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We report scale setting and hadronic properties for our new lattice QCD gauge configuration

set (HAL-conf-2023). We employ (2 + 1)-flavor nonperturbatively improved Wilson fermions with

stout smearing and the Iwasaki gauge action on a 964 lattice, and generate configurations of 8,000

trajectories at the physical point. We show the basic properties of the configurations such as the

plaquette value, topological charge distribution and their auto-correlation times. The scale setting

is performed by detailed analyses of the Ω baryon mass. We calculate the physical results of quark

masses, decay constants of pseudoscalar mesons and single hadron spectra in light quark sector. The

masses of the stable hadrons are found to agree with the experimental values within a sub-percent

level.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum Chromodynamics (QCD) governs the dynamics of quarks and gluons, and ultimately properties

of hadrons and nuclei as well as nuclear astrophysical phenomena such as binary neutron star merges and

nucleosynthesis. Currently, numerical lattice QCD simulation is the only available theoretical method which

can solve QCD in a first-principle manner, and decades of theoretical progress together with the development

of faster supercomputers enable us to make predictions (or postdictions) for basic hadronic quantities as well

as quantities relevant to the search of physics beyond the Standard Model [1–3].

It remains, however, a great challenge to construct a bridge between QCD and nuclear physics by lattice

QCD, since it is necessary to study multi-hadron systems on the lattice. For such studies, the so-called

Signal(S)-to-Noise(N) problem appears generally, where the S/N ratio of the relevant correlation function

becomes exponentially worse with lighter quark masses, a larger mass number and larger Euclidean time

separation between source and sink operators [4, 5]. In addition, it is necessary to employ a larger lattice

volume compared to that required for usual single hadron studies, in order to accommodate the longest

interaction range (typically the range of the one-pion exchange) between two hadrons. It is clear that these

problems are most pronounced with the physical (light) quark masses, while it is expected that physical

point simulation is particularly important for nuclear physics due to the vital role of one- (and two-) pion

exchanges.

The HAL QCD Collaboration significantly improved the situation recently, where we performed the first

lattice QCD calculations for baryon-baryon interactions near the physical point [6–10]. (See also Refs. [11–14]

for recent studies for two-baryon systems at heavy quark masses based on Lüscher’s finite volume method.)

Utilizing the (time-dependent) HAL QCD method [15, 16], which can significantly ameliorate the S/N

problem [16, 17], we performed comprehensive calculations of baryon-baryon interactions relevant to nuclear

physics [10] as well as meson-meson [18] and meson-baryon interactions [19] at (mπ,mK) = (146, 525)

MeV on a large volume of L4 = (8.1fm)4 with Ns ≡ L/a = 96 and a lattice cutoff a−1 = 2.3 GeV [20].

In these calculations, we employed the gauge configurations with ∼ 2,000 trajectories generated by the

PACS Collaboration on the K computer, one of the fastest supercomputers in the world of that time.

(We refer to this configuration set as “K-conf” hereafter.) Some of the highlights are the prediction of

bound/virtual di-baryon states as ΩΩ [6], ΩcccΩccc [9], NΩ [7], NΞ (remnant of H-dibaryon) [8, 21] as well

as Ξ-hypernuclei [22, 23] and the exotic T+
cc state [18].

Under these circumstances, the most important next step is to perform physical point simulations for

nuclear physics. The results of di-baryons/hypernuclei/exotics mentioned above also indicate its importance.

In fact, these states are found to be located near the unitary regime, and the importance of one- (or two-)

pion exchange is explicitly observed in many of these states. Therefore, a tiny difference in quark masses

could make a significant impact on the fate of these states. It is also implied that precision calculations with

larger statistics are necessary.

In this paper, we report the generation of gauge configurations at the physical point by the HAL QCD

Collaboration. We employ (2 + 1)-flavor nonperturbatively O(a)-improved Wilson quark action with the

stout smearing and the Iwasaki gauge action at β = 1.82 on a N4
s = 964 box, as was the case for the

K-conf. We, however, perform the simulation with the physical-point quark masses, which correspond to

(mπ,mK) = (137.1(0.3)(+0.0
−0.2), 501.8(0.3)(

+0.0
−0.7)) MeV. The lattice cutoff, a−1 = 2338.8(1.5)(+0.2

−3.0) MeV, is

also determined in this paper using the mass of the Ω baryon. Physical values of quark masses, decay

constants of pseudoscalar mesons and spectra of other hadrons are evaluated accordingly.

Numerical computations are performed on the supercomputer Fugaku, the new flagship supercomputer in

Japan which succeeds the K computer. Fugaku was developed by the co-design of hardware and software,

in which lattice QCD was one of the major targets of software applications [24]. This enables efficient

computations of the gauge configuration generation on Fugaku.

Before going to the main part, we have two remarks on our simulations. First, similar physical point

generation was performed by the PACS Collaboration recently, with the same action and the same (β, κud, κs)

but with two different volumes, N4
s = 644 and 1284, the latter of which is called “PACS10” configurations [25,

26]. With their determination of the cutoff, a−1 = 2316.2(4.4) MeV, the generation point for PACS10
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configurations is found to be (mπ,mK) = (135.3(6)(3), 497.2(2)(9)) MeV. Unfortunately, the statistics are as

small as 200 trajectories and are insufficient to perform lattice QCD studies for nuclear physics. In this work,

we generate 8, 000 trajectories in total with the benefit from their parameter tuning for the physical point.

We also note that there is worldwide effort to generate configurations with various lattice QCD actions near

or at the physical point [25–37].

Another remark is on the notion of “physical point” in our simulations. Since we perform (2 + 1)-flavor

lattice QCD simulations without QED, the physical point can be defined only up to the uncertainties of

isospin breaking effect (as well as much minor effect from dynamical heavy quarks). Since our primary target

is to study nuclear physics from lattice QCD, in particular from the point of view of hadron interactions, we

set our target values for the physical point by employing the isospin-averaged values of pseudoscalar meson

masses, (mπ,mK) = (mπave ,mKave) = (138, 496) MeV.

This paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we give simulation details. In Sec. III, we show the basic

properties of the generated ensemble by studying the plaquette value, the topological charge distribution, and

their autocorrelation times. The analyses of the correlation functions of mesons and baryons are presented

in Secs. IV and V, respectively. In Sec. VII, we fix the scale of lattice spacing a and show our results of

hadron spectra, decay constants of pseudoscalar mesons and quark masses in physical units. Sec. VIII is

devoted to summary and discussion.

II. SIMULATION DETAILS

We generate (2 + 1)-flavor QCD configurations employing the Iwasaki gauge [38] and O(a)-improved

Wilson-clover quark actions. The lattice extent is 964 and the lattice bare coupling constant β ≡ 6/g2 = 1.82

following Refs. [20, 25, 26].

The quark action is given by

Sq=u,d,s =
∑
n

q̄n

[
qn − κqcSW

i

2

∑
µ,ν

σµνFµν(n)qn

−κq

∑
µ

{
(1− γµ)Un,µqn+µ̂ + (1 + γµ)U

†
n−µ̂,µqn−µ̂

}]
,

(1)

where the gauge field is 6 times smeared using the stout smearing parameter ρ = 0.1. We utilize cSW = 1.11,

which is nonperturbatively determined by the Schrödinger functional scheme in Ref. [39]. The hopping

parameters for u, d quarks and s quark are set to (κud, κs) = (0.126117, 0.124902), with which the hadron

masses are reported to be almost the values at the physical point in Refs. [25, 26]. In our work, con-

figurations are generated through 5 independent Markov chains (5-run series) by the hybrid Monte Carlo

(HMC) algorithm, where different random number seeds and different initial configurations are used for

each run. As initial configurations, we pick 5 configurations from the K-conf, which were generated with

(κud, κs) = (0.126117, 0.124790) corresponding to slightly heavier quark masses than the physical point [20].

After discarding more than 300 trajectories for the thermalization process in each run, we generate 1, 600

trajectories in each run, thus, 8, 000 trajectories in total. We save the configurations every 5 trajectories

and use them for the measurement of physical quantities, e.g., topological charge and hadron correlation

functions.

Let us explain how to implement the quark action in HMC in detail. We symbolically rewrite the Wilson-

clover operator as

D = 1 + T +M, (2)

where T andM denote the clover and the hopping terms, respectively. As for the u, d quarks with degenerated

masses, we divide the corresponding quark action, |detD|2, into several factors as follows. First of all,
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factorization of the clover term as D = (1 + T )(1 + (1 + T )−1D) ≡ (1 + T )D̃ gives

|detD|2 = |det(1 + T )|2|det D̃|2. (3)

Since the term (1 + T ) consists of the local quantities, it is easy to simulate the first factor in the de-

terminant. On the other hand, the calculation of the second factor is expensive, so that we utilize the

domain-decomposed HMC (DDHMC) algorithm [40], the Hasenbusch mass preconditioning [41, 42], and the

even-odd preconditioning.

The Dirac operator D̃ is decomposed by the even (E) and odd (O) domains,

D̃ =

(
D̃EE D̃EO

D̃OE D̃OO

)
. (4)

Utilizing the Schur decomposition, we rewrite |det D̃|2 as∣∣∣det D̃∣∣∣2 =
∣∣∣det D̃EE

∣∣∣2 ∣∣∣det D̃OO

∣∣∣2 ∣∣∣det[1− (D̃−1EED̃EOD̃
−1
OOD̃OE)]

∣∣∣2 .
Introducing the even-odd site decomposition in each domain and the spin projection that connects even-odd

sites, each determinant can be written by

det D̃EE = det[(D̂EE)ee],

det D̃OO = det[(D̂OO)ee],

det[1− (D̃−1EED̃EOD̃
−1
OOD̃OE)] = det[D̂spin

EE ], (5)

where we refer to Ref. [27] for the explicit form of the spin projection.

Now, we can implement the u, d quark action using three pseudo fermions (ϕOe
, ϕEe and χE),

Sud = − log
(
|detD|2

)
→ −2Tr log(1 + T ) +

∑
X=E,O

∣∣∣((D̂XX)ee)
−1ϕXe

∣∣∣2 + ∣∣∣(D̂spin
EE )−1χE

∣∣∣2
:= Sud,clv.[U ;κud] +

∑
X=E,O

Sud,UV[U, ϕXe;κud] + Sud,IR[U, χE ;κud]. (6)

The calculations of the first and second terms can be performed within each domain, while the third term

describes the long-range modes and the simulation of this term requires data transfer between different

domains. Therefore, we introduce the two-fold Hasenbusch preconditioning to speed up the simulation. By

introducing κ1 = ρ1κud and κ2 = ρ2κ1 (ρ1, ρ2 < 1) with two additional pseudo fermions, ζ1E , ζ
2
E , the third

term is decomposed into three parts,

∣∣∣(D̂spin
EE (κud))

−1χE

∣∣∣2 →

∣∣∣∣∣ D̂spin
EE (κ1)

D̂spin
EE (κud)

ζ1E

∣∣∣∣∣
2

+

∣∣∣∣∣D̂spin
EE (κ2)

D̂spin
EE (κ1)

ζ2E

∣∣∣∣∣
2

+
∣∣∣(D̂spin

EE (κ2))
−1χE

∣∣∣2
:= Sud,IR1 + Sud,IR2 + Sud,IR3 (7)

In this work, we tune the values of ρ1 and ρ2 as ρ1 = 0.99975 and ρ2 = 0.99600, respectively.

The strange quark part is implemented by the rational hybrid Monte Carlo (RHMC) algorithm [43]. The

clover term is factored out as in the case of the u, d quarks, D = (1+ T )D̃, and the weight factor associated

with the second term is evaluated with the rational approximation. For the calculations of the force, the range

of the approximation for the rational functions of x = D̃†D̃ is taken as [xmin, xmax] = [0.000200000001, 2] with

the order of NRHMC,F = 10 expansion, which ensures 10−7 accuracy for 1/
√
x. Note that these parameters

for the rational approximation of the force are fixed during the steps of molecular dynamics (MD) in order

to fix the equation of motion of the MD. We also checked that our simulation is actually within the range of
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⟨ plaquette ⟩ ⟨e−dH⟩ acc. rate ⟨F5⟩ ⟨F4⟩ ⟨F3⟩ ⟨F2⟩ ⟨F1⟩
0.5039576(3) 0.991(4) 0.872 4.689783(1) 0.340328(1) 0.217155(2) 0.009101(5) 0.000110(1)

TABLE I. Detail data of configuration generation

[xmin, xmax]. On the other hand, in the calculation of the strange quark Hamiltonian for the Metropolis test,

the approximation range is chosen from min and max eigenvalues of the D̃†D̃ operator (with an additional

margin factor of 1.01 for both min and max), and the order of the approximation, NRHMC,H, is tuned to

keep 10−14 accuracy (typically NRHMC,H = 20 is chosen.).

Corresponding to each term in the action, we have the following force terms in the MD steps in the HMC

algorithm: the gauge force Fg from the gauge action, the clover force Fud,clv., the UV force Fud,UV and

the three IR parts Fud,IR1, Fud,IR2, Fud,IR3 from the u, d quark actions, and the clover force Fs,clv. and the

RHMC force Fs,RHMC from the s quark action. In the MD steps, we adopt the multiple time scale integration

scheme [44] with a depth of 5, where the hierarchy of forces is taken as follows: F5 = Fg, F4 = Fud,UV,

F3 = Fud,IR3 + Fs,RHMC + Fud,clv. + Fs,clv. F2 = Fud,IR2, F1 = Fud,IR1,

We employ the leapfrog algorithm for the MD evolution, as in the case of Refs. [20, 25–28] [45], since

we find that the Omelyan algorithm is less stable. In the solver for the pseudo fermions, we impose the

stopping condition of |rcrit| < 10−14 for the evaluations of both the forces and the Hamiltonian so that

the reversibility in the MD evolution and the accuracy of the Metropolis test are assured [20, 27, 28]. For

the IR part of the u, d quarks, we employ the mixed precision nested BiCGStab solver with the Schwarz

Alternating Procedure (SAP) and point Jacobi iteration preconditioners [24, 27]. The code optimization

for Fugaku developed in the QWS library [24] is utilized in the quark solver. Within one MD trajectory

(δτMD = 1.0), the time step of the MD evolution is implemented using a set of integers (N5, N4, N3, N2, N1)

for each force calculation: δτ5 = δτMD/(N5N4N3N2N1), δτ4 = δτMD/(N4N3N2N1), δτ3 = δτMD/(N3N2N1),

δτ2 = δτMD/(N2N1), and δτ1 = δτMD/N1. We take (N5, N4, N3, N2, N1) = (8, 2, 2, 2, 22). Figure 1 depicts

the history of the force average in each MD trajectory. Figure 2 represents the difference of Hamiltonian,

dH, for each MD trajectory. While there are several spikes in total 8, 000 trajectories, the simulation is

basically stable during the MD evolution. It results in the 87% acceptance rate.
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FIG. 1. History of the force average in the MD evolution.

In Fig. 3, we show the plaquette values calculated by the jackknife method with different bin sizes. As

a central value, we take the bin size = 100 trajectories and obtain ⟨plaquette⟩ = 0.5039576(3). Our result

is 1σ consistent with the data by the PACS Collaboration on 644 and 1284 lattices with the same β and

κud, κs [25, 26], but the statistical errors of our data are much smaller thanks to our higher statistics. We

summarize basic data for the configuration generation in Table I. All statistical errors are estimated by the

jackknife method with the bin size of 100 trajectories.
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FIG. 2. History of difference of Hamiltonian, dH, in the MD evolution for each run.
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FIG. 3. Bin-size dependence in the jackknife analysis for the plaquette average.

III. ENSEMBLE PROPERTIES: AUTO CORRELATION

In this section, we show the ensemble properties of generated configurations by investigating several local

observables such as the energy density as a function of the gradient flow time and the topological charge

distribution. Furthermore, we study the integrated auto-correlation time of these quantities. As will be

shown below, the resulting integrated auto-correlation times are found to be reasonably short (less than 10

trajectories) even for the topological charges. This indicates that an independent configuration set has been

generated.

To measure the topological charge distribution, we adopt the definition of the topological charge through

the gradient flow [46]. The gradient flow is defined by the following equations

∂tVt(x, µ) = −g20{∂x,µS(Vt)}Vt(x, µ), (8)

Vt(x, µ)|t=0 = U(x, µ), (9)

where x = (x⃗, τ) is the space-time lattice point and t is the flow-time, Vt(x, µ) denotes the smeared link

variables over a radius r =
√
8t at the flow-time t, and U(x, µ) is the generated link variable in Monte Carlo

calculations. Here, S represents the flow gauge action, which we can choose independently from the gauge

action in the configuration generation process. In our work, we utilize the standard plaquette gauge action as

a flow gauge action to solve the differential equation Eq. (8). We use the third-order Runge-Kutta algorithm

with a step size ε = 0.01.
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FIG. 4. Data of t2⟨E(t)⟩ as a function of the gradient flow time, t/a2.

The gluonic definition of the topological charge density can be given by

q(x, t) = − 1

32π2
ϵµνρσtr{Gµν(x, t)Gρσ(x, t)}, (10)

with a clover-type definition of the field strength Gµν(x, t), which is constructed by the smeared link variables

Vt. The topological charge can be directly calculated by the topological charge density in Eq. (10),

Q(t) = a4
∑
x

q(x, t). (11)

The value of Q(t) roughly plateaus in a long t region, but small fluctuations exist. Therefore, we introduce

a reference scale t0 and identify the value of Q(t = t0) as a convergent value of Q for each configuration [47].

The reference scale t0 is originally introduced in Ref. [46], which is given by

t2⟨E(t)⟩|t=t0 = 0.3, (12)

where E(t) denotes the energy density

E(t) = − 1

2V

∑
x

tr{Gµν(x, t)Gµν(x, t)}. (13)

Here, we utilize a clover-type definition for Gµν(x, t) again. Figure 4 depicts the dimensionless energy density

t2⟨E(t)⟩ as a function of the flow-time t. We obtain

t0/a
2 = 2.1047(4) (14)

as an averaged value of t0 in lattice unit results. We also calculate a similar reference scale,

w0/a = 2.0126(4), (15)

which is defined by [48]

t
d

dt

{
t2⟨E(t)⟩

}∣∣∣∣
t=w2

0

= 0.3. (16)

Figure 5 represents the histogram of Q(t0) for total 1, 600 generated configurations. It shows almost a

Gaussian distribution as expected. Table II is the summary of the averaged values of Q(t0) and Q(t0)
2, and

the susceptibility χQ = ⟨(Q− ⟨Q⟩)2/V . As expected, ⟨Q⟩ is consistent with zero within 1.1σ uncertainty.
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FIG. 5. Histogram of the topological charge Q(t) at t = t0.

⟨Q⟩ ⟨Q2⟩ χQ

−0.6644(6167) 416.8(16.1) 4.90(19)× 10−6

TABLE II. Averages and statistical errors of Q, Q2 and the topological susceptibility χQ.

Now, let us estimate the auto-correlation times of local observables. We follow the papers [31, 32] to define

the integrated auto-correlation time and its error estimation. The integrated auto-correlation time τint. for

the observable A as a function of the cutoff in MD time separation (∆cut) is given by

τint.(∆cut) =
1

2
+

∆cut∑
∆=1

C(∆), (17)

where

C(∆) =

〈
(Ai − Ā)(Ai+∆ − Ā)

σ2

〉
i

(18)

with the index i denoting the MD time. Here, Ā and σ represent the mean and variance of Ai. We first

calculate them using the jackknife method with a sufficiently large bin size. By referring to Fig. 3, we take

20 MD trajectories in our analyses. Next, we bin the data inside the brackets in Eq. (18) for a fixed ∆. Here,

the bin size can be taken independently of the first bin size in the jackknife method. We increase it until

the statistical error of τint. saturates. The statistical error of τint. is estimated by the bootstrap method by

resampling the binned data inside the brackets in Eq. (18).

Figure 6 displays the integrated auto-correlation times for the plaquette and topological charge (Q(t0))

in the left and right panels, respectively. Here, we analyze our data for each run series independently. We

observe that the obtained integrated auto-correlation times saturate in short trajectory regions, namely at

most 2 MD trajectories for the plaquette and 6 MD trajectories for the topological charge.

In order to further confirm such a short auto-correlation time, we study the history of Q in the MD

evolution. As shown in Fig. 7, we find that the value of Q indeed changes significantly even for 1 configuration

separation corresponding to 5 MD trajectory separation.

There are two possible reasons for this short auto-correlation time. One is the use of the Wilson fermions,

where the near-zero mode is absent even in a small quark mass regime. The other is that the lattice spacing

in our simulation, which will be determined as a ≈ 0.08fm later in this paper, is relatively coarse compared

to the spacing where the topological freezing starts to appear. Consequently, the short auto-correlation time

suggests that our set of 1, 600 configurations is well spread in the configuration space and serves as good

ensembles for lattice QCD measurements of physical quantities.
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FIG. 6. Integrated auto-correlation time τint. for the plaquette (left) and topological charge (Q(t0)) (right) as a

function of ∆cut for each run.
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FIG. 7. History of the topological charge Q(t0) in the MD evolution for the run-01 configurations.

IV. STABLE MESONS

A. Calculation strategy

We study the meson spectra, the decay constants and the PCAC masses for u, d and s quarks from the

two-point correlation functions.

The local operators for flavor off-diagonal pseudo-scalar (PS) and axial-vector current with zero-momentum

projection are defined by

P (τ) =
∑
x⃗

q̄f (x⃗, τ)γ5qg(x⃗, τ), (19)

Aµ(τ) =
∑
x⃗

q̄f (x⃗, τ)γµγ5qg(x⃗, τ). (20)

Here, the indices f, g with f ̸= g label the flavor of the valence quarks (f, g = u, d, s). In terms of the

operator improvement of the axial-vector current, Aµ(τ) → Aµ(τ) + acA∂µP (τ), we employ the tree-level
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value, cA = 0, since it is expected to be a good approximation in our lattice setup thanks to the link smearing

for the fermion [49, 50], and the explicit non-perturbative calculation found that cA is indeed consistent with

zero within the statistical error [39].

To measure the correlation function between the currents, we employ the wall source method without gauge

fixing [51]. Quark propagators are solved with the periodic boundary condition for all directions, where the

stopping conditions are taken as |rcrit| < 10−6 for u, d quarks and |rcrit| < 10−12 for s quark. We have checked

that these stopping conditions are sufficiently precise in our study. To suppress statistical fluctuations, we

take the average between forward and backward propagation, and we also measure the correlation function

in each of the four directions for one configuration using the fact that our lattice has hypercubic symmetry.

Thus, the total number of measurements for the observables in this section is 1600 × 4 × 2 = 12, 800. The

statistical errors in this section are estimated by the jackknife method.

To obtain the PS meson masses (mPS), the PCAC quark masses and the PS meson decay constants, we

utilize the PS-PS correlators and PS-A4 correlators as follows. The PS-PS correlators at τ/a, (T −τ)/a → ∞
are expressed by

⟨P (τ)P †(0)⟩ ≃ N3
sCPPW (mPST )× [exp(−mPSτ) + exp(−mPS(T − τ))] , (21)

where W (mPST ) with T/a = 96 counts the contribution from wrapping propagation of the PS meson around

the lattice in the temporal direction. This is given as the sum of zero to infinite windings,

W (mPST ) = 1 + exp(−mPST ) + exp(−2mPST ) + · · · ,

=
1

1− exp(−mPST )
. (22)

Similarly, the PS-A4 correlators at τ/a, (T − τ)/a → ∞ have the following form,

⟨A4(τ)P
†(0)⟩ ≃ N3

sCAPW (mPST )× [exp(−mPSτ)− exp(−mPS(T − τ))] . (23)

We define the PCAC bare quark masses through axial Ward identity (AWI) as

mAWI
f +mAWI

g =
⟨0|∂4A4|PS⟩
⟨0|P |PS⟩

. (24)

They can be evaluated with

mAWI
f +mAWI

g = mPS

∣∣∣∣CAP

CPP

∣∣∣∣ , (25)

using the parameters given in Eqs. (21) and (23).

As for the decay constants of the PS mesons, we utilize the following expression for the bare values,

fbare
PS,fg =

√
2κf

√
2κg

√
2|CAP |√

mPS|CPP |
. (26)

In our analysis, we first study the effective masses of the PS mesons, defined locally in time using two

data points, τ and τ + a of Eq. (21) (or Eq. (23)), and examine the ground state saturation. The effective

PCAC quark masses are studied by using Eq. (24), where the derivative of A4 is estimated by the forth-order

symmetric difference.

To obtain our main results, we perform simultaneous fit of Eqs. (21) and (23) to determine best-fit values

of mPS, CPP and CAP , from which the PS meson masses and the bare values of the PCAC masses and decay

constants are obtained.

In order to obtain the physical values of the quark masses and decay constants, we consider the O(ma)

improvement and the renormalization factors. The expressions for the O(ma) improvement are given by [52]

mimp.
fg =

[
1 + abAmfg + ab̄ATrM

1 + abPmfg + ab̄PTrM

]
mAWI

fg , (27)
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f imp.
PS,fg =

[
1 + abAmfg + ab̄ATrM

]
fbare
PS,fg, (28)

where mfg ≡ (mf + mg)/2 and M ≡ diag(mu,md,ms) represent the bare quark masses, and bA, b̄A and

bP , b̄P are improvement coefficients for axial-vector and pseudo-scalar currents, respectively. Note that these

formulae are valid for flavor non-singlet operators [53].

As regards the bare quark masses in the improvement terms, mf , one may employ those associated with

axial Ward identity (AWI), mAWI
f , or with vector Ward identity (VWI), mVWI

f ≡ 1

a

(
1

2κf
− 1

2κc

)
with κc

being the critical hopping parameter, as far as the improvement coefficients are defined consistently. The

relation between the two definitions is given as [52]

mAWI
fg =

ZPZm

ZA

[
mVWI

fg + (rm − 1)
TrMVWI

Nf

]
+O(a), (29)

TrMAWI =
ZPZm

ZA
rmTrMVWI +O(a), (30)

where ZA, ZP and Zm denote the renormalization factor in flavor non-singlet sector for the axial-vector

current, for the pseudo-scalar current, and for the VWI quark mass, respectively, and rm is the ratio of

renormalization factors between flavor singlet and non-singlet sectors for the VWI quark mass. In order to

evaluate the O(ma) improvement terms in Eqs. (27) and (28), we employ the tree-level values, ZA = ZP =

Zm = rm = 1 and bA = bp = 1, b̄A = b̄P = 0, and with mf substituted by mAWI
f . In perturbation theory,

the correction to the tree-level value is O(g40) for rm, b̄A, b̄P and O(g20) for others. In our lattice setup, we

expect such corrections are well suppressed thanks to the stout smearing. In fact, in the case of ZA and

ZP , the values determined non-perturbatively are found to agree with the tree-level values within a few

percent errors [54]. Considering also that the magnitude of the improvement term is small, we neglect the

uncertainties associated with the tree-level evaluation of the O(ma) improvement.

Finally, we obtain the physical values for the quark masses and decay constants by

mMS
fg =

ZA

ZP
mimp.

fg , (31)

fPS,fg = ZAf
imp.
PS,fg. (32)

In our calculation, we take (ZA/ZP )
MS = ZMS←SF

m · (ZA/ZP )
SF = 0.9950(142) at µ = 2 GeV and ZA =

0.9650(117) where ZA, ZP are determined nonperturbatively in the Schrödinger functional (SF) scheme

and ZMS←SF
m is the mass matching factor between SF and MS schemes [54]. The uncertainties of the

renormalization factors are included in the systematic errors of our results.

In terms of the quark masses, we remark that there exists another formula called the ratio-difference

method [49]. While we do not use this method in this work, we give a quick summary for this method in

Appendix A, where we argue that it is necessary to modify the formula known in the literature in order to

respect that Eq. (27) is valid only for flavor non-singlet sectors.

B. Numerical results: PS meson spectra and PCAC quark masses

Here, we present our numerical results. In Fig. 8, we show the effective masses of the PS mesons using the

PS-PS correlators in the light-light quark sector (qf , qg = qu,d in Eq. (21)) for pion and in the light-heavy

quark sector (qf = qu,d and qg = qs) for kaon. We observe clear plateaux for both PS mesons. The results

from the PS-A4 correlators show similar behavior.

The PS meson masses are obtained by the simultaneous fit of the PS-PS and PS-A4 correlators of Eqs. (21)

and (23), where the fit range is taken to be 17 ≤ τ/a ≤ 41 for the light-light quark sector and 25 ≤ τ/a ≤ 39

for the light-heavy quark sector. The corresponding fit results as well as the statistical errors are shown by

the black lines with gray bands in Fig. 8. We also study the systematic errors by investigating the fit range

dependence.
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FIG. 8. Effective masses for pion (left) and kaon (right) obtained from the PS-PS correlators. The black lines

with gray bands depict the results with statistical errors obtained by the simultaneous fit of the PS-PS and PS-A4

correlators.

In Fig. 9, we show the effective PCAC bare quark masses for u, d and s quarks. The u, d quark mass

is obtained from correlators in the light-light quark sector, while the s quark mass is obtained from the

combination of correlators in the light-light and light-heavy quark sectors. Clear plateaux are observed

in both quark masses. Shown together by the black lines with gray bands in Fig. 9 are the results with

statistical errors from the simultaneous fit of the PS-PS and PS-A4 correlators combined with Eq. (25).
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FIG. 9. Effective masses for the PCAC bare quark masses for u, d (left) and s (right) quarks obtained from the

combinations of the PS-PS and PS-A4 correlators in light-light and light-heavy quark sectors. The black lines

with gray bands depict the results with statistical errors obtained by the simultaneous fit of the PS-PS and PS-A4

correlators.

The summary of the results for the PS meson masses and PCAC bare quark masses are tabulated in

Table III. Our result of ms/mud = 27.39(11)(+1
−0) is found to be consistent with the FLAG average value for

(2 + 1)-flavor QCD, ms/mud = 27.42(12) [1].

We also compare our numerical results on a 964 lattice with those given by the PACS Collaboration on

1284 and 644 lattices [25, 26], since we take the same simulation parameters, (β, κud, κs), with theirs. We

note that, in the case of the PACS results on a 644 lattice, the results at the simulation point (referred to

644 (org)) correspond to those at slightly different physical quark masses due to the finite volume effect on

κc, so the results at the reweighted (κud, κs) parameters (referred to 644 (reweighted)) are the relevant ones
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amud ams ms/mud amπ amK

0.001386(6)(+1
−0) 0.037974(40)(+2

−2) 27.39(11)(+1
−0) 0.058606(152)(+10

−13) 0.214552(43)(+1
−4)

TABLE III. The results for PCAC (AWI) bare quark masses and PS meson masses in lattice units. The errors in

the first parentheses are statistical ones and those in the second parentheses are systematic ones originating from the

fit-range uncertainty of the simultaneous fit.

 0.0575
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1284 644(org) 644(reweighted) 964

am
π
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FIG. 10. Comparison of our results and PACS results [25] for pion mass (left) and kaon mass (right) in lattice units,

where the error bars are statistical. Our results obtained on a 964 lattice are shown in red diamonds with gray bands

depicting our statistical errors. The PACS results on 1284, 644 (org) and 644 (reweighted) lattices are shown by blue

squares, black circles and green triangles, respectively, where 644 (org) and 644 (reweighted) denote results at the

simulation point and those at the reweighted point for (κud, κs) parameters.

to be compared with [25].

Figure 10 shows the comparison for the pion and kaon masses in lattice units. Our results are consistent

with the PACS results on 1284 and 644 (reweighted) lattices within ∼ 1σ error, and have smaller statistical

errors thanks to higher statistics. We note that the estimate based on the one-loop SU(3) chiral perturbation

theory (ChPT) shows that the finite volume effects are much smaller than the statistical errors in these

results [25, 55].

In Fig. 11, we show the comparison for the PCAC bare quark masses of u, d and s quarks in lattice units.
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FIG. 11. Same as Fig. 10, but for PCAC (AWI) bare quark masses for u, d (left) and s (right) quarks in lattice

units.
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The obtained u, d quark mass is consistent with the PACS result on 1284 and 644 (reweighted) lattices,

and our result has a smaller error as expected. On the other hand, the result of the s quark mass exhibits

unexpected behavior. While the results are consistent with each other within the errors, our result has a

much larger statistical error than those of the PACS result.

It turns out that different flavor sector of the correlators are used to extract s quark mass. In our case,

we use the combination of light-light and light-heavy quark sector of correlators, Eqs. (21) and (23), while

the PACS Collaboration used those only in the heavy-heavy quark sector (without so-called disconnected

diagrams) [56]. In fact, we checked that the statistical error of the s quark mass from our data becomes

smaller than those of the PACS results, if we use the heavy-heavy quark sector of correlators.

We, however, note that the PCAC relation holds for the flavor non-singlet sector, and using heavy-

heavy quark sector in the (2 + 1)-flavor QCD introduces systematic errors associated with the disconnected

diagrams and/or the (partially) quenching effects for the heavy valence quarks. The renormalization as well

as the O(ma) improvement becomes also non-trivial in this case. Given that the statistical error of s quark

mass obtained from the heavy-heavy sector becomes extremely small, O(10−4) [25], the systematic errors

mentioned above may not be neglected. Therefore, we use the combination of flavor off-diagonal light-light

and light-heavy sectors for the s quark mass.

In the analysis by the PACS Collaboration, a large finite volume effect on κc on a 644 lattice was indicated

from the comparison of the PS meson masses and the quark masses between 1284 and 644 (org) [25]. Since

our results on 964 are found to be consistent with PACS results on 1284, we conclude that κc is also consistent

between 964 and 1284.

C. Numerical results: decay constants of pseudo-scalar mesons

The last quantities obtained from the simultaneous fit of the PS-PS and PS-A4 correlation functions are

the decay constants for pion and kaon. The obtained values are summarized in Table IV.

afπ afK fK/fπ

0.056980(136)(+4
−6)(690) 0.067792(68)(+5

−5)(822) 1.1898(26)(+0
−1)

TABLE IV. The results for the decay constants for pion and kaon in lattice units. The errors in the first and second

parentheses are statistical ones and systematic ones originating from the fit-range uncertainty of the simultaneous fit,

respectively. The systematic errors given in the third parentheses for fπ, fK are estimated from uncertainties of ZA.

The comparison plots between ours and the PACS results with statistical errors are shown in Fig. 12. Note

that systematic errors originating from uncertainties of the renormalization constant, ZA, are irrelevant in

this comparison, since ZA should be common in both results. We observe that our data are consistent with

those from the PACS Collaboration, in particular with the PACS results on a 1284 lattice. In fact, SU(3)

ChPT indicates that the finite volume effects are much smaller than the statistical errors in our results on

964 and PACS results on 1284 [25, 55]. On the other hand, the PACS results on 644 (reweighted) show

some discrepancies from our results on 964 and PACS results on 1284. The reason is most likely the finite

volume effect on a 644 (or (5.4fm)4) lattice, as is semiquantitatively supported by the estimates from SU(3)

ChPT [25].

Finally, we compare our results of fK/fπ = 1.1898(26)(+0
−1) with the FLAG average value of fK±/fπ± . To

this end, we follow the prescription to estimate the strong-isospin correction based on NLO SU(3) ChPT [1],

fK±

fπ±
=

fK
fπ

√
1 + δSU(2), (33)

δSU(2) ≈
√
3 ϵSU(2)

[
−4

3
(fK/fπ − 1) +

2

3(4π)2f2
0

(
m2

K −m2
π −m2

π ln
m2

K

m2
π

)]
. (34)
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FIG. 12. Same as Fig. 10, but for decay constants of pion (left) and kaon (right) in lattice units.

Using ϵSU(2) =
√
3/(4R) with R = 38.1(1.5), F0 = f0/

√
2 = 80(20) MeV [1] and the values of mπ,mK

determined in Sec. VII, we estimate δSU(2) ≃ −0.0038 and obtain

fK±

fπ±
= 1.1875(26)(+0

−1)(23), (35)

where the error in the third parenthesis is due to 100% uncertainty assumed for δSU(2). This result is found

to be consistent with the FLAG average value for (2 + 1)-flavor QCD, fK±/fπ± = 1.1917(37) [1] within

uncertainties.

V. STABLE BARYONS

In this section, we calculate the masses of the five baryons, N , Λ, Σ, Ξ, and Ω, which are low-lying stable

baryons in strong interaction. The obtained result for the Ω mass will be used for the scale setting in Sec. VII.

A. Calculation strategy

The mass of a baryon B is calculated from two-point temporal correlators,

C(τ) =
∑
x⃗

⟨B(sink)(x⃗, τ)B
(src)

(y⃗, 0)⟩, (36)

where we omit the spin indices for simplicity.

The baryon operator B(x) with x = (x⃗, τ) for an octet baryon is defined by

B(x) = ϵabc(qa(x)
TCγ5qb(x))qc(x), (37)

where C = γ4γ2 is the charge conjugation matrix and a, b, c are the color indices. The spin and parity

projection to JP = 1
2

+
is performed as

C(O)(τ) = Tr
[
P

1
2
+

C(τ)
]

(38)

with

P
1
2
+

≡ 1 + γ4
2

, (39)



15

where Tr is taken in the spinor space.

For the decuplet baryons with spin 3/2, we employ the correlator of the Rarita-Schwinger fields defined as

Cij(τ) =
∑
x⃗

⟨B(sink)
i (x⃗, τ)B

(src)

j (y⃗, 0)⟩, (40)

Bi(x) = ϵabc(qa(x)
TCγiqb(x))qc(x), (41)

where we explicitly show the indices for the spatial label of the Rarita-Schwinger fields, i, j = 1, 2, 3. The

spin and parity projection to JP = 3
2

+
is performed as

C(D)(τ) =
∑

i,j=1,2,3

Tr

[
P

3
2
+

ij Cij(τ)

]
(42)

with

P
3
2
+

ij ≡ 1 + γ4
2

(δij −
1

3
γiγj). (43)

In the calculation of the correlators, there is additional freedom to introduce smearing in the sink and/or

source quark operators. After benchmark of several possibilities, we employ the analysis of the correlators

with the point-sink and wall-source operators as our main results, where the quark operator in the source

operator B(src) is replaced with the wall-source one,

q(w)
a (τ) ≡

∑
y⃗

qa(y⃗, τ), (44)

together with the Coulomb gauge fixing for the configurations. A reason for this choice is that the large

amount of statistical data is accumulated for this setup as the by-product of our calculations of two-baryon

systems with the wall-source, and we can achieve better precision compared to other choices.

In the case of the mass of Ω, which is obtained with the highest precision and is used for the scale setting,

we perform additional calculations using the variational method [57] with the smeared-sink and smeared-

source operators. In this method, a rigorous upper bound for the mass can be obtained, and we can estimate

the systematic error in the result obtained from the wall-source.

In the variational method, a generalized eigenvalue problem (GEVP) is solved for the correlator matrix of

the baryon. The (l, l′)-element of the correlator matrix is defined as the two-point temporal correlators with

l-th smeared-sink and l′-th smeared-source operators

[C(τ)]ll′ =
∑
x⃗

⟨B(l)(x⃗, τ)B
(l′)

(y⃗, 0)⟩. (45)

Here, the smeared baryon operators, B(l), are given by replacing the local quark operator with the smeared

one,

q(l)a (x⃗, τ) =
∑
y⃗

f (l)
q (|x⃗− y⃗|)qa(y⃗, τ), (46)

where f
(l)
q (r) is a smearing function.

The GEVP of the correlator matrix is solved as

C̃(τ) = V †(τD)C−1/2(τ0)C(τ)C−1/2(τ0)V (τD) (47)

with the parameter τ0 and τD, and the rotational matrix V (τD) is defined to make the matrix C̃(τD)

diagonal. It is also checked that C̃(τ) at τ ̸= τD is almost diagonal. The component [C̃(τ)]11 corresponds

to the correlator of the lowest energy state. The parameters τ0 and τD with τD > τ0 ≥ τ/2 [58] should be

large to suppress the contribution from the excited states.
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For the calculation of the correlators with smeared-sink and smeared-source, we utilize the Z3 noise source

method [26, 59–61] in order to reduce the statistical fluctuations. The three-dimensional lattice of size L3

is divided into n3
sub sub-lattices with the size of L3

sub = (L/nsub)
3, and the sub-lattices are labeled by the

even-odd coloring. The spatial center of the smearing function f
(l)
q is located on each even-colored sub-lattice

so that (n3
sub/2) copies of the original smearing function are distributed in the total lattice, and each copy

of the smearing function is multiplied by the Z3 random number. In this way, we can prepare a quark

source operator which has support for an independent single-baryon operator at (n3
sub/2) spatially different

places simultaneously. The spatial distribution of this work is same as the s2 (even-odd) spatial dilution

(in sub-lattice degrees of freedom) given in Ref. [62], and also as the crystal structure of face-centered-cubic

(FCC) in Ref. [26].

In our study, we employ a Gaussian-type smearing function. Moreover, we use the tail-cut technique for

the smearing, where the smearing function is defined within a finite distance in order to avoid overlap of the

smearing functions from spatially separated sources. The explicit form for the smearing function in Eq. (46)

is given as

f (l)
q (r) =


A

(l)
q e−α

(l)
q r2 for 0 < r < rcut,

1 for r = 0,

0 for rcut ≤ r.

(48)

When combined with the Z3 noise source method on our lattice with L/a = 96, we take Lsub/a = 24 with

nsub = 4 so that n3
sub/2 = 32 single baryon sources are distributed on the lattice (i.e., at spacial locations of

(0, 0, 0), (48, 0, 0), (24, 24, 0), (72, 24, 0), (0, 48, 0), (48, 48, 0), (24, 72, 0), (72, 72, 0), (24, 0, 24), · · · , (48, 72, 72)),
and the tail-cut parameter is taken as rcut = Lsub/(

√
2a). We confirm that both the Z3 noise method and

the tail-cut technique improve the signal-to-noise of the results of the baryon masses.

We have performed benchmark calculations with relatively low statistics to tune the dimension of the

correlator matrix (from 2 × 2 to 5 × 5) and the smearing parameters. In general, the lowest eigenstate of

the correlator matrix is expected to have a larger overlap with the desired ground state if the matrix has

a larger size. However, we found that the statistical error increases with the size of the correlator matrix.

Finally, we employ the 2× 2 correlator matrix in our study with high statistics to obtain the clearest signal

of the Ω baryon mass. The corresponding two sets of the smearing parameters for the s-quark sector (q = s)

are taken as A
(1)
s = A

(2)
s = 1, (α

(1)
s , α

(2)
s ) = (0.30250, 0.02560), where the smearing parameters of l = 1, 2

correspond to the narrow and broad extent of the quark fields, respectively. The mass of Ω is obtained by

solving GEVP of the corresponding 2× 2 correlator matrix.

We also performed supplemental calculations for other baryons in the 2× 2 variational method using the

smearing parameters for the u, d-quark sectors, A
(1)
u,d = A

(2)
u,d = 1, (α

(1)
u,d, α

(2)
u,d) = (0.13505, 0.01155), whereas

the parameters for the s-quark are taken to be the same as in the Ω case. However, we found that the

statistical fluctuations are much larger than the case of Ω. Considering that the computational cost is also

much larger due to the u, d-quark solver, we do not use the variational method for baryons other than Ω.

B. Numerical results: baryon masses

First, we present analyses of the masses of baryons from the correlators with the point-sink and wall-

sources. Quark propagators are solved with the periodic boundary condition for all directions and stopping

conditions |rcrit| < 10−8(10−12) for u, d-quarks (s-quark). The hypercubic symmetry on the lattice (4

rotations and 96 temporal source locations) is used with 1600 configurations as well as the average of

the forward/backward propagations, so that the total number of measurements is 1600 × 4 × 96 × 2 =

1, 228, 800. The statistical errors are estimated by the jackknife method with 20 jackknife samples (bin size =

80 configurations). We have checked that the results are almost unchanged in the case of bin size = 160, 40, 20

configurations.

In Fig. 13, we show the effective masses of five baryons simultaneously, and the enlarged figures for each
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FIG. 13. The effective masses for five baryons in lattice units. The fit range and fit results with statistical errors are

shown by black lines with gray bands.

baryon are shown in Fig. 14, where the effective mass is defined as

meff(τ) ≡ log
C(B)(τ)

C(B)(τ + 1)
(49)

with C(B)(τ) = C(O)(τ) or C(D)(τ). We observe a good plateau for each baryon corresponding to the ground

state saturation.

The baryon masses are obtained by fitting the correlators by a single exponential functional form with the

fit ranges chosen from the plateau regions in the effective mass plots. In Figs. 13 and 14, the fit results are

shown by black lines with gray bands denoting the statistical errors. The numerical fit results with statistical

errors and the fit ranges are summarized in Table V. We also consider several different choices for the fit ranges

by changing the lower and/or upper bounds of ranges by several time slices, and estimate the systematic

errors in the baryon masses. The resulting systematic errors for the octet baryons are given in Table V. The

relative magnitudes of the finite volume effect are expected to be ∼ (mPS/mB)·e−(mPSL)/(mPSL) < O(10−4)

from ChPT with mPS(mB) being a relevant PS meson mass (baryon mass) [64], and thus are negligible in

the current precision. In the case of the Ω mass, the systematic errors are estimated not only from the fit

range dependence but also from the analysis with the variational method as will be described below. This

additional study is performed because the Ω mass is determined with the highest precision and is used for

the scale setting.

TABLE V. The results of the masses of the five baryons in lattice unit. The central values as well as statistical

errors (in the first parentheses) are obtained from the analyses of the wall-source data with the fit ranges given in the

table. The systematic errors (in the second parentheses) are estimated from the fit range dependence. In the case of

the Ω mass, the result of the variational method is additionally used to estimate the systematic error.

baryon mass fit range

N 0.40179(64)(+4
−20) [14,20]

Λ 0.47947(154)(+18
−95) [22,27]

Σ 0.51414(237)(+11
−105) [22,27]

Ξ 0.56469(74)(+58
−0 ) [27,31]

Ω 0.71510(46)(+93
−5 ) [26,30]

We present the details of the analysis with the variational method for the Ω baryon. The 2× 2 correlator

matrix is calculated with the Z3 noise method and the tail-cut technique at 16 temporal source locations, and

thus the total number of measurements is 1600 confs× 4 rotations× 16 sources× 2 propagations = 204, 800.
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FIG. 14. Effective masses for five low-lying baryons with point-sink and wall-source correlators in lattice units. The

red lines are the fit results with the red bands denoting the statistical errors. The dotted lines denote the isospin-

averaged experimental results from Particle Data Group(PDG) [63], where the Ω mass is used for the scale setting.

The statistical errors are estimated by the jackknife method with bin size = 80 configurations as in the case

of the wall-source analysis and bin size dependence is found to be negligible. In terms of the parameters in

the variational method, τ0 and τD in Eq. (47), we tried several combinations and (τ0, τD) = (19, 22) is found

to give the clearest signal for the Ω baryon.

The effective mass of Ω with the variational method is shown in Fig. 15 by blue circles. Here, the effective

mass is defined by

m̃eff(τ) = − 1

τ − τ0
log[C̃(τ)]11 (50)

with [C̃(τ)]11 being the lowest diagonal element of Eq. (47). This definition is found to give smaller statistical

errors than the case of Eq. (49). Shown together in Fig. 15 by red triangles are the effective masses from

the point-sink and wall-source (with the definition of Eq. (49) as before). We find that the results from

the variational method and the wall-source converge to consistent plateaux within the error bars around

26 ≲ τ/a ≲ 30. By fitting [C̃(τ)]11 with a single exponential function, we obtain the result of the variational

method as am
(var.)
Ω = 0.71603(120) with the fit range [26, 30]. The result is insensitive to a change of the fit
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range.

We note that the result from the variational method gives us the upper bound of the true value, while

that from the wall-source analysis does not have such a property. In our analysis, we see that the Ω mass

from the variational method decreases as the parameters (τ0, τD) increase. However, the statistical error is

found to become larger in the case of larger (τ0, τD). This is why we employ (τ0, τD) = (19, 22) as an optimal

choice in the variational method and we utilize the corresponding result to estimate the upper side of the

systematic error for the Ω mass.

Our final result for the Ω mass leads to amΩ = 0.71510(46)(+93
−5 ) and is given in Table V. The central

value and statistical error are obtained from the wall-source analysis. The systematic error is estimated from

the largest deviation considering both the upper bound given from the variational method and the fit range

dependence in the wall-source analysis.

In the study of the PACS Collaboration, which employs essentially the same configuration setup as this

study, any reasonable plateau is not found for Ω in their point-sink and (exponential-type) smeared-source

two-point correlator [26]. A possible reason why we observe a clear plateau in our point-sink and wall-

source correlator is that excited state contaminations from meson-baryon scattering states are expected to

be suppressed in the wall-source because the dominant meson-baryon states are the P-wave states. We also

note that our statistics are much larger than those in Ref. [26], which is helpful in identifying the plateau. It

could be also interesting to apply the generalized pencil of functions analysis for the wall-source correlator

to further suppress excited state contaminations [65].

In the variational method, such excited state contaminations are automatically suppressed by solving

the GEVP. However, we employ only single-baryon (three-quark) type operators in our variational method,

which would have a small overlap with meson-baryon scattering states. This could be a reason why we have

to take large (τ0, τD) in our study. In the future, it will be desirable to employ not only single-baryon type

operators but also meson-baryon type operators in the variational method.

FIG. 15. The effective mass for Ω baryon in lattice units with two analyses, one from the point-sink and wall-source

operators (red triangles) and the other from the variational method (blue circles). The fit results as well as the

corresponding statistical errors for each analysis are shown by lines and bands, respectively. The data are slightly

shifted horizontally for visibility.

VI. UNSTABLE HADRONS

We present the study of the low-lying resonances, the decuplet baryons (∆,Σ∗ and Ξ∗), and the vector

mesons (ρ,K∗ and ϕ). As a rigorous treatment of these hadrons, it is necessary to calculate the scattering

phase shifts of the relevant decay modes as formulated in Refs. [15, 66] and extract the pole position in the

scattering matrix. Since such a detailed analysis is beyond the scope of this paper, we here present a simple
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analysis which is performed in the same way as in the case of stable hadrons. Such an analysis is expected

to be a good approximation for hadrons with small decay widths, but large systematic uncertainties are

introduced for hadrons with large decay widths.

The correlators are calculated with the point-sink and wall-source operators as described in Sec. VB. The

effective mass plots are shown in Appendix C. The fit results are summarized in Table VI. We note again

that the study considering decay modes is necessary in the future in particular for hadrons with large decay

widths.

TABLE VI. The results of the masses of the resonant hadrons in lattice units. The central values as well as statistical

errors (in the first parentheses) are obtained from the analyses of the wall-source data with the fit ranges given in

the table. The systematic errors (in the second parentheses) are estimated from the fit range dependence.

hadron mass fit range

∆ 0.54195(105)(+7
−4) [11,16]

Σ∗ 0.60080(417)(+115
−0 ) [20,24]

Ξ∗ 0.66178(175)(+0
−211) [25,28]

ρ 0.31710(8)(+36
−4147) [6,10]

K∗ 0.38156(8)(+6
−604) [11,15]

ϕ 0.43695(8)(+1
−33) [19,25]

VII. SCALE SETTING AND OBSERVABLES IN PHYSICAL UNITS

The lattice cutoff scale is determined in this section. In our study, we choose the mass of the Ω baryon,

mΩ, for the determination of the lattice cutoff scale. As was shown in Sec. VB, mΩ is determined with the

highest precision among all the baryons considered and its systematic error is thoroughly under control.

Using the experimental value of the Ω mass [63], mΩ = 1672.45 [MeV], we determine the lattice spacing

as

a = 0.084372(54)(+109
−6 ) [fm], (51)

1

a
= 2338.8(1.5)(+0.2

−3.0) [MeV]. (52)

We also confirm that the lattice scale determined from the Ξ mass is consistent with that from the Ω mass.

Our lattice scale is slightly different from that obtained from PACS10 configurations [26], which employ

essentially the same gauge configuration setup, a−1PACS10 = 2316.2(4.4) [MeV]. For in-depth comparison

between two results, see Appendix B.

Using our lattice cutoff scale, we can now give the physical values for the renormalized quark masses and

the decay constants of PS mesons as

mMS
ud (2 GeV) = 3.225(+16

−19)(46) [MeV], mMS
s (2 GeV) = 88.37(+0.15

−0.22)(1.26) [MeV], (53)

fπ = 133.3(+0.4
−0.5)(1.6) [MeV], fK = 158.6(+0.3

−0.4)(1.9) [MeV]. (54)

Here, the first errors denote the sum of the statistical and systematic errors of each quantity in lattice units

as well as the statistical and systematic errors of the lattice unit combined in quadrature, while the second

errors in quark masses and decay constants present the error of (ZA/ZP ) and ZA, respectively.

The masses of low-lying hadrons in physical units are given in Table VII. The numbers in the first (second)

parentheses denote the statistical (systematic) errors. The statistical correlations between each hadron and

Ω baryon wall-source correlators are properly taken into account in the estimate of statistical errors. In Table

VII, the experimental values corresponding to the isospin-averaged masses are also shown for comparison. In

Fig. 16, we show a summary plot for stable hadrons by red circles together with experimental values shown

by black lines. In this paper, mΩ is used as an input for the scale setting, and masses of all other hadrons,
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FIG. 16. Summary of hadron spectrum at the physical point, where mΩ is used as an input for the scale setting.

mπ,mK are outputs in this paper, but they were essentially used as inputs in previous studies with the same lattice

setting [25]. Red circles and blue triangles denote the masses of stable hadrons and hadronic resonances, respectively,

with statistical and systematic errors combined in quadrature. Horizontal black lines denote the experimental values,

and gray bands correspond to the decay widths of resonances.

including mπ,mK , are outputs. In Fig. 16, however, we indicate that mπ,mK also correspond to inputs,

since quark mass parameters κud, κs used in this study were previously tuned using mπ,mK in Ref. [25].

The lattice results of the masses of hadrons are found to be sufficiently close to the experimental results

considering the uncertainties of the isospin breaking effects. This also indicates that the discretization errors

in this study is small, but it would be better to perform explicit calculations for the continuum extrapolation

in the future. In Fig. 16, the results for hadron resonances are also shown by blue triangles. Note that they

are obtained neglecting the effect of hadronic decays and more proper phase shift studies of relevant decay

modes are left for future studies.

TABLE VII. Summary table for the masses of stable hadrons in physical units. The first and second parentheses

denote the statistical and systematic errors, respectively. The experimental values correspond to isospin-averaged

ones.

hadron experiment [MeV] lattice [MeV]

π 138.04 137.1(0.3)(+0.0
−0.2)

K 495.64 501.8(0.3)(+0.0
−0.7)

N 938.92 939.7(1.8)(+0.2
−1.7)

Λ 1115.68 1121.4(3.6)(+0.5
−3.7)

Σ 1193.15 1202.5(5.6)(+0.3
−4.0)

Ξ 1318.29 1320.7(2.1)(+1.5
−1.7)

Ω 1672.45 input

VIII. SUMMARY AND CONCLUDING REMARKS

In this paper, we have reported the scale setting and hadronic properties for a new set of lattice QCD

gauge configurations generated by the HAL QCD Collaboration which is named as “HAL-conf-2023”. The

purpose of this new generation is to enable lattice simulations at the physical point, on a large lattice volume

and with a large number of ensembles. We employed (2+1)-flavor nonperturbatively O(a) improved Wilson

fermions with stout smearing and the Iwasaki gauge action at β = 1.82. The size of the lattice is 964,

corresponding to (8.1fm)4 in physical units. We generated as many as 8,000 trajectories at the physical

point using the simulation parameters employed by the PACS Collaboration [25, 26].
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We showed the MD history of the generation and basic properties of the configurations including the

plaquette value, the topological charge distribution and their auto-correlation times. We observed that the

MD evolution was stable, and the auto-correlation times are short even for the topological charge, indicating

that this configuration set is well spread in the configuration space.

We performed the scale setting using the Ω baron mass as a reference scale. The systematic error has been

carefully examined by the operator dependence of the correlation function of Ω, and the value of the lattice

cutoff is determined as a−1 = 2338.8(1.5)(+0.2
−3.0) MeV.

We calculated the correlation functions of hadrons and obtained the physical results of single hadron

spectra, quark masses and decay constants of pseudoscalar mesons in the light quark sector. The masses

of the pseudoscalar mesons are found to be (mπ,mK) = (137.1(0.3)(+0.0
−0.2), 501.8(0.3)(

+0.0
−0.7)) MeV, which

are sufficiently close to the experimental values considering the uncertainties of the isospin breaking. The

masses of other stable hadrons also agree with the experimental values within a sub-percent level. The

results of the quark masses and decay constants are compared to those from PACS10 configuration with the

same simulation parameter [25, 26] and those of FLAG average [1], and are found to be consistent within

uncertainties. These results show that this configuration set, HAL-conf-2023, serves as good physical point

ensembles to be used for future lattice QCD calculations for various physical quantities. One of the notable

utilities of HAL-conf-2023 is the physical point simulations of hadron interactions, which are currently in

progress and will be reported elsewhere.

Finally, we remark several uncertainties to be investigated in the future. The present calculation is

performed at only one lattice spacing and the continuum limit is yet to be taken. While the agreements

of our results with experimental values as well as with the FLAG average values (in the continuum limit)

indicate that the scaling violation is suppressed for this configuration set, explicit calculations at finer lattice

spacings would be desirable. In addition, the “physical point” in our (2 + 1)-flavor lattice QCD simulation

is defined only up to the uncertainties of the isospin breaking effects. The vacuum polarization effect of the

charm quark has not been taken into account, either. In the future, it is desirable to perform (2 + 1 + 1),

(1 + 1 + 1) and (1 + 1 + 1 + 1)-flavor QCD (+ QED) simulations to fully control the systematics in lattice

calculations.
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Appendix A: The ratio-difference method for quark masses

In order to obtain physical quark masses, the so-called ratio-difference method was developed by the BMW

Collaboration [49]. In this method, AWI and VWI bare quark masses are combined in a different way than
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the one used in the main text (Sec. IVA), considering that physical quark masses are obtained by additive

and multiplicative (only multiplicative) renormalization for VWI (AWI) masses for Wilson-type fermions.

While their concept and the derivation were well-described in [49], we find that the obtained formula in

Ref. [49] has to be corrected. This is because they performed the O(ma) improvement for AWI masses in

each flavor (Eq. (11.6) in Ref. [49]), while such improvement is valid only for flavor non-singlet sectors [52].

In this appendix, we give a formula derived with the correct O(ma) improvement. In addition, we take into

account the O(g40) terms which are neglected in Ref. [49].

We define the AWI bare quark masses as

mAWI
f +mAWI

g =
⟨0|∂4A4|PS⟩
⟨0|P |PS⟩

. (A1)

and the VWI bare quark masses [71]

mVWI
f =

1

a

(
1

2κf
− 1

2κc

)
. (A2)

Here, O(a) improvement of the axial-current A4 → A4 + acA∂4P is implicitly understood, and the flavor

indices f, g should be taken such that the axial-current is flavor non-singlet.

The physical quark masses m̂f obtained by the O(ma) improvement and renormalization for the AWI or

VWI bare quark masses are given by [52]

m̂fg =
ZA

ZP

[
1 + abAmfg + ab̄ATrM

1 + abPmfg + ab̄PTrM

]
mAWI

fg +O(a2), (A3)

where m′fg = (m′f +m′g)/2 with m′ denoting m̂,m or mAWI, and

m̂f = Zm

{[
mf + (rm − 1)

TrM

Nf

]
+a

[
bmm2

f + b̄mmfTrM + (rmdm − bm)
Tr(M2)

Nf
+ (rmd̄m − b̄m)

(TrM)2

Nf

]}
+O(a2).

(A4)

In the following, we employ mVWI for the bare mass m appearing in the O(ma) improvement terms as is

usually the case in the literature [52], and the improvement coefficients, bX , b̄X , dX , d̄X(X = A,P,m), are

defined accordingly.

We now derive the formula for the ratio-difference method. For simplicity, we consider Nf = 2 + 1 QCD

hereafter, with flavor indices (u, d, s) labeled by (1, 2, 3). The formula for other flavor cases can be obtained

similarly.

We begin with the following definitions and trivial equalities,

dimp ≡ 1

Zm
(am̂s − am̂ud) (A5)

d ≡ amVWI
s − amVWI

ud (A6)

rimp ≡ m̂s

m̂ud
(A7)

r ≡ mAWI
s

mAWI
ud

= 2
mAWI

13

mAWI
12

− 1 (A8)

am̂ud = Zm
dimp

rimp − 1
(A9)

am̂s = Zm
rimpdimp

rimp − 1
(A10)
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From Eqs. (A3) and (A4),

dimp = (amVWI
s − amVWI

ud )×
[
1 + abm(mVWI

s +mVWI
ud ) + ab̄mTrMVWI +O(a2)

]
(A11)

m̂13

m̂12
=

1

2
rimp +

1

2

=
mAWI

13

mAWI
12

[
1 + a(bA − bP )(m

VWI
13 −mVWI

12 ) +O(a2)
]

=
r + 1

2

[
1 + (bA − bP )

1

2
d+O(a2)

]
(A12)

The next step is to express (mVWI
s +mVWI

ud ) and TrMVWI = (mVWI
s + 2mVWI

ud ) which appear in dimp by

some functions of r, d. For this purpose, we use Eqs. (A12) and (A4) to show that

m̂s

m̂ud
= r +O(a) (A13)

and

m̂s

m̂ud
=

mVWI
s + (rm − 1) 13 (m

VWI
s + 2mVWI

ud )

mVWI
ud + (rm − 1) 13 (m

VWI
s + 2mVWI

ud )
+O(a). (A14)

Equating Eqs. (A13) and (A14), we obtain

mVWI
s

mVWI
ud

=
(2rm + 1)r − 2(rm − 1)

(rm + 2)− (rm − 1)r
+O(a) (A15)

and thus

amVWI
s + amVWI

ud = (amVWI
s − amVWI

ud ) · m
VWI
s /mVWI

ud + 1

mVWI
s /mVWI

ud − 1

= d

[
3(r + 1) + (rm − 1)(r − 1)

3rm(r − 1)
+O(a)

]
(A16)

amVWI
s + 2amVWI

ud = (amVWI
s − amVWI

ud ) · m
VWI
s /mVWI

ud + 2

mVWI
s /mVWI

ud − 1

= d

[
r + 2

rm(r − 1)
+O(a)

]
(A17)

To summarize, the formula for the ratio-difference method is

am̂ud = Zm
dimp

rimp − 1
(A18)

am̂s = Zm
rimpdimp

rimp − 1
(A19)

dimp = d ·
[
1 + bmd · 3(r + 1) + (rm − 1)(r − 1)

3rm(r − 1)
+ b̄md · r + 2

rm(r − 1)
+O(a2)

]
(A20)

rimp = r

[
1 + (bA − bP )d ·

r + 1

2r
+O(a2)

]
(A21)

d =
1

2κs
− 1

2κud
(A22)

r = 2
mAWI

13

mAWI
12

− 1, (A23)
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where dimp and rimp are different from the original formula given by the BMW Collaboration (Eqs. (11.14)

and (11.15) in Ref. [49]).

We note that, in numerical calculations for quark masses by the BMW Collaboration [49, 50], the tree-level

improvement coefficients are used in practice, where (bA − bP ) = b̄A = b̄P = b̄m = 0, rm = 1. In such a case,

the differences in the formula become irrelevant and their numerical results remain intact.

Appendix B: Comparison with PACS10 study

We present a comparison of physical point simulations with our HAL-Conf-2023 configurations and

PACS10 configurations by the PACS collaboration [25, 26], where the same action with the same param-

eters such as hopping parameters κ (except for the lattice volume) are employed in the generation. More

specifically, we find that there is a deviation of ≃ 1% (corresponding to 4.1σ) for the obtained values of the

lattice cutoff, a−1HAL = 2338.8(1.5)
(
+0.2
−3.0

)
MeV in our study and a−1PACS10 = 2316.2(4.4) MeV in the PACS10

study, and we examine the origin of the difference.

First, we consider the effect of the difference of the lattice volume, where N4
s = 964 (L = Nsa ≃ 8.1

fm) in HAL-Conf-2023 and N4
s = 1284 (L ≃ 10.8 fm) in PACS10 configurations. In the study of the PACS

collaboration [25, 26], configurations with N4
s = 644 (L ≃ 5.4 fm) with the same hopping parameters are also

generated, and the PS meson masses and the PCAC quark masses are found to be different between Ns = 64

and Ns = 128 due to the finite volume effect on the critical kappa κc. On this point, we find that our PS

meson masses and PCAC masses in lattice units are consistent with those of PACS10 as shown in Sec. IVB.

This indicates that Ns = 96 is large enough to be compared directly with Ns = 128. In addition, since the

PCAC masses (and baryon masses used for the scale setting) in lattice units become larger with a smaller

volume in the PACS study, our setup with Ns = 96 might underestimate the cutoff value a−1 compared to

Ns = 128 due to the finite volume effect on κc, if any. This is the opposite effect of the deviation between

a−1HAL and a−1PACS10. As further consideration, even when finite volume effect on κc is negligible, there could

also exist finite volume effect on baryon masses through, e.g., meson cloud contributions. However, such an

effect is considered to be negligible for our large spatial volume, as is estimated by ChPT in Sec. VB and is

numerically demonstrated in the PACS study for the comparison of baryon spectra between Ns = 128 and

Ns = 64 (with reweighted κ for the latter to compensate for the finite volume effect on κc). With these

considerations, we conclude that the difference of the lattice volume is not the origin of that between a−1HAL

and a−1PACS10.

Second, we consider the difference for the definition of the “physical point”. In the PACS10 study, quark

masses are slightly reweighted from the simulation point using the experimental values of (mπ0 ,mK0) with

the lattice scale determined by mΞ0 . On the other hand, we do not use the reweighting since the spectrum

on the simulation point is sufficiently close to our physical point target defined by the experimental spectra

with the isospin average, (mπave ,mKave), with the lattice scale determined by mΩ. Among several differences

given above, the effect of reweighting on mΞ0 in PACS10 study is much smaller than the difference between

a−1HAL and a−1PACS10 [26] and can be neglected. Also, the choice of baryon species for the scale setting is not

an issue within our study, since the lattice cutoff determined from mΩ is consistent with that determined

from mΞave . However, the choice of experimental value for mΞ does matter. In fact, the experimental value

of mΞ0 is about 0.3% smaller than mΞave and thus can explain a part of the 1% deviation between a−1HAL

and a−1PACS10. Note that this difference is unavoidable uncertainty for the Nf = 2 + 1 lattice QCD (without

QED) simulations, and there is no rigorous theoretical argument which one to choose [1].

Finally, we examine the origin of the remaining 0.7% deviation for the lattice cutoff. It turns out that

the mass of Ξ in lattice units, obtained on the lattice at the simulation point, has 0.5% deviation (2.6σ) as

(amΞ)HAL = 0.56469(74)
(
+58
−0

)
and (amΞ)PACS10 = 0.56742(50). In these calculations, the correlator with

the wall-source and point-sink operator is employed in our study, while the smeared-source and point-sink

operator is employed in the PACS10 study. In order to further study the dependence on the source operator,

we additionally calculate with smeared-source and point-sink operator with two smearing parameter sets,

l = 1 (narrow) and l = 2 (broad) given in Sec. VA.
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The effective masses in our calculations are shown in Fig.17. The red circles denote the results with the

wall-source, and the blue (green) triangles denote those with the narrow (broad) smeared-source. The red

horizontal line with a band denotes our fit result obtained from the wall-source with statistical and systematic

errors added in quadrature. As Fig.17 shows, all results are consistent with the red band in the large τ region.

In particular, while the wall-source data tend to converge from the lower side, our smeared-source data tend

to converge from the upper side, indicating that our identification of the ground state plateau is reliable.

In Fig.17, we also show the result of the PACS10 study for comparison, where the black dashed line with

a band is their fit result with their error obtained from the smeared-source at the simulation point. There

is a clear deviation from our results as mentioned before. We note that the smearing functions are slightly

different between our study and the PACS10 study, and the black dashed line does not correspond to the

fit of our smeared-source data (blue and green triangles). Having said that, a comparison implies that, if

one analyzes a correlator with only one specific choice of the operator, one may easily misidentify a pseudo-

plateau structure at early τ as a signal of the ground state saturation, which leads to an incorrect result for

the spectrum.

As discussed above, our analysis for mΞ passed the consistency check between different choices of the

source operator. In addition, our final result for the lattice cutoff is determined from mΩ, where a more

stringent and higher-precision cross check is performed between the result from the wall-source and point-sink

operator and that from the variational method with the 2× 2 smeared operators (See Sec. VB). Therefore,

we conclude that the reliability of our determination of the lattice cutoff is well established.

FIG. 17. Effective mass plot for the Ξ baryon in lattice units with two methods: the point-sink and wall-source

operators (red circles) and the point-sink and smeared-source operators (blue (green) triangles for narrow (broad)

smearing function). The red horizontal line denotes the fit results with the wall-source and point-sink operator, and

the red band denotes the statistical and systematic errors combined in quadrature. The black dashed line with a

band denotes the fit result of the PACS10 study, obtained from the smeared-source and point-sink operator at the

simulation point [26].

Appendix C: The effective masses of unstable hadrons

We show the effective mass plots for the unstable hadrons (resonances) discussed in Sec. VI. In Fig. 18, the

results are shown by red points. Shown together by red lines with red bands are the results of the single-state

fit of the correlators with statistical errors. Systematic errors are estimated by the fit range dependence. In

some hadrons, we do not see clear single plateaux, and we adopt two separate fit ranges for possible plateaux

as explicitly shown in Fig.18.
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FIG. 18. Effective masses for low-lying resonant decuplet baryons and vector mesons with point-sink and wall-source

correlators in lattice units. The red lines and red bands denote the fit results and the statistical errors, respectively.

The black dotted lines and the gray bands denote the experimental values of masses and widths, respectively.
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