪ E_{typ} already requires one fine tuning in the system. Namely, there exists one unnatural scale R compared with the natural scale of the system R_{typ} [18]. Thus, we need additional fine tuning to realize v ∼ μ^{−3/2}B^{−1/2} or to have a CDD zero at E_c ≪ E_{typ}. Such a double fine-tuning is expected to be highly unlikely (see also Refs. [54,55,56,57,58]). In this sense, the weakbinding relations (58) and (59) are valid, provided that there is no further fine tuning on top of B ≪ E_{typ}.

4.4 Discussions

Before closing this section, let us make a few remarks on the compositeness. The compositeness X can be defined for a bound state in any partial waves using Eq. (12), while it is a model-dependent quantity as discussed in section 3.4. What we show in section 4.2 is that the compositeness can be model-independently determined for a weakly bound swave state. In other words, the model dependence of X becomes small in the weak-binding limit. This can be seen in Eqs. (58) and (59); the model dependence of X is compensated by the O(R_{typ}) terms whose magnitude is much smaller than the term proportional to R in the weak-binding limit. This point will be further discussed in section 5.

The peculiarity of the s-wave bound state is related with the low-energy universality [74,75]. It is known that the scale invariant zero-range limit is realized only in the ℓ = 0 case for three spatial dimensions [76]. This can be intuitively understood by the behavior of the partial wave scattering amplitude at small p:

f_ℓ(p) = p^{2ℓ} −^1_{aℓ} +^{rℓ}_2 p^2 + O(p^4) − ip^{2ℓ+1}

. (60)

At small momentum p → 0, the s-wave amplitude is characterized only by the scattering length a_0, while for ℓ ≥ 1 the p^2 term cannot be neglected with respect to −ip^{2ℓ+1} so that there are at least two length scales a_ℓ and r_ℓ in the lowenergy limit. The same observation can be made in the small p behavior of the Jost function [66,53]. It is also known that the low-energy universality demands the relation for the swave bound state between the binding energy B and the corresponding scattering length a_0 in the B → 0 limit [74,75]: B = 1 2μa^2_0

, (61)

which corresponds to a_0 = R and leads to X = 1 in Eq. (58). In fact, it is rigorously shown that Z → 0 and X → 1 in the strict B → 0 limit, as long as the bound state pole remains in the scattering amplitude [53]. In other words, the bound state becomes completely composite in the B → 0 limit, irrespective of its origin. From this viewpoint, the weak-binding relation (58) represents the deviation from the strict B → 0 limit by the coupling to other degrees of freedom (X < 1 in the first term) and by the length scales in the system other than a_0 (the second term of order O(R_{typ})) [64].

In the coupled-channel scattering, if the bound state appears near the lowest energy threshold, the weak-binding relation can be applied to the compositeness of the lowest energy channel X_1. Using the result of Refs. [59,60] to evaluate the contribution from the higher energy channels, we can show that the scattering length of the lowest energy channel a_0 can be given by

a_0 = R [ 2X_1 X_1 + 1 + O ( R_{typ} R ) + O (( ℓ R )_3)] , (62) R = 1 √ 2μ_1B , ℓ = 1 √ 2μ_1E_{th,2}

, (63)

where ℓ represents the length scale associated with the threshold energy of the second lowest energy channel. If the threshold energy of the channel 2 is much larger than the binding energy B ≪ E_{th,2}, then we have R ≫ ℓ, (64) so that Eq. (62) reduces to the single-channel version (58) for the compositeness of the lowest energy channel X_1. This is consistent with naive expectation that the coupled-channel effect is suppressed if the threshold is far away from the energy region of interest. In this way, the compositeness of the lowest energy channel X_1 can be model independently determined in the coupled-channel case. It should be emphasized that the compositeness X_i for i ≥ 2 cannot be model independently determined even if B ≪ E_{typ}, although X_i can be defined as in Eq. (37). If we define

X = X_1, Z = I∑ i=2 X_i + N∑ n=1 Z_n, (65)

then X + Z = 1 follows thanks to Eq. (39). While it is not possible to decompose Z into various components, their sum in Eq. (65) is model-independently determined in the weakbinding limit. This observation implies the generalized interpretation of the elementarity Z in the weak-binding relation; Z represents everything except for the compositeness of the lowest energy threshold. In this sense, “elementarity” is not a proper word to express Z, because X_2, X_3, · · · represent the fraction of composite components in higher energy scattering channels.

In Table 2, we summarize the definitions of the compositeness of a bound state and their weak-binding limit in various cases. The compositeness can be defined as a model-dependent quantity in all cases for the state with an arbitrary binding energy. The compositeness of the lowest energy threshold becomes model independent in the weakbinding limit, only for an s-wave bound state.

Table 2 Summary of definition of compositeness X of a bound state and the weak-binding relation for various systems.

system definition weak-binding relation

ℓ = 0, single channel X in Eq. (12) Eq. (58) for X ℓ = 0, multi channel X_i in Eq. (37) Eq. (62) for X_1 ℓ ≥ 1, single channel X in Eq. (12) none ℓ ≥ 1, multi channel X_i in Eq. (37) none

5 Effective field theory

In this section, we discuss the compositeness from the viewpoint of effective field theories (EFTs). Based on the principles established in Ref. [77], the EFT framework provides us with a systematic approach to describe low-energy phenomena of some microscopic theory. Thanks to the generality, EFTs have been applied in various fields of physics [78,70, 79,80,81].

Here we employ the nonrelativistic EFT with contact interactions to describe the near-threshold dynamics of twobody systems. We follow the approach developed in Refs. [59, 60,64] where the ultraviolet cutoff Λ is kept finite to represent the typical scale of the microscopic theory.^4 In other words, we consider that the microscopic theory has an intrinsic momentum scale Λ as in section 4, and we use the EFT to describe the low-momentum phenomena compared with Λ. Our aim is to derive the same weak-binding relation (58), but with carefully examining the assumptions made.

Formally, the EFT used here are renormalizable, and the cutoff Λ dependence can be absorbed by the bare coupling constants at each order under the proper power counting scheme [81]. The formulation of the compositeness in the renormalizable EFT is described in Ref. [18]. From this perspective, our formulation should be called “EFT models”. Nevertheless, we believe that the present formulation provides some insights on the results presented in sections 3 and 4 from the field theory viewpoint.

5.1 Hamiltonian and eigenstates

We consider a nonrelativistic EFT with contact interactions. The minimal Hamiltonian to reproduce the setup in sec-

4In this paper, we adopt the normalization (8) also for the EFT. Because of this normalization, there are difference in the following expressions from those in Refs. [59,60,64] by factors (2π)^3 or (2π)^{3/2}. We summarize the conventions in Appendix A.

tion 3.1 is given by

H = H_0 + V = ∫ dr(H_0 + V), (66)

H_0 = 1 2M ∇ψ^†(r) · ∇ψ(r) + 1 2m ∇ϕ^†(r) · ∇ϕ(r) + 1 2M_0

∇B^†_0(r) · ∇B_0(r) + ω_0B^†_0(r)B_0(r), (67)

V = g_0 ( B^†_0(r)ψ(r)ϕ(r) + ϕ^†(r)ψ^†(r)B_0(r) ) + v_0ψ^†(r)ϕ^†(r)ϕ(r)ψ(r), (68)

where ψ and ϕ are the fields for the two-body scattering channel and B_0 represents the bare field. ω_0 stands for the bare energy of the B_0 field. g_0 and v_0 are the bare coupling constants of the three-point and four-point vertices, respectively. Quantization condition for field α = ψ, ϕ, B_0 is given by [α(r), α^†(r^′)]_± = δ(r − r^′). (69)

Let us construct the eigenstates of H_0. We first define the vacuum of the theory |0⟩ as

ψ̃(p) |0⟩ = ϕ̃(p) |0⟩ = B̃_0(p) |0⟩ = 0, (70)

with the normalization ⟨0|0⟩ = 1 and the annihilation operators α̃(p) = ∫ d^3re^{−ip·r}/(2π)^{3/2}α(r). Then the eigenstates of H_0 are constructed as |p⟩ = 1 √ V_p ψ̃^†(p)ϕ̃^†(−p) |0⟩ , |B_0⟩ = 1√ V_p B̃^†_0(0) |0⟩ ,

(71)

with the phase space of the system V_p = δ^3(0). It can be shown that these states satisfy Eq. (7) with μ = Mm/(M + m) [60]. In this way, the bare state |B_0⟩ can be explicitly constructed as an eigenstate of H_0 in this framework. In addition, the completeness relation (9) is also guaranteed by the number conservations which follows from the phase symmetry in the interaction (68) [60].

With these eigenstates, the matrix elements of V can be obtained as ⟨p^′|V |p⟩ = v_0 (2π)^3 , ⟨p|V |B_0⟩ = g_0 (2π)^{3/2}

, (72)

which are constant in the momentum space, corresponding to the pointlike interactions in the coordinate space. Such contact interactions are too singular at the origin and the regularization is needed for the problem to be well defined. We introduce an ultraviolet cutoff scale Λ for the momentum integration, above which the interaction in the microscopic theory cannot be regarded as pointlike. Namely, the cutoff Λ is related to the typical length scale of the system R_{typ} in Eq. (41) by Λ ∼ 1 R_{typ}

. (73)

The regularization is achieved by replacing the matrix elements of V as ⟨p^′|V |p⟩ = v_0 (2π)^3 F (p^′, Λ)F (p, Λ), (74) ⟨p|V |B_0⟩ = g_0 (2π)^{3/2} F (p, Λ), (75) where F (p, Λ) is a regulator [18] which satisfies

F (0, Λ) = 1, F (p, Λ) → 0 for p ≫ Λ. (76)

For instance, a sharp cutoff F (p, Λ) = Θ(Λ − p), (77) or the monopole (Yamaguchi) type [82,83] form factor F (p, Λ) = Λ^2 p^2 + Λ^2

, (78)

are often used. Choosing a different regulator corresponds to the modification of the short range behavior of the microscopic interaction. Note that the introduction of the regulator F (p, Λ) in Eq. (75) formally corresponds to dealing with the finite range interaction from the beginning. In this sense, our approach can be regarded as a generalization of the field theoretical models, such as the Lee model [67,20,21], and the cutoff dependence and the regulator dependence represent the model dependence in this framework.

5.2 Expressions of compositeness

When a bound state |B⟩ exists as an eigenstate of the full Hamiltonian H, we can define the compositeness by Eq. (12) in section 3.2, but it is possible to express the compositeness in a different way in the EFT approach. Thanks to the number conservations, the two-body sector of this EFT is exactly solvable, and the on-shell t-matrix is obtained by solving the Lippmann-Schwinger equation as [59,60] t(E) = |F (p, Λ)|^2 v^{−1}(E) − G(E) , (79)

with p = √ 2μE and v(E) = 1 (2π)^3 [ v_0 + g^2_0 E − ω_0 ] , (80) G(E) = ∫ dp |F (p, Λ)|^2 E − E_p + i0^+

. (81)

The function v(E) corresponds to the effective interaction of the two-body system after eliminating the discrete channel |B_0⟩ with the Feshbach method [84,85]. Namely, the first term v_0 represents the direct four-point interaction and the second term corresponds to the interaction through the schannel B_0 exchange, which is obtained as ⟨p^′| [ V + V |B_0⟩ ⟨B_0| V E − ω_0 ] |p⟩ = v(E)F (p^′, Λ)F (p, Λ) (82)

The loop function G(E) corresponds to the momentum representation of the free Green function with the regulator F (p, Λ), which corresponds to G(E) in Eq. (48). The same form of the scattering amplitude can be obtained by assuming the separable interaction model for ⟨p^′|V |p⟩ [47]. In the EFT approach, the contact interaction is separable from the beginning, which allows us to obtain the closed form solution of the Lippmann-Schwinger equation.

In this case, the coefficients c and χ(p) of the wave function (15) can be determined by the Schrödinger equation and the normalization of the bound state wave function. The compositeness X and the elementarity Z are then expressed by v(E) and G(E) as [59,60] X = G^′(E) G^′(E) − [1/v(E)]^′ | | | |_{E=−B} , (83) Z = −[1/v(E)]^′ G^′(E) − [1/v(E)]^′ | | |_{E=−B} , (84)

with

A^′(E) = dA(E) dE . (85)

This expression gives an insight on the energy dependence of the interaction. Because Z is proportional to the energy derivative of 1/v(E), we obtain

X = 1, Z = 0, for v^′(E) = 0. (86)

Namely, an energy-independent interaction always gives a fully composite bound state [72,17]. This is natural in the present setup because in Eq. (80) the energy dependence of v(E) arises from the coupling to the bare state B_0. To have an energy-independent interaction the coupling g_0 must be switched off so that the composite state is obtained. This point is made clear on more general ground in Refs. [72, 17].

At this point, it is instructive to remark on the sign of the energy dependence of the interaction. We first note that the energy derivative of G below the threshold is real and negative:

G^′(E) = − ∫ dp |F (p, Λ)|^2 (E − E_p)^2

< 0 for E < 0, (87)

in analogy with the attractive second order perturbation of the ground state energy. From Eqs. (83) and (84), to obtain X ≥ 0 and Z ≥ 0, we must have

[1/v(E)]^′ ≥ 0 ⇔ v^′(E) ≤ 0 at E = −B. (88)

In other words, if we consider the interaction with v^′(E) > 0 at E = −B, then we obtain X > 1 and Z < 0. The EFT interaction v(E) in Eq. (80) satisfies Eq. (88) as long as g^2_0 ≥ 0. The model with g^2_0 < 0 is known as the resonance model with a ghost field [88,78] where the bare state B_0 is introduced as a negative norm state. The negative elementarity Z < 0 for the model with g^2_0 < 0 (and hence v^′(E) > 0 at E = −B) is then interpreted as the fraction of the negative norm state in the bound state wave function.

The energy dependence of the potential is closely related with the normalization of the wave function of the bound state. It is known in quantum mechanics that, to satisfy the continuity equation, the probability density P (r) = |ψ_E (r)|^2 should be modified for the energy dependent potential V (r, E) as [86,87,69,72]

P (r) = ψ^∗_E (r) [ 1 − ∂V (r, E) ∂E ] ψ_E (r), (89)

where ψ_E (r) is the wave function at energy E. Thus, the use of the energy-dependent potential leads to the modification of the norm of the state. In the formulation of the compositeness in the EFT, this modification is interpreted as the elementarity Z, the fraction of the bare state component. The compositeness is defined as the norm of the two-body component X = ∫ dr|ψ_E (r)|^2 at E = −B, with the normalization ∫ drP (r) = 1. Then, one obtains the expression [72]

X = 1 + ∫ dr ψ^∗_E (r) ∂V (r, E) ∂E ψ_E (r) | | | |_{E=−B} . (90)

Again, we should have ∂V (r, E)/∂E ≤ 0 for X ≤ 1 [72].

The compositeness X in Eq. (83) can also be expressed by the residue of the pole. Using Eq. (79), the residue of the bound state pole is expressed by v and G as

g^2 = lim_{E→−B}(E + B)t(E) = − |F (p, Λ)|^2 G^′(E) − [1/v(E)]^′ | | |_{E=−B} . (91)

With the expression of the compositeness (83), we find

X = −g^2G^′(E)|_{E=−B} [ 1 + O ( B E_{typ} )] , (92)

which is equivalent to Eq. (49) in section 4.2. One notices that the terms of O(B/E_{typ}) stem from the regulator F (p, Λ), which reflects the model dependence of the compositeness, that we discuss in the next section.

We show another expression of the compositeness X by the self-energy Σ(E) which appears in the following form of the on-shell t-matrix [84,85]: t(E) = |F (p, Λ)|^2 (2π)^3v^{−1}_0 − G(E) + (2π)^3g^2_0 v^{−2}_0 [(2π)^3v^{−1}_0 − G(E)]^{−2}|F (p, Λ)|^2 E − ω_0 − Σ(E) , (93) Σ(E) = g^2_0 (2π)^3 [ 1 − v_0 (2π)^3 G(E) ]_{−1} G(E). (94)

The pole of t(E) is given by the zero of the denominator of the second term of Eq. (93), which is evolved from the bare state B_0 though the self-energy Σ(E). With the energy derivative of Σ(E), X is written as [53]

X = 1 − 1 1 − Σ^′(E) | | | |_{E=−B} , (95) Z = 1 1 − Σ^′(E) | | | E=−B . (96)

It can be shown that these are equivalent to Eqs. (83) and (84).

5.3 Loop function and model dependence

In section 3.4, we have emphasized the model dependence of the compositeness away from the weak-binding limit. Let us consider the same problem in the perspective of the EFT. For this purpose, the expression of X by the residue g^2 and the derivative of the loop function (92) is useful, because the residue g^2 is a model-independent quantity (see Table 1). Thus, in this expression, the model dependence should be included in G^′(E). As we already mentioned in section 5.1, the regulator F (p, Λ) represents the short range behavior of the interaction in the microscopic theory, and different choice of the regulator modifies the value of the compositeness.

To appreciate the model dependence, let us compute the loop function explicitly. With the sharp cutoff (77), the loop function reads [58] G(E) = −8πμ [ Λ + i √ 2μE^+ arctan ( − Λ i √ 2μE^+ )] , (97)

where E^+ = E + i0^+. Taking the energy derivative, we obtain

G^′(E) = −8πμ^2 [ i √ 2μE^+ arctan ( − Λ i √ 2μE^+ )

+ Λ √ 2μE^+ [ 1 + ( −^Λ_i√_{2μE+} )] ] . (98)

With the monopole form factor (78), the loop function and its derivative are given by

G(E) = 2π^2μΛ

−Λ^4 − 2iΛ^3 √ 2μE^+ + 10Λ^2μE − 8μ^2E^2 (Λ^2 − 2μE)^2 , (99)

G^′(E) = −4π^2μ^2Λ^3 i^{Λ3}√_{2μE+} − 3Λ^2 + 3iΛ √ 2μE^+ + 2μE

(Λ^2 − 2μE)^3 . (100)

In this way, we see that the expression of G^′(E), and hence the resulting X in Eq. (92), depends on the choice of the regulator F (p, Λ) and the value of the cutoff Λ. Physically speaking, this dependence is the remnant of the details of the short range behavior of the microscopic interaction, that we call model dependence.

For sufficiently low-energy √ 2μE^+ ≪ Λ, both the expressions reduce to G(E) = −CΛ − 4π^2μi √ 2μE^+ [ 1 + O ( √ 2μE^+ Λ )] , (101)

with a constant C which depends on the employed regulator. This shows that the loop function is linearly divergent, and the imaginary part (which remains in the Λ → ∞ limit) is completely determined by the unitarity. In this case, the derivative is given by G^′(E) = −i 4π^2μ^2 √ 2μE^+ [ 1 + O ( √ 2μE^+ Λ )] . (102)

Substituting this expression to Eq. (92), we arrive at Eq. (49). Note that the leading order term is independent of Λ and the explicit form of the regulator. This corresponds to the weakbinding situation where the model dependence is suppressed and the compositeness X can be related to the observable quantities.

From the viewpoint of the renormalization, one can let the bare parameters v_0, g_0, and ω_0 depend on the cutoff Λ and consider the Λ → ∞ limit. If there exits a sensible Λ → ∞ limit with the physical observables being finite, the theory is called renormalizable [78]. This is the zero-range limit, where the interaction range is formally set to zero. In this case, one can neglect the higher order terms in Eq. (102) and obtain the compositeness

X = g^2

4π^2μ^2 √ 2μB (zero range limit), (103)

which is also obtained by applying the dimensional regularization for G(E). In this case, the compositeness is expressed only by the observable quantities, and model dependence disappears completely. We will come back to this point at the end of this section.

5.4 Weak-binding relations

Here we consider the weak-binding relations (58) and (59) in the framework of the EFT. From the t-matrix in Eq. (79) with f(p) = −4π^2μt(E_p), one can evaluate the scattering length a_0 by the threshold value of the scattering amplitude:

a_0 = 4π^2μ 1 1/v(0) − G(0)

. (104)

With the identification of the typical scale by the cutoff as in Eq. (73), one can expand a_0 by R_{typ}/R to obtain [59,60]

a_0 = R [ 2X X + 1 + O ( R_{typ} R )] , (105)

which is equivalent to Eq. (58). In this way, the weak-binding relation for a_0 is straightforwardly obtained in the EFT framework.

By assuming that the bound state pole exists within the convergence radius of the ERE, we obtain relation between a_0, r_e and R as − R a_0 − r_e 2R + 1 + O (( R_{typ} R )_3) = 0. (106)

This bound state condition, together with the relation (105), leads to the weak-binding relation for r_e:

r_e = R [ X − 1 X + O ( R_{typ} R )] , (107)

which reproduces Eq. (59). Note that an additional assumption of the convergence of ERE at the bound state pole (106) is needed to obtain the weak-binding relation (107), as mentioned earlier.

It is shown [60] that Eq. (107) can also be obtained from Eq. (92). First, from Eqs. (91) we can express the residue g^2 by R and r_e as

g^2 = − 1 4π^2μ lim p→i/R (_{p2} 2μ +^1_{2μR2} ) |F (p, Λ)|^2 −^1_{a0} +^{re}_2 p^2 − ip + O(p^4)

(108)

= 1 4π^2μ^2 1 R − r_e [ 1 + O (( R_{typ} R )_2)] (109)

where we assume that the higher order coefficients in the ERE has the natural size ∼ R_{typ} which corresponds ot the assumption of the convergence of the ERE. Combined with Eq. (102), we obtain the weak-binding relation (107).

Let us now consider the zero-range limit where the correction terms O(R_{typ}/R) can be neglected. In this case, the compositeness is expressed entirely by the observable quantities [50,17,8,51,64] X = a_0 2R − a_0 = 1 1 − r_e/R = √ 1 1 − 2r_e/a_0

. (110)

These three expressions are equivalent if Eq. (106) holds without the correction terms. In practice, we observe some deviation which stems from the correction terms. In addition, the expression by r_e and R shows that the compositeness exceeds unity (X > 1) for positive effective range r_e > 0. This contradicts with the definition of real and nonnegative compositeness (0 ≤ X ≤ 1). It is known that the effective range should be negative in the zero range limit due to the Wigner bound [89,17,51]. Thus, in the strict zerorange limit, r_e must be negative such that Z ≤ 1. In practice, the effective range of the NN scattering in the^3S_1 channel is positive, r_e ∼ +1.8 fm, and therefore, naive application of the zero-range formula (110) leads to the compositeness of the deuteron X > 1. We will discuss this issue again in section 7.1.

5.5 Summary

In this section, we have discussed the weak-binding relation for the compositeness in the framework of the EFT. The obtained relations (105) and (107) remain unchanged from Eqs. (58) and (59), but the following points are better understood in the EFT framework:

– the eigenstates of the free Hamiltonian H_0 can be explicitly constructed in Eq. (71), – typical length scale of the short range interaction is naturally introduced by the ultraviolet cutoff (73), – the elementarity is related to the energy dependence of the interaction in Eq. (84), and – the assumptions needed to derive the weak-binding relations (105) and (107) can be systematically implemented.

6 Unstable resonances

So far we have concentrated on the compositeness of stable bound states. As mentioned in section 2, however, for the application to exotic hadrons, it is necessary to consider the compositeness of unstable resonances, because most hadrons are unstable against the strong decay. In this section, we first show that the natural generalization of the definition (12) leads to the complex compositeness X. We then present several schemes proposed to interpret complex X.

6.1 Resonances and Gamow vectors

Quantum mechanical description of unstable states was initiated by Gamow in his theory of α decay of atomic nuclei [90]. Since then, mathematical formulation has been developed and the unstable resonances can now be regarded as generalized eigenstates of the Hamiltonian with complex eigenenergy [91,92,93,94,95,96,97,98]. Let us first summarize the similarity and difference between stable bound states and unstable resonances. The Schrödinger equation for a bound state |B⟩ with the energy E = −B is H |B⟩ = −B |B⟩ , (111) where the binding energy B is real. In the coordinate space wave function, we eliminate the exponentially growing component at large distance, which corresponds to imposing the purely outgoing boundary condition. By imposing the same outgoing boundary condition in the Schrödinger equation, an unstable resonance |R⟩ is obtained as [92,93,94,96,97, 98] H |R⟩ = E_R |R⟩ = ( M_R − i Γ_R 2 ) |R⟩ , (112) where M_R > 0 is the excitation energy and Γ_R > 0 is the decay width. In this way, both |B⟩ and |R⟩ are the (generalized) eigenstates of the Hamiltonian H, but the complex eigenenergy E_R is associated with the resonance. It is shown that the eigenenergy in Eqs. (111) and (112) corresponds to the pole of the scattering amplitude in the complex energy plane [94,97,98].

There is an important difference in the normalization of the wave function. The bound state wave function asymptotically behaves as ψ_B (r) = ⟨r|B⟩ ∼ e^{−√2μBr} r (r → ∞). (113)

Because it determines the dumping of the wave function, R = 1/ √ 2μB is sometimes called the radius of the bound state. Thanks to this property, the wave function ψ_B (r) is square integrable: ⟨B|B⟩ = ∫ dr|ψ_B (r)|^2 < ∞, (114) and the normalization condition (3) can be imposed.

On the other hand, the asymptotic behavior of the resonance wave function ψ_R(r) = ⟨r|R⟩ is ψ_R(r) ∼ e^{i√2μERr} r = e^{ipr r}e^{+pir} r (r → ∞), (115) √ 2μE_R = p_R − ip_i, (116)

with p_r > 0 and p_i > 0. Thus, the factor e^{+pir} gives the exponential growth at large distance, and the wave function is not square integrable ⟨R|R⟩ = ∫ dr|ψ_R(r)|^2 → ∞. (117) In this case, the compositeness cannot be defined as in section 3.2.

In fact, the standard inner product ⟨R|R⟩ is not appropriate to normalize the unstable resonance. For the resonance state satisfying Eq. (112), state ⟨R| (conjugate of |R⟩) is not an eigenstate of H but H^†, with the different eigenenergy ⟨R| H^† = ⟨R| E^∗_R = ⟨R| ( M_R + i Γ_R 2 ) . (118)

Instead, we need to introduce the Gamow vector ⟨R̃|, which gives the same eigenvalue with |R⟩: [92,93,96,94,97,16, 46] ⟨R̃| H = ⟨R̃| E_R = ⟨R̃| ( M_R − i Γ_R 2 ) . (119)

In this case, it can be shown^5 that | ⟨R̃|R⟩ | < ∞ and a sensible normalization of the resonance state can be obtained by generalizing the inner product with ⟨R̃| as [92] ⟨R̃|R⟩ = 1. (120) Mathematically, this is achieved with the biorthogonal basis formulated in the rigged Hilbert space [93,95].

6.2 Expressions of complex compositeness

Generalized inner product with the Gamow vector gives the expectation value of the Hamiltonian ⟨R̃| H |R⟩ = E_R ∈ C , (121) which is consistent with Eqs. (112), (119), and (120). This is a desired result because the complex eigenenergy is obtained by the expectation value. However, there is a price to pay; the expectation values of any operator, which would be real for stable bound states, are in general complex. For instance, the mean squared radius of the resonance state becomes complex [87] ⟨r^2⟩ = ⟨R̃| r^2 |R⟩ ∈ C . (122) Also, the compositeness X (elementarity Z), which can be viewed as the expectation value of the projection operator to the scattering states P (to the bare state Q) defined in Eq. (17), is also complex: X = ⟨R̃| P |R⟩ = ∫ dp [χ(p)]^2 ∈ C , (123) Z = ⟨R̃| Q |R⟩ = ⟨B_0|R⟩^2 ∈ C , (124) because ⟨p|R⟩ = ⟨R̃|p⟩ = χ(p) and ⟨B_0|R⟩ = ⟨R̃|B_0⟩ [92]. We note that the normalization condition

X + Z = 1, (125)

still holds for complex X and Z.

5The coordinate space representation of ⟨R̃|R⟩ still diverges in the usual sense, but it can be regularized by the Zel’dovich’s method [92].

As in the same procedure to obtain Eq. (92) for the bound state, the definition (123) can be rewritten by the derivative of the loop function in the second Riemann sheet G_{II} and the residue of the pole g^2 as [44]

X = −g^2G^′_{II}(E)|_{E=ER} ∈ C . (126)

Note that g^2 is not the absolute value square but the complex number square, because the projection to the resonance state is given not by |R⟩ ⟨R| but by |R⟩ ⟨R̃| [94].

For the coupled channel scattering, the compositeness of channel i is defined as

X_i = ∫ dp ⟨R̃|p, i⟩ ⟨p, i|R⟩ = ∫ dp [χ_i(p)]^2, (127)

with ⟨p, i|R⟩ = ⟨R̃|p, i⟩ = χ_i(p). This can again be written by the residue of the pole as

X_i = −g^2_i G^′_{i,II}(E)|_{E=ER} ∈ C . (128)

For a near-threshold resonance in the coupled-channel scattering, the generalization of the weak-binding relation can be applied. Using the effective field theory, the generalized weak-binding relation is obtained as [59,60]

a_0 = R [ 2X X + 1 + O (| | | R_{typ} R | | | ) + O (| | | | l R | | | 3)] , (129)

where l = 1/ √ 2μν is the length scale associated with the energy difference from the decay threshold ν. Note that the scattering length a_0 and the length scale R = √ 2μE_R are complex. In this case, the correction terms can be neglected if the magnitude of the eigenenergy |E_R| is sufficiently small.

6.3 Interpretation schemes

Strictly speaking, the complex compositeness X of unstable resonances cannot be interpreted as a probability [44,46,8]. Yet, it is tempting to consider some prescription to to gain insight into the structure of resonances by compositeness. In fact, there have been several prescriptions which can be classified into two approaches; either to calculate an interpretable quantity X_R from complex X in Eq. (123), or to define a new quantity alternative to complex X. The latter approach was initiated in Refs. [36,37] where the spectral density was used to define the real quantity corresponding to the elementarity Z. In Ref. [99], the real-valued compositeness is defined by considering the corresponding system in the finite volume.

In the following, we focus on the former approach, and summarize the definitions of X_R proposed so far. For simplicity, we consider the single channel case with Eq. (125), but the generalization to the coupled channel case is straightforward. To establish a reasonable interpreation scheme, the quantity X_R should satisfy several conditions based on the theoretical considerations. For instance, the following conditions are commonly introduced [59,60]:

i) 0 ≤ X_R ≤ 1, and ii) X_R reduces to X for bound states.

Condition i) guarantees to regard X_R as a probability, and ii) ensures the smooth bound state limit. As long as condition ii) is respected, any interpretation schemes give a consistent result for narrow resonances. Condition i) can be loosened if one consider that not all the states are interpretable. We here emphasize that this is a kind of interpretation problem; it is not possible to experimentally determine the superiority or inferiority of the various interpretation schemes.

A simple but natural prescription is to take the absolute value of the complex compositeness:

X_R = |X|. (130)

In early studies, this prescription is adopted heuristically [45, 16]. Later, theoretically elaborated derivation of Eq. (130) is given in Refs. [49,100,17] based on the convergence of the Laurent series expansion of the scattering amplitude. It is shown that the meaningful result can be obtained when the Laurent series around the resonance pole has an overlapping region with the real energy axis. This requires the additional condition Re E_R > 0, namely, the real part of the pole position should be above the threshold. Naturally, narrow resonances satisfy these conditions, but this scheme gives the meaningful relation even for broad resonances such as f_0(500) = σ [49], as long as proper conditions are satisfied.

In Ref. [46], it is suggested to regard the real part of the complex compositeness as the “weight” of the composite component

X_R = Re X, (131)

which corresponds to the integration of the real part of the wavefunction [43,46]. In addition, Eq. (125) for complex X and Z indicates that the imaginary part of the left hand side vanishes as Im X + Im Z = 0, and the sum rule for the real parts Re X + Re Z = 1 follows. We note that condition i) is not always satisfied by X_R in Eqs. (131) and (130), but it is expected that condition i) is not violated for narrow resonances because of condition ii).

In fact, it is discussed in Ref. [101] that resonances with a broad decay width contain ambiguous nature, which is reflected in the imaginary part of the expectation value of an operator. This point is further discussed in relation with the compositeness in Refs. [59,60] by defining

X_R = X̃ = 1 − |Z| + |X| 2 , (132) U = |Z| + |X| − 1. (133)

Here X_R in Eq. (132) always satisfies condition i). The quantity U, motivated by c_n in Ref. [101], represents the uncertainty of the interpretation; U = 0 in the limit of zero width, and U increases when the imaginary part of X is large. Thus, while Eq. (132) gives interpretable X_R for any states, those with highly unstable nature can be identified by large U. An alternative definition is proposed in Ref. [71] as

X_R = |X| |X| + |Z| = |X| 1 + U

, (134)

which is advantageous for the generalization to coupled channel cases. It is explicitly demonstrated that the difference between all the above definitions of X_R is equal to or smaller than U/2 [60]. This means that all the schemes agree with each other for the interpretation of narrow width resonances, which are expected to have similar property with bound states. A direct application of the idea in Ref. [101] is presented in Ref. [102] where X_R is given by

X_R = X = (α − 1)|X| − α|Z| + α 2α − 1 , (135)

with a real parameter 1/2 < α < ∞. In addition, the elementarity Z and the uncertain probability Y are defined as Y = |X| + |Z| − 1 2α − 1 , (136) Z = (α − 1)|Z| − α|X| + α 2α − 1 , (137)

with X + Y + Z = 1. The probability Y corresponds to U in Eq. (133) and c_n in Ref. [101], which is regarded as a probability in this scheme. In this scheme, X_R = X can be negative and condition i) is not always satisfied. It is suggested in Ref. [102] to regard the states with X_R < 0 as not interpretable. The parameter α determines the set of states with X_R < 0. For instance, in the α → 1/2 limit, the interpretable states are restricted only to the stable bound states. The α → ∞ limit corresponds to Eq. (132) where any states corresponding to a pole in the complex energy plane are interpretable.

The interpretation of the compositeness in the zero-range limit (110) is also discussed. It is proposed in Ref. [50] to use the quantity

X̄ = √| | | | 1 1 − 2r_e/a_0 | | | |. (138)

It is shown that the resonances in the Γ_R → 0 limit are purely elementary with X = 0, because it has no coupling to the scattering continuum. X̄ in Eq. (138) measures the deviation from X = 0 for finite-width resonances. In this case, condition i) is satisfied for resonances in the fourth quadrant in the second Riemann sheet of the complex energy plane, while for virtual states it gives X̄ > 1. In Ref. [51], based on the smoothness assumptions, the expression which is applicable also to the virtual state is proposed as

X̄_A = √ 1 1 + |2r_e/a_0|

. (139)

Again, the quantities in Eqs. (138) and (139) give the consistent results with X_R introduced above for narrow resonances [102].

7 Applications

In this section, we summarize the results of the application of the compositeness to physical systems in the literature. In the following, we discuss the results of the selected states which are studied by many approaches. For applications to other states, see Refs. [103,104,105,106,107,108,109,110, 111,112,113,100].

7.1 Compositeness of deuteron

The deuteron is the prototype to which the compositeness is applied for the study of its internal structure. In the early studies in 1960’s, the internal structure of the deuteron is discussed by using the field renormalization constant Z. Note that the deuteron was considered as a proton-neutron composite state even at that time, but it was used as a typical example for the theoretical approach to distinguish the elementary particle from the composite one, as mentioned in section 2. In Ref. [26], for instance, the authors discuss the method to determine the composite or elementary from the experimental data, and they conclude the non-existence of the elementary deuteron with a great probability. The Weinberg’s work [15] establishes the weak-binding relation and shows Z ∼ 0 by the empirical values of the scattering length, effective range, and the binding energy.

The compositeness of deuteron is revisited recently in more quantitative manner. It is however noted that the compositeness of the deuteron, estimated by the weak-binding relation in the zero range limit (110), gives the result X > 1. For instance, in Ref. [114] the compositeness is evaluated as

X = 1.68^{+2.15}_{−0.83}, (140)

where the uncertainty is estimated by the correction terms O(R_{typ}/R) [60]. As mentioned above, the compositeness in the zero-range limit (110) exceeds unity for positive r_e, or equivalently, a_0 > R. This is realized in the case of the deuteron, a_0 ∼ 5.4 fm, r_e ∼ 1.8 fm, and R ∼ 4.3 fm. This suggests that the finite range correction is important to quantitatively analyze the deuteron. In the studies with the range corrections, it is concluded that X̄_A = 0.8 [51], X ≥ 0.62 [61], X ∼ 1 [62], X ≳ 0.7 is very plausible [63],

0.74 ≤ X ≤ 1 [64], and 0.96 ≤ X ≤ 1 [115]. In this way, the composite dominance of the deuteron is now established quantitatively, including the finite range corrections.

7.2 Compositeness of f_0(980) and a_0(980)

The lowest lying scalar mesons, f_0(500) = σ, κ, f_0(980) and a_0(980), are considered to have an exotic internal structure due to their inverted spectrum from the naive q̄q assignment [116]. Because f_0(980) and a_0(980) locate near the KK̄ threshold, the structure of these scalar mesons has been studied by using the KK̄ compositeness. In the seminal work [36], the Weinberg’s method is generalized by using the spectral density, and it is concluded that the compositeness of f_0(980) is 80 % or more, and that of a_0(980) is about 50-75 %. In Refs. [103,47,117], the compositeness of f_0(980) and a_0(980) are evaluated from the residue of the pole (128) in the chiral coupled-channel approaches. It is shown that f_0(980) has appreciable KK̄ compositeness, while a_0(980) is not dominated by the KK̄ component [103,47]. The analysis of the f_0(980)-a_0(980) mixing intensity indicates that f_0(980) and a_0(980) cannot be simultaneously K̄K molecular states, but the f_0(980) has non-negligible K̄K component [117].

References [59,60] estimates the KK̄ compositeness of scalar mesons using the weak-binding relation (129). By using the results of various Flatté-type analyses of experimental data, it is found that a_0(980) is not dominated by the KK̄ component, while f_0(980) is composite dominant, although the results are not very conclusive because the input data are somehow scattered. The evaluation of the compositeness of f_0(980) from the residue of the pole (128) is also performed in Ref. [49]. Total compositeness is evaluated as X = 0.67^{+0.28}_{−0.27} which is almost saturated by the KK̄ component (X_K¯_K = 0.65^{+0.27}_{−0.26}). A detailed comparison of the compositeness from the residue of the pole (128) and the integration of the spectral density is made in Ref. [40]. In addition, the nature of the relation between the imaginary part of the pole position and the partial decay widths are clarified [118]. It is found that f_0(980) is dominated by the meson-meson components, in particular by the K̄K component, while the mesonic molecule components are subdominant in a_0(980).

In summary, these studies consistently indicate that f_0(980) is dominated by the KK̄ molecular component, while the result of a_0(980) depends on the analysis. This can be traced back to the relatively large uncertainty in the experimental data for a_0(980). Precise data in future experiments is desired to pin down the nature of a_0(980) by the compositeness.

7.3 Compositeness of Λ(1405)

The Λ(1405) resonance near the K̄N threshold is considered as a hadronic molecule state rather than the excited three-quark state [119,120,121,98,122]. Thanks to the developments of the next-to-leading order (NLO) chiral SU(3) dynamics [123,124,125,126], the existence of two states, Λ(1405) and Λ(1380), has been established in this energy region [1]. This has been recently confirmed by the nextto-next-to-leading order (NNLO) analysis [127] as well as the meson-baryon scattering calculation on the lattice [128, 129].

The evaluation of the compositeness of Λ(1405) and Λ(1380) using the leading order Weinberg-Tomozawa chiral models is performed in Ref. [103]. It is found that the K̄N component is dominant in Λ(1405). The largest meson-baryon component in Λ(1380) is πΣ, but the elementarity also occupies the substantial amount. This is consistent with the picture of Λ(1405) as the K̄N quasibound state, and Λ(1380) as the πΣ resonance [130]. The compositeness is also evaluated in Ref. [131], in the model with SU(6) extension, where the vector mesons and decuplet baryons are included in addition to the pseudoscalar mesons and octet baryons. The same tendency with Ref. [103] is observed, presumably because the higher energy meson-baryon channels in the SU(6) model do not very much contribute to the energy region of Λ(1405) and Λ(1380).

The compositeness of Λ(1405) in the NLO chiral models [123,124,125] is evaluated from the residue of the pole [47, 49]. Because the pole of the Λ(1405) locates near the K̄N threshold, the analysis with the weak-binding relation is also performed with the same scattering amplitudes [59,60]. It is instructive to compare the results with different procedures and with the different interpretation schemes. We summarize the K̄N compositeness in Table 3. The deviation of the result by the weak-binding relation from that with the residue of the pole is found to be smaller than 0.1, when the amplitude of Refs. [123,124] is used. With the amplitude in Ref. [125], the weak-binding relation gives |X| = 0.92, which is included in the uncertainty band given in Ref. [49]. This indicates that the pole of Λ(1405) is sufficiently close to the K̄N threshold, and the weak-binding relation gives the accurate estimation of the compositeness with the negligible correction terms. Namely, the model-dependence of the K̄N compositeness of Λ(1405) is small due to the lowenergy universality. The interpretation of the complex compositeness by X̃ in Eq. (132) gives X̃ = 1.0 for the amplitude in Refs. [123,124] and 0.9 for that in Ref. [125]. The difference between the scattering amplitude can be regarded as the systematic uncertainty in the experimental analysis, and the deviation is as small as 0.1.

In this way, even with the model dependence and the interpretation schemes dependence, the K̄N compositeness of

Table 3 K̄N compositeness of Λ(1405) in the NLO chiral SU(3) amplitude from the residue of the pole (128) [47,125] and by the weakbinding relation (126) [59,60].

Amplitude Residue of the pole Weak-binding relation

NLO [123,124] X = 1.14 + 0.01i X = 1.2 + 0.1i X̃ = 1.0^{+0.0}_{−0.4}

Fit II [125] X = 0.9 − 0.2i |X| = 0.82^{+0.36}_{−0.17} X̃ = 0.9^{+0.1}_{−0.4}

Λ(1405) is close to unity, and it is concluded that Λ(1405) is dominated by the K̄N molecular component. Including the theoretical uncertainties in Table 3, the K̄N compositeness of Λ(1405) is larger than 0.5, and these results establish the K̄N molecular picture for Λ(1405).

7.4 Compositeness of X(3872)

X(3872) is a renowned exotic hadron candidate near the D^0D̄^{∗0} threshold, firstly observed in the J/ψπ^+π^− spectrum of the B meson decay by the Belle collaboration [2,7, 8,9,10]. In early studies, the structure of X(3872) is studied by the elementarity Z in order to extract the cc̄ core component. The elementarity is evaluated as Z = 0.31- 0.37 by the spectral density analysis of B decay data by Belle [37]. Inclusion of the p_T distribution and total cross sections in the high energy collisions by CMS and CDF leads to Z = 0.28-0.44 [132]. In Ref. [133], it is found from the analysis of the D^0D̄^{∗0} spectrum in Belle and BABAR data that Z = 0.19 ± 0.29, indicating the nonvanishing cc̄ core component. Using the Flatté analysis of the LHCb data [134], Ref. [135] shows that X(3872) contains nonnegligible elementarity 0.052 < Z < 0.14, also indicated by the large and negative effective range in Ref. [134] Note however that Ref. [52] pointed out the difficulty of determining the effective range in the experimental analysis. In a detailed analysis in Ref. [136] using the amplitude with the CDD zero contributions, it is found that the compositeness is sensitive to the details of the pole structure around the threshold.

In the recent analysis with the weak-binding relation (139), the D^0D̄^{∗0} compositeness of X(3872) is estimated as X̄_A ≳ 0.9 [52], and 0.53 ≤ X ≤ 1 including the range corrections [64]. In the coupled-channel analysis, it is pointed out in Ref. [58] that the D^0D̄^{∗0} compositeness can be shared by the decay channel (J/ψπ^+π^−) and the coupled charged channel (D^{∗−}D̄^+). By taking into account the LHCb data [134, 52], Ref. [137] shows that the total compositeness (sum of neutral and charged channels) is of the order of 95 %. In the meson exchange model coupled with the cc̄ core [138], the compositeness is evaluated as X_D0¯_D∗0 = 0.94 and X_D∗−¯_D+ = 0.048, indicating the dominance of the molecular components. Using the coupled-channel EFT model in Ref. [58] with the bare energy ν_0 = 78.36 MeV from the constituent quark model [139], the complex compositeness of the neutral channel is found to be X_D0¯_D∗0 = 0.919 − 0.079i. With the interpretation scheme with Eqs. (135), (136), and (137), this gives X = 0.890, Y = 0.028, and Z = 0.081.

In summary, all these studies indicate that the structure of X(3872) is dominated by the molecular component, mainly by the nearest D^0D̄^{∗0} channel, with some fraction of the D^{∗−}D̄^+ channel. This is expected from the mass of X(3872) with respect to the threshold energies. At the same time, it is also shown that X(3872) has nonnegligible elementarity Z, indicating the tiny fraction of the cc̄ core component.

7.5 Compositeness of T_{cc}

The tetraquark T_{cc} with charm C = +2 is observed in the high-energy pp collisions near the D^0D^{∗+} threshold by the LHCb collaboration [5,6]. In Ref. [52], by applying weakbinding relation (139) to the threshold parameters in Ref. [6] with corrections, the molecular dominance of T_{cc} is found with X̄_A ≳ 0.6. Coupled-channel calculation including the three-body D^0D^0π^+ channel is performed in Ref. [140], and the central values of the compositeness are given as X̄_A = 0.84-0.88 with the weak-binding relation (139), and X_D0_D∗+ = 0.71-0.73 and X_D+_D∗0 = 0.27-0.29 from the residue of the pole (127). By using the weak-binding relation with the finite range correction, Ref. [63] shows that the structure of T_{cc} is consistent with the molecular picture. In Ref. [58] the compositeness of T_{cc} is estimated under the variation of the EFT model parameters for the fixed binding energy. It is found that the probability of finding the composite dominant model is large, reinforcing the molecular dominance of T_{cc}. Based on the fit of the coupled-channel amplitude with contact interactions to the LHCb data, Ref. [141] reports the results X_D0_D∗+ = 0.67, X_D+_D∗0 = 0.26, and Z = 0.07. The coupled-channel meson-exchange model, the compositeness is found to be X_D0_D∗+ = 0.70 and X_D+_D∗0 = 0.30 [138]. With the quark model estimation of the bare energy ν_0 = 7 MeV [142], we find the compositenes X_D0_D∗+ = 0.541 − 0.007i in the coupled-channel model in Ref. [58]. This result gives X = 0.537, Y = 0.008, and Z = 0.456.

In this way, the studies of the compositeness of T_{cc} indicate its molecular dominance. Quantitative difference of the evaluated compositeness can be traced back to the limited experimental data for T_{cc}, as pointed out in Ref. [52]. More experimental information on T_{cc} is highly welcome to further pin down the nature of T_{cc} quantitatively.

7.6 Other systems

Compositeness is also discussed in the systems other than hadrons. In nuclear physics, the structure of^3_ΛH is considered as a two-body system of deuteron and Λ. The dΛ compositeness is estimated by the weak-binding relation as 0.74 ≤ X ≤ 1 [64]. In atomic physics, the^4He dimer is known as a shallow bound state of two^4He atoms. By using the weakbinding relation, the compositeness of^4He dimer is found to be 0.93 ≤ X ≤ 1, demonstrating the universal nature of the compositeness [64]. In the cold atom physics, the wavefunction renormalization factor Z is used to characterize the molecular (closed-channel) fraction in the Bose gas [143, 144,145,146], which corresponds to the elementarity Z in Eq. (13).^6 Also, the compositeness and elementarity are used to characterize the quasi-particle weight of the molecule in the study of the polaron to molecule transition [147].

8 Summary

In this paper, we have reviewed the formulation of the compositeness in detail. We show that the compositeness X characterizes the fraction of the hadronic molecular component quantitatively. For a shallow bound state, the compositeness can be model-independently determined, thanks to the lowenergy universality. Effective field theory framework is introduced to further provide insights in the formulation and the weak-binding relation of the compositeness. We survey the attempts for generalization of the compositeness to unstable resonances, which is needed for the application to exotic hadrons. As applications, the compositeness is found to be useful to study the composite nature of the exotic hadrons, including light scalar mesons, Λ(1405), X(3872), and T_{cc}. Moreover, the universality allows us to consider the compositeness in different energy scales such as nuclei and atomic systems.

Acknowledgements The authors thank Shimpei Endo, Pascal Naidon, José Antonio Oller and Eulogio Oset for fruitful discussions. This work has been supported in part by the Grants-in-Aid for Scientific Research from JSPS (Grant numbers No. JP23KJ1796, No. JP23H05439, JP22K03637, JP19H05150, JP18H05402). This work was supported by JST, the establishment of university fellowships towards the creation of science technology innovation, Grant Number JPMJFS2139.

Appendix A: Conventions and normalization of states

In section 5, we adopt the convention used in the nonrelativistic quantum mechanics. The two-body scattering states

6Note that “molecule” in the atomic physics usually stands for the bare state component |B_0⟩, not to the composite component which is called “hadronic molecule” in hadron physics. Hence, the “molecular fraction” corresponds to the elementarity Z.

are normalized as ⟨p|p^′⟩ = δ(p − p^′), (A.1) 1 = ∫ dp |p⟩ ⟨p| , (A.2) V_p = δ^3(0). (A.3)

The Fourier transformation of the field α = ψ, ϕ, B_0 to the momentum representation α̃ is given by α(r) = ∫ dp e^{ip·r} (2π)^{3/2} α̃(p), (A.4)

α̃(p) = ∫ dr e^{−ip·r} (2π)^{3/2} α(r), (A.5)

and the quantization of the fields is defined as

[α(r), α^†(r^′)]_± = δ(r − r^′), (A.6)

which leads to

[α̃(p), α̃^†(p^′)]_± = δ(p − p^′). (A.7)

In this case, the scattering amplitude f(p) is related to the T-matrix t(E_p) as [66]

f(p) = −4π^2μt(E_p). (A.8)

With the convention used in Refs. [59,60,64], the corresponding expressions are given by

⟨p|p^′⟩ = (2π)^3δ(p − p^′), (A.9) 1 = ∫ dp (2π)^3 |p⟩ ⟨p| (A.10) V_p = (2π)^3δ^3(0) (A.11) α(r) = ∫ dp (2π)^3 e^{ip·r}α̃(p), (A.12) α̃(p) = ∫ dre^{−ip·r}α(r) (A.13) [α(r), α^†(r^′)]_± = δ(r − r^′), (A.14) [α̃(p), α̃^†(p^′)]_± = (2π)^3δ(p − p^′), (A.15) f(p) = − μ 2π t(E_p). (A.16)

These are usually adopted in the EFT, because it has smooth generalization to the convention in the relativistic quantum field theories.

References

1. S. Navas, et al., Phys. Rev. D 110(3), 030001 (2024) 2. S.K. Choi, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 91, 262001 (2003) 3. R. Aaij, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 115, 072001 (2015) 4. R. Aaij, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 122(22), 222001 (2019) 5. R. Aaij, et al., Nature Phys. 18(7), 751 (2022) 6. R. Aaij, et al., Nature Commun. 13(1), 3351 (2022)

7. A. Hosaka, T. Iijima, K. Miyabayashi, Y. Sakai, S. Yasui, PTEP 2016(6), 062C01 (2016) 8. F.K. Guo, C. Hanhart, U.G. Meißner, Q. Wang, Q. Zhao, B.S. Zou, Rev. Mod. Phys. 90(1), 015004 (2018). [Erratum: Rev.Mod.Phys. 94, 029901 (2022)] 9. N. Brambilla, S. Eidelman, C. Hanhart, A. Nefediev, C.P. Shen, C.E. Thomas, A. Vairo, C.Z. Yuan, Phys. Rept. 873, 1 (2020) 10. H.X. Chen, W. Chen, X. Liu, Y.R. Liu, S.L. Zhu, Rept. Prog.

Phys. 86(2), 026201 (2023) 11. H. Horiuchi, K. Ikeda, Y. Suzuki, Prog. Theor. Phys. Suppl. 52, 89 (1972) 12. S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. 130, 776 (1963) 13. S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. 131, 440 (1963) 14. S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. 133, B232 (1964) 15. S. Weinberg, Phys. Rev. 137, B672 (1965) 16. T. Hyodo, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 28, 1330045 (2013) 17. J.A. Oller, Annals Phys. 396, 429 (2018) 18. U. van Kolck, Symmetry 14(9), 1884 (2022) 19. B. Jouvet, Nuovo Cim. 5, 1 (1957) 20. J.C. Houard, B. Jouvet, Nuovo Cim. 18, 466 (1960) 21. M.T. Vaughn, R. Aaron, R.D. Amado, Phys. Rev. 124(4), 1258 (1961) 22. E. Acharya, Nuovo Cim. 24, 870 (1962) 23. A. Salam, Nuovo Cim. 25, 224 (1962) 24. A. Salam, Phys. Rev. 130, 1287 (1963) 25. J.S. Dowker, Nuovo Cim. 25, 1135 (1962) 26. H. Ezawa, T. Muta, H. Umezawa, Prog. Theor. Phys. 29, 877 (1963) 27. D. Lurie, A.J. Macfarlane, Phys. Rev. 136, B816 (1964) 28. K. Hayashi, M. Hirayama, T. Muta, N. Seto, T. Shirafuji, Fortsch.

Phys. 15(10), 625 (1967) 29. E. Tirapegui, Phys. Rev. D 4, 3807 (1971) 30. J.J. Lemmon, K.T. Mahanthappa, Phys. Rev. D 13, 2907 (1976) 31. K.i. Shizuya, Phys. Rev. D 21, 2327 (1980) 32. G. Rajasekaran, Phys. Rev. D 5, 610 (1972) 33. D. Morgan, M.R. Pennington, Phys. Lett. B 258, 444 (1991). [Erratum: Phys.Lett.B 269, 477 (1991)] 34. D. Morgan, Nucl. Phys. A 543, 632 (1992) 35. D. Morgan, M.R. Pennington, Phys. Rev. D 48, 1185 (1993) 36. V. Baru, J. Haidenbauer, C. Hanhart, Y. Kalashnikova, A.E.

Kudryavtsev, Phys. Lett. B 586, 53 (2004) 37. Y.S. Kalashnikova, A.V. Nefediev, Phys. Rev. D 80, 074004 (2009) 38. V. Baru, C. Hanhart, Yu.S. Kalashnikova, A.E. Kudryavtsev, A.V.

Nefediev, Eur. Phys. J. A 44, 93 (2010) 39. C. Hanhart, Y.S. Kalashnikova, A.V. Nefediev, Eur. Phys. J. A 47, 101 (2011) 40. Z.Q. Wang, X.W. Kang, J.A. Oller, L. Zhang, Phys. Rev. D 105(7), 074016 (2022) 41. L. Castillejo, R.H. Dalitz, F.J. Dyson, Phys. Rev. 101, 453 (1956) 42. G.F. Chew, S.C. Frautschi, Phys. Rev. 124, 264 (1961) 43. D. Gamermann, J. Nieves, E. Oset, E. Ruiz Arriola, Phys. Rev. D 81, 014029 (2010) 44. T. Hyodo, D. Jido, A. Hosaka, Phys. Rev. C 85, 015201 (2012) 45. F. Aceti, E. Oset, Phys. Rev. D 86, 014012 (2012) 46. F. Aceti, L. Dai, L. Geng, E. Oset, Y. Zhang, Eur. Phys. J. A 50, 57 (2014) 47. T. Sekihara, T. Hyodo, D. Jido, PTEP 2015(6), 063D04 (2015) 48. H. Nagahiro, A. Hosaka, Phys. Rev. C 90(6), 065201 (2014) 49. Z.H. Guo, J.A. Oller, Phys. Rev. D 93(9), 096001 (2016) 50. T. Hyodo, Phys. Rev. Lett. 111, 132002 (2013) 51. I. Matuschek, V. Baru, F.K. Guo, C. Hanhart, Eur. Phys. J. A 57(3), 101 (2021) 52. V. Baru, X.K. Dong, M.L. Du, A. Filin, F.K. Guo, C. Hanhart, A. Nefediev, J. Nieves, Q. Wang, Phys. Lett. B 833, 137290 (2022) 53. T. Hyodo, Phys. Rev. C 90, 055208 (2014)

54. C. Hanhart, J. Pelaez, G. Rios, Phys. Lett. B 739, 375 (2014) 55. H. Sazdjian, Symmetry 14(3), 515 (2022) 56. R.F. Lebed, S.R. Martinez, Phys. Rev. D 106(7), 074007 (2022) 57. C. Hanhart, A. Nefediev, Phys. Rev. D 106(11), 114003 (2022) 58. T. Kinugawa, T. Hyodo, Phys. Rev. C 109(4), 045205 (2024) 59. Y. Kamiya, T. Hyodo, Phys. Rev. C 93, 035203 (2016) 60. Y. Kamiya, T. Hyodo, PTEP 2017, 023 (2017) 61. Y. Li, F.K. Guo, J.Y. Pang, J.J. Wu, Phys. Rev. D 105(7), L071502 (2022) 62. J. Song, L.R. Dai, E. Oset, Eur. Phys. J. A 58(7), 133 (2022) 63. M. Albaladejo, J. Nieves, Eur. Phys. J. C 82(8), 724 (2022) 64. T. Kinugawa, T. Hyodo, Phys. Rev. C 106, 015205 (2022) 65. Z. Yin, D. Jido, arXiv:2312.13582 [hep-ph] (2023) 66. J.R. Taylor, Scattering Theory: The Quantum Theory on Nonrelativistic Collisions (Wiley, New York, 1972) 67. T.D. Lee, Phys. Rev. 95, 1329 (1954) 68. T. Kohler, K. Goral, P.S. Julienne, Rev. Mod. Phys. 78, 1311 (2006) 69. K. Miyahara, T. Hyodo, W. Weise, Phys. Rev. C 98(2), 025201 (2018) 70. E. Epelbaum, H.W. Hammer, U.G. Meissner, Rev. Mod. Phys.

81, 1773 (2009) 71. T. Sekihara, T. Arai, J. Yamagata-Sekihara, S. Yasui, Phys. Rev.

C 93(3), 035204 (2016) 72. T. Sekihara, Phys. Rev. C 95(2), 025206 (2017) 73. Y. Kamiya, T. Hyodo, Phys. Rev. D97(5), 054019 (2018) 74. E. Braaten, H.W. Hammer, Phys. Rept. 428, 259 (2006) 75. P. Naidon, S. Endo, Rept. Prog. Phys. 80(5), 056001 (2017) 76. Y. Nishida, S. Tan, Few Body Syst. 51, 191 (2011) 77. S. Weinberg, Physica A 96, 327 (1979) 78. E. Braaten, M. Kusunoki, D. Zhang, Annals Phys. 323, 1770 (2008) 79. S. Scherer, M.R. Schindler, A Primer for Chiral Perturbation Theory, vol. 830 (Springer, Berlin, 2012) 80. H. Watanabe, H. Murayama, Phys. Rev. X 4, 031057 (2014) 81. H.W. Hammer, S. König, U. van Kolck, Rev. Mod. Phys. 92(2), 025004 (2020) 82. Y. Yamaguchi, Phys. Rev. 95, 1628 (1954) 83. Y. Yamaguchi, Y. Yamaguchi, Phys. Rev. 95, 1635 (1954) 84. H. Feshbach, Ann. Phys. 5, 357 (1958) 85. H. Feshbach, Ann. Phys. 19, 287 (1962) 86. J. Formánek, R.J. Lombard, J. Mareš, Czech. J. Phys. 54, 289 (2004) 87. K. Miyahara, T. Hyodo, Phys. Rev. C 93(1), 015201 (2016) 88. D.B. Kaplan, Nucl. Phys. B 494, 471 (1997) 89. D.R. Phillips, S.R. Beane, T.D. Cohen, Annals Phys. 263, 255 (1998) 90. G. Gamow, Z. Phys. 51, 204 (1928) 91. A.J.F. Siegert, Phys. Rev. 56, 750 (1939) 92. T. Berggren, Nucl. Phys. A 109, 265 (1968) 93. A. Bohm, J. Math. Phys. 22, 2813 (1981) 94. V.I. Kukulin, V.M. Krasnopol’sky, J. Horacek, Theory of Resonances (Kluwer Academic Publishers, Dordrecht, 1989) 95. A. Bohm, Quantum Mechanics: Foundations and Applications (Springer, New York, 2001) 96. R. de la Madrid, M. Gadella, Am. J. Phys. 70, 626 (2002) 97. N. Moiseyev, Non-Hermitian Quantum Mechanics (Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 2011) 98. T. Hyodo, M. Niiyama, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 120, 103868 (2021) 99. Y. Tsuchida, T. Hyodo, Phys. Rev. C97(5), 055213 (2018) 100. X.W. Kang, Z.H. Guo, J.A. Oller, Phys. Rev. D 94(1), 014012 (2016) 101. T. Berggren, Phys. Lett. B 33, 547 (1970) 102. T. Kinugawa, T. Hyodo, arXiv:2403.12635 [hep-ph] (2024) 103. T. Sekihara, T. Hyodo, Phys. Rev. C 87(4), 045202 (2013)

104. A. Martínez Torres, E. Oset, S. Prelovsek, A. Ramos, JHEP 05, 153 (2015) 105. F.K. Guo, C. Hanhart, U.G. Meissner, Phys. Lett. B 665, 26 (2008) 106. H. Nagahiro, K. Nawa, S. Ozaki, D. Jido, A. Hosaka, Phys. Rev.

D 83, 111504 (2011) 107. C. Xiao, F. Aceti, M. Bayar, Eur. Phys. J. A 49, 22 (2013) 108. F. Aceti, E. Oset, L. Roca, Phys. Rev. C 90(2), 025208 (2014) 109. T. Sekihara, PTEP 2015(9), 091D01 (2015) 110. U.G. Meissner, J.A. Oller, Phys. Lett. B 751, 59 (2015) 111. F.S. Navarra, M. Nielsen, E. Oset, T. Sekihara, Phys. Rev.

D92(1), 014031 (2015) 112. Z.H. Guo, J.A. Oller, Phys. Rev. D 93, 054014 (2016) 113. J.X. Lu, H.X. Chen, Z.H. Guo, J. Nieves, J.J. Xie, L.S. Geng, Phys. Rev. D 93(11), 114028 (2016) 114. Y. Kamiya, T. Hyodo, PoS INPC2016, 270 (2017) 115. J.A. Oller, EPJ Web Conf. 274, 03017 (2022) 116. R.L. Jaffe, Phys. Rept. 409, 1 (2005) 117. T. Sekihara, S. Kumano, Phys. Rev. D 92(3), 034010 (2015) 118. V. Burkert, et al., Phys. Lett. B 844, 138070 (2023) 119. T. Hyodo, D. Jido, Prog. Part. Nucl. Phys. 67, 55 (2012) 120. U.G. Meißner, Symmetry 12(6), 981 (2020) 121. M. Mai, Eur. Phys. J. ST 230(6), 1593 (2021) 122. D. Sadasivan, M. Mai, M. Döring, U.G. Meißner, F. Amorim, J.P.

Klucik, J.X. Lu, L.S. Geng, Front. Phys. 11, 1139236 (2023) 123. Y. Ikeda, T. Hyodo, W. Weise, Phys. Lett. B 706, 63 (2011) 124. Y. Ikeda, T. Hyodo, W. Weise, Nucl. Phys. A 881, 98 (2012) 125. Z.H. Guo, J.A. Oller, Phys. Rev. C 87, 035202 (2013) 126. M. Mai, U.G. Meißner, Eur. Phys. J. A 51(3), 30 (2015) 127. J.X. Lu, L.S. Geng, M. Doering, M. Mai, Phys. Rev. Lett. 130(7), 071902 (2023) 128. J. Bulava, et al., Phys. Rev. Lett. 132(5), 051901 (2024) 129. J. Bulava, et al., Phys. Rev. D 109(1), 014511 (2024) 130. T. Hyodo, W. Weise, Phys. Rev. C 77, 035204 (2008) 131. C. Garcia-Recio, C. Hidalgo-Duque, J. Nieves, L.L. Salcedo, L. Tolos, Phys. Rev. D 92(3), 034011 (2015) 132. C. Meng, H. Han, K.T. Chao, Phys. Rev. D 96(7), 074014 (2017) 133. G.Y. Chen, W.S. Huo, Q. Zhao, Chin. Phys. C 39, 093101 (2015) 134. R. Aaij, et al., Phys. Rev. D 102(9), 092005 (2020) 135. A. Esposito, L. Maiani, A. Pilloni, A.D. Polosa, V. Riquer, Phys.

Rev. D 105(3), L031503 (2022) 136. X.W. Kang, J.A. Oller, Eur. Phys. J. C 77(6), 399 (2017) 137. J. Song, L.R. Dai, E. Oset, Phys. Rev. D 108(11), 114017 (2023) 138. G.J. Wang, Z. Yang, J.J. Wu, M. Oka, S.L. Zhu, Sci. Bull. 69, 3036 (2024) 139. S. Godfrey, N. Isgur, Phys. Rev. D 32, 189 (1985) 140. M.L. Du, V. Baru, X.K. Dong, A. Filin, F.K. Guo, C. Hanhart, A. Nefediev, J. Nieves, Q. Wang, Phys. Rev. D 105(1), 014024 (2022) 141. L.R. Dai, L.M. Abreu, A. Feijoo, E. Oset, Eur. Phys. J. C 83(10), 983 (2023) 142. M. Karliner, J.L. Rosner, Phys. Rev. Lett. 119(20), 202001 (2017) 143. R. Duine, H. Stoof, Phys. Rev. Lett. 91, 150405 (2003) 144. R. Duine, H. Stoof, Phys. Rev. A 68, 013602 (2003) 145. E. Braaten, H.W. Hammer, M. Kusunoki, arXiv:cond-mat/0301489 (2003) 146. P. Naidon, arXiv:2403.14962 [cond-mat.quant-gas] (2024) 147. R. Schmidt, T. Enss, Phys. Rev. A 83, 063620 (2011)