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Baryonic susceptibilities, quark-diquark models, and quark-hadron
duality at finite temperature
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Fluctuations of conserved charges such as baryon number, electric charge, and strangeness may provide
a test for completeness of states in lattice QCD for three light flavors. We elaborate on the idea that the
corresponding susceptibilities can be saturated with excited baryonic states with an underlying quark-
diquark structure with a linearly confining interaction. Using Polyakov-loop correlators, we show that in
the static limit, the quark-diquark potential coincides with the quark-antiquark potential in marked
agreement with recent lattice studies. We thus study in a quark-diquark model the baryonic fluctuations of
electric charge, baryon number, and strangeness—y o, ¥, and y ps—by considering a realization of the
hadron resonance gas model in the light flavor sector of QCD. These results are obtained by using the
baryon spectrum computed within a relativistic quark-diquark model, leading to an overall good agreement
with the spectrum obtained with other quark models and with lattice data for the fluctuations.
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I. INTRODUCTION

Quantum chromodynamics (QCD) is the fundamental
non-Abelian gauge theory of strong interactions in terms of
2N Ny quarks and antiquarks and 2(N2 — 1) gluons with
N. =3 the number of colors and N; = 6 the number of
flavor species u, d, s, ¢, b, t. Quark and gluon confinement
requires all physical states to be color singlet, but are the
hadronic states a complete set of eigenstates of QCD
spanning the Hilbert space Hqcp? This question is related
to the validity and meaning of quark-hadron duality.

In the case of Ny =3 flavors, which will be assumed
throughout the paper, the stable and low-lying bound states,
such as the baryon octet and the pseudoscalar nonet, are
unambiguously part of the discrete spectrum.1 The remain-
ing states belong to the continuum spectrum and are
experimentally spotted in strong hadronic reactions inter-
preted as unstable resonances and characterized by a mass
and a width. They have been reported over the years by the
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"Finite stable nuclei and antinuclei such as d, d, °H, °H, 3He,
3He, “He, “He, etc., are also a part of the spectrum, despite being
weakly bound states on a hadronic scale.
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Particle Data Group (PDG) booklet [1] as single states rated
with *, #% k% *kxkx (for baryons) depending on the
increasing confidence on their existence. However, are the
PDG states complete, and if so, in what sense would they be
complete?

For such resonance states, the verification of complete-
ness for QCD in the continuum is subtle since within a
Hamiltonian perspective they are not proper (normalizable)
eigenstates of the QCD Hamiltonian, and besides, they
correspond to unconventional representations of the
Poincaré group [2]. Lattice QCD presents the clear advan-
tage that in a finite box all states are discretized and
hence become countable; below a certain maximal mass,
the number of states is finite as long as the volume V
remains finite [typically V ~ (2-3 fm)’]. Resonances
are extracted from those particular energy levels which
become insensitive to the box size. The extent to which
these states play a key role in the completeness issue is
uncertain since, although there is a larger concentration of
states around the resonance, in the bulk, the mass separa-
tion is AM ~ V~1/3,

In recent years, the thermodynamic approach to strong
interactions pioneered by Hagedorn [3,4] where the vac-
uum is represented by a noninteracting hadron resonance
gas (HRG) has emerged as a practical and viable path to
establish completeness of hadronic states on a quantitative
level in the hadronic phase. With all the provisos regarding
the nature of resonance and bound states, the most
impressive and vivid verification has been the recent study
of the trace anomaly (& —3P)/T* with ¢ energy density
and P the pressure. It was computed directly in lattice
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FIG. 1.
quark model [8,9] (right panel).

QCD by the Wuppertal-Budapest (WB) and the HotQCD
Collaborations [5,6] and the HRG model using the most
recent compilation of the PDG states taking just their
masses, i.e., assuming zero widths [1] and for temperatures
below T ~ 170 MeV. Remarkably, a similar degree of
success is achieved within uncertainties [7] (see Figs. 1
and 2) using the hadronic spectrum obtained in the
relativized quark model (RQM) of Capstick, Godfrey
and Isgur [8,9] which predated the lattice QCD calculations
by about 30 years. Finite width effects on the PDG (PDG-
I') naturally provide a shift towards lower masses [10,11] as
a consequence of the mass spectrum spread weighted by the
exponentially decreasing Boltzmann factor.

This remarkable agreement becomes significantly
spoiled when susceptibilities involving conserved charges
such as the baryon number, the electric charge, and the
strangeness are considered [13,14]. In particular, the dif-
ferences between PDG, PDG-I", and the RQM become
more visible and an excess of baryonic states as compared
to the lattice-QCD results is observed [15] illustrating the
so-called missing resonance problem.

Hadrons
10—

1000

NM)

100

0.0 0.5 1.0 15 2.0 25 3.0
M (GeV)

MESONS Gev BARYONS
25} e —
— 20 k ;
[ —
————— 1S5f —_—
05
ool

Left panel: Mesons and baryons spectrum made of u, d, and s quarks from the PDG [12] (left panel) and from the relativized

In fact, since the early days of the quark model,
the extreme abundance of predicted and experimentally
missing baryonic resonances has been a major cause of
concern both at the theoretical as well as at the exper-
imental level [16] (see also [17,18] for reviews and
references therein). Possible ways out of the difficulties
have traditionally been attributed either to a weak coupling
of the predicted states to the particular production
process (photoproduction, zN scattering, etc.) or to a
dynamical reduction of degrees of freedom due to diquark
clustering.

The suspicion that the baryonic spectrum can be under-
stood in terms of quark-diquark degrees of freedom is
rather old (see, e.g., Ref. [19] for a review, but also
Ref. [20] for evidence against it). This includes diquark
clustering studies [21], nonrelativistic [22] and relativistic
[23,24] analyses where scalar and axial-vector diquarks
have mass of about 600 and 800 MeV, respectively (the
diquark mass difference seems quite model independent
and about 200 MeV). As expected, in diquark models,
many states predicted by the quark model do not appear [9].

(e-3p)/T*
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FIG. 2. Left panel: Cumulative number for the PDG [12] (dashed line) and the RQM (solid) [8,9]. Right panel: Trace anomaly as a
function of the temperature in lattice QCD [5,6] vs HRG using PDG (dashed) and RQM (solid) spectra. We also plot just the contribution
of states with M < 0.6 GeV (dotted) and M < 0.8 GeV (dotted-dashed).
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More specifically, while not strictly forbidden, the relativ-
istic diquark model [23,24] does not predict any missing
states below 2 GeV, whereas Capstick and Isgur have
predicted five unobserved states [9]. Lattice QCD has also
provided insights, as some evidence on diquarks correla-
tions in the nucleon [25] and the dominance of the scalar
diquark channel [26] have been reported. Moreover, the
diquark approximation has been found to work well in
Dyson-Schwinger and Faddeev equations studies [27]. The
radial Regge behavior found in the relativistic quark-
diquark picture from a numerical study of the spectrum
of the relativistic two-body problem [28] has been con-
firmed from a direct PDG analysis when the widths of the
resonances are implemented in the analysis [29,30].

While the missing resonance problem has attracted a
lot of interest both experimentally as well as theoreti-
cally, much of the discussion is focused on the individual
one-to-one mapping of resonance states which have a
mass spectrum and which are produced with different
backgrounds. In contrast, the thermodynamic approach
offers the possibility to perform a more global analysis
where many of the fine details will hopefully be washed
out due to the presence of the heat bath. In the present
paper, we profit from the new perspective provided by
lattice QCD at finite temperature based on separation of
quantum numbers with the study of susceptibilities of
conserved charges, where a combination of degeneracy
and level density is involved. We try to answer the
question whether or not quark-diquark baryonic states
saturate the baryonic susceptibilities below the decon-
finement crossover as compared to the available lattice
QCD calculations [13,14]. Aspects of quark-hadron
duality at finite temperature have been discussed in a
pedagogical way in Ref. [7]. Actually, in a recent work it
has been discussed how quark-hadron duality in deep
inelastic scattering for baryons suggests an asymptotic
quark-diquark spectrum with a linearly rising potential
for scaling to hold in the structure functions [29,30].
Motivated by this, we want to establish if a similar
pattern holds also at finite temperature.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we review
the relevant aspects of the HRG model from the point of
view of the equation of state and the trace anomaly as
compared to lattice QCD. In Sec. III, we analyze the
implications for fluctuations of conserved charges at finite
temperature in the vacuum. Then we analyze in Sec. IV the
quark-diquark potential obtained as a correlation function
involving Polyakov loops. This allows us to define our
model and compute the spectrum by diagonalization in
Sec. V where the susceptibilities are analyzed in terms of
the free parameters of the theory. Finally, in Sec. VI we
come to the conclusions. In the Appendices, we provide
details on the semiclassical determination of the spectrum
and also prove a theorem on the sign of susceptibilities
which is verified by lattice calculations.

II. COMPLETENESS AND THERMODYNAMIC
EQUIVALENCE

A. QCD spectrum and thermodynamics

The cumulative number of states may be used as a
characterization of the QCD spectrum [31,32]. It is defined
as the number of bound states below some mass M, i.e.,

N(M) :ZgiG(M_Mi)’ (1)

where g; is the degeneracy factor, M; is the mass of the ith
hadron, and ©(x) is the step function, so that the density of
states is given by p(M) = dN(M)/dM. A way to provide a
practical meaning of the previous equation is to use finite
box periodic (antiperiodic) boundary conditions for gluon/
quark fields. In such a case, all states contribute on equal
footing. In such a setting, stable bound states correspond to
eigenvalues which do not depend on the volume of the box
for sufficiently large boxes, whereas unstable resonance
states correspond to eigenvalues which are volume inde-
pendent within a given volume interval [33]. Color neutral
eigenstates of the QCD Hamiltonian and in fact excited
states have been determined on the lattice in this way [34].
Despite its importance, the cumulative number of states
Eq. (1) has never been evaluated directly in QCD.

Within a thermodynamic setup, the issue of complete-
ness acquires a precise meaning where the global aspects of
the spectrum rather than individual features are highlighted.
The partition function of QCD is given by the standard
relation

Zocp = Tre~Heeo/T =3 " ~Ea/T (2)
n

and is the fundamental quantity to study the thermody-
namic properties of the theory. Written in terms of the
eigenvalues of the QCD Hamiltonian, i.e., Hocpy, =
E,w,, Eq. (2) illustrates the relation between the thermo-
dynamics of the confined phase and the spectrum of QCD.
Although Zycp has been determined independently as a
Euclidean path integral on the lattice [13,14], to our
knowledge, the energy levels contribution to Eq. (2) has
not been tested explicitly against the partition function.
Actually, the primary quantity is the trace anomaly [13,14]

AE€_3P_T58T(£>, (3)

whence the equation of state (EOS) can be obtained by
integration of the rhs of this equation with suitable
boundary conditions and physical quantities such as the

*As is well known, reflection positivity of the Euclidean action
on the lattice guarantees the existence of a transfer matrix and
hence of a Hamiltonian [35]; the issue is to list the pertinent set of
eigenvalues.
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entropy density s = 9P or the sound velocity c¢? =
OP/0e = 07 P/0re may be determined.

From this thermodynamic point of view, it is fair to say
that the completeness of the QCD spectrum remains to be

checked in practice.

B. Hadron resonance gas model:
The PDG and RQM spectra

The completeness of the listed PDG states [1] is equally a
subtle issue. On the one hand, they are mapped into the gg
and ggqg quark model states. On the other hand, most
reported states by the PDG are not stable particles but
resonances which are produced as intermediate steps in a
variety of scattering processes.

The HRG model was originally proposed by Hagedorn
[4]. In spirit, this is valid under the assumption that physical
quantities in the confined phase of QCD admit a repre-
sentation in terms of hadronic states, which are considered
as stable, noninteracting, and pointlike particles. Within
this approach, the EOS of QCD is described in terms of a
gas of noninteracting hadrons [4,36], and the grand
canonical partition function turns out to be

Z Cigi

log Zyrg = -V / 3
(27[) i€Hadrons

x log (1 _ Cie—(\/p2+M?—ZaﬂaQZz)/T>’ (4)

&p

with {; = £1 for bosons and fermions, respectively. We
consider several conserved charges labeled by the index a,
with g/, the charge of the ith hadron for symmetry a, and
the chemical potential associated with this symmetry. The
obvious consequence is that a good understanding of the
spectrum of QCD turns out to be crucial for a precise
determination of the thermodynamic properties of this
theory.

In QCD, the quantized energy levels are the masses of
low-lying and stable color-singlet states, which are com-
monly identified with mesons [¢g] and baryons [¢g¢] in the
quark model. As already mentioned, unstable hadronic
resonances are not proper eigenstates which in the HRG
model are regarded as bound states. We reiterate that while
there is currently a large-scale ongoing effort to determine
hadronic resonances from lattice QCD by means of the
Liischer formula [34] (see, e.g., [33] for a review), these
states are not numerous enough to verify the HRG model.

So far, the states listed by PDG echo the standard quark
model classification for mesons [¢g] and baryons [gqq].
Then, it would be pertinent to consider also the RQM for
mesons [8] and baryons [9].3 We show in Fig. 1 the hadron

The consideration of this model is motivated not only by its
success concerning the thermodynamic equivalence with the
PDG (see below) but also by the fact that this is done with a
comparable number of parameters as in QCD itself.

spectrum with the PDG compilation (left) and the RQM
spectrum (right). The comparison clearly shows that there
are further states in the RQM spectrum above some scale
M > M, that may or may not be confirmed in the future
as mesons or hadrons. In addition, there could be exotic
glueballs or hybrids states predicted by other hadronic
models.

The contribution to N(M) obtained just adding the ¢g
(mesons), gqq (baryons), and ggg (antibaryons) compo-
nents as

N(M) = Nigg) (M) + Niygq (M) + Nig (M) (5)

994 ( 44 (

can be evaluated either from the PDG booklet [1] or
alternatively from the RQM of Capstick, Godfrey and
Isgur [8,9]. The resemblance of both schemes below
1.7 GeV [see Fig. 2 (left)] is noteworthy, particularly if
we take into account the 30 years that elapsed between the
RQM and the current PDG. Finite width effects on the PDG
(PDG-T") have been estimated [10,11] and naturally provide
a shift towards lower masses as a consequence of the mass
spectrum spread. The flattening of the curves indicates lack
of reported states on the PDG side, as well as a higher
computational cutoff My, = 2.3 GeV in the numerical
calculation on the RQM side.

This resemblance is also realized at the level of the trace
anomaly, which in the HRG model is given by

AHRG(T):% > i/(d3p Eip) =p - V,Ei(p)

3 :
ieHadrons 2”) eE,(ﬂ)/T — C

9

(6)

and compared with lattice QCD by the WB and the
HotQCD Collaborations [5,6] in Fig. 2 (right), suggesting
the thermodynamic equivalence of QCD, PDG, and RQM
below the crossover.

i

C. Missing states

Given the resemblance of the PDG to the RQM, we may
speculate on the nature of mesonic and baryonic states
separately. While the PDG is a consented compilation of
numerous analyses, the RQM corresponds by construction
to a solution of the quantum mechanical problem for both
qq mesons and ggq baryons. For color-singlet states, the
n-parton Hamiltonian takes the schematic form

H, - Z S e w0

i<j

Neglecting spin-dependent contributions not essential in
the following argument and assuming Casimir scaling, the
two-body interactions take the form

4Antibaryons gqq contribute to the cumulative number in the
same amount as baryons ¢qq, i.e., Nigg (M) = Nigqq(M). We
display Eq. (5) by distinguishing between them for clarity.

074020-4
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FIG. 3.
Baryonic states (log-log scale).
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:Gr—?:(NC—l)’qu. (8)

Yqq

Asymptotic estimates may be undertaken to sidestep
the actual numerical evaluation of the eigenvalues. Speci-
fically, a semiclassical expansion describes the high mass
spectrum for systems where interactions are dominated by
linearly rising potentials with a string tension ¢ in the range
M > \/o. Such an approach relies on a derivative expan-
sion of the cumulative number of states for a given
Hamiltonian [37].5 At leading order, the number of states
below a certain mass M takes the form

<o [ TGt (3w )o(2om)
xO(M - H (p x)). )

where g, takes into account the degeneracy.

For the sake of argument, let us neglect the Coulomb
term in (8), thus, v(r) = or, as well as the current quark
masses. In this case, a dimensional argument p - Mp, r —

Mr/oc gives
M2 3n-3
N, (M) ~ (_> .
(o2

(10)
Using these techniques, one can predict that the large
mass expansion of these contributions is N ~ M°,

Nigaq) ~ M, Niggaq) ~ M'®, ete. [7].

The separate contrlbutlons of mesons and baryons are
presented in Fig. 3 on a log-log scale where we see that
again PDG and RQM largely agree and present an
approximate linear behavior on this scale, indicating as

expected a power behavior. However, while in the meson

5Unfor“[unately, the derivative expansion involves smoothness
assumptions for the Hamiltonian which are not met in detail by
the Coulomb potential, the or potential, or the relativistic kinetic
energy in the massless case; therefore, a distortion in the
semiclassical counting could arise beyond the leading order.

10*

1000 F

100 -

N baryons

10

1000 1500 2000 3000
M [MeV]

Cumulative numbers for the PDG (red line) and the RQM (black line). Left panel: Mesonic states (log-log scale). Right panel:

case the Ny ~ M 6 seems to conform with the asymptotic
estimate, in the baryon case much lower powers M° — M3
than the expected Ny, ~ M'* are identified. We note that

M°® suggests a similar two-body behavior as in the case of
mesons (with a linearly rising potential). We take this
feature as a hint that the ggq excited spectrum effectively
conforms to a two-body system of particles interacting with
a linearly growing potential, as we will analyze below in
detail in Sec. V B.

III. FLUCTUATIONS OF CONSERVED
CHARGES IN A THERMAL MEDIUM

While mesonic and baryonic contributions can be
explicitly distinguished, the thermodynamic separation of
mesons and baryons in the EOS cannot be done at the QCD
level. In order to achieve directly such a separation for
baryons in particular, we analyze the fluctuations contain-
ing at least one baryonic charge as well as charge and
strangeness, the three of them being conserved charges in
strong interactions.

Conserved charges [Q,, H| = 0 play a fundamental role
in the thermodynamics of QCD. In the (uds) flavor sector of
QCD, the conserved charges are the electric charge Q, the
baryon number B, and the strangeness S. While their
thermal expectation values in the hot vacuum are vanishing,
i.e., in the absence of chemical potentials (Q,); = 0, where
0, €{0,B, S}, they present statistical ﬂuctuatlons char-
acterized by susceptibilities [14,15,38 391°

<AQaAQb> AQa = Qa - <Qa>T'

(11)

The susceptibilities can be computed from the grand
canonical partition function by differentiation with respect
to the chemical potentials, i.e.,

Xab (T) VT3

®One can also work in the quark-flavor basis Q, € {u,d, s},
where u, d, and s are the number of up, down, and strange quarks.
In this basis, B = (u+d+s),0 =52u—d—s),and § = —
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FIG. 4. Plot of =T log |y,;| as a function of the temperature. We display as dots the lattice data from Ref. [14] (blue) and Ref. [13]
(red). We also display the HRG model results including the spectrum of the RQM [8,9] (dashed green) and the baryon spectrum from the
quark-diquark model computed in Sec. V B (solid black). Horizontal dashed lines represent the values of the lowest-lying states

contributing to the fluctuations, as it is shown in Eq. (17).

0Q 0’Q
= -, A aA = —T— 5 12
<Qa>T aﬂa < Q Qb>T 8ﬂaaﬂb ( )
where Q = —T'log Z is the thermodynamical potential.

QCD at high temperature behaves as an ideal gas of
quarks and gluons. In this limit, the susceptibilities
approach

N &L
Xab = TZ%%; (13)
i=1
hence, for N, = 3 and flavors u, d, s,

x88(T) = 1/3,
xss(T) = 1,

xs(T) = =1/3,
Xoo(T) = 2/3.
(14)

x80(T) = 0,
){QS(T) - 1/3,

Within the HRG approach, the charges are carried by
various species of hadrons Q, = >, ¢N;, where ¢, €
{0;,B;,S;}, and N; is the operator number of hadrons of
type i. By using in Eq. (12), the thermodynamic potential of
this model [cf. Eq. (4)], one gets

= M? nM;

a b n+1 i i
E g%qt E 1l LK 15
glql q, p z:[ T2 2( T )7 ( )

ieHadrons

T)=-—

where K,(z) refers to the Bessel function of the second
kind.” This formula will be used to compute the baryonic

"While these formulas display explicitly the Dirac-Fermi or
Bose-Einstein nature of the hadronic states, in practice, the first
term n =1 in the thermal sum suffices for the considered
temperatures so that quantum statistical effects are marginal.

susceptibilities, namely, ygg, x50, and yps. Equation (15)
predicts the asymptotic behavior
T) ~ e~Mo/T 16
Kan(T) ™7, (16)
where M, is the mass of the lowest-lying state in the
spectrum with quantum numbers a and b. Therefore,

T) ~ -M,/T T) ~ -M,/T
85 )T—>Oe P )(BQ( )T—>Oe P
T) ~ -M o/T T) ~ -M .. /T
x8s( >T—>Oe AT Xss( )T—>Oe K=
Kos(T) = M. op(T) = e M7 (17)

where M, = 938 MeV is the proton mass, M yo the mass of
the A? baryon, etc. These relations go beyond the HRG
model, since for each sector the lightest hadron must
certainly saturate the QCD partition function at low enough
temperature. This observation makes it appealing to plot the
lattice data for the fluctuations in a logarithmic scale. These
plots are shown in Fig. 4.

Of the six susceptibilities, only four are independent on
account of isospin symmetry which requires y,, = x4, and
Xus = Xas- On the other hand, the following inequality
holds in QCD for degenerate u, d flavors

Xua(T) 0 (18)
at any temperature, even in the deconfined phase. This is
proven in Appendix B. Because strange and light-quark
flavors are not exactly degenerate, the relation y,,(7) < 0
does not follow as a QCD theorem, but it is nevertheless
supported by the lattice results.
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FIG. 5.

Plot of the susceptibilities y,;, in the quark-flavor basis as a function of the temperature. The dots are the lattice data from

Ref. [13]. We are checking numerically in these plots the relations Eqs. (18)—(20). Similar results are obtained with the lattice data

of Ref. [14].

In addition, the following relation holds for any pair of
charges,

(19)

Xaa +)(bb =

since ((AQ, 4+ AQ,)?) is non-negative. In particular, it
follows
)(uu 2 ~Xud = 0. (20)
The meson contribution to y,, is always negative, while the
baryon contribution is always positive. The negative global
result indicates that mesons dominate over baryons in y, .
Going to low temperatures, this provides yet another proof
that in QCD with two degenerate light flavors the lightest
meson is lighter than the lightest baryon. We display in
Fig. 5 some of these relations for the lattice data of the
susceptibilities and check that they are fulfilled.
Finally, let us mention that higher-order fluctuations can
be obtained within the HRG model by taking higher
derivatives of the thermodynamics potential. This leads to

1
ZﬁgrS(T)—ﬁ Z 9:B] 0S!

i€eHadrons
+1 2 nM,
% Z Cn ppbtatr— T2 K2< T ) (21)

Some results of fourth-order fluctuations are presented in
Sec. VC.

IV. QUARK-DIQUARK POTENTIAL FROM
POLYAKOV-LOOP CORRELATORS

In view of the missing resonance problem alluded to
previously, there is nowadays some discussion about the

most probable spatial configuration of quarks inside bary-
ons, and more specifically, the structure of excited states. In
the quark model, such as the RQM [8,9], baryons are gqq
states where the interaction is given by a combination of A-
like pairs of gg interactions and a genuinely Y-like gqq
interaction. Remarkably, the Y-stringlike behavior of a
static baryon energy at finite temperature has been observed
in Ref. [40]. An interesting possibility would be that the
quarks are distributed according to an isosceles triangle.
This is the idea behind an easily tractable class of models,
the so-called relativistic quark-diquark (¢D) models with
nonrelativistic [22] and relativistic [23,24] variants where a
linearly rising potential is shown to work phenomenologi-
cally. In addition to this success, there was no further reason
to invoke such a behavior. In the next paragraphs, we
elaborate on this and provide a theoretical argument in
favor of the presence of a linear potential.

It should be noted that by definition, a potential can
only be evaluated unambiguously (up to an additive
constant) in the heavy particles or static limit, since then
the position operator is well defined. The calculation of
gD static interactions for heavy sources has been
addressed on the lattice in several works [41-43], where
it has actually been found that up to numerical uncer-
tainties the potential is linearly rising, and the correspond-
ing string tension is numerically identical to the one of the
qq system (see specifically Ref. [43]). In this section, we
show analytically that under very specific assumptions
this must actually be true. To show how this comes about,
we will rely heavily on our previous work on free energies
[44] where a more detailed discussion can be found. Here
we just summarize the main issues relevant to the problem
at hand.

An operational way of placing static sources in a gauge
theory such as QCD is by introducing in the Euclidean
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formulation a local gauge rotation Q realized by the
Polyakov loop, i.e., the gauge covariant operator defined as

. 7]
Q(x) = Pe' Jo Mol (22)

where P indicates path ordering and A, and x are
Euclidean. The color source may be decomposed into
irreducible representations, say, y so that one can build
the gauge invariant combinations corresponding to the
character in that representation, y, [Q(x)].® For instance,
the trace in the (anti)fundamental representation corre-
sponds to the character of the SU(3) color gauge group

Q) =5[QK).  tQR) =plRE). (23)
Thus, the gg free energy is given by a thermal expectation
value

e Fa(rD/T — <tI'Q(x1>tI'Q<X2)T>T, (24)

where due to translational invariance the free energy
depends only on the separation r = |x; — x,|. In this and
the following expressions, an ambiguity of an additive
constant must be allowed in the free energies coming from
the renormalization of the Polyakov-loop operator. The
potential is obtained as the zero temperature limit of the free
energy

V,q(r) = F5(r.0). (25)
Likewise, the gqq free energy is given by
e Fag@rx25. /T — (1rQ(x rQ(x,)trQ(x5)) 7. (26)

In the limit x; — x,, we get for the quark-diquark free
energy

e~ Fap(x1x:.T)/T — <trQ (xl )tr(Q(X2)2)>T- (27)

This limit is singular since at very small distances the
interaction is dominated by one gluon exchange ~1/r, and
a self-energy must be added. The renormalization of the
new composite operator tr(€2(x,)?) yields a new ambiguity
in the form of an additive constant from F,,(x;,x,,%,,T)
to FqD(xl,xz, T)

Using the Clebsch-Gordan series

999

33=306 (28)

yields the equivalent character relations

8)(#(9) stands here for the character of the element ¢ in the
representation y, not to be confused with the susceptibilities y
introduced earlier.

[r3)* = x5 + 16 (29)
and therefore,

e_FqD(xlsXZvT)/T = e—qu;(xhxz-,T)/T + e—F6®3(x1-,x2~T)/T. (30)

The gD potential is obtained in the zero temperature limit.
In this limit, we expect the energy 6 ® 3 configuration to
be larger than that of the gg one, hence,

V,p(r) = V,a(r) + const. (31)

V. QUARK-DIQUARK MODEL
FOR THE BARYON

A. The model Hamiltonian

In these models, the baryons are assumed to be com-
posed of a constituent quark g and a constituent diquark
D = (qq) [45], and the Hamiltonian writes’

Hop =\ + m 4+ [0+ m + V(). (32)

In Sec. IV, we have argued that the quark-diquark potential
is the same as the quark-antiquark potential up to an
additive constant. For the latter, we assume V ;(r) =
=%+ or+ c, hence,

T
VqD(r) = —;—f—ar—i—,u, (33)

with ¢ = (0.42 GeV)?. In addition, we adopt the value
7=n/12, as expected from the Liischer term in the
potential [46].

In this model, we can distinguish between two kinds of
diquarks: scalar D and axial vector D ,y,. When considering
the quark content notation of a diquark, we will use [g; ¢,]
to denote scalar diquarks and {q,¢,} for axial-vector
diquarks. Some studies of QCD indicate that the mass
difference between these diquarks is [47]

Amyp = mp, —mp =021 GeV. (34)

In what follows, we adopt this value for Amp. We will
assume that the mass parameters of the model are con-
trolled by a constituent quark mass m.,, and the current
quark mass for the strange quark 77, in the following way:

my g = Meons» My = Meops + M. (35)

°In this work, we are concerned with the overall features of the
quark-diquark spectrum relevant to the thermodynamics of the
system; hence, we will consider a simplified version of the model,
neglecting possible fine interaction terms like contact terms in the
s channel and spin-dependent interactions; cf. Ref. [45].

074020-8



BARYONIC SUSCEPTIBILITIES, QUARK-DIQUARK MODELS ...

PHYS. REV. D 99, 074020 (2019)

TABLE 1. Spin-isospin degeneracies of the baryonic states
within the quark-diquark model of Sec. V. The second column
contains the total degeneracy of each state, while the columns
from Q = —1 to Q = 2 contain the degeneracies by distinguish-
ing between the electric charges of the states. n represents the
light flavors u, d.

Baryon  Total deg. Q= -1 0=0 0=1 0=2
[nn]n 4 e 2 2 e
{nn}n 36 6 12 12 6
[nn]s 2 . 2 ... ..
{nn}s 18 6 6 6

[ns]n 8 2 4 2

{ns}n 24 6 12 6

[ns]s 4 2 2 .

{ns}s 12 6 6

{ss}n 12 6 6

{ss}s 6 6

The breaking of flavor SU(3) for diquarks will be
modeled as

Mp = Mp s + I’lsl’hs, (36)

where mp,, is the scalar mass of nonstrange diquarks,
and n; = 0, 1, 2 is the number of s quarks in the diquark.
The further choice

Mp s = 2mcons (37)

is rather natural, but we will not always enforce it.

With these assumptions, the only free parameters of the
model are m o, g, and p, plus mp e if (37) is not
enforced. The goal is to reproduce the lattice results for the
baryonic fluctuations ypg, ypo, and ypg for temperatures
below the crossover. For the baryonic states, B =1 and
S = —ny. The electric charges and the degeneracies of the
states are summarized in Table I. The spectrum is computed
as explained below. With these ingredients the susceptibil-
ities can be evaluated in the model using Eq. (15).

B. Baryon spectrum

In order to obtain the baryon spectrum with the quark-
diquark model, we have to diagonalize the Hamiltonian of
Eq. (32). Since the problem does not admit a closed
analytic solution, we will obtain the spectrum numerically
after truncation to a model space and diagonalization of the
corresponding finite dimensional matrix. This is a varia-
tional procedure. Because of the form of the Hamiltonian
H = fi(p) + f2(r), a convenient basis is that of the
isotropic harmonic oscillator, with normalized wave func-
tions of the form

Rnl(r)

2
:e_m il (n—l)!21+"+1 LH% r_2
Vaz \b) \| B>l +2(n—1) + 1)1 "1\ p2)

(38)

L::%l (x) are the generalized Laguerre polynomials, and the

positive parameter b is related to the oscillator mass and
frequency. b can be optimized as a variational parameter.
The reduced wave functions u,,(r) are normalized to unity

U (r) = Ry (1),

/ Y druy ()t =1.  (39)
0

The corresponding wave functions in momentum space
R,;(p) have the same form as those in Eq. (38) up to a
phase and b — 1/b, namely,

ity (ps b) = (=) 2u,,(p; 1/b). (40)

Then the matrix elements (nl|H,p|n'l) are obtained from

') = [ api ()i ()

x [\/p2+mé+\/p2+m%}

+A°° dru, (r)u, (r)Vyp(r), (41)

with n =1,...,n,, and [ =0, ..., [,«. The value of the
parameter b is fixed to minimize the averaged value of the
energy levels in the spectrum for each of the multiplets in
Table I. Typical values of this parameter are in the
range 0.55 fm < b < 0.65 fm.

We display in Fig. 6 the dependence of the mass
of the baryonic state A as a function of n,,,, taking
lnax = Mmax — 1. We can see that the dependence on n,,,, is
very weak already for n.,, = 4. We have cross-checked
many of the results presented subsequently by including

m,o [GeV]

127 1 1 1 1 1 1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Mmax

FIG. 6. Mass of the baryonic state A° as a function of 7,,,, from
diagonalization of Eq. (41) with the parameters in (42).
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1000 1500 2000 3000
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FIG. 7. Cumulative number for the spectrum of baryons as a

function of the mass in a log-log plot comparing the RQM [9] and
the quark-diquark model used in this paper. We have used the
parameters in Eq. (42). We also draw the ~M?® line for illustration.

larger values of n,,, and /.., and we find that they do not
change appreciably.

After considering a convenient choice of the parameters
of the model, for instance,

mp s = 0.6 GeV,
my = 0.10 GeV,

m, 4 = 0.3 GeV,
u=-0.459 GeV, (42)

and following the procedure mentioned above, we get the
spectrum of baryons that is shown in Fig. 7. In this figure,
we compare this result to the RQM spectrum [9] on a log-
log plot where the ~M® growth of the quark-diquark
baryonic spectrum can be clearly identified. It is quite
remarkable that below M < 2400 MeV the quark-diquark
spectrum is in good agreement with the RQM spectrum.
While the authors of Ref. [9] do not compute baryon
masses heavier than this, with the present quark-diquark
model we have obtained further states up to
M =~ 3400 MeV. Within the HRG picture, these states will
contribute to the EOS of QCD as well as to other thermal
observables like the fluctuations. The choice of parameters
of Eq. (42) is motivated by a comparison with the lattice
results for the thermal fluctuations, as we will see in the
next section.

Let us mention that, unless otherwise stated, in the
following we will use the empirical value of the mass for
the nucleon M, = 938 MeV and apply the quark-diquark
model only for the other baryons. The effect of using the
empirical mass for all the baryons in the 1/27 octet is also
discussed. The justification for this is that it is expected that
the quark-diquark picture will be reliable only for excited
states. As we will show in the next subsection, this is
confirmed from the analysis of the lattice data for the
baryonic fluctuations.

C. Baryonic fluctuations

From the spectrum of the quark-diquark model, we
can obtain the baryonic fluctuations by using the HRG

04—
=== XBB
03F -—-o--- —XBS
= XBQ
x 02 ]
01} ]
0.0 L e TITIttetesese,
0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20 0.25
T [GeV]
FIG. 8. Baryonic susceptibilities from the quark-diquark model

(solid) compared to the lattice data of Ref. [14]. We have used the
parameters in Eq. (42). We display also as dotted lines the result
from the spectrum of the RQM [9].

approach given by Eq. (15). Our goal is to reproduce the
lattice results for these quantities, at least for the lowest
temperature values. A typical fit of the model prediction
with lattice data is shown in Fig. 8. While ideally one would
like to have temperatures as low as possible so as to
determine in a clean way the low-lying states with the
proper quantum numbers, in practice we find that at the
lowest available temperatures, the contribution of excited
states becomes individually small but collectively impor-
tant. This is a typical problem in intermediate temperature
analyses, and this is the reason why all possible constraints
on the model, such as the identity of quark-diquark and
quark-antiquark potentials discussed above, are particularly
welcome.

In order to perform the best fit to the data, we have
chosen to minimize the function

X=Xk +Xbo T Xbs: (43)
where

e (3(7,) = 2459(T))?
& (BT

Xip = (44)

Here the 7; are the temperatures used in the lattice
calculations. The lowest temperature of the data is 7| =
125 MeV for Ref. [13] and 7| = 150 MeV for Ref. [14],
while j... is the number of data points used in the fit for
each of the susceptibilities. Ay!¥ are the uncertainties of the
lattice results.

Since a hadronic model is not expected to reproduce
the QCD crossover, we fit the data corresponding to the
lower temperatures in lattice measurements. Statistical con-
siderations [48] indicate that those data points should be

included for which

2 7 2
1—%<"—<1+\ﬁ (45)
v 1 1
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FIG. 9. 7*/v as a function of 7z, with m,,, = 0.3 GeV and
Mp s = 2Meons. The dashed red line corresponds to ji. = 1,
while the solid blue line corresponds to j,., = 4. The horizontal
lines correspond to the upper and lower bounds of Eq. (45). We
have used the lattice data of Ref. [14].

where v is the number of degrees of freedom. This
condition fixes our choice of j,. In our case,
U = Ngbsjmax — Mparam» With ng,e = 3 since three baryonic
fluctuations are being fitted, and 7y is the number of
free parameters of the model.

The fits turn out to be very sensitive to the parameter
in Eq. (33); hence, it is convenient to always minimize >
with respect to this parameter. Whenever we provide or
plot a value for the function 7?/v, it should be understood
that this function is already minimized with respect to
the parameter p. Typical values of this parameter are
—0.7 GeV S u <0 GeV.

As a first step in the analysis, we show in Fig. 9 a plot
of 7?/v as a function of the current quark mass, while
fixing the constituent mass to mg,,, = 0.3 GeV and
Mp s = 2Meons. When including in the fits only the lowest
temperature point of the data, i.e., j,, = 1, one gets an

0.40

0.35

0.30

0.25

0.20

mcons [Gev]

0.15

0.10

0.05

0.15 0.20 0.25

g [GeV]

0.05 0.10

exceedingly good fit with y?/v=10x10"* for
g = 0.130 GeV. This is rather surprising, as it means
that three central values of the data can be fitted almost
exactly with just two parameters: 71, and p. The fit
deteriorates but it is still acceptable when the four lowest
temperatures are used, j.x = 4. We find that the model
and the lattice data are compatible with Eq. (45) for
temperatures 7 < 165 MeV, either if we analyze the lattice
data of Ref. [13] or [14]. The best fit in this case with
7*/v = 0.68is for i, = 0.099 GeV and u = —0.459 GeV.

Figure 10 shows plots of /v in two versions. The left
panel corresponds to the plane (7, Meoys) With
Mp s = 2Meons, While the right panel corresponds to the
plane (mp g, Meons) With g = 0.10 GeV.

The left panel clearly indicates that the current quark
mass takes a value compatible with the PDG, i.e.,
80 MeV < iy <120 MeV. In addition, the value of the
constituent quark mass cannot be determined with preci-
sion, but at least we can ensure that it is in the
regime 100 MeV < m,,, <400 MeV.

In the right panel, we have fixed /i, = 0.10 GeV and
used the scalar mass of nonstrange diquarks mp s as a
free parameter. The figure shows that the most probable
scalar diquark mass is of the order of mp ,; ~ 0.4-0.5 GeV,
and the mass of the constituent quarks my,, ~ 0.3 GeV.
However, these values depend of the choice of the current
quark mass, so that when increasing the value of 7, the
best fits happen for lower values of m,,. For instance, for
my, = 0.12 GeV the best fit is obtained when mi ., S
0.2 GeV, while for i, = 0.09 GeV, one obtains values
Meons = 0.5-0.6 GeV.

As mentioned above, for our fits we have taken the value
of the PDG for the nucleon mass, M, = 938 MeV and used
the quark-diquark model values for the remaining baryonic

0.7}
0.6f
0.5F

04Ff

Meons [GeV]

03}

02}

0.1F

02 03 04 05 06 07 08

Mpns [GCV]

FIG. 10. j?/v from a fit to the lattice data of the baryonic fluctuations from Ref. [14] with j,,, = 4. The dashed lines correspond to

7%/v=0.77 (blue), 7*/v = 1 (red), and 1 + /2/v (green). u is determined from minimization. Left panel: Plane (7, myy) as free
parameters with mp ,, = 2mq,. Right panel: Plane (mp ., Mcons) With g, = 0.10 GeV.
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FIG. 11. j*/v in the plane (71, mqy,s) from a fit to the lattice
data of the baryonic fluctuations from Ref. [14] with j ., = 4 and
using the value of the nucleon mass as obtained from the quark-
diquark model. The dashed lines correspond to 7%/v = 1.275

(blue), 7?/v = 1.35 (red), and 1 + +/2/v (green).

states. One could further adopt the empirical values for
the masses of the 1/2% baryonic octet, that is, Mo =
1.116 GeV, My = 1.193 GeV, and Mz = 1.318 GeV, in
view of the fact that they are stable under strong inter-
actions. Such states correspond to 16 of the 18 states of the
type [¢q]q in Table L. Specifically, N, £, and E correspond

qD Model —
RQM --- 4

'3 st

0.14 0.16 0.18 0.20 0.22
T [GeV]

0.14 0.16 0.18 0.20 0.22
T [GeV]

to [nn]n, [ns|n, and [ns]s. The four remaining states in [nn]s
and [ns]n correspond to the A of the octet plus an SU(3)
singlet A-like state [45]. Since the mass of [nn]s is slightly
lighter than [ns]n, we assign the A° to this multiplet; The
opposite assignation produces very similar results. The
effect of using the empirical masses for the whole octet is
that the best fits presented in Figs. 9 and 10 (left) are shifted
to larger values of 71, namely, A7, ~ 24 MeV. The quality
of the fits is similar.

The value of the nucleon mass as predicted by our
version of the quark-diquark model is M, ~ 1.16 GeV. If
this value is used instead of the empirical one, the fits to the
susceptibilities worsen. We show in Fig. 11 a plot of 7% /v in
the plane (7, meons) using the nucleon mass as given by
the model. One can see that in this case the best fits would
correspond to nonphysical values of the current strange-
quark mass 150 MeV < i, <220 MeV.

In our model, as in other quark models such as that of
Capstick and Isgur [9], we have assumed that the string
tension for the light quarks coincides with the one obtained
from heavy quarks, and hence, for the qD system we
have taken ¢ = (0.42 GeV)?. There are models where this
value is reduced by a factor of 2 when discussing baryon
spectroscopy, as good spectra are obtained for (u, s, d) with
o,p = 2.15 fm™2 [23] for (u.d)o,p = 1.57 fm™2 [49] and
for (c,b) with 6, = 4.5 fm™* [28]. We note in passing
that this factor of 2 rescaling is also needed in the slope
of radial Regge trajectories [50]. Motivated by these

0.10

0.08

0.06+

ZBQ

= 0.04}

0.02¢

0.00

0.00
—0.01F

—0.02

)(121]3QS

-0.03f .
iiiiigll

—0.04

0.18 0.20 0.22
T [GeV]

FIG. 12. Baryonic susceptibilities of fourth order y%, ;(ZQ, ;(flg ,and ;(szIS from the quark-diquark model (solid black) compared to the
lattice data of Ref. [51]. We have used the parameters in Eq. (42). We display also as dashed green lines the result from the spectrum of

the RQM [9].
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observations, we have repeated our analysis taking
o = (0.42 GeV)?/2, with minor modifications but slightly
worse fit quality.

We have studied as well the baryonic fluctuations of
fourth order. Figure 12 shows the results for y%, )(fQQ , ;(le ,
and ;(?ZQ]S computed from the quark-diquark model and
RQM model by using Eq. (21), and compared with lattice
data from Ref. [51]. It can be noted that while the
agreement is reasonable, these lattice data are typically
affected by larger error bars than those of the second-order
fluctuations studied above, and the behavior of the data
turns out to be noisier; hence, no firm conclusions can be
extracted from a fit to these quantities.

Finally, let us stress at this point that the lattice data used
in the present study might have strong correlations. In
addition to correlations between susceptibilities at a single
temperature, the data at different temperatures could also be
correlated as a consequence of the reweighting technique
and interpolations used in the lattice simulations. These
correlations could modify the results of the fit and values of
7*. Unfortunately, to our knowledge, numerical data on
such correlations are not available, so such an analysis is
not possible at present.

VI. CONCLUSIONS

The missing resonance problem, i.e., the apparent over-
counting of excited baryonic states by the quark model
compared to the experimentally found resonances, has
been a long-standing puzzle which has motivated a wealth
of theoretical analysis and experimental work, mainly
grounded in the individual identification of resonance
states in the production process. This viewpoint demands
a good knowledge of the scattering amplitude and its
analytical properties in the complex energy plane.
Indeed, resonances are uniquely characterized as proc-
ess-independent complex energy poles in unphysical
sheets, but the extrapolation from the physical axis, where
measurements are actually made, to the complex plane is
subjected to potentially large uncertainties due to the role
played by the background.

The thermodynamic approach to the missing states
problem for baryons has several advantages over the more
conventional individual states analysis, since it addresses
the completeness of states problem from the point of view
of quark-hadron duality. It is rather insensitive to resonance
energy profiles as fine details of the level density are
washed by the Boltzmann factor. Lattice QCD has pro-
duced thermodynamic quantities, such as the trace
anomaly, where with the currently rather small uncertain-
ties one is not able to tell the difference between the current
PDG spectrum and a quark model spectrum such as the
RQM which was inferred already a few decades ago.
Differences in the comparison become more visible when
susceptibilities involving baryon number, electric charge,

and strangeness are considered as different subsets of states
are selected.

For zero density, conserved charges such as B, Q, S have
zero expectation values but fluctuate statistically in a hot
vacuum. Those fluctuations are characterized by suscep-
tibilities that have been determined numerically in QCD on
the lattice by the HotQCD and WB Collaborations to
discriminate among hadronic models with sufficient accu-
racy, and thus can be used as a benchmark comparison.

We have argued that the asymptotic three-body phase
space for confined ggq systems ~M'? is much larger than
the one actually determined in RQM ~ M®, which resem-
bles instead a two-body system with a linearly growing
potential. This strongly suggests a dominance of quark-
diquark dynamics for excited baryons. Therefore, we have
considered a quark-diquark model with a linearly confining
interaction.

By analyzing the free energy of heavy quark sources
characterized by Polyakov loops, we have been able to
disclose under what conditions the poorly known quark-
diquark string tension should coincide with the much
familiar quark-antiquark string tension, in agreement with
previous and recent lattice results.

Using this a priori fixed quark-diquark potential, we
have determined the remaining model parameters from
conserved charges susceptibilities. The results are reason-
able and fall in the bulk of previous intensive studies where
a detailed description of the spectrum was pursued.

Finally, let us mention that the study of nonbaryonic
susceptibilities would require a specific model for mesons
which, in principle, would not be related to the quark-
diquark dynamics exploited in this manuscript. Such a
study is worth pursuing but goes beyond the scope of the
present analysis.
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APPENDIX A: WKB ESTIMATES OF
THE SUSCEPTIBILITIES

In this Appendix, we compute the susceptibilities
within a semiclassical expansion. Equation (15) can be
expressed as

£an(T) =Y / ® aMpl, (M@ (M/T), (A1)
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where
2O k1
D(z) = FZC K, (kz) (A2)
=
and
pp(M) = "g,q8q25(M — M), (A3)

and the sum is over mesons or baryons for { ==+,
respectively.

For the baryonic susceptibility ygp, which is the case we
are going to consider in the following, pgz(M) is equal to
the density of states p(M), as B = £1 for (anti)baryons.
The density of states can by computed in a derivative
expansion [37], an approximation that is closely related to a
semiclassical expansion in the high mass spectrum. In this
approach, it is best to start from the cumulative number

N(M) = Tr(6(M - H)), (A4)
where H is the Hamiltonian and the trace is taken in the
center of mass system subspace. The density is then
obtained from p(M) = dN(M)/dM.

In the quark-diquark model, the space of states is divided
in sectors A shown in Table I. Each sector contains a tower
of multiplets all with degeneracy g, displayed in the table.
This gives

N(M) = NI (M), (AS)
A

where the sum is over sectors, and N) (M) sums over the
tower of states including just one state in each multiplet.
For the sake of clarity, in what follows we will drop the
label 4. It is understood that the aggregated expressions are
obtained by combining the results of the various sectors as
in Eq. (AS).

Within the semiclassical expansion, the cumulative
number can be computed as

3.X 3
Vo) = [ Lo -+

(A6)
where H is the (classical) Hamiltonian of the two-body
system in the sector A. The zeroth-order term has been made
explicit, while the dots stand for higher-order contributions
in the derivative expansion.

The Hamiltonian takes the form

da
H:\/p2+m§+\/p2+m2,j+or——s+u,

3r (A7)

with parameters corresponding to the sector 1. The effect of
the constant additive term g on the cumulative number is

just a shift N(M) — N(M — u). So we disregard y in our
explicit expressions in the following.

For simplicity, let us consider first massless quarks and
diquarks and treat the Coulomb term perturbatively, that is,
H = Hy+ H, with

4
Hy=2p+or, le—%, (A8)
r
(p = |p), and
O(M - H) =0O(M — Hy) — (M — Hy)H,
1
+-8(M—-Hy)H? +---. (A9)

2

A straightforward computation of the integral in Eq. (A6)
leads to the following contribution of the first term on the
rhs of Eq. (A9)

M6
- 720703 "

No(M) (A10)

The computation of the contribution of the term o« H,; in
Eq. (A9) is also straightforward using

oo 1
/ dpp*6(M —2p —or) :§(M—0'r)2. (All)
0
Finally, for the term « H% in Eq. (A9), one has
0 1
/ dpp*s'(M —2p — or) = ) (M - or) (A12)
0

using integration by parts. This gives for the semiclassical
expansion of the cumulative number

Mﬁ 4

- 72070° tas

e 2M?*  M?
a 7
36702 5976 9o

N(M)
(A13)

The last term is obtained with the next-to-leading-order
correction in the semiclassical expansion of Eq. (A6) [7].
Plugging this result into Eq. (Al) with { = —1 (for
baryons) and after performing the integration in M, one gets

1) 1277 (T? 3+317z3 72\?2

= —— —_— —a J—

5B 94500 \ & 56705\ &
T 2T2 Tn T?

L

405 810 ¢ (A14)

This is the contribution just for baryons. A factor of 2 has to
be included to account for the antibaryons.

The leading contribution to N(M) (which will be
denoted WKB,)) can be obtained analytically in the massive
case if ag is set to zero. This computation can be done
easily by considering a change of variables in the
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Cumulative number for the spectrum of baryons with the quark-diquark model (left panel) and baryonic ygp susceptibility

obtained with that spectrum (right panel). We display as solid lines the result from the variational procedure of Sec. V B and as dashed
lines the result from the WKB approximation at leading order. The points in the right panel are the lattice data of Ref. [14]. We have used

the parameters in Eq. (42).

momentum integrals p — E, where E is the summation of
the two kinetic terms in this equation. The expression is
rather lengthy; thus, instead of presenting the full analytical
result, we will show some numerics, which allows us to
include the Coulomb term as well. We display in Fig. 13
(left) the result of the quark-diquark model spectrum
computed with the variational procedure of Sec. VB and
the one obtained with the WKB,, approximation. For the
case WKB with ag = 0, we have used the analytical result
mentioned above for the Hamiltonian of Eq. (A7), while for
ag = /16 we have computed numerically the integral in
Eq. (A6). Note that the agreement between the variational
and the WKB,, approaches is rather good, especially for the
heaviest states, as expected. Finally, we also display in
Fig. 13 (right) the baryonic y z5 susceptibility obtained with
this spectrum within the different approaches.

For completeness, we provide some asymptotic results
for finite quark and diquark mass corrections. For the
cumulative number entering in the rhs of Eq. (A13), one
obtains

M4(m%1 + m%))

ANy (M
ol 487063

)= - (A15)
for m2 4+ m}, < M?. This translates into the following
correction for the susceptibility on the rhs of Eq. (A14)

3173 T

Aypp(T) = ~ 7560 (mg + mp)

) + - (A16)
for m3 + m3, < T*.

More interesting is the behavior of the cumulative
number when M is near and above the (classical) threshold
M ipreshold = m, + mp:

No(M)

64v/2 ( mgmp

3/2 o
= M—-m,—m + -
94570° qurmD) ( ¢ ="mp)

(A17)

This region dominates the behavior of the susceptibility at
small temperatures, namely,

(mqu)3/2T3

Ty =472~
x88(T) 203

e_(qurmD)/T + . (Als)

for T < m, + mp. This temperature region is appropriate
for the values of mgy, Mp, and T considered in this work.'®

APPENDIX B: SIGN OF THE CROSS
SUSCEPTIBILITY FOR DEGENERATE
FLAVORS IN QCD

In this Appendix, we present a proof of the inequality in
(18). The arguments hold in the presence of a lattice
regulator. We assume three flavors a = u, d, s with u
and d degenerated. The partition function is

Z — /DUHDV_/HDWae_Sg<U)_ZaV/aDa(U)Wu

= / DU [ det D, (U). (B1)

S,(U) is the Euclidean gluonic action and (for simplicity,
here we use a notation of QCD in the continuous
formulation),

Da(U) = y,u(a,u+iAu) + myg, (BZ)
where the gluon field A, (x) is a Hermitian matrix and m, is
the mass of the flavor a. The Dirac matrices are Hermitian.

As is well known [52], the identity

vsDa(U)ys = D,(U)" (B3)

"For typical values of mg, 0.3 GeV and mp ~ 0.6 GeV, the
result of Eq. (A18) is a factor ~1/4 of the one computed from the
full analytical expression in the regime 7 ~ 150 MeV.
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implies that the eigenvalues of the Dirac operator are
either real or come in conjugated pairs; hence, det D,(U)
is real. Because u and d are degenerated, the weight
detD,(U)detD,(U) is positive. The weight detD (U)
will be assumed to be positive too as required to be able to
apply an importance sampling Monte Carlo with dynamical
quarks. This allows us to define the real action

S,(U) = =) logdet D,(U), (B4)
so that
Z- / DUES,V)-5,(0). (B5)
The operator counting the flavor a is
0u= [ Expurwa(x) a=wds.  (B6)

Because this quantity is conserved, we can use equivalently

0, =1 [ dxprwa(). (87
where T = 1/ is the temperature. Its expectation value can
be obtained using Wick’s theorem

(©u) = [ DUESOSO ) TxoD; (V). (B8)

Of course, this expectation value vanishes due to charge
conjugation. Namely, using D,(U¢) = CD,(U)TC~! with
Uc=U* (or A, =—-Al), and Cy.C™! = —y,, it follows
that the measure including the actions are even under
U — U¢, whereas Tr(yoD;'(U)) is odd.

For the ud correlation, again applying Wick contrac-
tions,

T2
(40,804) = — / DUeS =S5O (o D (U))

(B9)

This quantity is negative definite because Tr(y,D;'(U)) is
purely imaginary, as follows from
(r0Da(U))" = ~(rs70)70Da(U)(rsr0) ™" (B10)
One observation is that the fact that Tr(yoD;'(U)) is
purely imaginary provides another proof of {(Q,) = 0 since
this quantity is real because Q,, is Hermitian in the real time
formulation.
Another observation is that y,; <0 will always hold
in a Monte Carlo calculation, since Tr(y,D;'(U))* < 0 for
every configuration, even if the assumption det D (U) > 0

were violated. On the other hand, for (Q2) there are two
Wick contractions

2
(80, =5 [ DU Ti(roD (V)

= Tr(yoDy' (U)roDy' (U))). (B11)
Equation (B10) again implies that the second term is real,
and the inequality y,,, > |y.q| implies that this second term
is not only positive but at least twice as large (in average) as
minus the first one. Since there is no reason to expect that
Tr(yoDy' (U))? = Tr(yoDy ' (U)yoDy ' (U)) is definite pos-
itive for each gauge configuration, the condition y,,, > |¥.4
could fail to hold for nonpositive definite detD (U),
thereby providing a test on this.
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