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A brief summ ary of taks relating to m assless lattice ferm ions is presented.
Thissum m ary isnot a review and reading it certainly isno substitute to reading
the various original contrbutions.
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I. Introduction

By a rough count this was the third in the Chral’XX series of conferences started
In Rome in 1992. T guess that a summ ary ought to rst reorder points m ade by various
soeakers by topics and then try to abstract generally acospted conclusions and identify
issues on which agreem ent is Jacking. A s far as the 1rst step, the data was sub fcted to
severe cuts: there were several very interesting talks outside the narrow topic ofm assless
ferm ionson the lattice which Ishallnotm ention. From the taksthat do concem m assless
lattice ferm dons I shallpick only what Ithink Tunderstood; thisisam a prcut. ITapologize
In advance for om issions and m isunderstandings.

T he coarsest classi cation of the topics is Into two classes:

Chiral gauge theories.

Vector-like theories w ith global chiral sym m etries.
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II. C hiral gauge theories

Let’'swalk through a list of issues ofprinciple on which I shallpresent a status report
and, at tin es, and my personal opinion in a di erent font.

T here exists no com plete construction of asym ptotically free chiral gauge theordies
w here the sym m etry that is gauged is perturbatively non-anom alous.

T here is a disparity In beliefs on w hether we have passed the point of \physical plau-
sbility". By this Im ean that, as physicists, we have established so m any features
that the ram ainder of the problem can be \shipped over" to m athem atical physics,
where In due tine (opefully < 1 ) all hairy technicalities w ill be nailed down.
But, we no longer have serious doubts about the outocom e. M ost ofuswould agres,
for exam ple, that the RG fram ework is far beyond physical plausibility. N everthe—
Jss there is no m athem atical proof beyond perturbation theory that there always
exists a hierarchy of xed points ordered by degrees of stability w ith approprate
connecting ow s, etc.

M y opinion is:

T he older approaches![L, 2] still are below the point of \physical plausbility™. On
the other hand, the new approach is past the point of \physical plausibility". I
think m any of us here disagree on this assesam ent.

T here exits only one new approach {[3]. It is cbvious, even if not represented at this
conference, that there are som e workers worldw ide that would disagree w ith this.

Ithink thatm ost critician s ofthe new approach, eg. '], are rooted in thedi culty
to m ake the new approach look com pletely conventional.

IT-1. Unconventional features of the new approach
Thenew approach isunconventional in that the chiral ferm ion determ inant is (@t the
rst step at Jeast) not gauge nvariant, but the ferm ion propagator is gauge covariant. T his
In plies that the fem ion detem nant and the ferm ion propagator are not related in the
conventionalm anner. In the continuum this issue also exists although it ishidden behind
the overall fom al character of the path integral form ulation. Fujkawa, in his work on
anom alies associated this feature w ith the form jon integration m easure rather than w ith
the determm inant but this ssparation is arti cial because we see only the product of the
\m easure" and the ferm ion determ inant, at least to any order in perturbation theory.



N evertheless Fujkawa’s view consists of a desp Insight, not asmudh in the tem inology,
but because i tells us precisely what I Jjust m entioned above: the fem jon propagators
are wellbehaved under gauge transfomm ations, only the ferm ion determm nant isnot so (In
the anom alous case). In diagram s this m eans that anom alies only com e from triangular
ferm ion loop Insertions, and when phrased in this way it sounds lss surprising. But,
on the lattice there is no such thing as an integration m easure for fem ions: T here are
no In nities and G rassn ann Integration has nothing to do with m easures. So, on the
Jattice one m ust do som ething som ew hat unconventional to get the ferm ion determ mnant
break gauge invariance whilke the farm jon propagator does not. In the continuum , when
anom alies cancel, we can get rid of the gauge violation in the ferm ion determ inant and
we m ight expect a totally conventional form ulation to hold. T here are som e con ectures
how to ultin ately achieve this on the lattiocs, but nobody has done it yet. Ithink that to
actually achieve this in full detailw ill end up having been unnecessary.

The new approach requires us to choose bases in subspaces ofa nite (ifthe lattice
is nite) dim ensional vector space. This choice depends on the gauge background.
T he de nition of the spaces is gauge covariant but the choice ofbases is not.

In my opinion

the am biguity In phase choice that results from the above is best Interpreted as a
descendant from an ambiguiy In an underlying path ntegral of conventional ap—
pearancebut overan in nite num beroffem ion Jattice elds. T here isno doubt that
this is a possible interpretationii, because the new construction has been cbtained
from a system containing an in nite number of form ions and Integrating allbut the
Iightest out. The e ective theory goveming the lightest ferm ion can be formm ulated
directly and then the n nite number of ferm ions picture is no longer necessary in
the fram ework of Euclidean eld theory. But, if one w ishes to give som e argum ent
for why the theory should be unitary after taking the continuum I it and subse—
quently analytically continuing to realtim e, the single known way to date is to go
badk to the in nite number of foarm jon Janguage, where one has a fam iliar form of
lattice uniariy, at least at a fom al level.

Tt is at the stage of m aking the phase choice that the obstructive rok of anom alies
shows up. It is also at this stage that possbly new obstructions could com e in,
\non-perturbative anom alies" [7].

¥ Could the Heat K emel approach of i_E;] provide another interpretation ?



I believe that

no such problm s willoccur in m any \good" theories, but Iwon’t exclude caseswe
would deem good today, but nd out that they are bad tom orrow . Som e com plica—
tionsin nite volum e in two dim ensions m ight contain a hint In this direction.

Tt is in portant to em phasize that the form ions enter the action bilnearly. The bi-
linearity has signi cant consequences and the entire new approach is dependent on it.
B ilinearity m eans that all one needs to know about the ferm ions is their propagator,
the fem jon detemm nant and the possible 't Hooft vertices, all functions of the gauge
background. In trivial topology, there are no "t H ooft vertices to worry about, and bilin—
earity gives a sin ple prescription for the result of the integral over ferm ions for any set of
ferm ionic cbservables. T his is the content of W ick’s theorem . T he extension to nontrivial
topology w ith the help of Inserting "t H ooft vertices requires som e extra functions (zero
m odes). If we have the propagators, the zero m odes (When present) and the fermm ionic
determ inant we know all there is to know and whether we also em ploy and action and
G rasan ann Integration is a m anner of notation but not substance. W hat is unconven—
tional for a lattice theory isthat the ferm ion propagator does not fiilly de ne the ferm ion
detem inant. Just lke in Euclidean continuum , it does de ne the absolute value of the de—
term nant. T he phase ofthe determ nant how ever needs to be determ ined ssparately. The
m ain conceptual cbstaclke overcom e by the overlap construction was concretely realizing
this apparently paradoxical situation.

IT2. Phase choice and ne tuning
W hat ism issing at the m om ent in the asym ptotically free context is a fullnatural
choice of the phase of the chiral detemm inant m aking it explicit that if anom alies
cancel gauge invariance can be exactly preserved but, if they are not, such a choice
cannot be m ade by locally changing som e operators.

But, we have som e partial resuls:

If anom alies do not cancel one can show that a good de nition of phase, at least
w ithin one fram ework, is In possble.

In the case of U (1), ifanom alies do cancel, at least in a rather form alin nite Jattice
setting, one can nd a good de nition of the phase of the chiral determ inant.

Ibelieve that

the problem of nding a good phase is alm ost entirely a technical problem . I also
believe that it is a hard technical problem , at least at  nite volum e.



Let usnow tum to the issue of ne tuning which generated m uch discussion. F irst

ofalleven the conospt of ne tuning isn’t perfectly well de ned. I'll adopt the follow ing
de nition: F ne tuning is the need to choose som e functions of eld variableswhich, when
viewed as a series In elem entary functions of elds, contain num erical coe cients that

have to be of som e exact value, w ith no deviations adm itted. T he num erical values of the
coe cients are not directly detemm ined by a symm etry principle.

T he solution to the technical problem of phase choice, according to all con Ectures
and results to date, requires ne tuning som ew here.

Ibelieve that

if a solution to the technical problem exists, that solution de nes a neighborhood,
a region In coupling space, so that for any point in it the correct continuum Im it
w ill em erge after gauge averaging. So, you only need to be in a good neighborhood,
not exactly at its center. This, n my de nition elin nates ne tuning, but we had
som e disagreem ents both on whether this can work and on whether if it does work
it really is natural. The basic way this is pictured to work is that In the anom aly
free case one can do a strong coupling type of expansion in the deviation from the
deal point in the center of the neighborhood. O ne cannot see this work in weak
coupling perturbation theory.

Currently there isan e ort to de ne the phase ofthe chiraldetermm Inant In a perfect
way. K kkuakwa’s work on the -invariant [§], Luscher’s attem pts In the non-abelian
case, Including their respective con ectures are allpart ofthise ort. T he con ectures
Ipresented n my talk are an earlier, som ew hat di erent attem pt in the sam e direc—
tion. In my attem pt I tred to restrict all ne tuning to gauge covariant operators,
whilk in the newer way one ne tunes at the non-gauge covariant level.

In practice Tthink one shallneed to rely on the existence ofthe \good neighborhood"

and try to guess a phase choice residing in it. There is num erical evidence that the
B rillouin-W igner phase convention (m aybem ore appropriately term ed the Pancharatnam
convention), at least In two din ensions, provides a realistic possibility.

ITI3. Future

A successfiil conclusion of any approach to nd a perfect phase choice would con—
stitute a signi cant result in m athem atical physics.

Som e personal opinions:



I am not convinced that we need m any peopl working on this. W e should allbe
happy if this issue is taken out of the way by som ebody. The likelhood that new
physics would em erge from a full solution of this problem isnot high.

Tedchnically, thingsm ight sim plify if one startsby considering m ore closely a m ath—
em atical construction directly at in nite Jattice volum e.

ITI. Vector-like gauge theories w ith m assless ferm ions

In this area there was a substantial am ount of progress recently and contrlbutions
have been both original and com ing from m any people. T he activity here is closely con—
nected to num erical Q CD and therefore of potential in portance to particlke phenom enol-

ogy.

Ithink in this area there are easier open problm s. O n the other hand there are no
fundam ental open issues even at the level of m athem atical physics (lke the phase
choice In the chiralcase). W e can have con dence in the basic prem ise that we know
now how to formulate QCD w ith exactly m assless quarks on the lattice.

ITT-1. Num ericalQCD
W e have heard about two basic in plem entations of the new way to m ake ferm ions
m assless.

Domain W allFem ions, OW F'), the m ore traditional approach, were reviewed by
Christ BI.

Overlap fermm ions, a bit newer, were discussed by Edwards, Liu and M dVeile 9, 1D,
131,

W hat are the advantages ofthese new m ethods, when com pared to em ployingW ilson
ferm ions, say ?

Sm allquark m asses are attainable w ithout exceptional penalties and w ithout having
to go to staggered fem ionsw ith the associated avor identi cation di culties. But,
theprice isstillhigh. Actually, with DW F weonly saw som ething ke ™~  Swhile
we really would Jike‘r“ﬂ— 25. Togo s0 Iow a prohibitively large num ber of slices in
the extra din ension seem s to be required [B]. O n the other hand we heard a report
ofattaining =~ 2 with overlap ferm ions [L0].



M vy guess is that the overlap went to lowerm asses because ofthe so called pro gction
technique which allow s a num erically accurate representation of the sign function
down to very an all argum ents. This could be done also with DW F, but would be
costly, because the transfer m atrix ism ore com plicated than the Hemm itian W ilson
D irac operator. It would be illum Inating ifDW F people were to test the pro gction
m ethod In their fram ew ork, only to potentially identify the badness oftheir in plicit
approxin ation to the sign fiinction at the origin as a possibl source of the problam s
they encounter when trying to go to lower quark m asses.

Related tom y comm ent above, we have seen also  rst steps in the design ofan HM C
dynam ical sim ulations m ethod for overlap femm ions incorporating the propction
technique F].

One has very clean lattice versions of topological e ects and the related U (1)
problam . Both DW F and overlap work give very nice results. For exam ple, we saw
that indeed U (1), isnot restored at T > T, E}], that Random M atrix m odels work
as expected also at non—zero topology [] and that the condensate behaves as
expected Bl :91 :j-g]

It is potentially very advantageous to have a formulation where operator m ixing
is restricted jast lke in the continuum . This can provide substantial num erical
progress on m atrix elm ents. There are good previous resuls on the Kaon B-
param eter and surprising new resultson — gl.

A naturalquestion isthen what can be done w ith the overlap in this context. T here
isabig factordi erence in them achine sizesthat areapplied toDW F versus overlap,
O wem ay have to wai or quite a whike.

A cloud on the horizon has been discussed extensively E[9]. It has to do with the
fact that the density of eigenvalues of the hem itian W ilson D irac operator Hy
at zero seem s not to vanish on the lattice at any coupling. Thism ight indicate a
serious problem since the de nition of the overlap D irac operator Involves the sign
function of Hy . The problem also directly a ects DW F, m aking absurdly large
num bers of slices necessary. The overlap pem is a sinpler x. But, the problm
isn"t serious so Iong one works at xed physical volum e. In that case, taking the
scaling law shown by Edwards, B], we inm ediately see that, in principle, going w ith
the lattice to In nity at xed physicalvolum e w illelim nate the low lying statesof
Hﬁ . How to avoid the problem at low valuesof , say 585;6:0;62, isan open and
practically in portant question. Several options were discussed, ncluiding changing



the pure gauge action and changing the form ofHy . In this context there m ight
be som e relevance in the new exact bounds on the spectrum ofH; which were not
yet com plete at the tin e of the conference. T hese bounds were derived using also
eigenvalle ow equations. Such equations were am phasized by Kerker In his tak
[2].

The m ain advantage of DW F over overlap fem ions is the lower cost in dynam ical
sim ulations. Tt seem s possble to combine the good features of DW F w ith those of
overlap ferm ions using various tricks m entioned by Edwards Q). There are m any
possibilities and we should be in agihative.

ITTI2.NonQCD
Kaplan discussed DW  form ulations of SUSY theories w ith no m atter. In the con—
tinuum , wih N = 1 supersymm etry, the m asskessness of the gaugino is known to
In ply supersym m etry at the renom alized level.

G olng to higher N supersym m etries em ploying dim ensional reduction m ight not
work [[3].

The ferm ion pfa an related to the lattice gluinos was shown to be non-negative,
thus elin inating a potential thomy num erical problem f13].

Lower din ensional theories m ight provide interesting playgroundsi[i3, 14]. In par-
ticular som e sim ple 3 din ensional gauge theories w ith m assless ferm ionsm ight have
Interesting sym m etry breaking pattems.

ITI3. G inspargW ilson R elation, Index
The G Insparg W ilson relation is an algebraic requirem ent best thought of in temm s
of K ato’s pair 3]. W e had som e discussion about the GW -overlap equivalence and
the role of the cperatorR In the GW relation, see {19].

The ollow Ing form ula for the hdex is ram iniscent of the continuum treatm ent of

Fujkawa.

Tndex = T rif (?)] @)
where,

h=%[5+sign(Hw)]; s=%[5 son®y )]; h Do @)



and £ (0) = 1. There m ight be som e connection between this and Fujkawa’s tak
here [16], which centered on the operator s (the ormulas= 5 h= 50 D,)is
slightly di erent because of di erent conventions involring factors oftwo).

W e saw an analytical calculation show ing that the lattice reproduces the correct
anom alies even in backgrounds which are non-trivial topologically ([1]. P reviously,
this hasbeen checked only num erically and In two din ensions.

IIT4. Future

T here clearly ism ore to do and we have som e good prospects for progress. On the
num erical front further Investigations of ways to in plem ent the overlap D irac operator,
or of som e equivalent cb £ct, are called for. W hie DW F are easy to visualize, and indeed
produce, In the lin it of an In nite num ber of slices, the sign function of logTy; where
Ty is a transferm atrix and logTy isthe same asHy up to lattice corrections, I see a
danger In the concentration of lJarge am ounts of com puter power on this one version of
the new way to put ferm ions on the Jattice. O nce too m any cyclks are nvested n DW F,
better ways w ill get suppressed for a long tin e and, if any of the hints we are already
seeing develop Into serdous obstacks, there w illbe no developed altematives. This would
cause delays In transhting the beautifil theoretical progress w e are w inessing into better
practical number acquisition. In short, T urge DW F im plem enters to be m ore broad
m inded; control over a large m achine com es w ith a Jarge resoonsiboility.

IV . Conclusions

It israre that a sub eld oftheoretical physics solves one of its longstanding problem s
In a direct and \honest" way, rather than rede ning it. Such a rare event has taken place
In the context of lattice ferm ions. T he solution m ay have i plications for physics beyond
the SM , because i is a way to fully requlate a chiral gauge theory, outside perturbation
theory. This lattice theoretical developm ent holds prom ise also for SM phenom enology
because i could change substantially the m ethods of num erical QCD .

At the m om ent there are som e tensions in the eld surrounding issues of priority
and In plem entation. T hese problem s would get solved ifwe had:

M ore In agination.
M ore young peopk.

M ore com puting pow er.
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