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Abstract

In the past decades, research on the doubly heavy baryons developed rapidly in both experi-

ments and theories. In this work we study the mass spectra and semileptonic decay widths of the

doubly heavy Ξ and Ω baryons in the framework of the hypercentral constituent quark model. We

solve the six-dimensional Schrödinger equation via deep learning and particle swarm optimization

techniques to improve the speed and accuracy. Then, we predict the masses of the ground and

excited states of single and doubly heavy baryons. Working close to the zero recoil point, we also

study the b → c semileptonic decay widths and branching ratios of doubly heavy Ξ and Ω baryons.

Our results are compared to the exist experimental data and other theoretical evaluations. Our

predictions of mass spectrum and decay widths provide valuable information for the experiment

searching for undiscovered heavy baryon states.

1 Introduction

The spectroscopy of doubly heavy baryons has become one of the hot topics in hadronic physics. Dur-
ing the last few years significant progress has been made in heavy baryon physics and many theoretical
progresses have been achieved in doubly and triply heavy baryon spectroscopy [1, 2, 3]. The mass
spectrum and width are two determinative quantities for theoretical and experimental researches and
theoretical studies for the mass spectra and decay widths of heavy baryons are of special interest. The
first observation of doubly heavy baryons was reported by the SELEX Collaboration for doubly heavy
MΞ++

cc
baryon. They reported MΞ++

cc
= 3518± 1.7 MeV [4]. Later, the LHCb Collaboration reported

the new baryon mass for the Ξ++
cc state as 3621.40±0.72±0.14±0.27MeV and 3620.6±1.5±0.4±0.3

MeV obtained in different decay modes[5, 6]. Recently, the LHCb collaboration has carried out new
searches for the Ξbc and Ωbc doubly heavy baryons with a data sample of proton-proton collisions, but
these baryon states are not yet to be observed [7, 8, 9]. Although the Ξbc, Ωbc, Ξbb and Ωbb states
has not been yet found in experiments, they are expected to be observed in the near future [10, 11].
The production of doubly heavy baryons can be done at the LHC or future high luminosity e+e−

colliers. For the singly heavy baryons, mass spectra and some semileptonic decays have been measured
in experiments [12, 13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19, 20, 21]. In comparison to the doubly charmed Ξcc baryon,
searching for the other doubly heavy baryon states are more complicated. The search for these states is
really hard for the experiment since higher energy and higher beam luminosity are required to produce
them.
For the semileptonic decay widths of doubly heavy baryons no experimental data are also reported
and only a limited number of theoretical calculations are available. As there are more doubly heavy
baryons that may be obtained by experiment, proposing a theoretical model for their structures is
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essential [22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27, 28, 28, 29, 30, 31].
In recent years, machine learning has been the most popular computational approach for different
fields of modern science and a significant raise of interest has been seen in that area. The machine
learning techniques enable us to improve the performance and accuracy in theory and experiment.
The solution of three-body Schrödinger equation is complicated in hadron physics. The deep neural
network (DNN) as a subfield of machine learning techniques provides a solution to this problem. Deep
learning algorithms can identify the energy eigenvalues of the baryon systems. Use of neural networks
for solving differential equations has some advantages [36, 37]. One point is that by increasing the
dimensions of problem, the computational complexity does not increase considerably. The other advan-
tage is that the solution of the problem is continuous over the domain of integration [32]. In this study,
we present a mathematical model using the DNN combining with particle swarm optimization algo-
rithm (PSO) which is fast and provides high accuracy, to estimate the masses of the single and doubly
heavy baryons. Some earlier works studied the heavy hadron properties via neural networks and deep
learning techniques [32, 33, 34, 35]. Ref. [32] solved the six-dimensional nonrelativistic Schrödinger
equation via an artificial neural network and obtained the mass spectra of heavy Ωb baryon states in
a hypercentral approach. Ref. [33] used the neural networks and Gaussian processes to calculate the
masses of the light baryons, charmonium and pentaquark states. The authors of Ref. [34] presented
two approaches using the deep neural networks to predict the mass and width of the ordinary and ex-
otic mesons. Ref. [35] solved five-body Schrödinger equation of hidden-charm pentaquark resonances
by using the artificial neural network method and made predictions of parities for these states.
In this work, we study the single and doubly heavy baryon states in a hypercentral constituent quark
model. Firstly, we introduce our model and simplify the three-body Schrödinger equation using the
hypercentral model. Then, by applying the deep learning techniques, we evaluate the energy eigen-
values of the considered baryon systems. In our method, we also use the particle swarm optimization
to get the best values of the energies. In the next step, we calculate the mass spectra of the ground
and orbitally excited states of the single and doubly heavy baryons and compare our results to the
exist experimental data and other predictions. The exist experimental data of the single heavy baryon
masses help us to optimize our mass evaluations of the Ξ and Ω doubly heavy baryons. Working close
to the zero recoil point, we simplify the form factors of b → c semileptonic decays and evaluate the
semileptonic decay widths and branching ratios of the doubly heavy Ξ and Ω baryons. It helps us to
get a deep understanding of their structure. We consider the s = 1

2 → s = 1
2 transitions including

Ξbb → Ξbc, Ξbc → Ξcc, Ωbb → Ωbc, and Ωbc → Ωcc decays. The triplet doubly heavy baryons with s = 3
2

are dominated by the strong or electromagnetic decays and due to the smallness of the weak coupling,
their weak decays can not be observed in the experiments. Therefore, we ignore the calculations for
the semileptonic decays of s = 3

2 doubly heavy baryons.
The structure of this paper is in the following form. In Section 2 we introduce the three-body hyper-
central quark model and present our potential model. In Section 3 the deep neural networks is briefly
introduced. Our predictions for the ground and also orbitally excited states of the doubly heavy
baryons are presented in Section 5. In Section 6 by introducing a universal function as the form factor
of the considered transition, we calculate the semileptonic decay widths and corresponding branching
fractions of doubly charm and bottom heavy baryons. A short summary is given in Section 7.

2 Phenomenological model

In order to obtain the heavy baryon masses we need to calculate the energy eigenvalues and also the
eigenfunctions of the baryon states. We study the heavy baryons and therefore, the non-relativistic
formalism is an appropriate method. We consider the baryon system as a bound state of three con-
stituent quarks. Using the hypercentral constituent quark model [38, 39] we can simplify the three-
body problem of the baryon states. The configurations of three quarks can be described by the Jacoobi
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coordinates, ρ and λ,

~ρ =
1√
2
(~r1 − ~r2), ~λ =

1√
6
(~r1 + ~r2 − 2~r3) (1)

such that

mρ =
2m1m2

m1 +m2
, mλ =

2m3(m
2
1 +m2

2 +m1m2)

(m1 +m2)(m1 +m2 +m3)
(2)

Here m1, m2 and m3 are the constituent quark masses. We introduce the hyperspherical coordinates,
hyperradius x and hyperangle ζ defined in terms of the Jacoobi coordinates ρ and λ by

x =
√

ρ2 + λ2, ξ = arctan(

√

ρ

λ
). (3)

The Hamiltonian of three-body baron system takes the form

H =
p2ρ
2mρ

+
p2λ
2mλ

+ V (x). (4)

and the kinetic energy is given by (~ = c = 1)

−
(

∆ρ

2mρ
+

∆λ

2mλ

)

= − 1

2µ
(
d2

dx2
+

5

x

d

dx
− L2(Ωρ,Ωλ, ξ)

x2
), (5)

where µ =
2mρmλ

mρ +mλ
is the reduced mass and Ωρ and Ωλ are the angels of hyperspherical coordinates.

The wave function of a three-body system can be defined in terms of the hyperspherical harmonic
basis:

Ψ(ρ, λ) = Σγ,lρ,lλNγψν,γ(x)Y[γ],lρ,lλ(Ωρ,Ωλ, ξ). (6)

where γ is the grand angular quantum number and ν counts the nodes of the wave function. The
hyperradial wave function ψν,γ(x) is obtained as a solution of the hyperradial equation [39]

[
d2

dx2
+

5

x

d

dx
− γ(γ + 4)

x2
]ψν,γ(x) = −2µ[Eν,γ − V (x)]ψν,γ(x). (7)

We consider the Killingbeck potential given by [43]

V (x) = αx2 + βx− τ

x
, (8)

here, x is the hyperradius and α, β and τ are constant. In the present work, we solve the Schrödinger
equation 7 using deep learning technique combined with a PSO algorithm. We use a trial wave function
as supposed in our previous works [40, 41]. In our study we consider the baryon states with zero nodes
ν = 0, and neglect the spin dependent interactions.

3 Deep Learning Model for Energy Evaluation

Neural network is a computational model motivated by the biological nervous system and is made up of
computing units, called neurons. The first step in our framework involves the generation of a synthetic
dataset by solving the time-independent Schrödinger equation and using the shooting method. The
Schrödinger equation for the system under study is expressed as

[

d2

dx2
+

5

x

d

dx
− γ(γ + 4)

x2
− 2max2 − 2mbx+

2mc

x

]

ψγ(x) = −2mEγψγ(x). (9)

The goal is to compute Eγ energy eigenvalues such that the boundary conditions for ψγ(x) are satisfied.
Here deep learning model is designed to predict energy eigenvalues based on the features in dataset.
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3.1 Model Architecture

The deep neural network architecture consists of three layers: an input layer, hidden layers, and output
layer. These layers are connected to the next layer, however there is no connection among the neurons
in the same layer. They are ideal tools to solve differential equations. In this study, we consider a
feedforward neural network with one input layer, two hidden layers and one output layer. The output
layer consists of a single neuron to predict the Eγ energy eigenvalues.

3.2 Training Procedure

The neural network is trained using the mean squared error (MSE) loss function:

MSE =
1

n

n
∑

i=1

(Ytrue − Ypred)
2, (10)

where n, Ytrue and Ypred are the number of data points, actual value for i-th data point and predicted
value for the i-th data point. We employ the adaptive moment estimation optimizer for adaptive
learning rate adjustments during training. The model is trained over a large number of epochs to ensure
convergence. The dataset is split into 80% training and 20% validation subsets. The performance of
the model can be evaluated by using the root mean squared error (RMSE) and MSE on the validation
set to the prediction accuracy assessment.

4 Particle Swarm Optimization (PSO)

For the further refines of energy evaluations, we employ particle swarm optimization. PSO is a
population-based optimization algorithm inspired by the social behavior of birds, and is effective in
finding global optima in multi-dimensional search spaces. A swarm of particles is initialized randomly,
where each particle represents a solution (energy value). The position of each particle is updated
iteratively, and the fitness of each particle is evaluated using the trained deep learning model. The
fitness function for each particle is based on the difference between the predicted energy value and the
target energy value. The goal is to minimize this difference. The global best solution found by PSO
algorithm represents the optimal energy estimations.

5 Doubly heavy baryon mass spectra

By using the obtained Eγ energies, we are able to evaluate the mass spectra of the baryon systems. The
quark masses used in the present work are taken from our previous work [40]. We consider mq=320
MeV, ms=440 MeV, mc=1600 MeV and mb=4670 MeV.
Our calculated results of the masses of the ground and orbitally excited baryon states including P -wave
and D-wave are listed in Tables 1, 2, 3 and 4 and compared with the exist experimental data [42] and
the ones obtained from different theoretical models; non-relativistic quark model (NRQM), relativistic
quark model (RQM), heavy diquark effective theory (EFT), heavy quark spin symmetry (HQSS) and
Regge phenomenology (RPH) [43, 44, 45, 46, 47, 48, 49, 50, 51, 52, 53]. In our previous studies we
have also considered the heavy baryon states in a quark model and solved the Schrödinger equation
by the numerical method [43, 44] . Our evaluations for the ground and excited states of single charm
and bottom baryon masses are listed in Tables 1 and 2. Our predictions for the ground and orbitally
excited states of doubly heavy baryons are summarized in Tables 3 and 4. Our evaluated masses for
the single heavy baryons are very close to the experimental data. We could obtain the experimentally
measured mass of the Ξ++

cc doubly heavy baron [6] for the qcc baryon state in Table 3.
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Table 1: Masses of the ground and orbitally excited states of single charm baryons (in GeV).

State Baryon Our results Exp [42] NRQM[43] NRQM[45]
Σc 2.453 2.455 2.459 2.452

S-wave Ξc 2.463 2.465 2.504 2.473
Ωc 2.694 2.695 2.566 2.695
Σc 2.791 2.792 2.794

P -wave Ξc 2.789 2.791 2.726
Ωc 3.063 3.065 2.996
Σc 3.088 3.058

D-wave Ξc 3.113 2.960
Ωc 3.325 3.230

Table 2: Masses of the ground and orbitally excited states of single bottom baryons (in GeV).

State Baryon Our result Exp [42] NRQM[43] NRQM[46] RPH[47]
Σb 5.808 5.810 5.808 5.816 5813

S-wave Ξb 5.925 5.797 5.848 5.793 5.793
Ωb 6.043 6.045 5.903 6.048 6.048
Σb 6.096 6.098 6.105 6.098

P -wave Ξb 6.213 6.227 6.133 6.080
Ωb 6.337 6.339 6.321 6.325
Σb 6.384 6.363 6.369

D-wave Ξb 6.352 6.355 6.354
Ωb 6.631 6.554 6.590

6 Semileptonic B → B
′
lν̄ decay widhts and branching fractions

The semileptonic decays caused by the weak force in which a hadron decays weakly into another
hadron and a lepton and a neutrino are produced. To consider the semileptonic decays one needs to
determine the form factors of the transitions. There are different methods to simplify the transition
form factors [54, 56, 57, 58]. In the present work we study B(1/2+) → B′(1/2+) semileptonic decays
of doubly heavy baryons for b→ c transitions. The methodology for the decay widths follows the same
pattern used in our previous work [40].
The transition matrix element for the semileptonic decay is

T =
GF√
2
VcbJµLµ (11)

where GF and Vbc refers to the Fermi Coupling constant and CKM matrix element. Jµ is the weak
hadronic current and Lµ is the leptonic current

Jµ = Vµ −Aµ = ψ̄cγµ(I − γ5)ψ
b, Lµ = l̄γµ(1 − γ5)νl (12)

where ψb(c) is the charm or bottom quark field. Vµ ≡ ψ̄cγµψ
b and Aµ ≡ ψ̄cγµγ5ψ

b are the vector and
axial-vector weak currents, respectively. The hadron matrix elements is given in terms of the six form
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Table 3: Masses of the ground states of double heavy baryons (in GeV).

Baryon Content Our results NRQM[44] NRQM[48] RQM[49] NRQM[50]
Ξcc qcc 3.620 3.679 3.613 3.676 3.685
Ξbc qbc 7.050 7.003 6.928 7.020
Ξbb qbb 10.200 10.325 10.198 10.340 10.314
Ωcc scc 3.750 3.830 3.712 3.815 3.832
Ωbc sbc 6.900 7.149 7.013 7.147
Ωbb sbb 10.400 10.466 10.269 10.456 10.447

Table 4: Masses of the orbitally excited states of doubly heavy baryons (in GeV).

State Baryon Our results NRQM[51] EFT[52] NRQM[53]
Ξcc 3.928 3.853 4.028 3.855
Ξbc 7.266 7.140
Ξbb 10.631 10.502 10.386 10.417

P -wave Ωcc 4.106 3.964 4.086 4.002
Ωbc 7.4457 7.375
Ωbb 10.808 10.634 10.607 10.560
Ξcc 4.237 4.026 4.321
Ξbc 7.575 7.307
Ξbb 10.939 10.658 10.585

D-wave Ωcc 4.414 4.133 4.263
Ωbc 7.754 7.807
Ωbb 11.1177 10.783 10.723

factors as fallows

Hµ = 〈B′(p′, s′) | Vµ −Aµ | B(p, s)〉 =
〈

B′(p′, s′) | ψ̄cγµ(I − γ5)ψ
b | B(p, s)

〉

=ū′(p′, s′) {γµ(F1(ω)− γ5G1(ω)) + vµ(F2(ω)− γ5G2(ω))

+v′µ(F3(ω)− γ5G3(ω))
}

u(p, s)

(13)

where | B(p, s) > and | B′(p′, s′) > refers to the initial and final baryons. u(p, s) and u′(p′, s′) are Dirac
spinors, normalized as ūu = 1, and vµ = pµ/mB(v

′

µ = p′µ/m
′

B) is the four velocity of the corresponding
baryon. The differential decay rates are given in terms of the transversely ΓT and longitudinally ΓL

polarized W’s,
dΓ

dω
=
dΓL

dω
+
dΓT

dω
. (14)

The differential decay rates ΓT and ΓL for the B1/2 → B′1/2 transition are obtained in terms of the
form factors [28, 29]

dΓT

dω
=
G2

F |Vcb|2M3
B′

12π3

√

ω2 − 1q2{(ω − 1)|F1(ω)|2 + (ω + 1)|G1(ω)|2}, (15)

and

dΓL

dω
=
G2

F |Vcb|2M3
B′

24π3

√

ω2 − 1{(ω − 1)|FV (ω)|2 + (ω + 1)|FA(ω)|2}, (16)

where
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FV,A(ω) =
[

(mB ±mB′)FV,A
1 (ω) + (1± ω)

(

mB′FV,A
2 (ω) +mBF

V,A
3 (ω)

)]

,

FV
j ≡ Fj(ω), FA

j ≡ Gj(ω), j = 1, 2, 3
(17)

Here the lepton masses are neglected. ω = v.v′ is the velocity transfer and q2 = (p−p′)2 = m2
B+m2

B′−
2mBmB′ω is the momentum transfer squared between the initial and final baryon. The form factors
are dependent on the ω and q2. In the considered transitions ω ranges from ω = 1 corresponding to
zero recoil point of the final baryon to the maximum of ωmax = (m2

B +m2
B′)/(2mBmB′).

Integrating over the parameter ω, we can obtain the total decay width

Γ =

∫ ωmax

1

dω
dΓ

dω
=

∫ ωmax

1

dω(
dΓL

dω
+
dΓT

dω
). (18)

The form factors can be parametrized by different methods. Some earlier studies have simplified the
transition form factors for the semileptonic decays of the baryons [54, 56, 57, 58]. Ref. [54] has studied
the form factors of the doubly heavy baryon transitions using a Lorentz covariant constituent quark
model. In the heavy quark limit and near to zero recoil point, the weak form factors can be simplified
and expressed by a single IW function η(ω) [54, 59, 60]

F1(ω) = G1(ω) = η(ω), (19)

F2(ω) = F3(ω) = G2(ω) = G3(ω) = 0.

The universal function η(ω) is defined in terms of the kinematical parameter ω [54]

η(ω) = exp

(

−3(ω − 1)
m2

cc

Λ2
B

)

(20)

with mcc = 2mc for the bc → cc weak transitions. The cut-off parameter ΛB is a parameter depends
on the size of a baryon and its value ranges from 2.5 6 ΛB 6 3.5 GeV [54] where, the smaller of
ΛB gives smaller decay widths. In the case of the bb → bc transitions, mcc should be replaced by
mbb and therefore, the IW functions for bb → bc and bc → cc transitions depends on the heavy flavor
factors explicitly with no dependence on the light quark sector. The ΛB dependence of η functions for
Ωbb → Ωbc and Ξbb → Ξbc transitions with ΛB = 2.5 GeV is shown in Fig. 1.

The ω dependence of the semileptonic decay rates of Ξbb → Ξbcℓν̄ℓ, and Ξbc → Ξccℓν̄ℓ transitions is
shown in Figs. 2 and 3 respectively.
Regarding the equation 19 one can get the new relations for the differential decay rates

dΓT

dω
=
G2

F |Vcb|2M3
B′

6π3
q2ω

√

ω2 − 1η2(ω), (21)

Table 5: Semileptonic decay widths of doubly heavy baryons in units of 10−14 GeV and their varia-
tions.

Decay Our results NRQM[40] RCQM [54] NRQM [55] HQSS [26] LFQM1 [30]

Ξbc → Ξccℓν̄ℓ 4.47+1.0
−1.20 4.39± 0.83 4.01± 1.21 5.07 2.57+0.26

−0.03 4.50
Ξbb → Ξbcℓν̄ℓ 1.66+0.73

−0.64 1.75± 0.73 1.33± 0.61 1.63 1.92+0.25
−0.05 3.30

Ωbc → Ωccℓν̄ℓ 3.55+0.67
−0.84 4.70± 0.83 4.12± 1.10 5.39 2.59+0.20 3.94

Ωbb → Ωbcℓν̄ℓ 2.01+0.99
−0.80 1.87± 0.76 1.92± 1.15 2.48 2.14+0.20

−0.02 3.69
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Figure 1: Behavior of η function versus ΛB for Ωbb → Ωbcℓν̄ℓ and Ξbb → Ξbcℓν̄ℓ (ℓ = e or µ) transitions
(ω = ωmax).

Figure 2: dΓT

dω , dΓL

dω and dΓ
dω semileptonic decay widths in units of 10−14 GeV for Ξbc → Ξccℓν̄ℓ transition

(ℓ = e or µ). The results for Ωbc decay (not shown) are very similar.
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Figure 3: dΓT

dω , dΓL

dω and dΓ
dω semileptonic decay widths in units of 10−14 GeV for Ξbb → Ξbcℓν̄ℓ

transition (ℓ = e or µ). The results for Ωbb decay (not shown) are very similar.

The branching ratios of semileptonic decays of doubly heavy baryons can be obtained as following

B = Γ× τ, (22)

where τ is the lifetime of the initial baryon. We take the values of τΞbb
= 370 × 10−15s, τΞbc

=
244 × 10−15s [61], τΩbc

= 220 × 10−15s, and τΩbb
= 800 × 10−15s [62, 63] to evaluate the branching

fractions.

Table 6: The calculated branching fractions of semileptonic decays of doubly heavy baryons.

Process Our results NRQM [40] NRQM [55] LFQM [30]
Ξbc → Ξccℓν̄ℓ 1.65×10−2 1.63× 10−2 1.11× 10−2 1.67× 10−2

Ξbb → Ξbcℓν̄ℓ 0.61×10−2 0.98× 10−2 0.28× 10−2 1.86× 10−2

Ωbc → Ωccℓν̄ℓ 1.18×10−2 1.57× 10−2 1.10× 10−2 1.32× 10−2

Ωbb → Ωbcℓν̄ℓ 2.45×10−2 2.27× 10−2 4.49× 10−2

The calculated semileptonic decay widths of doubly heavy baryons and their variations are listed in
Table 5. We take ΛB = 3. The uncertainties in our predicted decay widths are due to the cut-off
parameter ΛB, which can take a value in the range 2.5 ≤ ΛB ≤ 3.5 GeV. We compare our results
with those predicted by Refs. [26, 30, 40, 54, 55]. There is no experimental data for semileptonic
decay widths of doubly heavy baryons. Our predicted decay widths are close to the ones obtained
by Ref. [54]. For the Ξbc → Ξcc, Ξbb → Ξbc and Ωbb → Ωbc transitions, our results are also in good
agreement with those of our previous work [40]. The evaluated branching fractions of semileptonic
decays are summarized in Table 6 and compared with those of other works [30, 40, 55]. We hope our
results are helpful to extract the value of the CKM matrix element Vcb from near future experiments.

7 Summary

In the present work, we propose our phenomenological approach for estimation energy eigenvalues of
three-body baryon systems by integrating the deep learning with particle swarm optimization methods.
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By integrating deep learning with PSO, we have developed a powerful methodology for accurate en-
ergy prediction in three-body quantum systems. The deep learning model, trained on a large dataset
generated using the shooting method, provides an initial estimate of the energy values while, PSO
refines these predictions and leads to highly accuracy in calculations. This hybrid approach demon-
strates the potential of combining machine learning and optimization techniques in solving challenging
math problems in computational physics. By evaluation of baryon energies, we are able to predict the
mass spectrum of the single and doubly heavy baryons which are not yet determined by experiment.
The validity of our scheme for heavy baryon systems will be determined by consistency with the exist
experimental data. Our evaluated masses are in a good agreement with the experiments and also with
the predictions of other theoretical works. In our study the overall MSE, training MSE and validation
MSE are 6.443 × 10−5, 6.690 × 10−5 and 6.196 × 10−5 respectively. We also study the semileptonic
decays of doubly heavy Ξ and Ω baryons. By introducing a simple form for the universal IW func-
tion, we investigate the semileptonic decay rates and branching fractions of the bb → bc and bc → cc
transitions close to zero recoil limit. We present a comparison between our results and other available
theoretical calculations, and find that the results are acceptable. Our predictions will be able to guide
the future searches for the undiscovered single and doubly heavy baryons at LHCb, ATLAS, and CMS.
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