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Critical behavior in the single flavor Thirring model in 2+ 1D
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Results of a lattice field theory simulation of the single-flavor Thirring model in 2 + 1 spacetime
dimensions are presented. The lattice model is formulated using domain wall fermions as a means to
recover the correct U(2) symmetries of the continuum model in the limit where the wall separation
L, — co. Simulations on 123,16° x L,, varying self-interaction strength g> and bare mass m, are
performed with L, =8, ...,48, and the results for the bilinear condensate (yy) are fitted to a model
equation of state assuming a U(2) — U(1) ® U(1) symmetry-breaking phase transition at a critical g2.
First estimates for g-2a and critical exponents are presented, showing small but significant departures from
mean-field values. The results confirm that a symmetry-breaking transition does exist and therefore the
critical number of flavors for the Thirring model N, > 1. Results for both the condensate and associated
susceptibility are also obtained in the broken phase on 16> x 48, suggesting that here the L, — oo
extrapolation is not yet under control. We also present results obtained with the associated 2 4 1D truncated
overlap operator Dg; demonstrating exponential localization, a necessary condition for the recovery of
U(2) global symmetry, but that the recovery of the Ginsparg-Wilson condition as L; — oo is extremely

slow in the broken phase.

DOI: 10.1103/PhysRevD.102.094502

I. INTRODUCTION

The Thirring model is a quantum field theory of rela-
tivistic fermions interacting via a contact between con-
served currents. In this paper we will examine the model in
2 4 1D spacetime dimensions, and therefore further specify
the use of reducible (i.e., four-component) spinor fields,
permitting the formulation of a parity-invariant mass term.
The Lagrangian density reads

7

L=+ myi + 3 Wiri)® (1)
where y = 0, 1, 2 and a sum over i indexing N fermion
species is implied. For a reducible representation of
the Dirac algebra, there are two independent matrices y3
and y5 which anticommute with the kinetic term in Eq. (1),
which results in a U(2N) global symmetry generated by
the set {1, 3,75, iy3ys}. For m # O this breaks as U(2N) —

U(N) ® U(N). The symmetry can also break spontaneously
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through the generation of a bilinear condensate (yy) # 0;
while there are clear analogies with “chiral” symmetry
breaking, this nomenclature should be eschewed in odd
spacetime dimensions.

Spontaneous U(2N) symmetry breaking is believed to be
theoretically possible for sufficiently large self-coupling g°
and sufficiently small N. Previous investigations of this
question have used truncated Schwinger-Dyson equations
[1-3], and the functional renormalization group approach
[4-6]. The prototype scenario has a symmetry breaking
transition at g2(N), where g2 is an increasing function of N.
A UV-stable renormalization group fixed point can be
defined as ¢> — g2, where we identify a quantum critical
point (QCP) such that there exists an interacting continuum
field theory solely specified by the field content, dimen-
sionality and pattern of symmetry breaking. The critical
flavor number N, required for symmetry breaking defined
by g2(N)|y—y, — oo, which in principle need not be an
integer, is an important property of the model. Since
symmetry breaking is not accessible via expansion in
any small parameter, the identification of N, for the
Thirring model is an important and challenging problem
in nonperturbative quantum field theory.

The model also provides a natural arena for the appli-
cation of lattice field theory methods, and may well be the
simplest fermion field theory requiring a computational
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solution. It turns out that the choice of fermion discretiza-
tion has undue influence. Many early studies [7—12] used
staggered fermions, which naturally support a symmetry
breaking U(Y) ® U(5) — U(F) [13]. The results of these
studies are broadly consistent; the most wide-ranging of
them, exploiting plausible assumptions about the ¢ — oo
limit on a lattice, found N, = 6.6(1) [11]. The critical
exponents found for N < N, appear rather sensitive to N,
suggesting the existence of a rich family of distinct QCPs.

There are reasons to question whether this prediction for
N, is correct; issues arising from a lattice perspective were
reviewed in Ref. [14]. Here we present a nonrigorous
plausibility argument for caution based on symmetry. The
Thirring model in 2 + 1D may be studied analytically in the
limit of large N, and the mass My of a vector ff bound
state interpolated by the current density yy,y is predicted
in this limit to be [15]

Hence in the strong-coupling limit the Thirring model is a
theory of conserved currents interacting via the exchange of
a massless spin-1 boson. Asymptotically the boson propa-
gator switches from the canonical D, (k) « k™% to ock™';
this UV behavior is exactly that predicted for the photon of
QED; in the IR limit. Hence the Thirring QCP, if it exists,
could well be identical with the IR fixed point of QEDj,
and the critical N, for both theories should then coincide.
The parallels between the Thirring model and Abelian
gauge theory are more apparent still once an auxiliary
vector field A, is introduced, as reviewed in Sec. II below
and more generally throughout the rest of the paper.

Now, there is an old argument [16] for estimating N, in
QED;3, based on the conjecture fir < fuyvy, where

9 .. F 90 F

=2 lim>; = -2 lim =
fIR T fUV 71'2 Tooo T4 ’

(3)
and F is the thermodynamic free energy density. For
asymptotically free theories such as QED5 fyyy is related to
the count of noninteracting constituents:

3

Here % is the appropriate factor for Fermi-Dirac statistics in
2 4 1D, 4 is the number of spinor components per flavor
and 1 counts the single physical polarisation state of the
photon, which remains unconfined in QED;. For a phase
with spontaneously broken symmetry the number of
weakly interacting degrees of freedom is the Goldstone
count plus the photon. Hence

U(2N) - U(N) ® U(N);

B { 2N? +1
" U® ®u®) - ud.

NZ
E+1

For QED;3, and by extension the continuum Thirring model,
the conjecture therefore predicts N, < % whereas for the
symmetry breaking dictated by the staggered formulation
the equivalent bound is the much less stringent N, < 12.
This disparity is a strong motivation for exploring lattice
fermions with the correct global symmetry.

Recently this program has been developed in two distinct
directions. Lattice fermions employing the SLAC deriva-
tive, which is nonlocal but manifestly U(2N)-symmetric,
have been used to investigate the model in Refs. [17,18].
Since the Thirring model is not a gauge theory, the long-
standing objections [19] to the SLAC approach associated
with the lack of localization of the fermion-gauge vertex do
not apply. No evidence has been found for spontaneous
symmetry breaking for any integer value of N (i.e., any
unitary local version of the model); an estimate N, =
0.80(4) < 1 was reported in Ref. [18]. Meanwhile, the
Thirring model formulated with domain wall fermions
(DWFs) has been investigated by us in Refs. [14,20].
DWFs employ a local lattice derivative at the cost of
introducing a fictitious extra dimension. In this case the
U(2N) symmetry is not manifest but hopefully recovered in
a controlled way in the limit that the separation L, between
domain walls located at either end of this “third” dimension
is made large. An aspect worth highlighting is that in the
most promising approach the fermions interact with the
auxiliary field A, throughout the bulk, i.e., for 0 < x3 < L,
very similar to the way gauge theories are formulated with
DWFs [21].

We have found that the L, — oo limit becomes particu-
larly challenging precisely in the strong-coupling regime
where symmetry breaking is anticipated. In particular,
Ref. [14] presented results for N =0, 1, 2 on 123 x L
(for N > 0) with L, ranging from 8 to 40. The results for
N = 0and N = 2 are fairly clear-cut: symmetry breaking is
observed in the former case and not in the latter. For N = 1
there are qualitative indications of a change in the system’s
behavior at the strongest coupling explored (¢7?a = 0.3,
where the lattice spacing a defines the scale). In particular
the bilinear condensate (yy(m)) displays significant L
dependence in this regime, and the resulting signal esti-
mated in the L; — oo limit is significantly greater than that
from weaker couplings; there is also a marked departure
from linear m dependence. The conclusion reached in
Ref. [14] is that 0 < N, < 2 with “strong evidence” for
N,> 1.

Settling the issue is hard for a couple of reasons. One is
that the Rational Hybrid Monte Carlo (RHMC) simulation
algorithm required for N = 1 is numerically more demand-
ing [14]. Another is that in a finite volume the bilinear
condensate vanishes identically for m = 0 so that neither
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the order parameter nor associated susceptibility are
directly accessible in the U(2N)-symmetric limit. In the
current paper we apply improved code and substantially
enhanced computing resources to both issues, by exploring
the model on both 123 x L, and 16 x L, with L, as large
as 48, with much finer resolution along the coupling axis,
particularly in the suspected critical region. The resulting
order parameter data (yy(g*, m)) are obtained with suffi-
cient statistical precision to permit fits to a renormalization-
group-inspired equation of state (EoS) applicable away
from m =0, yielding estimates for both the critical
coupling ¢*> and accompanying critical exponents f,, and
0 defined in Eq. (15) below. A similar strategy has been
applied successfully in staggered fermion studies [7,9,11].
As the methodology implies, the main results of the study
are the confirmation that N, > 1 and a first tentative
characterization of the critical properties of the QCP.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows.
Section II sets out the lattice formulation of the model using
DWFs and the auxiliary field method, and reviews the
simulation algorithm and principal observables. Results are
presented in Sec. III in three subsections. Section III A
presents a systematic study of varying # = g~2a, m, L and
spacetime volume, in the regime 0.3 < f < 0.52. Results
for (yy) are first extrapolated to L; — oo, and then fitted to
the empirical EoS (16) below. The picture that emerges
appears under control; the L extrapolation and EoS-fitting
procedures almost, but not quite, commute, yielding fairly
stable estimates for . =~ 0.28 and estimates for the expo-
nents f3,,, d distinct from those of mean field theory. Finite-
volume effects appear to be remarkably small. However, all
the data used in this analysis lie in the symmetric phase. To
address this Sec. III B presents a complementary study at
fixed L; = 48, but this time exploring couplings as strong
as # = 0.23. Both () and its associated susceptibility y,
are studied. Here some issues emerge: the EoS fit is not so
successful at describing data in the strong-coupling phase,
and y,, while having a peak as expected near criticality,
exhibits a nonstandard scaling as m is varied. We also
present results for a residual §;, introduced in Ref. [22] to
quantify the recovery of U(2N) symmetry, and the Bose
action density (2¢%)~2(A2). In Sec. III C we present results
for the locality, and recovery of the Ginsparg-Wilson
relation, of the truncated overlap operator (corresponding
to finite L) in the critical region. Both are key ingredients
in demonstrating the existence of a local U(2N)-symmetric
field theory at the QCP. Our conclusions are discussed
in Sec. IV.

II. FORMULATION AND NUMERICAL
SIMULATION

We use an auxiliary field formulation to represent the
Thirring interaction, which recasts the fermion action as a
bilinear form while preserving the global symmetries. In
continuum notation the Lagrangian density reads

L zlp(a+i¢4+m)w+iA2. (6)
2%
On a lattice the vector auxiliary field A, is naturally
formulated on a link. Preserving fermion global symmetries
while transcribing to a lattice is of course a long-standing
issue in lattice field theory. Our approach uses DWFs, in
which a fictitious third dimension is introduced so the
fermions W(x, s) are defined in 2 + 1 + 1D:

S = Z Z \i,(x’ S)[5S,S’DWx,y [A] + 5X,}vD3S.Sf]lP(y, S’)

Xy s

1
+ mS,, + 2—922Aﬁ (x). (7)
X

We use the Mobius formulation, implying that Dy [A = 0],
D; are free Wilson derivative operators, with D5, ¢ having
open boundary conditions implemented on the hopping
terms, Vviz. 8,41 ¢ (1 — 6y 1/r,), at domain walls located at
s = 1, L,. The auxiliary field A,(x) is 3-static, taking the
same value on every spacetime slice along the third
direction. In previous work we have referred to this as
the bulk version of the model [14]. Our model employs a
noncompact formulation of the interaction in which each
hopping term in Dy carries a nonunitary link factor
(1+iA,(x)); in this way integration over A generates
solely 4-Fermi terms, and not higher-point contact inter-
actions. Further details were set out in Ref. [14].

In the large-L, limit the free kinetic operator approaches
an overlap operator Dq; defined in 2 + 1D and satisfying a
generalization of the Ginsparg-Wilson relations [23,24]

{r3.DoL} = 2Dory3Dor; {rs.DoL} = 2DovysDor;
[737s5, Dor) = 0. (8)

For weakly interacting fields, the rhs of the first two of
these relations are formally O(a) and thus vanish in the
continuum limit, recovering the desired U(2) global sym-
metry of the continuum model. This only holds for the
bulk formulation of the Thirring model with DWFs, and
not the alternative “surface” formulation discussed in
Refs. [14,20]. For strongly interacting fields the recovery
of the GW relations (8) and the locality of the correspond-
ing Dqp. will be discussed further in Sec. III C below.

The bridge between 2 + 1 4 1D and the target model
rests on the identification of physical fermion fields in 2 +
1D localized entirely on the domain walls, which we regard
as a working assumption:

w(x) = P_W(x.1) + P, ¥(x,L,):
#(x) = P(x.L,)P_ +B(x.1)P.. (9)

with projectors P, =1(1 £y;). The mass term msS,, in
Eq. (7) needs some discussion. A U(2)-symmetric theory
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has three physically equivalent parity-invariant mass terms
mupy, im3pysy and imspysy. For DWF fermions with L
finite the choice imyysy with y,  specified in Eq. (9)
gives the best approach to L, — oo [14,22,24], and we use
this definition throughout this paper. The approach to the
U(2)-symmetric limit will be monitored in Sec. III B below
via the residual §, ~ () — (wiysw) [22].

Specifying the bilinear component of the action (7) by
M, then the action simulated using bosonic pseudofermion
fields @, ® is

1

Spf = q)T{[MTMmh:I]i[MTMm3:m]_E[MTMmh:l]%}(D'
(10)

Assuming det M is real, the resulting functional weight
det{M,,,—nM;,_;] tends to detDor(m) in the limit
L — oo [24]. An RHMC algorithm is needed to handle
the fractional powers in Eq. (10), as described in Ref. [14].
Some tests of the accuracy of the rational approximation
needed to implement fractional powers in the parameter
regime of interest are presented in Sec. IIIB. In the
meantime the code has been modified in two main aspects:
multiprocess parallelization and a simplified, more stable
solver. The parallelization makes use of the Message
Passing Interface paradigm, with a 3D domain decom-
position across the spatial and temporal directions, leaving
the domain wall dimension uncut to allow the compiler—as
in the original version of the code—to perform automatic
vectorization. The alternative solver implementation is a
conjugate gradient-based multishift solver, having the
advantages of requiring 33% less memory compared to
the original Quasi-Minimal Residual-based one, and being
stable in single precision. The possibility of running the
solver in single precision during the molecular dynamics
part of the algorithm leads to another 50% save in memory
which, as the solver is severely memory bound, translates
into a direct performance increase. We have made the
simulation code publicly available [25].

Finally, the observables studied in the bulk of the paper
are simply the bilinear condensate

) =202 — i) (1)

and its associated susceptibility
xe = (%) - ()% (12)

The notation is slightly loose: the bilinear actually used
in computations should be understood to be iyysy. The
susceptibility y, defined in Eq. (12) is often referred to
as the disconnected component, and is expected to
manifest any singular behavior expected at a continuous
phase transition. The full susceptibility corresponding to
0%1n Z/Om? contains an extra connected component not

included in the variance of the bilinear order parameter
calculated here. In our work the expectations (11)-(12) are
calculated with unbiased estimators using ten independent
Gaussian noise vectors per configuration.

III. RESULTS

A. Equation of state on 123, 16°, and
the extrapolation L; — oo

In previous work [14], simulations of the N = 1 model
on a 123 x L system found signals consistent with broken
U(2) symmetry in the vicinity of # = g~?a ~ 0.3. Crucially,
in order to demonstrate this it proved necessary to explore a
large range 8 < L, < 40 in order to permit an extrapolation
L, — oo. In this subsection we revisit this issue, this time
exploring the coupling range 0.3 < <0.52 with much
finer resolution, with fermion masses ma = 0.01, ..., 0.05,
spacetime volumes 123 and 16° and L, = 8, 16, ...,48. The
data presented result from at least 3000 RHMC trajectories
of mean length 1.0 for each parameter set {f, m, L}

First let us discuss the L, — oo extrapolation; empirically
the convergence to the large-L limit is exponential [14]:

W) —0o — (Wy), = A(B, m)e~APmL - (13)

Sample fits are shown in Fig. 1. The extracted decay constant
A(f, m) is shown in Fig. 2. While errors are appreciable,
particularly at weaker couplings where the signal is small, it
can be seen that for the weaker couplings 0.36 < f < 0.44
A ~0.03 and is approximately m independent, whereas
for the stronger couplings 0.3 < < 0.34, A(m) is roughly
linear, with an intercept A(m = 0) ~ 0.007. This suggests
that L, ~ O(10?) is needed to completely control the
extrapolation in this regime.

0.07{ ~©- #:
0.06{ —g- 4.

= —— 3

0.04] o 5
0.031

0.024

0.014

FIG. 1. Bilinear condensate (yy(L,)) for ma = 0.01 on 163
together with a fit to Eq. (13).
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FIG. 2. The decay constant A(f#, m) defined in Eq. (13) on 16°,
showing distinct trends in the coupling ranges f > 0.36 and
p <0.34. Data points have been shifted horizontally for im-
proved readability.

Next we turn to an analysis of the critical point, assumed
present at (3, m) = (f.,0). Since data are collected in the
presence of a U(2)-symmetry-breaking mass m # 0, we
follow an indirect route, motivated by the renormalization
group [7]. At fixed spacetime volume, assume a scaling
form

o). = @7 () )

where t = f — .. In the limits m = 0, t = 0 we immedi-
ately recover

|t

m = F(0) ()’ (15)

whereupon we identify the conventional critical exponents
p,, and & familiar from the ferromagnetic transition. For
small # we may Taylor expand the scaling function F to
yield the EoS:

Pn o (py);

m=A(B—B.) W) + Blgy)’.  (16)

Results of a least-squares fit of Eq. (16) to data from
16° x 48, 0.3 < # <0.52, and ma = 0.005,0.01,0.02, ...,
0.05 are shown in Fig. 3, together with the curve resulting
from the same fit parameters as m — 0. The data support
a symmetry-breaking continuous phase transition at . =
0.2537(2) (the fit of Fig. 7 below with significantly smaller
x*/d.o.f. results from excluding the data with # = 0.3; here
we retain them for the sake of uniformity in the subsequent
analysis). The fitted exponents f,, = 0.42(1), 6 = 3.41(5)
differ significantly from their predicted values in mean field
theory, namely f,, =1 &6 = 3.

However, in order to identify this transition with the
breaking of U(2) symmetry a minimum requirement is

0.25 +——
m=0
x%/dof=27.2 + m=0.005
0.20 0.29<pB<0.55,m=0.0 * m=0.01
Ndat =72 4 m=0.02
4 m=0.03
0.15 ¢ m=0.04
3 AN ¥ m=0.05
S e
- e v
0.10 TR e
\ ; e
“\ . \‘\ g ha T b
\‘ N\ . L .
0.05 - \‘ N e R
| S
| I Tee
S e . S
0.00 - - . . ; . .
020 025 030 035 040 045 050 055 0.60
B
FIG. 3. Fitto the EoS (16) for 16> x 48. The full line shows the

fit extrapolated to the U(2)-symmetric limit m = 0. The large y?
value is dominated by data with = 0.30; see Fig. 7 below.

stability under the extrapolation L; — oo. The purist’s
approach, presented first, is to fit Eq. (16) to data which
has been first extrapolated using Eq. (13). Such a fit is
shown in Fig. 4. The first thing to note is the far larger
errors on the data points (and correspondingly smaller
x*/d.o.f.); the extrapolation is particularly difficult to
control at weak coupling where the signal is small. The
fitted EoS still supports a continuous phase transition,
though with modified exponents 3,, = 0.31(2), § = 4.3(2).
The critical point is also shifted to weaker coupling:
B.=0.279(1). In the immediate vicinity of the critical
point the fitted curves do not well describe the small-mass
data ma = 0.005, 0.01; however, due to the large error bars
the exclusion of these masses does not significantly alter
the fit.

A more pragmatic approach is to perform fits at fixed L,
and then study the behavior of the fit parameters as
Ly — oo. This is less well motivated theoretically, but
has the practical advantage that the data passed to the
least-squares fitting procedure is of much higher statistical
quality. Results for the critical coupling and the exponents

0.25

x?/dof=2.22

0.20 1 0.29<B<0.55,m=0.0

0.05 A

0.00

FIG. 4. Fit to the EoS (16) for 163 extrapolated to infinite L,.
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L
s
FIG. 5. Fitted critical coupling . on both 123 and 163

spacetime volumes as a function of L. The full (16%) and
dashed (12%) lines show the values from fits of L, = oo
extrapolated data.

are shown in Figs. 5 and 6 respectively. In Fig. 5 it is
notable that the 3.(L) values from 12* and 16 volumes
are compatible; the evolution with L, is smooth but falls
significantly short of the fit of the extrapolated data even by
L, =48, so it is not clear whether extrapolation and fitting
commute. In Fig. 6 by contrast the fitted j3,,(L) and (L),
while agreeing at large L,, approach this limit from
opposite directions on 12 and 16*; moreover while on
123 the data from the largest available L, are compatible
with the values extracted from the extrapolated data, as
already remarked there is a significant disparity on 16°.

B. Towards stronger couplings on 163, L, =48

The results of the previous subsection support the claim
made in Ref. [14] that the N = 1 model has a continuous

0.8

— i
0.6 R
_______________________ S
Bm0.47 = 3 5 5 _|
L 3 i
0.25 E ]
0 ‘ | ‘ | ‘ | ‘ | ‘
ol o 12’ i
L © 16 1
Pl T — MFT
ys - 3 E §7
37_ ........................ %._._._._I .................. ]
2 \ S ‘ \ \
0 10 20 30 40 50

FIG. 6. Fitted critical exponents /3, (upper panel) and & (lower
panel) on both 123 and 163 spacetime volumes as a function of
L. Dash-dotted lines show mean field values.

phase transition associated with the onset of a bilinear
fermion condensate for = 0.3. There is no sign of any
significant finite-volume effect. Moreover, for the largest
L, examined, the transition is reasonably well modeled by
an EoS with critical exponents both distinct from mean-
field values, and consistent with a QCP defining a pre-
viously unknown strongly coupled quantum field theory of
fermions. We might be concerned, however, that all data
analyzed in Sec. III A lie on the weak-coupling side of the
putative transition, and that there are hints from Fig. 3 and
particularly Fig. 4 that the EoS fit is not doing such a good
job as either m — 0 or # — p.,. To investigate further we
now turn to data generated using approximately 5000
RHMC trajectories at fixed L; = 48 on spacetime volume
16°, but extending to /3 values on the strong-coupling side
of the transition. Additionally, at the lightest mass ma =
0.005 the f axis is sampled with a finer resolution Af =
0.01 in the strong-coupling region.

Figure 7 shows the (pw(f, m)) data set, and a fit to
Eq. (16) based on 0.32 < f < 0.52. The fit is compatible
with that shown in Fig. 3, and as advertised is of slightly
higher quality as a result of excluding g = 0.30. It is
immediately apparent, however, that it fails to model data
on the strong-coupling side of the transition; here ()
falls below the model, and the effect is more pronounced
with decreasing m, until by ma = 0.005 the curve becomes
flat for < 0.25, as shown in Fig. 8.

The flattening of the condensate at strong coupling is not
a new story; indeed, simulations with staggered fermions
actually exhibit a maximum before dropping as f — 0,.
A possible origin of this behavior was suggested in Ref. [7]:
as a result of the linear coupling between A, and the
fermion current, the leading-order large-N correction to the
auxiliary propagator is not transverse in a lattice regulari-
zation, leading to the breakdown of positivity as f — 0.
In the large-N approach the effect is mitigated by an
additive renormalization of g2, so that the strong-coupling

0.25

m=0
x?/dof=5.67 i m=0.005
0.20 0.31<B<0.55,m=0 ' m=0.01
Ndat = 66 P m=0.02
I m=0.03
0.15 | ¢ m=0.04
5 . ¥ m=0.05
= .
0.10 1
0.05
0.00

FIG. 7. The fixed-L, data set used for the analysis of Sec. III B,
together with a fit to the EoS (16). The fit parameters are
p. =0.2601(4), p,, = 0.413(15), and 5 = 3.44(9).
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«
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T Ny=25 e
0011 I p,=20 e o
i oL=64
0.00 ; . . . . .
020 025 030 035 040 045 050 055
B
FIG. 8. (pw(B)) for ma = 0.005 on 16> x 48. The dashed line

is the same EoS fit shown in Fig. 7. Also shown is the result of a
pilot simulation with = 0.3, L, = 64.

limit of the model is now taken as # — " > 0. In Ref. [11]
p* was taken to be the location of the maximum of
(ww(p)), enabling a model equation of state (yy(N)) in
the effective strong-coupling limit and consequent predic-
tion of N ... A decrease of () _, has also been reported in
simulations with SLAC fermions [17,18] and with DWFs
in a variant “surface” formulation of the model [20],
suggesting that strong-coupling lattice artifacts are a
generic feature of the Thirring model, and may have a
more general origin than that suggested by the large-N
approach. Be that as it may it will clearly be important to
establish a clear separation between f* and any f,
associated with a Thirring model QCP. From Fig. 8 we
might estimate * = 0.25, uncomfortably close, with cur-
rent resolution, to the g, estimates of Sec. IIT A.

At this point it is appropriate to discuss a technical aside.
In the RHMC algorithm described in Ref. [14], it is
necessary to calculate fractional powers of the fermion
kernel A = M"M. In practice this is performed using a
rational approximation

{  m=0.005
0.8 1 ¢ m=0.01
+ 4 m=0.02
L m=0.03
0.6 1 # + 4+ m=0.04
* i Y  m=0.05
=
0.4 # } #
+ ¢ o + + + + i *
¢
0.2 ¢ L] ' L) * i ‘
° A
. + o+ b .
. I TP :
0.0 - . . . H
0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40 0.45 0.50 0.55
B

FIG. 9. Susceptibility y,(8,m) on 163 x 48.

a;

A+ p;°

Nﬂf
AP ry(A) =ag+ ) (17)
i=1

where the coefficients «;, ff; may be calculated using the
Remez algorithm implementation described in Ref. [26].
They are chosen so that over a spectral range (1,,50.0),
|r,(x) = xP| < 1076 for matrices needed during trajectory
guidance and < 10~!2 for those needed in the Monte Carlo
acceptance step. For all work to date we have used
Ag = 107* corresponding to the smallest value of (ma)?
explored, which translates to partial fraction numbers
N,r = 12 (guidance) and N, = 25 (acceptance); however
one might question whether this is sufficiently accurate
for studies with ma = 0.005. Accordingly we have per-
formed “enhanced” simulations at three f values with
Remez coefficients generated with A; = 107>, correspond-
ing to N,; = 14 (guidance), and N,, = 29 (acceptance).
As shown in Fig. 8, fortunately there appears to be no
significant difference with data calculated using the
previous A; = 1074,

Next we present data for the susceptibility y, defined in
Eq. (12), for the whole data set in Fig. 9 and for the lightest
ma = 0.005 in Fig. 10. As might be anticipated, statistical
errors in y, are considerably larger than those for the
condensate, and accordingly we choose not to attempt an
L, — oo extrapolation. However, again, the agreement
between results obtained using the default and enhanced
rational approximations seen in Fig. 10 is reassuring. For
each value of m y,(f) is nonmonotonic, with the peak
shifting to stronger coupling as m decreases in accord with
expectations for a second derivative of the free energy at a
critical point; this is corroborated by the model prediction
obtained by differentiation of Eq. (16) with respect to m,
and plotted using the fitted parameters in Fig. 11. Figure 10
suggests that the location and even the sharpness of the

0.225

i T Ny=25

0.200 I Npr=29
0.175 4 I Ls=64
0.150 1

/1 H
0.125 A
0.100 i N3 .
00754  if ~J

i/ “\\
0.050{ .
0.025 1" e
LR T
0.000 : : : : : :
020 025 030 035 040 045 050  0.55
B

FIG. 10.  Susceptibility y,(f) for ma = 0.005 on 16> x 48. The
dashed line is calculated using the same EoS fit shown in Fig. 7,
multiplied by an empirical factor 0.014. Also shown is the result
of a pilot simulation with f = 0.3, L, = 64.
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ok 4 |— ma=0.005
ma=0.01

1oF g 1 |— ma=002 |
& ma=0.03

— ma=0.04

ol L L
02 03 04 05

0.2 03 04 0.5

FIG. 11. Susceptibility y.(#, m) obtained by differentiation of
the EoS (16). The inset shows the “corrected” version discussed
in Sec. IV.

peak at criticality is roughly as expected, once an empirical
rescaling is applied. However, there are features of Fig. 9
which are clearly problematic: the m ordering of the data is
opposite to model expectations, with y, increasing with m
over the whole f# range studied, and the convergence of y,
curves with different m as  grows large seen in Fig. 11 is
not observed. We postpone further discussion of these
issues to Sec. IV.

Next we discuss the approach to recovery of U(2)
symmetry expected as L; — oo. Reference [22] introduced
aresidual §;, defined in terms of the 2 4+ 1 + 1-dimensional
fields as follows:

6h(Ls) = Im< (x,s = 1)i}’3‘P(X,S = Ls)>
= —Im(®(x,s = L,)iy;¥(x,s = 1)). (18)

In Ref. [22] 26;, was found to furnish a lower bound for the
difference between () and (iysy), and to vanish
o« e~Ls for quenched QED;. In the Thirring model,
6,(Ly) for various couplings was presented in Fig. 12 of
Ref. [14]. While in all cases 0, still decreases with L, it
grows larger as coupling increases, and by f = 0.3 its
decay constant ¢ even develops a dependence on m.
Figure 12 taken at fixed L; = 48 confirms that the m
dependence of §,, does indeed set in for # < 0.4, and that §,,
continues to grow as f decreases, suggesting that the
recovery of U(2) symmetry will be an ever-increasing
challenge in the symmetry-broken phase as m — 0.
Finally, Fig. 13 shows results for the bosonic auxiliary
action density (2¢%)7'(A2). As discussed in Ref. [14], for
DWFs with the bulk formulation of the Thirring model
there is no simple interpretation in terms of a local four-
fermion condensate available; rather we regard it as an extra
observable sensitive to light fermion dynamics. Its behavior
is nonmonotonic, with a minimum at f ~ 0.46 before rising

to approach and then exceed the free-field value % at

0.12 = i  m=0.005
- T m=0.01
= T m=0.02
0101 - = T m=0.03
- T I m=0.04
0.08 A - . =z ¥ m=0.05
< - N - o
© 0.06 1 C UL e T,
- * * -
* * + =
0.04 A * Is
sz
]
0.02 1 L ™ .
* -
0.00 T T . ; ; .
0.20 0.25 0.30 0.35 0.40 0.45 0.50 0.55
B

FIG. 12. The U(2)-breaking residual &,(8, m) on 163 x 48.

f ~0.24. The notable feature of Fig. 13 is the fermion
mass dependence; broadly speaking the departure from the
free-field result increases with decreasing m (although the
m ordering of the data is somewhat noisy), the effect being
most pronounced for 0.3 < # < 0.4 immediately above the
suspected critical region.

C. Properties of the associated overlap operator

The equivalence of DWFs [21,27] and the (truncated)
overlap operator [28] is well established in 3 4 1D, e.g.,
[29]. This equivalence is further shown in 2 + 1D [24] for
both the regular mass term mypy and the linearly inde-
pendent twisted mass terms imyy; sy introduced above. As
such, the locality of the domain wall operator in the target
dimensionality can be demonstrated by showing the local-
ity of the overlap operator.

We use the Shamir and Wilson formulations of the
overlap operator with twisted mass —imyysy given by

3
1.525
'\
1.500 ; free-field result
\
1.475 - \
1450 '..\ 4 m=0.005
~ % m=0.01
Q 1.425 1 1 4 m=0.02
Y e + m=0.03
< 1.400- N } m=0.04
1375 . -{ 4 m=0.05
\z
1.350 - 3
1.325 A ~4_ . 2.3 ¢0o—18
020 025 030 035 040 045 050 055
B
.. . . 2\—17 A2
FIG. 13. Auxiliary action density (2¢g°)7'(A;) vs B on

16® x 48. The dashed line through the ma = 0.005 data is merely
to guide the eye.
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where the Wilson and Shamir kernels, defined via

V = y3sgn(H), are

Hy =y3Dy,

D
Hs=732+‘;/)w (20)

and Dy = Dy (—M) is the massive Wilson Dirac operator,
with M fixed to 1. Note, however, that the link factors
multiplying the difference operators in Dy, are the non-
unitary [1 & iA,] rather than the unitary e**» characteristic
of a gauge theory. The key relation Hy; = (y3H)' is
preserved. Our formulation of DWFs in the L; — oo limit
is expected to recover Eq. (19) with the Shamir kernel [24].

The standard mass formulation of the overlap operator is
D{y; (m) =Ym 4 15my gy, The signum function typically
is approximated with a rational function resulting in a
|

truncated overlap operator. The hyperbolic tangent (polar)
approximation is the most commonly used and may be
expressed as [30]

ijl‘l [x? + (tan%)?]
n/2—1 i+1/2)\m
Hjio [xz + ('[al‘l (.H’n/ ) )2]

(21)

sgn(x) ~ tanh(ntanh~'x) = xn

for n even. For the Shamir formulation it is much
more efficient to use a formulation exploiting an extra
dimension, and the truncated overlap operator can be
reconstructed directly from a domain wall formulation.
The standard mass and alternative mass domain wall
operators may be expressed as DIID/\?V =DOw + mDII)/\i,,
where (for n = L, = 4)

Dy +1 —P_ 0 0
-P Dy+1 —-P_ 0
Dy = o : (22)
0 -P, Dy+I1 -—P_
0 0 —-P, Dy+1
0 0 0 Py 0 0 0 iysPy
Dl 0O 0 0 O D3 0 0 0 0 (23)
Pl 00 o | bW 0 00 0
P 0 0 O ir3P_ 0 0O 0
Then with
P_. P, 0 0 P_ 0 0 P,
0O P_ P P, P_ O 0
C— + i ct=cl=|""7 (24)
0 0 pP_ P, 0O P, P_. O
P, 0 0 P_ 0 0 P, P_
we have the following relation [24,29], where the precise form of the A terms is unimportant for our purposes:
D%L(m) 0 0 O
—(1- m)A§ 1 0 0
K3 = CY(DLy (1) 'D3 (m)C = 25
b Dhwme= | 7 T o 23)
-1=-m)AR 0 0 1
I
So the overlap operator (19), with the Shamir kernel (20), Invariant transformations, corresponding to the

truncated with the polar approximation (21), evaluated
with given n, is identical to the top left entry of the
matrix K [Eq. (25)] using a domain wall extent L; = n.
There is a similar relation for the Wilson kernel, with
a different domain wall formulation. We also have
K = C'(Dlyy (1)) Dlyy (m)C.

Ginsparg-Wilson (GW) relations (8) are given by [22]
\P — el’a}@(l—%)l}l; \il —_ \Peia}@(l_%)’
\P — ei‘175<1_§)q]; ‘i‘ — ‘i‘eiaﬁ(l_%)’

‘P — eia7375111; ‘ij — LijeiayS}'S'

(26)
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This relation is exact for the 2+ 1D overlap operator
D = Dg;, and is reproduced by DWFs in 24+ 1 + 1D in
the L, — oo limit. In order to recover the U(2) symmetry in
the continuum limit ¢ — 0, we must have the GW terms
aDy; 5D and equivalently the transform terms % vanishing
in the same limit. A sufficient condition for this to be the
case is the Dirac operator being exponentially local.
Evidence for this has been given for the overlap operator
in 3 + 1D [31], and it behooves us to investigate the 2 + 1D
case. Since the overlap operator is a dense matrix and
manifestly nonlocal, a demonstration of exponential local-
ity is important, especially around critical regions.

To see that exponential locality is necessary to ensure the
recovery of the continuum U(2) symmetry, note that

. aD D
eiars(1-2)gy — (1+ iay3<1 —%) +>‘P (27)

so that recovery requires
[aDlP]an =0. (28)

We have W =[a);D;¥],.o=0 which is true if
[>iD;i'¥],_o < co which is true for any bounded ¥ if
[>iDjilumo < oo which is true if D is exponentially local,
and hence exponential locality allows the recovery of U(2)
symmetry.

In order to illustrate the locality of the overlap operator,
we follow Ref. [31]. Let

w(x) = Dn(x) (29)

where the point source #(x) = d,,6,; where y is an
arbitrary location and a is a spinor index. Then we calculate
the decay as

f(r) = max{[ly (x)[[:[]x = y[l, = r} (30)

where the “Manhattan taxi distance,”
V| is just the L; norm.

The locality of Dy in the critical region is illustrated for
the twisted imyysy mass term with ma = 0.005 in Figs. 14
and 15. Within the limitations imposed by a 16> volume,
Fig. 14 is consistent with exponential falloff for ra = 10.
There is a mild # dependence; as expected the falloff slows
down as the coupling gets stronger. Also shown for
comparison are data obtained with unitary link fields
et where exponential localization is more manifest.
Convergence to a meaningful value of the decay rate on this
small volume is seen to be difficult in Fig. 15 showing the
decrement from one r value to the next, by plotting
f(r)/f(r—=1). As the coupling strength gets closer to
criticality there is only marginal variation, indicating local-
ity is not jeopardized at a critical point. Varying m does not

=yl =22l -

1 T ‘ T ‘ T
.« p=0.24
.. o $=0.27
e, o B=0.30
001} AL I o p=0.33 7
., LY ', e [=0.30 unitary
° 8
r) E © § E
U .. Pregy, ' ]
g * e L 1
. g
0.0001+ ° -
le-06 : L : ' : ' : ’
0 5 10 15 20 25

FIG. 14. Localization of the overlap D with the Shamir kernel
and L, = 48 averaged over 32 sources on each of five configu-
rations.

change the conclusions, nor does using the Wilson kernel
rather than the Shamir kernel.

We also examine the truncation/finite-L; error of the
overlap/DWF operator via the GW term, as a means to
assess the recovery of U(2) symmetry. In the n — o
(Ly — o0) limits the GW error dgyw, given as

dew = ||(y3D + Dys — 2Dy3D)¢||, (31)

where ¢ is a complex field chosen at random at each lattice
site such that each component is distributed uniformly in
(=1, 1), should be exactly zero for zero mass. We use a
single auxiliary field configuration to plot dgw in Fig. 16.
Although the boson field is generated with a nonzero mass,
the GW error is measured with D(m = 0).

The GW error vanishes only very slowly, and in fact dgw
is numerically very similar to §,, defined in Eq. (18) (plotted
as a function of L, in Fig. 12 of Ref. [14]). It is interesting
that convergence with the Wilson kernel is slightly faster
as compared to the Shamir formulation, which is surprising

I $ [ $
* o 8 $ 3 °
g ° $ PO SRR
08l Y. o s o § g
R . s g 8
4
* ¢ . o
8 e o o o ° ° o
g o ® . AR
o ° ° ° s
Anifir-1) L $
pe LR
0.6 83 s « p=0.24 7
. o B=0.27
- o+ B=0.30
‘ o p=0.33
¢ + B=0.31 unitary
L | L 1 L | L | I
045 5 10 15 20 25
r
FIG. 15. The decrement f(r)/f(r — 1) for the data of Fig. 14.
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FIG. 16. GW error dgyw calculated on a single configuration for
Shamir (S) and Wilson (W) kernels. The inset compares results
obtained using unitary link fields at f = 0.3.

since with nonunitary links the Wilson kernel is not
bounded which should prejudice convergence [24,30].
Again, for comparison results obtained with unitary link
fields are included in the inset; here exponential falloff of
the error is much sharper. These results suggest that the
very large values of L, needed for U(2N) recovery in the
critical region have their origin in the nonunitary nature of
the link fields in this formalism.

IV. DISCUSSION

The main conclusion of this study is that we can state
with much more confidence that there is a phase transition
associated with bilinear condensation in the Thirring model
defined with N = 1 domain wall fermions, and hence that
N, > 1 as originally suggested in Ref. [14]. We have also
made the first steps towards characterizing the critical
properties. The enhanced data set we have generated
demonstrates both the importance and the stability of the
L, — oo extrapolation, enabling fits to a renormalization-
group-inspired equation of state with 5. ~ 0.279(1) which
work extremely well for f 2 f.. The fitted critical expo-
nents are significantly different from their mean-field
values, although both Fig. 2 and Figs. 5 and 6 suggest
simulations with larger L, perhaps even L, ~ O(10?), will
be needed in order to fully control the predictions. Further
encouraging signs are a susceptibility peak of the expected
shape seen in Fig. 10 and the m dependence of the bosonic
action in the subcritical region seen in Fig. 13.

The result N. 2 1 is in clear contrast with predictions
obtained with staggered fermions, for the reasons reviewed
in the Introduction, but more interestingly also with N, =
0.80(4) obtained with SLAC fermions [18]. We speculate
that the two lattice approaches describe different continuum
theories, and that the bulk DWF formulation followed here
more closely conforms to a picture of the strong dynamics

in which the auxiliary boson A, resembles a gauge
field. Ultimately, physics at a QCP is specified not by a
Lagrangian density, either continuum-like or regularized,
but by more primitive considerations such as dimension-
ality, field content, and of course the pattern of global
symmetry breaking. Interestingly, a recent study using the
conformal bootstrap predicted 1 < N, < 2 for QEDj5 [32].

For the first time in Sec. III C we have studied properties
of the 2 4 1D overlap operator Dg; associated with DWFs
in the vicinity of the critical point. Figure 14 suggests there
exists a limit where aDg; — 0, a necessary condition for
the existence of a continuum limit with conventional
U(2N) symmetry, although confirmation will require
studies on larger spacetime volumes. However, symmetry
recovery also requires the restoration of the Ginsparg-
Wilson relations (8). Both the direct estimates shown in
Fig. 16 and the indirect measure via the residual J, shown
in Fig. 12 suggest this is at best restored only very slowly in
the critical region. Note that §, — 0 is not guaranteed even
once O(e~AL+) corrections are applied to the order param-
eter as described in Sec. III A. It is now becoming apparent
that this behavior has its origins in the use of nonunitary
link fields in the Wilson operator Dy,; recall that this
originates in the desire to have only four-point fermion
interactions left once the auxiliary is integrated over.
Figure 16 is also a motivation to explore measurement
using Dqp defined with the alternative Wilson kernel, and/
or with an expansion order n greater than the L, used in
ensemble generation with DWFs.

It is also important to review areas where the simulation
falls short of the QCP ideal. As outlined in Sec. III B, at
fixed L, = 48 EoS fits fail to describe the data with # < f,.,
and the susceptibility plot Fig. 9 shows an inverted m
hierarchy when compared with the expectation of Fig. 11,
and moreover requires a seemingly arbitrary rescaling even
to fit a single m value. The behavior at weaker couplings
can be somewhat accommodated by replacing the lhs of the
EoS (16) by a factor m(m/mg)®. The inset of Fig. 11 shows
the susceptibility curves thus obtained with mya = 0.005,
a = 0.3. This fails to fix the hierarchy in the critical region,
however; it seems safer to conclude that y, defined in
Eq. (12) is not the second derivative of the free energy of a
24 1D theory. A modification of the physical field
prescription (9) may be needed, to allow for the possibility
that the relevant modes close to the walls “leak™ somewhat
into the bulk as ma — 0. A related puzzle, again a failure to
reconcile the observed behavior of order parameter and
susceptibility data with possibly the same cause, is the
breakdown of the axial Ward identity noted in Ref. [20].

The flattening of the order parameter at small f seen in
Figs. 7 and 8 remains a worrying aspect. Possibly the L; —
oo extrapolation is not yet under control in the broken
region; this scenario is supported by the results of pilot
simulations on 16° x 64 with p = 0.3, ma = 0.005, plotted
in Figs. 8 and 10 (the L, = 64 point lying on the fitted
curve in Fig. 8 should be regarded at this stage as a
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coincidence). Another possibility is that the scaling
window where Eq. (16) is applicable is simply very narrow
on the horizontal scale used in these figures. As things
stand, however, we have not yet demonstrated a clear
separation between f. and a putative f* where lattice
artifacts dominate, and hence do not yet have an under-
standing of the broken phase comparable with that for
B > f.. The slow convergence to the U(2N) limit discussed
above may prove a formidable obstacle; there is much work
still to be done.
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