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Abstract

We explore the Euclidean-time tails of odd-parity nucleonrelation functions in a search for tfg&2wave pion-
nucleon scattering-state threshold contribution. Théyaisis performed using 21 flavor 32 x 64 PACS-CS gauge
configurations available via the ILDG. Correlation matsamposed with various levels of fermion soysogk
smearing are used to project low-lying states. The conaiaber of 25,600 fermion propagators reveals the presence
of more than one state in what would normally be regarded asigenstate-projected correlation function. This
observation is in accord with the scenario where the eigégstontain a strong mixing of single and multi-particle
states but only the single particle component has a strongliog to the interpolating field. Employing a two-
exponential fit to the eigenvector-projected correlationction, we are able to confirm the presence of two eigersstate
The lower-lying eigenstate is consistent witiNa scattering threshold and has a relatively small couplinth&o
three-quark interpolating field. We discuss the impact &f $mall scattering-state contamination in the eigenvecto
projected correlation function on previous results presgin the literature.

Keywords: Lattice QCD; Odd-parity state; Pion-nucleon interactid@sattering state; Multi-particle threshold
PACS 12.38.Gc, 12.38.-t, 13.75.Gx

1. Introduction

The hadron spectrum provides an interesting foundatidatibpm with which to investigate the QCD interactions
of quarks and gluons. It presents significant challengesiuteent investigations of this relativistic quantum field
theory. How do the resonances observed in experiment erfrergéhe first principles of QCD? What is the structure
of these states and can it be linked to knoufieetive degrees of freedom? For example, are elusive stkéethe
A(1405) or the nucleon Roper resonance exotic, perhapsdhavimolecular meson-baryon structure?

In this paper we address the first question by performing adeaCD study of the nucleon spectrum in a search
for the multi-particle scattering threshold states whitimately generate the finite width of the resonances in the
infinite volume limit. Correlation matrices composed ofditeonal three-quark operators have been very successful
in revealing a dense spectrum of baryon excited statestied@CD [1+12]. However the lowest lying multi-particle
scattering state thresholds are often absent in the oltkspestra.

The coupling of these two-particle dominated states toliped three-quark operators is suppressed relative to
single-particle dominated states. In full QCD, 3-quarkrapers will have some coupling to the meson-baryon com-
ponents of QCD eigenstates through interactions with thegseark loops of the QCD vacuum. However, this coupling
is small relative to the coupling to the single-particlestngquark component of the eigenstate.

When the three-quark operator creates a resonance in thigadndlume limit, the overlap with a state dominated
by a meson-baryon component is suppressed on the finiteelattiume /, asvV~Y2. On large volumes these multi-
particle dominated states will befficult to observe with three-quark operators alone.
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In the large-volume case, it is the mixing of one- two- andtirpgrticle components in the finite-volume QCD
eigenstates that predominantly governs the presence ¢ pauticle states when using traditional three-quarkrepe
ators alone. As discussed in detail in the following, thes#tinparticle threshold scattering states are likely @dd
within the projected correlation functions of correlatimatrices composed purely of three-quark interpolating$iel
Our focus here is to reveal these low-lying hidden states.

In the following, we report a case where two states are ingaditipating in what otherwise would be considered
to be an eigenstate-projected correlation function. T@hautwo-state analysis of the projected correlator we dee ab
to accommodate this weakly coupled second state and egaheaextent to which it influences the determination of
the mass of the dominant state.

2. Correlation Matrix Techniques

To isolate energy eigenstates we use the correlation naatviriational method [13, 14]. To accddstates of the
spectrum, one requires a minimumMbfinterpolators. With the assumption that oMNystates contribute significantly
to the correlation matriG;; at timet, the parity-projected two-point correlation function mafor § = 0 can be
written as

GE() = > TrepiT (Q1xi(¥) 15(0) 1)), )
X
N p—
=2 e, ®)

where Dirac indices are implicig,” and/l‘j’ are the couplings of interpolatogs andy; at the sink and source respec-
tively, « enumerates the energy eigenstates with mgsandI'. = (yo + 1)/2 projects the parity of the eigenstates.

Using an average oU} + {U*} configurations, our construction Gﬁ(t) is symmetric and real. We enforce
this symmetry by working with the improved unbiased symimeatonstruction Gi; + Gji)/2. To ensure that the
matrix elements are at O(1), each element oG;(t) is normalized|[9] by the diagonal elements G{0) as
Gij(t)/(VGii(0) 4/G;;{(0)) (no sum ori or j). B

An operator creating state can be constructed a8’ = 3, x| ui. As the time dependence of the two-point
function is governed by expfn, t) a recurrence relation can be used to solveufor

Gij(to + at) uf = e ™' Gyj(to) U . (3)
Multiplying from the left byG'(to) provides the right eigenvector equation f.qr
[(G(to)) ™ Glto + at)]ij uf = c"uf, (4)

with ¢* = e™!, Similarly, an operator annihilating statecan be defined ag” = 3 x| Vi, wherev{ is given by the
left eigenvalue equation
VI [G(to + 1) (G(to) ij = €™V . (5)

The eigenvectors for state uy andv?, provide the eigenstate projected correlation function

GI(t) = v G5 (B uf, (6)

with parity + . We note that with our symmetric construction tbﬁ‘;(t), the left and right eigenvectors are equal.
A eigenvector analysis of a symmetric matrix having orthmajaeigenvectors can be constructed by inserting
G Y?(tg) GY2(to) = | in Eq. [4) and multiplying byGY/(to) from the left,
G 2(to) G(to + at) G?(to) GM?(to) u* = ¢ GY(to) U”, ©)
G Y2(tg) G(to + at) G2 (to) W* = c*w?, (8)



where w” = G2(tp) u* and [GY2(tp) G(to + At) G™Y2(ty)] is a real symmetric matrix, with orthogonal eigenvectors
we,
We normalize the eigenvector§™w? = §¢ and define

U =G V¥ (to) W', 9)
and similarly forv®, such that the projected correlator

G*(t) = VT G(t) u®
= W'T G Y2(t) G(t) G Y2(tg) W*, (10)

equals 1 at = tg. This construction holds the advantage of correlating theettainties relative to the correlation
function at variational parameter tintg

In constructing the correlation matrix we consider the lozaleon interpolating fieldga = €2°(u?T Cys d®) u¢
andyg = €®°(UdT C d®) y5 u, commonly referred to gg; andy in the literature. Gauge-invariant Gaussian smear-
ing [15] is used to enlarge the basis of operators. Foffierdint smearing levels are used at the fermion source and
sink for each of the two nucleon interpolators, providingBan8 basis.

3. Multi-particle State Contributions

When using traditional three-quark operators alone inttaosng the correlation matrix on a large volume lattice,
it is the mixing of one- two- and multi-particle componenms@CD eigenstates that predominantly governs the
presence of multi-particle components in the finite-volgigenstates.

To better understand this mechanism, consider for examelfotiowing simple two-component toy model of two
QCD energy eigenstateg) and|b). Consider the case where each state is composed of a latalimge-hadron
component denoted i), and a meson-baryon component denotefyyith arbitrary mixing governed by

|2
b

Suppose our three-quark interpolator (which may be a lise@erposition of three-quark interpolators from the
correlation matrix analysis) only has significant couphivith | 1). That is

cosf| 1) +sind | 2), (11)
—sing|1) + cosd | 2), (12)

<Q|¢gq|1)0<Z, and (Q|¢gq|2)<<2. (13)
In this case, acting on the QCD vacuum V\Eifa will create a superposition of QCD eigenstates as
|1) = cosd|a) - sind | by, (14)

and the two-particle components will appear in each of th®@{genstates as they are resolved through Euclidean
time evolution. In the absence of an operator sensitivedpzhcomponent of the states, it is not possible to disentan-
gle the two QCD energy eigenstates in the projected coorel@he projected correlator contains a superposition of
the two states. A similar discussion can be made for iso$pinP-wave scattering contributions to the vector meson
correlator.|[15].

Consider further the specific case where the mixing aédgenot too large such that state) is dominated by a
single particle component and stalg is predominantly a meson-baryon state. If we further sét thassed, > My,
then we are describing the scenario where the resonancstéitet a) dominates the lattice correlation function but
a small admixture of statdn) also participates in the lattice correlation function tigh the mixing of one and two-
particle components in the QCD eigenstates. In the absdraeiaterpolating field having substantial overlap with
| 2) the projected lattice two-point correlation function vallvays be composed of the two QCD energy eigenstates
as

Go(t) ~ Z° cos 6 exp(-Mal(t - ts))
+ Z2sirf6 exp(-Mp (t - tg)) , (15)
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and for sdficiently large Euclidean time, relative to the source timig, the lower-lying state will be revealed in the
tail of the lattice correlation function.

However, wherM, and My, do not difer significantly there is a concern that the presence of tbenskbstate will
not be observed in g2/dof analysis. Instead, its undetected presence will chémgelope of l0@,(t) and thus
alter the determination of mas4,.

4. Simulation Techniques

We use the PACS-CS21 flavor dynamical-fermion configurations [17] made avdéahrough the ILDGI[18].
These configurations use the non-perturbativ@(g)-improved Wilson fermion action and the Ilwasaki-gauge ac-
tion [19]. The lattice volume is 32x 64, with3 = 1.90 providing a lattice spacing = 0.0907 fm with the physical
lattice volume ofx (2.90 fm)2.

The degenerate up and down quark masses are consideretiaitbgping parameter valuegf = 0.13770 and
the strange quark; = 0.13640 providing a pion mass of, = 0.293 GeV|[17]. We consider four fermion sources on
each of 400 gauge field configurations equally spaced in the direction. Configurations are circularly shifted in
the time direction after which a fixed boundary conditiomisaduced at = N; = 64. The fermion source is placed
away from the boundary & = N;/4 = 16 such that hadron masses extracted from the large Eucltdea tails of
the correlators are maximally displaced from the bound&guge-invariant Gaussian smearing [15] is used at the
fermion source and sink with a fixed smearing fraction anda thfierent smearing levels including 16, 35, 100 and
200 sweeps [2, 5]. This provides a total of 25,600 fermiorppgators in the correlation matrix analysis.

Our selection of a fixed boundary condition prevents stata® fvrapping around the lattice and enables one to
carefully examine the exponential time dependence witemrtificant artifacts. Only the pion correlator lives long
enough to reveal thefiiect of the fixed boundary condition in our simulations. As lingest mass hadron with the
longest correlation length, the pion correlator providesmost stringent test for boundarjexts. Front = 49, the
pion efective mass systematically rises more than one standaiatidevabove the normal fluctuations observed. We
note that this is 15 time slices from the boundary at 64.

The ground-state nucleon correlator does not survive logigh to see the boundary with the uncertainty ex-
ceeding the signal at= 42. No systematic drift is observed in the correlator prisignal loss. Similarly, the
signal in the odd-parity correlator of interest, examinedétail in the following, is lost at = 30. As this is 34 time
slices from the boundary, the determination of the propeiti the low-lying scattering state observed herein is well
displaced from the boundary.

The dfective mass function is defined as

Meg(t) = %Iog(G(C;(:)n)) . (16)
In presenting our results we will refer téfective mass functions generated witk 1 or 2, noting thah = 2 provides
greater control in the evaluation of the mass at the expehssdacing the number of points illustrated before the
correlator is lost to noise.

As described in detail in the following section, a secondeosingle-elimination jackknife analysis [20] provides
the uncertainties with thg?/dof obtained via the full covariance matrix analysis.

5. Jackknife Error Analysis

Let us consider a single Monte-Carlo sample for one of theirmelements OGiij (t) of Eq. () and refer to this
sample a£(t) where the subscript identifies thth configuration ofN.on configurations considered in constructing

the ensemble average or mean
1 Ncon

Z C(t). 17)

Ct) =
( ) Ncon k=1

To simplify the following discussion, we will suppress tlmé¢ dependence @ noting the relations below are to be
applied to each time slice.



Because a single Monte-Carlo samplg, is not necessarlﬂ/an approximation to the ensemble averaggit
is essential to only consider averaged quantities whemastig uncertainties. To this end, the single-elimination
jackknife sub-ensemble is introduced![20]

Ncon

— 1
- 1
Ci o ;ck, (18)
ki
NconE - Ci
, 19
Neon— 1 ( )

representing the ensemble average without consideratithre ith configuration. Defining the average of the jack-
knife sub-ensembles in the usual manner

Neon

C-=

Neon £ Ck. (20)
the standard deviation of the mearg, is given by
, Nen—1Y =2
ot =~ I; (ck - c) . 1)

We note that in the case where a sinGjds an approximation o€, Egs. [19) and{20) can be used to take Eq. (21)
to the familiar form
1 1 Ncon

NCOFI NCOFI -1

o2 = (ck-T) . 22)

k=1
The change in the leading factor By, — 1)? reflects the fact thay is (Neon — 1) times more accurate than a single
Ck and its presence in the square on the right-hand side ofHy. (2

Turning our attention to the time dependenc€(t) we note that fluctuations 18;(t) andC;(t+n) for small values
ofn=1, 2, 3,... are correlated as these time slices are next to each othkedattice and the importance sampling
of the lattice action establishes relationships betweetinhe slices. In evaluating the fit 6t) to a theoretical model
T(t) over a range of time slices frotpthrought; one must take these correlations into account.

The covariance matrix is a generalisation of [Eq] (21) thata for this correlation to be included

Ncon

VGt = Y (S - Cw) (Cutt) - Tt @3)
con {1
Ncon — —_—
= (Ncon - 1) { Nl Z Ek(ti) 6k(tj) - E(ti) E(tj) . (24)
con 1=

If C(t;) is not correlated witlﬁ_Z(tj) fort; # t;, thenV(t;, ;) becomes diagonal witt(t;, t;) = o2 (t).
With the jackknife estimate of the covariance matrix, thie f8 including correlations in the data can be evaluated

V= Z (Ctt) - T(®) C(t. ) (C(t) - T(ty)) » (25)

1t

wheret; andt; take all time values throught; addressing all elements of the inverse covariance matri%ti,t,-).
The inverse is calculated via the singular value decomiposélgorithm. In counting the associated degrees of
freedom for they?, one counts the number of time slices considered in thé\fitand reduces by the number of
parameters in the theoretical model and the number of singalues encountered in invertiQgt;, t;).

1 A classic example is estimatingby counting the number of randomly distributed points wittiie 1x 1 square falling within? + y2 = 1.
While a single Monte-Carlo sample is either 1 or O (inside wsimle the arc) an average over many samples estimgdes
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In the case wher€(t;, t;) is diagonal C™(i,t;) = 1/0°2(t;) and Eq.[(2b) provides the familiar measure

— 2
C(t) - T(t)
X2 = Z—( e ) . (26)
C |

§

However, Eq.[(26) will substantially underestimate téf the data are correlated, as the matrix sunNgfvalues of
t andt; has been reduced to thNg diagonal entries = t;. Thus, the full covariance-matrix baset/dof is required
to evaluate the fit and alf?/dof quoted in this study are from the full covariance matrix.

While the presentation to this point isfBaient to determine the uncertainties Gﬁ(t) of Eq. (1) and enable a
fit, one also desires uncertainties on the fit parameters.cérgkorder single-elimination jackknife provides these.
One proceeds by defining a jackknife sub-ensemble in whichdiffierent configurations have been removed from
the average

Neon

— 1
Cij C 27
7T Nem-2 &4 € =7)
K, k]
NconC - Ci - Cj i (28)
Neon — 2

representing the ensemble average without considerdtibie tth nor the j'th configurations. The indekof G,— can
be “jackknifed” to get the uncertainty for the correla@(t),

Neon — 2 — =\
2 con
= C. —C») , 29
’e Nmn—lg( L @9
j#i
where N
e 1 con_
C = Cix, 30
i Ncon_lkz:; ik ( )

defines the average of the second-order jackknife sub-diieenThe covariance matrix is given by the generalisation
of Eq. [29) where the squared factor at a single time is replédy the same factor at twofférent times.

Afitto C; + o, produces a fit parameter such as the baryon mMdssThe uncertainty foM from a fit to the
ensemble average can be obtained by “jackknifing’i thelex of M; via Eq. [21) withC; — M;

N,
N _1 Con_ :2
2 con
= eon— 2 M-—M). 31
M= " Neon Z( ' (31)

In our calculations, all quantities are combined at the sarder of jackknife such that the error analysis takes
into account all correlations and the final error estimatesige an accurate estimate of the statistical uncertainty

6. Results

Here we focus on the odd-parity sect@¥(t), seeking evidence of the low-lyingr S-wave scattering thresh-
old state. This threshold state is notably absent in mostdéa@QCD calculations and will reveal itself in the large
Euclidean-time tail of the correlation function.

In fitting the projected correlation function, we seek a filnpwsed of a minimum of four points B%(t). The
lower and upper time limits of the fit window are denotedtly andtmax respectively. We commence by setting
tmin €qual to the lead variational time parametgrandtna to the last time slice with the uncertainty @& (t),
AG2(t) < G(t). Occasionally the correlation function displays a tréasito noise and a lower value tf is set.
An example of this is provided in the following. Thé/dof is limited to< 1.30 as larger values usually introduce a
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Figure 1: (Color online). Eective mass function for the secohtd/2~ state over 350 configurations from Ref. [7]. The best fit witlnass of
1.85(7) GeV ang/?/dof = 0.50, is also shown.

systematic error in the extracted mass. In searching fotisfaztory fit we first reducé,ax and only increasgy, if
an acceptable fit providing@/dof < 1.3 is not obtained. We do not place a lower limit on gif¢dof as small values
typically reflect large uncertainties as opposed to an imobresult associated with a systematic error.

If there are exactl\N states contributing in a significant manner toNux N correlation matrix analysis and the
basis of the correlation matrix spans the eigenstate sgfaa®a fit commencing atin = to should be possible.

We refer to the states observed in our correlation matrixyaisaas the first, second, third,., odd-parity states,
with the first state being the lowest energy state. Remayk#i correlation function for the first state shows no
evidence of a lower-lying scattering threshold state inHoelidean-time tail. Therefore we turn our attention to
the second state of our correlation matrix analysis. We tiwethis state has relatively strong overlap with ggr
interpolating field, in contrast to the first state which isrdoated byya.

Figure[1 presents thefective massMeg(t) = log(G(t)/G(t + 1)), from Ref. [7] for the second odd-parity state
from 350 configurations. The correlation matrix analysis\parformed at, = 18 relative to the source & = 16
with At = 2 such that one seeks a fit commencing@t = to = 18. tmax = 23 was initialized as thefiective mass
att = 24 was viewed as a transition to noise which commences-&5. The fit satisfying our criteria is illustrated
commencing atyin = 20, two time steps aftes.

There are two scenarios that could leadtig > to. In the first and most familiar scenario, the number of
states participating in the correlation functions of the 8 correlation matrix exceed 8 and the higher-energy state
contaminations are introducing curvature at early timesthis case further Euclidean time evolution is required
to reduce the contributions of the highest states in thetgpado an insignificant level such that only 8 states are
significant in the correlation matrix analysis. Furthercdission of this issue is included in the Appendix of Ref. [9].

In practice, one can implement the correlation matrix asialgt later variational times. However, uncertainties
grow rapidly. We have noted an insensitivity of the eigetwesto the variational parameters. This is reflected in the
fact that the extracted masses are consistent and insertsitihe variational parameterstgfandat. In conclusion,
we acceptmyin in the rangdy < tyin < tg + At as providing the best estimate of the eigenstate energy.

In this scenario, where high-energy states are inducingatuire in the correlation function at early times, a lower-
lying Nz scattering state may be present in the projected corralatiation. However, its contribution is suppressed
relative to the dominant state and its presence results @gkgible systematic error.

In the second scenario, the contribution from a lower Iyilagscattering state in the projected correlation function
is significant. The combination of two states gives rise trvature in the &ective mass at = 18 and 19 following
the source atis = 16. The small?/dof = 0.50 of the fit in Fig[l provides no hint of a second state and tiaeted
mass represents a superposition of two states as opposéidite-aolume QCD eigenstate. In this case the reported
mass will contain an undetected systematic error.

The presence and strength of a lower lyMg scattering state will be revealed in the large Euclidease tiail of
the correlation function. Thus to explore these two scesdtirther, we quadruple the number of fermion sources on
each configuration and use the full set of 400 configurativasable from PACS-CS via the ILDG. In the figures, we
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Figure 2: (Color online). Eective mass functioMg(t) = (1/2) log(G(t)/G(t + 2)) for the secondN1/2~ state for 1600 configurations is compared
with previous results from 350 configurations$ [7]. A fit fram= 20 to 27 provides a covariance-matrix bagéddof = 2.82 and rejects the
hypothesis of a single state at a 99.4% confidence level. Tdsepce of a lower-lying state is manifest in the tail of tiieaive mass.

refer these results as ‘1600 cfg’ and contrast these resiilighe earlier ‘350 cfg’ results [7].

Figurel2 illustrates theftective mass obtained from 1600 fermion sources of fofiedint smearing extents at the
source and sink; i.e. 25,600 quark propagators. The presarec second lower-lying contribution to this projected
correlation function is now manifest in the drift of thextive mass as a function of Euclidean time. A fit from 20
to 27 provides a covariance-matrix bageéddof = 2.82. With seven degrees of freedom giredistribution rejects
the hypothesis of a single state at the 99% confidence ledéhatead indicates the presence of an additional state(s).
The new results also confirm that the 350 configuration redtil: 24 is in fact due to a loss of signal near the onset
of noise at = 25.

We note that the rejection of the single-state hypothesisrasts studies of the isovector vector-meson channel
of the p meson |[16] where no evidence of two-partiale scattering contributions to the-meson correlator was
observed when using two-quark operators alone. Only wighsgiecific introduction of four-quark operators, could
the 7z contributions to the channel be resolved. This is in accaitt the very diferent nature of the quark flow
diagrams and associated couplings describing meson iigessi mesons and baryons in QCDI[21, 22].

Having confirmed the presence of at least two states in thegieal correlation function, we now consider two-
state fits to the projected correlation function.

As explained in Se¢l]?2, our normalization of the orthogoiggevectorsv and subsequent definitions af and
v provideG“(ty) = 1 for the projected correlation function. This constragduces the standard two-exponential fit
function with four parameters

G(t) = 11 exp(—My (t — t5)) + 22 exp(—-Ma (t - ts)) , (32)

to a three parameter function with
_ 11— exp(=My (to — ts))

27 T exp(-Ma (to - t)

This construction ensurés’(tp) = 1 exactly and thus thg?/dof is evaluated over the intervak to + 1 t0 tyax. AS

Fig.[2 indicates a loss of signal @ (t) att = 28+ 2 = 30, we commence with the largest interval haviRg = 29.
Figure[3 illustrates two-state fits to the projected coti@tafunction of the second state of the correlation matrix

spectrum. The left-hand plot displays the results of a ¢aticen matrix analysis aty = 18, to + At = 20 relative

to the fermion source dt = 16. The right-hand plot illustrates results for a correlatmatrix analysis afy = 19,

to + at = 20. In both cases, thg?/dof is well below one. As is common for two-state fits, the natof the fits

depends sensitively on the earliest time slice consideréuki fit.

(33)

6.1. top = 18 Analysis
Including results at = 18 and 19 in the fit, prior to the onset of the plateau in Big.t2=af0 results in a fit where
both states are given similar weight. The main role of thetamdl state is to accommodate the curvature in ®g(
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Figure 3: (Color online). (Left) A two exponential fit to thegjected correlation function obtained from a generalirggenvalue analysis at
to = 18,1t + At = 20 relative to the fermion sourcetat= 16. (Right) A similar fit to the projected correlation furasiobtained from a generalized
eigenvalue analysis & = 19,tp+ At = 20. Dashed and dash-dot lines illustrate the individuabeeptials from the fits while the full line presents
the sum of exponentials fit to the lattice results.

Table 1: Fitted parameters including masses (in GeV) anglicmustrengths {) from two-exponential fits to projected correlation fuocis
obtained with variational parametegsandat in an 8x 8 correlation matrix analysis. Fits are frdmto tmax relative to the source & = 16. The
ratio of My to Mz andA; to A, and their correlated errors are also shown. Note, the iefimitume scattering threshold gy + m, = 1.36 GeV at
this second lightest quark mass of the PACS-CS configusatiod is expected to be attractive on the finite volume of titieda

to At tmax M1 M2 M1/M; A1 A2 A/ x?/dof
18 1 28 154(25) 245(41) 0.62(03) 183(1.95 6.22(1.23) 29R7) 0.50
18 2 28 153(39) 2.36(50) 0.65(05) 1.60(2.83) 6.19(2.02) 26(E6)  0.48
18 3 28 156(43) 2.37(60) 0.65(05) 1.75(3.38) 6.02(2.48) 29(F1)  0.48
18 1 29 1.49(30) 2.38(40) 0.62(03) 1.48(2.02) 6.43(1.28) 23@6)  0.47
18 2 29 1.43(49) 2.26(41) 0.63(11) 1.00(2.53) 6.60(1.77) 15@4)  0.36
18 3 29 1.45(56) 2.25(49) 0.64(12) 1.05(3.04) 6.52(2.20) 16(E6) 0.35
19 1 28 091(85) 1.95(11) 0.46(41) 0.12(0.77) 16.25(0.97)01@5) 0.11
19 2 28 1.06(99) 1.97(20) 0.53(48) 0.25(2.54) 16.31(1.58)01(16) 0.16
19 1 29 0.71(68) 1.93(06) 0.37(34) 0.04(0.20) 16.05(0.92)008(12) 0.10
19 2 29 0.78(85) 1.93(08) 0.41(43) 0.06(0.40) 16.09(1.03)004(24) 0.10

at early times. This is consistent with the second scena&saribed earlier in this section.

Settingty one step later leads to a veryfigirent fit where the additional state is given a very small tieggnd its
main role is to accommodate curvature in the tail of the datien function. This is consistent with the first scenario
described earlier herein.

Table[1 presents variational parameters, fit results, ke ratios and thg?/dof for these two fits as well
as several other closely related fits. The large uncerésinti the results illustrate the interplay between the two
exponentials and the importance of establishing cormlatiatrices that are able to couple strongly to the two-garti
components of the QCD eigenstates and enable the isoldteach state.

While the selection ofy governing where the fit starts plays a significant role, th&tian of At has a negligible
effect on the results.

When commencing d§ = 18, reducingmax by one to 28 has littleféect on the results. Here the focus is on small
times where the uncertainties are smal; = 1.54(25) GeV compares favorably with the infinite volume seratiy
threshold ofMy + m, = 1.35 GeV at this second lightest quark mass of the PACS-CS aoafigns. However, one
is anticipating an attractive interaction on the finite vokilattice and in this light the lattice value is somewhajdar

The best determined value ff, = 2.4(4) GeV is larger than the published result [7] of 1.85(7)Glustrated
in Fig.[1 and presents an explicit case of how an undetectdtesinig state could contribute to the slope of the lattice
correlation function and mask the true mass of the domirtate.s
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Figure 4: (Color online). Eective mass functioMgg(t) = (1/2) log(G(t)/G(t + 2)) for the lowestN1/2" state for 1600 configurations is compared
with previous results from 350 configurations [7]. The petgel correlation functions are obtained from ar 8 correlation matrix analysis at
top = 18 andat = 2. As there is no evidence for a low-lying scattering statetrdoution in the éective mass tail, the delay of plateau onset is
associated with excited state contributions.

While each of the masses are not accurately determined, dse ratio is, due to the strong correlation between
these two parameters. Similarly the amplitudes of the state poorly determined but the ratio of the amplitudes
A1/ A2 is the order of 110, large enough to provide an important systematic errdeasribed earlier.

6.2. to = 19 Analysis

Turning our attention tdy = 19, the inclusion ofqax = 29 is of some assistance, better constraining both masses.
The most accurate result fdt, of 1.93(6) GeV compares favorably with the published refsafh 350 configurations
[] of 1.85(7) GeV. It also agrees well with the same fit of tHEeetive mass from 1,600 configurations producing
1.84(5) GeV, with the/?/dof = 0.3. This small?/dof for a single-state fit provides further support that igatchand
panel of Fig[B withty conservatively delayed to= 19 is the best representation of the underlying physics.

In this case, the lower-lying state is now addressing thdideen time tail of the projected correlator which
spoiled they?/dof in the fit fromt = 20 to 27 in Fig[2. The two-state fit?/dof of 0.10 to 0.16 argues against
dropping any further time slices from the fit. These smallealfor they?/dof are associated with the introduction
of not one but two additional parameters to the fit functiome@eeds both an additional mass and a measure of
the relative strengths of the couplings of the two stateféoiiterpolator. The presence of three parameters in the
fit function enables an excellent description of the data wWauld withstand a significant increase in the statistical
accuracy of the results.

The lower-lying state is suppressed by one to two orders gfiiade relative to the dominant state in the range
20 < t < 23 included in the fit of Fig]1. Here the ratio of amplitudgg; is of order 4100 with the low-lying
scattering state making a very small contribution revealdy through ample Euclidean time evolution. The range of
the low-lying massMj, readily encompasses the infinite volume scattering tloldsif My + m, = 1.35 GeV and the
preference for lower lying values is in accord with the aptited attractive interaction on the finite volume lattice.

Further support for the more cautiags= 19 analysis illustrated in the the right hand-panel of Hig.j&ovided in
Fig.[4 presenting theffective mass function for the lowest-lying first odd-parigte observed in our:88 correlation
matrix analysis. In this case there is no evidence for a lingl scattering state. A fit frorh = 20 to 24 inclusive
provides gy?/dof = 1.24 and leaves a 30% chance of finding a higitgdof in a subsequent simulation.

However, significant evolution of theffective mass is observed at early Euclidean time and it ig thed the
projected correlation function has small admixtures ofialthl states. This is due to more than 8 states particigati
in the correlation functions of the correlation matrix ahége may include multi-particle scattering states higher i
energy. Indeed Rel. [16] analysing four-quarkcontributions to the isovector vector correlator of trraeson found
many it scattering contributions before the first excited stateenlesd when using two-quark interpolating fields
alone.

Given the direct observation herein of a low-lying multiHele scattering-state threshold in a “projected” cor-
relation function one must expect similar contributiorenfrthe next two-particle zero-momentum scattering-states
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having the back-to-back momenta allowed on the lattice. iI&ity, given the observation of several two-particle
scattering-state contributions in tpeneson channel [16], the curvature observed at early time®eattributed to
the higher-energy scattering-state contributions. Thasanalysis withy = 19 in the right-hand plot of Fid.] 3 is the
correct representation of the multi-particle contribanido the nucleon correlator under examination herein. Care
ful consideration of thg?/dof allows us to circumvent contamination from highlging states and ensure we are
extracting the finite-volume QCD eigenstate energy.

7. Conclusions

We have revealed the manner in which the absence of a stramgdimg to multi-particle components of QCD
eigenstates can allow scattering states to be superposiedheidominant state in a projected correlation function
from a correlation matrix analysis. Even if the interpolgtfields are poor at creating these multi-particle comptsen
QCD dynamics will ensure their formation in the resolutidnh® eigenstates of QCD,

We have explored two interpretations of how states are poged to give rise to the observed projected correla-
tion function and illustrated with reference to a real-wloekample how this superposition of states can impact the
results extracted from lattice correlation functions. €ivhe direct observation herein of a low-lying multi-pelgi
scattering-state threshold in a “projected” correlationdtion one must expect similar contributions from the next
two-particle zero-momentum scattering-states havingtiek-to-back momenta allowed on the latticel [16]. These
states will give rise to curvature in th&ective mass at early Euclidean times and therefore the sinaljtht; = 19
relative to the source @ = 16 in the right-hand plot of Fid.3 is the correct represeatanf the low-lying multi-
particle contribution to the nucleon correlator under exeation herein.

We have discovered that the low-lying scattering stateobeérved in Refl[7] are hidden within the projected
correlation functions as very small contributions to therelation functions suppressed by a factor the ordery 200.

In the realm where previous fits were performed, their cbatidn to the correlation function is suppressed by one
to two orders of magnitude, as illustrated in the right-hptad of Fig.[3. As a result, the undetected presence of a
lower-lying scattering state has only a smafeet on the extracted mass. It is the judicious treatmenteof fidof

that assists in avoiding systematic errors.

The extent to which one can separate multiple states in destogrelator has also been illustrated. It is readily
apparent that multi-hadron states must be isolated in threletion matrix analysis if one is to learn their propestie
While effective techniques exist to avoid theifects, discovering their properties is @fdrent matter.

Research is already well underway in exploring the best matmndo this|[8| 12, 23, 24]. The aim is to create
correlation matrices composed from three- and five-quagkatprs. Strong coupling to the multi-particle components
of the QCD eigenstateg?), is often obtained by projecting the momentum of each of #érdins participating in the
scattering state. Alternative approaches allow the fiverkgaperators to have strong overlap with both single-plarti
dominated and multi-particle dominated states and altisrdiaerlap through variation of the fermion propagator
source and sink smearing [24]. Through consideration ofi@tyeof approaches on the same underlying set of gauge
field configurations one can determine the merits of the uarapproaches and determine the finite-volume spectrum
of QCD in an accurate manner.
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