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Abstract

We present an analysis of the lowest-lying decuplet baryasses in the covariant baryon chiral pertur-
bation theory with the extended-on-mass-shell scheme opxbto-next-to-next-to-leading order. In order
to determine the 14 low-energy constants, we perform a samebus fit of thens = 2 + 1 lattice QCD
data from the PACS-CS, QCDSF-UKQCD, and HSC Collaboratitaisng finite-volume corrections into
account self-consistently. We show that up to next-to-textext-to-leading order one can achieve a good
description of the lattice QCD and experimental data. Ssirgly, we note that the current lattice decuplet
baryon masses can be fitted rather well by the next-to-lgaatider baryon chiral perturbation theory, which,
however, misses the experimental data a little bit. Funtioee, we predict the pion- and strangeness-sigma

terms of the decuplet baryons by use of the Feynman-Hellrttaaorem.
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. INTRODUCTION

In the past few years many studies of the lowest-lying bayeiet and decuplet masses have
been performed on the lattice [1-9] [see Ref) [10] for a cahpnsive discussion of the various
lattice chromodynamics (LQCD) simulations and the origirih@ir uncertainties]. These stud-
ies not only demonstrate the ability of LQCD simulations tedict accurately nonperturbative
observables of the strong interactions, but also providigatde information that can be used to
extract the low-energy constants (LECs) of chiral perttidoetheory (ChPT). On the other hand,
most LQCD calculations, limited by the availability of contptional resources and thffieiency
of algorithms|[11], still have to employ larger than phys$igght-quark massesy,q, H finite lattice
volumeV = TL3, and finite lattice spacing. ChPT [15+26] plays an important role in guiding
the necessary extrapolations to the physical world in terhight-quark masses [27=30], lattice
volume [31/32] and lattice spacing [33, 34], and in estimgthe induced uncertainties.

As an dfective field theory of low-energy QCD, ChPT has been ratheressful in the mesonic
sector, but the extension to the one-baryon sector turntodag nontrivial. Because the baryon
mass is not zero in the chiral limit, a systematic power ciogyis absent [18]. In order to restore
the chiral power counting, the so-called heavy-baryon (BBPT was first proposed by Jenkins
and Manohar/[35]. Although this approach provides a strist/gr counting, the heavy baryon
expansion is nonrelativistic. A naive application can lemgdathologies, e.qg., in the calculation of
the scalar form factor of the nucleon [2g]ln addition, the HB ChPT is found to converge rather
slowly in the three-flavor sector @f d, ands quarks. Later, covariant baryon chiral perturbation
theory (BChPT) implementing a consistent power countirty different renormalization methods
has been developed, such as the infrared (IR) [36] and tlem@at-on-mass-shell (EOMS) [37,
38] renormalization schemes.

In the past decades, the ground-state octet baryon masgesban studied rather exten-
sively [39+58], especially, in combination with tle = 2 + 1 LQCD data up to next-to-next-
to-next-to-leading order (NLO) [50-58]. Different formulations of BChPT have been explored,
including the HB ChPT/[52], the EOMS BChPT [50, 51, 57, 58]e thartial summation ap-
proach [53-55], and the IR BChPT [56]. In Refs.|[50, 51,57, @& have performed a series of

studies on the octet baryon masses by including finite-veloanrections (FVCs) self-consistently

L1t should be noted that for a limited set of observables satims with physical light-quark masses have recently

become available [12-14],
2 This can be removed by resuming the leading kinetic opetatoigher orders, equivalent to using the relativistic

propagator [36]. 2



in the EOMS BChPT up to next-to-next-to-leading order (NNla@d N'LO. In these studies, we
found that the RLO EOMS BChPT can provide a good description of all the curk€pCD data

for the octet baryon masses, and we confirmed that the LQQtsemre consistent with each
other, although their setups ardfdrent. Furthermore, the FVCs to the LQCD data are found to
be important not only for the purpose of chiral extrapolasidout also for the determination of the

corresponding LECs, especially for the many LECs appeaimgLO.

On the contrary, there are only a few studies ofrthe: 2+ 1 LQCD decuplet baryon masses [5,
3+55/59]. In Refs |5, 59], it was shown that the HB ChPT atLlN\tannot describe the LHPC
and PACS-CS octet and decuplet baryon masses. This hasatedtithe series of studies on the

ns = 2+ 1 LQCD octet baryon masses in the EOMS framework [50, 51, 8], Bhe PACS-CS
and LHPC decuplet baryon data were also studied in Ref. [POjouNNLO and a reasonable
description of the LQCD data was achieved, contrary to thedHBT studies of Refs.|[5, 59]. In
Ref. [53], Semke and Lutz studied the BMW [1] LQCD data for totet and decuplet baryon
masses up to HLO in BChPT with the partial summation scheme. It was shovat the light-
guark mass dependence of the decuplet baryon masses carll leseeibed. However, FVCs
to the lattice data are not taken into account self-consiste Whereas it has been shown in
Refs. [51]) 57, 58] that FVCs need to be taken into accounicesisistently in order to achieve a

y?/d.o.f. of about 1 in the description of the curremt= 2 + 1 LQCD octet baryon masses.

Given the fact that a simultaneous description ofrthe: 2+ 1 LQCD decuplet baryon masses
with FVCs taken into account self-consistently is still sagy and that the EOMS BChPT can
describe the LQCD octet baryon masses rather well [[50, 5158/ it is timely to perform a
thorough study of the lowest-lying decuplet baryon masséiss EOMS BChPT up to HLO. The
paper is organized as follows: In SE¢. Il, we collect thevaié chiral éfective Lagrangians, which
contain 14 to be determined LECs, and calculate the dedogfgbn masses and the corresponding
FVCs in covariant BChPT up toMO. In Sec[Tll, we perform a simultaneous fit of the PACS-CS,
QCDSF-UKQCD, and HSC data, study the convergence of BChBThecontributions of virtual
octet and decuplet baryons, and compare tHeONBChPT with those LQCD data not included in
the fit. We then predict the pion- and strangeness-baryanastgrms with the LECs determined
from the best fits and compare them with the results of otheamestudies. A short summary is
given in Sec V.



[I. THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
A. Chiral effective Lagrangians

The chiral é¢fective Lagrangians relevant to the present study can bé&ewris the sum of a

mesonic part and a meson-baryon part:
Lo = £(2)+£(4)+£(1) +_£(2) +£(4) (1)

The Lagrangianscff) ande;) of the mesonic sector can be found in Refl [57]. The leadinigior
meson-baryon Lagrangian is

L3 = Lo+ L3, + L5 (2)
where Lp denotes the covariant free Lagrangian, i, and £, describe the interaction of

the octet and decuplet baryons with the pseudoscalar mesaitsave the following form:

L — TabC (| yvaD -m ,y/tv) TabC (3)
|
-[:((pléD — Dﬁ;qj abC(a Tade) avaEaV¢b +H. C., (4)
L(l) — IH -l-at:u(:,y‘uvpo',y5 (6 Tabd) ) ¢C (5)
¢DD mp F¢ 7 Py o¥Yd

where we have used the so-called “consistent” couplingmeelfer the meson-octet-decuplet ver-
tices [60, 61]. In the above Lagrangiang; is the decuplet baryon mass in the chiral limit and
is the decuplet baryon field represented by Raeita-Schwingefield T2¢ = Tabc. The physical
fields are assigned &' = A**, T112 = A*/+/3, T122 = A0/ /3, T22 = A~ T3 = 3+/+/3,
T8 _ 30/ \/g T223 _ 2*_/\/3 T8 — =40/ \/:3) T233 _ H*—/\/g andT3® = Q. D, Tabc _
9,T3¢ + (I, T,)*, T, = %{u*@vu + ué)VuT} being the chiral connection with = exp( 2—F¢) col-
lecting the pseudoscalar fields and X, T,)2* = (X)3TS™ + (X)§T3% + (X)§T2 The coef-
ficient F, is the meson-decay constant in the chiral limit, @&h@H) denotes theBD (¢DD)
coupling. The totally antisymmetric gamma matrix produats defined ag*” = %[)/“,yv],
Y = Sy = =iy ys, ¥ = [P, 97] = ie"P7ys with the following conventions:
g = diag(1-1,-1,-1), g0123 = —&%+%3 = 1, y5 = iygy1y2y3 [62]. In the last and following
Lagrangians, we sum over any repeated SU(3) index denoté&tibycharacters, b, c, ..., and
(X)§ denotes the element of ramvand columrb of the matrix representation of.

The meson-baryon Lagrangian at ord¥p?) can be written as
, sb , sb ’
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The first and second terms denote the explicit chiral symnietaking part:

L = b<BB><X+>+bD/F<BLv+, Bl.). (7)
‘£<(1§2I55b) Tabcg”VTabC<X+ tD-I-abc V(X+,Tv)abc, (8)

wherebyg, bp, br, to, andtp are the LECsy., = u'yu’ + uy’u, andy = 2By M accounts for explicit
chiral symmetry breaking wittB, = —<O|ch|O>/F¢2, and M = diag(m, m, ms). For the chiral

symmetry conserving paﬂ%', one has nine terms, following the conventions of Refs. (&3,

;1 = B
£ = = (tT2%G" (6700, )3 T2 + T2 [(60,0)C + (,609)2| T2

HaTabcd 03T 199" Weghe + 1T, ano| F 0G0, S egne + 0,85 B egne T%°
s TG TG $0,0) + t6T 2T 2% 66, )

+t7 [(T_gbc (aﬂqﬁav(p): iy @ T 4 T3, 69, ¢): iyt avTa,abd) LH. C_]

o (Toabed, @30 T 190, e + T e 0362579 T 190, g + H.c.|

+o [T @ T3, 00, + H.c.]} ©)

..........

The fourth order chiralféective Lagrangians contain five LECs (see also Refs/[53; 64]

L33 = e g (12), To+ & (T2 (v )¢) 9 (k)2 T2%)
+esTG” ()5 To%w) + e TR T )?
+esTG TR, (10)

The propagator of the spint3 fields ind dimensions has the following form [65]:

p+mp 1 1 d-2

P-mEric? a1 @ om P TP @ on

S"(p) = - pp’|. (11)

B. Decuplet baryon masses

In this subsection, the decuplet baryon masses are cadutathe limit of exact isospin sym-

metry. Formally, up t@(p*) the baryon masses can be written as

Mp = mp + m& + m + m), (12)
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(a) (b) (c)

. N :
(d) (e) (f) (9)

FIG. 1. Feynman diagrams contributing to the decuplet bargasses up t@(p*) in the EOMS BChPT.
The single lines correspond to octet baryons, double liog®tuplet baryons and dashed lines to mesons.
The black boxes (diamond) indicate second (fourth) ordepliogs. The solid dot (circle-cross) indicates
an insertion from the dimension one (two) meson-baryon &magians. Wave function renormalization

diagrams are not explicitly shown but included in the caltioh.

wheremp, is the decuplet baryon mass in the chiral limit. Th, m), andm{®) are the next-to-
leading order (NLO), NNLO, and M{LO chiral corrections to the decuplet baryon masses, respec
tively. The corresponding Feynman diagrams are shown iflignd the explicit expression of
the decuplet baryon masses is
Mp = nk>+—§§i“ﬂﬁ4-fgﬂ<“ﬂﬁ
1 b (b
(4nF,)2 Z; [£06HE (Me) + £5,HE (M)
¢=n, K, n

d 4 d 4 d 2882
+£D M+ ESME + 5 MZME

+

1 1 1 2 2 3 3
+(47rF¢)2 Z [5§¢)H§ (M) + Sc(Defab)Hl()e '(My) + f(De,¢)H(|§ )(qu)]
¢=n, K, n
L CETG)
é:DB HD B(M¢)
(4nF, 2 4 47D,
BfN,k$i7E
1 @ ©
GEE 2, CobeHEb (M. (13)
=, K,
D/:i, x*, E*'I, Q-

where£é®’s andH®’s are the corresponding cfieients and loop functions with the subscript
denoting the corresponding diagrams shown in[Big. 1.&He are tabulated in Tablés | and 1.
In Eq. (I3), the loop functionsl?, HY, HEY, HE?, HE?, H,, andHY), are obtained by
using theMS renormalization scheme to remove the divergent piecdsta EOMS renormal-
ization scheme to remove the power-counting-breaking (P€Bns [37, 38, 66]. The explicit
expressions oY, H® can be found in Refl [50], and the others are given in the Adpen

It should be noted that in the evaluation of the diagramsgs EL(f) and (g), we have only kept
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TABLE I. Coefficients of the NLO and NNLO contributions to the decuplet barynasses [Eq_(13)].

A x* B Q-

&) t9+3b to+io to-to to-3p

£ 2o 2o+ 2p 20+ 4tp 2o + bip

4 B e o
R A
)0 ¢t 3t 0
€S, g g g o

(© 20442 160442 2042 40142
épx HH® FH® FHY FH

(© 10442 1012 40742
gD’n 2—7‘H 0 2—77-{ 2—77-{

terms linear ilM® andM®, in accordance with our power counting. AHND, the pseudoscalar
meson masses appearingriﬁ) should be replaced by thei?(p*) counterparts to generate the
N3LO contributions tomg‘). The explicit expressions of the meson masses up(ff) can be
found in Ref. [17]. The empirical values of the LECs(i = 1, ..., 10) are taken from the latest
global fit [67]. In order to be consistent with our renormatian scale used for the baryon sector,
we have reevaluated the LECsat 1 GeV. The details can be found in Ref.|[57].

C. Finite-volume corrections

As emphasized in Refs. [51,/57, 58], FVCs have to be takeraictount in studying the current
LQCD data. In the case of the decuplet baryon masses, theyldesmn studied up to NNLO in the
EOMS BChPTI[50] and in the HB ChPT [59]. In the following, wetend the study up to NLO
in the EOMS BChPT.

The FVCs can be easily evaluated following the standardnigale. One chooses the baryon
rest frame, i.e.p” = (mD,C_f), performs a momentum shift and wick rotation, integratesr the

temporal dimension, and obtains the results expressednstef the master formulas given in

3 In both Ref.[57] and the present work, the LQCD pseudoscadmses are treated as LO masses. We have checked

that treating them as NLO masses does fi@tchin any significant way the results of both studies.
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TABLE Il. Coefficients of the NLO contributions to the decuplet baryon masses [Eq. (13} the fol-

lowing notationsf; = 2t; + t,, f = 2t3 + t4, andiz = 4ts + te.

A b = Q
&) Aererere+3s) jBea-e+es+3e+9s)  5(3e -6 -6+ 3+ 9es) Ay + e — &3+ €4 + 305)
& 16(es + €5) L(er+es+3e+305) (2 + ey + 205+ 3ey + 365) 16(eL + €2 + € + &4 + €5)
&8 Bes+2e-26)  —W(e-e-e3-3ei+3e)  -5(der —es - 6y + 6e) -16(e1 + & — & + &)
5y 3(2t + 3t0)M2 3(to + to)M? 3(2t + tp)M2 3tM2
50 (4to + 3tp)M2 4(to + to)M2 (4t + 5tp)M2 2(2t + 3tp)M2
&5 §[8oM2 - (20 -3)MZ| (o +to)(AMZ — M2)  }[8(to + 2tp)M2 — (2o + Tto)M2Z] § [4(to + 3to)MZ  (to + 6tp)MZ]
52 ~1(3f + 26 + 363) ~L(6fy + 56 + 9f3) ~1(f1+ %+ 36) -3t
‘fé)eﬁ) ~(f+ &+ 23) -5(2h + B + 36) -3(5f + 30 + 63) 2@+ + )
68“,? —3(fy + 3f) - % (2f + 36 + 3f3) -3+ T+ ) - $(4fy + 36)
i —4(3t7 + 2tg + 3to) —4(6t7 + 5tg + 9to) —4(t7 + tg + 3to) ~12t
g(e’3) —8(t7 + tg + 2tg) -18(2t7 + tg + 3to) -8 (5t7 + 3tg + 6tg) —16(t7 + tg + o)
&5 ~4(t7 + 3to) —4(2t7 + 3tg + 3to) ~4(t7 +tg + to) ~4(4t7 + 3to)

ERmkn {2¢2,0,0} {0,3¢2,0) {0,0,0} {0.0,0}

£ ik {0,0,0} {C2,0,0) {0,¢%,0) {0,0,0}

&5 ek {0,2¢2,0) {4c%0,¢c? {0,¢%,0) {0,0,0}

£ ek {0,0,0} {0, 2¢2,0) {c2,0,¢% {0,0,4C2)

£ ek {SHZ,0,1H?) {0, 812, 0) {0,0,0) {0,0,0}

€9, ek (0. 32,0} {8#2,0,0} {0, 4H2.0} {0,0,0)

£D k) {0,0,0} {0, 812 0) {2H2,0, 112 {0, 4H2,0)

»fl()gs)r.m.K.m {0,0,0) {0,0,0} {0, 22,0} 0,0, 442

To proceed with the above procedure, one should note theg &iorentz invariance is lost in
finite volume, the mass term in the loop functions is iderdifis the term having the structure of
dij. This can be easily seen by noticing that at the rest frameeh® component of the decuplet
baryon field vanishes because of the on-shell condpjdrt = 0. For instance, the loop function
of the diagram in Fid.]1(b), after Feynman parametrizatimtomes

d*k (Mo(x — 1) — mg)k?k?
@ (- mg?

G « (14)

Where/\/(g’)2 = (X =x)mg + xng+(1-x)M; —ie. To evaluate its contribution to the decuplet baryon

mass, one simply replac&sk? with 6”-?2/3 in the numerator. Following the procedure specified
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above, one can then easily obtain the FVCs to the loop fumcdiche diagram in Fid.]1(b),

SGP(My) = GO(L) - GP(e0)

1 1
=15 | @ mo= motc- D] [suaME - MY aaME]. 1)
where the “master” formulag (M?) are defined as
2—1/2—r W 3-2r
S (M?) = ns(/zr(r)) D (VM) 2 Ky (L VMR, (16)
fi+0

(9] (o) (o)

whereK,(2) is the modified Bessel function of the second kind, gnd= > > > (1-

fi+0 Nx==00 Ny=—00 Nz=—00
5(|ﬁ|’ O)) Wlth ﬁ = (nX’ ny3 nZ)
Following the same procedure, one can obtain the FVCs ofttier ¢doop diagrams in Fid.] 1.

For the NNLO one-loop diagram of Figl. 1(c), one obtains
© 5 (¢ (©2 ©2 ©2
5GM) = 2 [ dx m(x-2) 12 ME) - ME 00 (ME)| a7)

with MO? = xen + (1- X)M2 — ie. Taking the limit ofmp — oo, Eq. (I5) and Eq[{17) reduce to

1 00
GG (My)s = 5, dx|812(83) - BRo32(83) | (18)
¢ 1
GG (Mg)us = Efo dx|61/2(8%) - B0312(8%)| (19)

whereB, = X* — 2x6 + MZ andg = x* + MZ. They agree with the HB ChPT results of Ref./[59].
FVCs to the NLO one-loop diagrams in Figsl 1 (e), (), and (g) have theofeihg form:

1

6G5V(My) = 5612(M7). (20)
1

5G§2)(M¢) = §M§51/2(M§), (21)
1

sGEI(M,) = Em[,(s_l/z(lvlg), (22)

6Ghp(My) = %2 fol dx{[m(DZ)(x— 1) - 2] - 61,,(MP?%
+ [(1 - X) (2/\4%))2 + Mj(x —1) - (mg + mp)(Mp + 2mMp) X + 2n12Dx2) m(Dz)
+ (M(Db)2 + 3mx(my + mp(1 — X))) mg)] ) 53/2(/\/(%))2)
MY | (x= (MY + ME(x = 1) = (mo + mo)(mo + 2mo)x + 2mE ¢ )

~3mox(mo + mo(L - M| - a52(ME) (23)
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5 )
+ '(Mg’)z(lo— 6X) + 2MEX(2X — 3) + Mg(_3x2 + 8x— 5)) m(DZ)

+ (M(DC)Z(ZX ~3) - 3mB (% - 2x)) mg) ] 632 ME")

+ /\/((I:t)i)2 (m%(Gx — 4%%) + M(E;“«)Z(.?,x -5)+ M;(x —1)(3x - 5)) m(g)
T 3M(§)2m%(x2 - 2X)m(§,)] . 55/2(/\/(([(;)2)} ) (24)
The above standard procedure applies only to the case wihkerem, + M,. For the case of

mp > My + My, we follow the approach proposed in Ref.[[68] and replacetignal 5, (M?) with

three parts by introducing a new scalsatisfyingu < my + M, i.e.,

5(M?) = df — & + G5, (25)
where theg, , ; are defined as
1 1 1 r(x% — X)(m3 — u?)
=3 r T > 26
Y e Mzmrl} -
** k2dk 1 1 r(x* — x)(mg — u?)
r_ . - 27
92 B 272 {[R»z + Mz(sz)]r [RZ + MZ(,UZ)]r + [EZ R Mz('uz)]wl } ( )
65 = & (M) = r(¢ = XYM — *)6ra (MP(%)) (28)
with
MA(mB) = (6 = X)mp + X + (1 — XY)MZ — e, (29)
MP(?) = (3 = u® + X + (L= X)MJ — ie. (30)

To take into account the FVCs in the study of the LQCD data, simply replaces the loop
functionsH of Eq. (I3) byH = H + 6G with the§Gs calculated above.

1. RESULTSAND DISCUSSION

In this section, we perform a simultaneous fit of the= 2 + 1 LQCD data from the PACS-
CS [3], QCDSF-UKQCDI![8], and HSC [6] Collaborations and tx@e&rimental data [11] to de-
termine the 17 unknown LECB)p, tp, to.9, ande;..s. Sincety, t,, t3, t4, ts, andts appear in combi-

nations, &ectively we have only 14 independent LECs. The pion or ligh&rk mass dependence
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of the decuplet baryon masses is studied in the NLO, NNLO,NthdD EOMS BChPT. Using
the so-obtained LECs, we also carry out a detailed study@@Q®DSF-UKQCD and LHPC data
to test the applicability of the HLO BChPT and the consistency betweefietient LQCD simula-
tions. Furthermore, the pion- and strangeness-baryonasigmrms are predicted by the use of the

Feynman-Hellmann theorem.

A. LQCD dataand valuesof LECs

Up to now, five collaborations have reportegd = 2 + 1 simulations of the decuplet baryon
masses, i.e., the BMW|[1], PACS-CS [3], LHPC [5], HSC [6], @@DSF-UKQCD |[8] Collabo-
rations. Because the BMW data are not publicly availablethadlata of the LHPC Collaboration
seem to sfier some systematic errors, as shown in their chiral extedjool result on the\(1232)
mass, which is much higher than its physical value [5] (see Skec[II[B), we will concentrate
on the data of the PACS-CS, QCDSF-UKQCD, and HSC Collabmmati Following the criteria
used in our previous studies [58], we only select the LQCx da&t satisfyM, < 0.5 GeV and
ML > 3.8. As aresult, there are eight sets of data from the PACS-G8t6}, QCDSF-UKQCD
(2 sets), and HSC (3 sets) Collaborations. Among the eigf@D@ata sets studied, only in the
ensemble withM,, = 296 MeV from the PACS-CS Collaboration, can the desay N + 7 hap-
pen. It should be noted that the PACS-CS Collaboration miedgtie lowest energy levels of the
vector meson and decuplet baryon channels, which &iferelint from the true resonance masses.
The resulting dterence for the meson is estimated to be 5 percent using Luscher’s forr@la [
We will comment on this later.

It should be mentioned that tii#a)-improved Wilson action was used by all the above collab-
orations except the LHPC Collaboration, which employedeechiaction. The(a)-improved ac-
tion has the favorable property that the leading order ctioes from the finite lattice spacing are
eliminated. The finite lattice spacing corrections of theediaction of the LHPC Collaboration
were also shown to be small [5]. Therefore, in the presenkwi@ assume that the discretization
artifacts of the present LQCD simulations are small and @igbored, and will leave a detailed
study on finite lattice spacing artifacts to a future stuay @ recent study of the discretization
effects on the octet baryon masses, see Ref. [69]).

Before we perform a simultaneous fit of the LQCD data, we $pexir strategy to fix some
of the LECs in the RLO BChPT mass formulas [Ed.{1L3)]. For the meson-decay eonsive
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useF, = 0.0871 GeV. TheyBD coupling is fixed to the SU(3)-average value among tlient
decuplet-to-octet pionic decay channéls= 0.85 [70]. The¢DD coupling# is barely known,
and we fix it using the larg@l, relationH, = (9/5)ga, Whereg, andH, are the nucleon and
axial charges. Witlga = 1.26, this yields thesDD couplingHf = Ha/2 = 1.13. In the loop
function Eq. [24), the LO corrections to the virtual octetsses are included; therefore, there are
four more LECsamy, by, bp, andbg related to the octet baryon masses u@¢p?). Similar to the
determination of the decuplet baryon massead(af) [5€], their values can be obtained by fitting
the physical octet baryon masses with the NLO octet massilariiz = my — mg). Because at the
same pion masses, thrg andb, cannot be disentangled, we only obtaiff = my—bo(4MZ+2M2),
bp = 0.06 GeV?, andbr = -0.231 GeV?!. The octet-decuplet mass splitting= 0.231 GeV is
taken as the average gap of the physical octet and decupssesaAs a resultn, andby can be
expressed asy = mp — 0.231 GeV andy = (mp — 1.423)/1.014 GeV1.

In the fitting process, we incorporate the inverse of theatation matrixCi; = oo ;6 + AgAg;
for each lattice ensemble to calculate {fe whereo; are the lattice statistical errors and the
Ag; are the fully correlated errors propagated from the deteamtion ofg;. This is because the
data from diferent collaborations are not correlated with each othdrfH®idata from the same
collaboration are partially correlated by the uncertasmpropagated from the determination of the

lattice spacing.

B. Light-quark mass dependence of the decuplet baryon masses

In this subsection, we proceed to study the eight sets of L@&M for the decuplet baryon
masses by using the3NO BChPT mass formulas [Eq._(1L3)]. In order to constrain drethe
values of the LECs, we include the precise experimentaliddtee fitting. The obtained 14 LECs
from the best fits are tabulated in Tablg Ill. For the sake ofgarison, we also perform fits at
NLOH and NNLO. Up to NNLO, there are only three LECs, imep, tg, andtp.

It is clear that the NLO fit (without loop contributions) ahay describes the LQCD simula-
tions very well. The description becomes a bit worse at Nn@uﬂhile the description at NLO
becomes much better, yieldingy&/d.o.f. = 0.20. Therefore we confirm that the PACS-CS,

4 Because aD(p?) BChPT does not generate any FVCs, we have adjusted theelatita by subtracting the FVCs

calculated by the RLO EOMS BChPT.
5 Without the contributions of the virtual octet baryons, tKBILO description would be much better, with a

Y?/d.of.~209.
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TABLE lll. Values of the LECs from the best fits to the LQCD datad the experimental data withfidirent
fitting strategies adD(p?), O(p3), andO(p*), respectively. The estimator for the fits with and withdu t

experimental decuplet massg$/d.o.f. andy?/d.o.f.”, are given in the last two rows (see text for details).

NLO NNLO N3LO

mp [MeV] 1135(14) 870(12)  1152(25)
to [GeV-1] 0.167(27) 136(2)  Q0710(59)

tp [GeV-1] 0.322(2) 0785(3)  0318(16)

f1 [Gev Y] - — 5.90(24)
f[Gevl - - —2.26(29)
f3[Gevl] - - —3.67(45)
t; [GeV2] - — -2.37(8)

tg [GeV?] - - 0.298(156)
to [GeV?] - - 1.21(13)

e [GeVd] - —  -0.00386(11689)
e [Gevd - - 0.194(47)
e3[GeVvd] - - -0.167(117)
e [GeVv®] - — 0.0767(480)
& [GeVvd] - - —0.0182(734)
x?/d.of. 4.4 95 0.20
Y?/dof” 044 17 018

QCDSF-UKQCD, and HSC data are consistent with each oth@ouwdh their setups areftir-
ent. Furthermore, it seems that the LQCD decuplet baryorsesaare almost linear iM2, as
demonstrated by the good fit obtained at Nly®/d.o.f." = 0.44.

The values of the 14 LECs seem very natural, except that tl@sEE ©,, {5, andt; might be
slightly large. If we had constrained their values to lievws#n—1 to 1 in the fitting process,

we would have obtained g2/d.o.f. = 0.23, instead of (20. It is evident that the present LQCD
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simulations are not precise enough or are too limited to @itiagent constraint on the values of
all the LECs appearing up to°NO, because the NLO fit already yieldg#/d.o.f.* smaller than 1.
This is further confirmed by the relatively large correlatmbserved between some of the LECs,
e.g., betweef, andf,, amongty, tg, andty, and amongp,, €3, andes. We found that putting some
of these LECs to zero only slightly increases tRgd.o.f.. In short, the values of theINO LECs
and the corresponding uncertainties should be viewed iprbgent context and used with care.

As mentioned earlier, the lightest LQCD point wht), = 296 MeV of the PACS-CS Collabora-

tion suters from potentially large systematic errors. If we had genied the fit without this point,
we would have obtained g?/d.o.f. = 0.24, slightly larger than thg?/d.o.f. = 0.20 of TableTIl.
In addition, the values of the corresponding LECs would geamoderately. On the other hand,
the extrapolations with the LECs determined from the fit edilg the physical masses became
much worse. This seems to suggest that the inclusion ofghtest PACS-CS point is reasonable,
keeping in mind the caveat that they mayfeufrom potentially large systematic errors. This is
also the strategy adopted by the PACS-CS Collaborationgb8]other similar studies [54].

In Fig.[2, we show the\, *, =%, andQ~ masses as functions &2, where the strange-quark
mass is set at its physical value. It is clear that the LQC da rather linear iM?2 . TheO(p®)
BChPT results show strong curvature and cannot describe@@D data. A good description
can only be achieved up to®NOf In Fig. 2, we also show those data of the PACS-CS and HSC
Collaborations that are excluded from the fit. T@&*) BChPT can describe reasonably well
those data as well.

It should be emphasized that the setups of the QCDSF-UKQ@DIations are rather fierent
from those of the PACS-CS and HSC Collaborations. Most LQ@Bukations fix the strange-
guark mass at (or close to) its physical value and graduadlying theu/d quark masses to their
physical values. The QCDSF-UKQCD Collaboration adoptedlternative method by starting at
a point on the SU(3) flavor symmetric linen(q = ms) and holding the sum of the quark masses
m = (2myq + Ms)/3 constant/[7]. In this way, the corresponding kaon and etasescan be
smaller than the pion mass. On the other hand, the FVCs frerkabn and eta loops can become
comparable or even larger than that induced by the pion loegause th#&1,L can simultaneously
become smaller than 4. Therefore, the QCDSF-UKQCD datagbeaws an opportunity to test the

BChPT in the world of small strange-quark masses and snitildavolumes.

®1n principle, at NNLO, we can use for the meson-decay conitsusU(3) averagef, = 1.17f, with f, = 924

MeV. This improves a lot the NNLO fit.
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FIG. 2. (Color online). Pion mass dependence of the lowesttldecuplet baryon masses. Filled (open)

symbols denote the lattice data points included in (exaudam) the fits, which are projected to have the

physical strange-quark mass. The dot-dashed, the dastetheasolid lines are the best NLO, NNLO and

N3LO fits to the lattice data, respectively. In obtaining thelBT results, the strange-quark mass has been

set to its physical value. The lattice points in the shadg@reare not included in the fits.

In Fig.[3, the QCDSF-UKQCD data are compared with tH#&® BChPT. The LQCD points
included in the fit are denoted by solid points and those ebedldrom the fit by hollow points. All

lattice points are shifted by FVCs and the kaon mass is fixedyuke functionM2 = a+ bM? for

the lattice ensemble withandb determined in Appendix Il of Ref. [57]. It is clear that thélND
BChPT can describe reasonably well the QCDSF-UKQCD datairodd in both largeNs = 32)

and small Ns = 24) volumes with both heavy and light pion masses. Howetgnguld be pointed

out that the ratio method eliminates to a large extent the $:M@ other words, to plgstudy the

data this way one can neglect FVCs, as noticed in Ref. [8].

In Table[TM, we show the FVCs to the LQCD data calculated inNieO BChPT. Most of
them are at the order of a few of tens of MeV. Among them, the §W{Cthe QCDSF-UKQCD
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FIG. 3. (Color online). The QCDSF-UKQCD lattice data [7] ianaparison with the RLO BChPT. The
lattice data denoted by the blue filled squares are includdukifit; those by the green opened circles (with

Ns = 32) and the red diamonds (witks = 24) are not. FVCs of the lattice results have been subtracted
The two-flavour singlet quantitieX, andX,, are defined as{; = /(M2 + 2M2)/3, Xx = (2m + Mq-)/3,

respectivelyl[7].

data are the largest, which can be easily understood frorarthuements given above.

TABLE IV. Finite-volume corrections (in units of MeV) to LQ decuplet baryon masses in covariant

BChPT up to NLO.

M; Mk |[6my omg dme: omo- (ML MgL M, L

PACS-CS 296 594 14 5 0 -3]43 87 98

384581 5 2 1 1|57 86 93

411633 4 2 0 1|60 93 10.2

QCDSF-UKQCD320 451 20 13 8 4 141 58 6.2

411 411 50 50 50 50|3.95 3.95 3.95

HSC 383544 4 2 1 0 |57 81 88

389546 42 27 14 3|39 54 59

44958128 19 11 4|45 58 6.2
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FIG. 4. (Color online). Comparison between thé&l i@ BChPT and the LHPC datal[5].

We would like to point out that in the above fits we have notudeld the LHPC data, while in
Refs. [57| 58] we have studied their data for the octet bargasses. The reason is that the LHPC
decuplet baryon data do not seem to be consistent with tHdake ®ACS-CS, QCDSF-UKQCD,
and HSC Collaborations. This is clearly demonstrated in &Ejgvhere the LHPC data are con-
trasted with the RLO BChPT with the NLO LECs tabulated in Tablelll, and the corresponding
kaon mass is fixed usinglZ = a + bM? with a andb determined in Ref.[57]. It is clear that the
dependencies of the lattice data i seem to be flatter than suggested by tRe®IBChPT. In
Ref. [5], it was noticed that it is flicult to extrapolate the LQCD data to the physin§l232)
mass. Our study seems to confirm their finding. If we had ireduithe LHPC da@three sets of
them satisfying our selection criteria) in our fitting, wewld have obtained g?/d.o.f. = 2.2.

Furthermore, in order to quantify théfects of loop contributions involving virtual octet and
decuplet baryons, one can alléwand? to vary in the fitting. The corresponding/d.o.f. from
the best fit is 0.23 witlC = 0.75 andH = 1.0. It is clear that the values are consistent with
the phenomenological values we used above, which can beasemndence for the existence of
non-analytical chiral contributions following the argumigiven in Ref. |[71]. One should note,
however, that because of the smatfeience between the/d.o.f. obtained here and the/d.o.f.

obtained by putting® and to zero, this evidence is rather weak in the present case.

"1t needs to be mentioned that in Ref.|[71], &@iient way of setting the lattice scale has been used to offtain

decuplet baryon masses of the LHPC Collaboration [5] in @y sinits.
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C. Convergenceof SU(3) EOMSBChPT

Convergence of BChPT in the d, ands three-flavor sector has been under debate for many
years. See, e.g., Refs.[28) 66} 72, 73] and referencesthidamdir@ One prominent example is
the magnetic moments of octet baryons. In Ref| [76], it haanbghown that compared to the
HB ChPT and the IR BChPT, the EOMS BChPT converges relatifasier. The same has been
found for the octet baryon masses|[50]. Nevertheless, evdreiEOMS BChPT, convergence is
relatively slow because of the large expansion paramtgfAcnpr. Naively, each higher-order
contribution is only suppressed by about one-half at thesiglay point, which can even be further
reduced for LQCD simulations with larger light-quark mass€o speed up convergence, several
alternative formulations of BChPT have been proposed, asde long distance regularization
method [72], the cut® schemel|[28], and finite-range regulator method [27, 73] BChéhich
exhibit better convergence by suppressing loop contobstivith either a cutd or a form factor.

In the following, we would like to examine the contributioos different chiral orders. In
Table[ll and Fig[ 2, one notices that the NLO BChPT can alyedekcribe the LQCD data very
well, but the experimental data are missed a little bit. ety one would expect that up to
NNLO and NPLO, there should be some redhimg of contributions of dierent orders. This can
be clearly seen from Tablel VV, where contributions dfatient chiral orders to the decuplet baryon
masses at the physical point are tabulated. On the other band loop diagrams are included, a

naive comparison af° (mp), p?, p, andp* contributions turns out to be troubling. At NNLO, the

TABLE V. Contributions of diferent chiral orders to the decuplet baryon masses at thécghp®int (in
units of GeV).

mp | p p* | p?

NLO |1.135/0.104 - - 10248 - - 10392 - - 0537 - -
NNLO|0.870/0.737 -0.383 — |1.089-0.582 - |1.441-0.785 - |1.793-0991 -

N3LO |1.152/0.046 —0.429 0463)0.158 —0.652 0728|0.270 —0.878 0988/0.382 —1.106 1244

8 For related discussions in the mesonic sector, see, e.fg, [R¢, 75], where the so-called resummed chiral per-
turbation theory has been shown to exhibit better convexgtran conventional chiral perturbation theory. To our

knowledge, no similar studies exist in the one-baryon secto
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FIG. 5. Ratio of one-loop and tree contributions to the déstugaryon mas:se{sp3/(p2 + mD)|, as afunction

of pion mass. The strange-quark mass is set at its physited.va

p? contributions can be a factor of 2 larger thap, while at N°LO, the p® and p* contributions
are opposite and become comparable to or even larger thast tantributions, particularly for
the decuplet baryons containing strangeness.

On the other hand, up to one-loop level, it might be more prappidge convergence by com-
paring tree-level and loop contributions. In Figk. 5 Bhip#/(p? + mp)| and|(p® + p*)/(p? + mp)|
are shown as a function ®fi2. At NNLO, the p® contributions can reach about 50% of the tree-
level contributions, while at RLO the loop contributions become about 16%20% of the tree-

level contributions. These results suggest that the ceiadnsions are convergent as expected.

D. Pion- and strangeness-baryon sigmaterms

The baryon sigma terms are important quantities in undedgtg the chiral condensate and
the composition of the baryons. At present, there is no tir€CD simulation of these quantities

for the decuplet baryons. On the other hand, one can caéctiiatdecuplet baryon sigma terms
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FIG. 6. Ratio of one-loop and tree contributions to the déstuparyon massek,p3 + ph/(P? + mD)|, asa

function of pion mass. The strange-quark mass is set at ytsigdl value.

oo andosp using BChPT, once the relevant LECs are fixed, via the FeyrAdedimann theorem
by treating the decuplet baryons as stable particles aamatd BChPT. See, e.g., Ref.|[57] for
relevant formulas.

Using the LECs given in Tablelll, we calculate the sigma &ohthe baryon decuplet at the
physical point, and the results are listed in Table VI. Fanparison, we also tabulate the results
of Refs. [50| 54]. The dierence between od(p®) predictions with those of Ref. [50] reflects the
influence of the LQCD data and the fitting strategy. While o8L® results are consistent with

those of Ref.|[54] within uncertainties.

V. SUMMARY

We have studied the ground-state decuplet baryon massasyiorbchiral perturbation theory
with the extended-on-mass-shell scheme up to next-totweméxt-to-leading order. Through a
simultaneous fit of the@; = 2 + 1 LQCD data from the PACS-CS, QCDSF-UKQCD, and HSC
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TABLE VI. Pion- and strangeness-sigma terms of the decugagtons at the physical point. The first error

is statistical and the second is systematic, estimatedKiygtdnalf the diference between the®NO result

and the NNLO result.

NNLO N3LO

This work Ref. [50] | This work Ref. [54]
o [MeV] | 64(1)  55(4)(18)| 28(1)(18)  34(3)
o [MeV] | 44(1)  39(3)(13)| 22(2)(11)  28(2)
oaz [MeV]| 26(1)  223)(7) | 11(2)8)  18(4)
oro- [MeV]|  8(1) 52)(1) | -5(2)(6)  10(4)
oo [MeV] | 93(12) 56(24)(1)| 88(22)(3)  41(41)
os [MeV] | 181(13) 160(28)(7) 243(24)(31) 211(44)
o [MeV] | 258(14) 274(32)(9) 391(24)(67) 373(53)
o« [MeV]| 326(15) 360(34)(26)528(26)(101) 510(50)

Collaborations, the 14 unknown low-energy constants areraiéned. In fitting the LQCD data,

finite-volume corrections are taken into account self-ggastly. Ay?/d.o.f. = 0.20 is achieved
for the eight sets of LQCD data satisfyilf < 0.25 Ge\? andM,L > 3.8.

Our studies show that the chiral expansions are convergeex@ected and the results of the
PACS-CS, QCDSF-UKQCD, and HSC Collaborations seem to bsistemt with each other, but
not those of the LHPC Collaboration. We have calculateditiraa terms of the decuplet baryons

by use of the Feynman-Hellmann theorem, which should be eosago future LQCD data.

It should be noted that our present studfters from the limited range of the LQCD data (in
terms of the input parameters) and the rather large numhaerkafown low-energy constants. Fu-

ture refined LQCD simulations with various light-quark amdsge-quark masses, lattice volume

and lattice spacing will be extremely welcome to put covartzaryon chiral perturbation theory

to a more stringent test than was done in the present workelndntext of &ective field theories,

one would like to apply the same formalism and utilize the sdomv-energy constants to study

other related physical observables, which can also seraa aslditional test. Such works are in

progress and will be reported elsewhere.

21



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

X.-L.R thanks Dr. Hua-Xing Chen for useful discussions ackih@wledges support from the
Innovation Foundation of Beihang University for Ph.D. Qratks. L.-S.G acknowledges sup-
port from the Alexander von Humboldt foundation. This worksapartly supported by the Na-
tional Natural Science Foundation of China under GrantsIN©®05007, No. 11035007, and No.
11175002, the New Century Excellent Talents in the UnitgRiogram of Ministry of Education
of China under Grant No. NCET-10-0029, the Fundamental &ebkd~unds for the Central Uni-
versities, and the Research Fund for the Doctoral Prografigtfer Education under Grant No.

20110001110087.

V. APPENDIX

Here we show explicitly the RLO loop functions appearing in Eq.(13), which are calculate

in the EOMS scheme:

2
M
HSY(M,) = M2 |1 + In[W ] (31)
[
(e2) 4 /lz
HE(My) = M 1+|n[W ] (32)
[
M4 2 1
(e3) _ ¢ H 4
HDe’ (M¢) = Mp {T 1+In M_Q%J + §M¢} (33)
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TABLE VII. Coefticients of the NLO contributions to the octet baryon masses (88)].

N A z =

€9 —(2bp+4b)  F(3bo— 20p) —(2o +4bp)  —(2bo — 4bg)

8 —(dbo +4bp — 4bg) 2(Bbo+8bp)  —4bp  —(4bo + 4bp + 4br)

In Egs. [3%) and(@5)W = —mf— (M — M2)2+ 2m(m? + M2), m> andm{ are the NLO decuplet
and octet baryon masses, whet is given in Eq.[IB), andi®’ has the following form:
MY = > M (36)
¢=nr, K

with the corresponding cdiicientss$), listed in Tablé VI,
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