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Abstract

At present, many lattice simulations of Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD) are carried out
using Ny = 2+ 1 dynamical light quarks (up, down, strange). This setup has so far provided
important results and predictions in Particle Physics and can be considered a good approxima-
tion of full QCD at energies much below the charm quark mass. However, a more complete
setup would include a dynamical charm quark (Ny =2+ 1+ 1 QCD), since it eliminates
systematic effects due to the “quenching” of the charm quark in Ny = 2 + 1 QCD simulations
and also leads to a better understanding of charm physics.

In this thesis we want to compute the loop effects due to a dynamical charm quark in
QCD. For this purpose, instead of working in full QCD we study a simplified setup. We
simulate two theories: Ny = 0 QCD and QCD with Ny = 2 dynamical quarks at the charm
mass. The dynamical charm effects are extracted from the comparison of Ny = 0 and Ny = 2
QCD. For the lattice discretization we use the Wilson plaquette gauge action and twisted
mass Wilson fermions at maximal twist including a non-perturbatively determined clover
term. The absence of light quarks allows us to reach extremely fine lattice spacings (0.017 fm
< a < 0.049 fm), which are crucial for reliable continuum extrapolations.

We compute in the continuum both quantities without an explicit charm-quark dependence,
like the static quark potential and the strong coupling derived from the static force, and
quantities with an explicit charm-quark dependence, like charmonium masses and decay
constants, the hyperfine splitting and the renormalization group invariant quark mass. For
example, for the hyperfine splitting (1, — mn,)/my,, where my, and my,,, denote the
masses of the pseudoscalar meson 7. and vector meson J/y respectively, we find that the
relative effects of a dynamical charm quark are around 2%. In the strong coupling determined
from the static force we clearly see the effects of a dynamical charm as soon as the distance r

between the static quarks becomes smaller than 0.13 fm.
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[TepiAndn

Y1 pépeg pog, morhéc tpocopoiwoels Tne KPoavtre Xpwuoduvauinic (KXA) oto mAéy-
Mot OLlEXTEQOLWVOVTAL YenoulomoiwvTag Ny = 2+ 1 duvouxd, chapped xoudpx (up, down,
strange). Autr 1 6udtaln, uéypel oTIYURC Topelye onuovTixd aroteAéouata xou TpoBiédels
ot Loyotdtonr) Puotnr| xaw umopel va Yewpniel uor xakhy tpocéyylon tng ohoxinew-
uévng Yewplog e KXA oe evépyeieg oAl mo xdtw and tn udla tou charm xoudpx.
Evtoltoig, pio mo ohoxhnpwuévn didtaln Yo nepthduBove xan €vor duvoixd charm xoudpx
(Nf=2+1+1 KXA), ool e&aheiper ouotnuatind anoteréopoto Aoyw tne “ofieons”
(quenching) tou charm xoudipx oe Ny =2+ 1 mpocopowoeig KXA, eved napdhhnho odnyet
X G XUADTEQRT XAUTAVONCT) TNEG PUOLXNS Tou charm.

e auth| TN dtatelf3n, oToy o elvon vor uTtohoyicoule TIC ETOEACELS Bpdy WY WE ATOTEE-
oo evog duvoxol charm xoudex otnv KXA. T to oxond autd, avl va acyohniolue
ue 6’0o 1o @dopa g KXA, uehetolue wa amhonoinuévn dudtoln. Ilpocouoidvouue duo
Vewpleg: Ny =0 KXA xou KXA pe Ny =2 duvauxd xoudpx otn udlo tou charm. Ta
duvaxd anoTteAEopata amd To charm, aroppeouy and Ty cUyxeon TN Np =0 xu Ny =2
KXA. T tn Soxpttomolnon oto mhéyua, yenotuonolobue tn dpdon thoxétoc Wilson yia
medla Borduidog xon @epurovior Wilson pe pdla twisted oe uéyioto twist, cuunepthopfovo-
HEVOL evog pn datapoxtinol 6pou clover. H amouoio twv ehappmdy x0udex uag emitpénel
VoL TANGLEGOUPE TORD Uixpéc TYée tne otodepdc mAéyuatoc (0.017 fm S a < 0.049 fm),
x4t To omolo etvor Yellovog onuaciog yior allOTIO TN TUPEXTUCT) GTO CUVEYEC.

Trohoyilouue 070 CUVEYEC TOCOTNTES Ywpelc cuyxexpévn e€dpTnon and To charm
XOLAEX, OIS TO GTATXG BUVOIXO XOUBEX oL TNV Loy LeT| oTadepd cUleVing, Ta omola
TEOXUTITOLY amd TNV CTATIXT| BUVAUT), XadOS ETIONG X0 TOGOTNTEG UE CUYXEXQUIEVT €-
Edptnomn and to charm xoudpx, 6mwe udlec charmonium, ctoepéc Sldoaone, UTEPAETTN
Goom EXPUAIGUOY Xat avOAAOIWTY PALa TWY XOLdEX XETE ATO TNV OUAO ETOVAXAVOVIXO-
nolnone. o mapdderypa, yio Ty uTEpAenTn dpom expulopol (my y, —my,)/my,, 6Tou
My, XU My AVTIOTOL(00Y 0TI Paleg Tou Yeudofadpwtol uecoviou 1M xou Tou dlavuop-
TixoL Yecoviou J /v, TUPEATNEOVUE TG TU OYETIXA ATOTEAECUOTA EVOS BuvoxoL charm
xoudipx avépyovTon YUpw oTa 2%. X1 ototepd oyuerc cUleuing, mou urohoyileTon o-
TO TN OTUTIXY) UV, €lvor eUavig 1) enidpaoT evog duvauixol charm xoudpx, 6Tav 1

anoc TN F HETHED TV OTATIXGY xoudpx elvan Aydtepn and 0.13 fm.
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Zusammenfassung

Viele Gittersimulationen der Quanten Chromodynamik (QCD) werden gegenwaértig mit
Ny =2+ 1 dynamischen, leichten Quarks (up, down, strange) durchgefiihrt. Das kann als gute
Néherung der vollen QCD bei Energien weit unterhalb der Charm Quark Masse angesehen
werden, die bisher wichtige Ergebnisse und Vorhersagen in der Elementarteilchenphysik
geliefert hat. Allerdings wiirde eine vollstindigere Simulation zusétzlich ein dynamisches
Charm Quark einbeziehen (Ny =2+ 1+ 1 QCD), um systematische Effekte, die durch dessen
Vernachlédssigung hervorgerufen werden, zu eliminieren, und um Charm Physik besser zu
verstehen.

In dieser Dissertation wollen wir die dynamischen Charm Quark Effekte in der QCD
berechnen. Zu diesem Zweck arbeiten wir mit einem vereinfachten Modell statt mit der
vollen QCD. Wir simulieren zwei Theorien: Ny = 0 QCD und QCD mit Ny = 2 dynamischen
Quarks mit der Masse eines Charm Quarks. Die dynamischen Charm Effekte werden aus dem
Vergleich der Ny = 0 und der Ny = 2 QCD extrahiert. Als Gitter Diskretisierung benutzen
wir Wilsons Plaquette Wirkung und Wilson Fermionen mit einem twisted-mass Term, beim
maximalen Twist, sowie mit einem clover Term, dessen Koeffizient nichtperturbativ bestimmt
wurde. Die Abwesenheit leichter Fermionen erlaubt uns, sehr feine Gitterabstinde (0.017
fm < a < 0.049 fm) zu realisieren, die fiir zuverldssige Kontinuumsextrapolationen eine
entscheidende Rolle spielen.

Im Kontinuum berechnen wir Gré8en sowohl ohne eine explizite Charm Quark Ab-
hingigkeit, wie das statische Quark Potential, als auch mit einer expliziten Charm Quark
Abhingigkeit. Zu letzteren zidhlen etwa die Massen und Zerfallskonstanten vom Charmonium,
die Feinstrukturaufspaltung oder die Renormierungsgruppen invariante Quark Masse. Zum
Beispiel finden wir, dass fiir die Hyperfeinaufspaltung (m; /y, —my,) /my., wobei my, und
my y, die Massen des pseudo-skalaren Mesons 7). und des Vektormesons J /v bezeichnen,
die Relativen Effekte eines dynamischen Quarks bei etwa 2% liegen. In der iiber die statische
Kraft definierten starken Kopplung sehen wir eindeutige Effekte eines dynamischen Charm

Quarks, sobald der Abstand zwischen den statischen Quarks auf unterhalb von 0.13 fm fillt.
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Chapter 1

Introduction

1.1 A brief overview of the Standard Model and QCD

As far as we know today, the fundamental constituents of matter are fermions of spin 1/2 and
can be classified into two types: quarks and leptons. The interactions among these elementary
building blocks of matter are successfully described by the Standard Model of Particle Physics
(SM). The latter is a relativistic quantum field theory that was developed through 1970-1973
and is the result of the theoretical effort of several scientists'.

The SM describes three of the four fundamental interactions: the electromagnetic, the
weak and the strong interactions. Gravitational forces are not taken into account and can
be considered negligible at the typical energies of particle physics, say E ~ 1 GeV. As
summarized in Figure 1.1 [2], quarks and leptons in turn exist in six different types, called
flavors. However, while leptons interact only through the electromagnetic and/or weak
interactions, quarks are also subjected to the strong interaction. The SM forces are mediated
by gauge bosons of spin 1. Such intermediate particles are called gluons (g), photons (), W
and Z bosons for the strong, electromagnetic and weak interaction respectively. The SM also
includes a scalar particle with spin 0, the so-called Higgs boson. This particle is an excitation
of the Higgs field, which is responsible of the masses of W and Z bosons, quarks and leptons.
Its existence was predicted more than 50 years ago [3, 4] and discovered by the experiments
at the LHC (Large Hadron Collider) only recently [5, 6].

In this thesis we will concentrate on one of the four fundamental forces, the strong
interaction. Its effects are visible at two different scales of distance. On a larger scale (larger
than 1 fm) the strong interaction is (indirectly) responsible for binding protons and neutrons
into the nuclei, which form the atoms we are made of. On a smaller scale (less than 0.8 fm) it
holds quarks together to form composite particles called hadrons, to which the proton and
the neutron belong. The strong force is described by an SU (3) gauge theory called Quantum
Chromodynamics (QCD), whose properties will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 2.

Here, we want to recall some of the most important historical steps that led to the
formulation of QCD. In the first studies of nuclear reactions it was observed that protons and

neutrons, whose masses are almost identical, behave almost identically under the influence of

I'See Ref. [1] for a detailed historical and theoretical introduction.



1.1 A brief overview of the Standard Model and QCD

Standard Model of Elementary Particles

three generations of matter interactions / force carriers
(fermions) (bosons)
I Il 1]
mass  =2.2 MeV/c? =1.28 GeV/c? =173.1 GeV/c? 0 =124.97 GeV/c?
@ I @ | @ @ |- H
up charm top gluon I higgs
=4.7 MeV/c? =96 MeV/c? =4.18 GeV/c? 0
@ IO IF® || @
down strange bottom photon I
=0.511 MeV/c? =105.66 MeV/c? =1.7768 GeV/c? =91.19 GeV/c?
- 4 .
@ IO @ || @
electron muon tau Z boson I
<2.2eVic? <0.17 MeV/c? <18.2 MeV/c? =80.39 GeV/c?
» Ve 9 Vu Vi ) VE
neutrino | | neutrmo | | neutrino | | W boson

Figure 1.1 Building blocks of matter and force carriers in the Standard Model of Particle Physics. The
picture is taken from [2].

the nuclear force within the nucleus, although the proton has a positive electric charge and the
neutron is neutral. This induced W. Heisenberg to introduce in 1932 the idea of the isospin
invariance of the strong interactions [7]. The mathematical formulation of this symmetry is
similar to that of spin, from which the name isospin derives. In this context, the neutron and
the proton are seen as a doublet of the symmetry group SU (2);, where the subscript I stands
for isospin. For these reasons protons and neutrons can be grouped together and we often
refer to them as nucleons. Later, more and more hadrons were discovered and subsequently
classified (following Heisenberg’s idea) into isospin multiplets of almost mass degenerate
particles.

In 1950’s and 1960’s, the number of known hadrons became huge and to explain the
structure of the observed hadron multiplets, M. Gell-Mann and G. Zweig proposed the so-
called quark model [8, 9]. Their model introduces some fundamental particles of spin 1/2 that
belong to the fundamental representation of the group SU(3) ¢, where the subscript f stands
for flavor. These particles are just the quarks introduced above and in the original scenario
were thought to exist in three different flavors (up, down, strange)?. Following this scheme, it
turns out that the hadrons that we observe in Nature are composite particles made of a quark

and an antiquark (mesons), or three quarks (baryons) or three antiquarks (antibaryons).

Today we know that the number of flavors is 6, see Figure 1.1.



1.2 Introduction to this work

Although the quark model seemed to explain quite well the structure of the observed
hadron multiplets, it gave rise to some paradoxes:

* why do we never observe free quarks?

* why do we not observe other composite particles, like bound states of two or four
quarks?

* how can we explain the existence of hadronic states like |[AT",J = 3/2), made of three

up quarks, which are apparently in contrast with Pauli exclusion principle?

To answer these questions it was assumed that quarks have an extra quantum number [10-12],
called color charge, that can take three possible values, say red, green and blue. The three
color charges represent the triplet of the fundamental representation of the symmetry group
SU(3),, where the subscript ¢ stands for color. On top of this, one assumes that all possible
hadron states are singlet under SU (3), transformations and therefore we can never observe
free quarks, but only composite particles like mesons or baryons. At present, a rigorous proof
of the quark confinement inside hadrons is still missing, but as we will see in the next chapters,
the results of numerical simulations support this assumption.

So far we have summarized the logical steps that led in the early 1970’s to the birth of the
modern theory of strong interactions, which is today known as QCD. However, it is clear that
to understand the properties of hadrons and quark confinement we need to know the QCD
behavior at distances larger than the size of a proton (around 1 fm), i.e. at low energies. In
this context, one of the main obstacles originates from the running of the coupling o of QCD.
For non-abelian gauge theories like QCD, it is known that o, becomes small only at very
short distances (below 0.1 fm) [13, 14] and therefore perturbative methods fail when we want

to investigate hadronic properties involving long-distance physics.

1.2 Introduction to this work

The failure of perturbation theory in the low energy sector led to the search for alternative
tools to study hadron properties and prove confinement. In 1974 Wilson [15] proposed a
formulation of QCD on a Euclidean lattice. Nowadays, the lattice QCD approach represents
the standard method to study QCD in the non-perturbative regime and is the method that has
also been used in this thesis. In this approach, the theory is discretized in a hypercubic grid
with Euclidean metric and the expectation values of the observables of interest are computed
numerically via Monte Carlo methods.

As we already mentioned, QCD encompasses six flavors of quarks. However, since quark
masses cover a large range of values that can differ by several orders of magnitude, lattice
QCD simulations often include only two, three or at most four flavors. Moreover, exact isospin
symmetry is usually assumed and thus up and down quarks are considered mass degenerate.
Lattice QCD simulations with just Ny = 2 + 1 dynamical light quarks (up, down and strange)
are quite common, since adding a dynamical charm quark complicates the parameter tuning

and may result in large cutoff effects, because of the heavy mass of the charm quark. Due to

3
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the decoupling [16, 17] of the charm quark, this setup is sufficient for the study of low energy
physics with energies far below the charm threshold. However when it is used to study charm
physics, neglecting the effects of heavy quarks in the sea (loop effects) may introduce large
uncontrolled systematic uncertainties.

To evaluate how big these effects might be, we compute several physical observables in
Ny =0QCD and Ny = 2 QCD, where the second theory contains two heavy quarks, with the
mass of a charm quark. This setup, without the light quarks, allows us to isolate the charm loop
effects to a very high precision. Their size is extracted through a comparison in the continuum
limit of the results obtained in Ny = 0 QCD and Ny = 2 QCD. The quantities we focus on are:
charmonium masses and decay constants, the hyperfine splitting, the renormalization group
invariant quark mass, the static quark potential and the strong coupling derived from the static
force.

The thesis is organized as follows. In Chapter 2 we review the basics of continuum
QCD, chiral symmetries and the effective theory of decoupling. Chapter 3 contains a short
introduction to the lattice formulation of QCD and the description of our model of QCD to
study charm physics. In Chapter 4 we introduce the observables under study in this thesis and
explain the numerical methods that have been used to measure them. In Chapters 5 and 6 we
present the results of our investigation. Through a comparison of Ny = 0 QCD and QCD with
Ny = 2 degenerate charm quarks, we compute in the continuum the effects of a dynamical
charm quark on the observables mentioned above. Finally, in Chapter 7 we summarize the
most relevant results of this thesis and discuss interesting new studies that can follow from

our work.



Chapter 2

Quantum Chromodynamics

2.1 Continuum QCD

Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD) is the quantum field theory through which we describe the
strong interactions. It is based on the non-abelian color group SU (3)., where the quark fields
represent the fundamental dynamical objects. An important feature of QCD is the so-called
quark confinement: quarks are never seen in isolation, but they are confined within hadrons.
The latter are usually divided into two groups: mesons (bound states made of a quark and
an antiquark) and baryons (bound states made of three quarks). Quarks exist in six different
flavors (up, down, strange, charm, bottom, top) and are spin-% particles. Their masses and
electric charges! are listed in Table 2.1.

Generation Flavor Mass Q
' up (u) my =2.2103 MeV 2/3
down (d) mg =473 MeV -1/3

. charm (c) me = 1.27575933 GeV 2/3
strange (s) ms =955 MeV -1/3

- top (1) m; = 173£4 GeV 2/3
bottom (b) mp = 4.187593 GeV -1/3

Table 2.1 Quark masses and electric charges (Q). Masses are given in the MS scheme (see Ref. [18]
for further details). The electric charge is a fraction of the elementary charge e (either —1/3 or 2/3,
depending on flavor).

Every quark flavor owns an extra index, related to the color charge, that can assume one
of three possible values (which are usually called red, green, and blue). Thus, a generic
quark field at the space-time position x can be described by a Dirac 4-spinor l//éc (x), where

f denotes its flavor, a = 1,2,3,4 is the Dirac index and ¢ = 1,2, 3 is the color index. Quark

n this thesis we make use of natural units, which means that the reduced Planck constant 7, the speed of
light ¢ and the vacuum permittivity &y are set to 1: 7 = ¢ = & = 1. Therefore masses can be expressed in eV (or
its multiples) and the elementary charge e is a pure number.
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fields are in the fundamental representation of the color gauge group SU (3), therefore their
transformation law under the group SU (3) is?

1//{;0 = U (x)l//(];c,, Ux) = eiOi(X)Ti’ 2.1

where 6(x) are some local parameters and T* (i = 1,-- - ,8) represent the traceless hermitian
generators of the SU(3) group in the fundamental representation. We recall that these

generators satisfy the commutation rules

(T8, T = if*T* (2.2)
and that their normalization is given by

Te[T'T/] = %5,,-. (2.3)

In Egs. (2.2) and (2.3) f* are the structure constants of the SU (3) group, §;; is the Kronecker
delta and Tr[ ] denotes the usual matrix trace. The Lagrangian density of QCD with N

flavors reads

,CQCD()C) =Lr (X) + ﬁ(;(x), 2.4)
with
Ny
Lr(x) = LW @) (irDu) —mh) v/ (x). 25)
f=1
Ls(x) = —%Tr [Fuv(x)F*Y (x)] . (2.6)

Lr and L represent the fermionic and purely gluonic part of the QCD Lagrangian (2.4).
In Egs. (2.4), (2.5) and (2.6), ¥, denote the Dirac gamma matrices and Dy, is the so-called
covariant derivative

Dy (x) = dy +igoAu(x), (2.7

where g is the bare coupling of QCD and A, is the (matrix) gauge field, defined as
8
Au(x) =) A (x)T°. (2.8)
a=1

The bare quark masses mg differ depending on flavor and Fy;,, denotes the field strength tensor,

which is defined as

ZExcept where otherwise stated, we always imply summation over repeated indices.
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or in terms of the gluon fields A}, as
Fuy =F{\,T% Ff, = 0uAS — yA% — g0 f°ALAS,. (2.10)

To guarantee that the QCD Lagrangian (2.4) is invariant under an SU (3) transformation (2.1)
on the quark fields, the fields A, and Fy;y have to satisfy

l
Ay, —— UAU +—(9,U)U, (2.11)
b U go(u)
Fyyw —— UF,U". 2.12
uv SUG) uv ( )

From the structure of the Lagrangian (2.4), it is easy to see that in QCD there are three basic
interaction terms (vertices): a quark-antiquark-gluon vertex (similar to the QED one), but
also a 3-gluon vertex and a 4-gluon vertex (that come from the particular form of Fy,,,
Eq. (2.10), in SU(N) gauge theories). The construction of gauge theories based on SU(N)

S€e

groups dates back to the famous paper of C. N. Yang and R. Mills in 1954 [19] and we refer
to standard quantum field theory books [20, 21] for further details.
By using Feynman’s path integral formalism, the vacuum expectation value of a generic

observable @ in QCD can be written as

_ [ DYDYDAO(y,,A)e’

. 2.1
() [ DYDyDA 'S ’ 2.13)
where the action S is given by (see Egs.(2.5) and (2.6))
S= / d*x(Lr + LG) (2.14)

and the symbols D¢ denote the integration measure over all the configurations of a field ¢ (x)

with fixed boundary conditions.

2.1.1 Renormalization

In quantum field theories like QCD, one is usually interested in physical observables that
are extracted from suitable correlation functions. In perturbation theory the strategy is to
expand such correlation functions in powers of the gauge coupling around the free theory.
This requires the evaluation of Feynman diagrams, whose number of loops increases with the
order of the expansion in the coupling constant. In the computation of Feynman diagrams
with one or more loops, one has to deal with ultraviolet divergences when integrating over the
momenta of virtual particles inside a loop. To overcome this problem, a regulator is usually
introduced to make the contribution of loop diagrams finite. In this way, the fields and the
parameters that appear in the Lagrangian (2.4) are not physical observables, but they should
be seen as bare quantities that depend on the regulator. Such dependence must be chosen

so that divergences in physical quantities can be removed and it is usually parameterized in
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terms of renormalization factors Z and renormalized fields and parameters as

1/2 1/2
Ay = ZA/ ARy, VY= Zu// YR, 80 =Zggr, Mo = Zpymg, (2.15)
where we have introduced the subscript R to denote the renormalized objects. This procedure
allows to write the QCD Lagrangian as

Locp = Lr,ocp + Ler. (2.16)

In Eq. (2.16), L ocp has the same form as Locp, where the renormalized objects replace the
bare ones, whilst L., represents a Lagrangian of suitable counter-terms, depending both on
the Z factors and renormalized fields. By appropriate choice of the counter-terms, divergences
in physical quantities can be eliminated and amplitudes expressed by renormalized fields and
parameters are finite when the regulator is removed.

A natural choice for the regulator would be to impose a cutoff A on the integrated
momentum. However, in practice it is better to use other regularization schemes, because the
introduction of a cutoff A on the momenta may break both SU(3) and Lorentz symmetries.
Therefore, we consider here another approach, that has the advantage of preserving these
symmetries and it is known as dimensional regularization [22]. It is based on the following
idea: a divergent integral in the 4-dimensional space-time can be formally replaced by an
identical integral whose contribution is finite in a D-dimensional space-time. Once computing
itin D dimensions, it is possible to approach the limit D — 4 through an analytical continuation.
The singularities for D — 4 are usually of the type 1/¢, with € = (4 —D)/2.

When switching to a D-dimensional space, it is also important to study how the dimensions
(in mass) of fields and parameters change. In natural units 7 = ¢ = €y = 1 the action § =
[ dPxLocp is dimensionless, therefore dim[Lgcp] = D. Looking at the kinetic terms, it
is then easy to show that dim[A,] = (D —2)/2 and dim[y] = (D — 1)/2. Therefore, the
interaction term ~ go WAy fixes the dimension of the coupling at dim|go] = (4 —D)/2 =&,
which means that g is not dimensionless for D # 4. To keep gg dimensionless a mass scale

u (called renormalization scale) is introduced and gg is replaced by

gr — HEgR. 2.17)

This means that Feynman diagrams have an explicit dependence on the mass scale p. In the
minimal subtraction scheme (often shortened to MS-scheme) [22] the Z-factors are chosen
such that only (1/€)-poles in divergent quantities are removed. Normally, such singularities

appear together with the finite term
~ i+ log(4), (2.18)

where yg ~ 0.577 is the Euler—Mascheroni constant. In the popular modified minimal
subtraction scheme (often shortened to MS-scheme) [23], the Z-factors cancel also the finite
term (2.18).
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2.1.2 Lambda parameter and RGI mass

Let us consider now a physical observable depending on the renormalized mass and coupling
and possibly on u:

O = O(gr(p);mr(p); 1)- (2.19)
Its physical value should be renormalization scale invariant, as  is only an energy scale that

has been introduced in the regularization prescription to define the coupling in D =4 — 2¢

dimensions. Therefore, we expect

d
#@O(gle(li),mk(#),#) =0. (2.20)

Expanding the total derivative in (2.20), we obtain the well-known Callan—-Symanzik equa-
tion [24, 25]

d d d
“ﬁ +/3(8R)T£,R+T(8R)m1?a—nm O(gr(u),mg(p),u) =0, (2.21)
where
_ JgRr
B(gr) = Mo (2.22)
. iamR
T(gr) = p— (2.23)

We consider here only mass independent renormalization schemes, where the renormalization
conditions are imposed at zero quark mass (like the MS- and MS-schemes). The B-function
describes the running of the coupling and its perturbative expansion for small values of the

renormalized coupling is given by

B(gr) = —bogk—Dbigr+O0(sz). (2.24)
gR—>O
The first two coefficients by and b; are universal for mass-independent renormalization

schemes and their value is [26, 27]

1 2 1 38
bhp=—— (11 —=N b=—|(102— —N,]. 2.25
0= ) ( 3 f)’ '= ) ( 3 f) (2:29)

Instead, the other coefficients of the expansion (2.24) depend on the renormalization scheme.
In the MS-scheme the B-function is known up to five loops and we refer to [28-33] for the
bY'S, bYS and bYIS

values of and bﬂds. In a similar way, the running of a quark mass is described by the

t-function, whose perturbative expansion is

8
(47)>

7(gr) =0 —dogk —digx+0(g%), do = (2.26)

8R

For this expansion, only dj is a universal coefficient, whilst the higher order coefficients are
scheme-dependent (see Ref. [34] for results in the MS-scheme up to four loops).
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By solving the first order differential equations (2.22) and (2.23), one finds two integration
constants that are usually called A parameter and renormalization group invariant (RGI) mass

M. Their expressions are

A (b 2)_;;12 i /ng S ] (2.27)
— 0 08R — [ _|_ - - , .
U {(Dbogr e exp A X Bl | byt b%x

M = m(2bogd)” ™ exp {— /OgR dx {% - %} } . (2.28)

Both A and M are renormalization group invariant quantities, i.e. they do not depend on the
renormalization scale (1. The RGI mass M is also scheme independent [35], whilst the value
of A depends on the renormalization scheme. However, if gg and gk denote two different

renormalization schemes related by

gk =gr+c1gp+0(g3), (2.29)

the corresponding Lambda parameters A and A’ satisfy the exact one-loop relation [35]

A/ C1
e =, 2.
A exp <b0> (2.30)

2.1.3 The running of the coupling

From (2.27), it is possible to extract the strong coupling constant

(2.31)

in a given normalization scheme. In perturbation theory, a compact (but only asymptotic)
solution exists at one-loop order and it is given by

1
as’l loop =~ (2.32)

K= 4mbglog (K—j) .

Note that Eq. (2.32) is useful to understand the high energy behavior of gg, but it cannot be
used to determine A properly, because at least the two-loop B-function is needed’. Already at
two-loop order, to describe ¢ as a function of ¢ we need to use more complicated formulae
or try to solve Eq. (2.27) numerically. For instance, at high energies the asymptotic behavior
of the two-loop strong coupling is

1 bylog(r)
4mbot  Ambyt

as|2 loop =

2
— H
+0(t3(log(1))?), t=1log (ﬁ) (2.33)
whose plot is shown in Figure 2.1.
As can be seen, a, decreases with increasing energy scale and approaches zero in the
limit g — oo. This property, known in the literature as asymptotic freedom [13, 14], tells

3See Ref. [36] for further details.
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1 Y Y | |
|| + Infrared slavery —— 2-loop calculation
| Non-perturbative QCD n = Agep
0.8 1 J
|
|
= |
;gq <0.6 |l |
Il l\
204 ) |
3 \\
Perturbative QCD
0.2 7 Asymptotic freedom — 7
0 : L - L
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Figure 2.1 Strong coupling constant o at two-loop order. This example refers to Ny = 0 QCD. For
o 2 0.3 we plot the curve only with a dashed line, as in this region perturbation theory fails and the
predictions can no longer be considered reliable.

us that perturbation theory works extremely well at high energies u (gg — 0) and quarks
and gluons almost behave as free particles. When Ny < 16 (Ny = 6 in the real world) the
coefficient by of the B-function is positive and this determines the logarithmic decay of the
strong coupling o*. On the other hand, with decreasing energy « increases and becomes>
o ~ O(1) when u approaches A, whose physical value is around® 300 MeV. Therefore, at
energy scales u comparable to A or smaller, perturbation theory is no longer reliable and we
need to use non-perturbative methods to understand QCD properties at low energies. The
non-perturbative method which has been used in this thesis in known as lattice QCD and it
will be presented in Chapter 3. For the time being, we just anticipate that the method mainly
consists in replacing the continuum space-time with a Euclidean four-dimensional grid of
finite size and it allows one to evaluate the expectation values of physical observables through
a multidimensional integral, instead of using the continuum path integrals.

2.2 Flavor symmetries of the QCD Lagrangian

Apart from local gauge symmetry which was already discussed, Locp (2.4) is also invariant
under Lorentz transformations and it preserves the discrete symmetries of charge conjugation
(C), parity (P) and time reversal (T). The latter are exact symmetries, but Locp has also
an approximate global U(2) ® U(2) flavor symmetry, which becomes exact in the limit of

massless flavors. Before going into details, we start with a brief summary at the classical level

“For N '+ > 16, by becomes negative and we would observe an opposite behavior: gg — 0 when pt < A, as in
the case of QED.

>This phenomenon is often called infrared slavery. o
®We refer to [37] for a table of the A parameters in the MS scheme depending on the number of flavors N r.

11



2.2 Flavor symmetries of the QCD Lagrangian

of internal symmetries, namely symmetries that act only on the fields and do not change the

coordinates.

2.2.1 Summary at the classical level

Let us consider a Lagrangian £ that depends on the fields ¢; and a symmetry group G that

transforms ¢; according to

G: i — ¢ + 8¢ = ¢ + 0. 8,9;, (2.34)
where @, are continuous parameters. Then, the Noether current associated with the symmetry
Gis

oL
a e —_— .
Ji(x) = Z,: 30k 8.0:. (2.35)

At classical level there are two different cases:

1. fG: L — L' =L, then
At (x) = 0. (2.36)

2. fG: L - L' =L+6L, with 6L = w,5,L, then

Al  (x) = —8,L. (2.37)

For a conserved current (2.36) localized in space, one can also define a charge Q,

Qa = /d3xJ2(X) (2.38)
that is also conserved, because

d — — — —
dQq _ / BV Jo = f d5-Ji—0, Ja—=0onaV. (2.39)
dt 1% oV

2.2.2 Chiral symmetries

Now, let us go back to the QCD Lagrangian (2.4) and consider the fermion part Lr. For
convenience, it is better to rewrite it as
Lp=LN 4Ly ™ (2.40)

where 511;71 is the part of Lr which describes N; light quarks, while £];f M describes the
remaining Ny — N; quark fields. Let us focus on ﬁg’ which, using matrix notation, reads

LY =9y Dy — M)y, (2.41)

12
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with
Y1 mi
Y= 5 WZ(WD"'?WM); M = . (242)
YN, mny;
In the degenerate case m; = my--- = my,, it is easy to show that LJ}]’ 1s invariant under

transformations of the unitary group U (N;):

U(N): Vo Uuy, . UeU(N). (2.43)

Usually, one assumes N; = 2 (up, down) degenerate quarks, because the quark masses m,,, my
have a similar value (see Table (2.1))”. However, since m,,,m, are much smaller than the A
parameter (2.27), which represents the typical energy scales of QCD, it is also worthwhile
studying the symmetries of Ej}l] in the case of N; degenerate massless quarks (my, ... ,my, =0),

also called chiral limit. To this aim, let us first define the right- and left-handed fermion fields

yL=Py, VYL=VPF . _17F
Vg =Py, Wr=UP, " 2

, (2.44)

where we use the chiral representation of the matrix 7°

r=-iryvrr = (_01 ’ O) , (2.45)

1

which satisfies the properties

ryr=1 )=y, {¥ =0 (2.46)

P 1, are called right- and left-handed projectors and they obey the following relations

Pa=Py, PP=P, PRPL=PPr=0, Pr+P =1,

(2.47)
VP =PV, y'Pr=PLY".

By using Eqgs. (2.44) and (2.47), it is convenient to rewrite EI}IZ as follows

Ly = W(Pr+PL)(iy" Dy — M) (Pr+ PL) W
= YPR(iy" Du)PLy + WPL(iy" Dy ) PRy — WPRMPRY — WPLMPLY (2.48)
= WL(iY" D) i+ YRV Dp) Wr — WLM Yg — YrM Y.

From (2.48) we immediately realize that unlike the kinetic term y(iy* Dy, )y, the mass term
WMy mixes right and left components of the quark fields. Therefore, in the massless case

7Sometimes also N; =3 (up, down, strange) is acceptable, even if this is a worse approximation.

13



2.2 Flavor symmetries of the QCD Lagrangian

my,...,my, = 0, the Lagrangian Eg’ is invariant under transformations of the group
v — ULyL
UN)L®U(N)r: . Ur, UL € UN). (2.49)
Yk — UrYR

The symmetry group (2.49) is equivalent to
G=U(1)L@U(1)g@SU(N;)L @ SU(N;)g. (2.50)

Notice that this is true at the algebra level only, but it is sufficient for our purposes.

2.2.3 Noether currents associated with the chiral symmetry group

The transformation of a fermion field y (2.42) under the group U (1), ® U(1)g can be written
as

! lo
Ul Yo=Y =e"YL U YL — YL

| : 2.51)
VR = YR Wk — Y = "Ry

where oy, and ag are two different phases. A vector transformation U(1)y corresponds

to the case oy = ag = «, while an axial transformation U(1)4 corresponds to the case
O = —0g = ﬁ:

v = i
O S (2.52)

yr = Yr=e Pyg

v — Y =y

U(l)v: / io
Yr— Y =€ YR

Therefore, if we consider a transformation of the group U(1)y ® U(1)4 with parameters o
and B, this is equivalent to a transformation U (1), ® U(1)g with parameters 0y = o + 3 and
Or = oo — . We can use a similar argument for the group SU (N;); ® SU (N)g. First, let us

write its action on the fermion field y

— Yy =V,
SUN)L@SUNg: 4 TE 7 L=y e SUMN). (2.53)

VR — Wi = VRYR

It is possible to show that a transformation of the group SU (N;); ® SU (N;)g can be written
as a combination of a vector (for which V; = Vg = V) and axial (for which V; = Vlg =A)
transformation, that we call SU (N;)y and SU (N))4 respectively. Indeed,

v — Y =AVy

SU(N;)y @ SU(Nj)a : ,
YR — Yp =ATV YR

: (2.54)

14
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which is formally equivalent to (2.53) if we choose

A=(VVi)2
(VeVi)2 (2.55)
V= (VLVR')ZVR
Thus, from now on we will refer to the chiral group (2.50) by considering
G=U()y@U(1)a®@SU(N;)y @ SU(N))4. (2.56)

Again, this is only true at the level of the algebra. One way to see this is that there is multi-
valuedness in the square roots of (2.55). To extract the Noether currents associated to this
group, it is more convenient to express the transformations in terms of the field y, instead of
using the right- and left-handed components y;, and yg

(U(l)y:y =y =y
Ma:y =y =Py, +e Py = BTy

UNy:y—=y =e v

UNa:y — y =Ty 40T yp = 0Ty

c

- , (2.57)

9%}

o]

\

where we used the properties 72 y; = y; and 77y = —yg. Therefore, the corresponding
Noether currents (see Eq. (2.35)) read

U(l)y :VE =gty
U(l)p:A* = py*
(1)a VY 2.58)
SUN))y : Vi = wyH T, w
(SU(N)a : A = WYy Ty
and they are all classically conserved in the limit m; = --- = my, = 0. However, when

dealing with massive quarks the mass term of (2.41) breaks the chiral symmetry explicitly,
leading to a variation of Eg’ of the form 551;’ = coa5a£11¥’ . Thus, because of Eq. (2.37) the

four-divergences of the currents (2.58) depend on the quark masses as described below

(9, VM =0
A! = 2ig P My
uVid! = 19M, T,y
\aﬂAg =ip{M, T}y

(2.59)

From the equations in (2.59), also known as Ward identities, we can conclude that:

* The symmetry U (1)y is always conserved, even in the case of massive quarks and its

conserved charge corresponds to the baryon number;

15
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* the symmetry SU(N;)y is conserved either for vanishing quark masses or for mass
degenerate quarks. For this reason the expression 9, Vi' = iWw[M,T,]y is known as
partially conserved vector current (PCVC) relation. The case N; = 2 (m,, = my) is
called isospin symmetry, while the case N; = 3 (m, = my = my) is called Gell-Mann

symmetry.

* the symmetry SU(N;),4 is conserved only in the case of vanishing quark masses and we
usually refer to the expression 8“A5 = iy{M,T,} Y’y as the partially conserved axial
current (PCAC) relation.

As concerns the symmetry U (1), it is conserved for massless quarks at classical level.
However, this result is no longer true when considering quantum effects. In particular, at
quantum level this symmetry is affected by the so-called anomaly [38—41]. This means that

the second expression in (2.59) must be corrected as follows:

A = 2ig Y’ My +2Njq, (2.60)
with
g% uvpo pa ra

The quantity g is called fopological charge density, while the integral

0= / d*xq(x) (2.62)

1s called fopological charge. The axial anomaly plays a very important role in the Witten-

Veneziano mechanism [42, 43] to explain the large mass of the meson n’.

2.2.4 Spontaneous symmetry breaking

We conclude this section introducing one of the most important features of the chiral symmetry
group, namely its spontaneous breaking.

From what we have seen so far, we would expect the group U(1)y ® SU(2)y ® SU(2)a
to be an approximate symmetry of QCD, because of the small masses of the up and down
quarks. However, experimental findings suggest that only transformations under U(1)y
correspond to an exact symmetry, with the associated conserved charge being the baryon
number. An evidence of the SU(2)y ® SU(2)4 symmetry breaking comes from the mass
difference between the nucleon N and its opposite parity state N*, having masses 940 and
1535 MeV respectively. This mass splitting would not exist if SU(2)y @ SU(2)4 was an exact
symmetry.

To understand why, let us consider a generic hadron state |i) and study the state |i') =
Q4|h), obtained from
symmetry SU(2)4

h) by applying the conserved axial charge (see Eq.(2.38)) of the

04 — / dxA%(x), (2.63)
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with A% given in Eq. (2.58). If we focus on zero-momentum states, then |A) and |i') are
eigenstates of the QCD Hamiltonian H, with eigenvalues

H|h) = my|h), (2.64)
HIW) = my|h') = HOL|R) = Q4H|R) = my|l') = my =my, (2.65)

where my, and my; denote the masses of states |h) and |h) respectively and we used the
commutation rule [#, Q%] = 0. On the other hand, if 1, and 7, are the eigenvalues of |) and
|’} under the parity operator P, we have

Plh) = ny|h), (2.66)
Py = nj|l') = PQ4|h) = PQ4PP|h) = 0, (PQ4PT)|h) = —n;, Q4 |h)

' (2.67)
=—mll') — Np=-Ny.

Thus, if we identify |h) and |A') with the nucleon N and its parity counterpart N*, the
argument above shows that these two states would have the same mass. Even if the up and
down quarks are not massless and chiral symmetry is explicitly broken, the small values of m,,
and my cannot explain such a large discrepancy in the masses of N and N*. Theoretical and
experimental arguments suggest that these breaking effects originate from the spontaneous
breaking of the symmetry SU(2)y ® SU(2)4. We remind that [44]:

* A symmetry is said to be spontaneously broken when the Lagrangian is invariant under
symmetry transformations and the ground state is annihilated only by a subset § of all
the generators of the symmetry group s. The ground state is then invariant only under
transformations generated by the elements of §. Under these assumptions, the Goldstone
theorem states that for each broken generator € {s} \ {§} there exists a massless spin 0
particle, the so-called Goldstone boson, with the same quantum number as the broken

generator.

From the existence of almost degenerate particles (like proton and neutron) it seems that only
the symmetry SU (2)y is preserved, therefore the chiral symmetries of QCD are thought to be

spontaneously broken according to the breaking pattern
SUQR)y @SU(2)4 — SU(2)y. (2.68)

This hypothesis is supported by the existence of 2> — 1 = 3 pseudoscalar mesons (called
pions), whose masses are much lighter than the other states of the hadron spectrum (their
mass is around 140 MeV). Apart from the non-vanishing mass of these particles, this matches
the expectations of Goldstone’s theorem. The non-zero mass of the pions can be explained
by the small masses of up and down quarks, that make the symmetry SU (2)y ® SU(2)4 only
approximately realized at the level of the Lagrangian. For these reasons, pions are often called
pseudo-Goldstone bosons.

The spontaneous symmetry breaking of the chiral group along with the U(1)4 anomaly

would deserve much more detail, because of their important physical implications. However,
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2.3 Decoupling of heavy quarks

a full analysis of these arguments is beyond the scope of this work and we refer to [45] for an

introductory review.

2.3 Decoupling of heavy quarks

Quark masses cover a large range of energy scales, from around 2 MeV up to 170 GeV, as can
be seen from Table 2.1. Compared to the typical energy scale of QCD, i.e. its A parameter,
quarks can be ideally divided into two groups: light (up, down, strange) and heavy (charm,
bottom, top) quarks. In Section 2.2 we reviewed QCD symmetries in the limit of massless
quarks and analyzed their physical implications. In this research work, however, we mainly
consider QCD properties in the presence of heavy quarks.

As long as one is interested in computing low energy observables which depend only
on gluon and light quark fields, like the masses of pions or nucleons, effective field theory
arguments [16, 17] show that heavy quarks decouple from Locp (2.4) and the dynamics of
QCD is approximately insensitive to the physics of heavy quarks. This can be understood by
making use of the arguments of Refs. [16, 17, 46]. In general, if we indicate the light quark
fields with ¢ and the heavy quark fields with ®, the expectation value of a generic observable

O(¢) reads
_ [ DpDPO(9)eS 0P

@) :
01 | DoDPeS9®) 7

(2.69)

where S(¢,®) is the action depending both on light and quark fields. After integrating out the
heavy quarks fields, we obtain

i8(¢) o ,
0t0) = LPOGCE, i 50~ [pacser. @

This means that the expectation value (O(¢)) can be computed as an integral over ¢, with
weights ¢59) and § can be interpreted as the action of an effective theory depending only on
the light quark fields.

Let us apply now the arguments above to QCD with Ny flavors (QCDy,). If we assume
for simplicity to have N; light degenerate quarks and Ny — N; heavy degenerate quarks of
mass M, one obtains an effective theory “decQCD” whose Lagrangian L, can be expanded
in powers of (1/M):

L’deC:[,QCDNI +$£1+#£2+... . (2.71)

Here, the leading order £QCDN[ is the fundamental QCD Lagrangian depending only on the
light quark and gauge fields, while L, k > 1 are linear combinations of local operators with
mass dimension 4 + k. L are operators that involve only light quark and gauge fields and
they may depend also on the light quark masses. The effective Lagrangian £, has an infinite
number of non-renormalizable terms, that however are suppressed by powers of E/M at
energies £ < M. Thus, to compare the fundamental theory QCDy, to the effective theory
decQCD, their renormalized parameters must be adjusted in such a way that at energies
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2.3 Decoupling of heavy quarks

E <M decQCD approximately reproduces the physics of QCDy,. This procedure is usually
called matching.

The form of the operators that appear in £; is determined by the symmetries of the
fundamental Lagrangian, like gauge, Lorentz and chiral invariance. In many cases of physical

interest, dimension five operators are forbidden and L. can be written as
1
Laec = Locpy, + 37 Z oD+ ... (2.72)

where £, has been rewritten as a linear combination of local dimension six operators ®; and
; are some dimensionless couplings. Let us discuss now some cases where the corrections to
the leading order start at O(1/M?):

* N; =0 (no light quarks)
In absence of light quarks, Locp, is just the pure gauge Lagrangian (2.6). In this
case it is not possible to write dimension five operators made up of gauge fields
alone and at the same time to preserve the gauge invariance. Thus, at leading order
we only need to match the gauge coupling of fundamental and effective theory. A
complete set of off-shell operators of dimension six is | = Tr{D#vaD“va} and
®y =Tr{DyFupDvFyp}.

* N; > 2 massless quarks
In this case the chiral symmetry SU(N;)y ® SU(N;)4 in the quark sector does not
allow to have dimension five operators, like the Pauli term Aila)pauh ViouyF*Vy, with
Oyy = %[}/u ,Vv]- Note that in principle spontaneous symmetry breaking should be taken
into account, but if we restrict ourselves to the case of finite volume, the dynamical
breaking of the chiral symmetry is absent® both in the fundamental and effective theories.
Since we are assuming massless quarks, even in this case we only need to match the

gauge coupling.

* N; > 2 light quarks of mass m
When considering finite light quark masses, the non-anomaulous chiral symmetry is
explicitly broken at the level of the Lagrangian and dimension five operators are now
allowed. They are formed by the same operators of EQCDN] multiplied by the light
mass m. However, we can include their effect in a redefinition of the light mass m
and the gauge coupling at order m/M. Thus, even in this case we can assume that
corrections to the leading order start at O(1/M?). One possible dimension six operator
that contributes in ®; (2.72) is Ai,,ma)pauli yioyyF HVy. This case is more complicated
than the previous ones, as both gauge coupling and light quark mass have to be matched.

2.3.1 Matching

Let us focus now on the simplest cases N; = 0 light quarks or N; > 2 massless quarks. At

leading order, the effective theory decQCD coincides with QCDy,, which has only a free

8See Ref. [47] for a simple proof.
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2.3 Decoupling of heavy quarks

parameter, the renormalized gauge coupling. The latter is fixed through the matching of
decQCD to the fundamental theory. As discussed in Refs. [46, 48], this is equivalent to fix

AN, =P(M/AN,)An,, (2.73)

where Ay, and Ay, are the Lambda parameters of QCDy, and QCDy,. P(M/Ay,) is a
dimensionless factor that determines the mass dependence of Ay,. P depends on the quantity
used to match QCDy, and QCDy,. This dependence is a non-perturbative O((An,/M )?)
effect. After matching the two theories according to Eq. (2.73), a generic low energy quantity
m"% is equal in QCDy, and QCDy;, up to corrections O((An, /M )2):

"N = [N O (A, /M)?). (2.74)

This implies that QCDy, and QCDy; can be matched non-perturbatively by requiring that a

generic low energy observable m"% is the same in both theories. For m/?

we intend either
some light hadron mass or the inverse of some low energy length scale, like the well-known
hadronic scales 1/rg [49] or 1/4/1y [50], that will be introduced in Chapter 4. The matching
of the effective theory to the fundamental one has been also addressed in perturbation theory.
In particular, for QCD with solely one heavy quark (like for instance the charm or bottom
quark), the decoupling relation for the renormalized gauge coupling is known up to four loops

(see Refs. [17, 51-53] for further details).
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Chapter 3

Lattice QCD and description of our
model study

As we have seen in Chapter 2, the behavior of QCD at low energies can be understood only
using non-perturbative methods. The non-perturbative approach that has been used in this
work is called lattice QCD and for a detailed introduction to it we refer to [54-57]. Here we
present only the main ideas behind the lattice formulation of QCD and discuss some of the
methods that are more relevant for the understanding of this research work. We start with a
brief introduction to the standard discretization of the fermion and gluon actions introduced
by Wilson [15]. Then we present the improved clover [58] and twisted mass fermion [59, 60]
actions. Finally we discuss how to compute a physical observable on the lattice and introduce

our model to study charm physics.

3.1 Lattice QCD approach

Since an analytic computation of the path integral (2.13) is difficult already for relatively
simple systems, computational approaches like lattice QCD are nowadays considered a
standard way to proceed to determine QCD properties starting from first principles. The first
step of this numerical approach is to switch to a Euclidean space, through the Wick rotation

X0 — ixg. Doing so, the QCD action becomes

st = /d4 (LE+ L), (3.1)
A Zv‘ff ) (D) ] ) w (x), (3.2)
f=1
1

where the Euclidean gamma matrices are defined as

?’g =%, %’E:1,2,3 = —1%=123, {VEaVE} = 25#\/1' (3.4)
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3.1 Lattice QCD approach

Moreover the expectation value of an observable O reads

1
(©0) = [ DYDYDAO(.y,A)e S, (3.5)
where Z is the partition function
Z:i/DWDwDAfﬁ. (3.6)

Thus, (O) can be seen as a statistical average, with weights proportional to the Boltzmann
probability ¢=5"1. This makes the problem suitable to be studied by using Monte Carlo
simulations, see Section 3.5. However such approach requires the use of supercomputers, on
which we can deal only with a finite number of degrees of freedom. Thus, the second step
is to replace the continuum Euclidean space-time with a finite 4-dimensional grid of lattice

spacing a. A usual choice is to work with a lattice A given by
A ={n=(ng,n1,n2,n3)|ny =0,1,...Ny — 1}, (3.7

with N = N, = N3 = N and Ny = N;. Moreover, when computing the Fourier transform of
any arbitrary function f(n) € C defined on the lattice A, it is important to remind that also

momenta become discrete, with discretization step2

2 N, N
=—k k S T 3.8
pl.l aNIJ Hs ,Lte |: 2 ) 2 :| ( )

In other words, the size aNy, of the lattice A determines the discretization of the momenta p,;,
whilst its lattice spacing a fixes a cutoff on the momenta equal to 7/a. In this thesis we define

(following Ref. [56]) the discrete Fourier transform f (p) as
~ 1 L
f(p)=—=) f(n)e” "™ (3.9)
VAL

and its inverse as

([,
f(n) = —mZﬂp)e”"“, (3.10)
p
where |A| denotes the total number of lattice points

IA| = NoN{ N>N;. (3.11)

"From now on we will describe QCD in a Euclidean space, therefore for the sake of simplicity we will omit
the index E.
Note that Ny must be an even number.
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3.2 Standard discretization

It is also worth remembering the master formulae for the Kronecker deltas
1 VR
erw = 8(n—=n") = Sy Syt Susnt, Syt (3.12)
AL Ze p=r) 8(p—r") = S Sk Serit, Gusi- (3.13)

The introduction of a finite grid gives rise to a series of issues that will be discussed in
more detail in this thesis. For instance, physical results are obtained through continuum
extrapolations of values obtained at finite lattice spacing. At the same time, one should
make sure that finite volume effects are negligible. Furthermore, the introduction of a grid
breaks some of the symmetries that exist in the continuum theory, like Lorentz, rotational and
translational symmetry. However, it is important that the lattice discretization at least does
not break the gauge invariance, because if it does there would be more parameters to tune
(different couplings for the quark-antiquark-gluon vertex, the 3-gluon and 4-gluon vertices
and also the mass of the gluons), leading to an increase of the computation effort. Moreover,
to guarantee perturbative renormalizability on the lattice, the existing proofs are based on the

gauge invariance of the lattice QCD action [61].

3.2 Standard discretization

We summarize now the main ideas that lead to the standard lattice formulation of QCD [15].
First, let us naively discretize only the free fermion part of the QCD action, i.e. without the
terms containing the gluon field (see Egs.(3.1) and (3.2)). To this aim, we need to replace
i d*x with a sum over all the sites of the lattice, a* Y ., and introduce a lattice regularization

of the continuum derivative, for instance by using the symmetric formula

where 1 is a unit vector in the direction . Thus, the naive free fermion action S?,, for a single
quark flavor is given by

Sy ) =a* Y w(n) (Zm vint )y i) +moll/(n)> BNERE)
u

n

This kind of action gives rise to a famous problem, known as fermion doubling, that will be
addressed at the end of this section. For the time being, let us ignore this issue and consider

the role of a gauge transformation on a lattice.

3.2.1 Wilson’s plaquette action and naive fermion action

Similarly to what happens in the continuum, see Eq. (2.1), a local gauge transformation can
be determined by the choice of an element Q(n) of the group SU(3) at each site n of the
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3.2 Standard discretization

Uy(n) . . U_p(n)
ne :n—|—‘u n—Ue < o/

Figure 3.1 Link variables in the positive and negative directions (left and right hand side respectively).

lattice, such that the transformation law of a quark field y(n) under the gauge group is

w(n) = Q)y(n), ¥(n) = Pn)Qn)". (3.16)

It is easy to see that the mass term in (3.15) is invariant under the transformation (3.16), but
terms like W (n)y(n—+f1) and ¥ (n)y(n— f1) are not gauge invariant. To make the action (3.18)
gauge invariant, the idea is to introduce a field Uy (n) that obeys the following transformation
rule under the group SU(3)

Uy (n) — Q(n)Uy (n)Q' (n+f1). (3.17)

In this way, it is possible to see that the naive fermion action

KX

A A

SF[‘Va IZ/, U] — 042117(”) <ZYIJ UM(”)W(n+u) _zlilll(n_:a>W(n_nu') +m0w(n)>
n H

(3.18)

is gauge invariant. Uy (n) is a matrix of the group SU(3) and represents the gauge field on a
lattice. It connects two neighboring sites n and n + [ in the direction [l and it is often called

link variable. 1t is also possible to define it in the negative direction — I through the relation
U_u(n)=Uf(n—p). (3.19)

An illustration of the link variables in the positive and negative direction is shown in Figure 3.1.
The connection between the link variables Uy (n) and the lattice counterpart of the algebra-
valued gauge field A, is given by

Uy (n) = exp (igoaAy(n)) . (3.20)

Starting from these basic concepts, let us see how to construct a lattice action that preserves
the gauge symmetry and in the limit a — O reproduces the continuum pure gauge action, see
Egs. (3.1) and (3.3). The choice is not unique and we focus here on the simplest pure gauge
action that we can build up by using the shortest nontrivial closed loop on the lattice. To this
aim, it is important to observe that the trace of the ordered product of link variables along
a closed path is a gauge invariant object (to show this is enough to use the transformation

law (3.17) and the invariance of the trace under cyclic permutations). Therefore, following
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3.2 Standard discretization

U_y(n+V) Uu(n+ [)

n Uy(n) n+

Figure 3.2 Illustration of the plaquette on a generic [ V-plane at the coordinate rn.

Wilson’s idea, we consider the action

SclU1=BY. ) {1 — ]%Re (Tr[qu(n)])]

n u<v ¢

%) [1—LTr [qu( )+U;§v(n)H,

n p<v

(3.21)

where B is a multiplicative factor, N, is the number of colors (N, = 3 in QCD) and Uy y(n) is
the so-called plaquette, which represents the shortest nontrivial closed loop on a lattice (see
Figure 3.2):

qu(”):Uu(”)Uv( A) ( I:L VU-_v(n+7) (3.22)

The value of 8 in (3.21) has to be taken such that the action Sg reproduces the continuum
pure gauge action in the limit @ — 0. By using Eq. (3.20) and the Baker-Campbell-Haussdorff

formula? it is possible to rewrite the plaquette (3.22) as

Upv(n) =exp [igoa2 (8”Av(n) —dvAu(n) +igolAu (n),Av(n)]) + 0(a3)}

., 3 (3.23)
— exp(igod®Fuv (n) + 0(a)).
By inserting this expression in (3.21) it turns out that*
SolU] =B x 5 Ll v L Z Tr[ n)|+0la), (3.24)

3If A and B are two square matrices that do not commute ([A, B] # 0), the following relation holds:

AB — ATBTAB+-

4Gauge invariance and lattice symmetries forbid O(a) discretization effects in the action (3.24), see Ref. [57].
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3.2 Standard discretization

which gives the pure gauge action in the limit a — 0 if we choose

2N,
B ==k (3.25)
80

3.2.2 Fermion doubling and Wilson term

As already mentioned in Section 3.2, a naive discretization of the fermion actions (3.15) and
(3.18) produces unwanted effects in lattice calculations. To understand why, let us first find
the structure of the fermion propagator in the free case. For this purpose, it is more convenient

to rewrite the action (3.15) as

Sg:a4z Z l/_/(n)aa[D(n,m)aE+m05aﬁ5ab5nm]l//(m)ﬁb, (3.26)

n,m a7b7a7ﬁ

where the free Dirac operator D(n,m) is given by

6n+/fl,m B 51’[7[1,”’[

7 (3.27)

D(”> m)aﬁ = Z(Y,u)aﬁ Oub
ab u

The doubling problem emerges clearly when computing the Fourier transform of D(n,m),
which reads (after using Eqgs.(3.9), (3.10), (3.12), (3.13) and omitting for simplicity color and

Dirac indices)
D(p,q) = 6(p—q)D(p), (3.28)

with

D(p) = éZn sin (pya) . (3.29)
u

Thus, the expression of the free fermion propagator in momentum space is

-1

- _ ] .
(D) +mol ™ = |mol+ 2} usin (pua)
H (3.30)
_ mpl—ia” 'Y, yusin (pya)

m}+a=2Y, sin (pua)2

If we focus for instance on the massless case my = 0, we see that the propagator (3.30) has

the correct continuum limit

—ia~! Z“ Tu sin (pua) p-a—0 _ZZH YuPu

D~ (p)=
a2y, sin (pua)2 p?

(3.31)

However, whilst the continuum propagator has only one pole at p = (0,0,0,0), its lattice
counterpart has poles whenever the components p,, are either O or 7 /a, for a total of 16 poles:

the one of the continuum, plus other 15 that come from the combinations

pu=(m/a,0,0,0),(0,7/a,0,0),...,(x/a,x/a,/a,7t/a). (3.32)
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3.2 Standard discretization

These unwanted extra poles are called doublers, they do not cancel when a — 0 and modify
the value of the fermion propagator. This is also expected in the interacting theory (3.18), as
QCD is expected to be asymptotically free. To solve this issue different fermion discretizations
have been suggested.

The one that we describe in this section is called Wilson fermion discretization. The idea
is to add to the action (3.15) an extra term, which vanishes when taking the continuum limit
and at the same time it removes the contributions of the doublers from the fermion propagator.

In particular, Wilson’s free fermion action reads

L )
n u

sy [W) @ w<n+ﬂ)+w(2—ﬂ)—2w<n)>] |

7 a

(3.33)

where r is a positive constant. When a — 0, the extra term in the second line of (3.33)

vanishes, because

Ay [V.,(n) (Z UURSIRSTORT) —2w(n)> a0
" ! (3.34)
zasgz"l[_/(n) (;8“(9“1[/(11)) za%/d4xl/7(x)8“8”l//(x).

If we write the action (3.33) as in Eq.(3.26) and then take the discrete Fourier transform of

the Dirac operator D(n,m), it is easy to show that Eq. (3.29) changes into

- i ) r
D(p) = EZ [7’# sin (pua) + 15 (1—cos (pua))] : (3.35)
u
The last term in (3.35) is exactly what we need to remove the doublers, at least in the limit
a — 0. Indeed, on one hand when p = (0,0,0,0) it vanishes and does not modify the value
of the propagator. On the other hand, the mass contribution of a doubler with / components

pu=Tm/ais

mo + r%, (3.36)
which diverges when a — 0. This means that when we approach the continuum limit, the mass
of the doublers becomes heavier and heavier and they decouple from the theory. This is one
of the easiest ways to overcome the doubling problem and r = 1 is the standard value used in
the numerical simulations. There exist other possibilities to avoid the fermion doubling, like
for instance the staggered formulation [62], but here we will focus only on the discretizations
used in our numerical setup (see Section 4.7). For further details we refer to the lattice field
theory books [54-57].
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3.2 Standard discretization

We conclude this section, giving the final expression of the standard Wilson action S for
an interacting theory with N flavors:

YU, v, 9] = SEIUI+SELU, l//,v‘/]' (3.37)
Sselv] = BY Y 1——Re(Tr[UW( M|, B==; (3.38)
n U<v 80
Ny
SEU,w, 9] = Z wa [D(n,m) + m|y (m), (3.39)

where D(n,m) is the Wilson-Dirac operator

4r
D(n’m)aﬁ = Eéaﬁ OabOnm
Yo (3.40)
T4 | = %) apUn W) Sus o + (7 W) g U (1= )} 80|

3.2.3 Features of Wilson’s action

Before introducing O(a) improved actions, let us summarize some important properties of
standard Wilson’s action SV (3.37):

1. SV is invariant under the discrete symmetries C, P, T;
2. SV if free of fermion doublers;

3. the massive Wilson-Dirac operator (see Egs. (3.39) and (3.40))
D/ (n,m) :D(n,m)—f—m'(j)r (3.41)
is 7°-hermitian, namely it obeys

(5D =%D/ <= (D) =D ys; (3.42)

4. because of the y5-hermiticity, the eigenvalues of D/ can be either real or complex

conjugate pairs. Therefore, the determinant of D/ is real;

5. the leading lattice artifacts are of order O(a) in the fermion part and O(a?) in the pure
gauge part.

We discuss now some consequences originating from the properties above. By using
the relation (3.42) it is easy to see that even the Wilson propagator [Df ]_1 possesses Ys-

hermiticity:

D' =yD'ys = (D)) =Dy

343
() = (D s, G4
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3.3 The clover fermion action

The equation above leads to an important advantage in the numerical calculations in which
the knowledge of a quark propagating backward is needed. Indeed, if a forward propagator
[D/]~!(n,m) has been already computed, applying the 5 matrix on both sides is sufficient to
extract also [D/]~!(m,n), without performing new inversions.

A consequence of the fourth item in the list above is that the massive Wilson-Dirac
operator D/ is not protected against zero modes. Therefore, it can happen that for certain
gauge configurations U, called exceptional configurations, the eigenvalues of D/ are very
close to zero and the numerical inversion of the operator breaks down. To understand this, let

us write the general form of the eigenvalues of [D/] as
m{ + X[U], (3.44)

where A; are the eigenvalues of D (3.40). A; are in general complex numbers, but in principle

they can also be real negative numbers with magnitude similar to m{; . Therefore, to avoid the

exceptional configurations, one should use a sufficiently large bare masses mg that may not
reproduce the physical values of baryon and meson masses. As we will see in Section 3.4, the
twisted mass Dirac operator is not affected by this phenomenon.

Finally, it is straightforward to show that the Wilson term (3.34), introduced to remove the
fermion doublers, breaks the chiral symmetry explicitly even for massless quarks. Therefore,
Wilson fermions are not suitable to study phenomena that are strictly connected to chiral
symmetries. Actually, this is a problem of many lattice discretizations and it originates from
the famous No-Go theorem [63]. The theorem states that it is not possible to write a lattice

fermion Lagrangian £y which satisfies the conditions below simultaneously:
1. Lr is hermitian, local and invariant under traslational and chiral transformation;
2. Lr reproduces the correct fermion spectrum (no doublers).

These problems can be solved by an operator which fulfills a relation found by Ginsparg-
Wilson and is invariant under a lattice version of the chiral symmetry [64]. Since this lattice
discretization of the QCD action has not been used in this research work, we omit here the
technical details that can be found in Ref. [65].

3.3 The clover fermion action

The final goal of a general lattice calculation is to compute the continuum value of a given
physical observable. In practice, the standard way to proceed is to perform the measurements
at different lattice spacings and find the physical value of the observable at a = 0 through
a continuum extrapolation. As we have seen in Section 3.2, the Wilson fermion action
S¥ (3.39) and the plaquette action Sf (3.38) lead to O(a) and O(a?) discretization effects
respectively. Therefore, reducing the discretization errors on these actions can in principle
pay dividends when performing continuum extrapolations, as a higher rate of convergence

would be desirable.
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3.3 The clover fermion action

In this section we explain how the O(a) improvement in the fermion action S}ff can be
accomplished by using the so-called clover term, introduced in Refs. [58, 66]. In this respect,
it is useful to remind that when a — 0, a lattice theory can be seen as a continuum theory,

which is expandable in powers of the lattice spacing a [67, 68]
Suf = / d*x (Co+aly+aLa+...). (3.45)

If we restrict ourselves to the QCD case, in Eq. (3.45) Ly is nothing but the QCD Lagrangian
in the continuum (see Eqgs.(3.2) and (3.3)), whilst £, with £ > 1, are terms of dimension 4 4k
that can be built up from the product of quark and gluon fields. The structure of Ly is restricted,
as the (k+ 1)-terms have to preserve the same symmetries of the fundamental Lagrangian
L. In particular, it is possible to show that £; can be written as a linear combination of the

following operators [69, 70]

01 = VicyF*"y, (3.46)
_ _% —

02 = WD,DyW+WD,Dyv, (3.47)

03 = moTr [FuvFuy], (3.48)
—

Oy = mo{¥yuDpy— WDy}, (3.49)

Os = mypy, (3.50)

“—
where Dy, is the covariant derivative introduced in Eq. (2.7), D, is the covariant derivative
acting on the fields on its left and

Ouv Yuayv]- (3.51)

o
It is possible to get rid of some of the operators above, by using the equation of the motion
(VuDu + mp)y = 0. This allows to write both O, and Oy as a linear combination of the
operators O1, O3 and Os. Moreover, looking at the form of the latter, we immediately realize
that the terms O3 and Os are already present in L up to some factors, thus we can incorporate
them in the original action through a reparametrization of the bare parameters mg and gq. This

means that to get O(a) improvement of the Wilson fermion action it is enough to consider

St =S¥ +a’csw LY 9(n) 7 0uvFiuy (n) (), (3.52)

n uv

where cgw is the so-called Sheikholeslami—Wohlert coefficient and F"Mv is the lattice counter-

part of the continuum operator Fy,,, which reads

ﬁuv(”) = é [qu(”) —Ovu (”)} . (3.53)
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3.4 Twisted mass QCD

Uy_pu(n) Upv(n)
Y U pv(n) )|\ Uva(n)
‘u [ 2 . 2 @

Figure 3.3 Graphical representation of the term Q,,y introduced in Eq. (3.54).

In Eq. (3.53) Quv(n) is the sum of the plaquettes in the u-v plane starting from the space-time

coordinate n, as illustrated in Figure 3.3:

Quv(n) =Uuy(n) +Uy—_u(n) + U—_y—y(n) +U_yu(n). (3.54)

O(a) improvement is then obtained for a certain value of cgy that is not known a priori
and it requires lattice simulations to be determined non perturbatively. We provide here the
determination of cgy obtained for Ny = 0 and Ny =2 QCD in Refs. [71, 72], where Wilson’s
plaquette action Sg (3.38) has been used in the gluon sector

N=0 1—0.656gF —0.152gf —0.054g5

0<gg<l, (355

“swo = 1-0.922¢2
—»  1-0.4522—0.1752%+0.01220 +0.045¢83
M= 80 8+ ) 8o +0-0058q 0<g2<6/54.  (3.56)
1-0.720g2

We stress that the procedure described here leads to O(a) improvement for on-shell quantities
only, like for instance the hadron masses. For off-shell quantities, like the correlation
functions of local operators, an improvement of the operator is also needed to remove

the O(a) discretization effects.

3.4 Twisted mass QCD

In this section we present another approach to lattice fermions, that is known as twisted mass
QCD (tmQCD) [59, 60]. Initially introduced to protect the Wilson-Dirac operator against
zero-modes and avoid the problem of the so-called exceptional configurations, tmQCD has
become a very popular formulation for the advantage of reducing the scaling violations to

O(a?) without the need of any counterterms, unlike Wilson’s fermion action.
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3.4.1 Basic formulation for Ny =2 tmQCD

Let us start giving the fermion continuum expression of the tmQCD action for Ny = 2

degenerate quarks in the so-called twisted-basis {y, ¥ }°:

St — / d*xj (x) (YuDy +mola +ipgys ) 2 (x). (3.57)

In Eq. (3.57) the quark fields x and ) carry, apart from the usual color and Dirac indices,
a flavor index that takes Ny = 2 values. The matrices 1, and 73 (the third Pauli matrix,
73 = diag(1,—1)) act on flavor space, my is the usual bare quark mass and Ug is a real
parameter called rwisted mass.

To relate tmQCD to standard QCD we can consider the following global chiral field
rotation

Yy=R(@)1, ¥=7R(0), (3.58)
with
3
R(®) = exp (iwy5%> — cos (%) 4 iysTsin (%) ROR(-0)=1>.  (3.59)

Under the rotation (3.59) the action (3.57) turns into
Srlw, w,U] = / d*x(x) [yuDyu + (mo+iny T ) R(—20) w(x).  (3.60)
Thus, if we introduce the so-called polar mass M
M = (mo+ip,ys7) R(—20), (3.61)
which satisfies
mo=Mcos(®), pg=Msin(®), M=/m§+u2, (3.62)
the action (3.60) takes the standard form
Selw.9,U] = [ d() D+ M) y() (3.63)

for a rotation R(®) such that the angle @ = arctan(p,/mo). The relation between the expec-

tation values of a generic observable O computed in physical and twisted basis reads

<O[‘V7 1»’_/]>M7O = <O[X77_C]>mo-,ﬂq’ (3.64)

where (O[w, ¥])a,0 and (O[x, X])m.p, indicate the expectation values computed in standard
QCD with quark mass M and tmQCD with bare masses m and (.

SFor the sake of simplicity, we omit the unit matrices for color and Dirac space.
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3.4 Twisted mass QCD

On the lattice, the tmQCD action for a doublet of Ny = 2 degenerate Wilson quarks is
given by
SE=a*Y" x(n) [D(n,m) 1z +moLa8um + ity ¥s T Sum) % (m), (3.65)
n,m

where D(n,m) is the Wilson-Dirac operator (3.40). In this case, a rotation (3.59) modifies the
lattice action (3.65) into

Se[w, w,U] =a* Y w(n) (D™ (n,m) +M128,,) w(m), (3.66)

where D™ (n,m) is the twisted Dirac operator, whose expression is

4 : 1 ;
Dl‘W(n,m> _ ;’FSnmefla)YsT3 o Z [(refzwi’sfs _ ’}/IJ)U“ (l’l)5n+ﬂ,m}
u
(3.67)
1 i3 N
~ 5. A [(re o5t +}’u)Uu(n—,u)T6n_ﬂ7m] )

Thus, in the physical basis {y, ¥} the mass and kinetic terms assume their standard form
(compare with (3.40)) and only the Wilson term, which anyway vanishes when a — 0, is
chirally rotated. We conclude this introductory part, showing an important property of the
twisted mass formulation. Indeed, it is easy to prove that the presence of the twisted mass

parameter U, eliminate the zero modes, since

det[D1; +moly + g, yst] = det[D 4 mg + ipy ys) det[D 4 mo — ig, ys)
= det[D +mg + ity ys) det[ys (D +mo — ity ¥5) 5]
= det[D + mo + iy, ys] det[DT +mo — ipt, 5] (3.68)
= det[(D+mo + ity ¥s) (D" +mo — ity ¥5)]
[

= det[(D +mq)(D+mo)" + u7] > 0.

3.4.2 Relation between currents in physical and twisted basis

When performing a lattice calculation in tmQCD, it is important to know the relation be-
tween interpolating fields in physical and twisted basis, in order to obtain a correct physical
interpretation of the results. Therefore, in this section, we summarize the relations between
physical and twisted basis for the axial and vector currents along with pseudoscalar and scalar

densities. In twisted basis they read

a = ¢ a - ¢
Ap =Y 52 Vi=Ins X ‘e

1l - 7¢ 0 - ( )
P zxfgx, SO=xx.
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3.4 Twisted mass QCD

To derive the expressions above in the physical basis, we only need to use the rotations defined
in Eq. (3.59). A brief calculation shows that

0 - i cos(@)A% + 3% sin(w)VE  (a=1,2)
Al =gy v = g g : (3.70)
2 Az (a=3)
P o cos(®)V¢ + e3P sin(w)Al  (a=1,2)
VisWhgy=4 o " g : (3.71)
Vi (a=3)
P — gy ¥ P (a=1.2) (3.72)
=YY= 5 .
2 cos()P3 +isin(w)1s? (a=3)
SY = Yy = cos()S? + 2isin(w)P?, (3.73)

where we used calligraphic symbols to denote the currents in the physical basis. In the twisted
basis { ¥, ¥}, the Ward identities slightly differ from the standard form (2.59). For example,
the forms of the partially conserved axial current (PCAC) and partially conserved vector
current (PCVC) become

Vi = —2ue PP, (3.74)
OuAY, = 2moP? + ipty67°S°. (3.75)

When rotating to the physical basis we get back to the standard relations (2.59).

3.4.3 Renormalization of tmQCD with Wilson quarks

As we have seen in Section 2.1.1, in the continuum all the parameters and fields that appear in
Locp (2.4) are bare quantities that renormalize with a given multiplicative constant Z. This
constant Z depends somehow on the regulator that has been chosen to remove the divergences.

When simulating QCD or tmQCD on a lattice, the lattice spacing acts like a regulator, as
it introduces a cutoff 7 /a on the momenta. Therefore, on the lattice a natural choice would be

to assume that the bare mass mq and the twisted mass y get multiplicatively renormalized by

mg = Zn(g5, apt)mo, (3.76)
Hq.r = Zyu (85, att) tg, (3.77)

where u denotes the renormalization scale. However, in the case of the bare mass my there are
some issues to be considered. Indeed, looking at the expression of the Wilson fermion action
S}’VV (see Egs. (3.39) and (3.40)), it is clear that the chiral symmetry is explicitly broken by the
Wilson term (which is however mass-independent) even for mq = 0. This introduces a shift
of the chiral point where the symmetry is restored. Thus, the quantity which renormalizes
multiplicatively is no longer mg, but m; = mo — m,,, where m¢, represents a critical value
of the bare mass m( such that m, = 0. In other words, in order to reproduce a vanishing
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3.4 Twisted mass QCD

renormalized quark mass, for Wilson fermions we have to include the additive renormalization
2
mr = Zn (85, alk)my, mg = mo — Mey. (3.78)

Moreover, by using the PCVC (3.74) and PCAC (3.75) relations as normalization conditions,
it is possible to find a relation between the renormalization factor Z;, and Z,, and the renormal-
ization factors of composite fields. In particular, it turns out that (see Refs. [59, 60, 73, 74])

ZpZy =1, (3.79)
ZwZm =1, (3.80)

where Zp and Zg are the renormalization factors of the pseudoscalar and scalar density
respectively.
In order to connect the results between tmQCD and standard QCD on the lattice, we need

to determine the value of the twist angle @. In the renormalized theory, its definition is

_Mgr _Zu Mg

tan(®) = .
mpg Ly mo — Mgy

(3.81)
Thus, to compute @ one has to determine, apart from the ratio of renormalization constants,
the value of the critical mass m.,. The evaluation of m,, is usually carried out looking at the

so-called PCAC mass, using for instance the definition given in [75]

Zy Yx(d0AG(x)P(0))
E——— = =1,2. 3.82
MR = 7 MPCAC,  MPCAC 2Y (P (x)Pa(0)) a=1, (3.82)
Thus, we can write the twist angle as
ZpZ
tan(w) = —Fo+He Mg (3.83)

- - 9
Zampcac  Zampcac

where we used (3.79) to get rid of the renormalization factors in the numerator. The choice
® = %, which corresponds to a vanishing PCAC mass, is often called full or maximal twist,

because the physical renormalized quark mass (see Eqgs. (3.62), (3.79) and (3.82))

hy: 1 z 1 202
P P

is entirely given by the twisted mass parameter .

344 O(a) improvement at maximal twist

Now, we briefly discuss an important property of tmQCD, namely the O(a) improvement at
maximal twist. In other words, it is possible to show that at @ = 7 /2 the O(a) discretization
errors of a large class of observables, like correlation functions between two currents measured

at different lattice points, vanish and the leading corrections are of order O(a?).

35



3.4 Twisted mass QCD

To understand why, we use the Symanzik improvement program again. At maximal twist,
the bare mass my is tuned to its critical value m. and therefore the untwisted renormalized
mass mg = 0. Thus, when a — 0 we can consider the lattice action as an effective action S, ¢

that can be expanded in powers of a
Ser = So+aS; +0(a?), (3.85)
with
So= [ dguDu+iwnT)x, Si=csw [ dxpiowFay. (.86

In Eq. (3.86) Sy contains only the twisted mass [ because we are assuming maximal twist
(note that the renormalization of the untwisted mass is only multiplicative in the continuum),
while the form of S is the clover fermion action in twisted basis (see Section 3.3). In a similar
way, a general multiplicatively renormalizable multilocal field in the effective theory can be
represented by the effective field

@, r = Do +ad; +0(d?), (3.87)

where @ is its value in the continuum and &, is a suitable counterterm with the correct
dimension and symmetry properties. It is easy to show that its expectation value can be

written as
(@err) = (Po)o — a(S1Po)o +a(P1)o + O(a?), (3.88)

where the subscript () denotes the continuum expectation value taken with Sy. Following

[73], we introduce a transformation R' such that

. 1
— T
R JXTIBTX (3.89)

X — ZiysT!
Under this transformation, one finds that
So — So, S1— -5 (3.90)

Since for gauge invariant fields the transformation (3.89) squares to the identity, a generic
operator can be even or odd under the transformation R'. In particular if @ has a given parity
under R, it is possible to show that the counterterm ®; has an opposite parity [74], i.e.

Py -1+ = P — FP;. (3.91)
Thus, if P is an even operator

(S1Po)o = —(S1Po)o =0, (P1)o=—(P1)o=0, (3.92)
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otherwise

(Po)o = —(Po)o =0, (S1Po)o = (S1Po)o, (P1)o = (P1)o- (3.93)
Therefore, we can conclude that

(Derr) = (Po)o+ 0(a?) for ®y even, (3.94)
(@err) =a((®1)o— (S1Po)o) + O(a?) for @ odd. (3.95)

This means that in tmQCD at maximal twist the operators that are even under the transforma-
tion R! have leading lattice artifacts of order O(a?), whilst the odd operators have a vanishing

expectation value.

3.5 Computing observables

Once the theory has been discretized, the purpose of a lattice QCD simulation is to find the
expectation value of a generic physical observable O, that in principle may depend on the
fermion fields y and ¥ and on the link variables U. Through the path integral representation,

we have seen that expectation values can be written as
1 _ S _ _
(0) = / DlypylpU]e SrP v UI=Sallo(y, y,u). (3.96)

However, the integration over the fermion fields can be carried out analytically using the fact

the y and ¥ are Grassmann numbers and the expectation value above becomes

(0) = / D[U] (%eSG[U]Jﬁdet[Df]) xO[U], (3.97)

p[U]=probability density

where O[U|] depends on U either explicitly or implicitly® through the inverse of the Dirac
operator [D/]~1[U].

Thus, the expectation value () can be computed using Monte Carlo methods, that
consist in generating an ensemble of field configurations with the probability density p[U]
and approximate (O) with the sample average:

T R _
(0)=0+060, O==) O;, 60« —, (3.98)
N ; ’ VN
where N is the size of the ensemble and O; represents the observable O evaluated on the field
configuration labeled with the index i.
The contribution of quarks in (3.97) can be ideally divided into two parts, called sea and

valence quarks. Sea quarks contribute in det[D/] via created and annihilated virtual pairs of

%In Chapter 4 we will discuss the shape of O[U] in the case of the meson correlators.
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quarks and antiquarks, whilst valence quarks contribute in O[U] and they are responsible of
the quantum numbers of hadrons. Neglecting the effect of the sea quarks, which is equivalent
to assume that det[Df | = constant, is called quenched approximation. The latter is considered
a reasonable approximation only for heavy quarks. This can be better understood having in
mind that the massive Wilson-Dirac operator D/ (see Egs. (3.40) and (3.41)) can be written as

1

[ (1 — -
D) < (1-xH[U]), « 2(am0+4)’

(3.99)
where H is the so-called hopping term (we refer to [56] for its exact form). For large quark
masses the hopping parameter K approaches zero and we can assume that det[Df | ~ constant.

Generating gauge configurations is not an easy task and is computationally more demand-
ing for lattice simulations with dynamical fermions. Indeed, | DU is a high dimensional
integral, with eight dimensions for each link of the lattice. To make an example, for a lattice
of size 192 x 48% (which corresponds to a lattice volume employed in this work), [ DU is
a 679,477,248 dimensional integral. If the simulation includes a dynamical fermion, it is
necessary to compute also det[D/], where D/ is a square matrix of size 12N>N; x 12N>N,.
Thus, for a volume 192 x 483, D/ would correspond to a 254,803,968 x 254,803,968 ma-
trix. For these reasons, the first lattice QCD simulations were performed without dynamical
fermions (quenched approximation). Nowadays, the modern computer facilities allow to
simulate QDC with three or four dynamical fermions, with a partial quenching of the heavy
quarks (det[D¢] x det[D”] x det[D] ~ constant or det[D”] x det[D'] ~ constant).

One of the most used methods to include det[D/] in the probability density consists in
introducing some auxiliary boson fields {¢,¢*} (usually called pseudofermion fields) and

using the well-known relation

1

/ Do*Doe  0° o det[D/U]). (3.100)

For the conditions of existence of Eq. (3.100) we refer to [76]. QDC simulations with
dynamical fermions are usually performed with the algorithms HMC and RHMC, that are
based on the use of these pseudofermion fields as shown in the formula above. For further
details, we refer to [54-57].

3.5.1 Error analysis

The Monte Carlo methods used in lattice QCD are typically based on the generation of the
so-called Markov chains. The main idea behind these methods is to define a stochastic path
(a Markov chain) in the space of all the possible states of a system. Such stochastic path
visits, regardless of its initial point, different states with a frequency which is proportional
to the desired probability density. The price to pay in this kind of algorithms is that Markov
chains are generated through a certain transition matrix and this induces correlations between

successive configurations.
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Let us go into a bit more detail and assume that a Monte Carlo algorithm has generated an
ensemble of N gauge configurations. For a given observable a, a stochastic estimator of the

path integral expectation value (a) is the sample average

a=—Y a, (3.101)
where a; is the evaluation of a on the i-th gauge configuration. If the measurements a; are
uncorrelated, it is known that the variance of the sample average is simply given by

02 =" var(a) = {(a~ (@)?) = @) - (a)" (3.102)

On the other hand, when there is correlation between successive measurements this is no

longer true. To see this, it is convenient to write 65 as

N g 1 i ’
o7 = {(a—(@)*)mc <@1 )> =ﬁ%(iwﬁ>
- MC = MC  (3.103)

1 N 1 N N
el 12 (6a;daj)mc = 22‘12’1 (6a;0aj),
j= i=1j=

i

—_

|
M =

where
Sa; = a;— (a) (3.104)

denotes the deviation of the measurement a; from the expectation value and the symbol ( )pc
denotes an average over infinitely many Markov chains of length N. To evaluate Eq. (3.103),

let us introduce the so-called autocorrelation function
L.(t) = (giai) — (@) = (8aida;\y), (3.105)

which satisfies
Lu(t) =T4(—1), T,(0)=var(a). (3.106)

I',(¢) depends only on the difference # because of the translation invariance in Monte Carlo

time. Inserting the autocorrelation function I';(¢) in (3.103) we have

) | NN 1 -1 N-|1
Ga:mzzra(ﬁ—ﬂ):m Z Z La([t])
i=1j=1
1 N—1 Z | |
= (N —[t)Ta(lt]) = — [t)Ta(le]) (3.107)
Nzt:—(N—l) N2
1 ¥ It] 1
—Nginww(—ﬁ)~N< +2)°T )
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The last step is justified only if we consider a large statistics N and we assume that I';(¢) ~ 0
when ¢ > 1. Finally, after defining the normalized autocorrelation function

Pa(t) = ﬁg))) (3.108)
and the integrated autocorrelation time
1 N
Tt = §+t;pa(t), (3.109)
it is easy to show that
o2 = Vajv(“> X 278 . (3.110)

From the equation above, we realize that working with correlated data is equivalent to work
with a reduced sample of uncorrelated data, with size Nogr = N / 277 .. In practice, we have to
work only with a biased estimator of the correlation function I',, because (a) is not known a
priori and its value is replaced with the sample average a. The asymptotic behavior of the

normalized autocorrelation function (3.108) is typically given by

pa(t) ~ Aexp (— ! ) G.111)

Texp
where A is a constant which depends on the observable and 7.y,, known as exponential
autocorrelation time, represents a characteristic of the Markov chain.

The arguments above can be generalized to the case of more observables, as shown in
Ref. [77]. For instance, let us assume to have a derived observable F that depends on Ny,

primary observables F = F(a',...a"*) and whose expectation value is
(FY=F({a),..., (a")). (3.112)

With arguments similar to the ones that led to Eq. (3.110), it is possible to show that

0 1 X
oF =~y x 2tk r}jt:§+zpF(z), (3.113)
t=1

with

=1 FF(O),
v |9F IF (3.114)
FF(t) - % |:aaa:| a%=a% |:aaﬁ :| aP=aP F(Xﬁ (t)’
Top(t) = (afal ) — (a®)(aP) = (8afsdl.,)
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In this work the effect of the autocorrelations in Monte Carlo data has been taken into account,
both for primary and derived observables, using the Matlab package UWerr.m (see Ref. [77]

for details about the software).

3.5.2 Scale setting

When simulating the QCD action on a computer, all the numbers we input are dimensionless,
because gq is a pure number and the other parameters and fields are given in units of the
lattice spacing a. As a consequence, even the observables that we compute in a lattice QCD
simulation are dimensionless and to convert them in physical units we need to know the value
of the lattice spacing.

For instance, in a theory with two light degenerate quarks (m, = m,) and a strange quark of
mass ms (Ny = 2+ 1 QCD), the standard approach consists in performing several simulations
for a fixed value of g, varying the values of the bare quark masses. Then one computes
hadron masses from the exponential decay of suitable correlation functions (see Section 4.1)
and fixes the value of the bare masses requiring that some mass ratios of different hadrons

correspond to their physical value, e.g.

h
amy, mi Vs

=K, 3.115
am, mg‘”’ ) ( )

Here the symbols p, K, 7 denote a proton, a kaon and a pion, am, g 5 are their masses

phys

obtained from the simulation and m, ;-

indicate their experimental values. The lattice

spacing corresponding to the bare coupling g can be determined, for instance, from the ratio

_ amp
@ (3.116)

In alternative, one can fix the lattice spacing either through other hadron masses, or a pseu-
doscalar decay constant or a particular reference scale like ro [49] or /fy [50], that will be
introduced in Sections 4.3.2 and 4.6. Once the lattice spacing a and bare masses have been

determined, a lattice simulation can predict the value of any other mass m through

phys
mp

m = am(go,amy,ams) +0(a?), (3.117)

amp

where O(a?) represents the size of the scaling violations and usually depends on the lattice

action.

3.5.3 Continuum limit

If we want to extract physical information from a lattice QCD calculation, we need to perform
the limit @ — 0. It is possible to show that this limit is reached when gg — 0. To understand
why, let us focus for simplicity on a pure gauge theory and consider a physical observable
O = O(go,a). When the lattice spacing is small enough, we expect that such observable is
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independent of a, up to small scaling violations which are typically of order O(a?). This gives
rise to a Renormalization Group Equation similar to the one we have seen in Section 2.1.2:

d d

2 _ g _ 2
a5 ﬁzm(go)ago O(go,a) =0+ 0(a”), (3.118)

where 5
Brar(g0) = —a% (3.119)

is the lattice counterpart of the S-function (2.22). Its perturbation expansion for small g is
equivalent to (2.24)7 and solving (3.119) one finds the integration constant

by 1

1
At = ~(bogg) *0e % (1+0(g3)), (3.120)

a

that is identical to (2.27) if we replace u — 1/a and gg — go. Therefore, when a — 0 the

asymptotic behavior of gg is
1

e (1)

Note that the limit gg — O represents a critical point of the system, because the correlation

gi(a) = = limgi(a) =0. (3.121)
a—0

length & of a given particle of mass m diverges, as & = 1/(am). Thus, when extracting the

continuum limit one has to choose go(a) such that the following relations are verified

I« émim gmax < N. (3122)

Here &, and &4 denote the minimum and maximum correlation lengths of the system
respectively and their value is determined from the heaviest and lightest particles of the theory.
Moreover, for lattice field theory one expects that the integrated autocorrelation time of an
observable a is related to its correlation length &, through

Ty ~ &g ~a™~. (3.123)

The dynamical critical exponent z > 0 usually depends on the Monte Carlo algorithm and on
the observable. The relation (3.123) leads to the so-called critical slowing down and limits
the range of lattice spacings that can be explored. On top of this, we remind that to keep
the physical volume constant the number of lattice sites in 4 dimensions increases as a .
Therefore, when approaching the critical point go = 0, the computational effort of lattice

QCD simulations grows at least as:

1 7+4
numerical cost < (—) . (3.124)
a

"We remind that only by and b are universal. The other coefficients depend on the renormalization scheme.
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Further limitations come from the convergence rate of the inversion of the Dirac operator,
which is governed by the condition number /& ~ 1/ (m{;a) [78]. In modern lattice QCD
simulations, the typical range of lattice spacings is 0.05 fm < a < 0.10 fm.

3.6 Open boundary conditions

Lattice QCD simulations are performed in a finite size grid, therefore boundary conditions
need to be implemented. The standard choice is to use periodic boundary (PB) conditions
in space and time for the gauge field Uy, (n) and antiperiodic in time for the fermion fields.
However, for QCD simulations at small lattice spacings, the choice of these boundary con-
ditions leads to large autocorrelation times for the topological charge (2.62), as the latter
gets trapped in fixed topological charge sectors. This phenomenon, called freezing of the
topological charge, can produce biased estimates of a path integral, because the sampling of
the gauge configurations is limited to certain regions of the field space. In Ref. [79] it has
been shown that such problems can be reduced making use of open boundary (OB) conditions
in the time direction. In this way, the topological charge can flow through the boundaries and
all the relevant regions of the field space become accessible. In the continuum, OB conditions

in time are imposed requiring that the gauge field tensor Fj,y satisfies
Fov(0,X) = Fyo(T,X) =0, (3.125)

where xg = 0 and xg = T are the values of the time coordinate at the boundaries. PB conditions
are still imposed in space directions. As for the fermion fields, OB conditions in time are
fixed through

Py (x)|xg=0 = P- ¥ (x)|xp=1 =0,

) ) (3.126)
PP Liy—0 = W)Ps g1 = 0.

where |
Pizi(liyo). (3.127)

On the lattice, choosing OB conditions in time slightly changes the form of the discretized

actions. For instance, Wilson’s plaquette gauge action becomes

Se”=BY. Y o|1- —Re (Tr{Uuw ()], (3.128)

n u<v

where the weight o is set to

(3.129)

%CG for space-like plaquettes at np =0 and no =T = a(N; — 1),
w =
1

otherwise.

cG is a free parameter that is usually set to 1 to obtain on-shell O(a) improvement at tree level.

As concerns the fermion action, a clover improved doublet of twisted mass Wilson fermions
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is described by the action

sivob — gt Y. 2(n) [D(n,m) 1 +moLy + 8Dp1oSum + ity V5T Sum| % (m)

Sn,m L (3.130)
+a CSWZZX(”)ZG#VFNV(n>%(n)’

n uv

where the fermion fields satisfy boundary conditions of the Schrédinger Functional type

X(m)lng=0=0 and  x(n)|,—an—1) =0 (3.131)

and 0D, is a boundary improvement term given by

6DbX(I’L) = {(CF — 1)6,1070 + (CF - 1)6n0,a(N,72)}x<n)' (3.132)

Setting the parameter ¢y = 1 in the formula above gives on-shell O(a) improvement at tree
level. For further details we refer to the documentation of the software openQCD3. The
actions (3.128) and (3.130) correspond to the lattice discretization used in this work. More
details regarding the lattice setup will be given in Chapter 4.

Even though choosing OB conditions reduces the critical slowing down at small lattice
spacings, such numerical setup produces some drawbacks. For instance, this setup explicitly
breaks time translational invariance, which is a symmetry of QCD in the continuum. Moreover,
when local observables are set close to the boundaries, they are affected by boundary effects
that alter the corresponding vacuum expectation values. As we will see better in Chapter
4, these undesired effects decay exponentially far away from the boundaries and become
negligible towards the middle of the lattice. This means that the usable portion of lattice gets
reduced to a fraction that typically depends on the observables. In some cases, boundary
effects can be canceled forming suitable ratio of two-point correlation functions [80] and this

will be our strategy to extract meson decay constants.

3.7 Typical QCD simulations

Nowadays, many large scale QCD simulations are carried out in the 2+1 flavor theory, i.e.
with light quarks only (see for instance Refs. [81-85]). The main reasons for not including a

dynamical charm quark are explained below.

1. When simulating QCD on a lattice, one has to face a multi-scale problem. Indeed, on
one hand the spatial lattice size L must be large enough to accommodate a physical
pion, i.e.

L> L, (3.133)
My
where my is the mass of a pion (~ 140 MeV). This is due to unwanted finite volume

effects on the particle energy spectra [86], whose leading contribution originates from

8http://luscher.web.cern.ch/luscher/openQCD/
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3.8 Our model to study charm physics

the smallest mass hadron (i.e. the pion) and is given by O(e~%"). In QCD simulations,
L usually has to satisfy the rule of thumb Lmjy > 4, for which it has been seen that such
effects can be neglected. On the other hand, the lattice spacing a must be fine enough to
resolve the small correlation associated with charmonium states, that are bound states
made of a charm quark (c) and a charm antiquark ¢. This means that to reduce possible

discretization effects, the lattice spacing should roughly satisfy

a<

~ 0.064 fm, (3.134)
my/y

where m; y, is the mass of the vector charmonium state J /.

2. Including a dynamical charm quark increases the costs of the simulation and requires

the tuning of a further bare parameter.

3. If one is interested in low energy quantities, with energies E much smaller than the
RGI charm mass M., decoupling of charm quark applies and the loop effects due to a
dynamical charm quark can be neglected, with leading order power corrections of size
o(1 /MCZ) This is further confirmed in Refs. [46, 48, 87, 88], where it is shown that
the effect of a dynamical charm quark on low energy quantities requires a very high

precision to be resolved.

3.8 Our model to study charm physics

One of the main goals of this work is to understand how reliable Ny =2+ 1 QCD is to
describe charm physics, with special focus on charmonium systems. The charmonium system,
frequently characterized as the “hydrogen atom” of meson spectroscopy owing to the fact that
it is non-relativistic enough to be reasonably well described by certain potential models, is the
perfect testing ground for a comparison of theory with experiment. Moreover, in the last few
years there has been a renewed interest in spectral calculations with charmonia, because of
the experimental discovery of many unexpected states, see Figure 3.4, which highlight the
need for a more complete theoretical understanding, be they hybrid mesons, tetra-quarks or
some other hitherto unknown form of matter.

For such studies, Ny =2+ 1+ 1 QCD would be a better setup than Ny =2+ 1 QCD, as it
removes any systematic errors originating from the “quenching” the charm quark. However,
for what we have seen in the previous sections, the inclusion of a heavy dynamical charm

quark requires
* high precision in low energy observables to resolve tiny charm loop effects;
» small lattice spacings to control cutoff effects proportional to the quark mass.

The points above lead to a significant increase of the computational costs, therefore it is
important to understand if Ny = 2+ 1 QCD can be suitable to study charm physics. Since
a comparison of Ny =2+ 1 and Ny = 2+ 1+ 1 simulations is still obscured by many
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Figure 3.4 Picture taken from a talk by R. Mitchell: it shows the masses of charmonium states as a
function of spin, parity and charge conjugation, JC. The yellow boxes represent charmonium states
which are predicted by theory and discovered by experiments, the grey ones describe states that are
predicted by the theory, but still undiscovered and the red ones denote particles discovered by the
experiments, but whose nature is not well understood yet.

uncertainties, we consider here a simplified setup. We compare results for different physical

observables obtained with two different models:
* Ny =2 QCD with two degenerate charm quarks;
* Ny =0 QCD, which is also called quenched QCD.

The absence of light quarks allows us to keep the volumes moderately large, which in turn
makes simulations at extremely fine lattice spacings feasible. For low energy observables
without explicit charm-quark dependence, decoupling applies and the effects are expected
to be small. But we study also quantities with explicit charm-quark dependence, like the
charmonium mass spectrum, where it is not known a priori if decoupling applies. Our
study puts an emphasis on careful continuum extrapolations, which require very small lattice

spacings when heavy quarks are present in the action.
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Chapter 4

Observables and Methodology

In this chapter we introduce the observables under investigation in this thesis and the methods
that have been used to determine them. We focus both on pure gluonic observables, like
the QCD static potential and the strong coupling ¢, extracted from the static force, and on
observables with an explicit charm-quark dependence, like charmonium masses and decay

constants. Finally we present the lattice setup used in this research work.

4.1 Correlation functions

Physical information from lattice QCD is generally extracted from suitable Euclidean corre-
lators. For the time being, let us assume for simplicity to have a scalar field theory discretized
in a periodic box of volume L? and that the field ¢ satisfies the boundary conditions in time
¢(0,X) = ¢;(X) and ¢(7,X) = ¢7(X). Under this assumptions it is known that the Euclidean

correlator

1 o Y
(O2(x)01(y))r = Z—T<¢f|€_(T_XO)H02(f)e_(xo_yO)H@(Y)e YH )¢,

) 4.1)
Zr = (orle"" 6,
can be expressed through the path integral
_ ! ~5[9]
(020001 =~ [ Do02A9)|01[o ()l
Zr 4.2)

Zr = / Doe 501,

In Egs. (4.1) and (4.2) H is the Hamiltonian operator and O, and O, are two generic operators
defined at the space-time points x = (xo,X) and y = (yo,¥). |¢;) and |@¢) are the eigenstates
of the field operator ¢ (¥) at the boundaries xo = 0 and xo = T.

Let us evaluate Eq. (4.1) after the insertion of a complete set of eigenstates of A
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4.1 Correlation functions

where p denotes the momentum of the states and / indicates other quantum numbers. We
assume that the states have the following normalization

<ﬁ,l’§, m> = 51m8p‘,q (4.4)
and we write the identity as
1=Y |5.0){p.1l, 4.5)
pil

10) = [0,0). (4.6)

After inserting three times the identity (4.5) in Eq. (4.1), we obtain

(02()010))r = -~ Z Y (9515, Dye” TOEPN 5,110, (%) |G, m)
lmnpqs (47)

x e~ (00 Enl@) (G |0y (%) [5,n)e 0B (5, n| ¢;),

with
Zr =Y (0¢15.1)e TP (B 116r) —— (9]0)e (0], (4.8)
pil
where £y = Eo(f)) is the energy of the vacuum |0). The correlation function (4.7) receives
also contributions from the boundary states, but if we put the source yo and the sink xq far
away from the boundaries, these effects become negligible. Thus, if we consider the limits

T — oo, T —xg — o and yg — oo the expression (4.7) gets simplified in

Jim - {02(x) 01 ( =—ZM0Tmwamm
T —x0,y0—e°

xe*<xo%> (@ (G, m|Oy (¥ )yo>e*yoEo<oy¢.> (4.9)
(0105(%) (G, m)e 0 =20AED (G |0 (7)[0),

—

q,m

where in the last line we have defined AE,,(§) = E,,(¢§) — Eo and canceled the amplitudes
(9£]0) and (0|¢;), as they appear also in Z7 (see Eq. (4.8)). Note that in the equations above
we are assuming that the boundary states |¢; r) share the same quantum numbers of the
vacuum. For this to happen, it is enough that |¢; y) can be written as linear combinations of all
the states with vacuum quantum numbers. As the correlator (4.9) depends only on energies
normalized relative to the energy Eq of the vacuum (the ones that can be actually measured in
an experiment), from now on we replace the symbol AE,,(§) = E,,(§) — Eo with E,;,(§). As a
consequence, the energy of the vacuum |0) is normalized to zero. The operators OALQ can be
shifted to the origin through the translation operator and therefore we can rewrite Eq. (4.9) as

Tim (02001 ()7 = Y ¢ (0[0s[g,m)e 00 @ (G m]01]0).  (4.10)
T —xo3? —>0 (77}1’1
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4.1 Correlation functions

The expression (4.10) is very important in lattice field theories, as it allows to extract the
energy levels of a generic particle. Indeed, if O; is an operator O which creates from the
vacuum a particle with certain quantum numbers and O, is the adjoint operator O which

annihilates this particle, the two-point correlation function becomes

lim (000" ()r = X5 (Gm|0" o) Pe~ 0@, 1)
T*XO,_;/SO*)OO Zl‘7m

Since the matrix element (g,m|O"|0) is different from zero only for states |, m) with the same
quantum numbers of the particle created by the operator O, the correlator (4.11) becomes
a sum of exponentials, where each term corresponds to the energy levels of the particle of
interest. If we want to study a particle with a given momentum, it is enough to consider the

Fourier transform of the sink operator
Lo 1 -
O(xp,k) = — ) O(xg,X)e ™* (4.12)
(%0, k) m§ (x0, %)

and study the correlator (O(x,k)O"(y))r. Indeed,

lim  (O(xo, k)0 (y)) *i§4§|<q‘,m‘OAT’0>yzef(xofyO)Em(zj)

1
T —o0 \/__;q

T —xp,y0—ro° ~ (413)
\/_Z zky| % m|OT\O>\2 —(x0=y0)Em(k)
m

The choice k = 0 corresponds to the zero-momentum projection and allows to extract the

particle masses. In this case a two-point correlation function can be written as

flao.yo) = lim  (0(x9,0)0"(»)r
T—xp,y0—re° (4.14)
:Aoe—(xo—yo)mo +Ale—(xo—yo)m1 +A26—(xo—yo)m2 "
where A, A, etc. are some coefficients proportional to the squared amplitudes |(0,m|O(0)|2,
my is the mass of the ground state of the particle of interest and m, m,, etc. are the masses of
its excited states. If we want to extract the mass of the ground state, it is convenient to study

the so-called effective mass

a _ f(x()ay())
ameg f <x0 + 5;)’0) = log (m) ; (4.15)

that for large time separations xo — yg gives

lim  amess (xo + - a ,yo) = amy. (4.16)

Xo—Yyo—>° 2

49



4.1 Correlation functions

Particle masses are typically computed through the weighted plateau average of the effective

mass (4.15)

_ Z;f):zi w(xo+a/2,y0)amerr(xo+a/2,yo)
Yo w(xo+a/2,y0)

where xog = #; y are the start and the end of the plateau, the weights w are given by the inverse

am , “4.17)

squared errors of the corresponding effective masses and #; is chosen such that excited state
contributions are completely negligible.

The results of this section can be easily generalized to the QCD case. We just need
to replace scalar fields with fermion and gluon fields and construct suitable operators that
annihilate and create the particle states we want to investigate. Using the OB conditions in
time discussed in Section 3.6 the boundary states |¢; ) will be simply denoted by the state

|Q), as the conditions at the boundaries xo = 0 and xo = T are equivalent.

4.1.1 Meson correlators

For meson states, which consist of one quark and one antiquark, the interpolating fields have

the form
a

_ T

0(x) = YT 5 y(x). (4.18)
where I" is a combination of Dirac matrices chosen in such a way that O(x) reproduces the
same quantum numbers of the meson state under study. Moreover, y is a doublet of fermion
fields in physical basis and the Pauli matrix 7¢ acts on flavor space. Since here we make
use of twisted mass Wilson fermions, we remind that at maximal twist the relation between
physical and twisted basis is (see Eq. (3.58))

_ 1+ipT? 1 +ipt?

(4.19)

N V2

In the framework of the model considered in this work, i.e. QCD with two heavy degenerate

charm quarks (see Section 3.8), we denote the physical and twisted doublets as

y= <c‘>, 2= (f‘) (4.20)
153 ér

In Table 4.1 we report the most commonly used interpolators of the form (4.18) for the flavor
components T'% in physical and twisted basis, along with the name of the corresponding
charmonium state (here we will focus only on the ground states).

To extract charmonium masses, we use zero-momentum correlation functions of the form
fo1,0,(x0,50) = =75 X {02(x) 01 (7)) 4.21)
Xy

and we focus only on definite flavor assignments, e.g. P+ = P! 4-iP? = ¢, ¥s5c;. This choice

allows to compute the two-point correlation functions only through the so-called connected
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4.1 Correlation functions

State JPC  Particle  Physical basis Twisted basis

Scalar 0 %0 Sh? = ll_f#ll/ §h2 = ?_C#X
Pseudoscalar 0~ 1, PL2 = gy #Vf P2 =3y %2%
Vector 1= J/y V,-l’z = lf’}’i%z‘l’ iAiz’l = i)_ﬂ’i}’s%%
Axial vector 17Ty A, = V_’%'YS#‘V iViz’l = ifﬂ’z’#%

1
_ , _ 12
Tensor 1" he Ti? = VYYi—5 V¥ TI;Z =Xi5 X

Table 4.1 Typical interpolators for meson states and relations between physical and twisted basis.

pieces. Indeed, integrating over the fermion fields one obtains

(C1(x)Tea(x)e2(y)Tet(¥))F = Loy g, Loy, (€1(X) aqay €2(X) gy €2 (1) arar€1 (V) pray ) F
= _Falﬁlrazﬁz <C2(x)ﬁ10152(y)062a2>62 <Cl(y)ﬁ20251 (x)alal>51
= —Tgp, FazﬁzD;zl (x7y)ﬁ1a2D;11 (y7x)l32051

aya; aai

=-—Tr [FD;ZI (x7y)FD;11(y7x)] )

(4.22)

where the subscript ( ) denotes the fermion integration and in the second and third line
we have reordered the Grassmann variables and applied Wick’s theorem. Contributions
of the form Tr [TD_,! (x,y)T'D ! (v,x)] are called connected pieces, because the inverse of
the Dirac operator DC_21 (x,y) propagates a ¢, quark from the coordinate y to the coordi-
nate x, while D;ll (y,x) propagates a ¢; quark in opposite direction. A graphic representa-
tion of Eq. (4.22) is reported in left-hand side of Figure 4.1. For correlators of the form
(C12(x)Tcr2(x)¢12(y)Te12(y)) (obtained using a = 3 in Eq. (4.18)), it is simple to show that
after fermion integration we have

(Cr2(x)Te12(x)C12(0)Ter2(y))r =—Tr [FD;}Z (x,y)FD;le (y,x)]

+Tr [FD_1 (x,x)} Tr [FD_1 (y,y)} :

c12 €12

(4.23)

The new terms that appear in the second line of Eq. (4.23) are called disconnected pieces,
because the propagators D, 12 (x,x) and D 12 (y,y) transport the ¢ » quarks from a given space-
time point back to the same point, as shown on the right hand side of Figure 4.1. Disconnected

Q ) O

Figure 4.1 Schematic representation of connected (1.h.s) and disconnected (r.h.s) pieces of a meson
correlator.

pieces require a larger computational effort with respect to the connected ones and this is the

reason why we focus here only on interpolators of the type ¢i1c,.
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4.1 Correlation functions

4.1.2 Stochastic sources

Looking at Eq. (4.13), we see that the projection to zero-momentum can be realized per-
forming a sum either over X or y. However, keeping the two sums typically leads to highly
improved signal for the meson correlators and this is the reason of our choice (4.21), where
the sum is performed both over X and y. Switching to the twisted basis, this means that we
need to compute objects like (see Eqs (3.97), (4.21) and (4.22))

f(x0,y0) Z x)Taé2(x)E2(y)TBE1(¥))F) G
(4.24)
a® _
= E;(“ [CaS2(x,3)T8S1(3%,%)] ),
Xy
where the subscripts ( ) and ( )r denote gluon and fermion integrations, I'y g are some
matrices in spin space and the symbol I stands for T' = 3, "'y. S 1,2 are the twisted mass

propagators (see Eq. (3.65)), which satisfy

Y [D(x,y) +mi +iysiu]S1 (,2) = 18, (4.25)
y
Y [D(x,y) +my — iys12]S2(v,2) = 18 . (4.26)
y

In principle, the calculation of (4.24) would require O(N?) solutions of the Dirac equation
and, as a consequence, a huge computational effort. However, the number of inversions can
be dramatically reduced using stochastic methods (we refer to [57, 78] for an introduction).
The idea is to introduce noise vectors 7j € C12V *N: with the properties [89, 90]

(Naa())n =0,

* (4.27)
<naa(”)nﬁb(v)> = Bu,x) Ovoxo O v5oc[3 Oub

where u and v are two generic space-time points and ( )y is the expectation value over the
random noise sources. Note that the stochastic sources described in (4.27) are distributed on
one specific time-slice. This technique is known in literature as time-dilution and reduces the
variance of the observables at the same cost of N,,;s. random sources [91]. Popular choices for
noise vectors are Moy € Z4 = {1,i,—1,—i} and Ngq € U(1). Any choice satisfying Eq. (4.27)
allows to evaluate the trace over X, o, a of a matrix A as

Try.q.qlA] = (MTAN)y. (4.28)
In addition, it is convenient to define two derived stochastic quantities

$&) =Y. [D+m+iym] " (vu 251 Y, u)n (u), (4.29)

u
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4.1 Correlation functions

= Z[D +my + 5] (u, V)YSFZTI )

(4.30)

where in the second line of (4.30) we use the property of the twisted mass Dirac operator

BID+m+iyulys = [D+m—iyul. (4.31)

Doing so, we can rewrite Eq. (4.24) as

f(x0,0) 3 Z X)LaS2(x,y)TaS1 (0, %)1 (x))n)G
Z, V)CaS2(v,y)T8S1 (ve) ()6 (4.32)

=5 Z () yIBE () =13 Z e COoNn)e-

This means that the meson correlation function (4.24) can be evaluated at a cost of two
inversions per stochastic vector and gauge field configuration. In the pseudoscalar channel
I’y = 75, therefore if m; = my and y; = Uy only one inversion per noise vector is required,
because & = .

The strategy above can be summarized as follows:

1. for each gauge configuration create N,,;s. random vectors;

2. with each vector calculate both  and &;

3. calculate Y5(I" £y5§ (y))7¢(v) for each gauge field and noise vector;

4. after averaging over the noise vectors, carry out the autocorrelation analysis with respect
to the gauge field average as explained in Section 3.5.1.

5. extract meson masses from the weighted plateau average (4.17) of the effective mass
(4.15).
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4.2 Decay constants

4.1.3 Mass derivatives

In some cases, it can be useful to compute the derivatives of the correlators (4.24) with respect
to the bare mass m, m; or bare twisted mass u, tp. We can still use (4.32) to write [89, 90]

df(x0,y0) a° =t F9¢(y)
“om - BZ<<( ime) G0) G’ 39
df(x0,50) _ a® i 9E0))'
8—mz_—3§’<<( B?’sa—mz) ¢) . ; (4.34)
G
df(x0,y0) a° < - t 3C(Y)>
o9/ X0,Y0) _ 4 r 4.35
8[.11 3§< ( BY5é(y)) a‘l.ll n G’ ( )
df(x0,y0) _ a° (-T aé(y))*
9/ X0, 0) _ 4 [Ty 25V 4.36
81-12 3§<< B%' 3142 C(y) ; G? ( )
with
;_C = —[D+mi +iyspu] M, (4.37)
mi
0
a_5 = —[D+mz+i75uz]‘27'sfln, (4.38)
my
0
a—fl = —i[D+my +iyspu] D +my+ivs] ', (4.39)
0
3_52 = —i[D+my+iystn] " 5 [D +ma +iyspa] T (4.40)

To compute the derivatives above we need twice as many inversions as for the computation of
the correlators themselves. Indeed

d

a_C = —[D+m +iyw] ', (4.41)
mi

d

8_5 = —[D+my+iysup) 'E, (4.42)
my

d

a_C = —i[D+m +ivsm] %, (4.43)
M1

d

8_5 = —i[D+my+ivsua] ' p5E. (4.44)
2%)

If £ and { are already known from the computation of (4.32), the computational effort is

reduced by a factor two.

4.2 Decay constants

So far we have discussed how to extract meson masses from two point correlation functions.
Another set of observables that can be determined from the same correlators are the meson

decay constants, that are related to matrix elements between the meson state of interest and
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4.2 Decay constants

the vacuum. They play an important role in Particle Physics, as they are strictly related to
weak decay properties of a meson.
In our model, QCD with Ny = 2 degenerate charm quarks, we can define the decay

constant fy_ of a pseudoscalar meson 7). with momentum g, as [92]

(Ol A} (0)INe(q)) = ifyque ", (4.45)

with
A (x) = Ay (x) + A7 (x) = 61 (x) ups02(x). (4.46)

If we take the divergence of (4.45) it is easy to show that
(0o A (0)Ine(q)) = fomi,, (4.47)

where my,_ is the mass of the meson 7. In a similar way we can define the decay constant

f1/y of the vector meson J /v at rest as [93]

3
Y OV (0)7/w) = f1ymy/y, (4.48)
i=1

UJI»—‘

where

Vi (x) = V! (x) + iV} (x) = érica(x) (4.49)

1

and my /, denotes the mass of the meson J /.
Since in this work we study tmQCD on a lattice, it is convenient to express the definitions
(4.47) and (4.48) in a Euclidean space-time and write the interpolators in the twisted basis.

At maximal twist, @ = /2, the left hand side of (4.47) becomes
(019 Ay Ine) = (019uVg — i Vy[ne) =20 (0IP* +iP[c) @50
=20 (0[P |ne) = 21 (0[¢1 %562|Me),

where in the first line we used the PCVC relation (3.74). Therefore, the definition of fy in

twisted basis reads

21 (0|P*(0)|nc(g)) = 2(0[& (0)15¢2(0)ne(q)) = fnmi,. (4.51)

Using similar arguments, one can show that, up to a non-relevant phase factor, the vector

decay constant in twisted basis is

13 1S -
3 20147 1/y) = 3 301G (0) 158200/ W) = fipymapy- (4.52)

i=1 i=1

The twisted mass formulation of QCD is a particularly convenient setup for the pseudoscalar
decay constant fy , because the renormalization factors Zp and Z;, obey ZpZ;, = 1. Therefore

the lattice calculation of f;. does not need any renormalization factors, as already discuss
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4.2 Decay constants

in Ref. [94]. As concerns f;/,, the relevant matrix element must be multiplied by the
renormalization factor Z,.

We conclude this section observing that the normalization in the continuum of the states
of Egs. (4.45) and (4.48) is defined in the standard way

(@) =2E(p)(2m)’8* (5 — §), (4.53)

where the combination 2E (5)8°(p — ) is Lorentz invariant. When working on the lattice,
the integral [ d°p is replaced by (%”)3 Y., therefore the lattice counterpart of §°(p — §) is
(%)3 ‘Sﬁ@“ Thus, to be consistent with Eq. (4.53), the lattice normalization of the states is

(P|@) = 2E(P)L*8j ;. (4.54)

4.2.1 Extraction of matrix elements

Since we use open boundary conditions in the time direction, computing the meson decay
constant through an exponential fit to the two-point correlation function may lead to unreliable
results, because of the boundary effects. As a first attempt, one could place source and sink
positions in the middle of the lattice to make the boundary effects negligible and compute
the decay constant from the exponential decay of the two-point correlation function, see
Eq. (4.13). This approach can potentially bring advantages, provided that the additional
contributions of the excited states do not reduce too much the remaining portion of the lattice
needed to extract the meson decay constants. For this reason, we follow here the method
described in Refs. [80, 95], whose advantage is to remove the unwanted boundary effects
from our lattice calculation by forming a suitable ratio of two-point correlation functions.

To understand how this method works, let us first write the relevant matrix elements in
Egs. (4.51) and (4.52) as

(01X (0)|o), with X" =P* Al and |6) = |n.), |/ /W) (4.55)

and study in detail the two-point correlation function
a _
fx(x0,y0) = =73 X ()X~ ()7 (4.56)

To simplify as much as possible the notation, for the time being we denote the eigenstates of
the Hamiltonian as
Alo,l) = Efa,1), 1=Y |o,l){a,l], (4.57)
ol

assuming the normalization of the states

<(X,Z|B,m> = 60([361111- (4.58)
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4.2 Decay constants

In Eq. (4.57) [ indicates the energy levels and a any other quantum number. We omit the

momentum p from the notation for two reasons:
1. in this work we focus only on zero-momentum states;

2. the boundary states |2) are invariant under spatial translations, therefore

(Q|P) # 0 only if p=0. (4.59)

Keeping this in mind and repeating some of the calculations already seen in Section 4.1, it is

easy to show that in the limit of large T’

Qla,l a A
fin) = = X S0 450) e 0 (Bl g 460
o,p ’
Im
with

¥,n|Q)

Y
‘(])G yO -3 ZX ’,},’ nY0 <

(0,0[Q2) (B,m|9s(y0)) = 05p(0,n[9s(y0)). (4.61)

In the two equations above |0,0) stands for the vacuum and we assume energies normalized
relative to the energy Eg of the vacuum (therefore EQ = 0). Since the boundary state |Q) has
overlap only with states having o = 0, i.e. the vacuum quantum numbers, we can simplify
Egs. (4.60) and (4.61) and write

(Q[0,8) ko

o) == X 1 iote BT 0,118 (0)Bm)e B0 0B mlgg ). (462
B,l,m ’

with

a00)) =2 £ P 0nIR) g 00 (50)) = a0l (30)). (463)

(0,0/Q)°

We study now the case xo —yg — o of Eq. (4.62). In this limit, the only remaining term in
the sum over the states |, m) is |0,0) and we obtain

Jx (x0,y0) = _Zwe_Elo(

T—xp) o+ —mg (x0—yo)
~ (2/0,0) (0,1)X7(0)|o,0)e Y)(0,0[¢s(v0)), (4.64)

where EJ = mg is the mass of the lowest energy state |0,0). To extract the matrix element

(4.55), it is convenient to consider also the correlators

L? fx(T —y0,y0) = e "2 (5,0]95 (v0)) %, (4.65)

fX(T _x()?yO) = — Zwe—@%@

(Q]0,0) (0,1)1X7(0)]|o, O>e—mg(T—xo—y0) (6,0[05(y0)). (4.66)
) ’
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4.3 Wilson loops

When x is far enough from the boundaries (0 < xog < T'), Egs. (4.64) and (4.66) are only
given by the term of the sum with / = 0 and they read

fx(x0,y0) = —(0,01X*(0)| 5, 0)e " 00) (50| (v0)), (4.67)
fx (T =x0,y0) = — (0,08 (0)|5,0)e " T=0730)( 0|95 (v0)).- (4.68)

Thus, the matrix element of interest can be extracted through the following combination of

correlators

| fx (x0,50) fx (T —x0,¥0)|
L3 fx(T — y0,¥0)

If we want to use the Lorentz invariant normalization of the states (4.54), we must replace
|6,0) — |6,0)/(1/2msL?) and we can conclude that

(0,0/X*(0)|o,0) =

(4.69)

(0,01X*(0)|o,0) | fx (x0,¥0) fx (T —x0,¥0)| _

V2mg fx(T = y0,y0)

The main advantage of this approach is that there are no restrictions in the position of the

= Rx(x0,Y0)- (4.70)

source yg, so even choices of yg very close to the boundaries reproduce correct results. Note
that Eq. (4.70) is satisfied for a large range of sink positions 0 < xy < T, where boundary
effects and excited state contributions can be neglected, thus an improved estimate of the

relevant matrix element is the plateau average

1 J (0,0|X1(0)|c,0)
RY = R ; - ! , 4.71
O P x(?:ti x (%0, Y0) g (4.71)

where #; and 7 are the start and the end of the plateau. Therefore, to compute the pseudoscalar
and vector decay constants fy. and f;/,, we will make use of the following relations (see
Egs. (4.71), (4.51) and (4.52))

2

Jne =2URp | —- (ZpZy = 1), 4.72)
mnc
=2 [ Ly R |2 4.73)
J/y — LA | F A; . .
v 34 mj/y

The meson masses m;y, and my,, in turn, can be estimated through the weighted plateau

average of the effective mass, see Eq. (4.17).

4.3 Wilson loops

One of the main features of QCD is the appearance of a confining potential. The static
potential allows to study the properties of QCD from small to large distances and offers the

possibility to probe charm loop effects at different energy scales.
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4.3 Wilson loops
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Figure 4.2 Example of a rectangular Wilson loop in the # — x plane.

4.3.1 QCD static potential

In Lattice QCD the static potential between static color sources can be extracted, for instance,
from the expectation values of Wilson loops (see [54] for a detailed proof). They are traces of
ordered products of link variables along a rectangular path, whose sides of length T and R (in
lattice units) lie on the time direction and one spatial direction respectively (see Figure 4.2).
In the limit of infinite time separation, T — oo, the static potential V (r) at a distance r = Ra is
given by

aV(r) = — lim %log((W(R,T))), (4.74)

T—o0
where the triangular brackets ( ) denote the expectation value of a Wilson loop W(R,T)
of sizes R and T'. In the literature it is possible to find several references where the shape
of the static potential has been studied making use of Wilson loops (see for instance [96]
for Ny = 0 QCD and [97] for Ny = 2+ 1 QCD). From these previous investigations, we
know that at intermediate distances V (r) can be described by the phenomenological Cornell

parametrization [98]

B
V(r)=A+=+or, (4.75)
r

where A is a constant that originates from an irrelevant normalization of the energy and B/r is
a pure Coulomb term with strength B. At large separations the potential is dominated by the
linear term or, where o is a constant called string tension. It has been found experimentally
that the physical value of o is around 1GeV /fm.

4.3.2 Strong coupling o,

Starting from V/(r), it is also possible to define a strong coupling ay. However, since the
static potential is defined up to a constant, which corresponds to the unphysical self energy

contribution of the static sources, it is better to define a non-perturbative strong coupling
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4.3 Wilson loops

through the static force F(r) =dV (r)/dr=V'(r)

g, 1

q9 _ 2

(qu = H = C—Fr F(l"), (476)
where Cr = 4/3 for SU(3) gauge theories. In the static force the additive renormalization of
V cancels out. The static force F(r) can also be used to define the hadronic scale ry [49], by
the relation

P2F(r)|p=r, = 1.65. (4.77)

The physical value is around rg ~ 0.5 fm [99].
Eq. (4.76) is the definition of o, in the continuum, therefore if we are interested in
measuring this quantity on a lattice, first of all we need a lattice regularization of the derivative

V'(r). Even though
V(Ra)—V(Ra—a)  Fuaive _ R 1

F(rnaive) = 4 s P 5 (4.78)

seems to be the most natural choice, it has been shown [96, 49] that an improved definition is

_ B 2
V(Ra)—V(Ra—a) :CFg_+0(g4a2)_ (4.79)

F —
(1) a 47rr,2

The distance ry is chosen such that the static force has no cutoff effects at the tree-level in
perturbation theory. In this work we use the improved distances r; for HYP2-smeared links
(see Section 4.4) provided in Table 2 of Ref. [100].

The running of the coupling g, is described by the Renormalization Group f3,,-function

dg
Byg = _”a_zq- (4.80)

Its perturbative expansion in powers of g4, is known up to 4 loops [100-105] and is given by

3
Bag =844 8T

3g2
b(()qq) i bgqq) géq i bg"q) g‘q‘q + (bgqq) + bg‘fi) log <ﬂ> +) g?,q] (4.81)

11
+0(84q):
where the resummation of infrared divergence at 4 loops gives rise to the logarithmic term

8w

2
bgcﬂ? log (kﬂ) . For an SU (3) gauge theory with Ny massless quarks, the first two coefficients

béqq) = bg and bgqq) = b1 do not depend on the renormalization scheme and are given in (2.25).
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4.4 Smearing techniques

The other coefficients are scheme dependent. In the gg-scheme they are

1
b9 = (1.6524—0.28933N; + 0.00527N7 +0.00011N7),

2 (47m)3
1
pla9) = T (4.94522 — 1.07965N +0.079107N7 — 0.002774N7 +0.000051N}), (4.82)
1
Pl — (125385 —0.07599N).
3R (477:)4( f)

4.4 Smearing techniques

The main difficulties that arise in Wilson loop measurements come from the exponential
decay of the signal with the area of the loop, while the variance stays approximately constant.
Thus, to improve the signal-to-noise ratio of the static potential at large distances, we make
use of the HYP smearing method [106]. Such technique leads to a significant increase of the

statistical precision when extracting the static potential from Wilson loop measurements.

4.4.1 APE smearing

Smearing techniques usually consist in replacing a link variable U, (n) with local averages
over short paths that connect the endpoints of Uy (n). They are in general used to reduce the
contamination by excited states and smooth the fluctuations of the gauge field.

One of the simplest smearing algorithms is the so-called APE smearing [107]. In this case
the original link is replaced by
o

Un(n) = Vi) = (1= @)U () + 5

Y. Cuv(n), (4.83)
VF#U

where C,y is the sum of the staples

B A .
Cuv(n) = Uy(n)Uyu(n+V)Uy(n+ Q1) (4.84)

Uu (n) Uy (n) Cw(”)

Q >

Figure 4.3 Example of APE smearing in the two dimensional case.

of the APE-smeared link (4.83) is reported in Figure 4.3 in the two dimensional case. Note
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4.4 Smearing techniques

that the smeared link V), () is not an element of the group SU (3), because the sum of SU(3)
matrices does not belong to the group SU(3). Therefore, to obtain an SU(3) element one has
to project back V,,(n) to SU(3):

Vi () — Projgy ) [Viu (n)]. (4.85)

The way to do that is not unique and many algorithms for the SU (3) projection have been

developed. In this thesis, we use the iterative method described in Ref. [108]. It consists in

replacing
Va(n) — Vuln) 7 (4.86)
N AGIABUIE
followed by nj;., iterations of
Vi(n) = X (1 — %Im(det[X])) , with X =V, (n) (% — %Vu (n)'Vy (n)) . (487

After a few iterations, the deviations from SU (3) are usually very small. Here we choose

nirer = 4, as suggested in Ref. [108].

4.4.2 HYP smearing

In the HYP smearing [106] the link U, (n) is replaced by the average of paths that lie within
hypercubes attached to the original link. The algorithm can be reconstructed through three
levels of modified APE smearing. In the first level, one constructs decorated links starting

from the original links via

Vuvp(n) = (1 — 03)Uy(n) + % Y Up(n)Uu(n+7)Up(n+ )",
i fpgv (4.88)

Vivp (n) — Projgy 3) [Visvp (m)]-

Then, in the second step higher decorated links Vy;,(n) are built up from the previous V,.y, (n)

according to

. (07 — — AN T ~
Vuaw(n) = (1= 2)Uu(m)+ 55 0 Vprwu (1) Vispu (0+P) Vpva(n+ 1)
+p#u,v (4.89)

Viw (1) = Projgy 3 Vv ().

Finally, in the last level the HYP-smeared links V,,(n) are constructed through

Valn) = (1 = @)U (m) + 2 X Vo n) Vo (- 9) P+ 1),
+v#u (4-90)

Viu(n) = Projgy 3)[Vu(n)].

A graphical representation of the HYP smearing algorithm in the three dimensional case is

shown in Figure 4.4.
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4.5 Static-charm mesons

a) b)
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Figure 4.4 Example of HYP smearing in the three dimensional case [106]: a) The HYP-smeared link
is built from staples of decorated (double-lined) links; b) Each decorated link is built from two staples
which lie in hypercubes attached to the original link.

Usual choices of the HYP-smearing parameters o, 0, 03 are

HYP1:a; =075, o, =0.60 a3 =0.30;
HYP2:0; =1.00, oap=1.00 oa3=0.50.

(4.91)

The HYP1 parameters correspond to a maximization of the average of the smallest plaquette
[106], while the HYP2 ones minimize the one-loop coefficient of the 1/a self-energy contri-
bution of a static quark [108, 109]. In Ref. [100] it has been observed that choosing HYP2
parameters produces a static potential with a slightly better signal-to-noise ratio and therefore

this will be our choice for the smearing HYP parameters in the rest of this thesis.

4.5 Static-charm mesons

In QCD with Ny = 2 degenerate charm quarks, we expect that at a certain distance rg, the
energy stored in the string connecting a pair of heavy quark and antiquark is enough to create
a charm-anticharm pair. The latter combines with the static quark-antiquark pair, producing
a pair of static-charm mesons (bound state made of a static quark (antiquark) and a charm
antiquark (quark)). This kind of transition is known as string breaking. Lattice studies of
this phenomenon can be found for instance in Refs. [110-114]. The main difficulties in the
study of these string breaking phenomena come from the poor overlap between Wilson loops
and the lowest state of a pair of static-light (static-charm in our case) mesons. One needs
to construct a correlation matrix whose diagonal elements describe a pure string-like state
(Wilson loop) and two static-light mesons, whilst the off-diagonal elements describe the
transition between a string-like state and a state made of two static-light mesons. In this thesis
we will not use such techniques, thus we refer to [114] further details.

To estimate ry, we will fit the potential at distances much smaller than ry, (which can be

extracted from Wilson loops alone) to a Cornell potential (4.75). Then we determine ry;, such
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4.5 Static-charm mesons

that Vieda(7s5) = 2M),5, where M, is the ground state of the static-charm spectrum. Notice
that this determination of r, is analogous to the one adopted in [114]. To this aim, we study

the correlation function of a static-charm meson, which is given by

f(x0,y0) = —{(C1(x0,%)¥sh(x0,X)h(y0,X)¥s¢1(Y0, %)) F) G
- (4.92)

= (Te[sS} (X0 —30) P 15D, (o, 0. D)), Pr =~

In the equation above & denotes a static quark field and its propagator is given by S; (xo—yo0)P+
[115], where S;. (xo —yo) is the timelike Wilson-line

S;(X() —yo) = Uo(yo,f)Uo(yo + a,)?) .. .U()(X() — a,)?). (4.93)
A graphical representation of the static-charm correlator is shown in Figure 4.5.

(x()?)_é)

S;‘(xo_y()) Dc_ll(y07)_c);x07f)

(70, X)

Figure 4.5 Sketch of a static-charm meson correlator.

In twisted basis (w = 7/2), the correlator (4.92) becomes
1 . —_ — —
f(x0,50) = §<Tr[(—3’o +i¥5)SL(x0 — y0) Dz (v, %5 %0,%)]) 6. (4.94)

The temporal gauge links of S; (xo —yo) are HYP2-smeared (see Section 4.4) so that the static
potential obtained from our Wilson loop measurements has the same static-self energy as
2M 5. To compute the static-charm correlator (4.94), we use the so-called point sources

S(()m()’aO’aO) (m)om = 5mm()5060€06aa07 (4.95)
which allow to determine the point-to-all propagator

D; (nmo)pay = Y. D~ (n,m) Sy % (m) g (4.96)
bagy m,0,a ba
from a generic fixed source at my to any site of the lattice. Such calculation requires twelve
inversions per point source, one for each value of spin (0g) and color (ag) indices. To improve
the accuracy of the correlator, one can use a number Ny, of random source positions and
average the signal over the Ny, point sources. From the correlator (4.94) we can extract Mpg
through the plateau average (4.17) of the effective mass (4.15).

64



4.6 Wilson flow

4.6 Wilson flow

In the last few years, hadron scales extracted from the so-called gradient flow [50] have
become very popular. The idea is to introduce an extra dimension, a fictitious flow-time t of
mass dimension —2, and study the evolution of a gauge field By (x,t) according to the flow

equation
dBy(x,1) 0Sg(B)

di ~ 8Bu(x,1)’ (4.97)
Bu(.x,t)’t:():Au(X), DpGuv :8p+lg0[Bp,G,uv],

— Dva“ (x,t) —

where Gy is the field strength tensor evaluated on the field By (x,)
Guv(x,t) = duBy(x,1) — dyBy(x,t) +igo [Bu(x,1), By (x,1)] . (4.98)

A lattice version of the flow equation (4.97) is

vy d(tx,t) — — &3 [DeuSE V()] Vul(x,1),  Viu(x,0) = Uy (), (4.99)

where i (V (1)) is the plaquette gauge action evaluated on the gauge fields V},(x,7) and the

link derivatives are defined by

- a T4 if (y,v) = (x,
9x,uf(U)=iZT“if(e”X u)y , Xv)= if(v) =l “>. (4.100)
a ds s=0 0 else

As shown in Ref. [50], one of the benefits of using the flow V), (x,) is that correlators built
up from the links V), at finite 7 > 0 are renormalized quantities. Thus, we can use the Wilson
flow (4.99) to define some non-perturbative reference scales. Let us consider, for instance,

the energy density
1 a3 A
E(x,1) = ZGZV(x,t)Gﬁv(x,t), (4.101)

where Gﬁv are the Lie algebra components of the lattice strength tensor defined in (3.53).
Using the energy density (4.101), we can construct the dimensionless combination #2E (x, )
and define the hadron scales /%y [50], /7. and wq [116]:

(E(x,1))]1=s, = 0.3, (4.102)
2 (E(x,1))]i=. = 0.2, (4.103)
I%IZ(E()C,I)) 1=z = 0.3. (4.104)

In our calculations, we will use the hadron scale 7y, along with the Sommer parameter rg
(4.77), to fix the lattice spacing and form dimensionless observables. In Ref. [80] it has been
found that the physical value of the scale /%) in Ny =2+ 1 QCD is \/fp ~ 0.15 fm.
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4.7 Description of the lattice setup

In this section we explain the lattice discretization which has been used in this work and
some details of the Monte Carlo simulations. We simulate two theories: QCD with Ny = 2
degenerate charm quarks and quenched QCD (pure SU(3) gauge theory). As a lattice

discretization we use:
* Wilson’s plaquette gauge action for the gluon sector;
* aclover improved doublet of twisted mass fermions at maximal twist;

* open boundary conditions in the time direction to avoid the freezing of the topological

charge, therefore the lattice actions are those given in Egs. (3.128) and (3.130).

As concerns Ny = 2 QCD, we have used six dynamical ensembles [88, 46] and explored
lattice spacings in the range 0.023 fm < a < 0.066 fm. The lattice spacings have been
determined through the scale L; [117, 118], which corresponds to the value of the running
coupling gé o (L1) = 4.484 in the so-called Schréodinger Functional scheme. Note that the
scale L1, whose physical value is around 0.4 fm, is defined at vanishing quark masses, where
standard and twisted mass Wilson quarks are equivalent. Thus for a fixed value of the gauge
coupling B =6/ g%, the two discretizations have the same lattice spacing. In order to achieve
maximal twist, the hopping parameter k (3.99) is set to its critical value k. (which reproduces
a zero PCAC mass, see Eq. (3.82)) through an interpolation of published data [117, 119]. At
every lattice spacing, the twisted mass parameter ¢ and the RGI mass of the charm quark M,
are chosen such that the pseudoscalar mass +/fomy,, approximately corresponds to its physical
value, i.e. \/fomp, ~ 1.80'. Further details about the tuning of u will be given in Chapter 6. At
maximal twist, the clover term (introduced in Section 3.3) with non-perturbatively determined
[72] coefficient cgy (3.56) is not necessary for O(a) improvement of physical observables.
However, it was found that its inclusion reduces the O(a?) lattice artifacts, see e.g. [120].

The pure gauge theory has been simulated at four lattice spacings, in a range between
0.017 fm < a < 0.049 fm, using Wilson’s plaquette gauge action. As we explained in Section
2.3, on low energy observables like 7y, the applicability of decoupling [16, 17] of charm
quarks from the fundamental Lagrangian is expected. Thus, on our quenched ensembles we

set the lattice spacing requiring that

1
\/5|Nf:0 = \/IO<MC>|Nf=2 = a|Ng=0 = \/tBI—Nf:o X \/IO(Mc)|Nf:2- (4.105)

ale:O

All the simulation parameters of our quenched and dynamical ensembles are listed in Table
4.2.
At our small lattice spacings, the critical slowing down represents one of the main obstacles

to extract the continuum limit of the observables under study. In Figure 4.6, we show the

'Note that for Ny =2 QCD, we find /(M) = 0.11 fm, which significantly deviates from its physical
value [80].
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4.7 Description of the lattice setup

Ny | Tx (5 B alfm) K a N to/a>  MDUs

a a

2 | 96x243 5300 0.066 0.135943 036151 1.79321(53) 1.23950(85) 8000
120 x 32% 5500 0.049 0.136638 0.165997  1.8049(16)  4.4730(95) 8000
192483 5.600 0.042 0.136710 0.130949  1.7655(15) 6.609(15) 8000
120 x32* 5700 0.036 0.136698 0.113200 1.7931(28) 9.104(36) 17184
192 x48% 5880 0.028 0.136509 0.087626 1.8129(29)  15.622(62) 23088
192 x48% 6.000 0.023 0.136335 0.072557  1.8075(42) 22.39(12) 22400

0 | 120x32* 6.100 0.049 - - - 4.4329(32) 64000
120 x32®  6.340 0.036 - - - 9.034(29) 20080
192 x 48> 6.672 0.023 - - - 21.924(81) 73920

192x 643 6.900 0.017 - - 39.41(15) 160200

Table 4.2 Simulation parameters of our ensembles. The columns show the lattice sizes, the gauge
coupling B =6/ gé, the lattice spacing in fm (determined from the Ny = 2 scale L; [46] and using
decoupling for Ny = 0), the critical hopping parameter, the twisted mass parameter (, the pseudoscalar
mass in o units, the hadronic scale #y/ a® defined in [50] and the total statistics in molecular dynamics
units.

normalized autocorrelation function (3.114) of 7y for the simulation Ny = 2, B =6.0, see Table
4.2. The reference scale t; is an observable which manifests large autocorrelation times when
a — 0, thus we can estimate 7,,;, from a fit of the form A exp(—t/ Texp) to the tail of normalized
autocorrelation function py,(¢). In the example of Figure 4.6, the value of 7, extracted from
an exponential fit to the tail between ¢ = 15 and r = 42, is 7,,, = 477(101) MDU. With open
boundary conditions in time direction [79], one expects the scaling Ty, o< 1o / a? and for the

ensembles considered here can be parametrized as [121]
Toxp = —32(23) + 17.4(2.8)t0/a2. (4.106)

The expected scaling of autocorrelation times with OB conditions has been shown in Figure 8
of Ref. [46].

As we already mentioned in Section 3.6, open boundary conditions mitigate the critical
slowing down, but they can alter the values of the observables close to the boundaries. As
example, we show in Figure 4.7 (Lh.s.) the dimensionless combination #>(E(t)) for the
ensemble Ny =2, B = 6.0, where E(t) is the energy density (4.101) and ¢ is the flow time. To
extract f (r.h.s of Figure 4.7) we have considered the plateau average of t>(E(¢)) only in the
range xo/a € [32,159], where boundary effects look negligible, and used a linear interpolation
between the last value #, which satisfies #2(E(t,)) < 0.3 and the first value #;, which satisfies
t2(E(tp)) > 0.3.
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Figure 4.6 Autocorrelation function of # for the ensemble Ny = 2, B = 6.0. The units on the x-axis
correspond to 16 Molecular Dynamics Units (MDU). The red line is an exponential fit to estimate T,y.

The picture has been taken from Ref. [121].
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Figure 4.7 Left panel: Plot of t>(E(t)) for some values of the flow time  as a function of xo /a. Right
panel: Plateau average of t*(E(t)) in the range xo/a € [32,159] and interpolation of .

68



Chapter 5

Charm sea effects on the strong coupling
o, and on the static potential

In the first part of this work we want to give an estimate of the impact of a dynamical charm
quark on pure gluonic observables. In particular, we focus on the ones that can be derived
from Wilson loop measurements, like for example the static potential (4.74) and the strong
coupling o, extracted from the static force (4.76). Our first results about these studies can be
found in Refs. [122, 123]. Here we report the final results of our investigation and we explain
in more detail the strategy which has been used.

5.1 Wilson loop measurements

As already mentioned in Section 4.3, the signal-to-noise ratio of Wilson loop measurements
deteriorates when increasing the area of the loop. Therefore, instead of measuring V(r)
directly using Eq. (4.74), we follow the procedure described in Ref. [100]. The advantage
is to reduce the unphysical static quark self energy contribution in the static potential and,
as a consequence, improve the signal-to-noise ratio when measuring V (r) at large spatial
separations. In particular, before computing the Wilson loop values on our ensembles, we
replace all the original gauge links by HYP2-smeared links [106], which correspond to
the choice of smearing HYP-parameters written in Eq. (4.91). As the temporal links are
concerned, their smearing corresponds to a choice of the static action. Then, the initial and the
final lines of the Wilson loops are smeared up to four levels of HYP-smearing. This allows to
extract the static potential with great accuracy after solving a generalized eigenvalue problem
[124].

Once measured V (r), we extract the static force and the strong coupling o, through
Egs. (4.79) and (4.76), where we used the improved distances r; for HYP2-smeared links
provided in Table 2 of Ref. [100]. The improved distances have a nontrivial dependence on the
static quark line, therefore the values obtained for unsmeared links (see Ref. [96]) are slightly
different from the ones obtained with HYP2-smeared links. Because of the local character of

the HYP smearing, this discrepancy is more evident at short distances (R ~ 2,3,4), where its
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distortion effects are more visible. Since the potential extracted at R = 2 may be affected by
relatively large cutoff effects, we always consider Wilson loops with spatial extent R > 3.

5.2 Static potential

Following the strategy described in the previous section, we compute the static potential
V(r) on the ensembles listed in Table 4.2, neglecting the two coarsest lattices for Ny = 2 and
B =5.3,5.5! Since V(r) can be determined only up to a constant, we choose to study the

difference
V810AV (r) = /810 [V (r) =V (ra)], ra =0.61/810, (5.1)

so that \/81pAV (r) vanishes at r = r4. To gain in statistical accuracy it is better to choose r, as
small as possible” and our choice r4 = 0.61/8fq corresponds to one of the smallest accessible
distances for all the lattices under study here. In order to evaluate V (r4) on each ensemble,

we use the interpolation function
V3
V(r) :v1+vzr+7 (5.2)

suggested in Ref. [96]. In Eq. (5.2) the constants v, v, and v3 have been determined using
two distances r; and r, such that r; < r4 < ry. As a third distance needed for the interpolation,
we select the next accessible quark-antiquark separation r3, larger than r, or smaller than

r1, such that the difference |r3 — r4| is minimum. In Figure 5.1 we report the results of the
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Figure 5.1 Static potential measured on our quenched ensembles (red markers) and dynamical ensem-
bles (blue markers).

! As we will see better in the following sections, these lattices do not allow to measure the static potential at
distances where charm sea effects become sizable and therefore they do not play a relevant role in the continuum
extrapolation.

2The signal-to-noise ratio of Wilson loop measurements deteriorates at large distances.
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5.2 Static potential

static potential obtained with our quenched and dynamical ensembles. The behavior of our
data looks quite regular, thus we do not expect large lattice artifacts. However, given that
V/8toAV (r) is not measured at the same physical distances on each lattice and because of
the presence of possible cutoff effects in our data it is not easy to disentangle the charm sea
effects from a direct comparison between Ny = 0 and Ny = 2 lattice data.

In order to evaluate these effects in the continuum limit, we calculate the difference (5.1)
in the range of distances r/+/81y € [0.35,1.50] in steps of 0.05, making use of the interpolating
function (5.2) again. Doing so, we measure /87)AV (r) at the same distances on different
ensembles and this makes the achievement of our goals easier. From our lattice actions we

expect O(a?) cutoff effects [100], thus we perform a best-fit to our data through the equation
a2

V 810AV (r,a) = /8tpAV (r,0) + k(r) X e (5.3)
0

where the parameters to determine are the continuum value /81AV (r,0) and the slope k(r).

The results of this procedure are shown in Figures 5.2, 5.3 and 5.4.
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Figure 5.2 Continuum extrapolations of the static potential in the range of distances r/+/81) €
[0.35,1.50] in steps of 0.05 for quenched QCD.

In particular, in Figures 5.2 and 5.3 we show the continuum extrapolations described by
Eq. (5.3) at each interpolated distance in the range r/+/8t € [0.35,1.50]. As can be seen the
continuum extrapolations are performed with three or four lattice spacings, depending on
the 2. The final result of these extrapolations is shown in Figure 5.4, where we compare
the static potential of our two models in the continuum limit. As can be seen the dynamical

charm see effects are not resolvable almost in the whole range of explored distances, except
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Figure 5.3 Continuum extrapolations of the static potential in the range of distances r/+/8fy €
[0.35,1.50] in steps of 0.05 for Ny =2 QCD at M = M,
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Figure 5.4 Comparison of the continuum extrapolations of the static potential in quenched QCD (red
squares) and Ny =2 QCD at M = M, (blue circles).
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5.3 Estimate of the string breaking distance for Ny = 2

for r/+/81y € [0.35,0.40] where we observe a relative effect of around 1%. The limit of the
approach described here is that the minimum distance where we can perform the continuum
extrapolation is determined by the coarsest lattice. Therefore, we cannot compute the dynami-
cal charm effects at smaller distances, where they are expected to be larger. As we will see
in Section 5.5, for the strong coupling o, derived from the static force, we use a different

strategy that allows to perform the continuum extrapolation at smaller distances.

5.3 [Estimate of the string breaking distance for Ny =2

When increasing the static quark separation, the dynamical charm effects on /8tAV (r)
become smaller and smaller and the static potential seems to have the same shape in Ny = 0
and Ny = 2 QCD, as is evident from Figure 5.4. However, as explained in Section 4.5, this
is true only for intermediate distances, because we expect string breaking in a theory with
dynamical quarks. Thus, to give a rough estimate of the string breaking distance ry, in QCD
with Ny = 2 degenerate charm quarks, we study the static-charm meson correlator (4.92) to

determine the distance rg, such that

Vcornell (rsb) = 2Mps; (5.4)

where Viomen (r) is the standard Cornell parametrization (4.75) and M, denotes the lowest
energy state of the static-charm spectrum. To improve the accuracy of the correlator, we
compute the Dirac propagator for 16 point sources for each spin and color component (which
means 16 x 12 = 192 inversions in total). The space coordinate of the source is selected
randomly, while we fix the time coordinate in a region of time slices where boundary effects
can be considered negligible. We determine the mass of the ground state with the weighted
plateau average (4.17) of the effective mass (4.15). In Figure 5.5 we report an example of this
calculation for the dynamical ensemble with = 6.0. Since our measurements of the static
potential are always much below the value 2M,,, we fit the Cornell parametrization (4.75) to
our lattice data and determine rg, through extrapolation, as shown in Figure 5.6. We observe
that Cornell’s parametrization fits the static potential measured on our Ny = 2 ensembles
very well for a large range of distances, with 2 /Ny, < 1. We repeat this procedure at every
lattice spacing and we always find

6.5 S reg//8tg S 7.5, (5.5)
as summarized in Table 5.1. However, since ry, is much larger than the distances considered for

B =5.60 B =5.70 B =5.88 B =6.00
rsv/ /8ty 6.76(22) 6.64(14) 7.26(17) 7.31(16)

Table 5.1 Estimate of the string breaking distance on our Ny = 2 ensembles.

our measurements of the static potential, the systematic errors in rg, due to the extrapolation of
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Figure 5.5 Calculation of the effective mass and plateau average to determine the ground state of the
static-charm meson for the dynamical ensemble with 8 = 6.0.

V(r) are probably bigger than the cutoff effects. Therefore, we do not perform any continuum

extrapolation and we only provide an indicative estimate

Tsh

———=7.0 = rg~224fm, (5.6)
810(M.) S”

that can be easily obtained using [46, 117]

to (Mc)

T~ =02828(62), L;=0.40(1) fm. (5.7)
1

Note that our result (5.6) is significantly larger than the one found in Ref. [113] for Ny =2
QCD with pion mass my ~ 640 MeV, that is ry, = 1.248(13) fm. This shows that the string
breaking distance clearly depends on the pion mass and more detailed investigations can be

useful to understand its mass dependence.

5.4 Determination of the 3 ,-function

Now we show our continuum extrapolation of the f3,,-function in QCD with N = 2 degenerate
charm quarks and quenched QCD. The main goal of this investigation is to evaluate the size
of the dynamical charm effects first on the B,,-function and then on the strong coupling in the
qq-scheme.

After computing gz, (r;) = 4mr*F (r;) /Cr (see Eqs. (4.76) and (4.79)) on each of our
lattices, we study the so-called step scaling function o [125], whose definition in terms of a

fixed scale factor f is
G(f?“) = ggq(f X r)|g5q(r):u' (58)
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Figure 5.6 Cornell fit (blue band) to our lattice data (empty circles) at § = 6.0. The vertical dashed
lines indicate the region where V (r) = 2M,, (red band). The width of the blue band comes from the
covariance matrix of the best-fit parameters A, B and ¢ of Eq. (4.75).

Hence, o(f,u) measures the variation of the coupling g4, if we change the distance scale by
a factor f and it can be considered like a discrete version of the f3,,-function. Solving the

ODE coming from the definition of 3, (4.80), we arrive at the relation

G(fau) dx
og(£) == [ g (59)
Vu Byq(x)
which is true only in the continuum limit. To adapt Eq. (5.9) to our lattice data, we use a
slightly modified version of it, following a strategy used in Ref. [126].

First, we parametrize f3,, as

3
8 2(nmax+1
ﬁqq:_%v P(84g) = Po+ D182y + P28+ P i180g™ ), (5.10)
q9

where we denote with 2 X (e + 1) the degree of the polynomial P(g,,). The advantage of
the parametrization (5.10) lies in the fact that we can rewrite Eq. (5.9) in the handier form

Do 1 1 P1 O-(f7 I/t) £ Pn+l [ _p n
1og(f)——7{G(ﬁu)—;]Jr?log{ g }+nZl Lo (f) ). (5.11)

Even though the parametrization (5.10) is different from the one motivated by perturbation
theory (see Eq. (4.81)), we will see that it is able to describe our non-perturbative data
satisfactorily.

Then, the idea would be to extract the f,,-parameters po, p1,..., Pn,..+1 from a global
best-fit to our data through Eq. (5.11). However, given that from our simulations we cannot
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5.4 Determination of the 3,,-function

access o (f,u), but only its lattice counterpart X( f,u,a), which satisfies

instead of Eq. (5.11) we use
1 1 X(f,u,
log(f) +h(f7u7a) = % {m - ;:| +%10g l@}
s Y (5.13)
+Y 5 B () -],

where we introduce a function & = h(f,u,a) to also consider the cutoff effects. The form of

our lattice actions induced us to choose the following parametrization of the lattice artifacts

h(f,u,a) = p(f,u) x 570 p(fou) =Y pif)u. (5.14)
i=0

Thus, apart from the parameters of the f8,,-function, we have also to determine the parameters
of the function A, which takes into account the presence of cutoff effects in our data.

To extract the continuum limit of [j’qq for our two models, we choose the scale factor f = 2.
To keep this factor constant, we interpolate the static force at appropriate distances using the

interpolating function
F(r)=fi+ for? (5.15)

suggested in Ref. [96]. At every distance of interest r, the constants fi, f> have been
determined using the two closest distances to r, that we call r| and r,, such that r; <r < r;.
The values of o(f,u) and u used in our best-fit procedure correspond to distances that
approximately cover the range r/+/8ty € [0.20,1.30].

5.4.1 Best-fit procedure

Using a matrix notation, Eq. (5.13) can be written in the form

Amxn - Xnx1 = bm><17 (5.16)
where
Po
log(2)
Xax1 = ”""I;“X“  bma=| (5.17)
0
. log(2)/ |
Prp_ nx1

and A, is a matrix which depends on m doublets of measurements {X,u} performed at

different distances for each lattice spacing. Our goal is to find the least square solution X
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of the problem (5.16) that allows to determine the parameters p; and p; of the functions S,
(5.10) and A (5.14) respectively. This would be relatively easy if the elements of the matrix
A were uncorrelated numbers without errors and the elements of » had a known covariance

matrix Cov(b)(mX m)- In such cases the least square solution £ can be found minimizing
(b—Ax)TCov™1(b) (b — Ax). (5.18)

However, in our case b is a fixed vector with no errors and correlations, while the elements of
the matrix A are correlated, because the measurements of ggq at different distances coming
from the same ensemble are correlated. Thus, in order to find the least square solution X we
proceed as follows:

1. Start from a guess solution Xy and evaluate the (m x 1) column vector y = AXy; here we
choose the least square solution Xy of Eq. (5.16) when neglecting errors and correlations
both on A and b.

2. Compute the covariance matrix of y = (y1,--- ,y,,) through?

C0V<y>(mxm) = S(m><2m)COV(g§q)(2m><2m)S{2m><m)7 (5.19)

where S is the matrix of the derivatives

Iy1 Iy ... _9dyn
agzq«,l ag(iql agzqﬂm
Ik aagz aagz R
Sk = Eyea Saat O Saa.2m (5.20)
84q.1 : : ' :
Ym Ym .. Ym
ag%zq,l agéql agcziqﬂm mx2m

evaluated on the mean value (g§q> = ((gf]q’l), T <g621q,2m>) and Cov(géq)@mxzm) has a
block diagonal form

M 0 - 0

c oo |0 M0

ov(gqq) = . — : ) (5.21)
o 0 --- M

Nens /' 2mx2m

This form is due to the fact that measurements of ggq on different ensembles are
independent, while the ones performed at different distances, but on the same ensemble,

are not.

3. Assume CoV(D)(yuxm) = CoV(Y) juxm) and find the standard least square solution ;e

which minimizes Eq. (5.18).

3Note that for every measurement we need to determine the coupling at two distances, g2, (r) and g2, (2r),
therefore the sizes of the matrices S and Cov(ggq) are (m x 2m) and (2m x 2m) respectively.
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Figure 5.7 Example for Ny = 0 QCD using 5 parameters for f3,, (5.10) and 2 for 4 (5.14). Left panel:
Convergence rate of the B, parameters. Right panel: Convergence rate of the /1 parameters.

4. Repeat the steps 1, 2, 3 replacing Xy — X, until convergence on the best-fit parameters

is reached.

The covariance matrix (5.21) has been calculated using our analysis package based on the
Matlab routine UWerr.m [77]. Convergence on the best-fit parameters is reached after a few
iterations, as shown in the example of Figure 5.7 for Ny = 0 QCD, using 5 parameters for 3,
(5.10) and 2 for & (5.14).

5.4.2 Best-fit results

We performed several correlated best-fits, changing the number of parameters both in f,,
and 4. We found a good agreement between different types of fits. Among several possible
parametrizations to describe our data, here we focus only on the ones having a reasonable
%% and as few parameters as possible. The result of this procedure is depicted in Figure
5.8, where the red and blue bands represent the f3,,-functions of Ny = 0 and Ny = 2 QCD
respectively, whilst the numerical details are summarized in Table 5.2.

X2
Theory Best-fit parameters Nioy
Po P P2 P3 P4
Ny =0 14.6(1.3) | —2.46(78) | 0.44(15) —0.025(11) | 0.00050(26) 054
Po p1
1.40(73) —0.10(10)
Do P1 D2 D3
Np=2 17.0(1.2) | —2.42(45) | 0.297(56) | —0.0084(21)
0.14
(M =M,) Po P1 P2 P3
74.9(16.1) | —37.4(8.2) | 6.3(1.4) —0.354(85)

Table 5.2 Results of the best-fit through which we extract the parameters of the f,,-function in Ny =0
QCD and QCD with Ny = 2 degenerate charm quarks.

From Figure 5.8, we see that the dynamical charm effects on the f,,-function get quite
visible (with our precision) starting from values of ¢, < 0.5, i.e. when energy increases and
becomes comparable or larger than the charm mass M,.. Since the smallest accessible distances
used in our best-fits correspond to a coupling @, ~ 0.25, the region where our extrapolation

i1s more accurate and reliable starts approximately from this value of the coupling. However,
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Figure 5.8 Comparison of the fB,,-functions in quenched QCD and Ny =2 QCD at M = M.. The
vertical red and blue dotted lines indicate the smallest value of ay, that we can reach with our
measurements in Ny = 0 and Ny = 2 QCD respectively.

in order to see whether our non-pertubative functions make contact with the perturbative ones
at high energies, we show our bands down to o, = 0*. For quenched QCD, we observe that
when @y, — 0 there is an acceptable agreement between our non-perturbative 3,,-function
(red band) and the perturbative ones up to 3 and 4 loops (dashed and dash-dot red lines).
As concerns QCD with Ny = 2 degenerate charm quarks, it is interesting to remark that the
non-perturbative f3,,-function (blue band) seems to get closer to the 3 and 4 loop perturbative
functions (dashed and dash-dot blue lines) of the 2 flavor massless theory with increasing
energy. Of course, when o, goes to zero the error band is not thin enough to give accurate
results, however the behavior observed is the one foreseen: when the energy E increases and
becomes much larger than the charm mass M., our model approaches the 2 flavor massless

theory.

5.5 Strong coupling o,

Once computing the parameters of the B,,-function for both models, we extract the continuum
limit of the strong coupling ¢, solving the ODE given in the definition of B, Eq. (4.80). As
this method requires the choice of an initial condition, first we compute the continuum limit
of oy, at a certain reference distance .. In order to do that, we set rp.r = 0.75 8to> and

then we use the interpolation function (5.15) to measure 0t (r,e s a) on our quenched and

4The authors of Ref. [127] showed that there are visible deviations between the perturbative and non-
perturbative running coupling at o, ~ 0.24, even using the perturbatutive expansion of the B,,-function up to
four loops.

>This corresponds to one of the smallest accessible distances through which a continuum extrapolation with
four lattice spacings is possible.
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dynamical ensembles. Finally, fitting the curve®

2
g (Frefr@) = g (Fref,0) +k ‘;—O (5.22)

to the interpolated data we obtain

o Qyq (Trer,0) = 0.7299(32), £~ = % in Ny = 0 QCD,

o Qyq (Trer,0) = 0.7329(37), £~ =22 in Ny =2 QCD at M = M,..

and we summarize the whole procedure in Figure 5.9. After calculating the initial conditions

0745 T T T T T

Best-fit for Ny =2 QCD at M = M,

074 L Best-fit for Ny = 0 QCD 1

0.735 r i

0.73 *

(g (1 =0.75+/8L)

0725 - *

0.72 *

0.715 1 1 1 1 1
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25

a2/t0

Figure 5.9 Continuum extrapolation of the strong coupling in the gg-scheme at the reference distance
rrer = 0.754/81y. The lattice data of our quenched and dynamical ensembles are represented by empty
squares and circles respectively. The analogous full markers denote the continuum limit values.

for our two theories, we solve their respective ODEs making use of the Matlab routine ode45
and we show our final results in Figures 5.10 and 5.11.

The strong coupling o, is represented by an error band (red for quenched QCD and blue
for Ny =2 QCD at M = M,), whose thickness depends both on the statistical error of the
initial condition and on the uncertainty on the parameters of the f8,,-function. In particular,
in Figure 5.10 we present our continuum extrapolation of o, in Ny = 0 QCD. Our results
are compared to the ones found in Ref. [96] (black circles) and to the perturbative running
coupling up to four loop (dashed black lines). The latter has been calculated by using the

following estimate of the A parameter in the MS scheme

V/8toAgs(Ny = 0) = 0.565(45), (5.23)

®As in Eq. (5.3), the parametrization of the curve is suggested by the lattice actions.
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Figure 5.10 Comparison between our continuum extrapolation of o, in Ny = 0 QCD (the red band)
and the one obtained in Ref. [96] (black circles). The dashed black lines represent the perturbative
running coupling calculated up to four loops. The data of [96] refer to distances given in rg units, thus
to express them in terms of r/+/8ty we use the ratio ro//fo = 3.013(17) known from Ref. [88].
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Figure 5.11 Comparison of a,, in QCD with Ny = 2 degenerate charm quarks and Ny = 0 QCD.

obtained from roAggs (N = 0) = 0.602(48) [128] and ro/+/fo = 3.013(17) [88]". The spread
between the two dashed black lines just comes from the uncertainty on the Lambda parameter.

"To convert the Lambda parameter (5.23) to the gg-scheme we use the relation [129]

Agg = Amekl/(gﬂbo) 7
4 (5.24)

1 35 2
L ) ==_2
ki i (a1 +axNy), a 3 +22¥, a o 3

where Yr =~ 0.577 is the Euler-Mascheroni constant.
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We observe that our continuum extrapolation perfectly agrees with the one of Ref. [96]. In
order to make contact with perturbation theory we would need to reach o, < 0.15, but our
lattices are not fine enough (see Ref. [127] for measurements at finer lattice spacings in
Ny =0 QCD). However, we observe that our continuum extrapolation seems to agree with
the expectations of perturbation theory when oy, — 0.

In Figure 5.11 a comparison of the strong coupling @, in Ny =0 and Ny =2 QCD
is shown. Other than the continuum extrapolations, we also present the measurements
originating from the quenched ensemble at 8 = 6.90 (red squares) and the dynamical ensemble
at B = 6.00 (blue circles). From the comparison of our error bands, we observe that the
dynamical charm effects on oy, get clearly visible when

1
r<—m~013fm = —— <042, (5.25)

r
MC \Y4 8t0 ~

where we use the RGI mass M, = 1510 MeV [130] and the value of /7y given in Eq. (5.7).
This is still more evident when considering the ratio

[O‘qq]Nf:z - [O‘qq]Nf:O
[0ty N =0 ,

(5.26)

as shown in Figure 5.12. As can be seen from our non-perturbative curve (blue band), when

|
0.25 - | non-perturbative | 7
E | r=1/M, 4-loop (massless)
“$ 0.2 I
S, I
= |
C\L 0.15 [
o |
S
S 01 |
| |
o |
= 0.05 |
e |
S,

0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1 1.2

r/v/8to

Figure 5.12 Computation of the derived quantity ([0t,q]""=% — [0t4]7=0) /[0tgq)"'=". The vertical
dashed line corresponds to the value 1/M,. The perturbative curve has been computed using the
Ny =0 Lambda parameter (5.23), the Ny = 2 Lambda parameter in units of L; known from Ref. [117],
the value /9(0)/L; = 0.3881(52) [46] and the conversion formula to the gg-scheme (5.24).

r>> 1 /M. decoupling of charm quarks applies and we can assume [0,/ =2 & [0,V =0. As
the energy increases the charm sea effects on o, become more and more important and we
observe around 6% effects at r//81y ~ 0.2, which is approximately the smallest distance

that we can reach with our finest lattices. To compare our results with the expectations
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5.6 Lambda parameter in Ny = 0 QCD

of perturbation theory (red band) for the Ny = 2 massless theory, we extrapolate our non-
perturbative curve down to r/+/8fy = 0. The result that we obtain is physically equivalent to
what we have already seen in Section 5.4.2 for the B,,-function: at energies scales E >> M,
our model approaches the 2 flavor massless theory® and when we are close to the limit

r/+/8ty — 0 we can assume [aqq]ﬁf:& ~ [Ocqq]ﬁf:()z.

5.6 Lambda parameter in N, =0 QCD

As a final application, we also tried to extract the Lambda parameter in Ny = 0 QCD from

our lattice data. In the gg-scheme its expression is (see Eq. (2.27))

b1 1

1 —L - 84q 1 1 by
Aqq — ; (bogéq) 2b e 2b085q exp {—/0 dx |:ﬁqq(x) —+ W — %x:| } s (528)

where the perturbative expansion of f8,, and its coefficients b; up to 4-loop order are written
in Egs. (2.25), (4.81) and (4.82). To convert the results to the more familiar MS-scheme, we
use the relation (5.24) that for Ny = 0 reads

35
Ajgs = Agq X €xp (% — yE> . (5.29)

We remind that Ay, is an RGI quantity, therefore its value must be independent of g, .
However, since the perturbative expansion of f3,, is known up to 4-loop order, Ay, has a
residual dependence on g, that becomes negligible only for small values of the coupling, i.e.
in the limit g, — 0.

In Figure 5.13 we show our calculation of Ay using the 2-, 3- and 4-loop expressions of
B,q and the values of g,, obtained with our continuum extrapolation discussed in Section 5.5.
We report the error bands only down to &, = 0.15. Beyond this value, extrapolation errors
become important” and get significantly large when 0ty — 0. From our analysis, it seems that
the 3- and 4-loop bands start making contact at ¢t,, ~ 0.2. However, the range of couplings
where Agjg 18 approximately constant is not reached yet, as we observe (although with a large
statistical uncertainty) a drift towards smaller values of /879Ag;g. This is also confirmed by
the results of Ref. [127], where the A parameter is extracted from quenched simulations at
extremely fine lattice spacings, that allow to measure g, at distances r/ry = 0.07.

Therefore we just give, as indicative result, the value of our extrapolation at ot;; = 0.15

[ 8t0Agi(Ny = 0) — 0.587(43). (5.30)

04q=0.15

8Note that in perturbation theory the quantity (5.26) is well defined even at r = 0, since

0| V=2 — [, V=0 bo(Nr=0
Jim %ed] N[_‘gq} _ boNe =00y 01379, (5.27)
r—0 [(qu] = b()(Nfzz)

Eq. (5.27) is a simple consequence of the asymptotic behavior 0y, (r) = 1/[4mbglog(r 2A~2)] for distances
r — 0 (see Section 2.1.3).
9We remind that the smallest value of the coupling that we can reach with our finest lattice is 0tyq ~ 0.20.
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Figure 5.13 A parameter of Ny = 0 QCD obtained with the 2-, 3- and 4-loop perturbative expansions
of B4 and our continuum extrapolation of g,,.

Using ry/+/to = 3.013(17) [88] we can rewrite our estimate of A in units of rg
[roAss (N7 = 0)] .5 = 0-625(47), (5.31)

Our (indicative) result is compatible with the value roAyg(Ny = 0) = 0.602(48) obtained in
Ref. [128].
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Chapter 6

Charm sea effects on charmonium
systems and RGI mass

In this chapter we present the results of our numerical simulations concerning the study of
charmonium states. Since our simplified setup (see Section 4.7) gives the opportunity to
explore lattice spacings much smaller than the ones used nowadays for QCD simulations at
the physical point, we can determine through careful continuum extrapolations the impact of
a dynamical charm quark on charmonium masses, RGI mass and decay constants. Part of the
study that we show here has also been presented in Refs. [122, 131, 132].

6.1 Computing meson masses and decay constants

Meson masses and decay constants are extracted through the computation of the two-point
correlation functions (4.24). After Wick contractions, the computation of the meson correla-
tors requires the evaluation of traces of matrices, that we compute making use of stochastic
time-diluted estimators with 16 U(1) noise vectors, as explained in Section 4.1.2.

The ground state energy is determined by the weighted plateau average of the effective
mass (Egs. (4.15) and (4.17)) while the pseudoscalar and vector decay constants are computed
through Egs. (4.70), (4.71), (4.72) and (4.73) to remove the boundary effects from our lattice
calculations. As already mentioned in Section 4.2, the calculation of fy does not need any
renormalization factor, while for f;,,, we need to multiply the relevant matrix element by
the renormalization factor Z,4 of the axial current, which is known from Refs. [133—-135] for
the ensembles considered here. Note that the computation of Ry in Eq. (4.70) requires the
knowledge of a boundary-boundary correlator of the type fx(T —yo,yo). However, when
source and sink are far from each other, a determination of the meson correlator at a good
accuracy is very difficult to achieve, because the relative precision of the solution of the
Dirac equation deteriorates at large distances and this becomes much more prominent for
heavy quark masses. This is due to the exponential decay of the heavy quark propagator,
which is proportional to exp[—m,(xo — yo)|, where my, is the mass of the heavy quark. To
overcome this problem, we use the distance preconditioning for the Dirac operator proposed
in Refs. [136, 137]. The idea is to rewrite the original linear system in such a way that the
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6.1 Computing meson masses and decay constants

solution of the new system at time-slices xo far away from the source is enhanced by an
exponential factor ¢®(*0—30)  which compensates the rapid decay of the quark propagator. o

is a parameter that needs to be tuned for each ensemble studying the local residual

& TS0 ) () — 0 ()]
5Ly ()

Tloc(Xo —Y0) = (6.1)

at the time separation of interest (7' — 2y in our case, from Eq. (4.70)). In Eq. (6.1) D(y,x)
is the Dirac operator, while y(x) and 1(y) denote the solution and the source respectively.
The price to pay when using this algorithm is an increase of the computational costs. As
can be seen in Figure 6.1, the solution becomes more and more accurate as 0 increases.
However, in this example we observe that for the solution to have a local residual < 1073 for
all time-slices (which is enough given our statistical accuracy of the meson correlator) the
number of solver iterations increases of around a factor 5 compared to the case oy = 0 (no
distance preconditioning applied).

0 : ZE _ 8(1)8 TTIiiii oo | Iterations
10 Qp = 0.20
A ay=030 0.00 265
E 20 = 050 0.10 287
| . <4 =060
g w . 0.20 335
- 0.30 411
10°10 y advY | 0.40 536
g | | | | | 0.50 768
° oo 20 %040 5060 0.60 1296
(950 - yo)/a

Figure 6.1 Tuning of the parameter oy of the distance preconditioning method for our coarsest lattice
(Nr =2, B =5.3, see Table 4.2). We show the relative residual of the solution y as a function of the
sink position xy with respect to the source set at yp/a = 16. On the right, the number of iterations for
the solver to converge is reported for the values of o plotted in the Figure.

Such a small value of the residual is crucial to extract the meson correlator (and as a conse-
quence the meson decay constants) reliably. Ideally one would choose yy = a, but to keep the
computational effort as small as possible, we explored different source positions (with yp > a)
to ensure the ground state dominance over a large range of time-slices and a reasonable
number of iterations for the solver to converge.

Some examples of the calculation of meson masses and decay constants are shown in
Figures 6.2 and 6.3. In particular, Figure 6.2 shows the effective masses and the plateau
averages for the Ny = 2 ensemble with B = 6, whilst in Figure 6.3 we report the measurement,
performed on the same ensemble, of the effective quantity Rp defined in Eq .(4.70). As can be
seen, our numerical setup allows to take the plateau averages for a large range of time slices

and this is crucial to determine the size of the charm sea effects with great accuracy.
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Figure 6.2 Effective masses and plateau averages for the mesons 7. (circles) and J/y (squares) on the
Ny =2 ensemble at 8 = 6.0.
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Figure 6.3 Extraction of the effective quantity Rp defined in Eq. (4.70) on the Ny = 2 ensemble at
B = 6.0. The plateau average of Rp (blue band) allows to extract the pseudoscalar decay constant f,
through Eq. (4.72).

6.2 Tuning of the twisted mass parameter

To match Ny = 0 and Ny = 2 QCD we use the low energy observable m"* = 1/,/t,. For
such observable decoupling applies [16, 17] and we can assume +/fo|v,=0 = Vio(M,)| Ny=2-
However, if we want to compare the two theories we also need to fix the RGI mass M, of the
charm quark. Here, we choose a value of M, such that for each lattice spacing explored (see
Table 4.2) /tomy, approximately corresponds to its physical value and it assumes the same
value in Ny = 0 and Ny = 2 QCD. In order to do that, we proceed as described below.

87



6.2 Tuning of the twisted mass parameter

On our finest Ny = 2 lattice, the RGI mass M, of the charm quark is fixed by the relation
M. /Ay = 4.87, (6.2)

where we use the preliminary value M, = 1510 MeV of Ref. [130] (which agrees with
Ref. [18]) and the 2 flavor Lambda parameter Ag;g = 310(20) MeV known from [117]. Since
on our Ny = 2 ensembles the hopping parameter K is set to its critical value, the renormalized
physical quark mass (3.84) is simply given by mg = Z;l u and the condition (6.2) is equivalent

to fix the twisted mass parameter through

PRV ¢ AgggLt X —. 6.3)

In the equation above, the value of the pseudoscalar renormalization constant Zp at the

renormalization scale Ll_1 in the Schrodinger Functional scheme
Zp(Ly) =0.5184(33) wvalid for 5.2 < <6, (6.4)

and the relation between the running mass mg(L;) and the RGI mass

=1.308(16 (6.5)
mR( 1) ( )
are known from Refs. [117, 138]. As a value of the A parameter of the 2 flavor theory in L;
units we take [139]

AysLi = 0.649(45), (6.6)

whilst the ratio L /a is known from [46]. Taking into account the errors in the factors of
Eq. (6.3), we can fix the charm quark mass only up to about 10% precision. This is however
fully sufficient for us, as long as the relative mass differences between the different ensembles
are under better control. To achieve this, we do not use Eq. (6.3) at the other lattice spacings.
Instead, we tune the twisted mass parameter to a point * such that the renormalized quantity
Vtomy, satisfies

Vigmy, (1) = 1.807463, (6.7)

which is independent of the overall scale Agzg (known with a 7% accuracy) and corresponds
(see Table 4.2) to the value obtained on our finest Ny = 2 lattice using the twisted mass
parameter originating from Eq. (6.3).

6.2.1 Mass shifts

The tuning of the twisted mass parameter can only be carried out to a limited precision, at
most to within the statistical errors. To account for the mis-tuning, a correction is applied

to all observables, which is based on the computation of twisted mass derivatives. First the
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6.2 Tuning of the twisted mass parameter

target tuning point u* is determined through the Taylor expansion

d -1
= u+ (Vigmn, —1.807463) (%) (6.8)

and subsequently all quantities, denoted by A below, are corrected by

dA

AW =A() + (W —p)— Qi (6.9)

For a generic primary observable A, its twisted mass derivative is given by!

Wo(E) (S nel) e

where S is the lattice QCD action. For a doublet y of twisted mass Wilson fermions, see
Eq. (3.65), the derivative of the action reads

= Zx X)iYs T3 (x (6.11)

Most quantities we are interested in are non-linear functions of various primary observables
(e.g. meson masses, which are extracted through the plateau average (4.17) and, as a con-
sequence, depend on suitable meson correlators (see Section 4.1.1) computed at various

distances in the plateau). For such observable the chain rule dictates

df((Ar),--. (AN} 1) _ 9f | Al (Ai)
! al =5 ; . (6.12)

du Ai du

None of the observables that we consider have an explicit tt dependence, so the last term in
Eq. (6.10) is absent.
When A is a purely gluonic observable, A = A[U], the first term of Eq. (6.10) is (for the

notation see Section 4.1.2)

_ < a5, > = L ([ (01 (1) — B 2] A
— Y (Tl (S2(x. ) — 1 (0 AU ] 6 6.13)
=2y (Tr [S{(x.0)$1 09| A1)

The last line is a consequence of the following relation between the twisted mass Dirac

operators D1 and D of the quark fields ¢; and &>

Dy —D, = 2!")/5‘LL = 5-5 = 2iu51’)/552. (6.14)

I'This can be easily shown from the path integral definition of (A) (see Eq. 3.96).
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6.2 Tuning of the twisted mass parameter

We compute the trace in Eq. (6.13) through the stochastic estimation discussed in Section 4.1.2.
Indeed, any noise vector of the type (4.27) allows to write

X T [$7(3)81 (1) = L8150 ()15 (6.15)

X

We found that 64 U(1) noise vectors are enough for the errors in the determination of the
derivative to be dominated by gauge-noise, rather than the noise from the stochastic trace
evaluation.

If the observables depend on fermionic fields too, the first term of Eq. (6.10) gives rise
to new contractions that have to be computed. These are different for different fermionic

observables. In the case of the two-point functions (4.24), we find contractions of the form

Z (Tr[y5(S1(2,2) — 82(2,2))] Tr [LaS2(x,)TBS1(3,%) ] ) 5 (6.16)

that can be immediately computed because both traces have already been estimated for the
evaluation of the correlator and of dS/du respectively, and new terms
ia® _ _
75 L (T [1582(2,9)TpS1 (7 X)TaSa (x,2)] = Tr [1551 (2, )TaS2(x,)TS1(:2)] )6 (617)
Xy.z

that require some attention. It is easy to show that these new terms can be computed through
the twisted mass derivative of the meson correlator (4.24) after performing Wick contractions
(see Section 4.1.3). Indeed

d |ab [
dp [EZXTr [TaS2(x,y)T8S1(y,x)] >G] -
Xy

a® dS(x,y) - 451(2,%)
L3 Ty <Tr [FATFBSI (70) +TaSa(x, )T T} >G a o
. 6
ia §
i <Tr [y5Sz(Z,y)FBSI (y,x)FAsz(X,Z)} Tr ['}5-51 (2,0)TaS2(x,y)TS1 (3,2 ]>Ga

XY,z

where we use the fact that

ds
Si=[D+m+inyt = d—ulz—imssl, (6.19)
. -1 dSZ .
So=[D+my—iuy]' = W:lSzngz. (6.20)

We compute the twisted mass derivatives (6.18) using stochastic techniques, as explained
in Section 4.1.3. For such calculations we have seen that 16 U(1) noise vectors allow to
determine the derivatives (6.18) with satisfactory accuracy.

Note that in Egs. (6.8) and (6.9) we assume that the initial tuning was precise enough for

the omitted quadratic terms to be negligible, compared to the statistical precision. Figure 6.4
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Figure 6.4 The solid black and blue markers are direct simulation results for #y/a® (left) and am; v
(right) on our coarsest ensembles with 8 = 5.3. The simulations were carried out at slightly different
masses, namely au = 0.36151 (black) and apt = 0.30651 (blue). The lines, with their respective error
bands illustrate the value and error of the derivative of the observable with respect to the twisted mass
parameter. The black pentagram depicts the values obtained at the tuning point where /fom,, = 1.8
(we will use the tuning point (6.7) in our final calculations). Its vertical error bar is the complete error,
including all correlations, while the horizontal error bar is the uncertainty on y*.

demonstrates the procedure for a purely gluonic observable like #y and for the vector mass
my /y, Which depends on the fermion fields. A comparison with direct simulations indicates
that even for large shifts of ~ 15% in au the linear approximation works well. For the Ny = 2
ensembles of Table 4.2 the shifts in au with respect to the tuning point (6.7) are at most 6%.
In a pure gauge theory the action does not depend on the quark masses and we need the
twisted mass parameter [ only for the inversion of the Dirac operator. Thus, to reproduce
the tuning value u* (6.7) for our Ny = 0 ensembles, we carry out the measurements at three
different values of the twisted mass parameter i and the tuning point u* is found through a
linear interpolation of the measurements. An example of this procedure is shown in Figure 6.5.
The critical hopping parameters have been obtained through an interpolation of the values of
K. reported in Ref. [71]. In this last reference, also the dependence of the clover coefficient

c];/‘fvzo on the bare coupling gp has been computed and is reported here in Eq. (3.55).

6.2.2 Data analysis

All the statistical errors shown in this chapter have been determined with the Matlab package
UWerr.m [77]. Note that observables like the effective masses (4.15) or the effective quantity
Rx (4.70), which are needed to determine the meson decay constants, are non-linear functions
of “primary observables”, i.e. the meson correlators. When incorporating the mistuning
corrections (6.8) and (6.9), the necessary nonlinear functions can become quite unwieldy.
For instance, the vector meson mass /fom; y, at u* depends on /fo (which in turn is not a
primary observable), on the vector correlator in the plateau region, but also on the pseudoscalar

correlator in its plateau region, since

d\/%mj/y/

\/%mj/w(u*> = \/Emj/y/‘*‘(ﬂ*_.u) du

(6.21)

d.\/tomy, - dv/tom; /y
du '

= \/iom; jyy + (v/tomy, — 1.807463) ( i
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Figure 6.5 Interpolation of the measured pseudoscalar masses (blue circles) on the Ny = 0 ensemble at
B = 6.34. The horizontal line depicts the tuning point. The vertical lines are the resulting interpolated
twisted mass parameter ap* and its statistical error. The measured vector meson masses (red squares)
can then be interpolated to the tuning point, resulting in the solid square point. In the error bars all the
correlations among the data have been taken into account.

Furthermore, because of Egs. (6.10) and (6.12), \/fom;/y(1*) is also a function of the u-
derivatives of pseudoscalar and vector correlators, of the p-derivative of the action and of the
u-derivative of the action times the correlators. The analysis can be simplified using the chain
rule for computing the derivatives of composition of functions.

For the quenched measurements the analysis is a bit simpler. If we still consider the case
of \/tom; /y,, we compute /Ton; j, and /fomy, for three values of (. Then, through a linear
fit

Vigmp, (1) = crapt + ¢z, (6.22)
Viomy () = c3alt +ca, (6.23)

one can determine the parameters c; and their covariance matrix?. Thus, the tuning point p*
is given by
1.807463 —
apr = 27T (6.24)
1

while the value of the vector mass at the tuning point u* reads

(6.25)

. 1.807463 — ¢
Vigmy (L") = c3 (—2) +ca.

€1

Finally, the statistical errors of /fon;,,(1*) and apt* can be found through standard error
propagations.

2The covariances are not needed if we implement the u-shifts as a single complicated function of the primary
observables.
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6.3 Results

Egs. (6.21) and (6.25) can be easily generalized to any other observable, like mass ratios,
decay constants, RGI masses, other meson masses, etc. and summarize our strategy to evaluate
all the observables we are interested in at the tuning point u* defined in Eq. (6.7).

6.3 Results

In this section we show the main results of our study. In particular, we focus on:

1. the lightest masses of charmonium spectrum, i.e. the pseudoscalar and vector masses

my, and m; v
2. the hyperfine splitting (m;y, —my,) /my.;
3. the decay constants fy, and fj/y;

4. the RGI mass M, of a charm quark.

6.3.1 Meson masses and hyperfine splitting

Before carrying out the continuum extrapolations we analyzed the discretization effects of
our measurements at finite lattice spacing. As example of this investigation, in Figure 6.6 we

present our study of the lattice artifacts for the vector mass m; /y, in Ny =2 QCD.
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Figure 6.6 Continuum extrapolations (linear in a?) of \/fym; /v using the two coarsest lattices (red
band) and the five finest lattices (blue band) listed in the first six rows of Table 4.2.

We clearly see that beyond a?/#y ~ 0.8, which corresponds to a =~ 0.06 — 0.07 fm, the
discretization effects become considerable. This behavior is somehow expected, since at
these lattice spacings the condition am;, < 1 is no longer satisfied. Similar discretization
effects for these values of the lattice spacing were also found in Ref. [140] in the context of a

precision computation of the Dy meson decay constant in quenched QCD. Moreover, in the
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same figure two different continuum extrapolations are shown: one with our two coarsest
lattice spacings, a = 0.049 fm and a = 0.066 fm (red band), and one with five lattice spacings
in the range 0.023 fm < a < 0.049 fm (blue band). As can be seen, we find a non-trivial
dependence on the lattice spacing and that lattice spacings a < 0.05 fm have to be employed
to obtain reliable continuum extrapolations at 1% precision. Thus, we decide not to include
the coarsest Ny = 2 lattice at § = 5.3 (see Table 4.2) for the final continuum extrapolations.

In Figures 6.7 and 6.8 we compare the continuum limits of /Zom; /y and of the hyperfine
splitting (m; Sy~ my,)/my, in Ny =0 and Ny =2 QCD. As can be seen from a comparison
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Figure 6.7 Continuum extrapolation of \/zym;y, in Ny = 0 and Ny = 2 QCD for \/tomy, |n,=2 =
Vitomn, |n=o = 1.807463, performed with lattice spacings 0.02 fm < a < 0.05 fm.
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Figure 6.8 Continuum extrapolation of the hyperfine splitting (m;/,, —my,)/my, in Ny =0 and Ny =2
QCD for \/tomy,|n,=2 = /Tomy,|n,=0 = 1.807463, performed with lattice spacings 0.02 fm < a <
0.05 fm.
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of the values obtained in the continuum (full markers), dynamical charm effects on these
observables are barely resolvable, although the great accuracy of our extrapolations to zero

lattice spacing. In particular, we obtain the following relative effects

[Viomy ] - [viomy )y ] e
N
[(mJ/l// - mnc)/mnc}Nf:z - [(ml/u/ —my,)/mny,

[(mypy — g, frr, ]V

=0.00116(76), (6.26)

}Nf:()

=0.019(13). (6.27)

The discrepancy between our continuum estimates of the hyperfine splitting with its phys-
ical value is probably due to effects of light sea quarks, disconnected contributions and

electromagnetism that are neglected in this work.

6.3.2 Decay constants

In principle, from the correlators used to compute pseudoscalar and vector masses, we could
also extract the meson decay constants f,. and f;/,,. However, as we already mentioned
in Section 6.1, a correct estimate of the effective quantity Ry (4.70) requires the use of the
distance preconditioning method for the Dirac operator, which leads to a considerable increase
of the computational costs. For such reasons, the measurements of these observables are still
in progress and the results shown here are intended to be preliminary.

In Figure 6.9 we present the results for the observable /7y f;, in Ny =2 QCD. As can

034 T T T T T T T T T
0.32
qf 0.3 r
<
0.28
9 Ny=2
0.26 Extrapolation with a < 0.05 fm 1
) Extrapolation with the two coarsest lattices
| | | | | | | |

0 0.1 0.2 0.3 0.4 0.5 0.6 0.7 0.8
a2/t0

Figure 6.9 Continuum extrapolations (linear in a®) of V/to fn, using the two coarsest lattices (red band)
and four lattices (blue band) with 0.02 fm < a < 0.05 fm (see Table 4.2).

be seen, we reach a sub-percent accuracy at every lattice spacing explored, which allows to
perform a careful study of the lattice artifacts. Similarly to what observed for +/7om; /y in the
previous section, we find that linear fits in a> do not work well in the range of lattice spacings
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0.02 fm < a < 0.07 fm, if one aims at measurements with 1% precision. Therefore, we
compare the continuum limits of /%o fy. and \/%f;y in Ny = 0 and Ny = 2 QCD, performing
extrapolations to zero lattice spacing only in the range 0.02 fm < a < 0.05 fm. This study
is shown in Figures 6.10 and 6.11. As can be seen in Figure 6.10, the current status of
our measurements of /1o f. in Ny = 0 QCD shows a non-clear linear behavior in a? (solid
red line), with %2 /Naos = 2. On the other hand, the two measurements at the two finest
lattice spacings seem well approximated by a constant fit (dashed red line), with %2 /Ny, ;R
0.37. For these reasons, at the moment we prefer to give only an indicative estimate of the
continuum limit in Ny = 0 QCD (full red diamond), whose error bar covers the range of
values obtained with a linear and constant fit in ¢ (full red upward- and downward-pointing
triangle respectively).

029 T T T T T
$ Ny =2, lattice data
0.285 & Ny =0, lattice data 7
———— N; = 2, linear fit in a?
0.28 | |——— N; =0, linear fit in a® T
— — — Ny =0, constant fit with the two finest lattice spacings

0.25 | | | | |

0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25
Cl2 /t()
Figure 6.10 Continuum extrapolation of /fofyn, in Ny =0 and Ny =2 QCD for /fomy, |n,—2 =
Vitomy, |n,=0 = 1.807463, performed with lattice spacings 0.02 fm < a < 0.05 fm.

This preliminary study seems to confirm that even for the meson decay constants fy. and

f71/y the impact of dynamical charm quarks is extremely small, as we find

Voo Ni=0
Wiofa T 7= Wik T h006(78).

[Viofa )" o
Nf:2 . Nf:O
[\/Efj/y/} [\/Eff/ll/] = 0.013(14). (6.29)

(VoS /y] W=

Since the ratios above are smaller then their statistical uncertainties, we conclude that the
charm loop effects on /7y f, and /7o f; /y do not exceed 0.78% and 1.4% respectively.

6.3.3 RGI mass

Finally, we present our results for the RGI quark mass M,. For such calculation, we first

determine the continuum limit of the running mass mg in Ny = 0 and Ny = 2 QCD. Since we
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0.31 T T T T T

03 r .

0.29 =

Vitofiy
o
N
[0e]

0.27 4

026 1 1 1 1 1
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2 0.25
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Figure 6.11 Continuum extrapolation of /% f;/y in Ny = 0 and Ny =2 QCD for \/tomy, |n,—2 =
Viomn, |n=o = 1.807463, performed with lattice spacings 0.02 fm < a < 0.05 fm.

are at maximal twist, mg is entirely given by the twisted mass parameter at the tuning point
u*, ie.
1 *
=—u". 6.30
MR Zp“ (6.30)
The renormalization factors Zp of the pseudoscalar current have been determined for Ny = 0
and Ny =2 QCD in Refs. [141, 117]. In Figure 6.12 we show the extrapolation to zero lattice

spacing for the dimensionless quantity +/7omg. The results of these continuum extrapolations

075 T T T T T
D N =2
i Ny =0
. ¢ — F— ¢
Aot
<
0.65 F |
0.6 | | | | |
0 0.05 0.1 0.15 0.2
GQ/tO

Figure 6.12 Continuum extrapolation of \/fomg in Ny = 0 and Ny = 2 QCD for /tomy,|n,=2 =
Vitomn, |n,=o = 1.807463, performed with lattice spacings 0.02 fm < a < 0.05 fm.

can be easily translated into the RGI mass, since also the ratios M /mg are known in both
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theories [141, 117]. The final results for /7oM, in the continuum limit are shown in Table 6.1.

Nf=0 Np=2
VioM, 0.8180(91) 0.861(14)

Table 6.1 Continuum values of \/7oM, in Ny = 0 and Ny =2 QCD for +/fomy, | Ny=2 = Vitorn, | Ny=0 =
1.807463.

We remind that the RGI mass M, is both scale and scheme independent, therefore it
makes sense to compare the continuum limits obtained in Ny = 0 and Ny = 2 QCD for this
quantity. In this case the dynamical charm effects seem relevant (albeit with a large statistical
uncertainty) and we observe a deviation between the RGI masses of the two theories of around
5%. Indeed we find

[\/f_oMc][Nf;A;]%Mc]NFO — 0.050(20). (6.31)
0Mce

Because of the uncertainty in the ratio M /mg, the RGI masses have larger errors than the
running masses. This deteriorates a bit the accuracy of our final estimate and therefore it

would be certainly useful to further reduce the error on the quantity (6.31) in future works.
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Chapter 7
Conclusions and future plans

In this thesis we have presented a model study for the evaluation of charm loop effects in
QCD. Through a direct comparison of results obtained in Ny = 0 QCD and QCD with Ny =2
degenerate charm quarks we have estimated the charm sea effects on several quantities. The
aim is to understand for which kind of observables it is necessary to introduce a dynamical
charm quark in lattice QCD simulations, since the inclusion of a charm quark in the sea
typically leads to an increase of the computational costs and requires smaller lattice spacings
than Ny =2+ 1 (up, down, strange) QCD simulations, due to the large charm quark mass.

For quantities without an explicit charm-quark dependence, like the static potential and
the strong coupling o, derived from the static force, we expect negligible effects at energies
much below the charm quark mass, because of decoupling [16, 17]. However, this kind of
quantities gives also the possibility to explore short-distance physics, where decoupling no
longer applies. The results of our investigation further confirm decoupling of heavy quarks
at low energies. Both for the static potential and the strong coupling a,, we observe that
charm sea effects are completely negligible at distances r > A%L ~ 0.13 fm, where M, is the
RGI mass of a charm quark. On the other hand, at » < 0.13 fm the charm sea effects become
clearly visible and at r = 0.06 fm we find a relative effect on @, of around 6%.

We also focus on quantities with an explicit charm-quark dependence, where in principle
decoupling does not apply, because the charm quarks cannot be completely removed after
fermionic integration. From our investigations, we conclude that the effects of a dynamical
charm quark are sizable for the RGI mass M, (around 5%) and tiny on the vector mass n;
(around 0.1%)". For the hyperfine splitting (1, Jy —my.)/my. we observe a 2% effect, albeit
with a large statistical uncertainty. Our preliminary studies of charmonium decay constants
seem to indicate that the effect of dynamical charm quarks is tiny also on the pseudoscalar
decay constant fp, (smaller than 0.78%) and on the vector decay constant f;/,, (smaller than
1.4%).

Notice that the size of dynamical charm effects given here refers to our model with Ny =2
charm quarks. If these effects originate from charm loops, the leading contribution comes

from one loop (due to the heavy quark mass) and is proportional to Ny. In Nature charm loop

I'The matching of the charm mass in N '+ =0and Ny =2 QCD has been performed through the pseudoscalar
mass my,.

99



effects are to a good approximation half of the ones we measure in our model. From our
studies it seems that decoupling also applies to differences of binding energies of charmonium.
We expect that the size of dynamical charm effects in binding energies of charmonium is a
factor 0.5 smaller in Nature than in our model calculation with two charm quarks.

In the near future we plan to study also other charmonium states (X0, X1, /ic) to have a
more complete scenario of the charm loop effects on the lightest particles of the charmonium
spectrum, exploring different quantum numbers JXC. It can also be interesting to study the
effects of a dynamical charm quark on the hyperfine splitting of a B, meson made of a bottom
quark (antiquark) and a charm antiquark (quark). Our simplified setup gives the possibility to
reach fine lattice spacings and to provide an estimate of the charm sea effects on the masses
of charmed B mesons. Since the first observation of the B, meson by the CDF collaboration
at Fermilab’s Tevatron in 1998, the properties of the charmed B meson system are of special
interest in quarkonium spectroscopy, because they are the only quarkonia consisting of heavy
quarks with different flavours. Because they carry flavour, they cannot annihilate into gluons
and so are more stable with widths less than a hundred keV. At the LHC, with its higher
luminosity, the spectroscopy and decay of B mesons can now be experimentally measured
with much better confidence such that, on the theory side, precision studies of these meson

states by means of lattice QCD become increasingly important.
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