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We present results for the isovector axial vector form factors obtained using thirteen 2+41+1-
flavor highly improved staggered quark (HISQ) ensembles generated by the MILC collaboration.
The calculation of nucleon two- and three-point correlation functions has been done using Wilson-
clover fermions. In the analysis of these data, we quantify the sensitivity of the results to strategies
used for removing excited state contamination and invoke the partially conserved axial current
relation between the form factors to choose between them. Our data driven analysis includes
removing contributions from multihadron N7 states that make significant contributions. Our fi-
nal results are: ga = 1.292(53)stat (24)sys for the axial charge; gs = 1.085(50)stat (103)sys and
g1 = 0.991(21)stat (10)sys for the scalar and tensor charges; (r3) = 0.439(56)stat(34)sys fm? for the
mean squared axial charge radius, gp = 9.03(47)stat (42)sys for the induced pseudoscalar charge; and
grNN = 14.14(81)4tat (85)sys for the pion-nucleon coupling. We also provide a parameterization of
the axial form factor Ga(Q?) over the range 0 < @ < 1 GeV? for use in phenomenology and a
comparison with other lattice determinations. We find that the various lattice data agree within
10% but are significantly different from the extraction of G4 (Q?) from the v-deuterium scattering

data.

I. INTRODUCTION

In current neutrino scattering experiments (T2K,
NOvA, MINERvA, MicroBooNE, SBN), the lack of pre-
cise reconstruction of the final state of the struck nucleus
gives rise to uncertainty in the cross-section. Theoret-
ical calculations of the cross-section for targets such as
20, 160, and 49Ar, being used in experiments take as
input axial vector form factor of the nucleon and build
in nuclear effects using nuclear many body theory [1I-
3]. The cleanest experimental measurements of the nu-
cleon axial form factor from scattering neutrinos off lig-
uid hydrogen targets are not being carried out due to
safety concerns. Similarly, the two steps in the theoretical
analysis, calculating nucleon axial form factors using lat-
tice QCD and including nuclear effects using many-body
theory, have uncertainties. Incorporating nuclear effects
involves modeling of the complex physical phenomena
(quasi-elastic, resonance, deep inelastic scattering) that
contribute when considering incoming neutrino energies
up to 5 GeV relevant for ongoing and future (DUNE)
experiments. These complex phenomena make it hard
to reconstruct the incident neutrino energy or the cross-
section from the imprecise knowledge of the final state of
the struck nucleus.
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The MINERvA experiment [4] has recently shown
that the axial form factor of the nucleon can be ex-
tracted from the charged current elastic scattering pro-
cess 7, H — ptn in which the free proton in hydrogen
(H) gets converted into a neutron. This opens the door
to direct measurements of the nucleon axial form factor
(without the historic need for nuclear corrections when
extracting then from nuclei), and direct comparisons with
preditions using lattice QCD. Our final result for the ax-
ial charge radius, (r%) = 0.439(56)stat (34)sys fm?, given
in Eq. 7 is consistent, within one combined sigma,
with their result, \/(r%) = 0.73 £ 0.17 fm.

Similarly, recent advances in simulations of lattice
QCD have enabled robust results for the nucleon charges
that have been reviewed by the Flavor Lattice Averaging
Group (FLAG) in their 2019 and 2021 reports [5, [6]).
Results for axial vector form factors [7] are now available
with < 10% uncertainty as we show in this work. At
the same time, there continues to be progress in nuclear
many-body theory in the calculation of the neutrino-
nucleus cross-section [I].

In this work, we present lattice QCD results for the
isovector axial, G 4(Q?), induced pseudoscalar, G'p(Q?),
and pesudoscalar Gp(Q?) form factors, the axial, scalar
and tensor isovector charges gfffd, ggfd and g;i*d, the ax-
ial charge radius squared (r%), the induced pseudoscalar
coupling g5, and the pion-nucleon coupling g,nn-

The calculation has been done using thirteen ensembles
generated with 2-+1-+1-flavors of highly improved stag-
gered quarks (HISQ) by the MILC collaboration [8]. The
construction of nucleon two- and three-point correlation
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functions has been done using Wilson-clover fermions.
The analysis of the data generated using this clover-on-
HISQ formulation includes a study of excited state con-
tributions (ESC) in the extraction of ground state matrix
elements (GSME) and a simultaneous chiral-continuum-
finite-volume (CCFV) fit to obtain results at the phys-
ical point, which throughout the paper will be defined
as taking the continuum (¢ = 0) and infinite volume
(M, L — oo) limits at physical light quark masses in the
isospin symmetric limit, m, = mgy, which is set using the
neutral pion mass (M o = 135 MeV). The masses of the
strange and charm quarks in the lattice generation have
been tuned to be close to their physical values in each of
the thirteen ensembles [§].

The three form factors G4(Q?), Gp(Q?) and Gp(Q?)
must, up to discretization errors, satisfy the constraint in
Eq. imposed by the partially conserved axial current
(PCAC) relation 0,4, = 2mP between the axial and
pseudoscalar currents. The decomposition of the matrix
elements, given in Eqgs. |I|and , assumes that they are
GSME. Post-facto, deviations from the PCAC relation
larger than those expected due to lattice discretization
artifacts are indicative of residual ESC in the extraction
of matrix elements from the spectral decomposition of the
three-point correlation functions. They point to the need
for reevaluation of the key inputs in this analysis—the
number and energies of the excited states that contribute
significantly to the three-point functions. The strategies
used to remove ESC are described in sections[[IB|and [V}
and the use of the PCAC relation to evaluate how well
ESC have been controlled is discussed in Sec. [L'Cl

In Ref. [9], we showed that the standard method of
taking the excited-state spectrum from fits to the nucleon
two-point correlation function to analyze the three-point
functions lead to form factors that fail the PCAC test by
almost a factor of two on the physical pion mass ensemble
a09m130W, and identified the cause as enhanced con-
tributions due to multihadron, N, excited states that
have mass gaps smaller than of radial excitations [10} [TT].
These contributions had been missed in all prior calcu-
lations. Including N7 excited states in the analysis re-
duces the disagreement to within 10%, an amount that
can be attributed to discretization effects. In this pa-
per, we extend the analysis with N7 states to the thir-
teen ensembles described in Table [l Data from various
analyses discussed in Sections [[ITA] [[ITB], and [V B] are
then extrapolated to the physical limit using simultane-
ous CCFYV fits and compared.

In order to extract g4 and (r%), we parameterize the
Q? behavior of G 4(Q?) using the dipole, Padé, polyno-
mial ansatz and the model independent z-expansion. We
find that the dipole ansatz does not provide a good fit and
our final results are obtained using the model indepen-
dent z-expansion. We show that the pion-pole dominance
(PPD) hypothesis Eq. tracks the improvement ob-
served in satisfying the PCAC relation when N7 states
are included in the analysis. We, therefore, use it to pa-
rameterize G'p(Q?) and extract gp and gy in Sec.

Similarly, the analysis of the ESC in isovector charges
extracted from the forward matrix elements is carried
out using information from both the 2- and 3-point cor-
relation functions and the non-interacting energy of the
lowest N7 state.

Our final result for the axial form factor, parameter-
ized using the 22 truncation, is given in Eq. (34); the
axial charge obtained from extrapolating it to @° = 0 in
Eq. , and the charge radius in Eq. (31). The results
for the induced pseudoscalar charge g5 and grnn are
given in Egs. and . Lastly, the results for the
three isovector charges gZ_SdT from the forward matrix
elements are given in Eq. .

This paper is organized as follows. In section [[I, we
briefly review the notation and the methodology for
the extraction of the three fgrm factors: the axial, G4,
the induced pseudoscalar Gp, and the pseudoscalar,
Gp, from matrix elements of the axial and pseudoscalar
currents within ground state nucleons. In Sec. [[TB] we
explain the three strategies used to remove the ESC
to the three-point functions. The analysis of the form
factors with respect to how well they satisfy the relations
imposed between them by PCAC and the PPD hypoth-
esis is presented in Sec. [IC] Based on this analysis,
we present our understanding of the excited states that
contribute in Sec. [[TD] The parameterization of the axial
form factors as a function of Q? and the extraction of
the axial charge g4 and the charge radius squared (r%) is
carried out in Sec. [l Parameterization of the induced
pseudoscalar form factor, Gp, and the extraction of the
induced pseudoscalar coupling g7 and the pion-nucleon
coupling g,y is carried out in Sec. m The calculation
of the isovector charges gZ_SdT from forward matrix el-
ements is described in Sec. A summary of our results
and a comparison with previous lattice calculations is
presented in the concluding section [VI Six appendices
give further details of the analysis and the data.

II. METHODOLOGY FOR EXTRACTING THE
FORM FACTORS

The ground state matrix elements of the axial A, =
Uy, vsd and pseudoscalar P = #ysd currents between the
ground state of the nucleon can be decomposed, in the
isospin symmetric limit, into the axial G 4, induced pseu-
doscalar G p, and pseudoscalar Gp form factors as

(N7 A Q)N ()

Gp(Q?)

=u(py) GA(QZ)'Y;/YS + qu’YE)W u(pi), (1)

(NEDIP@)IN () =u(0)) [Gr(QM)ys] um:),  (2)

where u(p;) is the nucleon spinor with momentum p;,
g = pfs — p; is the momentum transferred by the current,
Q*=—-¢*= ﬁfc — (E(py) — E(p:))? is the space-like four



Ensemble ID a (fm) M (MeV) MY (MeV)| L3xT  MPL T/a Neont NEL.  NEE
al5m310 0.1510(20)  306.9(5) 320.6(4.3) | 16> x48  3.93 {5,6,7,8,9} 1917 7668 122,688
a12m310 0.1207(11)  305.3(4) 310.2(2.8) | 24°x64  4.55 {8,10,12} 1013 8104 64,832
a12m2208 0.1202(12)  218.1(4) 225.0(2.3) | 24%x64  3.29 {8,10,12} 946 3784 60,544
a12m220 0.1184(10)  216.9(2) 227.9(1.9) | 32°x64  4.38 {8,10,12} 744 2976 47,616
a12m220L 0.1189(09)  217.0(2) 227.6(1.7) | 40°x 64  5.49 {8,10,12,14} 1000 4000 128,000
a09m310 0.0888(08)  312.7(6) 313.0(2.8) | 32°x96  4.51 {10,12,14,16} 2263 9052 114,832
a09m220 0.0872(07)  220.3(2) 225.9(1.8) | 48°x96  4.79 {10,12,14,16} 964 7712 123,392
a09m130W | 0.0871(06) 128.2(1) 138.1(1.0) | 64° x96  3.90 | {8,10,12,14,16} 1290 5160 165,120
a06m310 0.0582(04)  319.3(5) 319.6(2.2) | 48° x 144  4.52 {16,20,22,24} 1000 8000 64,000
a06m310W {18,20,22,24} 500 2000 64,000
a06m220 0.0578(04)  229.2(4) 235.2(1.7) | 64° x 144  4.41 {16,20,22,24} 650 2600 41,600
a06m220W {18,20,22,24} 649 2596 41,546
a06m135 0.0570(01) 135.5(2) 135.6(1.4) | 96%x 192 3.7 {16,18,20,22} 675 2700 43,200

TABLE I. The parameters of the 24+1+1-flavor HISQ ensembles generated by the MILC collaboration and analyzed in this
study are quoted from Ref. [8]. In this clover-on-HISQ study, all fits are made versus MY which is tuned to be close to
the Goldstone pion mass M:®. The finite-size effects are analyzed in terms of MY*'L. The last four columns give the values
of the source-sink separation 7 used in the calculation of the three-point functions, the number of configurations analyzed,
and the number of measurements made using the high precision (HP) and the low precision (LP) truncation of the inversion
of the clover operator [I2]. On two ensembles, a06m310 and a06m220, a second set of calculations labeled a06m310W and
a06m220W , have been done with a larger smearing size o as described in Ref. [13].

momentum squared transferred. The spinor normaliza-
tion used is

_ _E@nu-—iy-p+M
;U(p75)u(p75) - 2E(p) .

The process of obtaining the GSME needed in Egs.
and from fits to 2- and 3-point correlation functions
is described next.

3)

A. Two- and three-point correlation functions

The lattice calculation starts with the measurement
and analysis of the two- and three-point correlation func-
tions C?P(p; 7) and C;(q,t; 7) constructed using the nu-
cleon interpolating operator Yy,

o) = [T @00 S| @),

where the + sign give positive parity states propagating
forward /backward in time. The spectral decompositions
of the two time-ordered correlation functions are

O (py ) QT ((MX(0)I) = D _|4ifPe™ ™7, (5)
=0

and

Cilg;t,7) =(QT (x()Jr (£)x(0))[€2) ,
_ Z A;*AJ <i/|JF‘j>€_Eit_Mj(T_t) , (6)

4,J=0

where Jr = A, or P is the quark bilinear current inserted
at time ¢ with momentum g, and |(2) is the vacuum state.
In our set up, the nucleon state |j) is, by construction,
projected to zero momentum, i.e., p; = (F,0), whereas
(7’| is projected onto definite momentum p; = (F, p) with
p = —q by momentum conservation. Consequently, the
states on the two sides of the inserted operator J are
different. The prime in (/| indicates that this state can
have non-zero momentum.

For large time separations, 7 and 7—t, only the ground
state contributes and the ground state matrix element,
(0|7]0), whose Lorentz covariant decomposition is given
in Egs. and , can be extracted reliably. Assuming
this is the case, and choosing the nucleon spin projection
to be in the “3” direction, the decompositions become

G
Cla, (q) Kt [Qiq3mg + 513(M + E)GA , (7)
1 Gp
Caq) =K g3 |(M - E);—+Gal, (8)
2M
Cp(q) =K '¢:Gp, (9)

where i € 1,2,3 and the kinematic factor K—! =
2E(E + M). These correlation functions are complex
valued, and the signal, for the CP symmetric theory, is
in ImCly,, ReCy4,, and ReCp.

For a given g? # 0, the correlators with momentum
combinations q = (2r/L)n = (27/L)(n1, na,n3) related
by cubic symmetry can be averaged to increase the statis-
tics before making fits. We construct the following aver-



ages Zu and P:

Ailg) = alqg ngn (4i45)Ca.(a)
,Gp .
K =1,2 1
— 2M (Z ? )’ ( 0)
- Z Ca,(q
q3#0
_ Gp  (N- 5)
1 —_— —_—
—K Wi + P (M+E)Ga|, (11)
As =3 Z Ca,(q UM+ E)G,, (12)
¢I3 =0
K1 [(M - E)@JFG (13)
oM Al »
1
:a3q2 Zq?,Cp(q) — K_le, (14)
q

where sgn(z) = z/|z| is a sign function with sgn(0) =
0, ar = Y|mns|/n® , a3 = 3 n3/n* = N/3, ¢ =
@r/L)n, B=3, o1, and N =3° 1 is the number of
equivalent momenta averaged.

The pseudoscalar form factor, Gp, is given uniquely
by Eq. . For a subset of momenta, G4 and Gp are
determined uniquely from Egs. and (12). In gen-
eral, we solve the over- determlned system of equations,
Eqgs. . . Of these, correlators Ag 1, and A, are
nonvanishing for all q, and are thus sufficient to solve for
G4 and Gp. In practice, the A4 correlator has a poor
signal and is dominated by excited states contributions,
which we exploit to determine the relevant low-lying ex-
cited states. These turn out to be towers of multihadron
N7 and N7w states. We find that including these states
in fits to the spectral decomposition given in Egs. @
and is essential for extracting the GSME. With the

GSME in hand, the form factors G4 and G p are deter-

mined using Eqs. 7.

B. Strategies to extract ground state matrix
elements

Calculations of nucleon correlation functions face two
key challenges. First, the statistical signal-to-noise ratioj
decays exponentially with the source-sink separation 7
as e~ (MN=1.5M=)7  Thig limits current measurements of
two-point (three-point) functions to < 2 (< 1.5) fm. Sec-
ond, at these 7, the ESC are large and the many states
that, theoretically, can provide significant contribution
are not resolved by the fits to the data. These states
arise because the standard nucleon interpolating opera-
tor x, defined in Eq. [} used to construct the correlation

4

functions in Eqgs. and (@, couples to nucleons and all
its excitations including multi-hardon states with posi-
tive parity such as N(p)7(—p) and N(0)7(0)7(0). Con-
sequently, the contributions from all these excited states
have to be removed to obtain the GSME, (0'|.J]0), which
we do by fitting the averaged correlators Zu and P to
Eq. @ In this work, we construct and compare three fit
strategies that differ in the determination of the excited
state parameters, i.e., the energies F;(q) and masses M;
to use in Eq. (6)), as explained below.

It is important to emphasize from the very outset that
in all fits with each of the three strategies, the excited

state amplitudes, AZ(.I) and A;, are not needed since these
arise only in the combinations |A}||A;|(¢|.J|7), which are
fit parameters but are not used thereafter in the analysis.
Second, the ground state parameters, My, Fy, A} and Ay
are common for all three strategies and taken from four-
state fits to the two-point correlators.

In the standard approach, labeled Sop;, we take Ej,
M;, Aj, and Ay from 4-state fits to C?P*, and input them
into an m-state truncation (m < n) of Eq. (6) to extract
the matrix element (0'|J]|0). In this paper, we truncate
the spectral decompositions given in Eqs. @ and at
m = 3 and n = 4, respectively.

The second strategy, labeled Sa4, was proposed in
Ref. [9]. Again Ey, My, Aj and Ay are taken from 4-
state fits to C?Pt, however, F; and M; are determined
from two-state fits to the three-point correlator A4. The
output F; and M; are then fed into the fits to the other
four correlation functions defined in Egs. 7, .
This strategy assumes that the same [first] excited state
parameters apply to all five correlation functions, and
these are given by fits to Ajy.

The third strategy Ssim is similar to Sa4 except that
E4 and M, are outputs of the simultaneous two-state fits
to all five three-point correlators defined in Eqgs. —
(14). It is, from a statistical point of view, better moti-
vated than S44 because of the underlying assumption in
both cases that the same excited states contribute to all
five correlators. It avoids the two-step procedure used in
Sas—first obtain F; and M; from fits to A4 and then
use them in fits to the other four correlators. In Sgy,, we
used the averaged correlator A,, = (A; + A3)/2, since
these two correlators are equivalent under cubic rota-
tional symmetry, thus reducing the number of correlators
fit simultaneously to four.

The unrenormalized values of the three form factors
for each of the three strategies and for the 13 ensembles
along with the corresponding @2, are given in Tables
[XXTI] in Appendix [C} Our final results will be presented
using the Sgip, strategy as explained later.

Comparisons of G4(Q?) and the combination
Gr(Q?) x (Q* + M2)/(4M?%), which should be propor-
tional to G 4 according to the PPD hypothesis, obtained
using the three strategies Sopt, Sas, and Sgm are shown
in Figs. [[] and 2] Results for both form factors are
consistent between Sa4 and Sy, for each of thirteen
ensembles while the errors from Sgj, are slightly larger.
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FIG. 1. Data from a ~ 0.15, 0.12 and 0.09 fm lattices for the
axial form factor G (left) and (Q? + M2)Gp/(4M?%) (right).
In each panel, data obtained using the three strategies Sop,
Saa, and Sgim for controlling ESC are compared.
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FIG. 2. Data from a ~ 0.06fm lattices for the axial form
factor G4 (left) and (Q* + M2)Gp/(4MZ) (right). In each
panel, data obtained using the three strategies Sapt, Sa4, and
Ssim for controlling ESC are compared.

On the other hand Gp (and Gp) from strategy Saopt
show noticeable differences that increase as Q2 — 0
and M2 — 135 MeV, and these are correlated with the
increase in the difference in F; and M; between Sap
and Sgim in the same two limits.

Note that the increase in the difference between
the three ensembles at the same value of a and M,
al2m?220S5, al2m220, and a12m220L, is a simple kine-
matic effect, i.e., the Q? for a given n decreases as the
lattice volume is increased.

A small difference is also observed in G4 extracted
using the three strategies. A detailed analysis of the ex-
trapolation of these G4 to Q% — 0is presented in Sec.
and the marked improvement in the G 4, Gp, and Gp sat-
isfying the PCAC relation and the PPD hypothesis for
the Sa4 and Sgim strategies is discussed next in Sec. [[IC]



C. The PCAC relation and pion-pole dominance

In this section, we evaluate how well the form fac-
tors from the three strategies satisfy the PCAC relation,
which written in terms of the bare axial, A, (z), and pseu-
doscalar, P(z), currents is:

OuA, =2mP, (15)

where the quark mass parameter m = meudeZE1
includes all the renormalization factors, and m.,q =
(my +mq)/2 = my is the light quark mass in the isospin
symmetric limit. Using the decomposition in Egs. (1)
and of GSME, the PCAC relation requires that the
three form factors G4, G p, and Gp satisfy, up to dis-
cretization errors, the relation

2 ~
2MNG A(Q%) — Q%N Gp(Q%) =2mGp(Q%), (16)
which we rewrite as
Ri+Ry=1, (17)
with
Q? Gp(Q?)
M0 Ga) 1
_m Gp(Q?)
e TN DR 19

The PPD hypothesis relates ép to G4 as

_Q*+ M2Gp(QY) _
B=TDE e @

Tests of whether the form factors satisfy the PCAC
(R1+ Ry =1) and PPD (R3 = 1) relations are presented
in Fig. 3] and Fig. [ respectively. Data with the Sap
strategy show about 10% deviation for both the PPD
and PCAC relations for Q2 > 0.3GeV2. Below it, the
deviation grows to about 40% at the lowest Q2 point on
the two physical pion mass ensembles.

There is a very significant reduction in the deviations
for both the Sa4 and Sy, strategies for Q% < 0.3 GeV?2.
In fact, except for three M, ~ 220 MeV ensembles, data
below Q% = 1GeV? is essentially independent of Q2 and
the deviations from unity and the variations between en-
sembles is in most cases within about 5%, which can
be accounted for by possible discretization errors. The
differences between data with Sgn and Say4 are much
smaller. Also, the improvement in the PPD relation,
Eq. tracks that in PCAC, Eq. .

We point out a caveat in our clover-on-HISQ calcula-
tion of the quark mass m used in Eq. . For four en-
sembles, a12m310, a09m130W, a06m220, and a06m135
we have calculated m?P* using the following ratio of pion
two-point correlators,

(200, A, (6) P(0)|)

2 = QP PO 2D

D ami am?Pt
albm310 0.013 -
al2m310 0.0102 0.0121
al2m?220L 0.00507 -
al2m?220 0.00507 -
al2m?220S 0.00507 -
a09m310 0.0074 -
a09m220 0.00363 -
a09m130W 0.0012 0.0015
a06m220 0.0024 0.0028
a06m135 0.00084 0.00088

TABLE II. Ensemble sea quark mass is given in the second
column. The quark mass m is calculated from Eq.

For the other ensembles, the data for these two-
point functions were not collected, so we use the
HISQ sea quark mass amiy; for m since for staggered
fermions, in fact all lattice fermions with chiral symme-
try, ZmZ pZ;l = 1. These quark masses are given in Ta-
ble and we find that Mm% is 5 — 20% larger than amse,
which is not unexpected for our clover-on-HISQ calcula-
tion. Noting that Ry ~ 0.5R; (see Fig. [15] of Ref. [I4]),
such a 20% systematic error would increase Ry + Ry by
about 7%. This would bring the data from the physi-
cal mass ensembles, a09m130W and a06m135, in better
agreement but would not alter our conclusion that form
factors obtained with Sa4 and Sy, strategies show bet-
ter agreement with the PCAC relation compared to Saps.
Also, m does not enter in the PPD relation, Eq. , and
the deviation from unity of the PPD relation with Sa4
and Sgm data is observed to be smaller than seen in the
PCAC relation as shown in Fig. [ Equally important,
this caveat does not impact the extraction of individual
form factors or their subsequent analysis since m only
enters in the test of how well the three form form factors
satisfy the PCAC relation, Eq[16]

We further examine whether the deviation from unity
in Fig. [3| at small Q? is a discretization error. The O(a)
improvement affects only the axial current, A, — A, +
caad, P, and adds to the left hand side in Eq. (16) the
term —Q2?acAGp, i.e., under improvement, Eq. (16)) can
be written as

2
MN%_ZLQTN%:T%—F%MAQQ’ (22)
where the improvement coefficient, ca, is typically
O(1072) and negative. Thus, this effect is expected to
be small for Q% < 1 GeV?2, and will not change our con-
clusions.

The PPD relation (Eq. (20)) can be derived from

PCAC (Eq. (16)) provided

£ 1. (23)

In this case, Ry + Rs = 1 would also imply Rs = 1. In
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FIG. 3. The data for Ri 4+ Rz, which should equal unity
to satisfy PCAC relation, is plotted versus Q2 for analysis
strategies Saopt (top), Sas (middle), and Ssim (bottom). The
PCAC relation, Eqs. and , requires R; + R = 1 up to
discretization errors. The dashed lines give the 5% deviation
band.

Fig. 5| we compare R4 from the three strategies for all
ensembles except a06m220W, a06m310, and a06m310W
where Gp is not available. We note a roughly linear
increase in R4 with @2, which is consistent with the be-
havior observed in Ref. [7] and with the analysis of the
Goldberger-Trieman discrepancey using xPT in Ref. [I5].
Lastly, we note that the data for R4 from all three
strategies, Sopt, Sa4 and Sgim, overlap implying that the
changes in Gp and Gp, both of which have a pion pole,
between different treatments of ESC (Saps versus Saq or
Ssim) cancel in the ratio R4 within our statistics. This ob-
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FIG. 4. The ratio R3, which should be unity for the pion-
pole dominance hypothesis to be satiasfied, is plotted versus
Q? for analysis strategies Sopt (top), Sas (middle), and Seim
(bottom). The dashed lines mark the 5% deviation band.

servation supports our hypothesis that the same excited
states contribute to all five correlation functions.

D. Excited States Spectrum

In Fig. [f] we show data for the energy gaps, AFE; and
AM; on the two sides of the operator insertion for the
various ensembles, including the two physical pion mass
ones, a09m130W and a06m135. The results for AE;
and AM;{*, outputs of the simultaneous fits to all five
correlators (insertions of A, and P) at a given momen-
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For the pion-pole dominance hypothesis to be exact (derivable
from the PCAC relation), R4 should be unity independent of
Q?. The data show an approximate linear increase with Q2
which is consistent with the Goldberger-Trieman discrepancey
as discussed in Ref. [7, [15].

tum transfer p = 27n/L overlap with the results AE{*
and AM{** obtained from fits to just C4,. This indicates
that the energy gaps in the simultaneous fits are essen-
tially controlled by C'4,. The momentum dependence of
the data is consistent with the expectation that the rel-
evant excited states on the two sides are N(n) + 7(—n)
and N(0)+m(—n). This is based on the rough agreement
between the data and the corresponding non-interacting
energies of these states, AM; and AFE7, shown by the red
and dashed blue lines, respectively, and consistent with
the PPD hypothesis that the current injects a pion with
momentum g.

The data with open circles in Figure [6] are the energy
gaps AEIQPt obtained from the nucleon two-point cor-
relators. These are roughly independent of momentum
and larger than those from Sa4 or Sy fits, especially
for the smaller @2 points. The difference increases as

Q? — 0 and M, — 0. This behavior is consistent with
AEfpt corresponding to a mixture of radial and higher
multiparticle excitation whereas the intermediate excited
states identified by the Sa4 and Sy, fits, N(n) +7(—n)
and N(0) +7(—n), have energy decreasing faster with n
and M, in those limits. At the same time, when mak-
ing these identifications, it is very important to qualify
that the AFE; and AM; from the two-state fits in Sy
and Sy, strategies are effectively trying to account for
all the intermediate states that make significant contri-
butions and not just the most intuitive ones. Given the
size of the effect, improving control over all the excited
states that make significant contribution to these corre-
lation functions is key to obtaining precision results for
the form factors.

E. Renormalization Constant Z4

The renormalization constant Z 4 for the axial current
needed for the form factors G 4 and Gp and the charges
ga, 9p and g.nn was determined non-perturbatively us-
ing the RI-sMOM intermediate scheme in Ref. [13]. We
use the results given in Table V there.

III. PARAMETERIZATION OF G4(Q?), AND
THE EXTRACTION OF g4 AND (r%)

The axial form factor G 4(Q?) can be parameterized,
near Q2 = 0, by the axial charge g4 and the axial charge
radius squared (r%):

Ga@) =g~ "gr ) @
where g4 = G 4(0) and
2y = -2 O (25)

gA dQ2 Q2=0

To extract these from lattice data obtained at
Q2?2 0.1 GeV?, one parameterizes the Q? dependence
of GA(Q?%). Among the various parameterizations, we
study the dipole ansatz and the model-independent z-
expansion. The dipole ansatz

GA@) = G grmaEy Qg;)/\/li)? . (26)

has two free parameters, the axial charge, g4 =
1.2766(20) known accurately from experiments, and the
axial mass M 4. The z-expansion is a series expansion

Ga(@) =) arz", (27)
k=0

in terms of the variable

. Vite+ Q% — i+ to
\/tc+Q2+ Vtc+t0

with t. = 9M? (28)
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FIG. 6. Results for the energy (mass) gaps AFE1 (AM;) for the first excited state extracted from (i) simultaneous fits to
axial three-point correlators C[A,] and the pseudoscalar correlator Cp (Ssim strategy and labeled AE{ and AM{*), and (ii)
from fits to the C[A4] correlator (Saq strategy and labeled AE{** and AM{**). These mass gaps are compared with the first
excited state energy AEZP' from four-state fits to the nucleon two-point correlator. Note that the difference between them,
and consequently the difference between the form factors extracted, increases as M, — 135 MeV.

that maps the kinematically allowed analytical region
Q? > 0 to that within a unit circle, |z| < 1 [16]. The
parameter to is discussed later. For sufficiently small z,
fits with the first few terms should suffice. In practice,

to stabilize the fits we impose the condition |a| < 5 [16]
for all 22! truncations.

In our data, the statistical signal is good for momen-
tum transfer with n? < 6 and often poor in the four



points with 8 < n? < 10. To test the stability of the
dipole and z* fits, we therefore compare the output of
the fits to the lowest six versus that to all ten Q? points
on nine ensembles where data on all ten Q2 values exist.
Observing consistency, the final results are taken from
fits to six (five in 4 cases) points.

Estimates using the dipole ansatz from the three ESC
strategies are consistent, however, on six ensembles the
dipole fits to Sgm and Sas data have poor p-values.
These dipole estimates for g4 and (r%) are smaller than
those from z2 fits to the Sy, and Sa4 data. Based on
Ssim data showing the best agreement with PCAC, we
conclude that the dipole ansatz does not provide a good
fit to our data. Henceforth, the dipole results are given
only for comparison and do not enter in the final esti-
mates.

Our final results are obtained using the z-expansion.
The free parameter ty in Eq. is used to adjust
the maximum value of z within [z|] < 1. We take
to = 0.4,0.2,0.12 for M, ~ 310,220,130 MeV ensembles,
which gives |z| < 0.2. We have checked that using ¢g = 0
does not change the values significantly.

To ensure that the form factors satisfy the expected
1/Q* perturbative behavior in the limit Q> — oo, sum
rules can be imposed as done in Ref. [T4]. However, to ob-
tain the behavior near Q% = 0 from six or ten data points
with Q2% ~ 1 GeV?, we choose to make fits without the
sum rules [I7], i.e., to not increase the weight of the larger
error high Q2 points by imposing the sum rules. The z*
and 22 fits to G 4(Q?) from the Sy, strategy are shown
in Fig. The resulting bare axial charge g4 = G 4(0)
and the charge radius squared (r%) from the 2? fits are
shown in Fig.[7] and the data summarized in Table [XXITI|
in Appendix[D] From these data and the z-expansion fits,
we conclude the following:

e There is agreement in results between z? and 23
in all cases. To account for the small curvature
observed in the data shown in Fig.[13|and yet avoid
overparameterization, we will present final results
with the 22 truncation.

e The errors in the data from the two physical mass
ensembles a09m130W and a06m135 are large and
underscore the need for higher statistics.

e Results for both g4 and (r%) from both Sa4 and
Ssim analyses overlap and increase in value as
M, — 135 MeV. This increase is correlated with
the decrease in the mass gap of the Nx state. A
smaller mass gap gives larger ESC.

We take the final results from the Sy, strategy in which
a simultaneous fit is made to all five correlators and the
form factors come closest to satisfying the PCAC relation
as shown in Fig.

The analysis of g4 from the forward matrix element is
postponed until Sec. [V]
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A. Extrapolation of g4 and (r3) to the Physical
Point

Extrapolation of the renormalized axial charge g4 and
the axial charge radius squared (r%) to the physical point
(a —» 0, M, — 135MeV, L — o0) is performed using a
simultaneous CCFV fit with the ansatz

Y =by +b a+0by M2+ by M2exp(—M,L), (29)

where Y = (r%) or g4 and {b) } denote the corresponding
set of fit parameters.

We have performed four CCFV fits: (i) the full set
of thirteen ensembles (13-pt), and three “12-pt” fits that
exclude (ii) the coarsest lattice point a15m310, (iii) the
smallest volume point a12m?220S that also has large er-
rors, and (iv) the point a06m135 that has large statistical
errors and shows the largest difference from the other 12
points. The three 12-pt fits are used to estimate sys-
tematics due to discretization and finite volume effects,
and the impact of the a06m135 point. Results of the
13-point CCFV extrapolation for g4 and (r%) are sum-
marized in Table [[T]] for six cases: the three strategies
used for removing ESC, Sgim, Sa4, and Sape, and the two
QQ? parameterizations, z? and dipole. The parameters of
the 13-point CCFV fit to the Sym data fit using the 22
ansatz and used to get the final central values are given
in Table in Appendix [E| for both g4 and (r%).
Results for all the other cases can be constructed using
the data for the form factors given in Tables [XHXXTI] in

Appendix [C]

1. ga

The central value for g4, taken from the 13-point
CCFYV fit shown in Fig. [§] to the Sym data with 22 fit, is

ga =1.296(50)gta¢ (13)(11)
=1.296(50)stat (17)sys » [2?]. (30)

The first error is the total analysis uncertainty, and the
next two are additional systematic uncertainties: (i) the
difference between using z? and 22 fits and (ii) the differ-
ence of this central value from the average of the three
12-point CCFV fits. The two systematics are added in
quadrature to get the total systematic error given in the
second line in Eq. . In Section [V| this result is com-
pared with an independent analysis of g4 obtained from
the forward matrix element, i.e., from the zero momen-
tum correlator, Ca,(p = 0), as defined in Eq. (7).

The CCFV fit to (r%), obtained from the Sy, data
with 22 fit, is shown in Fig. [9| (top panels). It gives

(%) =0.418(33)stat (29)(18) fm?



11

LB e D |{atsm3to [ @& ] [ 4] e = asmzio & ] F #|
L = B a1omsto | Elé 1+ Q i L =@ 2B a2m3lo | ? 1 ﬂ
= e : j 4 at2mo20r | ﬁ 1t &l 1 L me zj z 4 at2mo20r | ﬁ 4t g,
- e {azm220 | @ | L e - {azm220 | W@ 4L &
- e | 012m2205 | op— | | meh o) {at2m20s | o 4 L @)
I Bw® 4 a0om3i0 L $ R G B L 48 4 a09m3i0 L g 4+ q;
= = 4 a09m220 | ﬁ 1+ ﬁ R - me~ 4 a09m220 | @ 4+ ‘QL
F e EE—A— | q09m130W | -G {1 e E!+ § o EO——2— 4 a09m130W | —-@ § ) mf
L P I S T B S =1 L Be {aomzo | @ 4 L &
i 1 a06m310W | -ﬁ- 4 F m'— -7 1 a06m310W | ﬁ 4t m
- = e— {ao6m220 |~ | L e L Bl {ao6m220 | ome L -
+ ren = 4 a06m220W -ﬁr' 4+ -@ g I e 1 a06m220W L n- 4t QL
L e a06m135 l-??l-' 1 | E; 7 b el ——aoemizs | +— ol Bg—
1.2 14 —010 01 -02 0 02 04 06 08 —02 0 02 -05 0
94(Ssim) A(Spa) A(Sopr) (1) (Seim) [fm?] A(Spq) [fm?] A(Spt) [fm?]

FIG. 7. (Left) Results for bare g4 from the strategy Ssim and the differences A(Sa4) = galsa, — gals., and A(Sap) =
9AlSape — 9AlS. - To facilitate visualization of the spread, the errors plotted for A(X) are those in ga(X). Results are shown
for the dipole fit labeled “D” and z'?*-truncations. (Right) Analogous results for (r3).

|

al5m310 g
al2m310 VA

al2m220L —H
al2m220

al2m220S A
a09m310 Hii

a09m220 o+ a06m310 A
a09m130W HlH a06m310W HA4

a06m220 =1
a06m220W +H

a06m135 HH

extrap

1.1

sim

1 11fF
[ ISIrT'I

P R R S S |
0 0.03 0.06 0.09 0.12 0.15

0.02

1
0.04

1
0.06

1
0.08

0.1 3

a [fm]

M2 [GeV?

FIG. 8. The axial charge ga given by the 13-pt CCFV fit to Ssim data using the 2 fit to G4(Q? # 0). The pink band in each
panel gives the result of the CCFV fit (Eq. versus the x-axis variable with the other two variables set to their physical
values. The data points in each panel have been shifted in the other two variables using the same CCFV fit, however, the size
of errors are not changed. The final result at the physical point is shown by the red cross.

20-418(33)stat<34)sys fm2 ) [22] (31)

with the errors derived in the same way as for g4.

For both g4 and (r%), the largest dependence in the
CCFV fit is on M2 for the Sy, and Say4 strategies. This
is a consequence of the increasing influence of the N«
state as M,; — 0 due to the decrease in its mass gap.
In contrast, the Saop¢ data, which do not include the N«
state in the analysis, show mild dependence on all three
variables {a, M, ML}

Estimates from the 12-pt CCFV fit excluding the
a06m135 point, shown in the bottom panels of Fig. [0}
are consistent with the 13-point results, not unexpected
since the errors in the a06m135 point are large. Clearly,
to further improve the estimates of both g4 and (r%)
requires much higher statistics data at small Q% on the
physical pion-mass ensembles.

B. Ga(Q? at the Physical Point

The Q? dependence of the axial form factor up to
1GeV?, obtained at the physical point, is shown in
Fig. @ for the three strategies Sapt, Sas4, and Sgim. The
pink band in these figures was obtained using the follow-
ing three step process. First, starting with the lattice
data for GA(Q?)/ga on each of the thirteen ensembles,
which does not need renormalization and are at different
discrete values of 2, we fit them using the z2-ansatz (see
Eq. (27)). The result of these fits was taken to specify
GA(Q%)/ga for 0 < Q% < 1GeV?. Second, we chose a
set of eleven Q2 values evenly distributed over this range,
and for each of these Q2 values carried out a CCFV ex-
trapolation of the thirteen points using Eq. . The
result was taken to be the value of G 4/ga at that Q2 at
the physical point. In each of these CCFV fits, the data
are assumed to be uncorrelated as the thirteen ensembles
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gAa 22 dipole
Seim 1.296(50)(13)(11) 1.239(43)(-)(39)
Sas 1.281(51)(11)(21) 1.204(44)(-)(21)
Sapt 1.213(39)(02)(-) 1.228(37)(-)(-)
(r}) 2 dipole
Seim 0.418(33)(29)(18) 0.305(13)(-)(06)
Sas 0.428(31)(21)(19) 0.305(15)(-)(06)
Sapt 0.282(27)(16)(-) 0.275(14)(-)(-)

TABLE III. g4 and (r%) from the 13-point CCFV fit. Results
are given for the z? and dipole fits to G (Q? # 0), and for
the three strategies used to control ESC. In each case, in
addition to the central value and the total analysis error, the
two systematic errors are the difference between the z? and
2% estimates, and the difference from the 12-pt CCFV fits
explained in the Sec. [[ITA]

are independent calculations. Third, these eleven extrap-
olated points are fit by the 22 ansatz to obtain the final
parameterization valid in the interval 0 < Q% < 1.0 GeV?
that is shown by the pink band in Fig. [I0] The errors
in the original lattice data are fully propagated through
this three step process carried out within a single boot-
strap setup. They do not include possible uncertainty
due to incomplete removal of ESC or due to using only
the leading order CCFV fit ansatz.

Figure[I0]also shows the experimental bubble chamber
data and the dipole ansatz with M4 = 1.026(21) GeV
extracted from it (green band) [I5]. A recent analysis
of the v-deuterium data [I8] finds a ~10X larger uncer-
tainty. As already shown, only the lattice data with the
Sopt strategy is roughly consistent with a dipole ansatz
with M4 ~ 1.30 GeV, but the three form factors ex-
tracted using it fail to satisfy the PCAC relation. So the
reader should regard our showing of the dipole curves
with M, = 1.026, 1.2 and 1.35 GeV as only for compar-
ison.

Estimates using Sa4 and Sg strategies are consis-
tent, and show a more rapid fall for Q* < 0.3GeV?,
roughly consistent with the dipole ansatz with M4 =
1.026(21) GeV (and therefore a larger (r%)), and then
level out falling more slowly. Note, however, that the
data for Q% > 0.5GeV? come mainly from the heav-
ier M, =~ 310 MeV ensembles. At these heavy pion
masses, the mass gap of the N7 state is large and close
to the Saop values as shown in Fig. @ To obtain data
for Q@ > 0.5 GeV? on physical pion mass ensembles with
ML > 4 requires going to large values of q, where statis-
tical and discretization errors are large with the method-
ology used in this work. A more promising method
for generating data at large Q2 is momentum smear-
ing [T9]. Also, when including points with larger Q2,
the z-expansion fits with and without sum-rules should
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FIG. 10. Results for Ga/ga at the physical point for the three
strategies Sapt, Sas and Ssim (labelled “2pt”, “A4”, and “sim”,
respectively) used to control the excited-state contamination.
The three step process used to get these results shown by the
pink band is described in the text. In each case, the error
band represents the full analysis error for that strategy but
with the value at Q? = 0 fixed to unity. The label 1®&a® M2
FV specifies that all 4 terms in the CCFV ansatz, Eq. 29
were kept. The experimental v-deuterium data (gray crosses
labeled Exp.) were provided by Ulf Meissner and the dipole
result M4 = 1.026(21) GeV is taken from Ref. [I5]. Thisand
the two other dipole fit with M4 = 1.20 and 1.35 GeV are
shown only for comparison.

be compared since it is not known, a priori, when the
1/Q* asymptotic behavior becomes singnificant.

The coefficients b; in the CCFV ansatz given in
Eq. are shown in Fig. for the three strategies
Sapt, Saa, and Sgm. The coefficients b1 (Q?) and by (Q?)
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are similar within errors for Sgi, and Saq4, significantly
different from zero, and qualitatively different from the
case Sapt.

To provide our best parameterization of G, for
phenomenology, we repeated the above procedure for
G A(Q?) obtained with the Sy, strategy. Again, the
data after extrapolation to the continuum limit at Q% =
0,0.1,0.2,...,1.0 GeV? were fit with a 22 ansatz, t, =
9M2, and to = 0.25 GeVZ2. The result, shown in Fig.
has the parameterization

Ga(Q*) =ao+ay z+as 22
= 0.876(28) — 1.669(99)z + 0.483(498)22, (32)

with the correlation matrix:

ao aq a2
ao 1.0 —0.45170 —0.02966
ai (0.45170 1.0 0.24394) (33)
az \—0.02966 —0.24394 1.0

This fit gives

ga = 1.281(53),
(r3) = 0.498(56) fm?, (34)
which are consistent with the estimates in Egs. and
(B1), albeit with an ~ 1o larger (r%).

We also carried out this final 2% fit setting ty = 0 in
the definition of z. The results are

ga = 1.282(54)
(r%) = 0.505(66) fm?. (35)

While consistent, the coefficient s in this fit is essentially
undetermined. We, therefore, choose the results given in

Eq. .
For our final results from the analysis of G4, we take
the average weighted by the “stat” errors of values given

in Egs. , and to get

ga = 1.289(53)stat (17)sys
(r%) = 0.439(56)stat (34)sys fm?. (36)

For errors, we take the larger of the “stat” error and keep
the “sys” errors given in Egs. and .
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IV. COUPLINGS g5 AND g,yy FROM THE
INDUCED PSEUDOSCALAR FORM FACTOR
The induced pseudoscalar coupling g5 is defined as

My
2M N

Gp(Q™), (37)

gp =
where m,, is the muon mass and Q*? = O.88mi is the
energy scale of muon capture. Similarly, the pion-nucleon
coupling grnn is obtained from the residue of G'p(Q?)
at the pion pole through the relation

2 2
_ 7T+Q ~ 2
gonn = W NN EL Gp(Q7)
Fp(—M2)M
— P( 71') N’ (38)

where F; = 92.9 MeV is the pion decay constant. The

function Fp is Gp without the pion pole, and is defined
as

Q2+M2

ﬁP(QQ) = 4M2

“Gp(Q?). (39)
It would equal G4 if PPD were exact. This, as defined
in Eq. , requires R3 = Fp/G4 = 1. The data for
Rs, plotted in Fig. [} deviates from unity for Sap while
that for S and Sa4 strategies is one within expected
discretization errors and violations of PPD.

To extract gj and grnyn from the lattice data, a pa-
rameterization of the Q% behavior of G pand F 'p is carrigd
out. A comparison of the z! and 2?2 fits to G4 and Fp
from the Sy, strategy is shown in Fig. [I3] for the thir-
teen ensembles. Results from 22 and 23 fits are consis-
tent, indicating convergence, while z' fits miss the small
curvature seen. To avoid overparameterization, we again
take the 22 results for the central values.

A. Parameterization of Gp(Q?) and Fp

Based on the PCAC analysis (see Figs. , we focus on
the ép(QQ) data from only the S, and Sa4 strategies
and again give the Sapt results only for comparison.

We consider two ways to parameterize G r(Q?), both
of which build in the pion-pole dominance hypothesis.
The first is a small Q2 expansion

~ 2\ _ €0 2
Gp(Q7) = 07+ 2 +oa+ @, (40)
where the ¢; (i = 0,1,2) are fit parameters. Results for
95, gennFr and grn N Fr /My using this fit (labeled PD)
to the Sgm data are given in Table [KXIV] along with
the x?/DOF and p-value for the fits. Figure (left)

shows the bare g} from the Sym strategy for five Q2
parameterizations of Gp and its difference from S44 and
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Sopt results. The analogous results for unrenormalized
g=NNFr are also summarized in Table [KXIV] for Sgm
data fit using 22, and shown in Fig. [14] (right).

In the second way, we treat Fp(Q?) as an analytic func-
tion that can be fit using either the dipole ansatz (with
free parameters Fp(0) and M p) or the z-expansion,
Eq. , with z again defined by Eq. . Results for
g5y gannFr and grynFr /My, from 22 fits to ﬁp(Qz)
obtained with the Sy, strategy are given in Table [XXV]
and agree with those in Table [XXIV]

B. Extrapolation of gp and grnn to the Physical
Point

1. gp

Renormalized g5 is extrapolated to the physical point

in two ways. In the first method 2m#MNﬁp (Q*?) is ex-
trapolated using the CCFV fit function given in Eq.
and multiplied by the the pion-pole factor at the physical
point:

1

g;) = QmHMNﬁP(Q*Q) Q*Q +M2

(41)

extrap phys

In the second method, extrapolation of g} is carried out
by adding the pion-pole term, bj” /(Q*2 + M2), to the
CCFV fit function in Eq. (29). The two methods give
consistent estimates and their unweighted average is used
to get the final results summarized in Table [[V] for each
of the three strategies, Ssim, Sa4, and Sape.

The error obtained from the overall analysis is quoted
as the first “stat” uncertainty. The systematical errors
associated with z-expansion truncation and the largest
difference of the central value from the three 12-pt CCFV
fits are quoted as the second and third errors. The dif-
ference between the two extrapolation methods described
above is quoted as the fourth error. For the final result,
we take the Sgy, data with 22 fits:

g}ka :9-03(47)5tat
:9-03(47)stat

(03227, [,
(42)sys (42)

In the second line, the three systematic errors are com-
bined in quadrature. The 13-pt CCFV fit to the 13
points, obtained using Sy, data fit with 22, is shown

in Fig. [T5]

2. grNN

The CCFV extrapolation to obtain g.yny is car-
ried out using Eq. (29) for (i) the product g.nnFr(=
My Fp(=M?2)), and the result, in the continuum, di-
vided by F, = 92.9MeV; and (ii) Fp(—M2) and the
result multiplied by My (= 939MeV)/F,(= 92.9MeV).
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gp 22 dipole PD

Seim 9.03(47)(01)(32)(27) 8.61(39)(-)(19)(23) 8.92(45)(-)(38)(33)
Sau 8.92(44)(04)(20)(23) 8.70(37)(-)(17)(15) 8.94(43)(-)(28)(33)
Sopt 4.50(26)(02)(-)(22) 5.36(25)(-)(-)(12) 4.73(27)(-)(-)(10)

TABLE IV. gp from the z2-expansion, dipole, and pion-pole dominance (PD) fits. The first column gives the strategy used for
extracting the matrix elements. In each, the first error is the total analysis error and the rest are systematic errors explained

in the text.

2? dipole PD
Ssim 14.14(81)(01)(77)(35) 13.03(67)(-)(41)(28) 13.80(81)(-)(99)(33)
Saa 13.77(79)(07)(33)(29) 13.06(64)(-)(38)(26) 13.90(79)(-)(57)(31)
Sopt 5.76(57)(00)(-)(10) 7.57(46)(-)(-)(09) 6.24(57)(-)(-)(05)

TABLE V. Results for g-nn from the 22, dipole, and pion-pole dominance (PD) fits. The first column gives the ESC strategy
used to extract the matrix elements. The first error is statistical and the rest are systematic as explained in the text.

These two extrapolations could have different systemat-
ics, and as shown in Fig. [[5 the slopes with respect to
M? of g.nNFy and Fp(—M2) are different. These two
estimates are averaged to get the g,y for the nine cases
summarized in Table[V} the three strategies and the three

Q? fit types.
The central value

grNN =14.14(81)tat(1)(77)(35)
=14.14(81)stat (85)sys - [2?] (43)

is taken from the Sy, data with 22 fits and the errors
estimated as for gp.

C. Fp(Q?) at the Physical Point

The physical point Fp(Q?) was obtained following the
same three step procedure used for extrapolating G 4 (Q?)
that is described in Sec. This Fp(Q?) and the fit pa-
rameters, b;(Q?), in the CCFV_extrapolation are shown
up to 1GeV? in Figs. and (17, respectively, for data
obtained with the Sy, strategy.

Figure [16{also provides a comparison with the G 4(Q?)
already shown in Fig. If PPD is exact, then Fp should
equal G 4. The overlap of the two bands turns out to be
surprisingly good over the whole Q2 interval.

Similar to G4(Q?), the two physical mass ensembles
impact the coefficients b;(Q?) shown in Fig. [17] only for
Q? <04 GeV?. The plots show some pion mass depen-
dence for Q% < 0.2GeV?, ie., by(Q?) # 0. The coeffi-
cents for the lattice spacing dependence, by (Q?), and for
finite volume, b3(Q?), have large uncertainty. Also, ne-
glecting the finite volume term does not change by (Q?)
and by (Q?) significantly. Overall, the shape of these co-
efficients versus Q2 is somewhat different from those for
G 4 shown in Fig.

The 22 fit to the physical point Fp, shown in Fig.
with t. = 9M2 and to = 0.25 GeV? has the parameteri-
zation

ﬁp(QQ) =ag+ay z+ ay 22
= 0.868(30) — 1.702(136)z + 0.587(601)22 ,

(44)
with the correlation matrix:
apn al ag
ag 1.0 —0.45085 —0.05106
ai (—0.45085 1.0 —O.23890> (45)
as \—0.05106 —0.23890 1.0

The agreement, within errors, with the parameterization
of GA(Q?%) given in Egs. (32) and (33) is surprisingly
good.
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fits to the Fp data are shown with the solid red line and pink error band and the fit without the FV term with dashed blue
line and hatched error band. These error bands show only the central analysis uncertainty.
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in Fig.



V. NUCLEON CHARGES FROM FORWARD
MATRIX ELEMENTS

The spectral decomposition of the forward, g = 0,
three-point function truncated at three states, |i) with
1 =20,1,2, can be written as

CP(t;7) = Z | A ]| Ai] (| O |i)e=Mit=Ms (7=
i,j=0

:|A0|29F6_MUT X {1 + T%bne_AMlT

+ T§b2267(AM1+AM2)T

+ 2r1bgre AMIT/2 cosh(AM;ty)
+ 27’2b026_(AM1+AM2)T/2 cosh {(AMl + AMg)ts}
+ 27 7obyge” GAMITAM:)T/2 cosh(AMaty)

TR (46)

where t;, =t — 7/2, (0|Or|0) is the bare charge gr, the
transition matrix elements are b;; = (i|Or|j)/(0|Or|0),
the ratios of amplitudes are r; = |A;|/|Ao|, and the suc-
cessive mass gaps are AM; = M; — M;_1. The prefactors
in terms involving the excited states are combinations
such as r3bys. These are to be regarded as simply pa-
rameters in the fits and are not used subsequently. Thus
the excited-state amplitudes R;, by themselves, are not
needed.

To remove the contributions from excited states, we

made three kinds of fits based on Eq. :

e 3*: This is a 3-state fit with bay set to zero. The
four parameters Ag, My, My, Ms are taken from
four-state fits to the two-point function, leaving
only (0|Or|0), and products such as 72by; as free
parameters. This strategy (along with its two-state
version) was used to get the results presented in
Ref. [13], which are reproduced in Eq.

e 3-RD: This is a 3-state fit with bg1, b1 and bao set
to zero, otherwise the fits become unstable. The
three parameters Ay, My, M7 are again taken from
four-state fits to the two-point function. The value
of the second mass gap, AMs, is left as a free pa-
rameter in the fit. The sign of AM, for a given
charge determines whether |1) lies above or below
|2) as shown pictorially in Fig.

e 3-RD-Nm: In this fit, M; is fixed to the nonin-
teracting energy of (N(n)m(—n)) state with n =
(1,0,0)). For the value of Ms, we use a Bayesian
prior with a narrow width centered about the first
excited state mass determined from the two-point

correlator as given in Table [XXX|in Appendix [F]

We also tried two-state fits with AM; left as a free pa-
rameter. For the axial charge, we found large fluctua-
tions in AM; between the jackknife samples leading to
unreliable values. So we do not present these estimates.

FIG. 18. A pictorial representation of the standard 2-state fit
(left) and the 3-RD fit (right). In the 3-RD fit, the My and
M; are taken from the nucleon two-point correlator fit but
AM; is determined from the fit to the three-point correlator.
Negative values for AM> in Tableindicate that |2) lies
below |1). Both fits include only two transitions, |0) — |1)
(yellow) and |1) — |1) (green) in the 2-state fit and |0) — |2)
(yellow) and |1) — |2) (green) in the 3-RD fit. The transi-
tions turned off with respect to the full 3-state ansatz given
in Eq. are represented by dashed lines.

Results for unrenormalized isovector nucleon charges,
ga, gr, and gg, using the 3*, 3-RD, and the 3-RD-N=
fits are given in Table [XXXI] and the other parameters
of the 3-RD fits are given in Table XXXTI|in Appendix [F}

The final renormalized charges are presented in the
MS scheme at 2 GeV. We carry out the renormalization
using the RI-sMOM intermediate scheme as described
in Ref. [13]. To understand systematics, we use three
methods: (i) gx = ngg?are), where X = A,T,S; and

(i) gx = Zx/Zv X g%are)/ggfbare) and use the relation

Zagy = 1. For the final values, we use the average of
these two within the jackknife process, and call it method
three. The renormalization factors Zx and Zx /Zy used
in this study are given in Table V in Ref. [I3].

We use the same leading order CCFV ansatz, given in
Eq. , for extrapolating results from all three strate-
gies: 3*, 3-RD, and 3-RD-N.

Results from the 3* (or 2-state for gg) analysis, have
already been published in Ref. [I3], and reproduced here
to facilitate comparisonEI These are:

g4 =1.218(25)stat (30)sys (3*-state, [13])
gr :0~989(32)stat(10)sys (3*_St8‘tev [13]) (47)
gs =1.022(80)stat (60)sys (2-state, [13]) .

We now focus on the 3-RD analysis and make the fol-
lowing cuts on the points chosen for the CCFV extrapo-
lation:

e “13-point” CCFV fit uses all thirteen points.

e “I1-point-narrow” CCFV fit: This fit excludes the
a06m310W and a06m220W points obtained with
larger smearing radius for sources used to calcu-
late quark propagators [I3]. Larger smearing ra-
dius reduces the ESC at smaller values of 7 but

1 The statistics in the a06m135 and a12m310 ensembles have been
increased, however, the changes in the estimates are insignificant,
so we continue to quote the results from Ref. [13].



gives larger statistical errors at the values of 7 used
in our excited-state fits to get the 7 — oo values
as discussed in Ref. [I2]. Also, we expect signifi-
cant correlations between the two pairs, (a06m310,
a06m310W) and (a06m220, a06m220W), since
they use the same gauge configurations. Com-
paring the two sets, the results for the three
charges agree except for gg between a06m220 and
a06m220W. This difference can be explained as
due to statistical errors, which are large for gg, es-
pecially in the a06m220W data. Consequently, the
“11-point-narrow” CCFV fit is used to get the cen-
tral value for gs, which is shown in Fig.

e “10-point-narrow” CCFV fit excludes al5m310,
a06m310W and a06m220W points. Since the vari-
ation with the lattice spacing is the dominant sys-
tematic, removing the a15m310 point (coarsest lat-
tice with a ~ 0.15 fm) provides a handle on higher
order, O(a?), corrections neglected in Eq. (29).

Results from these three CCFV fits, different truncations
of the CCFV ansatz, and the three renormalization meth-
ods are given in Tables [XXXII| [XXXIV], and [KXXXV]in
Appendix [F] and used to assess the various systematics.

The central values are taken from the “13-point fit”
for g4 and gr and the “l1-pt-narrow fit” for gg with the
3-RD data renormalized using the third (average of the
first two) method. Note that we find a systematic shift
of ~ 0.03, 0.02 and 0.03 between the first two renormal-
ization methods for the three charges, ga, gr and gg,
respectively.

These CCFV fits are shown in Fig. Each panel in
a given row shows the fit result versus one of the three
variables with the other two set to their physical point
values. In the left two panels, we show two fits: (i) using
the full ansatz given in Eq. (pink band), and (ii)
assuming there is dependence only on the x-axis variable
(grey band). For example, in the left panels the grey
band corresponds to a fit with b3* = b3* = 0. The
data show that the discretization errors are the dominant
systematic, i.e., there is an almost complete overlap of the
two fits (pink and grey bands) for g4 and a significant
overlap for gs and gr. The variation with a over the
range 0 < a < 0.15 fm is about 10%, 5% and 30% for
ga, gr, and gg, respectively. The large variation with
a in gg is similar to that found in the clover-on-clover
calculation [7].

The final results of the 3-RD analysis are:

ga :1-294(42)stat(18)CCFV(16)Z (3-RD)
gr :0-991(21)stat(04)CCFV(09)Z (3—RD)
gs =1.085(50)sa (102)cerv(13)z  (3-RD).  (48)

The first error quoted (labeled stat) is the total uncer-
tainty from the central analysis. The second error is an
estimate of the uncertainty in the CCFV extrapolation.
For g4 and g7, this is taken to be the average of the dif-
ferences |11-pt-narrow - 13-pt| and |10-pt-narrow - 13-pt|.
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For gg, it is the difference |10-pt-narrow - 11-pt-narrow]|.
The third error is half the difference in estimates between
the first two renormalization methods.

The g4 from the 3-RD fit is in good agreement with
the result obtained from the extrapolation of the ax-
ial form factor G4(Q?) to Q? = 0 that is given in
Eq. . It is also consistent with experimental value
ga = 1.2766(20) but has much larger errors. The dif-
ference from the 3* (PNDMEI1S) value reproduced in
Eq. is due to different excited state energies used
in the fits to the spectral decomposition. The data in
Table [XXXTI| show that the fit parameter M, when left
free satisfies M, < My — My < 3M, for all but the
a = 0.12 fm lattices. In [9], we showed evidence that the
N(p1) + n(—p1) with p; = (1,0,0)27/La state makes
a significant contribution on the zero momentum side
of the operator insertion in the calculation of the form
factors, and the non-interacting energy of this state is
Mpyr — My ~ 2M,. In short, the My output by the
3-RD fit has a mass lower than M; obtained from the
two-point correlator and broadly consistent with the hy-
pothesis that the N7 states contribute. We again caution
the reader that these excited state masses should only be
regarded as effective fit parameters that encapsulate the
effect of the full tower of N(p) + 7(—p) states with mo-
menta p = (2r/L)n as well as other multihadron and
radial excitations that can contribute.

For gs and gr, the 3-RD fit reduces to a 2-state fit if
AMQ(: Mg — Ml) = O7 i.e., M2 ~ Ml. This is the case
for many of the ensembles as shown in Table XXXTI
Results given in Eq. are consistent with those in
Eq. indicating that sensitivity to excited state ener-
gies is small.

Based on the 3-RD fits, which indicate that the data for
ga prefer a low-mass excited state with AM = 2M,, the
3-RD-N fit defined above, with the mass gaps summa-
rized in Table XXX] were performed. Charges from this
fit are compared with 3-RD and 3*-state fits (or 2-state
fit for the gg) in Table for the thirteen ensembles.
The p-value for many of the 3-RD-N7 fits are low. To
stablize the 3-RD-Nr fits, we increased the width of the
priors for My, however, this still did not lead to stable
fits for several ensembles.

A comparison of g4 s obtained in Eq. with re-
cent results obtained by other collaborations is made
in Table [VI] The FLAG has reviewed results prior to
2021 [B [6]. Overall, results for g4 and gy are consistent
within five percent and for gg at ten percent, and the
precision will continue to improve steadily.

Our conclusion is that, with current statistics, fits for
the axial charge are more stable with input of My and
M, from the 4-state fit to the 2-point function and let-
ting the 3-point function determine Ms (corresponding
roughly to the N state), i.e., the 3-RD fit. In future
works with higher statistics, we intend to continue to in-
vestigate whether results from 3-RD and 3-RD-Nw fits
come together as one would expect.
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FIG. 19. The simultaneous chiral-continuum-finite-volume (CCFV) fit to the axial ga (top, 13-point), tensor gr (middle,
13-point), and scalar gs (bottom, 11-point-narrow) charges. The data are extracted using the 3-RD fit described in the text
and are the average over the two renormalization methods Zx x gg?are) and Zx /Zv X ggfare) / 983 %) where the gv is the vector
charge. In each panel, the pink bend with black solid line represents the full CCFV fit. In the left (middle) panels, the grey
band shows the fit to the date keeping only the a (ME) dependent term in Eq. . The value at the physical point is marked
by the red star. In each panel, the data have not been shifted with respect to the other two fit variables.

Collaboration ga gs gr (r3) fm? g% GrNN
PNDME 23 1.292(53)(24) 1.085(50)(103) 0.991(21)(10) 0.439(56)(34) 9.03(47)(42) 14.14(81)(85)
RQCD 19/23 1.28433 1.1113 0.98439 0.449(88) 8.68(45) 12.93(80)
ETMC 20 1.283(22) 1.35(17) 0.936(25) 0.343(42)(16)
NME 21 1.32(6)(5) 1.06(9)(7) 0.97(3)(2) 0.428(53)(30) 7.9(7)(9) 12.4.(1.2)
Mainz 22 1.225(39)(25) 1.13(11) (%) 0.965(38)(13) 0.370(63)(16)
PACS 22 1.288(14)(9) 0.927(83)(22) 1.036(6)(20)

TABLE VI. Comparison of ga,s,r, (ri), gp and gxn N from recent calculations labeled as: PNDME 23 is this work, RQCD
(here we list values obtained with the 12*%2 fit, and take ga,s 1 from their recent work [21]), ETMC [22], NME [7], Mainz [23],
and PACS [24]. All results for ga,s,7 are in the MS scheme at scale 2 GeV. For completeness, we also give results for gs r from
the Mainz collaboration [25] and from the ETMC collaboration [26]. These and earlier results are reviewed by the FLAG [5l [6].



VI. CONCLUSIONS AND COMPARISON WITH
PREVIOUS CALCULATIONS

We have presented results for the axial, G 4(Q?), the
induced pseudoscalar, G p(Q?), and the pseudoscalar,
Gp(Q?), form factors of nucleons using thirteen ensem-
bles of 2+4+1+1-flavors of HISQ ensembles generated by
the MILC collaboration [8]. A large part of the focus of
this work is on understanding the nature of the excited
states that contribute significantly to the relevant nuclear
correlation functions and removing their contributions.
The analysis presented here strengthens the case for in-
cluding multihadron excited states, such as N7, made in
Ref. [9]. Our data driven analysis strategy, labeled Sgim,
identifies contributions from N7 state in the extraction
of the GSME. The three form factors obtained including
N state satisfy the PCAC relation to within 10% as op-
posed to a ~ 50% deviation without them. For the final
results, we therefore choose the data obtained with the
Saim strategy for removing ESC, parameterize the Q? be-
havior using the model-independent z2 fit; and extrapo-
late the data to the physical point using the leading order
terms in a simultaneous chiral-continuum-finite-volume
fit ansatz given in Eq. (29)). For errors, we quote two es-
timates: the first labeled “stat” is the total error obtained
from the analysis used to produce the central value, and
the second, labeled “sys”, is a combined systematic error
discussed in the appropriate sections.

Our final results are:

e The axial charge is ga = 1.292(53)stat (24)sys. This
is the unweighted average of the value from the ex-
trapolation of G4(Q?) to Q? = 0 (Egs. (36)) and
from the forward matrix element (Eq. (48])). The
“stat” and “sys” errors quoted are the larger of those
from the two determinations. This result is con-
sistent with the experimental value but has much
larger errors.

e The scalar charge gs = 1.085(50)stat (103)sys and
the tensor gr = 0.991(21)g¢at (10)sys are taken from

Eq. .

e The extraction of the axial charge radius squared
is discussed in Sec. and the result taken from
Eq. is (r}) = 0.439(56)stat (34)sys fm?.

e The extraction of the induced pseudoscalar charge
is discussed in Sec. [V Bl and the result from
Eq. is g5 = 9.03(47)stat (42)sys-

e The pion-nucleon coupling is discussed in

Sec. [[VB2| and the result taken from Eq. is
grNN = 14.14(81)sat (85)sys-

e Our procedure for obtaining the axial form fac-
tor, G4(Q?), in the continuum limit is discussed
in Sec. [II Bl The final parameterization is given
in Eq. (32), the covariance matrix of the fit in
Eq. (33), and the corresponding values of g4 =
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1.281(53) and (r%) = 0.498(56) fm? in Eq. (34).
The final values from the analysis of G4 are given
in Eq. .

A comparison of lattice results from various collabora-
tions for all the above quantities was presented recently
in Ref. [7]. The charges ga, s have also been reviewed by
FLAG [5H7]. Since then, new results have been presented
in Refs. [23] 24, 27]. The full list of relevant publications
that have included N7 states in the analysis of ESC and
checked whether form-factors satisfy the PCAC relation
are [7, 9, 20l 22H24]. We first summarize the results and
important points made in each of these calculations, and
then show a comparison of G'4(Q?) obtained by the vari-
ous collaborations in Fig. [20] Results for the charges are
compared in Table [V]]

The observation that the form factors extracted using
the spectrum from the nucleon 2-point function fail to
satisy the PCAC relation Eq. was made in Ref. [14].
The possible cause, enhanced contributions of multi-
hadron (N) excited states in the axial channel was pro-
posed by Bar [11] using a xPT analysis. This was con-
firmed using the data for the three-point function with
the insertion of the A4 current in Ref. [9]. This data-
driven analysis, including only the lowest N excited
state, found that the ESC to the Gp(Q?) and Gp(Q?)
form factors were about 35%, while that in G 4(Q?) could
be O(5%) as the latter is affected only at one-loop in
X PT. This level of contamination in G 4 (Q?) is consistent
with what is observed in the axial charge g4 extracted
from the forward matrix element. Below, we present a
brief comparison of our results with other lattice calcu-
lations published in |7, 201 22}24].

The RQCD collaboration [20] has extracted Ga(Q?)
from a two-state fit to thirty-six 2+41-flavor Wilson-clover
ensembles generated by the coordinated lattice simula-
tions (CLS) collaboration. The Gp(Q?) and Gp(Q?)
are, on the other hand, extracted using a 3-state fit
in which the first excited state energies are fixed to
be the non-interacting energies of the lowest N7 state
and the second excited state energies are taken to be
the first excited state (values higher than N(1440))
given by fits to the 2-point nucleon correlators. While
their form factors satisfy the PCAC relation, they are
equally well fit by the dipole ansatz and 243 (i.e., 23
with sum rule constraints). The axial charge ga =
1.302(86) from z-expansion (fit labeled !243) is larger
than g4 = 1.229(30) from dipole (labeled 12P) with the
latter agreeing with that from the forward matrix ele-
ment. The corresponding difference in (r%) is 0.449(88)
versus 0.272(33) fm?. Results for g} (8.68(45) versus
8.30(24)) and for g.nn (12.93(80) versus 14.78(1.81)) are
consistent. They have recently [21] updated their results
for ga,sr based on the analysis of 47 ensembles. We
quote these values in Table [V

The preferred estimates from the ETM collabora-
tion [22] are from a single 2+41+1-flavor physical mass
64> x 128 ensemble at a ~ 0.8 fm. For the analysis of
G A(Q?), they take excited-state energies from the 2-point



function and find (r%) = 0.343(42)(16) fm?. Their result
for g4 = 1.283(22) is obtained from the forward matrix
element extracted without including possible contami-
nation from N7 states. When results from the direct
calculations of Gp(Q?) and Gp(Q?) are used, the three
form factors show large deviations from the PCAC re-
lation which they attribute partially to large discretiza-
tion errors in their twised mass formulation [28]. Con-

sequently, they quote final estimates of G p(Q?) derived
from G 4(Q?) using the pion-pole dominance hypothesis,
i.e., the quoted G p is not independently determined.

The NME collaboration [7] analyzed seven ensembles
generated with 2+1-flavors of Wilson-clover fermions.
They make a simultaneous fit to all five correlation func-
tions with insertion of the axial, A,, and pseudoscalar, P,
currents, i.e., same as the Sy, strategy used in this work.
The A4 correlator provides the dominant contribution
to fixing the excited-state energies which turn out to be
close to the lowest N7 states as also discussed in this pa-
per and in Ref. [9]. The resulting form factors satisfy the
PCAC relation to within ten percent. Observing only a
small dependence of G4 (Q?) on a and M, they provide a
continuum parameterization of G 4(Q?) neglecting these
effects, and thus underestimate the uncertainty. This
G A(Q?) is reproduced in Fig. The value of the axial
charge without including N7 state is g4 = 1.242(46)(42)
and including them gives 1.32(6)(5). Their other re-
sults are (r4) = 0.428(53)(30) fm?, g5 = 7.9(7)(9) and
gnNN = 124(12)

The Mainz Collaboration [23] analyze fourteen 2-+1-
flavor Wilson-clover ensembles also generated by the co-
ordinated lattice simulations (CLS) collaboration. They
obtain a parameterization of G4(Q?) in the continuum
from a single combined fit—summation method for deal-
ing with ESC and the 22 fit for the Q2 behavior. This
result is shown in Fig. 20 and from it they get g4 =
1.225(39)(25) and (r?) = 0.370(63)(16) fm?.

The PACS collaboration [24] has analyzed one ensem-
ble with a large volume (128%) at a = 0.085 fm and get
ga = 1.283(14)(9). Remarkably, they find that an ex-
ponential smearing of sources for the generation of quark
propagators, in contrast to Gaussian smearing used by all
other calculations, leads to essentially no excited-state ef-
fects. The limitation of this calculation is only 20 config-
urations, each separated by 10 molecular dynamics tra-
jectories, were analyzed. Most likely, this total of 200
trajectories represents less than one unit of autocorrela-
tion time. Consequently, the errors are likely underes-
timated even on this single large-volume ensemble. No
parameterization of G 4(Q?) has been presented.

Phenomenologically, the most important quantity is
G A(Q?), and we show a comparison of results from var-
ious lattice collaborations in Fig. [20] along with the ex-
traction from the v-deuterium bubble chamber scattering
experiments [I8]. In all cases, except ETM, the data are
extrapolated to the physical point and then fit using a
truncated z-expansion. The bands in Fig. [20] overlap in-
dicating that the lattice results are consistent within one
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FIG. 20. A comparison of the isovector axial form factor
Ga (QZ) at the physical point obtained using a z-expansion
fit by the RQCD [20] (light faun band), ETMC [22] (light tan
band), NME [7] (tan band), Mainz 23] (brown band) collab-
orations and this work (turquoise band). The G extracted
using the v-deuterium bubble chamber scattering experiments
data [I8] is shown by the grey band and labeled vD in the
lower panel.

sigma and the envelope of the bands suggests a roughly
10% uncertainty throughout the range 0 < Q% < 1.0
GeV2. The other significant observation is that the lat-
tice results fall slower than the phenomenological extrac-
tion (the ¥ N band) for Q22 0.3 GeVZ.

When comparing between these current lattice data, it



is important to note that the analyses by the various col-
laborations handle various systematics differently. These
systematic effects will become clearer and the analysis
more robust as the precision of the data increases. In
this regard, recent calculations including N7 states in a
variational basis of interpolating opertors [29] is a step
forward and will, in time, provide further insight and
improvements.

To reduce the roughly 10% spread in the lattice results
compared in Fig. 20| requires much higher statistics data,
which will be available over the next few years. It has
become clear that N7 states need to be included in the
analysis for the three form factors to satisfy the PCAC
relation [I7] The questions that remain for higher preci-
sion are how many multihadron states need to be kept in
the spectral decomposition for a given precision and the
size of their contributions.
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Appendix A: Determining the nucleon spectrum from C?P*(t)

To extract the nucleon spectrum, we make two kinds of
fits to the spectral decomposition of C?P*(t). The first is
a frequentist (labeled F') multiexponential fit, i.e., with-
out any priors. It is a three-state fit for a ~ 0.06,0.09 fm
ensembles, and two-state for a ~ 0.12,0.15 fm ensembles.
These frequentist results (ns = 2 or 3) are compared
against empirical Bayesian four-state fits (ns = 4) in Ta-
ble and their difference is shown in Fig. [21] (bottom
panel). We observe that

e The ground state masses from the F- and B-fits
given in Table [VII| are consistent within one com-
bined ¢. There is, however, a small but systematic
shift with M(g4) < MS?’), indicating near conver-
gence. The deviations are ~ 10 MeV on all except
a12m?220S and a06m310 ensembles, where they are
20 — 30 MeV. Overall, the B-fit values are smaller.

e Most of the thirteen calculations satisfy the

The analysis of the first excited state mass from fits
to the three-point correlations functions has been pre-
sented in Sec.[[TD] Here we study its extraction from the
spectral decomposition of C?Pt(t):

C?PH(t) = age P! {1 + Zbke(EkEO)t} . (A1)

k=1

where the coefficients ag and by are positive definite since
the same interpolating operator is used at the source and
the sink. Starting from the definition of the effective mass

C(t)

Clt+1) (A2)

meff(t) = IOg

one can derive, using the symmetric lattice derivative
df(t)/dt — (f(t+1) — f(t —1))/2, a series of effective

n
masses Mg

relativistic dispersion relation (speed of light c? o _ d 2pt
consistent with unity) to within 1o except for the Meff = = gy log C*7"(t) (A3)
B-fits for a15m310 and a06m135 ensembles.
n n— d n—
mig =mig™" — 2 log(m{y™ = Buoa) (A4)
[ee]
be (Bx — Eo) -+ (B — En1) _(p,—p
=B, — —logq1 = (Bre—En)t =1,2,...). A5
n d Og{ +k:zn;rlbn(En_EO) (En_Enfl (n » < ) ( )

that should approach a plateau from above at a suffi-
ciently large time ¢ and give the energy levels E,. To
determine ml(;f;) (t), one could take the E, from a multi-
exponential fit, with n limited by the statistical quality
of the data. Note that no prior information of the overlap
factors ap and by, is required to calculate mig) (t).

These effective masses for the a06m135 ensemble are
shown in Fig. for the lowest two momenta and com-
pared with when the F; are taken from a four- (left pan-
els) versus three-state (right panels) fits with values given
by the black dashed lines with yellow error bands. The
fit parameters and the first excited state masses, M1(4)

and M1(3), are given in Table [VIIIL We note that

e The estimate of Fj is slightly larger from the 3-
state fits. Again, this is expected since the fits give
“effective” F; that partly incorporate the contribu-
tions of all the higher states neglected in the fits.

e The time t; when mi}f) (t) reaches the estimate F4
is roughly constant, ~ 0.7 fm.

e The signal in mgtlcf) (t) becomes noisy for t2 t1, i.e.,

before confirmation of it having plateaued.

o Estimates of M1(4) and Ml(g) for the two physical
pion mass ensembles (see Table [VIII| and M1(4) —

Ml(B) plotted in Fig. are consistent with the
N(1710) excited state, or a combination of the
N (1440) and N(1710) which overlap due to their
widths, I' = 300 and 100 MeV.

e Estimates of Ey and mg?f) (t) from 3-state fits are
not reliable.

e In the bottom right panel of Fig. 22 we input E; =
Ey + 2M, (solid black line) to study impact on
mé}? (t). Estimates of mgf) (t) are not changed but
mgg (t) shows a much more rapid fall. The signal is,
however, poor and dies before any conclusion can
be reached.

Overall, this analysis highlights the challenge of deter-
mining the excited state energies E; from fits to C2P!(¢)
and making an association with physical states.
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1D ns  aMZP* aMy*P c? X2/dof p

albm310 4 0.8302(21) 0.8304(21) 0.930(12) 1.37 0.195
albm310 2 0.8315(20) 0.8319(19) 0.936(11) 0.96 0.474
al2m310 4 0.6660(27) 0.6662(26) 1.001(14) 0.62 0.777
al2m310 2 0.6715(13) 0.6716(13) 1.001(09) 0.73 0.685
al2m220L 4 0.6125(21) 0.6135(17) 0.995(15) 0.39 0.940
al2m220L 2 0.6187(10) 0.6187(10) 1.013(07) 0.67 0.741
al2m220 4 0.6080(31) 0.6086(30) 0.989(27) 0.33 0.967
al2m220 2 0.6151(14) 0.6152(14) 1.001(10) 0.91 0.515
al2m2205 4 0.6039(52) 0.6110(41) 0.970(20) 119 0.297
al2m2205 2 0.6194(26) 0.6204(24) 0.997(21) 0.69 0.718
a09m310 4 0.4951(14) 0.4959(13) 1.027(13) 1.72 0.078
a09m310 3 0.4952(15) 0.4961(13) 1.024(14) 0.96 0.473
a09m220 4 0.4495(20) 0.4513(15) 1.020(16) 0.36 0.955
a09m220 3 0.4514(16) 0.4528(13) 1.021(14) 0.53 0.857
a09m130W 4 0.4208(17) 0.4221(16) 0.978(31) 0.77 0.647
a09m130W 3 0.4213(18) 0.4225(17) 0.981(31) 1.12 0.342
a06m310 4 0.3248(30) 0.3257(28) 0.996(42) 0.97 0.422
a06m310 3 0.3305(21) 0.3319(19) 1.059(25) 0.80 0.524
a06m310W 4 0.3277(18) 0.3296(16) 1.025(22) 2.11 0.077
a06m310W 3 0.3289(16) 0.3303(14) 1.030(19) 2.14 0.073
a06m220 4 0.3036(19) 0.3035(19) 0.926(52) 0.26 0.902
a06m220 3 0.3065(17) 0.3060(16) 0.987(42) 1.22 0.299
a06m220W 4 0.3030(21) 0.3045(17) 1.033(40) 0.51 0.730
a06m220W 3 0.3047(14) 0.3053(13) 1.027(25) 0.33 0.858
a06m135 4 0.2714(24) 0.2716(22) 0.857(48) 0.48 0.886
a06m135 3 0.2735(16) 0.2737(16) 1.008(35) 0.33 0.967

TABLE VII. Comparison of the ground state nucleon mass
(MéDlsp)2+
2p? with Mgpt from zero-momentum two-point correlator.
Here ns is the number of states kept in the fits with ns = 2 or
3 implying a frequentist fit and n, = 4 implying an emperical
Bayesian fit. The speed of light ¢?, the x?/dof and p-value
are for the fit to the dispersion relation.

obtained from fits to the dispersion relation, Ef, =

Ensemble ID ¢ /a 4s 3s Ml(4> Mfg)
[tminy tmax] [tmin, tmax] GeV GeV
a06m135 12 [6,30] [2,25] 1.60(11) 1.85(05)
a06m220 13 [7,30] [3,30] 1.87(08) 2.10(06)
a06m220W 11 [4,20] 2,25]  1.82(15) 2.21(11)
a06m310 12 [7,30] [3,30] 1.65(11) 2.09(14)
a06m310W 8 [4,25] [2,25]  2.05(15) 2.37(15)
a09m130W 7T [4,20] [2,20] 1.76(09) 1.82(09)
a09m220 9 [3,14] (2,20]  1.72(09) 2.00(10)
a09m310 7 (2,18 [2,18]  2.06(13) 2.09(16)
a12m220L 7 (2,15 (2,14]  1.69(18) 2.40(03)
al2m220 6 [2,15] (1,12]  1.63(12) 2.39(02)
al2m220S 6 [2,15] [2,10]  1.50(08) 2.40(08)
al2m310 6 [2,15] [2,10]  1.58(09) 2.51(05)
al5m310 4 [1,10] [1,10]  2.04(06) 2.22(03)

TABLE VIII. Results for M; from the four-state empirical
Bayesian fit (4s) and the three-state frequentist fit (3s). For
ensembles with a =~ 0.12,0.15fm, a two-state frequentist fit
is performed, nevertheless, we keep the label “s3” for brevity.
The second column gives the approximate time ¢; at which

(1)
the m g

reaches the first excited state energy E; given by

the four-state fit. The time interval used in the four- (three-)
state fits to C?P¥(t) is given in the third (fourth) column.
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FIG. 21. (Top) The first excited state mass, M1(3), from
the frequentist 3-state (or 2-state) fit. The mass differ-
ences M2(4) — M1<3) and M1<4) — Ml(g) are shown in the second
and third panels. The difference in the ground state mass,
MO(4) — MéS), is given in the bottom panel.
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FIG. 22. Data for the effective masses m)7 defined in Eq. , from the a06m135 two-point correlators. Top panel shows
results for p = 0 with the E,,_; in Eq. taken from the four-state fit (left) and three-state fit (right). These input energy
levels E,, are shown by the dashed lines with yellow error bands. The red plus, green square, and blue circle symbols correspond
to mig) with n = 0, 1, 2, respectively. The bottom panel shows mig) for p=2nn/L, n = (1,0,0). In the bottom right panel,
Ey is taken from the four-state fit andt E1 = Eo + 2M- (solid black line) is assumed.
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Appendix B: Extrapolation of the nucleon mass My to the Physical Point

Here we revisit the extrapolation of the nucleon mass
My (a, M2, ML) given in Table[VII|to the physical point
and extend the discussion in the Appendix B in Ref. [17].
We use the following CCFV ansatz:

My = co + c1a + coa® + C3M7% + C4M;:) + C5M7%6_M7'L .
(B1)

Results and the fit parameters ¢; for various truncations
of this ansatz are given in Table [X] The CCFV fits F1
and B1 are shown in Fig. Our analysis indicates

e The CCFV fits, F1-F4, to the M.¥ data give
slightly smaller continuum My than fits to M(§4)
even though Més) > M0(4) as shown in Fig. 21| (bot-
tom panel) for each of the thirteen ensembles.

o Only F1 (My = 0.939(12) GeV) and Bl (My =
0.945(16) GeV) fits give estimates consistent with
the physical value of My = 939 GeV. The other
fits give &~ 25 MeV higher values.

e The F3 and B3 fits, which include the higher order
M3 term give a ¢4 that is roughly consistent with
the xPT prediction ¢4y = 3¢%/(32nF2%) = —5.716.
On including a? and/or finite volume correction
terms in addition to the M2 term, ¢4 remains con-
sistent with the yPT prediction for F1, F2 and F4
fits but becomes smaller for B1, B2 and B4.

e The finite volume coefficient, cs, is not well deter-
mined in any of the fits. Without it, fits F1 and B1
have small p-value but give results cnsistent with
the experimental value. Including it, the p-value of
F2 and B2 fits improves to an acceptable level, but
the coefficients of the lattice spacing dependence,
c1 and ¢y, become less well determined. Neglect-
ing the co term (F4 and B4 fits), the ¢; becomes
well determined, while the other ¢; are essentially
unchanged. In these cases, the ~ 25MeV shifts in
the My from the F1 or B1 fits persist.

Overall, with the current data, we are not able to deter-
mine whether Még) or Mé4) give better estimates of the
ground state nucleon mass. Also, we can at best make
four-state fits to the two-point function and three-state

fits to the three-point functions.
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FIG. 23. The result of the chiral-continuum (CC) fit (no
finite volume term) to the nucleon mass M(§4) Bl fit in Ta-
ble (top panel) and Mé?’) (F1 fit in Table (bottom
panel) is shown by the red line with the error band. The data
for B1 and F1 fits given in Table are plotted versus M2
after shifting them in a to a = 0 using the CC fits. The CC
fit is also shown versus M2 with a set to a = 0.06 fm (blue
dashed line), 0.09 fm (orange dotted line), 0.12 fm (green dot-
ted line), and 0.15 fm (purple dash-dot line). In a perfect fit,
these curves should pass through points with the same color,
i.e., with the same lattice spacing a.
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Fit Mn x*/DOF p AIC co[1] cilal c2[a?) ca[M2] ca[ M3 cs[FV]
GeV GeV GeV fm™!  GeV fm™2 GeV™! GeV2 GeV™!

F1 0.939(12) 2.187 0.025 27.5 0.878(013) 0.41(25) -3.2(1.2) 4.24(38) -6.5(1.0) -

F2  0.954(14) 1758  0.091 243  0.895(015)  0.11(28) 1.6(1.4)  4.07(38)  -5.9(1.0)  -6.0(2.6)

F3  0.968(04) 2.686 0.004 322 0.904(008) -0.23(04) - 4.53(36) -7.3(9) -

F4  0.969(04) 1.686 0.096  23.5  0.908(008) -0.19(04) - 4.13(38)  -6.0(1.0) -7.4(2.3)

Bl  0.945(16) 1.109 0.353 189  0.896(017) 0.27(32) -2.6(1.5) 3.18(46)  -3.6(1.2) -

B2  0.968(20)  0.675  0.693 16.7  0.922(021)  -0.16(38)  -0.2(1.9)  2.86(48) -2.5(1.3) -10.4(5.1)

B3 0.972(05) 1318 0221 19.9  0.921(009)  -0.28(04) - 3.35(44)  -4.2(1.2) -

B4 0970(05)  0.592  0.785 14.7  0.924(009)  -0.20(05) 2.86(48) -2.5(1.3)  -10.7(4.0)

TABLE IX. Summary of CCFV fits to My (a, M7, ML) using Eq. (BI). Fits F1-F4 are to the frequentist (3-state or 2-state)
data labeled Més) in the text, and B1-B4 are to the 4-state empirical Bayesian fit data and labeled M(g4). To make the
interpretation of coefficients ¢; defined in Eq. easier, we give both the functional dependance within square parentheses
and the units. The results for Mé4) are the same as in Ref. [I7], except for a small change in a06m135 value due to increased

statistics. Fits corresponding to the B2 and B4 were given in Table XV in Ref. [17] (labeled B1 and B2 there) and led to
My = 0.976(20) GeV and 0.972(6) GeV, respectively.
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Appendix C: Tables giving Form Factors versus Q>

The unrenormalized values of the form factors G 4, G p, and Gp at the various Q? values simulated on the thirteen
ensembles and extracted using the three analysis strategies Sgim, Sas, and Sape defined in Section E] are given in

Tables XI— XX

Ga Gp Gp
Q*[GeV] Ssim Saq Sapt Ssim Saq Sapt Ssim Saq Sapt
0.252(00) 1.007(008) 1.010(009) 0.993(006) 12.53(22)  12.89(23) 1L.01(14) 15.12(24)  15.56(23)  13.14(15)
0.483(01) 0.842(007) 0.842(007) 0.822(007) 6.388(126) 6.433(102) 5.827(093) 8.115(143) 8.162(105) 7.386(097)
0.703(02) 0.720(007) 0.720(010) 0.690(008) 3.967(071) 4.046(104) 3.647(072) 5.255(095) 5.357(105) 4.939(081)
0.911(06) 0.648(017) 0.657(020) 0.614(017) 2.890(132) 2.915(148) 2.553(094) 4.080(172) 4.071(160) 3.559(097)
1.102(07) 0.593(011) 0.587(013) 0.561(011) 2.144(082) 2.065(090) 1.978(061) 3.184(133) 3.046(105) 2.856(088)
1.297(09) 0.520(006) 0.524(011) 0.491(013) 1.560(045) 1.613(076) 1.590(078) 2.341(063) 2.418(090) 2.369(117)
1.637(22)  0.450(017) 0.476(025) 0.469(023) 1.018(062) 1.119(087) 1.119(103) 1.662(082) 1.793(118) 1.640(121)
1.803(22) 0.439(029) 0.449(034) 0.452(023) 0.999(106) 1.028(124) 1.050(104) 1.444(133) 1.489(148) 1.290(207)
1.790(29) 0.543(114) 0.458(039) 0.395(056) 1.215(356) 1.002(135) 0.959(204) 1.557(428) 1.121(319) 0.995(972)
1.917(31)  0.428(108) 0.437(024) 0.379(046) 0.911(353) 0.938(085) 1.225(153) 1.455(505) 1.354(166) 1.293(322)

TABLE X. The bare form factors G4, CNJP, and Gp versus Q2 for the 3 strategies Ssim, Sa4, and Sapt on ensemble a15m310.

Ga éP Gp

Q*[GeV] Ssim Saa Sapt Ssim Saa Sapt Ssim Saq Sapt

0.176(00) 1.086(011) L.0S6(011) 1.050(014) 18.01(20) 17.84(38)  16.51(56)  22.32(36) 22.08(41)  21.15(86)
0.342(01) 0.948(010) 0.937(009) 0.905(013) 9.817(153) 9.501(169) 9.493(281)  12.67(20) 12.27(19)  12.02(33)
0.498(02) 0.844(011) 0.842(012) 0.787(016) 6.505(106) 6.411(155) 5.954(199) 8.635(154) 8.499(206) 8.309(252)
0.646(03) 0.764(013) 0.763(014) 0.686(022) 4.664(087) 4.600(138) 4.124(189) 6.478(133) 6.385(194) 5.863(191)
0.787(04) 0.694(011) 0.691(012) 0.639(016) 3.504(088) 3.454(113) 3.246(123) 4.957(127) 4.891(157) 4.301(162)
0.920(05) 0.649(011) 0.666(013) 0.576(019) 2.882(118) 3.006(076) 2.399(168) 4.015(150) 4.161(106) 3.424(180)
1.178(09) 0.533(010) 0.550(017) 0.506(025) 1.684(068) 1.818(110) 1.651(126) 2.606(074) 2.731(163) 2.433(222)
1.293(10) 0.472(031) 0.463(040) 0.465(025) 1.296(193) 1.295(214) 1.469(150) 2.056(173) 2.048(221) 1.659(259)
1.315(19) 0.462(016) 0.538(047) 0.482(336) 1.175(083) 1.609(253) 1.264(1.241) 2.104(152) 2.446(317) 1.680(546)
1.435(18) 0.471(013) 0.488(032) 0.462(044) 1.224(066) 1.293(138) 1.438(258) 1.908(087) 1.984(223) 0.840(515)

TABLE XI. The bare form factors G 4, ép7 and G'p versus Q2 for the 3 strategies Ssim, Sa4, and Sapt on ensemble a12m310.

Ga Grp Gr

Q2 [Gev} Ssim ‘SA4 Sth Ssim ‘SA4 Sth Ssim ‘SA4 Sth

0.175(01) 1.129(033) 1.123(034) 1.084(020) 190.73(92) 19.75(1.08) 16.14(69) 26.03(1.19) 26.27(1.49) 21.67(96)
0.339(03) 0.918(037) 0.920(033) 0.912(020) 9.517(656) 9.580(552) 8.373(527) 14.44(1.11)  14.83(98)  12.60(91)
0.490(06) 0.814(031) 0.821(044) 0.766(027) 5.271(346) 5.634(304) 5.165(360) 8.344(603)  9.064(487) 8.620(681)
0.636(09) 0.749(120) 0.749(044) 0.705(037) 4.284(877) 4.166(328) 3.744(288) 6.528(1.027) 6.563(449) 6.237(399)
0.773(10) 0.629(039) 0.646(041) 0.640(024) 3.016(409) 3.123(268) 2.743(171) 7.386(2.229) 6.484(705) 5.342(341)
0.909(13) 0.587(069) 0.627(045) 0.593(028) 2.568(343) 2.763(309) 2.276(212) 4.458(804) 4.516(556) 3.919(353)
1.178(23) 0.461(144) 0.514(062) 0.502(041) 1.110(705) 1.689(269) 1.515(176) 2.710(222)  3.422(587) 3.156(390)
1.307(25) 0.467(115) 0.571(059) 0.511(039) 1.116(1.966) 1.810(250) 1.480(193) 2.183(5.142) 2.986(644) 2.890(476)
1.238(33) 0.509(049) 0.551(077) 0.555(068) 1.247(181) 1.605(316) 1.499(288) 2.975(858)  3.966(821) 3.586(682)
1.358(36) 0.415(037) 0.425(135) 0.440(050) 0.771(163) 0.712(764) 0.890(225) 2.597(424) 3.625(1.536) 2.818(614)

TABLE XII. The bare form factors G 4, ép, and G p versus Q2 for the 3 strategies Ssim, Sa4, and Sapt on ensemble a12m220S.
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Ga éP Gp

Q2 [Gev} Ssim SA4 S2pt Ssim SA4 Sth Ssim SA4 Sth

0.105(00) 1.174(020) 1.169(021) 1.145(017) 28.84(1.16) 28.37(1.27) 24.11(1.40) 38.36(1.42) 37.84(1.55) 32.00(2.09)
0.206(02) 1.033(014) 1.041(017) 1.031(022) 15.55(42) 15.93(52) 14.53(97) 21.95(58) 22.23(66) 20.38(1.43)
0.301(02) 0.954(017) 0.956(017) 0.930(021) 10.75(34)  10.93(34)  9.99(48)  15.17(47)  15.30(49)  13.78(59)
0.391(03) 0.908(017) 0.911(017) 0.900(021) 7.975(219) 8.011(221) 7.498(345) 11.51(34)  11.43(34)  10.44(41)
0.482(04) 0.834(014) 0.836(016) 0.812(021) 6.182(192) 6.168(240) 5.752(262) 9.135(300) 9.236(356) 8.444(356)
0.568(05) 0.784(018) 0.787(021) 0.749(024) 4.988(200) 5.142(246) 4.601(249) 7.746(282) 7.955(344) 6.803(348)
0.732(08) 0.690(015) 0.730(029) 0.671(028) 3.404(152) 3.746(303) 3.246(219) 5.518(262) 6.051(497) 5.145(361)
0.808(10) 0.686(028) 0.705(033) 0.644(031) 3.213(252) 3.323(218) 2.850(237) 5.606(475) 5.833(388) 4.690(377)
0.806(12) 0.676(043) 0.711(035) 0.643(045) 3.147(203) 3.077(357) 2.885(321) 5.421(360) 5.058(541) 4.995(556)
0.884(12) 0.655(023) 0.671(025) 0.622(036) 2.579(184) 2.562(240) 2.693(266) 4.085(261) 4.115(295) 3.753(470)

TABLE XIII. The bare form factors G4, ép, and Gp versus Q? for the 3 strategies Ssim, Sas, and Sapt on ensemble a12m220.

Ga Gp Gp

Q?[GeV)] Ssim Saa Sopt Ssim Saa Sopt Ssim Saa Sopt

0.067(0) 1.235(20) 1.259(16) 1.199(09) 39.90(1.21) 40.42(1.12) 30.88(2.09) 52.61(1.52) 52.68(1.37) 40.29(3.15)
0.132(0) 1.129(10) 1.150(09) 1.118(08) 24.34(55)  24.51(45) 20.55(1.17) 32.11(63)  32.17(53) 27.08(1.63)
0.195(0) 1.061(09) 1.078(08) 1.052(09) 17.24(36)  17.22(26)  15.09(68)  23.01(42)  23.01(32)  20.17(95)
0.257(1) 0.982(11) 1.008(09) 0.983(13) 12.68(41)  13.01(19)  11.58(44)  17.74(41)  17.98(27)  16.02(68)
0.316(1) 0.944(08) 0.961(09) 0.936(12) 10.34(21)  10.40(18)  9.30(27)  14.34(27)  14.43(22)  12.98(37)
0.374(1) 0.907(10) 0.921(13) 0.890(14) 8.719(155) 8.623(250) 7.765(203) 12.19(24)  12.11(31)  10.99(29)
0.487(2) 0.822(29) 0.839(09) 0.808(14) 6.264(153) 6.239(091) 5.576(124) 9.003(302) 9.046(132)  8.146(154)
0.541(3) 0.782(15) 0.802(12) 0.771(16) 5.503(129) 5.347(173) 4.894(126) 8.083(176) 7.852(241)  7.260(159)
0.541(3) 0.776(15) 0.797(10) 0.770(17) 5.152(168) 5.075(130) 4.883(130) 7.922(237) 7.606(199)  7.429(190)
0.595(3) 0.739(13) 0.766(09) 0.741(16) 4.549(105) 4.477(110) 4.264(120) 6.992(210) 6.920(168)  6.565(145)

TABLE XIV. The bare form factors G4, ép, and Gp versus Q? for the 3 strategies Ssim, Sa4, and Sape on ensemble a12m220L.

Ga éP Gp

Q*[GeV] Ssim Saa Sopt Ssim Saa Sopt Ssim Saa Sopt

0.183(00) 1.043(06) 1.043(06) 1.053(04) 17.38(22)  17.27(20)  14.60(30)  21.90(21)  2L.76(18) _ 18.35(35)
0.356(01)  0.894(06) 0.894(07) 0.907(06) 9.238(099) 9.231(105) 8.316(185) 12.36(14)  12.37(12)  11.24(25)
0.520(04) 0.793(09) 0.794(09) 0.795(12) 6.027(123) 6.047(103) 5.594(178) 8.372(148) 8.399(126) 7.931(253)
0.673(04) 0.714(09) 0.715(09) 0.717(09) 4.325(084) 4.313(082) 4.042(077) 6.225(108) 6.208(103) 5.776(086)
0.819(08) 0.647(07) 0.659(10) 0.652(09) 3.284(067) 3.370(079) 3.115(091) 4.889(103) 4.989(111) 4.620(103)
0.961(13) 0.602(07) 0.609(12) 0.591(13) 2.612(057) 2.710(084) 2.482(079) 3.938(082) 4.059(114) 3.834(106)
1.197(09) 0.531(14) 0.565(25) 0.521(09) 1.906(082) 2.028(121) 1.676(046) 3.116(126) 3.198(114) 2.781(063)
1.323(13)  0.498(10) 0.506(16) 0.489(08) 1.513(076) 1.601(093) 1.455(047) 2.535(120) 2.663(131) 2.455(123)
1.325(17)  0.449(12) 0.529(34) 0.482(24) 1.352(080) 1.687(162) 1.438(104) 2.312(138) 2.783(174) 2.319(131)
1.421(14)  0.481(23) 0.513(30) 0.470(11) 1.430(141) 1.519(146) 1.206(052) 2.435(240) 2.560(197) 2.216(111)

TABLE XV. The bare form factors G4, ép, and G p versus Q2 for the 3 strategies Ssim, Sa4, and Sapt on ensemble a09m310.
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Ga Gp Gp

Q2 [Gev} Ssim SA4 Sth Ssim SA4 82p1: Ssim SA4 Sth
0.086(0) 1.185(17) 1.181(17) 1.169(10) 34.73(1.00) 34.12(92) 27.06(88) 47.06(1.16) 46.25(1.03) 36.91(1.17)
0.169(0) 1.063(11) 1.060(11) 1.074(09) 19.29(39)  19.16(38)  17.17(48)  27.19(45)  27.01(45)  23.67(66)
0.248(1)  0.978(10) 0.974(10) 0.986(09) 13.11(25)  13.04(25) 11.99(30)  18.90(31)  18.85(30)  17.25(48)
0.324(1) 0.925(11) 0.922(11) 0.920(11) 9.940(202) 9.784(217) 8.960(227) 14.41(28)  14.19(27)  13.22(33)
0.398(2) 0.862(08) 0.859(09) 0.858(10) 7.665(141) 7.563(146) 7.158(154) 11.59(19)  11.46(19)  10.67(24)
0.470(2) 0.807(09) 0.806(09) 0.802(11) 6.165(119) 6.086(124) 5.736(134) 9.556(168) 9.451(172)  8.847(189)
0.608(4) 0.726(10) 0.725(10) 0.719(12) 4.401(081) 4.379(090) 4.142(101) 7.007(131) 7.020(136)  6.462(159)
0.674(4) 0.687(11) 0.694(11) 0.683(13) 3.807(084) 3.772(088) 3.532(104) 6.187(137) 6.169(135)  5.456(160)
0.671(5) 0.706(09) 0.711(14) 0.690(16) 3.882(070) 3.935(095) 3.538(131) 6.299(162) 6.333(165)  5.616(208)
0.736(5) 0.664(11) 0.677(12) 0.654(13) 3.351(105) 3.362(111) 3.147(102) 5.480(177) 5.473(176)  4.962(178)

TABLE XVI. The bare form factors G4, CNT‘p, and Gp versus Q? for the 3 strategies Ssim, Sas, and Sapt on ensemble a09m220.

Ga Gp Gp

Q2 [GGV} Ssim Saa 82pt Ssim Saa S2pt Ssim Saa S2pt
0.049(0) 1.284(37) 1.281(35) 1.197(11) 66.90(4.61) 67.10(3.01) 38.95(1.00) 98.55(6.16) 98.65(4.23) 57.55(1.44)
0.097(0) 1.153(19) 1.152(20) 1.141(10) 36.15(1.21) 34.92(94)  25.08(55) 55.27(1.97) 53.17(1.32)  38.23(92)
0.143(0) 1.091(17) 1.002(17) 1.094(10) 24.32(73)  23.94(58)  18.69(42) 36.65(1.08) 36.14(80)  28.41(65)
0.189(1) 1.014(13) 1.022(17) 1.044(10) 17.42(36)  17.56(41)  14.58(32)  26.35(65)  26.32(59)  22.00(50)
0.234(1) 0.971(12) 0.976(13) 0.997(09) 13.80(31)  13.76(28)  11.88(26)  21.34(49)  21.09(38)  18.08(34)
0.277(1) 0.942(13) 0.945(13) 0.957(10) 11.57(29)  11.55(24)  10.00(23)  17.75(37)  17.70(33)  15.51(32)
0.361(2) 0.877(11) 0.867(13) 0.881(12) 8.244(191) 8.044(197) 7.399(168) 12.84(24)  12.85(28)  11.71(26)
0.403(3) 0.839(13) 0.839(13) 0.847(13) 7.165(179) 7.100(180) 6.517(170) 11.25(28)  11.22(26)  10.30(25)
0.404(4) 0.824(18) 0.822(17) 0.827(19) 6.833(225) 6.806(241) 6.315(216)  11.02(41)  10.97(41)  10.21(35)
0.443(4) 0.804(14) 0.800(13) 0.804(15) 6.399(169) 6.150(203) 5.797(148)  10.24(25)  9.999(276) 9.110(269)

TABLE XVII. The bare form factors G 4, ép, and G p versus Q? for the 3 strategies Ssim, Sa4, and Sapy on ensemble a09m130W .

Ga Gp Gp
Q?[GeV] Ssim Saa Sopt Ssim Saa Sopt Ssim Saa Sopt
0.100(1)  1.022(21)  1.010(23)  L.033(17)  16.99(64) 17.19(68) 14.40(49) - - -
0.365(2)  0.868(15)  0.857(18)  0.870(15)  8.793(230)  8.997(256)  7.911(221) - - -
0.528(3)  0.780(22)  0.774(22)  0.770(20)  6.151(188)  6.149(210)  5.048(228) - - -
0.690(5)  0.669(36)  0.696(34)  0.670(25)  3.913(403)  4.303(242)  3.543(257) - - -
0.840(6)  0.599(29)  0.614(26)  0.614(19)  3.080(168)  3.243(205)  2.932(192) - - -

TABLE XVIII. The bare form factors Ga, ép, and Gp versus Q? for the 3 strategies Ssim, Sas, and Sapt

a06m310W. Data for Gp were, by accident, not saved.

on ensemble

GA éP GP
Q2 [Gev} Ssim SA4 S2pt Ssim SA4 SZpt Ssim SA4 S2pt
0.189(01)  1.001(15)  1.007(23)  1.020(17)  15.67(72) 16.28(84) 15.11(64) - - _
0.365(03)  0.853(10)  0.856(14)  0.880(17)  8.451(313)  8.635(228)  8.236(291) - - -
0.532(07)  0.743(12)  0.745(17)  0.723(29)  5.441(168)  5.546(188)  4.964(297) - - -
0.683(10)  0.677(12)  0.718(28)  0.663(32)  3.926(125)  4.409(216)  3.967(368) - . -
0.846(12)  0.599(14)  0.618(21)  0.554(42)  2.920(088)  3.120(105)  2.762(240) ; - -

TABLE XIX. The bare form factors G 4, ép7 and G p versus Q2 for the 3 strategies Ssim, Sas, and Szpt on ensemble a06m310.
Data for Gp were, by accident, not saved.
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Ga éP Gp
Q?[GeV] Ssim Saa Sopt Ssim Saa Sopt Ssim Saa Sopt
0.109(0)  L.161(48)  1.152(37)  L124(21)  29.89(1.99)  30.67(1.62)  22.81(89) - - -
0.213(1)  1.022(20)  0.999(23)  1.008(20)  15.51(71) 15.35(56) 13.64(40) - ; -
0.313(2)  0.909(24)  0.898(25)  0.901(27)  9.762(387)  10.030(490)  8.987(396) - ; -
0.412(6)  0.860(34)  0.860(31)  0.801(52)  7.669(431)  7.993(393)  6.817(437) - - -
0.504(6)  0.777(27)  0.774(27)  0.762(35)  5.701(264)  5.694(253)  5.539(305) - . .

TABLE XX. The bare form factors G4, ép, and G p versus Q? for the 3 strategies Ssim, Sa4, and Szpt on ensemble a06m220TV.

Data for Gp were, by accident, not saved.

Ga Gp Gp
Q?[GeV] Ssim Saa Sopt Ssim Saa Sapt Ssim Saa Sapt
0.110(0) 1.186(36) 1.149(34) 1.124(16) 30.75(L.54) 30.47(1.37) 21.36(66) 43.30(2.01) 42.85(1.66) 20.59(67)
0.216(1) 1.005(15) 0.973(20) 1.007(15) 16.04(47)  15.59(46)  13.08(36)  22.74(66)  22.14(54)  18.43(36)
0.318(2) 0.910(24) 0.862(20) 0.918(18) 10.53(42)  10.08(31) 9.228(312) 14.83(52)  14.93(41)  13.39(32)
0.414(5) 0.823(23) 0.807(22) 0.850(22) 7.449(289) 7.439(259) 6.917(272) 11.14(33)  10.98(35)  10.37(32)
0.509(6) 0.757(18) 0.754(19) 0.777(20) 5.807(188) 5.781(186) 5.295(199) 8.463(317) 8.621(274) 8.081(259)

TABLE XXI. The bare form factors G 4, ép7 and G p versus Q2 for the strategies Ssim, Sa4, and Sape on ensemble a06m220.

Ga Gp Gp

Q2 [GQV} Ssim SA4 Szpt Ssim $A4 Sgpt Ssin) SA4 Sth

0.051(0) 1.201(51) 1.211(56) 1.179(20) 59.23(4.34) 61.92(4.15) 35.54(1.42) 94.52(6.52) 99.18(6.04) 56.03(2.10)
0.102(1) 1.075(33) 1.075(34) 1.109(16) 32.30(1.88) 32.17(1.48)  22.04(64) 54.37(2.91) 54.56(2.25) 37.84(1.41)
0.151(2) 0.966(31) 0.966(34) 1.041(17) 20.25(1.02) 20.52(97)  16.21(55) 36.14(1.68) 36.60(1.55) 28.47(1.20)
0.198(2) 0.940(24) 0.948(25) 1.008(18)  15.71(74)  15.95(57)  13.47(48)  26.73(1.01)  26.96(85)  22.41(73)
0.246(3) 0.876(20) 0.877(22) 0.940(20) 11.82(47)  11.75(41)  10.33(31)  21.32(60)  21.32(66)  18.53(59)
0.294(4) 0.836(17) 0.838(21) 0.876(32) 9.153(297) 9.397(327) 8.750(352)  16.88(49)  17.34(54)  15.85(55)
0.386(6) 0.778(19) 0.782(18) 0.788(37) 6.977(212) 6.977(182) 6.705(320) 12.84(37)  12.83(37)  11.73(44)
0.431(5) 0.755(19) 0.755(18) 0.740(34) 5.883(182) 5.862(188) 5.665(321) 11.17(34)  11.25(35)  10.39(46)
0.432(5) 0.739(22) 0.750(21) 0.753(37) 6.129(219) 6.163(202) 5.909(331)  11.38(41)  11.33(39)  10.79(56)
0.475(6) 0.718(21) 0.736(19) 0.707(28) 5.386(184) 5.369(168) 4.757(193) 9.941(344) 9.931(313)  9.117(407)

TABLE XXII. The bare form factors G 4, ép, and G p versus Q? for the 3 strategies Ssim, Sas, and Szpt on ensemble a06m135.
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Appendix D: Results for g4, (r%), gp and g.nn

The results for ga, (r%), 95, gonnFr and g"NNF" from the thirteen ensembles are given in Tables XXII XXIV

and XXV1

1D gaA (ra) x> /dof p ID gp gaNNFr I=RX r \%/dof p
a15m310 1.211(30)  0.229(11) 1.07 0.38 al5m310 2.22(08) 1.30(06) 1.20(05) 0.46  0.84
al2m310 1.209(40)  0.221(17) 0.29 0.94 al2m310 2.46(09) 1.36(06) 1.25(06) 0.45  0.85
al2m220L 1.246(43)  0.300(25) 2.39 0.01 al2m220L  4.06(16) 1.26(06) 1.24(05)  0.92  0.52
a12m?220 1.234(46)  0.292(28) 0.87 0.56 al2m?220 3.81(20) 1.18(08) 1.16(07) 0.47  0.91
al12m220S 1.331(80)  0.331(59) 0.25 0.96 al2m220S  4.62(32) 1.47(12) 1.48(12) 0.79  0.58
a09m310 1.188(49)  0.250(11) 0.81 0.56 a09m310  2.42(10) 1.38(06) 1.25(06) 0.43  0.86
a09m220 1.233(54)  0.297(21) 1.33 0.21 a09m220  4.11(20) 1.28(07) 1.26(07) 0.66  0.76
a09m130W  1.272(65)  0.446(72) 1.30 0.22 a09m130W 8.78(58) 1.28(10) 1.34(10) 0.73  0.70
a06m310 1.158(44)  0.239(18) 0.56 0.74 a06m310 2.20(13) 1.29(09) 1.17(07) 0.23  0.95
a06m310W  1.165(48)  0.221(24) 0.59 0.71 a06m310W  2.29(11) 1.34(08) 1.20(07) 1.49  0.19
a06m220 1.300(59)  0.368(45) 0.69 0.63 a06m220  4.28(23) 1.45(09) 1.40(09) 0.42  0.84
a06m220W  1.261(70)  0.311(50) 0.42 0.83 a06m220W  3.95(26) 1.33(10) 1.29(09)  0.91  0.48
a06m135 1.349(85)  0.74(13) 0.63 0.71 a06m135 8.39(73) 1.18(13) 1.25(13) 0.83  0.55

TABLE XXIII. Results for g4 and (r%) given by 2? fits to the
axial form factor, Ga (QQ), obtained with the Ssim strategy.
The x?/dof and p-value of the fits are also given.

ID gp gannFr  L=NNER 2 dof p

albm310  2.16(07) 1.24(05) 1.15(04)  0.92  0.43
al2m310  2.44(09) 1.33(06) 1.22(05) 0.61  0.61
al2m220L  4.02(16) 1.23(05) 1.21(05) 1.34  0.23
al2m220  3.73(18) 1.14(06) 1.13(06)  0.68  0.69
al2m220S  4.71(36) 1.47(13) 1.48(13) 046  0.71
a09m310 2.37(10) 1. 32(06) 1.20(05) 0.86 0.46
a09m220  3.98(18) 1.21(06) 1.19(06) 1.15  0.33
a09m130W 8.38(46) 1.19(07)  1.25(07) 1.05 0.39
a06m310 2.20(13) 1.28(09) 1.16(07) 0.01 0.99
a06m310W  2.31(16) 1.34(12) 1.20(11)  3.48  0.03
a06m220  4.38(20) 1.48(12) 1.43(12) 027  0.77
a06m220W 4.16(38) 1. 41(16) 1.37(15) 1.36 0.26
a06m135  8.35(70) 1.16(11) 1.23(11) 144  0.23

TABLE XXIV. Results for ¢gp, gr-nnFr and gTrNNF /Mn

given by the “PD” fits (deﬁned in Eq. . to Gp obtained
using Ssim strategy. The x?/dof and p-value of the fits are
also given, and F; and My are in units of GeV.

TABLE XXV. The values of gp, grnnFr and g=nnFr/Mn

given by 22 fits t0 Ssim strategy data for ﬁp defined in
Eq. . The x?/dof and p-value of the fits are also given,
and Fr and My are in units of GeV.
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The results of the 13-point CCFV fits to the Sg, data and the fit parameters, including the x?/DOF and the

p-value, for g4 and (r%) in Table gp in Tables XXVII| and XX VIIL and g,y in Table

x>/DOF D AIC AICc co[1] c1la] co[M2] cs[FV]
fm ™! GeV 2 GeV 2
13-point CCFV fits to ga data obtained with Ssim and 22 fit
1.296(050) 0.254 0.986 10.3 15.3 1.332(058) 0.002(477) -1.967(719) 41.370(37.926)
1.277(047) 0.348 0.968 9.5 12.1 1.303(052) 0.284(402) -1.402(498) -
1.219(042) 1.037 0.410 15.4 16.6 1.219(042) 0.039(392) - -
1.302(032) 0.361 0.971 8.0 9.2 1.326(040) - -1.325(486) -
1.248(027) 0.940 0.500 14.3 15.5 1.248(027) - - -23.153(22.360)
1.223(013) 0.951 0.494 13.4 13.8 1.223(013) - - -
13-point CCFV fit to <7',24> data obtained with Ssim and 22 fit
0.418(033) 1.310 0225 198 248 0.457(040)  -0.489(260)  -2.169(449) 34.126(20.944)
0.384(025) 1.445 0.154 20.4 23.1 0.413(029) -0.168(170) -1.596(280) -
0.287(019) 4.267 0.000 50.9 52.1 0.287(019) -0.332(167) - -
0.369(021) 1.403 0.164 19.4 20.6 0.399(025) - -1.643(276) -
0.298(013) 3.241 0.000 39.6 40.8 0.298(013) - - -38.490(9.863)
0.251(006) 4.240 0.000 52.9 53.2 0.251(006) - - -

TABLE XXVI. Summary of the parameters in the 13-point CCFV fit to ga and (r%). The data used are given in Table [XXIII
These were obtained by fitting the Q2 behavior of G 4 from the Ssim strategy and using the 22 truncation. Details are given in

Sec. [ITAl

gp x*/DOF D AIC AlCc co[1] cilal c2[M?2) c3[FV]

fm ™! GeV ™2 GeV~?
g5 using Sum data and Fp fit using 22, 13-point CCFV fit
9.300(459) 0.897 0.527 16.1 21.1 0.261(015) -0.117(124) -0.018(180) 6.359(9.373)
9.213(441) 0.853 0.577 14.5 17.2 0.257(013 -0.079(110) 0.067(129) -
9.301(408) 0.800 0.640 12.8 14.0 0.261(011) -0.066(107) - -
8.969(281) 0.822 0.618 13.0 14.2 0.251(010) - 0.047(126) -
8.968(240) 0.815 0.625 13.0 14.2 0.251(007) - - 2.739(5.929)
9.062(124) 0.765 0.687 11.2 115 0.254(003) - - -
gp using Ssim data and Gp fit using Eq. 13-point CCFV fit

9.248(484) 1.182 0.301 186 23.6 0.258(015) -0.178(135) 0.075(181) 4.550(9.448)
9.167(454) 1.087 0.368 16.9 195 0.255(013) -0.148(119) 0.138(127) -
9.274(443) 1.096 0.360 16.1 17.3 0.260(012) -0.105(112) - -
8.708(264) 1.129 0.333 16.4 17.6 0.243(009) - 0.086(119) -
8.793(228) 1.159 0.310 16.7 17.9 0.247(006) - - 2.360(5.527)
8.876(123) 1.078 0.374 14.9 15.3 0.249(003) - - -

TABLE XXVII. Summary of parameters values in the 13-point CCFV fit (see Eq. ) for obtaining gp. The data used are

given in Tables |XXIV|and In the top half, the quantity (Q**+ M2)gp = 2m#MNﬁp(Q*2), with Fp is defined in Eq.
and fit using 22, is extrapolated, while in the bottom half (Q*2 + M2)gs = (Q** + M2)(m,/2Mn)Gp(Q*?) is used. The
extrapolated results are then converted to gp by dividing by the physical value of (Q*2 + M?2). Details are given in Sec.



gp x>/DOF P AIC  AICc co[1] ci]a) c2[MZ] c3[FV] ca[pole]
fm™! GeV ™2 GeV~? GeV?
gp using Ssim data and 22 fit to FP(Q*2), 13-point CCFV fit
8.763(479) 0.978 0.451 17.8  26.4  0.917(944) -1.327(1.523) -6.027(6.740) 83.890(129.644) 0.223(035)
8.770(479) 0.916 0.510 16.2 21.2  0.692(878) -0.655(1.114) -3.825(5.817) - 0.228(034)
9.019(292) 0.867 0.563 14.7 173  0.127(182) -0.679(1.113) - - 0.249(011)
8.714(469) 0.859 0572 14.6 173  0.631(872) - -3.935(5.814) - 0.229(034)
8.950(294) 0.900 0.532 15.0 17.7  0.086(226) - - -18.315(86.479)  0.249(014)
8.969(281) 0.822 0.618 13.0 14.2  0.047(126) - - 0.250(011)
gp using Ssim data and “PD” fit Eq. ., 13-point CCFV fit
8.590(418) 1.273 0.252 20.2 28.8 1.075(905) -2.081(1.715) -6.246(6.684) 83.651(136.326) 0.214(031)
8.585(418) 1.174 0.307 18.6 23.6  0.813(798) -1.322(1.186) -3.821(5.390) - 0.220(030)
8.806(277) 1.107 0.352 17.1  19.7  0.265(195) -1.376(1.184) - - 0.240(011)
8.468(404) 1.180 0.298 17.8 20.5  0.698(791) - -4.209(5.378) - 0.220(030)
8.645(279) 1.191 0.291 17.9 20.6 0.219(222) - - -58.710(82.451)  0.236(013)
8.708(264) 1.129 0.333 164 17.6  0.086(119) - - - 0.242(010)

TABLE XXVIII. Summary of parameters values in the 13-point CCFV fit (Eq. (29) with an additional term 04/(62*2 +M32)) for
obtaining gp. The data used are given in Tables|[XXIV andm In the top half, the quantity gp = (mH/QMN)Fp (Q™/(Q*+
M2), is extrapolated, while in the bottom half gp = (m,/2My)Gp(Q*?) is used. Details are given in Sec.

GrNN x?/DOF P AIC AlICc co[l] cila] c2[M2] c3[FV]
fm~! GeV~? GeV~?
grNN With Seim, 22 fit, 13-point CCFV fit
14.491(857) 0.878 0.544 15.9 20.9 1.330(090) -0.942(752) 0.339(1.093) 55.002(56.824)
14.273(827) 0.884 0.547 14.8 17.5 1.296(083) -0.637(683) 1.080(779) -
14.713(764) 0.979 0.463 14.8 16.0 1.357(070) -0.448(669) - -
13.666(511) 0.883 0.556 13.7 14.9 1.243(060) - 0.935(763) -
13.777(435) 0.886 0.553 13.7 14.9 1.270(040) - - 44.246(36.550)
14.225(228) 0.934 0.511 13.2 13.6 1.312(021) - - -
grNN With Sgim, Pole-Dominance fit, 13-point CCFV fit
14.135(852) 1.202 0.288 18.8 23.8 1.283(087) -1.230(786) 1.098(1.026) 28.874(53.442)
13.975(799) 1.111 0.349 17.1 19.8 1.261(077) -1.036(699) 1.497(711) -
14.240(788) 1.412 0.159 19.5 20.7 1.313(073) -0.519(655) - -
12.986(438) 1.209 0.274 17.3 18.5 1.177(051) - 1.127(666) -
13.271(381) 1.349 0.190 18.8 20.0 1.224(035) - - 35.810(31.073)
13.637(210) 1.347 0.184 18.2 18.5 1.257(019) - - -

TABLE XXIX. Summary of the 13-point CCFV fit parameters for the extraction of g.nn as described in Sec. The
data used are given in Tables and In the top table, the product g=nnFyx = My Fp(—M?2) is extrapolated, and the
result, in the continuum, is divided by F, = 92.9MeV. In the bottom table, Fp(—M?2) is extrapolated and the result in the
continuum multiplied by My /Fx.
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Appendix F: Data for the extraction of g4 s from forward matrix elements

This appendix gives the results of fits used to extract the charges ga s 1 from forward matrix elements and their
renormalized values at the physical poibnt obtained from various CCFV fits discussed in the main text.

Ms — My

D M — Mo Axial Scalar Tensor Vector prior

al5m310 2.2 3.50(01) 3.52(01) 3.52(03) 3.50(02) 3.52(12)
a12m310 2.0 4.32(11) 4.51(07) 3.78(14) 4.46(08) 4.55(26)
a12m220L 1.7 5.19(30) 6.26(11) 6.01(17) 6.01(08) 6.05(44)
12m220 2.0 5.93(12) 6.02(08) 5.55(23) 5.88(12) 6.00(44)
al2m220S 2.5 6.09(04) 6.12(03) 5.97(12) 6.10(05) 6.13(36)
a09m310 2.0 2.91(16) 3.24(11) 3.29(08) 3.43(10) 3.15(21)
a09m220 1.8 3.90(66) 4.43(20) 4.49(14) 2.07(07) 4.35(40)
a09m130W 2.1 5.83(39) 7.27(29) 6.48(23) 2.37(05) 5.84(66)
a06m310 2.0 3.01(02) 3.03(02) 3.11(03) 3.05(01) 3.04(11)
a06m310W 2.0 3.95(04) 3.94(03) 3.89(06) 3.95(02) 3.94(21)
a06m220 2.0 4.20(13) 4.40(06) 4.50(11) 4.47(06) 4.49(29)
a06m220W 2.0 4.91(06) 4.96(04) 5.04(10) 4.95(03) 4.98(29)
a06m135 2.2 6.43(07) 6.84(16) 6.93(27) 6.71(08) 6.60(51)

TABLE XXX. Mass gaps of excited state for the 3-RD-Nr fit in units of the lattice pion mass for each ensemble. The M is
fixed to the non-interacting energy of the N(n) + w(—n) state with n = (1,0,0). The My is constrained to be near the first
excited state mass given by the two-point correlator by using the narrow prior shown in the last column. These mass gaps can
be compared with the 3-RD fit results given in the Table [XXXII]



41

1D ga P gs P gr P gv P

al5m310 1.266(017) 0.780 0.834(018) 0.040 1.133(006) 0.819 1.073(004) 0.528
1.250(007) 0.591 0.868(028) 0.002 1.121(006) 0.641 1.069(004) 0.000

1.243(005) 0.607 0.838(019) 0.031 1.132(004) 0.811 1.070(003) 0.394

al2m310 1.256(006) 0.247 0.929(031) 0.180 1.068(009) 0.089 1.055(005) 0.097
1.283(018) 0.436 1.091(083) 0.007 1.034(020) 0.060 1.061(008) 0.106

1.241(005) 0.047 0.910(015) 0.215 1.083(005) 0.000 1.053(002) 0.069

al2m220L 1.275(005) 0.175 0.829(025) 0.038 1.090(007) 0.679 1.068(003) 0.053
1.289(013) 0.410 0.873(042) 0.000 1.069(011) 0.194 1.067(004) 0.165

1.266(007) 0.005 0.865(016) 0.089 1.092(003) 0.690 1.064(002) 0.035

al2m220 1.253(010) 0.252 0.987(056) 0.561 1.080(011) 0.363 1.063(004) 0.892
1.265(021) 0.173 1.113(095) 0.401 1.048(018) 0.243 1.071(009) 0.622

1.239(007) 0.157 0.929(029) 0.445 1.084(006) 0.266 1.061(003) 0.846

al2m?220S 1.257(017) 0.715 0.908(213) 0.113 1.103(027) 0.982 1.065(006) 0.775
1.266(044) 0.631 1.003(260) 0.015 1.065(039) 0.754 1.081(018) 1.000

1.245(012) 0.627 0.967(097) 0.100 1.110(011) 0.861 1.061(004) 0.713

a09m310 1.275(017) 0.593 1.000(019) 0.305 1.029(004) 0.620 1.047(002) 0.034
1.238(008) 0.426 1.016(027) 0.170 1.027(007) 0.375 1.036(004) 0.080

1.212(004) 0.000 1.006(011) 0.291 1.025(004) 0.463 1.067(008) 0.000

a09m220 1.282(016) 0.173 0.987(025) 0.570 1.018(004) 0.809 1.051(002) 0.449
1.279(013) 0.440 1.056(046) 0.222 1.001(011) 0.634 1.049(004) 0.325

1.216(006) 0.000 0.989(015) 0.531 1.007(005) 0.379 1.040(007) 0.000

a09m130W 1.320(034) 0.132 1.049(023) 0.542 1.010(006) 0.869 1.054(002) 0.045
1.271(015) 0.021 1.049(061) 0.069 1.000(011) 0.648 1.052(006) 0.090

1.231(006) 0.006 1.135(024) 0.068 0.990(007) 0.250 1.011(008) 0.000

a06m310 1.271(057) 0.439 1.172(082) 0.873 0.992(007) 0.217 1.041(005) 0.823
1.243(027) 0.840 1.239(108) 0.352 0.982(020) 0.738 1.033(010) 0.773

1.181(008) 0.098 1.121(003) 0.829 0.980(006) 0.058 1.054(011) 0.586

a06m310W 1.264(089) 0.397 1.115(065) 0.288 0.979(016) 0.438 1.036(005) 0.886
1.216(021) 0.669 1.122(073) 0.501 0.975(016) 0.094 1.035(011) 0.413

1.208(012) 0.358 1.144(049) 0.280 0.985(009) 0.407 1.036(005) 0.883

a06m220 1.336(065) 0.009 1.183(157) 0.625 0.975(011) 0.668 1.048(005) 0.373
1.235(018) 0.012 1.109(066) 0.275 0.975(012) 0.372 1.050(007) 0.328

1.190(011) 0.000 1.026(028) 0.484 0.975(007) 0.664 1.059(007) 0.359

a06m220W 1.383(079) 0.751 0.818(065) 0.539 0.977(012) 0.078 1.039(006) 0.908
1.257(024) 0.643 0.769(089) 0.770 0.962(022) 0.084 1.039(009) 0.724

1.212(012) 0.303 0.866(055) 0.454 0.971(008) 0.104 1.037(004) 0.882

a06m135 1.281(061) 0.518 1.025(050) 0.460 0.966(010) 0.277 1.039(005) 0.354
1.242(021) 0.641 1.108(110) 0.382 0.950(014) 0.208 1.039(006) 0.303

1.198(010) 0.272 1.154(073) 0.312 0.942(009) 0.072 1.075(007) 0.003

TABLE XXXI. Summary of bare charges ga, gs, gr, and gy obtained from forward matrix elements along with the p-value of
the three fits used to remove ESC: 3-RD (first row), 3* (or 2-state for gs) (second row), and 3-RD-N7 (third row) described
in the text. The mass gap M2 — My output by the 3-RD-Nr fits is summarized in Table
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Ensemble ID Charge r2bo2 rir2bio aAM, MlTﬂMO M2M;1f”0 M(NA+3:MO
albm310 A ~0.063(008) 20.00(00) 20.37(11) 3.5(1) 2.0(4) 2.2
al2m310 A -0.047(008) -4.0(2.9) -0.15(10) 4.6(2) 3.7(5) 2.0
al2m220L A -0.051(011) -3.4(1.7) -0.16(08) 6.1(1) 4.9(6) 1.7
a12m220 A -0.055(011) 2.9(3.4) -0.07(19) 6.0(1) 5.5(1.4) 2.0
a12m220S A -0.041(021) 2.7(4.8) -0.18(23) 6.1(3) 4.8(1.7) 2.5
209m310 A -0.076(013) 0.12(03) -0.26(06) 3.2(5) 1.3(1) 2.0
209m220 A -0.091(012) 0.18(03) -0.23(04) 4.3(4) 2.0(1) 1.8
a09m130W A -0.111(024) 0.20(04) -0.19(03) 5.8(6) 2.8(3) 2.1
a06m310 A -0.127(038) 0.12(14) -0.17(06) 3.0(4) 1.2(3) 2.0
a06m310W A -0.070(073) 0.19(29) -0.27(06) 3.9(5) 1.1(5) 2.0
a06m220 A -0.191(041) 0.17(15) -0.19(03) 45(2) 1.7(2) 2.0
a06m220W A -0.183(058) 0.42(30) -0.24(03) 5.0(4) 1.5(2) 2.0
a06m135 A -0.149(052) 0.32(09) -0.13(03) 6.6(3) 3.3(5) 2.2
al5m310 S 20.190(026) 1.13(66) 0.04(08) 3.5(1) 3.7(3) 2.2
a12m310 S -0.273(045) -5.6(5.7) -0.14(16) 4.6(2) 3.8(8) 2.0
a12m220L S -0.224(050) 10(13) 0.07(03) 6.1(1) 6.5(2) 1.7
a12m220 S -0.242(034) -27(18) 0.04(07) 6.0(1) 6.3(5) 2.0
a12m2208 S -0.256(086) 18(56) -0.12(34) 6.1(3) 5.3(2.5) 2.5
a09m310 S -0.325(007) -0.04(11) 0.03(09) 3.2(5) 3.4(3) 2.0
a09m220 S -0.324(009) 0.43(18) -0.00(00) 4.3(4) 4.3(4) 1.8
a09m130W S -0.316(037) -0.35(55) 0.36(10) 5.8(6) 11.8(1.5) 2.1
a06m310 S -0.402(026) -0.9(1.3) -0.06(08) 3.0(4) 2.4(7) 2.0
a06m310W S -0.401(086) 7(17) -0.02(06) 3.9(5) 3.8(7) 2.0
a06m220 S -0.482(079) 0.2(1.3) -0.12(06) 4.5(2) 2.7(9) 2.0
a06m220W S -0.424(351) 57(64) 0.09(13) 5.0(4) 6.3(1.8) 2.0
a06m135 S -0.130(267) -14.0(8.7) 0.33(10) 6.6(3) 15.0(2.5) 2.2
al5m310 T 0.136(007) 0.10(13) 0.03(07) 35(1) 3.6(3) 2.2
a12m310 T 0.172(007) -1.17(69) -0.30(05) 4.6(2) 3.0(2) 2.0
a12m220L T 0.190(020) -2.06(92) -0.12(10) 6.1(1) 5.2(7) 1.7
a12m220 T 0.187(008) -2.3(1.2) -0.18(08) 6.0(1) 4.7(6) 2.0
al2m2208 T 0.189(033) -4.4(2.7) -0.25(12) 6.1(3) 4.3(9) 2.5
2a09m310 T 0.200(002) 0.33(07) 0.04(07) 3.2(5) 3.4(1) 2.0
a09m220 T 0.206(003) 0.62(08) 0.07(04) 4.3(4) 5.0(2) 1.8
a09m130W T 0.214(006) 0.61(07) 0.11(03) 5.8(6) 7.6(3) 2.1
a06m310 T 0.215(029) 1.25(71) 0.11(05) 3.0(4) 4.2(6) 2.0
a06m310W T 0.227(026) 0.15(43) -0.05(07) 3.9(5) 3.4(7) 2.0
a06m220 T 0.191(014) 0.17(54) 0.01(04) 4.5(2) 4.7(6) 2.0
a06m220W T 0.230(028) -0.15(78) -0.01(06) 5.0(4) 4.8(9) 2.0
a06m135 T 0.226(016) 1.91(67) 0.12(04) 6.6(3) 9.7(1.1) 2.2
al5m310 % -0.012(001) 0.16(08) 20.23(07) 35(1) 2.6(3) 2.2
a12m310 \% -0.008(001) 0.2(2.1) 0.17(22) 4.6(2) 3.7(1.1) 2.0
a12m220L % -0.009(001) 0.04(07) -0.45(13) 6.1(1) 2.7(9) 1.7
a12m220 \% -0.009(001) 0.06(18) -0.26(12) 6.0(1) 4.1(9) 2.0
a12m220S \% -0.009(002) 0.04(18) -0.36(25) 6.1(3) 3.5(1.9) 2.5
a09m310 \% -0.006(000) 0.36(08) 0.02(01) 3.2(5) 3.3(5) 2.0
a09m220 \% -0.006(000) 0.53(08) 0.01(00) 4.3(4) 4.5(4) 1.8
a09m130W \% -0.006(000) 0.48(03) 0.01(00) 5.8(6) 6.0(7) 2.1
a06m310 \% -0.005(001) 0.66(28) 0.01(04) 3.0(4) 3.2(7) 2.0
a06m310W \% -0.006(004) -0.4(1.3) 0.13(14) 3.9(5) 5.3(1.5) 2.0
a06m220 \% -0.009(002) 1.29(42) 0.07(02) 4.5(2) 5.5(5) 2.0
a06m220W \% -0.004(001) 0.03(17) -0.17(16) 5.0(4) 2.6(2.3) 2.0
a06m135 \% -0.003(001) 0.78(16) 0.01(02) 6.6(3) 6.8(6) 2.2

TABLE XXXII. Outputs r2boz, m172b12, and the excited state mass gap aAM; of the 3-RD fit for the axial (A), scalar (S),
tensor (T) and vector (V) charges. The mass gaps in columns 6-8 are in units of M, for that ensemble. The mass gap
M(N7m)— Mo = Mn(n) 4+ Mx(—n) — My with n = (1,0,0) is close to Mz — Mo for the axial channel and much smaller for the
other charges. Note that My — My and M (N7) — My are the same for the four charges.
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ga x>/DOF p-value AIC AICc co[1] cila) ca[MZ] c[FV]
fm~ GeV~? GeV~?
ZAgEAbare) 7 13—pt
1.281(052) 0.296 0.987 7.3 8.5 1.281(052) -0.59(45) - -
1.228(029) 0.430 0.943 8.7 9.9 1.232(036) - -0.22(48) ;
1.281(052) 0.325 0.975 9.3 11.9 1.280(054) -0.60(49) 0.03(52) -
1.285(054) 0.348 0.959 11.1 16.1 1.287(057) -0.69(55) -0.08(60) 10.0(28.7)
Za g;bare) , 11-pt-narrow
1.264(057) 0.214 0.993 5.9 74 1.264(057) 20.45(49) 5 :
1.222(029) 0.295 0.976 6.7 8.2 1.225(037) . -0.18(49) ;
1.264(057) 0.241 0.983 7.9 11.4 1.263(058) -0.47(55) 0.04(55) ;
1.268(059) 0.265 0.967 9.9 16.5 1.269(062) -0.54(62) -0.04(62) 7.7(28.8)
Za g&bare) , 10-pt-narrow
1.308(072) 0.112 0.999 4.9 6.6 1.308(072) -0.93(68) - -
1.226(031) 0.313 0.961 6.5 8.2 1.232(040) - -0.32(60) ;
1.316(074) 0.105 0.998 6.7 10.7 1.320(078) -0.90(68) -0.25(61) -
1.317(075) 0.115 0.995 8.7 16.7 1.321(078) -0.88(69) -0.20(64) -6.7(31.8)
Za/Zv x g3 [gy™, 13-pt
1.317(037) 0.334 0.979 7.7 8.9 1.317(037) -0.62(33) - -
1.252(014) 0.651 0.786 11.2 12.4 1.253(018) - -0.09(26) -
1.317(038) 0.367 0.961 9.7 12.3 1.317(039) -0.62(33) 0.00(26) -
1.316(038) 0.403 0.934 11.6 16.6 1.315(040) -0.61(34) 0.03(31) -3.0(13.8)
ZalZy x gfqbare)/g‘(}’are), 11-pt-narrow
1.310(039) 0.268 0.983 6.4 7.9 1.310(039) -0.56(34) - -
1.250(014) 0.555 0.835 9.0 10.5 1.252(018) - -0.07(26) -
1.309(039) 0.302 0.966 8.4 11.8 1.309(040) -0.56(35) 0.01(27) .
1.308(040) 0.335 0.939 10.3 17.0 1.307(041) -0.54(36) 0.05(31) -3.7(13.8)
ZalZv % gﬁ,bare)/g‘(})are), 10-pt-narrow
1.320(044) 0.266 0.977 6.1 78 1.320(044) 20.66(39) ; :
1.250(014) 0.617 0.764 8.9 10.7 1.251(019) - -0.05(28) -
1.321(045) 0.302 0.953 8.1 12.1 1.322(047) -0.66(39) -0.03(28) ;
1.323(045) 0.312 0.931 9.9 17.9 1.322(047) -0.65(39) 0.03(31) -7.3(14.8)
(ZAgfqbare) I ZA/ZV % g‘(Abare) gg/bare))/2’ 13-pt
1.292(041) 0.354 0.973 7.9 9.1 1.292(041) -0.56(36) - -
1.238(019) 0.551 0.869 10.1 11.3 1.241(024) - -0.18(33) -
1.292(041) 0.389 0.952 9.9 12.6 1.292(042) -0.56(38) 0.00(35) -
1.294(042) 0.429 0.920 11.9 16.9 1.294(044) -0.59(41) -0.03(39) 3.0(17.6)
(ZAg;bare) +Za/Zy x gﬁ,b‘“e) /gS"“e))/z, 11-pt-narrow
1.280(044) 0.268 0.983 6.4 7.9 1.280(044) 20.46(38) - -
1.235(019) 0.411 0.930 7.7 9.2 1.238(024) - -0.15(33) -
1.280(044) 0.301 0.966 8.4 11.8 1.280(044) -0.46(41) -0.00(36) ;
1.281(045) 0.343 0.934 10.4 17.1 1.282(047) -0.48(44) -0.02(40) 1.5(17.7)
(ZagV™™ + Za)Zyv x g7 /¢P™) /2, 10-pt-narrow
1.311(054) 0.183 0.993 5.5 7.2 1.311(054) 20.77(49) 5 :
1.237(020) 0.456 0.888 7.6 9.4 1.240(026) ; -0.20(38) ;
1.316(056) 0.187 0.988 7.3 11.3 1.319(058) -0.75(49) -0.15(39) ;
1.317(056) 0.195 0.978 9.2 17.2 1.319(058) -0.73(50) -0.10(41) -7.1(19.3)

TABLE XXXIII. Summary of CCFV fits to ga using Eq. for three different cuts on the 13

renormalization procedures defined in the text.

points and three different
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gr x?/DOF p-value AIC AICc co[1] c1]a] co[MZ] c[FV]
fm ™" GeV~? GeV~?
ZTg(Tbare)7 13pt
0.990(029) 0.281 0.989 7.1 8.3 0.990(029) 0.35(32) - -
1.001(019) 0.270 0.991 7.0 8.2 0.994(024) - 0.38(33) ;
0.980(031) 0.222 0.994 8.2 10.9 0.974(033) 0.29(33) 0.32(34) -
0.982(031) 0.145 0.998 9.3 14.3 0.982(034) 0.11(38) 0.02(46) 30.4(31.8)
ZTg(Tbam)7 11-pt-narrow
0.983(034) 0.329 0.966 7.0 85 0.983(034) 0.40(35) - 5
0.999(020) 0.303 0.974 6.7 8.2 0.991(026) - 0.45(36) -
0.978(034) 0.266 0.977 8.1 11.6 0.971(036) 0.20(37) 0.35(38) ;
0.981(034) 0.176 0.990 9.2 15.9 0.980(037) 0.10(42) 0.05(49) 30.1(31.9)
ZTg(Tbare), 10-pt-narrow
1.012(040) 0.156 0.996 5.2 7.0 1.012(040) 0.00(46) - -
1.004(020) 0.117 0.999 4.9 6.6 1.000(026) - 0.22(39) -
1.005(042) 0.133 0.996 6.9 10.9 1.001(045) -0.02(47) 0.22(40) ;
1.000(044) 0.124 0.993 8.7 16.7 0.998(046) -0.04(47) 0.09(50) 16.3(37.5)
7 )7y x g(Tbare)/g‘(/bare)7 13-pt
1.008(025) 0.172 0.999 5.9 7.1 1.008(025) 0.38(28) - -
1.024(015) 0.208 0.997 6.3 7.5 1.018(019) - 0.33(27) ;
0.999(026) 0.089 1.000 6.9 9.6 0.994(028) 0.33(28) 0.27(27) -
1.000(026) 0.072 1.000 8.7 13.7 0.997(029) 0.27(31) 0.14(38) 13.1(26.7)
Zr 7y X g(Tbare) /ggfbare), 11-pt-narrow
1.002(029) 0.192 0.995 5.7 7.2 1.002(029) 0.43(30) - -
1.024(016) 0.227 0.991 6.0 7.5 1.017(020) - 0.37(29) ;
0.997(029) 0.105 0.999 6.8 10.3 0.992(031) 0.35(32) 0.28(30) ;
0.998(029) 0.088 0.999 8.6 15.3 0.995(031) 0.28(35) 0.15(40) 12.8(26.8)
Zr[Zv X g(Tbare) /ggfbare)7 10-pt-narrow
1.009(033) 0.198 0.991 5.6 73 1.009(033) 0.34(39) - 5
1.026(016) 0.188 0.993 5.5 7.2 1.020(021) : 0.29(31) ;
1.000(035) 0.118 0.997 6.8 10.8 0.995(037) 0.32(39) 0.27(31) -
0.995(037) 0.099 0.997 8.6 16.6 0.992(038) 0.30(39) 0.14(41) 15.3(31.7)
(ZTg;bare) I ZT/ZV % g;bare) gg/bare))/27 13-pt
0.998(020) 0.383 0.963 8.2 9.4 0.998(020) 0.37(22) - -
1.012(013) 0.387 0.962 8.3 9.5 1.005(016) - 0.36(22) -
0.989(021) 0.249 0.991 8.5 11.2 0.984(023) 0.30(23) 0.30(23) -
0.991(021) 0.167 0.997 9.5 14.5 0.990(024) 0.19(25) 0.08(32) 21.8(22.0)
(ZTQ(Tbare) + Zr/Zv % gg”a”) /g{,b‘"e))/Q, 11-pt-narrow
0.993(023) 0.440 0.914 8.0 9.5 0.993(023) 0.41(24) - -
1.011(013) 0.432 0.919 7.9 9.4 1.004(017) - 0.41(24) ;
0.987(023) 0.296 0.967 8.4 11.8 0.982(025) 0.31(25) 0.32(25) ;
0.990(024) 0.202 0.985 9.4 16.1 0.988(026) 0.19(28) 0.10(34) 21.5(22.1)
(Zr g™ + Zr ) Zy x g% g™ /2, 10-pt-narrow
1.012(028) 0.303 0.965 6.4 8.1 1.012(028) 0.16(32) - _
1.014(013) 0.214 0.989 5.7 7.4 1.009(018) - 0.26(26) ;
1.003(029) 0.217 0.982 7.5 11.5 0.999(031) 0.14(32) 0.25(26) ;
0.998(030) 0.205 0.975 9.2 17.2 0.996(031) 0.13(32) 0.13(34) 14.7(27.1)

TABLE XXXIV. Summary of CCFV fits to gr using Eq. for three different cuts on the 13 points and three different
renormalization procedures defined in the text.
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gs x*/DOF p-value AIC AICc co[1] c1la) ca[MZ] c[FV]
fm ™ Gev~? Gev~?
Z5gT™, 13-pt
0.991(046) 2.073 0.019 26.8 28.0 0.991(046) -1.37(46) - -
0.876(021) 2.809 0.001 34.9 36.1 0.882(027) - -0.32(37) -
0.991(046) 2.278 0.012 28.8 31.4 0.990(047) -1.40(49) 0.07(40) -
1.001(047) 2.435 0.009 29.9 34.9 1.008(050) -1.61(54) -0.37(62) 38.7(41.6)
nggbare), 11-pt-narrow
1.044(051) 1.055 0.393 135 15.0 1.044(051)  -1.83(50) 5 -
0.888(022) 2.317 0.013 24.9 26.4 0.897(028) - -0.52(38) -
1.045(051) 1.180 0.307 15.4 18.9 1.043(051)  -1.88(56) 0.10(42) ;
1.066(053) 1.056 0.389 15.4 22.1 1.076(056)  -2.27(62) -0.56(63) 60.4(42.2)
Zs g(bare) 10-pt-narrow
1.077(070) 1.130 0.339 13.0 14.8 1.077(070) -2.20(75) - -
0.882(022) 2.179 0.026 21.4 23.1 0.886(028) - -0.21(42) -
1.076(070) 1.288 0.251 15.0 19.0 1.075(071) -2.23(77) 0.06(43) -
0.993(086) 1.043 0.395 14.3 22.3 1.016(080)  -1.67(84) -1.23(89) 132.3(79.7)
Zs)Zy x g7 [g e 13 00
0.999(053) 2.456 0.005 31.0 32.2 0.999(053) “1.43(49) - -
0.832(027) 3.202 0.000 39.2 40.4 0.826(034) - 0.31(47) -
0.988(054) 2.396 0.008 30.0 32.6 0.973(055)  -1.73(52) 0.87(50) -
0.994(054) 2.513 0.007 30.6 35.6 0.990(057) -1.78(52) 0.21(76) 44.6(38.6)
Zs|Zv x g(b‘“e)/ S)are), 11-pt-narrow
1.072(064) 1.696 0.084 19.3 20.8 1.072(064) -2.03(56) - -
0.846(027) 3.132 0.001 32.2 33.7 0.846(035) - 0.04(48) -
1.083(064) 1.443 0.173 175 21.0 1.064(064) -2.59(63) 1.05(54) -
1.093(064) 1.312 0.240 17.2 23.8 1.090(066) -2.68(64) 0.16(79) 59.8(38.9)
Zs|Zy x g(Sbare) /ggaare)7 10-pt-narrow
1.103(074) 1.825 0.067 18.6 20.3 1.103(074)  -2.35(69) 5 -
0.837(028) 3.211 0.001 29.7 314 0.829(037) - 0.40(54) -
1.097(074) 1.630 0.122 17.4 21.4 1.079(075)  -2.71(72) 1.00(56) -
0.981(089) 0.987 0.432 13.9 21.9 1.001(082)  -1.69(84)  -1.10(1.05) 174.6(74.5)
(Z (bare) I ZS/ZV x g(bdre) (bare )/27 13-pt
1.004(043) 2.563 0.003 399 33.4 L. 004(043) “1.46(40) _ _
0.867(022) 3.727 0.000 45.0 46.2 0.871(028) - -0.24(37) -
1.003(043) 2.737 0.002 33.4 36.0 0.996(044)  -1.62(44) 0.37(41) -
1.014(044) 2.883 0.002 33.9 38.9 1.017(047)  -1.81(47) -0.17(60) 40.7(34.1)
(Zs g(bare) + Zs/Zy x g(bare) /g(bare))/Q7 11-pt-narrow
1.057(048) 1.547 0.125 17.9 19.4 1.057(048) “1.90(44) - -
0.880(022) 3.408 0.000 34.7 36.2 0.888(028) - -0.47(38) -
1.064(049) 1.600 0.119 18.8 22.2 1.055(049) -2.18(51) 0.47(44) -
1.085(050) 1.420 0.192 17.9 24.6 1.000(053)  -2.49(55) -0.28(62) 58.2(34.4)
(ZsgP™) + Zs ) Zv x g3 [gP¥) /2, 10-pt-narrow
1.095(063) 1.636 0.109 17.1 18.8 1.095(063) -2.32(64) - -
0.870(023) 3.294 0.001 30.4 32.1 0.871(029) - -0.04(43) -
1.093(063) 1.755 0.092 18.3 22.3 1.085(064)  -2.47(66) 0.40(45) -
0.983(080) 1.212 0.296 15.3 23.3 1.007(073) -1.63(76) -1.32(89) 163.2(72.9)

TABLE XXXV. Summary of CCFV fits to gs using Eq. for three different cuts on the 13 points and three different
renormalization procedures defined in the text.
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