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We introduce the formulation of domain wall fermions in the context
of lattice QCD. We prove the recovery of exact chiral symmetry in the
limit of an infinite fifth direction, and derive the effective four-dimensional
operator satisfying the Ginsparg-Wilson relation obtained in this limit.
We discuss the residual breaking of chiral symmetry for finite extent of
the fifth direction, and how it is affected by spectral features of the Wilson
kernel. We also discuss various improvements of domain wall fermions
including notably Möbius fermions. These notes are a chapter contributed
to the on-line book “Lattice QCD at 50 years” (LQCD@50).*
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1 Introduction

From the beginning of lattice field theory in the mid 1970s it was realized that putting
fermions on the lattice is a difficult problem. The simplest way to see this is to note
that continuum fermions obey a first-order differential equation, which is linear in the
momentum. For example, in one spatial dimension the dispersion relation of a single-
component massless fermion is E = ±p. If we discretize space (keeping the time
coordinate continuous), we have to replace the continuum derivative by a difference
operator. Using the nearest-neighbor lattice difference operator yields the dispersion
relation E = ±(1/a) sin(ap) where a is the lattice spacing. This dispersion relation
conforms to the periodicity of the lattice’s Brillouin zone, 0 ≤ p ≤ 2π/a. For ap≪ 1,
the lattice dispersion relation is E = ±p(1 + O(ap)2), which reproduces the linear
continuum dispersion relation up to small discretization effects. The problem is that
now E(p) vanishes not only for p = 0 but also for p = π/a. In the vicinity of the latter
point, E = ∓q(1+O(aq)2) where the momentum is effectively q = p−π/a. Hence the
dispersion relation is again linear up to discretization effects, but with an opposite
slope, hence, opposite chirality.1 Instead of the single massless fermion of definite
chirality we initially had in the continuum theory, the lattice theory describes two
massless fermions with opposite chiralities. This is the well-known doubling problem.

Alternatively, one can understand fermion doubling by considering the implica-
tions of anomalies for a lattice theory. The basic rule is very simple. The lattice is a
non-perturbative regulator. Hence, any symmetry that is exact on the lattice will re-
main so in the continuum limit. It follows that the lattice theory must not have exact
chiral symmetry (if the chiral transformation has the same form as in the continuum)
otherwise it will be impossible to reproduce the axial anomaly in the continuum limit!

The doubling problem was formalized in a series of “no go” theorems [1, 2, 3, 4,
5], which clarify the conditions under which doubling is unavoidable. We comment
that fermion doubling can be avoided by using non-local lattice difference operators.
However, this invariably leads to various inconsistencies when the fermions are coupled
to a gauge field (see, e.g., Ref. [6] and references therein).

Early on, two basic strategies emerged for dealing with the doubling problem.
The first strategy is to live with it but to try to minimize it. This leads to staggered
fermions, a single-component lattice field which, in four dimensions, yields four Dirac
fermions in the continuum limit. Apart from describing several, and not just one,
Dirac fermions, also the flavor symmetry structure of the resulting continuum theory
is not manifest in the lattice theory. For an introduction to staggered fermions we
refer to a companion chapter of the LQCD@50 book by Golterman [7], as well as to
Ref. [8].

The alternative strategy avoids doubling by breaking chiral symmetry explicitly
on the lattice, and restoring it only in the continuum limit. This is how Wilson
fermions work. The advantage over staggered fermions is that vectorial flavor sym-
metries remain manifest, the same as in the continuum. The price is that in the

1In one spatial dimension, the ± chirality corresponds to the fermion being a right-mover or a
left-mover.
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absence of a chiral symmetry to protect it at the lattice level, the bare mass suffers
a large O(1/a) additive renormalization. Other chirally sensitive observables suffer
similarly large discretization effects. For an introduction to Wilson fermions we refer
to a companion chapter of the LQCD@50 book by Dalla Brida.

Domain wall fermions were introduced by Kaplan much later, in the early 1990s
[9]. A posteriori, one might loosely describe the raison d’etre of domain wall fermions
as “maximum chiral symmetry at minimal doubling.” To what extent this goal has
been achieved depends on whether the target continuum gauge theory is a vector-like
theory like QCD; or, alternatively, a chiral gauge theory.

For QCD the goal has been fully achieved. Using domain wall fermions for QCD,
or for QCD-like theories, is the subject of this introduction. In this case a single
domain-wall fermion field gives rise to a single quark field in the continuum limit. The
vector flavor symmetry is fully preserved as for Wilson fermions. Chiral symmetry
is also fully preserved when a suitable limit is taken, leaving “just enough” room to
reproduce the axial anomaly, as in the continuum. The main price to pay is that
numerical simulations of domain wall fermions are more costly.

For chiral gauge theories (Kaplan’s original motivation) the situation is much
more complicated. Chiral gauge theories are outside the scope of the LQCD@50
book, and so we will only comment briefly on this topic in the concluding section.

Earlier texts on fermion methods, including in particular domain wall fermions,
can be found for example in the book by DeGrand & DeTar [10].2 Domain wall
fermions are also discussed in a set of lecture notes by Kaplan [13]. For the closely
related overlap fermions, once again we refer to the DeGrand & DeTar book, as well
as to a review talk by Niedermayer [14]. Overlap fermions are also covered in a
companion chapter of the LQCD@50 book, written by DeGrand [15]. We refer to his
chapter in particular for a more detailed discussion of the Ginsparg-Wilson relation
[16] and its consequences.

2 Why domain wall fermions

Domain wall fermions are a system in which a light fermion field is attached to a
d-dimensional “defect” of a massive fermion theory in d + 1 dimensions. For d < 4,
domain wall fermions play a role in condensed matter physics. In this introduction we
will consider only the case d = 4 relevant for elementary particle physics. We begin
in this section by introducing domain wall fermions in continuum (4+1)-dimensional
euclidean space. In the next section we will turn to the lattice formulation of domain
wall fermions.

Consider the following Dirac equation

(i/p+ γ5∂5 +m(s))χ = 0 , (2.1)

where we work in momentum space for the four physical coordinates, and in coordi-
nate space for the fifth coordinate s. At this stage the fifth coordinate can take any

2See also Refs. [11, 12].
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value, −∞ < s <∞. We assume that the mass profile is

m(s) =

{
−M ′ s ≤ 0 ,

M s ≥ 0 ,
(2.2)

where M,M ′ > 0. The discontinuity of the mass profile at s = 0 is called a domain
wall.

The Dirac equation (2.1) has a right-handed (RH) zero mode. This homogeneous
solution of the equation is a normalizable function of the fifth coordinate s, which is
bound to the “domain wall” at s = 0,

χ(s) = e−m(s) =

{
eM

′s s ≤ 0 ,

e−Ms s ≥ 0 .
(2.3)

Notice the absence of a similar left-handed (LH) zero mode: the homogeneous solution
e+m(s) is not normalizable. Had we flipped the signs of M and M ′ simultaneously,
the LH homogeneous solution would be normalizable, hence, a zero mode, whereas
the RH homogeneous solution would be non-normalizable.

The five-dimensional fermion system has a conserved fermion number symmetry.
This symmetry is neither vectorial nor axial: these notions exist only for an even
number d of dimension, where one can construct a chirality matrix∝ γ1γ2 · · · γd, which
anti-commutes with each of the individual d-dimensional Dirac matrices. However, let
us consider the effective low-energy theory associated with a five-dimensional domain
wall fermion. For the (free) domain-wall fermion system introduced above, this will
be a (free) four-dimensional theory consisting of a single RH massless fermion. The
effective four-dimensional theory inherits the fermion number symmetry; but since
this symmetry has now only a RH fermion to act on, it effectively becomes a chiral
symmetry!

Kaplan’s original idea was the realization that, since chiral symmetry does not
exist in a continuum five-dimensional system, it should be possible to put this theory
on the lattice using Wilson fermions without giving up on any (internal) symmetry
of the continuum theory and without encountering fermion doubling. As long as the
transition to the lattice preserves the zero mode that is bound to the domain wall,
one expects that chiral symmetry will emerge in the low-energy effective theory on
the lattice, just as it does in the continuum.

Infinities can be elusive, however. Before we turn to the lattice, let us try to
recover the fermion system with an unbounded s coordinate introduced above as a
limit of a finite-extent fifth dimension. To this end we will assume that the fifth
coordinate takes values −L5 ≤ s ≤ L5 with periodic boundary conditions in the fifth
direction. The question is whether the limit L5 → ∞ reproduces the system discussed
above, or not. The mass profile introduced in Eq. (2.2) describes a single domain wall
at s = 0. But, once we impose periodic boundary conditions in the s direction on the
fermions, this effectively introduces another domain wall at s = L5 = −L5. It is easy
to see that, if we disregard exponentially small effect on the order of e−ML5 or e−M ′L5 ,
we now have not only a RH zero mode bound to the domain wall at s = 0, but also
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a LH zero mode bound to the new domain wall at s = L5 = −L5. For L5 → ∞ both
zero modes become exact. The L5 → ∞ system thus has one massless Weyl field
of each chirality. This is different from the result of the earlier, formal treatment of
the infinite-s case, in which only one of the two zero modes, the one at s = 0, was
“visible.”

As we will briefly discuss in the concluding section, the existence of an opposite-
chirality zero mode within a careful treatment of the fifth direction is a major obstacle
if the goal is to construct a chiral gauge theory. By contrast, for QCD this is not a
problem at all, since each quark field consists of a RH and a LH component—just
the light field content of the finite-L5 system. Moreover, as we will see later on, the
geometric separation of the RH and LH fields in the fifth direction still allows for
global chiral symmetry to emerge in the limit L5 → ∞.

There is one more observation to make before we turn to the lattice theory.
The parameters M and M ′ in the mass profile (2.2) are independent. Since we are
ultimately interested in the physics of the light mode(s) bound to the domain wall(s),
we can obtain a more economic formulation as follows. Focusing first on the RH zero
mode near the s = 0 domain wall, let us examine the effect of increasing M or M ′.
For M ′ → ∞, the zero mode will be supported on s ≥ 0 only, whereas for M → ∞
it will be supported on s ≤ 0 only. As for the LH zero mode, in the first case it will
be supported on s<∼L5, while in the latter case it will be supported on s>∼ − L5.

Either way, we can discard half of the range of the fifth coordinate. We end up
with fifth coordinate 0 ≤ s ≤ L5, or alternatively, −L5 ≤ s ≤ 0, with a RH and a
LH zero modes that are now attached to the two four-dimensional boundaries. In the
continuum, sending M → ∞ or M ′ → ∞ are equally valid choices. But as we will
soon see, when we latticize the system only one of these choices works.

In the next section we turn to the lattice formulation of domain wall fermions.
For a more extensive discussion of continuum domain wall fermions, see the lecture
notes of Ref. [13].

3 Lattice domain wall fermions: free theory

In this section we discuss free domain wall fermions in 4 + 1 dimensions, following
Ref. [17]. As a first step, in Sec. 3.1 we consider a five-dimensional lattice with a
semi-infinite fifth coordinate. We show that a single massless Weyl fermion exists on
the four-dimensional boundary, for a suitable range of parameters.

When using a non-perturbative regularization such as the lattice, one must con-
sider carefully not just the continuum limit but also the infinite volume limit. In
particular, a semi-infinite fifth direction is an idealization, which must be reached as
a suitable limit of a finite but large fifth direction. In Sec. 3.2 we discuss a finite fifth
direction, and show that a second Weyl fermion with the opposite chirality exists
on the “far” boundary. This is similar to what we already found in Sec. 2 for the
continuum theory. We then confirm that the limit of a semi-infinite fifth direction
can be reached without a “penalty” in the free theory. This situation will change in
Sec. 4, where we consider the interacting theory. We also explain how to combine the
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chiral fermions that reside on the two boundaries into a light Dirac fermion with an
adjustable mass.

The domain-wall fermion operator is a five-dimensional Wilson operator designed
to produce light chiral fields on four-dimensional “defects,” which, in our construc-
tions, are just the four-dimensional boundaries of the five-dimensional bulk. When
we speak about the Wilson (or Wilson-Dirac) operator, we will always refer to the
four-dimensional operator unless explicitly stated otherwise.

3.1 Semi-infinite fifth direction

The domain-wall fermion matrix on a semi-infinite fifth direction is

DDW =


D − 1 PR 0 0 0 . . .
PL D − 1 PR 0 0 . . .
0 PL D − 1 PR 0 . . .
0 0 PL D − 1 PR
...

...
. . . . . . . . .

 , (3.1)

This matrix structure corresponds to the fifth coordinate s, which we assume to take
values s = 1, 2, · · · . We will mostly work in units of the four-dimensional lattice
spacing, equivalently, set a = 1. For now, we keep the lattice spacing for the fifth
direction a5 equal to the four-dimensional one.3 Each entry is a 4× 4 matrix in Dirac
space. In addition, if the lattice dimensions are L1 ×L2 ×L3 ×L4 then each entry is
also a V ×V matrix in four-dimensional space, with V = L1L2L3L4. PR,L = 1

2
(1±γ5)

denote the chiral projectors. D is the four-dimensional Wilson-Dirac operator

D = DK +M −W , (3.2)

where in the free theory

DK(x, y) =
1

2

∑
µ

[δx+µ̂,y − δx−µ̂,y] γµ , (3.3)

W (x, y) =
1

2

∑
µ

[2δxy − δx+µ̂,y − δx−µ̂,y] . (3.4)

We use Greek indices for the four physical dimensions, and the sums are over µ =
1, . . . , 4. The γµ matrices satisfy the euclidean Dirac algebra {γµ, γν} = 2δµν . The
four-dimensional coordinates are labeled x, y, while ±µ̂ moves to the next site in the
positive or negative µ direction. Here DK is the usual nearest-neighbor discretization
of the massless continuum Dirac operator /∂, while the Wilson term W is a lattice
discretization of the continuum laplacian. In momentum space

DK(p) = i
∑
µ

γµ sin(pµ) , (3.5)

W (p) =
∑
µ

(1− cos(pµ)) . (3.6)

3For generalizations that allow for a5/a ̸= 1, see Sec. 7.
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We will also use the notation DK(p) = i/̄p, with p̄µ = sin(pµ). Taken alone, the oper-
ator DK(p) exhibits the familiar doubling problem, as it vanishes in all 16 “corners”
p0 of the Brillouin zone, defined by sin(p0,µ) = 0 for all µ. The Wilson term is a
momentum dependent mass term that gives the 15 doublers a mass proportional to
the lattice cutoff at the price of breaking chiral symmetry explicitly, while the fermion
at the origin of the Brillouin zone remains massless in the free theory.

Apart from the presence of boundaries, the domain-wall fermion operator is just
the Wilson-Dirac operator in five dimensions, whose structure follows immediately by
taking the coordinates and the index µ in Eqs. (3.3) and (3.4) to be five-dimensional.
In any dimension, the most general form of the Wilson-Dirac operator isDK+M−rW
where r is the Wilson parameter. For r = 1, hopping in the fifth direction4 is
constrained by the chiral projectors PR,L, as seen in Eq. (3.1). When r ̸= 1 the
hopping in the fifth direction is not constrained by the chiral projectors and the
structure of the zero modes gets more complicated [17]. In this introduction we set
r = 1 unless otherwise stated.

In the context of domain wall fermions, the Wilson-Dirac operator D of Eq. (3.2)
is often called the Wilson kernel. Notice that the Wilson term W is a positive op-
erator. The parameter M , called the domain wall height, is given by M = −m0,
where m0 is the bare Wilson fermion mass in the convention whereW +m0 ≥ 0 when
m0 ≥ 0. We recall that because of the explicit breaking of chiral symmetry by the
Wilson term, the bare mass m0 suffers a large additive renormalization when lattice
QCD is formulated using Wilson fermions. Features of domain wall fermions which
are related to the way the Wilson-fermion bare mass renormalizes will be discussed
later on, in Sec. 5.1 and Sec. 6.2.

As we will see next, for domain wall fermions we need positiveM , or equivalently,
negativem0. This implies that the operatorW−M = W+m0 does not have a definite
sign, a property called super-criticality of the Wilson kernel. Apart from playing
a crucial role in the very existence of the light chiral modes, super-criticality has
additional important consequences that we will encounter later in this introduction.5

In order to find the spectrum of domain wall fermions we go to momentum space
for the four physical dimensions. The domain-wall fermion matrix (3.1) becomes

DDW (p) =


−b(p) + i/̄p PR 0 0 0 . . .

PL −b(p) + i/̄p PR 0 0 . . .
0 PL −b(p) + i/̄p PR 0 . . .
0 0 PL −b(p) + i/̄p PR
...

...
. . . . . . . . .

 , (3.7)

where
b(p) = 1−M +W (p) . (3.8)

The 16 corners of the Brillouin zone are given explicitly by p0 = π(n1, n2, n3, n4)
where nµ = 0, 1. At each corner of the Brillouin zone DDW commutes with γ5,

4Hopping in the physical µ direction is similarly constrained by the projectors (1 ± γµ)/2 for
r = 1.

5Super-criticality of the Wilson kernel is equally crucial for overlap fermions [18, 14]
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n M range #(z.m.) chirality
0 (0,2) 1 RH
1 (2,4) 4 LH
2 (4,6) 6 RH
3 (6,8) 4 LH
4 (8,10) 1 RH

Table 1: The zero modes spectrum on a semi-infinite lattice as a function
of n, the number of momentum components equal to π. See text for further
explanations.

and the equation PRDDW χR = 0 has two linearly independent RH homogeneous
solutions6 χ(α) given explicitly by

χ(α)β(s) = (PR)αβ b
s(p0) , b(p0) = 1 + 2n−M , (3.9)

where n is the number of components of the momentum p0 equal to π. The spinor
indices take values α, β = 1, 2, consistent with the two degrees of freedom of a four-
dimensional Weyl field. Notice the double role of the chiral projector PR. The no-
tation (PR)αβ refers to the nonzero diagonal block of PR proportional to the 2 × 2
identity matrix. In order for the homogeneous solution to be a zero mode that belongs
to the physical spectrum, it must be normalizable. Remembering that the range of
the fifth coordinate is semi-infinite, this will be true if and only if |1 + 2n−M | < 1,
which in turn constrains the range of the domain wall height M as a function of n
[19].

The zero modes spectrum is summarized in Table 1. The first column is n, which
ranges from 0 to 4. The second column gives the range of domain wall height where,
as a function of n, the homogeneous solution (3.9) is normalizable. In particular, for
n = 0 this range is 0 < M < 2. The next column gives the number of corners, hence
the number of (pairs of) linearly independent zero modes with the given value of n.
The last column gives the physical chirality of the zero modes. Notice that while
Eq. (3.9) has a fixed chiral projector PR, the physical chirality alternates between
RH and LH, depending on whether n is even or odd. In brief, the reason is that
the way to determine the continuum-limit properties of the massless fermion near
a given corner p0 is to first apply a discrete transformation that brings p0 to the
origin of the Brillouin zone. These discrete transformation are constructed from the
Dirac matrices, and act on the wave function of the fermions as well. Hence, the
chirality of the transformed wave function can be flipped. For a detailed explanation
see Refs. [1, 10].

6It is easy to verify that there are no LH homogeneous solutions at any corner of the Brillouin
zone. Consider the equation PL

∑
s′ DDW (s, s′)χL(s

′) = 0. For s = 1 the only solution is χL(1) = 0.
Using this, we next find χL(2) = 0, and so on.
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Before we continue, we digress to compare the situation on the lattice with the
continuum zero mode of Eq. (2.3). Instead of a semi-infinite fifth direction, we mo-
mentarily consider an infinite fifth direction, with domain-wall height M for s ≥ 1 as
before, and a different domain-wall height −M ′ for s ≤ 0, with M ′ > 0. Omitting
the spinor indices, the RH homogeneous solutions at the corners of the Brillouin zone
are now7

χR(s) =

{
(1 + 2n+M ′)s−1 s ≤ 0 ,

(1 + 2n−M)s−1 s ≥ 1 .
(3.10)

Since M ′ > 0, the wave function for negative s is always normalizable. As for the
wave function for positive s, it will be normalizable under the same condition as
before, namely, if and only if |1 + 2n −M | < 1. Adding the negative-s region has
thus not changed the fact that the zero modes spectrum of Table 1 is controlled by
the positive-s region only. The negative-s half-space carries no benefit with it, and
we will thus avoid it.

Returning to the semi-infinite fifth direction with s ≥ 1, in lattice QCD with
domain wall fermions one always dials the domain wall height to have a single zero
mode at the origin of the Brillouin zone, the case n = 0 in Table 1. Disregarding
the overall normalization, the zero mode wave function is then χR(s) = PR(1−M)s.
While as already noted, this solution is normalizable for 0 < M < 2, the region
1 < M < 2 gives rise to an oscillatory behavior as a function of s, which we would
like to avoid. Hence we will further restrict 0 < M ≤ 1. The special case M = 1
is peculiar: the wave function becomes completely localized on the boundary layer,
χR(s) = δs,1. This ideally localized wave function is only possible in the free theory.
In Sec. 5 we will see how the wave function gets modified in the interacting theory,
as well as how this affects the optimal choice of the domain wall height M .

We next show that the pair of zero modes attached to the boundary that we have
at p = 0 when 0 < M ≤ 1 correspond to a four-dimensional Weyl fermion. One way
to demonstrate this is to consider momentarily the domain wall hamiltonian

HDW (p⃗) = γ4DDW (p⃗; p4 = 0) . (3.11)

We seek the bound states of HDW localized near the boundary. We parametrize an
eigenstate as

Ψ(p⃗, s) = PR χR(s; p⃗)ϕ(p⃗) , (3.12)

where ϕ(p⃗) is a two-component spinor.8 We now take χR(s; p⃗) = bs(p⃗), requiring that
this wave function is normalizable. In this introduction we use the chiral representa-
tion of the Dirac matrices (in 2× 2 block notation)

γk =

(
0 iσk

−iσk 0

)
, γ4 =

(
0 1
1 0

)
, γ5 =

(
1 0
0 −1

)
, (3.13)

7For n = 0, the continuum wave function (2.3) can be reproduced by reintroducing the lattice
spacing in the fifth direction a5 and taking the limit a5 → 0. We leave this exercise to the reader.

8Strictly speaking, ϕ(p⃗) is the RH part of a four-component spinor whose LH part vanishes
identically.

9



with σk the Pauli matrices. In particular,

γ4DK(p⃗; p4 = 0) = i
3∑

k=1

γ4γkp̄k , (3.14)

where

iγ4γkp̄k =

(
σkp̄k 0
0 −σkp̄k

)
= γ5

(
σkp̄k 0
0 σkp̄k

)
, (3.15)

exhibiting the familiar connection between chirality and helicity eigenstates. The part
of HDW (p⃗) that anti-commutes with γ5 annihilates χR(s; p⃗), hence also Ψ(p⃗, s), and
it follows that the three-dimensional wave function is a RH helicity eigenstate,

3∑
k=1

σkp̄k ϕ(p⃗) = E(p⃗)ϕ(p⃗) . (3.16)

This interpretation is valid for pk ≪ 1 in lattice units, which allows us to approximate
p̄k = pk.

The chiral bound states localized near the boundary exist for a range of lattice
momenta which is constrained by |b(p⃗)| < 1. As long as we take M = O(1), this
condition defines an open subset of the Brillouin zone which includes the origin, and
which is also O(1) in lattice units; thus it becomes an infinite range in the continuum
limit.

For any p⃗, in addition to the single bound state, the hamiltonian HDW (p⃗) has a
continuous spectrum as well. Because of complete reflection at the boundary of the
semi-infinite fifth dimension, the continuum eigenstates are standing waves. When
|b(p⃗)| = 1, the wave function χ(s; p⃗) of the bound state becomes delocalized, and its
energy reaches the threshold of the continuous spectrum.

Returning to euclidean space, we can alternatively establish the existence of the
massless RH Weyl fermion near the four-dimensional boundary by examining the sin-
gularity structure of the domain wall propagator. We start with the five-dimensional
Wilson operator on an infinite fifth direction,

D5 = PR δs+1,s′ + PL δs−1,s′ + (−b(p) + i/̄p)δs,s′ . (3.17)

As before, we work in momentum space for the four physical dimensions. As an
operator acting on the fifth coordinate, the inverse of D5 can be expressed as D†

5G5,
where G5 is the inverse of the (discretized) second-order operator

Ω5 ≡ D5D
†
5 = −b(p)(δs+1,s′ + δs−1,s′) + (b2(p) + p̄2 + 1)δs,s′ , (3.18)

Explicitly

G5 = N e−α(p)|s−s′| , (3.19)

N−1 = 2b(p) sinhα(p) ,

10



where α(p) is the positive solution of

2 coshα(p) =
1 + b2(p) + p̄2

b(p)
. (3.20)

Notice that e±α(p)s are the homogeneous solutions of the equation D5D
†
5 χ = 0, while

G5 is the Green function that satisfies physical boundary conditions: it vanishes when
the separation |s− s′| tends to infinity. We have required 0 < M ≤ 1, hence b(p) ≥ 0.
For p → 0, both b(p) and e−α(p) tend to 1 − M . Below, we will need the O(p2)
corrections,

b(p) = 1−M +
p2

2
+ · · · , (3.21a)

e−α(p) = 1−M − M2 − 4M + 2

2M(2−M)
p2 + · · · . (3.21b)

Expanding b(p) is trivial. For e−α(p), we write x ≡ e−α = 1 −M + cp2, and solve
Eq. (3.20) to O(p2) for c, noting that the left-hand side is x+ x−1.

We now turn to the domain wall propagator GDW . As before, it can be expressed
as GDW = D†

DWG, where now G is the inverse of

ΩDW ≡ DDWD
†
DW = PRΩ+ + PLΩ− . (3.22)

The explicit form of the operator ΩDW on a finite lattice is given in Eq. (3.32) below.
The operators Ω± carry no Dirac indices, and so G admits a similar decomposition

G = PRG+ + PLG− . (3.23)

Several considerations help us in constructing G±. First, in the absence of a boundary
we already know the inverse of the second-order operator Ω5, it isG5. Hence we expect
G± = G5 + · · · , where the ellipsis stands for an additional term that corrects for the
existence of the boundary. Now, for s away from the boundary we have∑

s′′

ΩDW (s, s′′)G5(s
′′, s′) =

∑
s′′

Ω5(s, s
′′)G5(s

′′, s′) = δs,s′ . (3.24)

This relation is true except when s is right on the boundary, namely except for s = 1.
The reason is that both DDW and ΩDW = DDWD

†
DW contain only nearest-neighbor

couplings. In order not to spoil the already correct behavior, the new term must
somehow be formed from the homogeneous solutions of the translationally covariant
second-order operator Ω5 = D5D

†
5. Next, as follows from Eqs. (3.22) and (3.32), the

operators Ω± = (Ω±)ss′ are symmetric in the indices s and s′, hence the same must be
true for the new term. Last, this term must exhibit sensible physical behavior when
the fifth coordinate tends to infinity. Suppressing the p dependence, this implies9

G±(s, s
′) = G5(s, s

′) + A± e
−α(s+s′−2) , s, s′ ≥ 1 . (3.25)

9The slight difference between Eq. (3.25) and the corresponding equation in Ref. [17] is because
here we assume s = 1, 2, · · · , while Ref. [17] assumes s = 0, 1, · · · .
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where the above considerations determine the form of the new term up to the pro-
portionality constants A±.

It remains to determine the amplitude A± by requiring that G± is the inverse of
Ω±, including in particular at the boundary. The result is

A+ = −N e−2α , (3.26)

A− = N e−2α eα − b

b− e−α
. (3.27)

The amplitudes N (Eq. (3.19)) and A+ are regular for all values of p, but A− has a
pole. Using Eq. (3.21) we find

A−(p) =
M(2−M)

p2
+ · · · , p→ 0 . (3.28)

The Ellipsis stands for regular terms. This leads to a pole in the domain wall propa-
gator as well,

GDW = D†
DWG = D†

DWPLG− + · · · (3.29)

= − iPR
/p

p2
M(2−M)(1−M)s+s′−2 + · · · .

Note that (M(2 −M))1/2(1 −M)s−1 is the normalized zero mode for p → 0. The
singularity of the domain wall propagator clearly exhibits the presence of a massless
RH chiral fermion near the boundary, a result which is valid for the semi-infinite fifth
direction. In the next subsection, we will see how this result changes when the fifth
direction is finite.

3.2 Finite fifth direction

We next consider a finite fifth direction, s = 1, 2, · · · , N5, always assuming that N5 is
even. The domain-wall fermion matrix is

DDW =



D − 1 PR 0 0 · · · 0 0 0 −mPL

PL D − 1 PR 0 · · · 0 0 0 0
0 PL D − 1 PR · · · 0 0 0 0

...
...

. . . . . . . . .
...

...

0 0 0 0 · · · PL D − 1 PR 0
0 0 0 0 · · · 0 PL D − 1 PR

−mPR 0 0 0 · · · 0 0 PL D − 1


(3.30)

The Wilson operator satisfies γ5-hermiticity, namely, γ5Dγ5 = D†, and thus γ5D
is hermitian. Related, a hermitian version of the domain-wall fermion operator is
HDW = Rγ5DDW , where R is the reflection on the 5th coordinate: R(s) = N5+1−s.
Equivalently, D†

DW = Rγ5DDWRγ5. It follows that det(DDW ) is real.
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In addition to the RH zero mode χR(s) ∝ PR(1 −M)s localized near the s = 1
boundary, now there is also a LH zero mode χL(s) ∝ PL(1 −M)N5−s localized near
the s = N5 boundary. Neither of these modes are exact: the boundary at s = N5

somewhat disrupts the RH zero mode, and vice versa. But the effect is exponentially
small, proportional to (1−M)N5 , and vanishes for N5 → ∞. This can be established
via a variational argument. One uses χR(s) and χL(s) as trial wave functions for
the second-order operator H2

DW . Introducing |ξ⟩ = HDW |χR⟩, one has ξ(s) = 0 for
1 ≤ s < N5. The reason is that the domain wall operator contains only nearest-
neighbor couplings, and so for this range of the fifth coordinate the action of HDW on
χR coincides with that of the domain wall operator on a semi-infinite lattice. In other
words, HDW |χR⟩ does not vanish only because of the new boundary at s = N5, hence
⟨χR|H2

DW |χR⟩ ∼ (1 −M)2N5 , with a similar result for χL. Since H2
DW is a positive

operator, it must therefore have two eigenvectors with a common eigenvalue E2 where
E ∼ (1−M)N5 . This, in turn, implies thatHDW has two eigenvectors with eigenvalues
E± = ±E, where both eigenvectors are, approximately, linear superpositions of χR(s)
and χL(s). For now we will neglect such exponentially small effects, but we will return
to the question of their role at the end of this section.

In the case of a semi-infinite fifth direction (Sec. 3.1), the RH zero mode signals
the presence of a RH chiral field. Similarly, we now have both RH and LH chiral fields,
localized on opposite boundaries. Together, they form a very light Dirac fermion (if
the exponentially small mixing between the two boundaries is not neglected), which
becomes massless for N5 → ∞. We may introduce an effective four-dimensional “do-
main wall quark” field for the light Dirac fermion, simply by picking the appropriate
components of the five-dimensional domain-wall field ψ(x, s). The domain wall quark
field is defined as

q(x) = PR ψ(x, 1) + PL ψ(x,N5) , (3.31)

q(x) = ψ(x, 1)PL + ψ(x,N5)PR .

This four-dimensional effective field will turn out to be very useful.
Notice the off-diagonal terms proportional tom in Eq. (3.30). These terms couple

the opposite-chirality zero modes, and thus play the role of a mass term for the domain
wall quark, as we will soon confirm explicitly. This allows the mass of the domain
wall quark to be controlled independently of the extent of the fifth direction. In later
sections, we will see that in the interacting theory there are additional, quantum
effects that contribute to the mass of the domain wall quark.

The mass term was first introduced in Ref. [17], but with a sign convention
opposite to what we are using here. The present convention follows Ref. [20]. As was
shown in that paper, when m > 0 in Eq. (3.30), one has det(DDW ) > 0 for arbitrary
four-dimensional gauge fields (see Sec. 4 below).

Our next task is to obtain the domain wall propagator for a finite fifth direction,
and from it, the propagator of the effective domain wall quark field. The (free) second
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order operator Ω = DDWD
†
DW in momentum space is now (compare Eq. (3.18))

Ω =



X++ −b 0 0 . . . 0 0 0 X−+

−b Y −b 0 . . . 0 0 0 0
0 −b Y −b . . . 0 0 0 0
...

...
. . . . . . . . .

...
...

0 0 0 0 . . . −b Y −b 0
0 0 0 0 . . . 0 −b Y −b

X+− 0 0 0 . . . 0 0 −b X−−


, (3.32)

where10

Y = b2(p) + p̄2 + 1 , (3.33a)

X++ = Y + PL(m
2 − 1) (3.33b)

X−− = Y + PR(m
2 − 1) (3.33c)

X+− = X−+ = mb(p) . (3.33d)

The second-order operator is real symmetric, and writing

Ω = PRΩ+ + PLΩ− , (3.34)

it follows that Ω+ = RΩ−R or, explicitly,

Ω+(s, s
′) = Ω−(N5 + 1− s,N5 + 1− s′) . (3.35)

As before, the domain wall propagator can be expressed as GDW = D†
DWG, where G

is the inverse of Ω. By Eq. (3.34), G admits a similar decomposition in terms of G±,
and since G+ = RG−R, it is enough to construct G−.

Noting that Ω is symmetric, G− must have the form

G−(s, s
′) = G5(s, s

′) + A− e
−α(s+s′−2) + A+ e

−α(2N5−s−s′) (3.36)

+Am(e
−α(N5−1+s−s′) + e−α(N5−1+s′−s)) .

Notice that now all four combinations of the homogeneous solutions eα(±s±s′) are
present. As the inverse of Ω−, the relation defining G− is∑

s′′

Ω−(s, s
′′)G−(s

′′, s′)− δs,s′ = 0 . (3.37)

For 2 ≤ s ≤ N5 − 1, this equation is satisfied for arbitrary values of the amplitudes
A−, A+, Am. Only for s = 1 or s = N5 is the left-hand side of Eq. (3.37) different from
zero for general A−, A+, Am, which in turn allows us to determine these amplitudes
by imposing Eq. (3.37). There are two matrix equations relating these amplitudes,

10The construction of the domain wall propagator is generalized to the interacting theory in
Sec. 4.2, following Ref. [21].
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since the dependence of the left-hand side on s′ can be e±αs′ . Since the left-hand side
does not vanish for both s = 1 and s = N5, we obtain two 2-by-2 matrix equations

C
(
A−
Am

)
= N

(
1− b e−α −m2

−mb

)
, (3.38)

C
(
Am

A+

)
= N

(
−mb
−b e−α

)
, (3.39)

where

C =

(
b eα +m2 − 1 mb

mb b eα

)
. (3.40)

In the expression for C we neglected exponentially small corrections of order e−N5α.
Notice that Am is over-constrained. Nonetheless, these equations have a consistent
solution11

A− = ∆−1N (1−m2)(eα − b) , (3.41)

A+ = ∆−1N (1−m2)(e−α − b) , (3.42)

Am = −2∆−1N bm sinhα , (3.43)

where
∆ = b−1det C = eα(b eα − 1) +m2(eα − b) . (3.44)

In order to expose the light Dirac fermion we keep only the leading behavior for
p2,m2 ≪ 1, obtaining

∆−1 =
M(2−M)(1−M)

p2 +M2(2−M)2m2
=M(2−M)(1−M)D−1 , (3.45)

where D = p2 +M2(2−M)2m2, and

A− = M(2−M)D−1 , (3.46)

A+ = − (1−M)2

M(2−M)
p2D−1 , (3.47)

Am = −M(2−M)(1−M)mD−1 . (3.48)

We may now obtain the propagator of the domain-wall quark field introduced in
Eq. (3.31). Once again neglecting exponentially small corrections, we find12

⟨q q⟩ = −M(2−M)
i/p+mq

p2 +m2
q

, (3.49)

showing the presence of a Dirac fermion with mass

mq =M(2−M)m . (3.50)

11Equation (3.43) corrects a mistake in Eq. (37) of Ref. [17].
12Since qL(x) = ψ(x, 1)PL, and the domain wall propagator is GDW = D†

DWG, it follows that
the contribution of A+ to ⟨q q⟩ is always exponentially small, and the right-hand side of Eq. (3.49)
receives contributions from A− and Am only.
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Remember that the normalized wave function of the RH zero mode near the s = 1
boundary is χ(s) = (M(2 −M))1/2(1 −M)1−s, hence |χ(1)|2 = M(2 −M). Similar
statements apply to the LH zero mode localized near the s = N5 boundary. Thus,
the factors of M(2−M) are seen to originate from the support of the wave functions
of the zero modes on their respective boundary layers.

Our construction of the domain wall quarks could be generalized in two related
ways. Instead of Eq. (3.31), which defines the effective quark fields q(x), q(x) in terms
of the five-dimensional fields on the boundary layers only, we could define the effective
quark fields as some weighted average of the five-dimensional fields ψ(x, s), ψ(x, s) on
near-boundary layers. Similarly, we could consider mass terms that couple near-
boundary layers on the two sides, and not just the two boundary layers themselves,
as we have done in Eq. (3.30). Such generalizations are less economic, and do not
provide any advantage. Hence we will always use the simplest domain wall quark
field and mass term introduced above.

The mass of the free domain wall quark ismq in the limitN5 → ∞. If we moreover
setm = 0, the RH and LH components of the domain wall quark completely decouple,
and behave as if they each live on their own semi-infinite fifth direction. This then
reproduces the idealization discussed in Sec. 3.1.

While Eqs. (3.49) and (3.50) are important for the physical interpretation of do-
main wall fermions, the concrete relation in Eq. (3.50) between the parameter m that
couples the two boundary layers and the mass mq of the domain wall quark is largely
inconsequential, because it will be modified in the interacting theory. Similarly, the
factor of M(2 − M) in Eq. (3.49) will undergo renormalization in the interacting
theory.

In any numerical lattice calculation using domain wall fermions, N5 is necessarily
finite. This raises the following question. In this subsection we have dealt with two
qualitatively different types of parametrically small quantities. One is (1−M)N5 or,
more generally, e−α(p)N5 , which results from the finiteness of N5. The other small
parameters are p2 and m2, which will ultimately be associated with some physical
scale (expressed in lattice units) of the interacting theory. The question we should
be asking ourselves is what if these two sets of parametrically small quantities are
comparable in size, or more generally, what if finite-N5 effects13 are not negligible
compared with the effect of an explicit domain wall quark mass term? As we will
see, this situation is in fact common in numerical lattice calculations. The strategies
developed to trace and control such effects will play a central role in subsequent
sections. But first we have to introduce the interacting theory.

4 Interacting domain wall fermions

In this section we discuss interacting domain wall fermions as introduced in Ref. [20].
As usual, the gauge field degrees of freedom live on the four-dimensional links. The

13For the exponentially small terms relevant for the construction of the domain wall propagator,
see appendix A of Ref. [21].
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hopping terms in the Wilson kernel (3.2) become

DK(x, y) =
1

2

∑
µ

[
δx+µ̂,yUµ(x)− δx−µ̂,yU

†
µ(y)

]
γµ , (4.1)

W (x, y) =
1

2

∑
µ

[
2δxy − δx+µ̂,yUµ(x)− δx−µ̂,yU

†
µ(y)

]
. (4.2)

The link variables Uµ(x) take values in a Lie group G, which is usually assumed to
be compact. For QCD the group is G = SU(3). So far, this is standard. What is
special about domain wall fermions is that the fermion field lives on a five-dimensional
lattice. Noting how the domain-wall fermion operator (3.30) depends on the Wilson
kernel, we immediately see that the coupling of the fermion degrees of freedom to the
four-dimensional gauge field is independent of the fifth coordinate. The continuum
limit will therefore be a four-dimensional gauge theory. We will keep choosing the
domain wall height M such that each (five-dimensional) domain-wall fermion field
gives rise to a single light (four-dimensional) quark field. As discussed in Sec. 3.1, for
the free theory we take 0 < M ≤ 1. We will discuss how the appropriate range of M
is modified in the interacting theory in Sec. 5.1 and Sec. 6.2.

Considering for simplicity a lattice gauge theory with a single domain wall fermion,
the partition function is

Z =
∏
xµ

dUµ(x) e
−Sg/g20 det(DDW (m)) det−1(DDW (1)) , (4.3)

where dUµ(x) is an invariant group measure (for SU(N), the Haar measure). Sg is
the gauge field action, a lattice discretization of the continuum action, and g0 is the
bare coupling. The fermion determinant can be represented in the usual way as a
Grassmann path integral,

det(DDW (m)) =
∏
x,s

dψ(x, s)dψ(x, s) e−SF , (4.4)

where as before, ψ(x, s), ψ(x, s) are the five-dimensional fermion fields. The fermion
action is SF = ψDDW (m)ψ, where we have suppressed the summations over all
coordinates and indices of the fermion field. DDW (m) is the domain wall fermion
operator of Eq. (3.30), where we have indicated explicitly its dependence on the
parameter m occurring in the upper-right and lower-left entries that couple the two
boundaries.

Apart from its anticipated dependence on the gauge and fermion fields, the par-
tition function (4.3) includes an additional factor, det−1(DDW (1)), usually called the
“Pauli-Villars determinant.” Its role will be explained in Sec. 4.4 below. For now,
we only note that it does not introduce any new light degrees of freedom, because for
m = 1 the operator (3.30) implements anti-periodic boundary conditions in the fifth
direction, and thus it describes a five-dimensional fermion field whose mass is O(1)
in lattice units.

17



4.1 Flavor symmetries and currents

We next turn to the flavor symmetries of a lattice gauge theory coupled to several
domain wall fermions. We will assume that there are Nf domain-wall fermion fields,
all belonging to the same representation of the gauge group (the fundamental rep-
resentation of SU(3), for QCD). We will also assume for simplicity that the mass
parameter m in the domain-wall fermion operator (3.30) is the same for all fermion
species, which implies that all the domain wall quarks are degenerate. The results
can be generalized straightforwardly to the case of non-degenerate masses.

The five-dimensional fermion action is invariant under global U(Nf ) = SU(Nf )⊗
U(1) symmetry. The conserved five-dimensional currents have the following structure.
For µ = 1, . . . , 4, and all 1 ≤ s ≤ N5,

jaµ(x, s) =
1

2

(
ψ(x, s)(1 + γµ)Uµ(x)λ

aψ(x+ µ̂, s) (4.5)

− ψ(x+ µ̂, s)(1− γµ)U
†
µ(x)λ

aψ(x, s)
)
.

The hermitian matrix λa is one of the U(Nf ) generators. For the U(1) group, which is
the fermion number symmetry, λa is the identity matrix. For SU(Nf ), the generators
λa are hermitian and traceless. Apart from the additional dependence on the fifth
coordinate s, Eq. (4.5) is recognized as the familiar vector current of Wilson fermions.
For the fifth component we define

ja5 (x, s) =

{
ψ(x, s)PRλ

aψ(x, s+ 1)− ψ(x, s+ 1)PLλ
aψ(x, s) , 1 ≤ s < N5 ,

−mψ(x,N5)PRλ
aψ(x, 1) +mψ(x, 1)PLλ

aψ(x,N5) , s = N5 .
(4.6)

Using the Noether procedure, the five-dimensional continuity equation is∑
µ

∆µ j
a
µ(x, s) = −∆5 j

a
5 (x, s) . (4.7)

Here ∆µ and ∆5 are the backward difference operators

∆µf(x, s) = f(x, s)− f(x− µ̂, s) , (4.8)

and

∆5f(x, s) =

{
f(x, s)− f(x, s− 1) , 1 < s ≤ N5 ,

f(x, 1)− f(x,N5) , s = 1 .
(4.9)

This is the usual form of the backward difference operator for periodic boundary
conditions. The special boundary conditions in the fifth direction are taken care of
by the dependence of ja5 (x,N5) on m. In particular, ja5 (x,N5) vanishes for m = 0.
The above expressions for ja5 (x,N5) and for ∆5 are somewhat different from Ref. [20],
but the expression for ∆5 j

a
5 (x, s) remains the same for all s. When carried out on

the lattice, the Noether procedure has a certain degree of freedom, and as a result,
relegating the m dependence to ja5 (as we did here) or to ∆5 (as was done in Ref. [20])
are both valid options.14

14See Sec. 7.1.3 for a related discussion.
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We will now use the five-dimensional conserved currents as the building blocks
for four-dimensional vector and axial currents. There is a unique set of conserved
vector currents, obtained by summing the conserved five-dimensional current over all
s values,

Va
µ(x) =

N5∑
s=1

jaµ(x, s) . (4.10)

Conservation of these vector currents,
∑

µ∆µVa
µ = 0, follows from from the five-

dimensional continuity equation (4.7).
Unlike the vector currents, it is not possible to define exactly conserved axial

currents. In order to define partially conserved axial currents, we take advantage of
the global separation of the RH and LH components of the effective quark field (3.31),
which are supported on opposite boundaries of the five-dimensional lattice. We will
define the axial transformations to act vectorially on each four-dimensional layer, but
we assign opposite charges to fermion degrees of freedom in the two half-spaces

δaAψ(x, s) = +iϵ(s)λaψ(x, s) , (4.11)

δaAψ(x, s) = −iϵ(s)ψ(x, s)λa ,

where15

ϵ(s) =

{
1 , 1 ≤ s ≤ N5/2 ,

−1 , N5/2 < s ≤ N5 .
(4.12)

For the effective domain wall quark fields defined in Eq. (3.31), the transforma-
tions (4.11) take the form

δaAq(x) = iγ5λ
aq(x) , (4.13)

δaAq(x) = iq(x)λaγ5 ,

which are recognized as axial transformations.
The virtue of this construction is that, just like the vector currents, the partially-

conserved axial currents take the form of suitable sums over the five-dimensional
conserved currents. Explicitly,

Aa
µ(x) = −

N5∑
s=1

ϵ(s)jaµ(x, s) . (4.14)

For m = 0 (see Eq. (3.30)), the non-invariance of the action under the transfor-
mations (4.11) comes solely from the coupling between the four-dimensional layers
s = N5/2 and s = N5/2 + 1. For m ̸= 0, there is an additional contribution coming
from the direct coupling between the boundary layers s = 1 and s = N5. As a result,
the axial currents satisfy the partial conservation equation16∑

µ

∆µAa
µ(x) = 2mJa

5 (x) + 2Ja
5q(x) , (4.15)

15Recall we always take N5 even.
16If we restore the lattice spacing, the coefficient of Ja

5q(x) in Eq. (4.15) becomes 2/a.
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where

−mJa
5 (x) = ja5 (x,N5) , (4.16)

Ja
5q(x) = ja5 (x,N5/2) . (4.17)

The operator ja5 (x,N5) can be expressed in terms of the effective quark fields of
Eq. (3.31). Having factored out the m dependence on the left-hand side of Eq. (4.16),
Ja
5 takes the form of the familiar pseudoscalar density

Ja
5 (x) = q(x)γ5λ

aq(x) . (4.18)

We see that, were it not for the extra term Ja
5q(x) on its right-hand side, Eq. (4.15)

would express the familiar partial conservation of the axial current (PCAC).
For later use, the associated Ward-Takahashi identities (WTIs) are∑

µ

∆µ

〈
Aa

µ(x)O(y1, y2, . . .)
〉

= 2m
〈
Ja
5 (x)O(y1, y2, . . .)

〉
(4.19)

+2
〈
Ja
5q(x)O(y1, y2, . . .)

〉
+i

〈
δaA(x)O(y1, y2, . . .)

〉
.

The multi-local operator O(y1, y2, . . .) will be assumed to be a product of the domain-
wall quark fields q(y) and q(y), on which the local variation acts as δaA(x)q(y) =
iδ4x,yγ5λ

aq(y) and δaA(x)q(y) = iδ4x,yq(y)λ
aγ5.

4.2 Chiral symmetry restoration for N5 → ∞
In the rest of this section we distinguish between the singlet and non-singlet

currents by omitting the upper index a for the singlet currents. Postponing the
discussion of the singlet axial current Aµ(x) to the next subsection, in this subsection
we discuss the non-singlet axial currents Aa

µ(x). We will show that, in an appropriate
sense, the operator Ja

5q on the right-hand side of Eq. (4.15) vanishes for N5 → ∞.
This is a result of the following theorem.

Theorem: chiral symmetry restoration. Consider the correlation function
of Ja

5q with an arbitrary set of domain-wall quark fields,〈
Ja
5q(x) q(y1)q(y2) · · · q(z1)q(z2) · · ·

〉
. (4.20)

Then, for N5 → ∞, this correlation function vanishes.

Less formally, thought of as an operator that acts on states created by the bound-
ary fields q and q only, the theorem states that Ja

5q vanishes for N5 → ∞. Assuming
that the axial currents Aa

µ(x) act on the same set of states, it follows immediately
that the PCAC relation is reproduced,∑

µ

∆µAa
µ(x) = 2mJa

5 (x) , N5 → ∞ . (4.21)

20



A proof of chiral symmetry restoration for N5 → ∞ was first given in Ref. [20]
using a second-quantized transfer matrix formalism. Usually, the transfer matrix
describes propagation in euclidean space along the time direction [22], but here it
was adapted to describe propagation along the fifth direction [23, 24, 20].

The proof rests on three essential physical ingredients. The first ingredient is
that the gauge field is independent of the fifth coordinate. As a result, propagation
along the fifth direction is controlled by a second-quantized transfer matrix T̂ =
T̂ (U), which is also independent of the fifth coordinate. Here U denotes the four-
dimensional gauge field. We may write T̂ = exp(−Ĥ), regarding Ĥ as a “hamiltonian”
in 4 + 1 dimensions. Consider now momentarily an infinite fifth direction where
−∞ < s <∞. Let us excite an eigenstate of Ĥ with energy E > 0 above the second-
quantized vacuum on a four-dimensional layer with fifth coordinate s, and propagate
it to another layer s′. This yields a suppression factor exp(−E|s − s′|), exhibiting
translation invariance in the fifth direction. The transfer matrix formalism can be
generalized to the case of domain wall fermions where 1 ≤ s ≤ N5, and translation
invariance in the fifth direction is explicitly broken by the boundaries. Using this
formalism one derives expressions for det(DDW (m)), as well as for the correlation
functions of domain wall fermions [20].

The second ingredient is that, as we shall see, any violation of the conservation of
a non-singlet axial current in a correlation function of the domain-wall quark fields,
Eq. (4.20), requires fermion propagation across the entire fifth dimension, hence a
factor of ∼ exp(−N5Ĥ).

In order to understand the last crucial ingredient let us momentarily assume that
for a given background gauge field the ground state of Ĥ is separated from the first
excited state by a gap ∆ > 0 . In this case the correlation function (4.20) is bounded
by exp(−N5∆) and vanish for N5 → ∞. In reality, there are special gauge-field
configurations for which ∆ = 0, equivalently, the transfer matrix has an eigenvalue
equal to one, and the argument will have to be suitably refined.

In the rest of this subsection we will discuss the proof more fully but still omit
various technicalities. The full details may be found in Refs. [20, 21]. The proof we
will describe here makes use of the physical ingredients explained above, but avoids
the technically elaborate second-quantized transfer matrix formalism of Ref. [20].
The discussion is based on Ref. [21], which uses a “first quantized” transfer matrix
formalism instead.17

In the standard treatment of a Grassmann path integral, the contraction of two
fermion fields gives rise to a propagator which is the inverse of the Dirac operator
occurring in the (bilinear) fermion action. In the free theory, we constructed the
domain wall propagator in Sec. 3.2. In brief, the propagator can be constructed in
a standard manner in terms of the inverse of the second-order domain wall opera-
tor Ω (Eq. (3.32)), which in turn can be decomposed into its chirality components
(Eq. (3.34)), and the inverse G− of Ω− was given explicitly in Eq. (3.36).

Because the gauge field is the same on all four-dimensional slices (and it has no
fifth component) the solution of Sec. 3.2 can be generalized to the interacting case.

17For the relation between the first-quantized and second-quantized transfer matrices see Ref. [20].
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We begin by writing the Wilson kernel in 2× 2 block form as

D = D(M ;U) =
(

1−B C
−C† 1−B

)
, (4.22)

where
B = 1 +W −M . (4.23)

Both B and C carry a 2 × 2 spinor index, and B is proportional to the identity
matrix in spinor space. The explicit form of C can be inferred from Eqs. (3.2), (3.13)
and (4.1). In the presence of a gauge field the second-order operator Ω = DDWD

†
DW is

still given by Eq. (3.32),18 while Eq. (3.33) has a suitable generalization. In particular,
in the interacting case Y is given explicitly by

Y = 2B +DD† . (4.24)

Next, introducing

K =

(
B−1/2 0

C†B−1/2 B1/2

)
, K† =

(
B−1/2 B−1/2C
0 B1/2

)
, (4.25)

we construct two transfer matrices sharing the same eigenvalue spectrum,

T = KK† =

(
B−1 B−1C

C†B−1 B + C†B−1C

)
, (4.26)

T̃ = K†K =

(
B−1 +B−1/2CC†B−1/2 B−1/2CB1/2

B1/2C†B−1/2 B

)
. (4.27)

We will encounter the transfer matrix T in Sec. 4.5 and Sec. 7.1. Here we will make
use of the alternative version T̃ . A key result is

γ5B
−1/2 Y γ5B

−1/2 = T̃ + T̃−1 . (4.28)

In this subsection we restrict the domain wall height to 0 < M < 1. As a result, B is
a positive operator, and the same is true for the transfer matrices. We will consider
the full range 0 < M < 2 in Sec. 7.2.1.

We next introduce the spectral decomposition

T̃ =
∑
i

|vi⟩λi ⟨vi| , (4.29)

where |vi⟩ are the eigenvectors. Note that the eigenvalues λi are all positive. From
the same ingredients we construct a third transfer matrix

Q =
∑
i

|vi⟩ ηi ⟨vi| , (4.30)

18Notice that the definition of Ω in Eq. (3.2) of Ref. [21] is slightly different.
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where ηi = min{λi, λ−1
i }. An immediate consequence is that the norm ofQ is bounded

by one. Equivalently, denoting the maximal eigenvalue of Q by ηmax, it follows that
ηmax ≤ 1. The virtue of Q is that it satisfies physical boundary conditions. Namely,
Q|s−s′| vanishes when the separation |s − s′| tends to infinity. This is true provided
that no eigenvalue is exactly equal to 1, and thus ηmax < 1. This feature, alongside
with Eq. (4.28) which exhibits the algebraically equivalent roles of an eigenvalue λi
and its inverse, allows us to construct the inverse of Ω as γ5B

−1/2 G̃ γ5B
−1/2 where19

G̃(s, s′) = G̃5(s, s
′) +H+,+(s, s

′) +H−,−(s, s
′) +H+,−(s, s

′) +H−,+(s, s
′) . (4.31)

The translationally invariant part (compare Eq. (3.19)) is now given by

G̃5(s, s
′) = Q|s−s′|f(Q) , (4.32)

where f−1(Q) = Q−1 − Q. Each of the four translationally non-invariant terms has
the general form

H±,±(s, s
′) = Qd(s)A±,±Q

d(s′) , (4.33)

where d(s) is equal to s or to N5 + 1 − s, in other words, d(s) is the distance to
one of the boundaries. The matrix amplitudes A±,± provide a suitable generalization
of the amplitudes A+, A− and Am of Eq. (3.36) to the interacting theory. We note
also that Eq. (4.28) is the generalization of Eq. (3.20) to the interacting theory.
Correspondingly, the eigenvalues ηi of the matrix Q generalize the factors of e−α(p)

encountered in Sec. 3. In the absence of a gauge field Q is diagonal in momentum
space, and its eigenvalues reduce to e−α(p).

Having constructed the domain wall propagator in the interacting theory we now
make the following crucial observation. Because of the traceless flavor matrix λa

contained in the definition of Ja
5q, the contraction of the ψ and ψ fields in Ja

5q with
each other always vanishes identically. Hence, for the correlation function (4.20) to
be nonzero, the field ψ in Ja

5q must be contracted with a boundary field q. A similar

statement applies to the ψ field. Since Ja
5q lives in the middle of the fifth direction, we

are looking at two factors of ∼ QN5/2, one from each fermion propagator. Because the
exponent is proportional to N5, propagation in the fifth direction will be dominated
by those eigenvalues of Q which are very close to its maximal eigenvalue ηmax. Up
to subleading power corrections, in a given background gauge field all the correlation
functions in Eq. (4.20) are thus bounded by c ηN5

max, where the exponential factor
ηN5
max is universal, and only the prefactor c depends on the specifics of the correlation
function.

We now come to the last step. First, we momentarily assume that ηmax = ηmax(U)
admits a non-trivial global bound20 for all gauge fields U . Namely, ηmax(U) ≤ Λ0 for
some Λ0 < 1. In that case, the ensemble average of any of the correlators (4.20)
would be bounded by ΛN5

0 , and would thus vanish for N5 → ∞.

19For the full details, see Ref. [21].
20This is attainable by imposing a constraint on the gauge field configuration space that does not

alter the continuum limit [25, 26].
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Figure 1: The triangle anomaly. The vertex on the left represents the di-
vergence of the singlet axial current in the regularized theory. For domain
wall fermions, it is J5q.

If no constraint is imposed on the gauge field configuration space, there exist
special configurations for which ηmax(U) = 1, in other words, the transfer matrix
has an eigenvalue equal to one. Let us show that this implies the existence of a
zero mode of the Wilson kernel D = D(M ;U) of Eq. (4.22) [20]. Using Eqs. (4.24)
and (4.28), as well as γ5-hermiticity of the Wilson kernel, it follows that if T̃ |v⟩ = |v⟩
then ⟨v|B−1/2D†DB−1/2 |v⟩ = 0. Since B is bounded, B−1/2 cannot have a zero
mode, and therefore B−1/2 |v⟩ is a zero mode of the Wilson kernel. We will discuss
the physical significance of the kernel’s zero modes in Sec. 6. Here we will only note
that D(M) does not have any zero mode in the free theory for 0 < M < 2, and that
configurations for which D(M ;U) has a zero mode are expected to be rare when the
continuum limit is approached.

Mathematically, having a zero mode means that det(D(M ;U)) = 0, a constraint
which is satisfied on a measure zero subset of the gauge-field configuration space. We
will use this observation to refine the proof of chiral symmetry restoration. Choosing
some 0 < ϵ ≪ 1 we divide this space into a “large” and a “small” part. The large
part consists of the configurations for which ηmax(U) ≤ 1− ϵ. The small part, which
is the rest, consists of configurations for which 1 − ϵ < ηmax(U) ≤ 1. Consider now
the contributions of these two parts to some correlation function in Eq. (4.20). For
N5 ≫ 1 the contribution of the large part is dominated by the eigenvalues close to 1−ϵ,
and thus it scales as O((1−ϵ)N5). The contribution of the small part is O(ϵ) of course.
The contribution of the large part vanishes for N5 → ∞, leaving us in this limit with
the contribution of the small part only, which in turn implies an estimate of O(ϵ) for
any correlation function in Eq. (4.20). Finally, since we can repeat the same argument
for arbitrarily small ϵ, it follows again that all the correlation functions in Eq. (4.20)
must vanish for N5 → ∞. This completes the proof of chiral symmetry restoration,
and thus that the non-singlet axial currents satisfy the PCAC relation (4.21).

We will expand the scope of the proof of chiral symmetry restoration in Sec. 7.2.1.

4.3 The axial anomaly

Unlike the flavor non-singlet axial currents considered in the previous subsection,
whose conservation for m → 0 is recovered in the N5 → ∞ limit, the singlet axial
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current is not conserved when the same limits are taken. This is as it must be, since
in the target continuum theory the singlet axial current is anomalous (Fig. 1).

At the technical level (see Eq. (4.15)), the difference is that in the case of the
singlet current, the expectation value ⟨J5q⟩ remains nonzero in the presence of a
background gauge field, even in the limit N5 → ∞. A one-loop calculation in lattice
perturbation theory, whose details we will not repeat here, finds that when the limit
N5 → ∞ is taken, and up to corrections that vanish in the continuum limit, the
divergence of the singlet axial current is [27, 28]∑

µ

∆µAµ(x) = 2mJ5(x) +
ig2NF

4π2

∑
µνλρ

ϵµνλρ∂µAν(x)∂λAρ(x) . (4.34)

Here g is the (bare) gauge coupling. For simplicity, we have assumed that Aµ is
the vector potential of an abelian background field. (The relation between the link
variable and the vector potential is Uµ(x) = eigaAµ(x) where we have re-introduced the
lattice spacing a. See for example Ref. [10].) This result is valid for NF domain wall
fermions in the fundamental representation. The last term on the right-hand side of
Eq. (4.34) is recognized as the axial anomaly, a result which is in agreement with
continuum calculations of the anomaly for NF Dirac fermions.

In Ref. [27], which considered a geometrical limit equivalent to the formal limit of
a semi-infinite fifth direction, it was moreover shown that as the domain-wall height
M is varied, the coefficient of the anomaly matches the number and chirality of the
Weyl fermions in Table 1.

As originally observed by Kaplan [9, 13] the anomaly emerges via the Callan-
Harvey mechanism [29]. Consider for simplicity a single domain wall fermion. We
sum the four-dimensional components of the five-dimensional conserved current over
a limited range of the fifth coordinate,

∑s0
s=1 jµ(x, s). We assume that both s0 and

N5 − s0 are large, and set m = 0. The only light degrees of freedom that con-
tribute to jµ(x, s) in this sum are those coming from the RH Weyl field localized
near the s = 1 boundary. But when the global U(1) transformation associated with
the five-dimensional conserved current is applied to this RH Weyl field only, it be-
comes anomalous. The anomaly must therefore be reproduced by the four-divergence
∆µ

∑s0
s=1 jµ(x, s). At the same time, since the five-dimensional current is conserved

(Eq. (4.7)), we have ∆µ

∑s0
s=1 jµ(x, s) = −j5(x, s0), which means that the anomaly is

reproduced again by −j5(x, s0), also called the Chern-Simons current in this context
[9, 27, 13].

We may also consider the complement five-dimensional sum,
∑N5

s=s0+1 jµ(x, s),
whose four-divergence is equal to +j5(x, s0). This now correctly accounts for the
anomaly arising from the LH chiral mode near the s = N5 boundary, including its
opposite sign. The remarkable effect is that j5(x, s0) “knows” about the light degrees
of freedom near the boundaries, even though it is located far from both of them,
deep inside the five-dimensional bulk which in itself supports only massive degrees of
freedom. Moreover, as we have seen, ±j5(x, s0) correctly accounts for the anomaly
due to the chiral field near each boundary.
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When we sum jµ(x, s) over the entire range of the fifth coordinate the two anoma-
lous contributions cancel each other, and we recover the conserved four-dimensional
fermion-number current (Eq. (4.10) for the U(1) case). If instead we consider the
difference of the two sums taking s0 = N5/2 for definiteness, we recover the U(1)
axial current (Eq. (4.14) for the U(1) case), where the anomalous contributions of the
RH and LH fields add up, yielding the axial anomaly of a Dirac fermion in Eq. (4.34).

Additional differences of a more technical nature exist between the singlet and
non-singlet axial currents. These will be discussed in Sec. 5.2.

4.4 The Pauli-Villars determinant

In this subsection we complete the description of the domain-wall fermion partition
function (4.3), by explaining the role of the Pauli-Villars (PV) determinant. Thought
of as a set of N5 four-dimensional fields, a domain wall fermion field describes one
light Dirac field and N5−1 heavy Dirac fields whose masses are O(1) in lattice units.21

Integrating out all the N5 − 1 heavy four-dimensional fields, but not the light four-
dimensional field, would generate a local effective action for the lattice gauge field.
By this we mean that we expect the couplings between remote sites (or links) in
this effective action to decay exponentially, with a decay rate that is O(1) in lattice
units. The total action for the gauge field (before including the contribution of the
PV determinant) can thus be expressed as

Stot ≈
1

g20
Sg + (N5 − 1)Seff + S ′

eff . (4.35)

Here Sg/g
2
0 is the lattice discretization of the continuum gauge field action introduced

in Eq. (4.3). The contribution of the heavy fermion degrees of freedom that we have
integrated out splits into two terms. The dominant term is N5Seff , where Seff is
the effective action arising from integrating out a single four-dimensional layer deep
inside the five-dimensional bulk, and the factor of N5 arises from the approximate
translation invariance in the fifth direction away from the boundaries. The rest of
the effective action, S ′

eff − Seff , is a correction that accounts for the influence of the
boundaries on the heavy degrees of freedom.

We immediately see the problem with Eq. (4.35). A fixed, finite value for N5

would induce some finite renormalization of the bare coupling. But since we are
interested in the limit N5 → ∞, this would entail a diverging contribution to the
effective action of the gauge-field.

The PV determinant remedies this problem. The PV field is a five-dimensional
field with m = 1 in Eq. (3.30). As noted already, this implements anti-periodic
boundary conditions in the fifth direction. Hence, the PV field represents N5 four-
dimensional fields, all massive, with opposite statistics to the domain-wall fermion
field. We thus expect that the PV contribution to the total gauge field effective
action will be

−N5 Seff . (4.36)

21For the actual masses of the heavy fields, see [30].
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In the sum of Eqs. (4.35) and (4.36) the large contribution proportional to N5 drops
out. One is left with some N5-independent contribution, which is equivalent to a
finite renormalization of the bare coupling.

The tight relation between the domain wall fermion and PV operators has many
useful consequences. One such implication will be discussed in the next subsection.
In modern numerical QCD calculations using domain wall fermions, the intimate
relation between the domain wall and PV operators is taken one step further. One
writes

det(DDW (m)) det−1(DDW (1)) = det(D−1
DW (1)DDW (m)) , (4.37)

and treats D−1
DW (1)DDW (m) as a new domain-wall fermion operator. This will be

further discussed in the next subsection, as well as in Sec. 7.1. Considered as the
domain-wall fermion operator, D−1

DW (1)DDW (m) couples lattice sites with arbitrarily
large separation, because the same is true for D−1

DW (1). Nevertheless, the Dirac op-
erator D−1

DW (1)DDW (m) is local in a similar sense to what we have discussed above.
Because the operator D−1

DW (1) has only lattice-scale excitations, one expects that
the coupling of remote sites via D−1

DW (1) will decay exponentially with a lattice-scale
rate.22

4.5 The effective Dirac operator for the light fermion

When we integrate out the five-dimensional heavy fermion degrees of freedom, this
not only generates an effective action for the gauge field, but also induces an effective
Dirac operator for the light four-dimensional fermion field. In this subsection we
examine this effective Dirac operator in more detail, both for finite N5 and in the
limit N5 → ∞. We will consider a single domain wall field, and for simplicity we
will first set m = 0. We will show how, with the help of the PV determinant, one
obtains an effective Dirac operator for the light four-dimensional field that satisfies
the Ginsparg-Wilson (GW) relation [16] in the limit N5 → ∞.

We start by examining the global WTI for the domain-wall quark propagator in
a fixed gauge field background U (the dependence on U will usually be omitted). To
this end we choose a bi-local operator O(y1, y2) = q(y1)q(y2) in Eq. (4.19), considering
the singlet axial current. Upon summing over the four-dimensional coordinates the
left-hand side of Eq. (4.19) vanishes, and for m = 0 we obtain

2
∑
x

〈
J5q(x) q(y1)q(y2)

〉
= {γ5, Gq(y1, y2)} , (4.38)

Gq(y1, y2) =
〈
q(y1)q(y2)

〉
. (4.39)

In the free theory, the expectation value ⟨J5q⟩ vanishes for N5 → ∞ (for relevant
technicalities see, e.g., Ref. [28]). This implies that the left-hand side of Eq. (4.38)
does not have a disconnected contribution. As for the connected contribution, the
domain wall fields from which the “midpoint” pseudoscalar density J5q is built are

22For a discussion of the closely related issue of locality of exact or approximate GW operators,
see Sec. 6.6.

27



contracted with the boundary fields q and q. Much like the non-singlet case (Sec. 4.2),
this contribution vanishes for N5 → ∞ as well. Thus, the left-hand side of Eq. (4.38)
as a whole vanishes in this limit. We comment in passing that the same conclusion
applies in the background of perturbative gauge fields. The physical reason is that
the anomaly (Eq. (4.34)) can be expressed as the divergence of a gauge non-invariant
current whose integral is the topological charge, which is zero in perturbation theory.
Hence

∑
x ⟨J5q(x)⟩ again vanishes. (This is true up to the usual discretization effects

associated with the definition of the topological charge on the lattice.)
The conclusion is that for N5 → ∞, the domain wall quark propagator ⟨q q⟩ anti-

commutes with γ5 for m = 0. This result can be confirmed in the free theory using
the explicit form of the propagator derived in Sec. 3.2, as well as in the presence of a
perturbative background field using the more general result derived in Ref. [21]. In all
cases, the conclusion simply follows from the fact that, for m = 0, the mixed-chirality
components ⟨qR qL⟩ and ⟨qL qR⟩ require coupling between the two boundaries, and
thus vanish exponentially for N5 → ∞.23

The anti-commutativity of the domain-wall quark propagator ⟨q q⟩ with γ5 is an
expression of the restoration of chiral symmetry at m = 0 for N5 → ∞. Naively, it
suggests that in this limit we may define an effective domain-wall quark operator as

D−1
eff = ⟨q q⟩ . (4.40)

Being the inverse of the domain-wall quark propagator, Deff anti-commutes with γ5 as
well. However, this leads to a highly undesirable consequence! According to the no-go
theorems about fermion doubling [1, 2, 3, 4, 5], a free lattice Dirac operator that anti-
commutes with γ5 cannot describe a single massless Dirac fermion if the dispersion
relation is smooth. In order to figure out what is going on, let us reexamine the free
propagator ⟨q q⟩ for mq = 0, in the limit N5 → ∞. In Sec. 3.2 we have calculated this
propagator for p≪ 1 and general m, finding that for m = 0 it has a pole at p = 0 that
represents one massless Dirac fermion (Eq. (3.49)). Returning to general p (keeping
m = 0), the relevant term in the free propagator takes the form of /̄pA−(p

2) up to a
proportionality constant. The amplitude A−(p

2) has a 1/p2 pole for p → 0, whereas
everywhere else in the Brillouin zone it is regular. It follows that ⟨q q⟩ has a massless
pole, /̄p/p2, at p = 0, but at the other 15 corners of the Brillouin zone it has zero
eigenvalues. Using Eq. (4.40), the effective Dirac operator Deff thus has poles at all
the corners of the Brillouin zone except for the origin. While the presence of poles in
Deff means that it is not subject to the no-go theorems, this is clearly an undesirable
situation that limits the ability to interpret Deff as an effective low-energy operator.
For relevant discussion in the context of the no-go theorems, see Refs. [4, 5, 31, 32].

It should be clear that the issue we encounter here is not a fundamental flaw
of domain wall fermions. Indeed we already know that the domain wall operator
describes one light four-dimensional field alongside with N5 − 1 heavy fields with
cutoff scale masses that decouple in the continuum limit. Rather, the presence of
poles in Deff is an artifact of our attempt to use the inverse of ⟨q q⟩ as the effective

23For perturbative gauge fields the transfer matrix (Sec. 4.2) cannot have any eigenvalue equal to
one.
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Dirac operator for the light field. As it turns out, in order to remedy this problem
it is enough to modify the definition of the effective Dirac operator by postulating
that its inverse is equal to the right-hand side of Eq. (4.40) up to a contact term.
For any x ̸= y the new free propagator will still be equal to ⟨q(x) q(y)⟩, and will thus
anti-commute with γ5. But this will no longer be true at coinciding points. As we
will see, the new Dirac operator satisfies the GW relation.

The construction works as follows [30, 33]. Starting from the representation of
the product

ZDW = det(DDW (m = 0)) det−1(DDW (m = 1)) , (4.41)

as a path integral over five-dimensional fermion and PV fields, we first integrate
out most of the fermion and PV degrees of freedom, obtaining (we suppress the
dependence on N5)

ZDW =

∫
dqdq dQdQ† exp

(
−q Deff q −Q†(Deff + 1)Q

)
, (4.42)

where Deff is defined in Eq. (4.40). The domain wall fermion degrees of freedom that
we have integrated out include the four-dimensional layers s = 2, 3, . . . , N5 − 1, as
well as half of the degrees of freedom on the two boundary layers, those that are
not used in the construction of the domain-wall quark field (3.31). We treat the
PV fields similarly, with the remaining Q(x) and Q†(x) four-dimensional PV fields
constructed similarly to Eq. (3.31). Notice that for the degrees of freedom that have
been integrated out, the domain-wall fermion and PV operators are identical, as none
of these degrees of freedom couple to the m-dependent terms in Eq. (3.30). Hence,
the determinants resulting from this integration cancel each other.

The remaining degrees of freedom that occur on the right-hand side of Eq. (4.42)
are those that compose the domain-wall quark field, as well as the corresponding
PV degrees of freedom. The difference between the two effective operators is simply
because the PV operator has the mass terms with m = 1 coupling the two boundaries
in Eq. (3.30), whereas for the domain-wall fermions we set m = 0. We now make a
change of variables

Ψ = q , Ψ = (Deff + 1)q . (4.43)

Expressing the partition function in terms of the new variables gives

ZDW =

∫
dΨdΨ exp

(
−ΨDGW Ψ

)
, (4.44)

where

DGW =
Deff

1 +Deff

, (4.45)

and the change of variables (4.43) has absorbed the determinant resulting from the
integration over the remaining PV fields. This result is valid for any N5.

A first encouraging observation is that the fifteen poles that Deff admits for
N5 → ∞ cancel out between the numerator and the denominator in Eq. (4.45),
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without affecting the existence of the relativistic massless state at p = 0. Further un-
derstanding of the physical nature of the new Dirac operator comes from considering
the new propagator. From Eq. (4.45),

D−1
GW = D−1

eff + 1 , (4.46)

a result which is again valid for any N5. We have seen that for N5 → ∞, the
propagator D−1

eff anti-commutes with γ5. Hence in this limit

{D−1
GW , γ5} = {D−1

eff , γ5}+ 2γ5 = 2γ5 . (4.47)

As promised, in this limit the new propagatorD−1
GW still anti-commutes with γ5, except

at coinciding points. In fact, what we have found is that for N5 → ∞, the effective
Dirac operator DGW satisfies the GW relation,

{DGW , γ5} = 2DGWγ5DGW . (4.48)

So far we have only used the general structure of the domain wall operator (3.30)
and the restoration of chiral symmetry for N5 → ∞. A lengthy derivation [30, 33]
yields an explicit expression for the approximate GW operator at finite N5,

DGW (N5) =
1

2

(
1 + γ5 tanh

(
(N5/2)HT

))
(4.49a)

=
1

2

(
1 + γ5

1− TN5

1 + TN5

)
, (4.49b)

where the transfer matrix T is given in Eq. (4.26), and

HT = −1

2
log T 2 . (4.50)

This definition ensures that HT is well defined in the presence of both positive and
negative eigenvalues of the transfer matrix T .24 In the limit N5 → ∞ we recover the
familiar expression for the GW operator,

DGW =
1

2

(
1 + γ5 ϵ(H)

)
, (4.51)

where ϵ(x) is the sign function, ϵ(x) = +1 for x > 0 and ϵ(x) = −1 for x < 0,
and H = HT . The difference between this GW operator and the standard overlap
operator [18] is in the choice of H. While here HT is defined in terms of the transfer
matrix via Eq. (4.50), in the case of the standard overlap operator H is chosen to
be the hermitian version of the Wilson kernel, HW = γ5D (see Eq. (3.2)). We will
further examine the relation between these two GW operators in Sec. 6, where we
also discuss the special case of zero eigenvalues of H.

24Negative eigenvalues of the transfer matrix are discussed in Sec. 7.2.1. Since we always take N5

even, we are allowed to replace T by the positive square root of T 2 in Eq. (4.49b).
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The generalization to a nonzero mass for the domain wall fermion is obtained by
simply replacing q Deff q by q(Deff +m)q in Eq. (4.42) and repeating the subsequent
steps. Equation (4.45) can be inverted to give

Deff =
DGW

1−DGW

, (4.52)

and for N5 → ∞ we find

DGW (m) =
1 +m

2
+

1−m

2
γ5ϵ(H) = DGW (0) +m

(
1−DGW (0)

)
, (4.53)

where the massless GW operator DGW = DGW (0) is given in Eq. (4.51). For more
details, see for example Refs. [30, 34].

In summary, our starting point was the four-dimensional operator Deff defined by
Eq. (4.40), which anti-commutes with γ5, hence it is invariant under ordinary chiral
transformations. But Deff also has some undesirable properties, which are necessary
in order to reconcile its chiral invariance with the no-go theorems. Instead, we have
reached a closely related operator that satisfies the GW relation. Any GW operator
enjoys a modified form of chiral symmetry [35]. Here we will only note that the chiral
anomaly is correctly reproduced by the variation of the lattice fermion measure under
this modified chiral transformation. For a detailed discussion of the GW relation,
including its modified chiral symmetry, we refer to the companion chapter of the
LQCD@50 book by DeGrand [15].

We conclude with a technical comment. The PV fields are bosonic variables,
and so in order to make the integration over them rigorously well defined an analytic
continuation is needed. With DPV = DDW (m = 1), and denoting the PV fields as Φ
and Φ†, we have

det−1(DPV ) = lim
ϵ→0

∫
dΦdΦ† exp

(
Φ† (iγ5RDPV − ϵ) Φ

)
. (4.54)

Thanks to the γ5-hermiticity properties discussed below Eq. (3.30), the eigenvalues
of iγ5RDPV are pure imaginary, and the added factor of ϵ ensures convergence of the
integral.25 All the results we have obtained above remain valid with this more careful
procedure.

5 Residual breaking of chiral symmetry

So far, the quantitative information we have on domain wall fermions was mostly
restricted to the free theory (Sec. 3). Beyond that, the discussion of chiral symmetry
restoration in Sec. 4 gave us a glimpse into the dynamics of the interacting theory. In
particular, we observed that the transfer matrix can have eigenvalues equal to unity.
Hence, the probability to encounter near-unity eigenvalues of the transfer matrix in

25For a similar analytic continuation, see Ref. [36].
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an ensemble of configurations is going to affect the rate at which chiral symmetry is
restored for N5 → ∞.

In the rest of this introduction we will delve deeper into the physics of domain wall
fermions. The main issue is the rate of restoration of chiral symmetry with increasing
N5, and the quality of chiral symmetry which is achievable in practice in numerical
simulations. In this section we will introduce the notion of the residual mass, which is
a quantitative measure of the imperfect chiral symmetry at finite N5. We will study
the restoration of chiral symmetry for N5 → ∞, equivalently the vanishing of the
residual mass, within lattice perturbation theory. Later, in Sec. 6.7, we will extend
the discussion to non-perturbative effects (this will include the role of the near-unity
eigenvalues of the transfer matrix).

We begin in Sec. 5.1 with a calculation of the dependence of the wave function
of a domain-wall quark on the fifth coordinate. In the free theory, the wave function
is just (1 −M)s. In particular we noted that by setting the domain wall height to
M = 1, this wave function is entirely supported on the relevant boundary layer when
m = 0. We cannot expect this ideal situation to survive when the gauge interactions
are turned on, which leads us to study the wave function in (tadpole improved) one-
loop perturbation theory as the next step.

In Sec. 5.2 we turn to the most important physical effect that depends on the
“tail” of the wave function. Much like (four-dimensional) Wilson fermions, this is an
additive correction to the mass of the domain-wall quark, which is not proportional
to the parameter m introduced into the domain-wall fermion operator (3.30). While
the additive correction is guaranteed to vanish for N5 → ∞ (Sec. 4.2), where chiral
symmetry is restored, in order to design numerical calculations using domain wall
fermions we need a pretty good idea what to expect for finite N5.

Wilson fermions completely lack chiral symmetry at finite lattice spacing. This
implies that the bare Wilson mass is not renormalized multiplicatively. In numerical
lattice calculations the additive correction to the bare Wilson mass is typically O(1)
in lattice units. Large additive corrections similarly afflict other chirally sensitive
observables calculated using Wilson fermions. By contrast, for domain wall fermions
it is common to achieve an additive mass correction smaller by several orders of
magnitude. Hence the name residual mass [37, 38]. This is a dramatic improvement
over Wilson fermions, that extends to other chirally sensitive observables as well.
Unlike staggered fermions, at the same time the (vector) flavor symmetry is fully
preserved.

5.1 Wave function of domain wall fermions

In Sec. 5.1.1 we discuss tadpole improvement of the domain-wall quark wave function,
and in Sec. 5.1.2 the genuine one-loop correction.

5.1.1 Tadpole improvement

We start with the tadpole correction [39, 40, 41]. In the limit N5 → ∞, hence in the
absence of any mixing between the RH and LH zero modes, the tadpole improved
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Figure 2: Tadpole correction in one-loop lattice perturbation theory.

tree-level wave function of the RH zero mode is (as in Eq. (3.10) we omit spinor
indices and disregard an overall normalization factor)

χR(s) = (1 + δM −M)s = (1−M)s , (5.1)

where M = M − δM . Diagrammatically, the leading tadpole correction arises from
the one-loop diagram shown in Fig. 2. As such, the tadpole correction δM is formally
an O(g20) effect. We can expand the tadpole improved wave function around the tree
level one,

(1 + δM −M)s = (1−M)s
(
1 + sRM +

s(s− 1)

2
R2

M + · · ·
)
, (5.2)

where RM = δM/(1 −M). Naively, it appears that RM is also an O(g20) quantity,
and in view of the usual rules of a perturbative expansion we ought to truncate the
expansion (5.2) at linear order in RM . In fact, this truncation must not be done, as
we will now explain.

The first argument invokes the order of limits adequate for domain wall fermions.
Since the fifth coordinate s ranges from 1 to N5, the expansion parameter of Eq. (5.2)
is effectively g20N5. If the chiral limit N5 → ∞ is taken first, then g20N5 diverges. If
the continuum limit g20 → 0 is taken first, g20N5 vanishes. However, it is the chiral
limit that we want to take first, in order to restore chiral symmetry of the effective
four-dimensional theory already at finite lattice spacing (Sec. 4.2 and Sec. 4.5). Hence
g20N5 ≫ 1, and we must always resum the expansion in (5.2). This, of course, recovers
the tadpole-improved tree level wave function in Eq. (5.1).

A comparison of Eqs. (4.23) and (5.1) suggests that the physical origin of the
tadpole correction δM is the expectation value of the (positive) Wilson term W on
the dominant eigenmodes of the transfer matrix Q: the eigenmodes whose eigenvalues
are closest to unity (Sec. 4.2). Equivalently, these are the near-zero eigenmodes of
the transfer matrix hamiltonian HT , Eq. (4.50). Let us look for numerical evidence
that the additive mass renormalization mc of Wilson fermions represents essentially
the same physical effect as the additive correction to the optimal domain wall height.
Why this is the case will be made clearer in Sec. 6.

When using Wilson fermions, in order to recover a massless quark in the contin-
uum limit we must tune the bare mass m0 non-perturbatively such that m0+mc = 0.
Hence m0 = −mc, where the value of the critical mass mc is usually in the range of
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Figure 3: Setting sun diagram, the dominant contribution to the quantum
wave function of the domain wall quark.

0.7 – 1.0 for typical values of the bare coupling in simulations [42]. As for domain
wall fermions, the values of the domain wall height M that yield the best damping
of the domain wall quark wave function are usually found to be in the range of 1.7 –
1.8. As a heuristic way to determine the tadpole correction δM let us assume that
this optimal domain wall height corresponds to the most localized tree-level improved
wave function, for which M = 1 in Eq. (5.1). Equivalently, this implies δM =M − 1
after optimizing the value of M . With the above range for the optimal M , we obtain
that δM is 0.7 – 0.8, nicely consistent with the range of the critical Wilson mass mc.

Back to Eq. (5.2), the above procedure for estimating δM amounts to tuning the
domain wall height M such that δM + 1 −M = 0, hence RM = −1. While it is
formally true that δM = O(g20), we see that 1−M is tuned to be of exactly the same
size. This leads to a stronger conclusion: as long as we apply this procedure, it does
not matter which limit will be taken first, the chiral limit N5 → ∞ or the continuum
limit g20 → 0. Either way, the expansion in Eq. (5.2) is not controlled by a small
parameter, and thus it must always be resummed to yield the tadpole improved wave
function (5.1).

With M in the range 1.7 – 1.8, which means 1 < M < 2, the operator B will
have negative eigenvalues, and the same is true for the transfer matrix.26 In practice,
negative eigenvalues of B are rarely encountered, suggesting that on a realistic en-
semble of gauge field configurations the expectation value of the Wilson term that we
have loosely described above is fairly stable, and bounded below by M − 1. We will
return to the connection between the critical Wilson mass and the optimal domain
wall height in Sec. 6.2.

5.1.2 One loop wave function

We now turn to the genuine one-loop correction to the domain wall quark wave
function which results from the “setting sun” diagram in Fig. 3. We will first present
the final result, and then explain the main steps of the calculation.27 Following
Ref. [41], in this subsection we set m = 0.

We define an effective wave function χeff(s) for the domain wall quark by looking
at the singular part of the dressed domain wall propagator Gs,s′(p) arising from the
RH massless field near the s = 0 boundary, the part proportional to PR /p

−1 (compare

26For example, in the free theory for p = 0.
27For some discussion of two loop and higher corrections see Ref. [41].
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Eq. (3.29)). Taking the limit N5 → ∞, we may calculate the perturbative corrections
to the effective wave function using the semi-infinite setting of Sec. 3.1. The factor
multiplying PR /p

−1 is then expected to be the product of the (index-less) effective
wave functions at s and s′. We thus make the ansatz

Gs,s′(p) = χeff(s)PR
1

i/p(1 + g20ΣK)
χeff(s

′) + · · · , (5.3)

neglecting terms whose p dependence is regular. Here ΣK is a standard logarithmic
correction that leads to a wave-function renormalization of the domain wall quark
field [39]. As a further simplification, we will calculate χeff(s) for s, s

′ ≫ 1. Within
tadpole-improved one loop perturbation theory one finds28

χeff(s) =
(
M

(
2−M

))1/2 (
1−M

)s
+ χ1(s) = δs,0 + χ1(s) , (5.4)

where the second equality is valid in the limit M → 1, equivalently, after tuning M
to its optimal value 1 + δM . The genuine one-loop wave function is then

χ1(s) = −cg20
1

s2 2s
, (5.5)

where c ≈ 0.8.
This result is obtained as follows. Tuning M to its optimal value in the tadpole

improved wave function (1 + δM −M)s is effectively the same as taking the limit
M → 1 in the tree level wave function (1−M)s. We similarly take the limit M → 1
in the expressions for the tree level propagator obtained in Sec. 3.1. On the external
legs of the self-energy diagram in Fig. 3 we thus have both M → 1 and p → 0. As
is easily inferred from the derivation in Sec. 3.1, in this special limit the domain wall
propagator can connect a given four-dimensional layer only to itself or to one of its
neighboring layers.

By contrast, the domain wall propagator inside the loop can carry any momen-
tum, and can therefore connect any two four-dimensional layers. When one of these
layers is the s = 0 boundary or very close to it, the amplitude is ∼ e−α(p)s. Moreover,
the gauge field couples equally to all the four-dimensional layers, and provides no ex-
tra suppression as the separation in the fifth direction grows. The outcome is that for
large separations in the fifth direction, the self-energy diagram behaves like ∼ ηsmax,
where ηmax is the maximum of e−α(p) over the whole Brillouin zone. For M → 1
the maximum is ηmax = 1/2, and it is obtained at the four corners of the Brillouin
zone where one momentum component is equal to π, while the rest are zero. The
exponential dependence of the self-energy on s thus goes like 1/2s. The 1/s2 power
correction in Eq. (5.5) arises from the four-dimensional phase space of a saddle-point
integral around any one of the four degenerate maxima of e−α(p) [41].

The lesson from this calculation is the following. Both the purely tree-level and
the tadpole improved wave functions can be tuned to be entirely localized on the
boundary. But this is no longer possible for the genuinely quantum part of the wave

28In this subsection we assume that the fifth coordinate takes values s = 0, 1, 2, . . ..
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Figure 4: Mixing of Ja
5q with J

a
5 , or J5q with J5.

function. The quantum broadening of the wave function occurs because the virtual
fermion propagating inside the diagram can have arbitrary momentum (with a match-
ing momentum carried by the gauge field). Hence, the least damped propagation in
the fifth direction is always controlled by the maximum of e−α(p) over the Brillouin
zone. More generally, in an arbitrary gauge field background the least damped propa-
gation will originate from the largest eigenvalues of the transfer matrix Q (Eq. (4.30)),
as we will discuss in Sec. 6.7.

5.2 The residual mass

There is no consistent regularization method that fully preserves chiral symmetry.
The reason is that any consistent regularization must reproduce the chiral anomaly.29

For example, in the continuum, and for a vanishing fermion mass, the classical con-
tinuity equation of a flavor non-singlet axial current is

∂µJ
a
5µ = 0 . (5.6)

When dimensional regularization is used, the continuity equation develops a nonzero
right-hand side

∂µJ
a
5µ = ∆a , d ̸= 4 . (5.7)

Here ∆a is an evanescent operator: an operator that formally vanishes for d → 4.
Thanks to the cancellation between a factor of d − 4, arising from the evanescent
operator, and a factor of 1/(d − 4), arising from the loop integral, for d → 4 one
obtains

∆a = (1− Z5)∂µJ
a
5µ , (5.8)

with finite Z5. This result implies that the renormalized current (defined by gener-
ating canonically normalized contact terms in WTIs) is Z5J

a
5µ. In this case one can

further show that in fact Z5 = 1, namely, the non-singlet axial currents are unrenor-
malized, at least at one loop [43]. However, this depends on further specific properties
of dimensional regularization that need not apply to other consistent regularization
schemes.

In the case of domain wall fermions, the counterpart of Eq. (5.7) is Eq. (4.15),
in which the quantum breaking of the conservation of a non-singlet axial current Aa

µ

29For the way the chiral anomaly arises for GW fermions, see, e.g., Refs. [10, 14].
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is represented by the mid-point pseudoscalar density Ja
5q. Re-introducing the lattice

spacing a and generalizing Eq. (5.8) to a > 0 we may write

(1/a)Ja
5q(x) = mresJ

a
5 (x) +

1− ZA

2

∑
µ

∆µAa
µ(x) +O(a) . (5.9)

This equation expresses the action of the operator Ja
5q on states created from the

domain-wall quark fields q and q (see the discussion around Eq. (4.20)). The expansion
on the right-hand side involves operators with the same quantum numbers as Ja

5q under
the exact lattice symmetries. In addition to the dimension-three operator Ja

5 and the
dimension-four operator

∑
µ∆µAa

µ, there are corrections that involve operators of
dimension five and higher which are made out of the quark fields q and q, and are
multiplied by positive powers of the lattice spacing. This equation defines the residual
mass mres as the coefficient of Ja

5 on the right-hand side. mres is thus a function of the
bare coupling only. We recall that Ja

5 is the standard pseudoscalar density constructed
from the quark fields on the four-dimensional boundaries. Similarly, (1−ZA)/2 is the
coefficient of

∑
µ∆µAa

µ itself. Equation (5.9) applies within the Symanzik effective
theory, which is an expansion in powers of the lattice spacing. The terms shown
explicitly in Eq. (5.9) are the ones that survive in the continuum limit. Substituting
this expansion back into Eq. (4.15), it becomes30

ZA
∑
µ

∆µAa
µ(x) = 2(m+mres)J

a
5 (x) +O(a) . (5.10)

This result applies when considering any correlation function involving only the
boundary quark fields, as per Eq. (4.20). The WTIs that follow from this partial
conservation equation will have canonically normalized contact terms, as in Eq. (4.19).

We would like to draw attention to a somewhat unusual feature of Eq. (5.9).
Suppose that our goal was to expand the mid-point operator Ja

5q, which lives inside
the five-dimensional bulk, in terms of operators made out solely of the q and q fields,
from which the effective four-dimensional theory is built. In this case we should not
make use of the partially-conserved current Aa

µ in the expansion, because this current
is not built solely from the q and q fields. However, our ultimate goal is to reach the
expansion (5.10) for the partially-conserved axial current itself, hence the presence of
the

∑
µ∆µAa

µ term on the right-hand side of Eq. (5.9). Our final result, Eq. (5.10),
indeed meets the expectation that all the operators occurring on its right-hand side
are built from the q and q fields only.

In Sec. 5.1 we have seen that the quantum wave function of the domain-wall
quarks decays exponentially as we move in the s direction away from the boundaries.
When the domain wall height is tuned to its optimal value, the actual falloff rate is
ηsmax. Since Ja

5q must connect to quark and anti-quark operators on the boundaries,

this will always come with a factor of η
2(N5/2)
max = ηN5

max. In the rest of this subsection
we will elaborate on this observation.

30In this subsection we are not concerned with multiplicative mass renormalization, and the as-
sociated renormalization of scalar and pseudoscalar densities, hence m, mres and Ja

5 are all bare
quantities.
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Figure 5: Mixing of J5q with J5 only.

Consider first the mixing of Ja
5q with Ja

5 for finite N5. As we will shortly see,
this mixing arises at the one loop level from the diagram shown in Fig. 4. Before we
discuss this one-loop diagram, however, let us consider the corresponding tree diagram
obtained by omitting the gauge field propagator in Fig. 4. In this tree diagram, Ja

5q

will be connected to the quark fields at the boundaries by two tree-level propagators
in which we must take the limitsM → 1 and p→ 0. But, as we have seen in Sec. 5.1,
the tree-level propagator vanishes for this kinematics.

The first diagram that may contribute to the mixing of Ja
5q with Ja

5 is thus the
one-loop diagram of Fig. 4. This works in essentially the same way as in Sec. 5.1.
While the external propagators are constrained by both M → 1 and p → 0, the
internal fermion propagators can carry any momentum. Once again, this implies that
the loop integral will be dominated by those virtual momenta for which e−α(p) is
close to its maximal value ηmax. The resulting exponential suppression factor will be
∼ g20η

N5
max (this is true up to subleading power-law corrections, compare Eq. (5.5)). We

thus expect mres in Eq. (5.10) to be parametrically of this size, as far as perturbative
corrections are concerned. The same estimate applies to the magnitude of ZA − 1,
when all quantities are evaluated in lattice units:

amres, ZA − 1 ∼ g20η
N5
max . (5.11)

Turning to the singlet axial current, we follow the same reasoning while taking
into account the axial anomaly (Eq. (4.34)). This leads to

Zs
A

∑
µ

∆µAµ(x) = 2(m+ms
res)J5(x) (5.12)

+
ig20NF

4π2

∑
µνλρ

ϵµνλρ∂µAν(x)∂λAρ(x) +O(a) ,

where the superscript s indicates quantities pertaining to the singlet axial current.
The question arises whether or not the parameter ms

res associated with the singlet
axial current is equal to the residual mass parameter mres of the non-singlet currents.
The answer is that they are different. A class of diagrams that contribute to ms

res but
not to mres is shown in Fig. 5. Similarly, Zs

A and ZA are not equal.
An alternative notion of the residual mass31 may be introduced by directly com-

31Historically, the residual mass was defined by Eq. (5.13) when it was first introduced [37].
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paring a physical matrix element of Ja
5q with the corresponding matrix element of Ja

5

[38, 44],

m′
res =

1

a

⟨0| Ja
5q |πa⟩

⟨0| Ja
5 |πa⟩

. (5.13)

The pion state is taken at p⃗ = 0. Unlike mres of Eq. (5.9), which is by definition
independent of the input quark mass m, Eq. (5.13) allows m′

res to depend on m. One
can determine mres at one particular value of the bare coupling by first obtaining m′

res

for several values of m, and then extrapolating m′
res to the limit of a vanishing input

mass, m → 0. In practice, the differences between m′
res and mres turn out to be at

the few percents level (see, for example, Fig. 7 of Ref. [45]). Hence, both mres and
m′

res qualify as a qualitative measure of the goodness of chiral symmetry at finite N5.
Expressions such as Eq. (5.10), and their generalizations to higher powers of

lattice spacing a within the Symanzik effective theory, provide a crucial intermediate
step in the application of chiral perturbation theory for domain wall fermions. For
details, we refer to the original literature [46, 45, 47, 34].

6 The Wilson kernel

The goal of this section is to explore non-perturbative effects associated with the
Wilson kernel. These effects influence the rate of restoration of chiral symmetry
with increasing N5, as well as the locality properties of the effective four-dimensional
operator for the domain wall quarks. As it turns out, some ground work has to be
done first.

We start in Sec. 6.1 with a seemingly unrelated topic: the phase diagram of QCD
with two flavors of dynamical Wilson fermions. Three different types of phases are
identified. This includes the Aoki phase in which isospin, the vector SU(2) symmetry,
is spontaneously broken to U(1) by a pion condensate; parity is spontaneously broken
as well.

The next task is to understand the relevance of this phase diagram for dynamical
domain wall fermions. Crucially, from the perspective of the Wilson operator, or
Wilson kernel, this means that we are dealing with a quenched phase diagram. What
we mean by this is the following. All expectation values will be defined by the partition
function of dynamical domain wall fermions. For each quark flavor the Boltzmann
weight contains the determinant of the domain wall operator, det(DDW (m)), with an
appropriate value of m, times the PV determinant det−1(DDW (1)) (see Eq. (4.3));
the Boltzmann weight does not depend directly on the determinant of the Wilson
kernel. We will refer to this setup as Wilson-quenched, to distinguish it from the fully
quenched case, in which no fermion determinant at all is included in the Boltzmann
weight. The conceptually more involved Wilson-quenched phase diagram is discussed
in Sec. 6.2. We identify the phase in which domain wall (or overlap) fermions are to
be defined. We also further clarify the connection, already discussed in Sec. 5.1.1,
between the optimal domain wall height M and the critical Wilson-fermion mass mc.

In Sec. 6.3 we discuss the key role of the Wilson kernel’s zero modes in defining
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topological sectors. In Sec. 6.4 we extend the discussion to the kernel’s low lying
spectrum. It is convenient to work with the hermitian version of the Wilson operator

HW = γ5D , (6.1)

where D is defined in Eq. (3.2). We present evidence that the spectrum of HW has
no gap everywhere in the super-critical region. In terms of its spectral density ρ(λ),
this means that ρ(λ) ̸= 0 for small λ, except possibly for λ = 0. For the theory
with dynamical Wilson fermions, ρ(λ) → 0 for λ → 0 in the super-critical region,
except inside the Aoki phase where ρ(0) > 0. By contrast, in the Wilson-quenched
phase diagram we argue that ρ(0) > 0 throughout the entire super-critical region.
This conclusion appears to challenge the standard physical picture of spontaneous
symmetry breaking: the connection between the spectral density ρ(0), the condensate,
and the Goldstone theorem.

The resolution of this paradox is presented in Sec. 6.5. It is based on concepts
familiar in condensed matter physics. A key notion is the mobility edge λc ≥ 0, which
distinguishes between extended eigenmodes of HW for |λ| > λc and exponentially
localized eigenmodes for |λ| < λc. We will see how the mobility edge helps us identify
the various phases, and explain how the Goldstone theorem is avoided in a Wilson-
quenched phase when the eigenmodes with λ ∼ 0 are localized. The related important
issue of locality of the effective four-dimensional operator (4.49), as well as of the
overlap operator, is addressed in Sec. 6.6.

In Sec. 6.7 we turn to the implications for the residual mass. The near-zero modes
of the Wilson kernel give rise to a power-law component of the wave function of the
domain wall quarks. The corresponding contribution to the residual mass generically
decays only like 1/N5. While this decay rate is very slow, the magnitude of this
component can still be small provided that the spectral density of near-zero modes is
small.

In Sec. 6.8 we discuss methods for decreasing the slow 1/N5 component of the
residual mass by reducing the density of the Wilson kernel’s near-zero modes. We con-
clude with the emerging general strategy for cost-optimal numerical calculations with
domain wall fermions. Finally Sec. 6.9 contains a brief summary comparing domain
wall fermions to GW fermions on the one hand and to ordinary Wilson fermions on the
other hand. Methods for further reducing the residual breaking of chiral symmetry
that involve changing the domain-wall operator itself will be discussed in Sec. 7.

6.1 Aoki phase

In this subsection we review the phase diagram of QCD with two flavors of dynamical
Wilson fermions. The following heuristic argument suggests the existence of a phase
with a pionic condensate [48, 49]. Consider the effective potential for pions, and let
m2

π be the curvature of this potential at the origin. According to continuum chiral
perturbation theory, m2

π ∝ m, where m ≥ 0 is the quark mass (in the following we
assume that proportionality constants are positive). By contrast, for Wilson fermions
there is an additive correction to the bare mass m0, and the continuum relation gets
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Figure 6: Schematic phase diagram of lattice QCD with two dynamical
Wilson fermions. The (linear) horizontal axis is the bare mass m0. The
vertical axis is the bare coupling g0, with values extending from zero to
infinity. The phase diagram is symmetric under reflection with respect to
the m0 = −4 line. See text for further explanation.

replaced by
m2

π ∝ m0 +mc(g0) , (6.2)

with a critical mass mc(g0) > 0 which is a function of the bare coupling. As long as
m0 + mc(g0) > 0 the curvature, m2

π, is positive, and the pions are massive. When
m0 is tuned to −mc(g0) the curvature vanishes, and accordingly the pions become
massless. If we further decrease m0, we expect that the curvature m2

π at the origin
will become negative, hence, the pion field will condense.

The phase diagram is depicted schematically in Fig. 6. Before we describe the
various phases we note the following general features. First, the phase diagram is
symmetric under reflection with respect to the m0 = −4 line. The reason is that
the effect of the transformation Ψ(x) → ϵ(x)Ψ(x) and Ψ(x) → −ϵ(x)Ψ(x), where
Ψ(x),Ψ(x) are the four-dimensional Wilson fermion fields and ϵ(x) = (−1)x1+x2+x3+x4 ,
can be undone by the replacement m0 → −8−m0.

The second observation concerns the super-critical region −8 < m0 < 0, the
lightly shaded region in the figure. Let us show that only in this region can the
Wilson operator have zero modes. To this end, it is convenient to use the complex
Wilson operator D of Eq. (3.2). Consider the eigenvalue equation DΨ = λΨ where
Ψ is a normalized eigenfunction and in general the eigenvalue λ is complex. Writing
D = A+ iB with hermitian A and B, it follows that

2Reλ = ⟨Ψ|D† +D |Ψ⟩ = 2 ⟨Ψ|A |Ψ⟩ . (6.3)

If Ψ is a zero mode of D (or of HW ), then we must have ⟨Ψ|A |Ψ⟩ = 0. Recalling
that M = −m0, we have A = −(W +m0). Since the spectrum of the Wilson term is
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bounded both above and below, 0 ≤ W ≤ 8, it follows that for m0 > 0 or m0 < −8
the expectation value ⟨Ψ|A |Ψ⟩ cannot vanish, and thus D (or HW ) cannot have a
zero eigenvalue.

We now turn to a description of the phase diagram. The existence of a phase
with a pion condensate, the Aoki phase, was first proposed in Refs. [48, 49], based on
strong coupling arguments. This is phase B in the figure. The A and C phases are
massive. Notice that the C phases are fully contained within the super-critical region.
As we will see this plays a crucial role for both domain wall and overlap fermions.
The borderlines of the super-critical region, m0 = 0 and m0 = −8, each belong to
a different A phase, but nothing special happens in the A phase when this line is
crossed, except of course in the continuum limit g0 → 0.

Starting from some large positive m0 in the A phase in the right part of Fig. 6,
as we move horizontally to the left at some generic value of g0, the mass of the three
pions will be (roughly) described by Eq. (6.2). The A phase is isospin symmetric,
and all three pions have the same mass. When we reach m0 = −mc(g0), which is the
phase transition line separating the A and B phases, the pions become massless. Upon
entering the Aoki phase (B), one of the pions condense, while the other two pions
become massless Nambu-Goldstone bosons (NGBs) associated with the spontaneous
breaking of the (vectorial) SU(2) isospin symmetry down to U(1). It is conventional
to take the condensate pointing in the third isospin direction by adding a so-called
twisted mass term (see Sec. 6.5). The pion associated with the direction of the
condensate is not an NGB, and it becomes massive again inside the Aoki phase.

The boundaries of the Aoki phase in the strong coupling limit were first deter-
mined prior to the understanding of the Aoki phase itself in Ref. [50]. They are located
at m0 = −2, −6, as shown in Fig. 6. As for the weak coupling limit, the Aoki phase
has the characteristic “fingers,” reaching the critical points at m0 = 0,−2,−4,−6,−8
on the g0 = 0 axis, where the free four-dimensional Wilson operator admits massless
states. The basic features of the fingers were described analytically using Wilson chi-
ral perturbation theory (WChPT) in Ref. [51]. Writing down the WChPT lagrangian
appropriate for the rightmost finger, which touches the m0 = 0 point on the g0 = 0
axis, two possible scenarios were identified depending on the sign of a particular low-
energy constant. (By symmetry, the same WChPT lagrangian accounts for the finger
that touches the point m0 = −8 as well.) According to the first scenario, the width
∆m0 of the finger scales like a∆m0 ∼ (aΛ)3, where Λ is a physical QCD scale. Ac-
cording to the other scenario, the Aoki phase doesn’t reach the g0 = 0 line. Instead,
the finger ends at some g0 > 0, beyond which the A phase on the right and the C
phase on the left are separated by a first-order transition line. While both phases are
isospin symmetric, along their borderline the derivative of the pion mass with respect
to m0 is discontinuous.

Before moving on, we comment in passing that a different WChPT description
is required for the fingers associated with the m0 = −2 and m0 = −6 critical points
on the g0 = 0 line, and a yet another WChPT description is required for the central
critical point on the symmetry axis m0 = −4. The reason is the different numbers of
continuum-limit quark species, and hence pions, associated with these critical points.
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It is thus possible in principle that, for some specific choice of the complete lattice
action, the m0 = 0 and m0 = −8 fingers will follow the first scenario, while the
m0 = −2 and m0 = −6 fingers will follow the second scenario, etc..

6.2 Wilson-quenched Phase diagram

Returning to domain wall fermions, when we study the Wilson kernel we are in
principle interested in a three-dimensional phase diagram spanned by the parameters
(g0,M,m0). As before g0 is the bare coupling whileM is the domain wall height. But
we now consider the bare mass m0 of the Wilson kernel as an independent parameter.
This is equivalent to a mixed-action theory with dynamical (or sea) domain wall
fermion and valence Wilson fermions. The actual Wilson kernel used by the domain
wall fermions is recovered by restricting to the plane defined by m0 = −M .

As might be expected, the symmetry structure of this three-dimensional phase
diagram is more complicated than that of the pure Wilson fermions of Fig. 6. First,
as a generalization of the symmetry discussed in Sec. 6.1, in d dimensions the phase
diagram of pure Wilson fermions is symmetric around the m0 = −d line. Indeed,
by itself the phase diagram of domain wall fermions inherits the symmetry of five-
dimensional Wilson fermions around the M = 5 axis, as reflected by Table 1. But
since the (g0,M,m0) phase diagram treats independently the five-dimensional domain
wall fermions and the four-dimensional Wilson kernel, in contrast with Fig. 6 the
“physical plane” defined by (g0,m0 = −M) might not have any obvious symmetry
structure. Still, we will only be interested in the C phase between the two rightmost
fingers in Fig. 6. Its boundary on the g0 = 0 axis is given by −2 < m0 < 0, and so this
phase defines the region where a domain wall field gives rise to a single light quark in
the continuum limit. For this C phase, it is reasonable to expect that the geometry
of the corresponding portion of the (g0,m0 = −M) plane of the Wilson-quenched
phase diagram will be qualitatively similar to the way this phase has been depicted
in Fig. 6.

We already discussed in Sec. 5.1.1 the plausible connection δM ∼ mc(g0) between
the tadpole correction δM for the domain wall height and the critical Wilson mass
mc(g0). With the phase diagram in Fig. 6 in mind we now propose a broader view
of this connection. To this end, first, we will ignore the small width of the fingers,
identifying the whole rightmost finger with the critical line m0 = −mc(g0). In order
to reach a simple physical picture we will further assume that the next finger is
roughly parallel, and thus, when approximated by a line, is given by m0 = −2 −
mc(g0). As we increase g0, the appropriate range of domain wall height is given by
the corresponding section of the rightmost C phase in Fig. 6. Moreover, under the
simplifying assumptions we have made, as long as g0 is not too large this section is
given by (now making the usual identification M = −m0)

mc(g0) <∼ M <∼ 2 +mc(g0) , (6.4)

for which the tadpole improved wave function

(1 +mc(g0)−M)s , (6.5)
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is a bound state. The dashed line in Fig. 6 corresponds to the optimal choice M =
1 + mc(g0). To complete the picture, the darker blob is meant to represent the
parameter range actually used in numerical calculations with domain wall fermion.

The standard overlap operator [18, 14] is defined by Eq. (4.51) taking H = HW

to be the usual Wilson kernel. Similarly to domain wall fermions, in virtually all
numerical work with overlap fermions one requires that the overlap operator will
describe a single quark field in the continuum limit. This implies that the bare mass
of the Wilson kernel must be chosen so as to place it inside the rightmost C phase in
Fig. 6, precisely the same region that we have just identified as suitable for domain
wall fermions.

We will discuss the phase diagram of domain wall fermions in more detail in
Sec. 7.2.2.

6.3 Topological sectors

A characteristic feature of massless continuum fermions is the existence of exact zero
modes in topologically non-trivial backgrounds. According to the index theorem the
net chiral charge of the zero modes is proportional to the net topological charge
of the background field. The group theoretical proportionality constant is a positive
integer, conventionally equal to one for the fundamental representation of SU(Nc). By
contrast, on the lattice the gauge field configuration space does not have any intrinsic
topological structure, as any configuration is continuously connected to the trivial
configuration Uµ(x) = I. Various lattice discretizations of the continuum topological
charge have been used to estimate the topological charge of lattice configurations, but
obviously any such expression suffers from discretization errors (compare Eq. (4.34)).

Nonetheless, overlap fermions support stable, exact zero modes [18]. More gen-
erally, this is true for any GW fermion defined by Eq. (4.51) with some reasonable
H. In the free-field case, the Wilson kernel HW has an equal number of positive
and negative eigenvalues, and thus the sign function ϵ(HW ) has equal numbers, both
even, of +1 and −1 eigenvalues. If a single eigenvalue of HW crosses zero and changes
sign, making the total number of negative eigenvalues odd, this leads to the existence
of a stable zero modes of the overlap operator. The stable zero modes all share the
same chirality, and their number times their ± chirality can be used to define the
topological charge of the background field [18, 14].

There are plenty of reasonable choices for the hermitian kernel used to the define
the GW operator in Eq. (4.51). The relation between the Wilson kernel HW of the
standard overlap operator, and the hamiltonian HT derived from the transfer matrix
of domain wall fermions, is particularly tight. As already mentioned in Sec. 4.2, HW

and HT share the same zero eigenmodes [20]. Hence, the standard overlap operator,
and the GW operator defined by the N5 → ∞ limit of domain wall fermions, always
share the same (chirality and) number of stable zero modes.
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Figure 7: How the spectrum of HW changes as one adds to the gauge
field (top to bottom) one dislocation, many dislocations, and a random
ensemble of dislocations.

6.4 Low-lying eigenstates and their spectral density

By now we have encountered several important features of domain wall fermions
as well as overlap fermions which, one way or another, are controlled by the low-
lying spectrum of the Wilson kernel HW or of the closely related transfer matrix
hamiltonian HT . In this subsection and the next one we will focus on the simpler
Wilson kernel HW , assuming that the behavior of the transfer matrix hamiltonian
HT is qualitatively similar. We start by organizing the available information about
the low-lying spectrum. This will lead to a certain puzzle, whose resolution will be
the subject of the next subsection.

The free Wilson operator H0
W , in which all links are set to Uµ(x) = I, has

a gap for all values of m0 except at the five critical points on the g0 = 0 axis,
m0 = {0,−2,−4,−6,−8}. The gap E is given by the distance from m0 to the closest
critical point (see, for example, Ref. [52]). The five critical points are visible in Fig. 6,
while the gap for some value of m0 (including super-critical values) is depicted in the
top segment of Fig. 7. That said, we have noted in Sec. 6.1 that the bounds on the
Wilson term allow in principle for the existence of zero modes in the entire super-
critical region −8 < m0 < 0. Furthermore, as we have just seen in the previous
subsection, the (simultaneous) zero modes of HW and HT can be used to define the
boundaries of topological sectors of the lattice gauge field configuration space. If we
are to reproduce topological sectors in the continuum limit, then evidently these zero
modes should exist on a subspace of the gauge field configuration space of codimension
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one. In addition, in Sec. 4 and Sec. 5 we found out that the rate of restoration of chiral
symmetry for N5 → ∞ is controlled by the smallest eigenvalues ofHT . And, as we will
see later on in this section, the low-lying eigenmodes of HW or HT are also important
for the locality properties of the overlap operator or the effective four-dimensional
operator for domain wall quarks (4.49).

The accumulation of these observations, which were mostly known by the late
1990s, prompted a more detailed research of the low-lying spectrum of HW . Following
up on earlier numerical work [53], interesting progress was made in Ref. [54]. The
question raised in this paper was whether super-critically, namely having −8 < m0 <
0, is not just a necessary condition, but also a sufficient condition for the existence
of gauge field configurations which support a zero mode of HW . The main result
of Ref. [54] was the following. Consider a gauge field configuration equal to the
classical vacuum Uµ(x) = I almost everywhere, except inside a single hypercube of
size ℓ4, whose link variables can take any value in the gauge group. We will refer to
such configurations as having a single dislocation. Ref. [54] considered in particular
dislocations contained in a unit hypercube (i.e., ℓ = a) for the SU(2) gauge group.
Using a combination of analytic considerations and numerical minimization methods,
it was found that the gauge links of the dislocation can be dialed so as to produce
a bound state whose eigenvalue λ1 lies inside the gap of the free Wilson operator,
−E < λ1 < E (see the second segment of Fig. 7). Moreover, it is possible to tune the
dislocation to support a zero mode, λ1 = 0, for roughly −7<∼ m0 <∼ −1. In view of
this result it is plausible that, by allowing the dislocation to gradually occupy a larger
and larger hypercube, eventually single-dislocation configurations will be found that
support a zero mode of HW throughout the entire super-critical region. Henceforth,
we will assume that this is indeed the case.

The next logical step is to consider a large volume with n dislocations placed far
apart from each other. Intuitively, we expect each dislocation to support essentially
the same bound state(s) as before; the presence of other, remote, dislocations should
have a negligible effect (third segment of Fig. 7). As for the continuous spectrum of
the free operator, in the presence of a single dislocation the plane waves turn into
scattering states, while in the presence of more than one dislocation we have multiple
scattering.

Taking the infinite volume limit we arrive at the following conclusion. Based
on the above evidence, we assume the existence of a bound state spectrum of HW

for any λ inside the gap E of the free operator for appropriately chosen gauge field
configurations, everywhere inside the super-critical region. It follows that the spectral
density ρ(λ) of HW is nonzero for any −E ≤ λ ≤ E in the super-critical region of
the Wilson-quenched phase diagram. Of course, the spectral density is nonzero for
|λ| > E as well (bottom segment of Fig. 7).32 It is important to note that the same
conclusion might or might not apply to ρ(0) in the case of (two) dynamical Wilson
fermions (Sec. 6.1). The Boltzmann weight then contains a factor of det2(HW ), that

32The Wilson operator HW is a bounded operator, hence its entire spectrum is contained in some
interval −λmax ≤ λ ≤ λmax, with λmax = λmax(m0). Here we will not be concerned with the upper
limit.
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acts to suppress gauge field configurations with near-zero eigenvalues. But no such
suppression factor is present in the case of the Wilson-quenched phase diagram, hence
it will have a nonzero ρ(0) throughout the entire super-critical region. We will further
discuss the differences between the dynamical Wilson and quenched Wilson cases in
the next subsection.

We have now arrived at the following puzzle. Consider the Wilson-quenched
phase diagram for two valence Wilson fermions, which possess an isospin symmetry.
The Banks-Casher relation asserts that the pion condensate is equal to 2πρ(0), hence
the condensate is nonzero whenever ρ(0) is. A nonzero pion condensate implies the
spontaneous breaking of the (valence) isospin symmetry. Moreover, according to the
usual picture of spontaneous symmetry breaking, the pion condensate ought to be
accompanied by two massless NGBs, which are the other two pions. Finally, all this is
supposed to happen everywhere inside the super-critical region, since we have argued
that ρ(0) is nonzero in the entire super-critical region of the Wilson-quenched phase
diagram. As we will see in the next subsection, some of these conclusions are in fact
incorrect: for the Wilson quenched case there is a way out that evades the Goldstone
theorem.

6.5 Localization and mobility edge

The key element missing from the discussion of the previous subsection is the need to
distinguish between extended and (exponentially) localized eigenstates of HW . Under-
standing the different roles of the extended and the localized spectra is the subject of
this subsection. To avoid inessential technicalities, we will assume an infinite volume
unless otherwise stated.

Let us revisit Fig. 7, whose second segment describes the spectrum for a single
dislocation, the case considered in Ref. [54]. We can write

HW = H0
W + V , (6.6)

where the potential V is confined to the hypercube containing the dislocation. Ev-
erywhere else, HW is equal to the free operator H0

W . Consider an eigenstates with
an eigenvalue λ. If |λ| is smaller than the gap E of the free operator, this is a bound
state that decays exponentially away from the dislocation. In the third segment of
Fig. 7 we have bound states attached to several dislocations which are far from each
other. Due to the exponential decay of all bound states, remote dislocations will
indeed cause an (exponentially) small disruption, a feature we have already invoked
in the previous subsection. The bound states of both the single dislocation and the
several (but far apart) dislocations are examples of localized eigenstates.

For an ensemble of configurations that belong to some point of the Wilson-
quenched phase diagram the situation is the following. Up to short-distance ran-
dom fluctuations, the mode density of an exponentially localized eigenstate Ψ(x) is
expected to behave like

|Ψ(x)|2 ∼ ℓ−4 exp

(
−|x− x0|

ℓ

)
, |x− x0| ≫ 1 . (6.7)
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Here x0 is some “center,” while ℓ is the localization length. As the eigenvalue λ of a
localized eigenstate grows starting from λ = 0, we expect the localization length to be
a monotonically increasing function of λ. Eventually, we will reach a critical value λc,
called the mobility edge, where the localization length diverges, and the eigenstate
becomes an extended state.33 As long as HW can be expressed by Eq. (6.6) with a
potential V that is confined to a compact region of the total (infinite) volume, the
mobility edge λc will be equal to the gap E of the free operator. This is the situation
depicted in the second and third segments of Fig. 7. But for a realistic ensemble, λc
will in general be different from E .

Focusing our attention on the mobility edge, let us increase g0 at some fixed
super-critical m0, moving vertically inside the rightmost C phase in Fig. 6. As the
bare coupling g0 is increased, the randomness of typical gauge field configurations in
an ensemble will increase. As a result, we expect the mobility edge λc to go down,
eventually reaching zero. We can define the Aoki phase as the region where λc = 0,
and the spectral density ρ(0) comes from extended states. This definition applies to
both the dynamical Wilson and quenched Wilson cases. In the A and C phases of
the Wilson-quenched case ρ(0) remains nonzero,34 but it comes from localized states.
In the dynamical-Wilson case, the factor of det2(HW ) in the Boltzmann weight is
sufficiently effective to yield ρ(0) = 0 outside of the Aoki phase, in other words,
whenever λc > 0.

Let us summarize the emerging understanding of the super-critical region. We
will consider infinite volume ensembles defined by the partition function of (two)
dynamical Wilson fermions, or by the partition function of (one or more) dynam-
ical domain wall fermions—the Wilson-quenched case. We start with the common
features:

1. There is no spectral gap throughout the entire super-critical region of the phase
diagram, −8 < m0 < 0. At a generic point in the super-critical region the
spectrum of HW consists of localized states below the mobility edge, |λ| < λc,
and extended states35 above it, |λ| ≥ λc.

2. The Aoki phase can always be defined by the vanishing of the mobility edge,
λc = 0. In the A and C phases, λc > 0. The Aoki phase is thus characterized
by nonzero ρ(0) coming from extended states.

3. The main difference between the dynamical-Wilson and Wilson-quenched cases
is the following. In the dynamical Wilson case, ρ(0) = 0 in the A and C phases,
whereas in the Wilson-quenched case ρ(0) ̸= 0 in the entire super-critical region.
In the A and C phases ρ(0) comes from localized states.

33 The situation is similar for negative λ. We expect the mobility edges at positive and negative
λ to have the same absolute value. Also note that, because of boundedness of HW (see the previous
footnote), a second pair of mobility edges may exist at a larger |λ|, where the spectrum turns back
from extended to localized eigenstates. This situation is depicted in the bottom segment of Fig. 7.
We will not be concerned with these additional mobility edges.

34For the A phase this is true in the super-critical region.
35See, however, footnote 33.
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The Wilson-quenched phase diagram was studied using effective field theory (EFT)
methods in Ref. [36] (see also Ref. [55]). As explained there, the low-energy EFT is
only sensitive to the long-range degrees of freedom, and thus it predicts the existence
of a pionic condensate only when it arises from extended states. This is consistent
with the definition of the Aoki phase in point (2) above. The main conclusion of
Ref. [36] is that, for small enough lattice spacing where the EFT applies, the phase
structure of the Wilson-quenched case is qualitatively similar to the unquenched case,
including the feasibility of the two scenarios discussed in Sec. 6.1.

It remains to resolve the puzzle associated with the Goldstone theorem [52, 56].
We will show that in the Wilson-quenched case, if the pion condensate 2πρ(0) comes
from localized states, it is possible to have no massless NGBs and indeed no long-range
correlations at all in the valence sector, as first shown in Ref. [57].

To this end we introduce a small twisted mass term that will control any infrared
divergences and provide the seed for the pion condensate and hence for the orientation
of isospin symmetry breaking,

D ⇒ D − iµγ5τ3 = γ5(HW − iµτ3) . (6.8)

Here τi are the Pauli matrices acting on the isospin index of the Wilson fermions. Let
us consider the momentum space WTI∑

µ

pµΓ̃µ(p) + 2µΓ̃(p) = ⟨π3⟩ , (6.9)

which is true on the lattice up to O((ap)2) corrections. The correlators Γ̃(p) and Γ̃µ(p)
are the Fourier transforms of ⟨π+(x) π−(y)⟩ and

〈
J+
µ (x) π−(y)

〉
respectively. J+

µ (x) is
a conserved isospin current, and the ± refer to operators involving the Pauli matrices
τ± that raise or lower isospin by one unit.

For µ > 0 isospin symmetry is explicitly broken, and there are no massless states.
This applies to hadrons made of both sea and valence Wilson fermions, including any
(would-be) NGBs. We can therefore set p = 0 Eq. (6.9). The Γ̃µ(p) term drops out,
and we arrive at

Γ̃(0) =
⟨π3⟩
2µ

, µ > 0 . (6.10)

This result is valid for both sea and valence Wilson fermions in finite volume, as well
as in the infinite volume limit. However, the physical implications of Eq. (6.10) are
qualitatively different in the two cases.

We first consider valence Wilson fermions. We will assume, as discussed above,
that the spectral density ρ(0) is nonzero, and that it comes from localized states, in
other words, the mobility edge is λc > 0. According to the Banks-Casher relation
the pion condensate is ⟨π3⟩ = 2πρ(0) ̸= 0, hence the valence isospin symmetry is
broken spontaneously already in finite volume. In fact it is natural that the same
behavior will be found in both finite and infinite volume, because localized states are
insensitive to the volume (as soon as the linear size of the system is large compared
to their localization length). According to Eq. (6.10), ⟨π3⟩ ̸= 0 implies that Γ̃(0)
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diverges like 1/µ. Moreover, since by assumption the mobility edge is λc > 0, for
small enough p one can further show that [52, 56]

Γ̃(p) =
⟨π3⟩
2µ

(
1 +O

(
p2ℓ20

))
, (6.11)

where ℓ0 is an average localization length that characterizes the near-zero modes.
Hence, the 1/µ divergence of Γ̃(p) extends to a range of p ̸= 0 as well. This evades
the Goldstone theorem: Because λc > 0 there are no long-range correlations for any
µ, including for µ → 0. Γ̃µ(p) is regular, and pµΓ̃µ(p) vanishes for p → 0. Finally,
for ⟨π3⟩ ̸= 0 the left-hand side of the WTI (6.9) is dominated by 2µΓ̃(p), which stays
finite when p and/or µ tends to zero thanks to the µ→ 0 divergence of Γ̃(p).

In order to complete the physical picture we revisit the proof of the Goldstone
theorem for the case of two dynamical Wilson fermions. We begin by proving the
absence of any 1/µ divergence in finite volume. In the case at hand the rules of Grass-
mann integration imply, first, that any unnormalized fermion correlation function is
a holomorphic function of the parameters of the fermion action. We note that the
same is not true in the Wilson-quenched case. The formal reason is that while the
valence Wilson fermions contribute to the Boltzmann weight a factor of det2(HW ),
there is a matching contribution of det−2(HW ) coming from the ghost quarks, and
these two contributions cancel each other by construction.

In addition, the Boltzmann weight det2(HW ) of the dynamical Wilson fermions is
always real and non-negative. Moreover, in finite volume HW can have any exact zero
modes only on a measure zero subset of the gauge field configuration space.36 On the
complementary subset we have det2(HW ) > 0. As a result, the partition function is
always strictly positive, and bounded below by some z0 > 0 for a range of values of µ
that includes µ = 0 for any bare mass. It follows that normalized fermion correlation
functions are holomorphic functions of µ as well. This rules out a 1/µ divergence in
Γ̃(p). By Eq. (6.10), the fermion condensate must therefore vanish (at least) linearly
with µ in finite volume. This recovers the familiar result that spontaneous symmetry
breaking cannot occur in finite volume.

In the thermodynamical limit (first taking the infinite volume limit and then
sending µ→ 0) we arrive at ∑

µ

pµΓ̃µ(p) = ⟨π3⟩ . (6.12)

This is the Goldstone theorem: if ⟨π3⟩ ̸= 0 then Γ̃µ(p) must have a pµ/p
2 pole. In the

dynamical-Wilson theory a fermion condensate can only arise from extended states,
and only in the infinite volume limit. As we have just explained, any nonzero ρ(0)
coming from localized states in the infinite volume limit would have existed already
in finite volume. But this would entail a 1/µ divergence in Γ̃(p), which is impossible
in the dynamical-Wilson case. Thus, a nonzero ρ(0) necessarily comes from extended

36This property was already used in the proof of chiral symmetry restoration in Sec. 4.2, and it is
true for any value of the Wilson mass parameter.
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states, consistent with the fact that NGBs describe long-range fluctuations of the
order parameter. This is the situation realized in the Aoki phase of the dynamical-
Wilson theory.

In order to avoid any confusion, we note that all the “sicknesses” discussed above
of the Wilson-quenched phase diagram have to do with the correlation functions of
valence Wilson fermions in a lattice theory with dynamical domain wall fermions.
No similar issues arise in a unitary theory. In particular, the Goldstone theorem
applies to every theory of dynamical domain wall fermions, just as to every theory of
dynamical Wilson fermions, and spontaneous symmetry breaking can occur only in
the thermodynamical limit.

The localization properties of the low lying spectrum of HW and the mobility
edge were studied numerically in Refs. [58, 59, 60]. Strictly speaking, the distinction
between localized and extended states can be made precise only in infinite volume.
Nevertheless, there exist good estimators for the localization length, and, as a result,
for the mobility edge, which can be applied in numerical simulations. A notable
numerical result is that, below the mobility edge, the spectral density of the localized
states drops rapidly with decreasing λ, but remains non-zero. The rapid drop is good
news for residual chiral symmetry breaking effects, as we will discuss in Sec. 6.7 below.

6.6 Locality of Ginsparg-Wilson operators

Any GW operator cannot be ultra-local: its coordinate representationDGW (x, y) does
not vanish for arbitrarily large separation |x − y| [61]. GW operators can be local,
however, in the following sense. Consider the standard overlap operator Dov with the
free Wilson kernel H0

W , where −2 < m0 < 0. If both |m0| and |2 +m0| are O(1), we
expect Dov(x, y) to decay exponentially with the separation,37

∥Dov(x, y)∥ ∼ exp(−Mov|x− y|) , |x− y| ≫ 1 , (6.13)

with a decay rate Mov = O(1) in lattice units. A similar behavior is expected for
relatively smooth gauge fields. This was proved rigorously in Ref. [25], which showed
that a bound of the form of Eq. (6.13) holds provided that the (latticy) field strength
is everywhere constrained to be smaller than some constant. A similar rigorous result
was proved in Ref. [26] for the effective four-dimensional operator for domain wall
quarks, the approximate GW operator (4.49). For the overlap operator, Ref. [25]
further showed that a similar bound holds also if the spectrum of HW contains a single
exponentially localized eigenstate inside an otherwise empty spectral gap. These
situations correspond to the upper two segments of Fig. 7, except that the gap will
in general be slightly different from the gap of the free operator.

Constraints on the lattice field strength of the kind invoked in Refs. [25, 26] do not
alter the continuum limit, because any field strength of the order of some physical
scale becomes vanishingly small in lattice units in the continuum limit. But it is

37The distance |x − y| can be for example the usual euclidean norm or alternatively the “taxi
driver’s distance.”
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unrealistic to impose similar constraints for ensemble generation using Monte-Carlo
methods. For realistic ensembles, information about the range of the overlap operator
or of the effective domain-wall quarks operator must rely on numerical results. One
option is to measure the range of these operators directly. Alternatively, one can
combine analytic considerations with numerical data about the localized and extended
spectrum of the kernel and the mobility edge [58, 59, 60].

Understanding the effects that control the range of (exact or approximate) GW
operators requires slightly more refined acquaintance with the localized spectrum. As
we increase λ, starting from λ = 0 and moving towards the mobility edge, several ef-
fects take place. First, the spectral density ρ(λ) of the localized eigenmodes, which is
very small for λ ∼ 0, grows rapidly. Second, the localization length ℓ(λ) increases, ul-
timately diverging at the mobility edge. Third, the eigenmodes that we encounter for
small λ typically have a single center around which the mode density is localized. But
as we increase λ past some λ̄ where 0 < λ̄ < λc, the localized modes start becoming
multi-centered. We should consider separately the contribution of different spectral
ranges. For definiteness we will discuss the overlap operator, but essentially the same
considerations apply also to the effective four-dimensional operator for domain wall
quarks [58, 59, 60, 46].

The lowest range is 0 ≤ |λ| ≤ λ̄. The modes in this range are exponentially local-
ized and single-centered. Using Eq. (6.7) and the triangle inequality their contribution
is easily estimated as

⟨|Dov(x, y)|⟩|λ|≤λ̄
<∼

∫ λ̄

−λ̄

dλ ρ(λ) exp

(
−|x− y|

2ℓ(λ)

)
(6.14)

<∼ λ̄ρ(λ̄) exp

(
−|x− y|

2ℓ(λ̄)

)
.

The second estimate holds because both ρ(λ) and ℓ(λ) are monotonically increasing,
hence the integral is dominated by its lower and upper bounds.

The second and third ranges have in common that the modes are either localized
but multi-centered (λ̄ ≤ |λ| ≤ λc) or extended (|λ| ≥ λc). For these ranges of eigen-
modes, which are all separated from zero by a minimal gap λ̄, one could envisage the
application of some generalization of the techniques of Refs. [25, 26]. In practice, the
growth of the spectral density towards the mobility edge and beyond is so rapid that
one expects the contribution of the extended modes to dominate, with the mobility
edge effectively playing the role of a gap in the spectrum. This contribution should
be qualitatively similar to the effect of integrating out a massive field whose mass is
λc. It is thus estimated as

⟨|Dov(x, y)|⟩|λ|≥λc
≈ C exp (−λc|x− y|) , (6.15)

where C = O(1). Numerical evidence [59] suggests that the contribution of the
extended modes, Eq. (6.15), indeed dominates over the entire contribution of the
localized spectrum, including both the single-centered and multi-centered modes.

These consideration also clarify what goes wrong when we enter the Aoki phase.
With the vanishing of the mobility edge λc, the (exact or approximate) GW operators
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we have considered become non-local. As long as we are careful to stay inside the C
phase, these operators are local, nevertheless one should pay attention to their actual
range, as illustrated by the following examples. Working with (fully) quenched ensem-
bles generated using different gauge actions, Ref. [59] found for several ensembles with
a cutoff of ∼ 2 GeV that the estimated range of the overlap operator corresponded
to a mass scale of ∼ 800 MeV. Depending on the QCD observable of interest, this
scale might or might not be high enough to be considered as part of the discretization
effects. For a lattice cutoff of ∼ 1 GeV, depending on the gauge action, the estimated
range of the overlap operator corresponded to a mass scale of 250 – 320 MeV, clearly
way too low. Of course, by today’s standards, a lattice cutoff of 1 GeV would usually
be considered much too low anyway.

6.7 The residual mass revisited

We are finally in a position to identify the non-perturbative effects that contribute
to the residual mass, in addition to the perturbative effects discussed in Sec. 5. The
residual mass is defined by the mixing of the operator Ja

5q with J
a
5 , a local effect (see

Eq. (5.9)). Considerations similar to the ones of the previous subsection lead to the
phenomenological estimate [41, 55, 60]

mres ≈
∫
dλ ρ(λ) e−N5|λ| , (6.16)

where we now refer to the spectrum of the transfer matrix hamiltonian HT . For a
mode with eigenvalue λ, the factor e−N5|λ| accounts for the dependence on N5, the
length of the fifth direction. The occurrence of |λ| in the exponential echoes the
replacement of the transfer matrix T by its bounded version Q, discussed in Sec. 4.2.

The combined effect of the suppression factor e−N5|λ| and the rapid damping of
the spectral density below the mobility edge is that the contribution of the spectral
range |λ|>∼λc to Eq. (6.16) is peaked near |λ| = λc. A saddle-point integration yields

the contribution ρ(λc)e
−N5λc/N5. In addition, as N5 gets larger and larger, the contri-

bution of the (localized) near-zero modes will eventually dominate since it effectively
lacks the exponential suppression with N5. This yields a second contribution∫ 1/N5

−1/N5

dλ ρ(λ)e−N5|λ| ≈
∫ 1/N5

−1/N5

dλ ρ(λ) ≈ ρ(1/N5)

N5

. (6.17)

As in Eq. (6.14), ρ(1/N5) provides a better estimate than ρ(0), because the spectral
density of the localized modes increases rapidly with λ. Putting the two contributions
together we arrive at

mres ≈ ρ(λc) e
−N5λc

N5

+
ρ(1/N5)

N5

. (6.18)

For a slightly more refined estimate, see Ref. [60].
The exponentially suppressed term in Eq. (6.18) in effect replaces the perturbative

estimate of Eq. (5.5). Notice that (setting s = N5) the power law correction in
Eq. (5.5) is 1/N2

5 , while here it is 1/N5. The reason is that in Eq. (5.5) the power
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law correction arises from the phase space around the maximum of e−α(p) for the free
theory. By contrast, here the power correction reflects the nonzero spectral density
for λ ≈ λc. For a related discussion see Appendix C of Ref. [41].

As for the last term on the right-hand side of Eq. (6.18), apart from the slow 1/N5

power law, some further damping withN5 may be provided by ρ(1/N5), because below
the mobility edge the spectral density ρ(λ) is always found to be a monotonically
increasing function of λ. Since we are targeting the rightmost C phase of Fig. 6, it
being part of the super-critical region of the Wilson-quenched phase diagram means
that in all cases ρ(0) is nonzero. But its variation among different ensembles can be
very large [59].

In conclusion, the main difference between the perturbative and non-perturbative
estimates of mres originates from the kernel’s near-zero modes, whose contribution to
mres is not suppressed exponentially. We first encountered this effect in Sec. 4.2, and
now we have arrived at a semi-quantitative expression for this contribution. Luckily,
it is possible to achieve a sufficiently small spectral density for the kernel’s near-zero
modes that the slow ρ(1/N5)/N5 tail will not lead to an uncomfortably large mres.

6.8 Remedies

Now that we understand the physical mechanisms that control the residual breaking
of chiral symmetry, and mres in particular, the natural next step is to look for “knobs”
that will allow us to reduce mres at fixed values of the fifth direction N5 and of the
lattice spacing a (in physical units). In this subsection we consider methods that
involve changing of the Boltzmann weight without changing the domain wall fermion
operator itself. In Sec. 7 we will discuss methods based on changing the domain wall
fermion operator.

Perhaps the simplest and most obvious modification to try out is to use different
gauge actions. There is extensive literature on this topic, see in particular Refs. [44,
62, 63, 64] Gauge actions that have received special attention include the standard
Wilson plaquette action; the Iwasaki action [65], which typically yields a smaller
mres; and the DBW2 action [66], which yields a yet smaller mres, all for the same N5

and lattice spacing. The intuitive explanation for this behavior is that dislocations
that can support near-zero modes of the Wilson kernel are suppressed by the Iwasaki
action, and even more so by the DBW2 action.

Another idea is to mimic the way small eigenvalues are suppressed in a the-
ory of dynamical Wilson fermions, by adding to the Boltzmann weight a factor of
det(f(HW )) for a suitable function f(HW ) of the Wilson kernel [67, 68, 69]. When
the continuum limit g0 → 0 is approached, we should let the domain wall height
M = −m0 move along the dashed line in Fig. 6. Hence m0 is always far from both
critical points m0 = 0 and m0 = −2 that mark the boundary of the rightmost C
phase on the g0 = 0 axis, where the Wilson kernel will support massless fermions in
the continuum limit. Any near-zero modes of the Wilson kernel HW are thus lattice
artifacts; they are localized states lying well below the mobility edge. Hence, adding a
factor of det(f(HW )) to the Boltzmann weight does not modify the continuum limit.
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This method goes under name of dislocation suppressing determinant ratio (DSDR),
and the function of choice is usually taken to be

f(HW ) =
H2

W + ϵ2f
H2

W + ϵ2b
, (6.19)

where one takes ϵf ≪ 1 and ϵb<∼ 1. A naive choice that achieves the suppression
of near-zero modes would be simply f(HW ) = H2

W . The reason for the added ϵ2f in
the numerator is not to overly suppress the near-zero modes and along with them
the transitions between topological sectors (we return to this point shortly). The
introduction of the denominator, with ϵb<∼ 1, is aimed to limit the effect of the DSDR
factor to the smaller kernel eigenvalues, while avoiding a lot of “noise” from the
majority of the eigenvalues which are O(1), and thus anyway irrelevant for the goal
of the DSDR factor.

Large scale domain-wall fermion simulations nowadays usually employ the follow-
ing strategy. The complete lattice action and (if present) DSDR factor are designed
such that, at most, roughly one half of the bare mass of the light quarks comes from
mres. With the current lattice cutoffs of order few GeVs, this implies that mres has
to be on the order of 10−3 or smaller. The total bare mass is38

m̃ℓ = mℓ +mres . (6.20)

The tunable mass parameter m = mℓ in the domain wall fermion operator (3.30) then
provides the rest of the desired m̃ℓ, which in turn is multiplicatively renormalizable.
Since mres < m̃ℓ by design, we need mℓ > 0. This is important, because it implies
that the determinant of the domain wall operator is always positive (Sec. 3.2), which
in turn stabilizes the fermion inversions.

This strategy optimizes the cost of simulations, and works well for most observ-
ables. An exception is observables that suffer from a power divergence, such as notably
the fermion condensate. For such observables, suitable subtractions or indirect meth-
ods may be necessary (see, e.g., Ref. [46]). Cases include weak decays [70, 71, 72] and
the attendant non-perturbative renormalization of four-quark operators or when the
decay as computed on the lattice is slightly off-shell [71].

The kernel’s (near-)zero modes have a welcome feature: they are responsible
for the transitions between topological sectors; they also have an undesirable feature:
their slowly decaying contribution tomres and other residual chiral symmetry breaking
effects. The two facets of the near-zero modes need to be balanced. We expect
the spectral density of the kernel’s near-zero modes to decrease rapidly when the
bare coupling g0 is decreased towards to the continuum limit, g0 → 0. This can
be understood by noting that a near-zero mode is expected to be attached to a
dislocation in the lattice gauge field, a situation idealized by the second segment of
Fig. 7. A dislocation is a small region of the lattice where many gauge links are
far from the identity element. Hence, the contribution of a dislocation to the lattice
action of the gauge field Sg is given by some C > 0 where C = O(1). This amounts

38For simplicity we consider the isospin limit md = mu = mℓ.
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to a multiplicative factor in the Boltzmann weight (see Eq. (4.3)) with the form of
exp(−C/g20). The dependence on g0 explains why dislocations are strongly suppressed
as we get closer to the continuum limit.

For a low lattice cutoff, or equivalently larger g0, the spectral density of near-zero
modes will be relatively large, implying that there is a lot of topological activity,
but maybe also an uncomfortably large mres. Under these circumstances, adding the
DSDR factor may help reducing mres to smaller values, while still leaving enough
topological activity.

By contrast, many of today’s numerical simulations have such a high cutoff (equiv-
alently, small g0) that topological transitions may be suppressed too much. In the
case of domain wall fermions we expect that mres will then be so tiny that one could
tolerate larger values. Under these circumstances, it has been proposed to introduce
a dislocation enhancing determinant ratio, which is basically just the inverse of the
DSDR factor [73]. This would increase the near-zero modes density, and thus also the
topological activity. While mres would grow, presumably it could still be kept small
enough. Investigations for a−1 ≈ 3 GeV appear promising [73], but a comprehensive
study has yet to be done.

6.9 Conclusion

If perfect chiral symmetry was our deciding consideration, we would always take the
chiral limit N5 → ∞ of domain wall fermions analytically, which amounts to utilizing
the associated four-dimensional GW operator. In this limit the residual mass vanishes,
and the existence of the massless four-dimensional quark field is topologically stable
in the sense that we can choose the bare coupling g0 together with the domain wall
height M = −m0 anywhere inside the rightmost C phase of Fig. 6.

Let us consider a different question that we have not raised till now: how do
domain wall fermions behave when N5 is very small? The smallest N5 for which the
five-dimensional space has two separate boundaries is N5 = 2. The one-loop wave
function of the effective four-dimensional quark field was calculated in Sec. 5.1.2, and,
for N5, s≫ 1, it is given by Eq. (5.5). For N5 = s = 2 the approximations used in the
derivation do not apply, but what we can say without a detailed calculation is that
the wave function will be given by c2g

2
0 for some c2 = O(1) number. Reinstating the

lattice spacing this result is O(g20/a), and the same estimate applies to the residual
mass as well.

For N5 = 2 we thus have mres = O(g20/a), with no further suppression factors;
this is the same parametric behavior as the additive renormalization of the mass
of ordinary Wilson fermions. Hence, for very small N5 domain wall fermions are
qualitatively the same as ordinary Wilson fermions.

The practical success of domain wall fermions thus depends on the remarkably
fast falloff of the wave function of the effective four-dimensional quark field with the
fifth coordinate, so that already for modest values of N5 (say in the range of 10 to 30
as a figure of merit) the wave function has dropped by several orders of magnitude
and, with it, mres. Perturbatively, the exponential falloff is described by Eq. (5.5).
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Non-perturbatively, a phenomenological description for the behavior of mres is given
in Eq. (6.18), which includes the slow “tail” originating from the near zero modes of
the Wilson kernel. While the spectrum of localized modes goes down all the way to
λ = 0, luckily the spectral density of the near-zero modes is very small. The end result
is that values of amres on the order of 10−3 are common in numerical simulations. As
we have explained in the previous subsection, this is what one needs in order that
mres will be smaller than the (bare) mass or the light quarks.

7 Improved domain wall fermions

The improvement program aims to reduce discretization effects in lattice calcula-
tions, and achieve faster convergence to the continuum limit. The discretization
effects are responsible in particular for breaking the continuum symmetry group to a
much smaller lattice symmetry group. As a result, reducing the discretization effects
typically also gives rise to faster restoration of the continuum symmetries.

For fermions, the continuum symmetries which are broken explicitly on the lattice
include the axial (non-singlet) flavor symmetries.39 The basic version of domain wall
fermions, introduced in sections 3 and 4, already has much improved chiral symmetry
in comparison with Wilson fermions. The main goal of the improvement program in
the context of domain wall fermions is to achieve the same quality of chiral symmetry
(as measured, e.g., by the residual mass) for smaller extent of the fifth coordinate,
thereby reducing the cost of numerical calculations with domain wall fermions.

In Sec. 7.1 we discuss Möbius fermions, which have become the method of choice
for large-scale numerical calculations using domain wall fermions. In Sec. 7.2 we
revisit two topics already discussed in earlier parts using results from Sec. 7.1. We
resume the discussion of improvements in Sec. 7.3, where we discuss a version of
domain wall fermions with couplings that depend on the fifth coordinate, aimed to
minimize the residual mass for any given N5. Sec. 7.4 is devoted to attempts to obtain
faster reduction of chiral symmetry violations by using different four-dimensional
kernels. Finally Sec. 7.5 presents a method to reduce the residual chiral symmetry
violations via deflation.

7.1 Möbius fermions

In this subsection we discuss Möbius fermions [74]. We first explain in Sec. 7.1.1
why Möbius fermions offer faster convergence to the chiral limit than the original
version of domain wall fermions. The Möbius fermion action is then introduced in
Sec. 7.1.2 following the concrete implementation of Ref. [34]. We also discuss the
resulting effective four-dimensional operator. Last, in Sec. 7.1.3 we derive the Möbius
conserved vector currents and partially-conserved axial currents.

39The only exception is GW fermions, and in particular, overlap fermions (see Sec. 4.5).
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7.1.1 Why Möbius fermions

Möbius domain wall fermions [74] are a generalization of domain wall fermions that
are more efficient for numerical computations. In the limit N5 → ∞, the original
version of domain wall fermions and Möbius fermions both correspond to the same
chirally symmetric fermion action (this statement will be made precise below). In
other words, at finite N5 they differ by small residual chiral symmetry breaking effects
on the order of the residual mass.

It is easiest to understand the above facts by first following the steps in Sec. 4.5
to show the relationship between domain wall fermions in the N5 → ∞ limit and
overlap fermions, and the most general lattice chiral fermions, those that satisfy the
Ginsparg-Wilson relation, Eq. (4.48).

In Sec. 4.5 we considered DGW (N5), the approximate GW operator obtained
from domain wall fermions at finite N5, and expressed it in Eq. (4.49) in terms of the
transfer matrix T of Eq. (4.26). An alternative expression for this transfer matrix
which will be convenient for what follows is

T =
1−H

1 +H
, (7.1)

where the hermitian kernel is H = HS = γ5DS, with

DS =
a5DW (M)

2 + a5DW (M)
. (7.2)

Following Ref. [34] in this subsection, the notation for the Wilson kernel is DW (M) =
−D(M) with D(M) in Eq. (3.2), namely, DW (M) = −DK +W −M . We have re-
introduced the lattice spacing in the fifth dimension, a5 (which is typically set equal
to 1 in numerical simulations). For a5 = 1 one can prove Eq. (7.1) using Eq. (4.26)
and40

2B
1
2K−1 = 2

(
B 0

−C† 1

)
= (2 +D†

W (M)) + γ5DW (M) , (7.3a)

2B
1
2K† = 2

(
1 C
0 B

)
= (2 +D†

W (M))− γ5DW (M) . (7.3b)

With Eq. (7.1) at hand, DGW (N5) can be reexpressed as

DGW (N5;H) =
1

2
(1 + γ5ϵ̃(N5;H)) , (7.4)

where

ϵ̃(N5;H) =
(1 +H)N5 − (1−H)N5

(1 +H)N5 + (1−H)N5
, (7.5)

and H = HS. For N5 → ∞, the approximate sign function ϵ̃(N5;H) tends to the sign
function ϵ(H).41

40As in Sec. 3, we work in units of the four-dimensional lattice spacing. For a5 ̸= 1 see Ref. [21].
41For the precise statement, see Sec. 7.2.1 below.
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Notice that the Shamir kernel DS resembles a conformal transformation on the
Wilson operator DW (0) = −DK +W , with transformation parameters that depend
on M and a5. Similarly, a general conformal transformation of DW (0) on the real
axis can be written as

DM =
(b+ c)DW (M)

2 + (b− c)DW (M)
= αDS , (7.6)

where the three real parameters of the conformal transformation are functions of the
three parameters b, c, and M . This transformation is also called a Möbius transfor-
mation, hence the name. The original formulation of domain wall fermions can be
thought of as a special case of Möbius fermions, one with b = a5 and c = 0 and,
usually, a5 = 1 as well.42 More interesting is the simple rescaling [74] α = (b+ c)/a5
in the second equation while simultaneously keeping a5 = b − c fixed, which we will
discuss shortly, assuming a5 > 0 and α > 0. If moreover we let b = b(s) and c = c(s)
depend on the coordinate in the fifth dimension, more general possibilities follow, like
the “optimal” domain wall fermions discussed in Sec. 7.3.

The simple rescaling in Eq. (7.6) leaves the sign function in Eqs. (4.51) and (4.53)
unchanged if N5 → ∞. However if N5 is finite, the approximations to the sign
function for HS and for HM = γ5DM will differ. To see how much they differ we
should investigate the violations of the Ginsparg-Wilson relation for m = 0 and
finite N5. An obvious way is to simply quantify the violation of the Ginsparg-Wilson
relation (4.48) induced by finite N5,

2γ5∆(N5;H) ≡ γ5DGW +DGWγ5 − 2DGWγ5DGW =
1

2
γ5(1− ϵ̃(N5;H)2) . (7.7)

Notice that
∑

x,y q(x)2γ5[∆(N5;H)]xyq(y) is the variation of the four-dimensional

effective action
∑

x,y q(x)[DGW (N5;H)]xyq(y) under the corresponding approximate

Lüscher chiral symmetry δq(x) = q(x)γ5, δq(x) =
∑

y γ5[1−2DGW (N5;H)]xyq(y) [35].

It can be shown [74] that ∆(N5;H) is a quantity of order O(mres), and hence ϵ̃(N5;H)
differs from ϵ(H) by O(mres) for any H.

Given an eigenvalue λ of HS, at a qualitative level we identify three spectral
regions for the approximate sign function:

ϵ̃(N5;HM) = ϵ̃(N5;αHS) ≈


N5αλ , α|λ| ≪ 1/N5 ,

± 1 , 1/N5 ≪ α|λ| ≪ N5 ,

N5/(αλ) , α|λ| ≫ N5 .

(7.8)

Notice the symmetry under λ → 1/λ of these spectral regions, which can be traced
back to the behavior of Eq. (7.1) under H → 1/H. We see that ϵ̃(N5;αλ) is a good
approximation of the sign function ϵ(λ) = ±1 provided that α|λ| is neither too small
nor too large. By contrast, in the regions α|λ| ≪ 1/N5 and α|λ| ≫ N5 we obtain

42Another special case is b = c, where DM reduces to the familiar Wilson kernel of the overlap
operator up to a multiplicative factor [75].
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poor approximations of the sign function, hence these spectral regions will dominate
the residual breaking of chiral symmetry, including in particular mres.

We may take the number of modes satisfying α|λ| ≪ 1/N5 as a rough measure
of the residual chiral symmetry breaking coming from the near-zero spectrum. If
the spectral density in the relevant range is roughly constant, this number will be
inversely proportional to αN5. At fixed N5, the residual chiral symmetry breaking
can therefore be reduced by switching to the Möbius kernel HM and increasing α.
Stated differently, we may keep the residual breaking of chiral symmetry roughly the
same by simultaneously lowering N5 and increasing α keeping their product fixed.
This allows reaching a given target quality of chiral symmetry for smaller N5, hence
at smaller cost, which explains why Möbius fermions are more efficient for numerical
computations [74].

The value of α cannot be increased indefinitely, however, because this will pop-
ulate the region α|λ| ≫ N5 where ϵ̃(N5;αλ) again becomes a poor approximation of
ϵ(λ). Finding the optimal value of α requires numerical experimentation. In practice,
α = 2 was found to be a reasonable choice [34].

7.1.2 The Möbius fermion operator

Having established the relationship between the Möbius version and the original ver-
sion of domain wall fermions in Sec. 7.1.1, we next turn to the five-dimensional action
and fermion propagators for Möbius fermions. We define physical four-dimensional
quark fields just as before, through the fields on the boundaries of the fifth dimension,
Eq. (3.31). With these relations and similar ones for propagators into the bulk fifth
dimension, we will also obtain conserved vector currents and partially-conserved axial
currents for Möbius domain wall fermions.

The five-dimensional Möbius action closely resembles the domain-wall fermion
action:

S5
M = ψ̄D5

Mψ , (7.9)

where D5
M = D5

M(N5,m) is

D5
M =



D̃ −PL 0 0 · · · 0 0 0 mPR

−PR D̃ −PL 0 · · · 0 0 0 0

0 −PR D̃ −PL · · · 0 0 0 0

...
...

. . . . . . . . .
...

...

0 0 0 0 · · · −PR D̃ −PL 0

0 0 0 0 · · · 0 −PR D̃ −PL

mPL 0 0 0 · · · 0 0 −PR D̃


, (7.10)

and

D̃ = D−1
− D+, (7.11a)

D+ = bDW + 1, (7.11b)

D− = 1− cDW . (7.11c)
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In this subsection we follow the RBC/UKQCD conventions [34] for the Möbius op-
erator, which differ from Ref. [74] by an explicit factor of D−. These conventions
also differ from the conventions of Sec. 3 for the domain wall operator, Eq. (3.30), in
the flipping of the chiral projectors, hence the boundaries supporting the LH and RH
chiral modes are also flipped, as well as by an overall minus sign, including for the
Wilson-Dirac operator as already mentioned above.

The four-dimensional projection of the five-dimensional Möbius operator can be
related to the corresponding (approximate) GW operator. For the derivation, see
Appendix A of Ref. [34]. The result is

DGW (N5,m) =
[
P−1D5

M(N5, 1)
−1D5

M(N5,m)P
]
11
, (7.12)

where the indices [·]ss′ = [·]11 refer to the matrix structure in the fifth direction,43 and
DGW (N5,m) is the corresponding massive GW operator defined in Eq. (4.53), except
with ϵ̃(N5;HM) replacing ϵ(HM). We have introduced a permutation matrix,

P =



PL PR 0 . . . 0 0 0
0 PL PR . . . 0 0 0
...

...
. . .

...
...

0 0 0 . . . PL PR 0
0 0 0 . . . 0 PL PR

PR 0 0 . . . 0 0 PL


. (7.13)

With the help of P , the four-dimensional quark fields introduced in Eq. (3.31) can be
reexpressed as

q = (P−1ψ)s=1 , q = (ψRP)s=1 . (7.14)

We see that the role of the permutation matrix is to move the RH quark field, which
here lives originally near the s = N5 boundary, to the s = 1 boundary. The end result
is that, in the operator D5

M(N5,m)P , the two chiral components of the light domain
wall quark both live near the s = 1 boundary.

With Eq. (7.12) at hand, it is a straightforward exercise to relate DGW (N5,m)
back to the domain wall propagator for the effective four-dimensional quark field,
D−1

eff (N5,m). Generalizing Eq. (4.46) to m ̸= 0, we subtract a contact term from the
propagator D−1

GW (N5,m) and divide by a factor (1−m), obtaining44

D−1
eff (N5,m) ≡ 1

1−m
(D−1

GW (N5,m)− 1) (7.15)

=
1

1−m

[
P−1D5

M(N5,m)−1
(
D5

M(N5, 1)−D5
M(N5,m)

)
P
]
11
.

The subtraction term in parentheses is explicitly

[D5
M(N5, 1)−D5

M(N5,m)]ss′ = (1−m)(PLδs,N5δs′,1 + PRδs,1δs′,N5) , (7.16)

43As in Sec. 3 the fifth coordinate takes values s = 1, 2, . . . , N5.
44Let us denote the five-dimensional matrix occurring on the right-hand side of Eq. (7.12) by M,

so that the equation becomes DGW (N5,m) = [M]11. Using the UDL decomposition introduced in
Ref. [34] it can then be shown that D−1

GW (N5,m) = [M−1]11.
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hence [(D5
M(N5, 1) − D5

M(N5,m))P ]ss′ = (1 − m)[RP ]ss′ for s
′ = 1, where R is the

reflection on the fifth coordinate introduced in Sec. 3.2. This gives

D−1
eff (N5,m) =

[
P−1D5

M(N5,m)−1RP
]
11
. (7.17)

Noting Eq. (7.14), it follows that Eq. (7.17) reproduces the usual domain wall four-
dimensional propagator, Eq. (4.40). Thus, the four-dimensional domain wall or
Möbius propagator D−1

eff already encodes the usual contact term subtraction of the
GW propagator, which implies that for m = 0 it anti-commutes with γ5 in the limit
N5 → ∞.

7.1.3 Möbius conserved currents

To obtain formulae for the (partially) conserved vector and axial currents, we have
two options. The first option is to invoke Noether’s theorem, as we have done in
Sec. 4.1. The essence of the method is to promote the global symmetry transformation
parameter ωa to a spacetime dependent one, ωa(x). In the continuum, because the
action is invariant under the global flavor transformation where ωa is constant, the
variation must then take the form δS =

∫
ddx Ja

µ(x)∂µω
a(x), which defines the current

Ja
µ(x) as the coefficient of ∂µω

a(x). Conservation of the current then follows by partial
integration, while the ensuing Ward-Takahashi identities follow by performing the
corresponding change of variables that leaves the partition function invariant.

Unlike in the continuum, on the lattice there can be more than one way of ex-
pressing δS as

∑
x ω

a(x)DµJ
a
µ(x) where Dµ is a difference operator. Indeed we have

already made use of this freedom in Sec. 4.1 to express j5(x, s) and ∆5 in a slightly
different way from Ref. [20] (keeping ∆5j5(x, s) the same). When the Dirac operator
has an infinite range, as in the case of the Möbius operator of Eq. (7.10), it gets
significantly more complicated to figure out how to best express δS as a difference
operator acting on a current. The reason is that the current and/or the difference
operator must now also have an infinite range.

Instead, we will use here the alternative method. We first promote the global
symmetry to a local one by introducing an external, fictitious flavor gauge field. The
conserved current is then define as the infinitesimal response to this gauge field [74,
34], while current conservation follows from gauge invariance of the partition function
in the presence of the external flavor gauge field.

We start with the conserved vector current (for the domain wall case, see Eq. (4.10)).
We proceed as follows. All (four-dimensional) links are replaced by

Uµ(x) → Uµ(x)× eiλ
aAa

µ(x), (7.18)

where Aa
µ(x) is the fictitious four-dimensional gauge potential which will be set to zero

at the end of our manipulations, and λa is a generator of the vector flavor symmetry.
The linearized variation of the flavor gauge field Aa

µ(x) under a gauge transformation
is δAa

µ(x) = ωa(x + µ̂)− ωa(x). As a result, the difference operator occurring in the
lattice continuity equation will always be the nearest-neighbor backward difference
operator.

62



In order to obtain the conserved vector current we take the variation of the five-
dimensional Möbius action with respect to Aa

µ(x). Using Eq. (7.11) we find

Va
µ(x) ≡ −iδAa

µ(x)Ψ̄D
5
MΨ (7.19)

= −i
∑
s,z,y

Ψ̄(z, s)
[
δAa

µ(x)D̃
]
z,y

Ψ(y, s)

=
∑
s,z,y

Ψ̄(z, s)

[
1

D−
cλaVµ(x)

1

D−
D+ +

1

D−
bλaVµ(x)

]
z,y

Ψ(y, s)

=
∑
s,z,y

Ψ̄(z, s)

[
1

D−
λaVµ(x)

(
c
1

D−
D+ + b

)]
z,y

Ψ(y, s)

= (b+ c)
∑
s,z,y

Ψ̄(z, s)

[
1

D−
λaVµ(x)

1

D−

]
z,y

Ψ(y, s) ,

where the usual (finite-range) kernel for the Wilson fermion conserved current acts
within the four-dimensional layers, and is given by (compare Eq. (4.5))

λa[Vµ(x)]z,y = −i[δAa
µ(x)DW ]z,y (7.20)

= −λa
(
1 + γµ

2
Uµ(x)δz,xδx+µ̂,y −

1− γµ
2

U †
µ(x)δz+µ̂,xδx,y

)
.

In contrast to Refs. [74, 34], Eq. (7.19) is a very simple, compact result. In the case
of domain wall fermions, b = 1, c = 0, it reduced to the result found in Sec. 4.1 up to
an overall minus sign.

At first sight the factors of D−1
− in (7.19) seem like an added computational

expense. However, we can multiply D5
M on the right or left by D− before computing

the propagators that sandwich the current in a physical quark line diagram. Thus in
practice the conserved current can be implemented in essentially the same way as for
Wilson (or domain wall) fermions. For an insertion of Va

µ(x) into a physical quark
line we have, using Eqs. (7.14) and (7.19), and denoting fermion contractions in a
given gauge field background with expectation values,

Ca
µ(x, y, z) =

〈
q(z)Va

µ(x) q(y)
〉

(7.21)

= (b+ c)
∑
s,z′,y′

〈
q(z)Ψ(z′, s)

〉 [ 1

D−
λaVµ(x)

1

D−

]
z′,y′

⟨Ψ(y′, s)q(y)⟩

= (b+ c)
∑
s,z′,y′

[P−1(D5
M)−1]z,1;z′,s

[
1

D−
λaVµ(x)

1

D−

]
z′,y′

[(D5
M)−1RP ]y′,s;y,1

= (b+ c)
∑
s,z′,y′

[P−1(D−D
5
M)−1]z,1;z′,s [λ

aVµ(x)]z′,y′ [(D
5
MD−)

−1RP ]y′,s;y,1 .

SinceD− and D̃ commute, D−D̃ = D̃D− = D+, it follows thatD−D
5
M andD5

MD− are
both finite-range operators. These operators are also related via the γ5-hermiticity
properties which are similar to those discussed in Sec. 3.2, for example, D5

MD− =
γ5R(D−D

5
M)†γ5R.
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In order to obtain the partially conserved axial current we first construct the
five-dimensional conserved current, which is defined in a similar manner by taking
the variation with respect to a five-dimensional gauge potential, (Aa

µ(x, s), A
a
5(x, s)).

The result for the four-dimensional components is identical to the above except there
is no sum over the fifth dimension,

jaµ(x, s) = (b+ c)
∑
z,y

Ψ̄(z, s)

[
1

D−
λaVµ(x)

1

D−

]
z,y

Ψ(y, s) . (7.22)

Because of the different conventions we adopted for the Möbius operator (compare
Eqs. (3.30) and (7.10)) the current in the fifth direction is slightly different from
Eq. (4.6). Instead, we now have

ja5 (x, s) =

{
−ψ(x, s)PLλ

aψ(x, s+ 1) + ψ(x, s+ 1)PRλ
aψ(x, s) , 1 ≤ s < N5 ,

mψ(x,N5)PLλ
aψ(x, 1)−mψ(x, 1)PRλ

aψ(x,N5) , s = N5 .
(7.23)

As in Sec. 4.1, the only current which depends on the quark mass m is ja5 (x,N5).
The rest of the construction is the same as in Sec. 4.1. The five-dimensional

continuity equation is again Eq. (4.7). The axial current is defined via Eq. (4.14) as
before, and its partial conservation equation is again given by Eq. (4.15) with the
right-hand side defined via Eqs. (4.16) and (4.17). Importantly, the calculation of the
residual mass is same as for standard domain wall fermions [74, 34] (see Sec. 5.2).

In Refs. [34, 76] a somewhat different approach is followed to construct the cur-
rents, but in the end they are equivalent to the ones defined here. Instead of taking
the variation with respect to external gauge links of the five-dimensional Möbius op-
erator, as we have done above (see in particular Eq. (7.19)), in Refs. [34, 76] one takes
the variation of the (approximate) GW operator, Eq. (7.12). Since this effective four-
dimensional operator is expressed directly in terms of the five-dimensional Möbius
operator, it is possible to consider its variation with respect to both four-dimensional
and five-dimensional flavor gauge transformations; the latter are needed in order to
construct the partially conserved axial currents using Eq. (4.14), which in turn leads
to the domain-wall fermion version of the PCAC relation in Eq. (4.15). The appli-
cation of a (linearized) gauge transformation to the external flavor gauge fields then
yields the usual conservation law (or Ward-Takahashi identity), and it is straightfor-
ward to identify the currents themselves. The procedure is somewhat involved, and
we refer the interested reader to Appendix A of Ref. [34] and the lattice proceedings
Ref. [76].

7.2 Further symmetry considerations

In this subsection we revisit two topics already discussed earlier, and expand their
scope using ingredients introduced in our discussion of Möbius fermions in the pre-
vious subsection. In Sec. 7.2.1 we extend the scope of the proof of chiral symmetry
restoration given in Sec. 4.2, while in Sec. 7.2.2 we establish the symmetry features
of the phase diagram, a subject we have already encountered in Sec. 6.1 and Sec. 6.2.
The discussion of improvements will be resume in Sec. 7.3.
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7.2.1 Chiral symmetry restoration revisited

In Sec. 4.2 we proved the restoration of chiral symmetry for N5 → ∞ within the
original formulation of domain wall fermions, assuming a domain wall height 0 <
M < 1. This implies that B (Eq. (4.23)) is a positive operator, as are the various
transfer matrices introduced there. In the range 1 < M < 2 the operator B can
have negative eigenvalues, and the same is true for the transfer matrices.45 While
we expect such negative eigenvalues to be rare (see Sec. 5.1.1), in a proof of chiral
symmetry restoration their role has to be addressed.

Here we will extend the proof of chiral symmetry restoration to the entire range of
domain wall height 0 < M < 2, as well as to general values of the Möbius parameters
b and c. As a measure of chiral symmetry violation for finite N5 we will use Eq. (7.7)
with H = HM .

As follows from the discussion in Sec. 7.1.1, in the limit N5 → ∞ the approximate
sign function ϵ̃(N5, λ) of Eq. (7.5) tends to ϵ(λ) = ±1 for arbitrary (real) λ, except
for λ = 0 or λ = ±∞. Let us examine these two exceptional cases.

In order for HM to have an eigenvalue λ = 0, the numerator in Eq. (7.6) must
vanish, which implies that DW (M) has a zero mode. This is the same condition
we have already encountered in Sec. 4.2. For an eigenvalue λ = ±∞ of HM , the
denominator in Eq. (7.6) must vanish, which implies that DW (M) has an eigenvalue
equal to 2/(c − b), or equivalently, that det(2 + (b − c)DW (M)) = 0. Either one of
these special cases can be satisfied only on a measure zero subset of the gauge field
configuration space. Using this observation, we can now complete the proof of chiral
symmetry restoration in essentially the same way as we did in Sec. 4.2, by showing
that the ensemble average of any correlation function that contains an insertion of
1− ϵ̃(N5;H)2 vanishes for N5 → ∞.

According to Eq. (7.1), an eigenvalue +1 of the transfer matrix T corresponds to
a zero eigenvalue of HS, while an eigenvalue −1 of the transfer matrix corresponds
to eigenvalues λ = ±∞ of HS. These statements remain true if we generalize the
definition of T by replacing HS with HM in Eq. (7.1). Eigenvalues ±1 of the transfer
matrix both give rise to zero eigenvalues of the transfer matrix hamiltonian HT , which
is defined in terms of log T 2 (see Eq. (4.50)). We have already seen in Sec. 6.7 that,
for the original formulation of domain wall fermions, the dominant chiral symmetry
violations for very large but finite N5 come from the (near-)zero spectrum of HT .
This behavior generalizes to Möbius fermions, as it is consistent with the roles of the
spectral ranges in Eq. (7.8): transfer matrix eigenvalues near +1 correspond to the
range αλ ≪ 1/N5 for the eigenvalues of HM , while transfer matrix eigenvalues near
−1 correspond to αλ ≫ N5. Once again the underlying reason is the behavior of
the transfer matrix in Eq. (7.1) and the approximate sign function in Eq. (7.5) under
H → 1/H.

45Notice that when B has negative eigenvalues, K and K† have to be defined via suitable analytic
continuations. Hence Eqs. (4.26) and (4.27) no longer imply that T and T̃ are positive. But T
remains a hermitian matrix, and T and T̃ still share the same spectrum.
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7.2.2 Symmetry of the phase diagram

Symmetry features of the phase diagram were discussed in Sec. 6.1 and Sec. 6.2.
Here we give a fuller discussion of the symmetry of the phase diagram for the orig-
inal formulation of domain wall fermions with variable a5, as well as for Möbius
fermions. We verify that the corresponding chiral zero mode spectrum and effective
four-dimensional operators respect this symmetry.

We start with the Wilson operator in d dimensions. Using the same notation as in
Sec. 7.1 for the Wilson operator, and adding a superscript d to denote d-dimensional
quantities, the d-dimensional Wilson operator is

Dd
W (M) = −Dd

K +W d −M = Dd
h + d−M , (7.24)

where as usual M = −m0, and D
d
h contains the hopping terms which can be read off

from Eqs. (4.1) and (4.2). It is easy to see that under the change of variables

ψ(x) → ϵd(x)ψ(x) , ψ(x) → −ϵd(x)ψ(x) , (7.25)

where ϵd(x) = (−1)x1+···+xd , the Wilson operator transforms as

Dd
W (M ; x, y) → −ϵd(x)Dd

W (M ; x, y)ϵd(y) = Dd
W (M ′; x, y) , (7.26)

where
M ′ = 2d−M . (7.27)

This result follows since the (nearest neighbor) hopping terms are invariant under
the transformation (7.25), whereas the same-site terms flip sign. Hence the phase
diagram is symmetric with respect to the axis M = −m0 = d.

We next turn to the original formulation of domain wall fermions except with
variable lattice spacing a5 in the fifth direction. The transformation (7.25) now takes
M to

M ′ = 8 +
2

a5
−M , (7.28)

hence the phase diagram is symmetric with respect to the axis M = 4 + 1/a5.
Let us check that the chiral spectrum of domain wall fermions is consistent with

this symmetry (see e.g. Ref. [21]). On a semi-infinite fifth dimension, the condition
for having a chiral zero mode at a given corner of the Brillouin zone is

|1 + a5(2n−M)| < 1 . (7.29)

As in Sec. 3.1, the number of components of the 4-momentum equal to π is 0 ≤ n ≤
4, while the remaining 4 − n components are equal to zero. In momentum space,
the transformation (7.25) interchanges pµ = 0 with pµ = π. Hence it induces the
transformation n→ n′ where

n′ = 4− n . (7.30)

Under the combined replacement (M,n) → (M ′, n′) we have

1 + a5(2n
′ −M ′) = −(1 + a5(2n−M)) . (7.31)
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The overall minus sign on the right-hand side can be traced to the factor of (−1)s

contained in ϵ5(x, s). Condition (7.29) is seen to be invariant under this combined
replacement, which confirms that the zero modes spectrum respects the symmetry of
the phase diagram. For a5 = 1, Table 1 is reproduced.

For Möbius fermions, it is more convenient to use the original formulation of
Ref. [74] with the Möbius operator DBNO = D−D

5
M (see Eq. (7.10)). The Möbius

parameters can be expressed as b = (a5/2)(α + 1) and c = (a5/2)(α − 1). The
transformation (7.28) of the mass parameter is now supplemented by a transformation
of the scaling parameter,

α′ = α−1 . (7.32)

We then have

−ϵ4
(
1 + a5

1± α′

2
DW (M ′)

)
ϵ4 = ±α−1

(
1 + a5

1± α

2
DW (M)

)
. (7.33)

Using also that ϵ5 = ϵ5(x, s) = ϵ4(x)(−1)s it follows that

DBNO(M
′, α′) = −α−1ϵ5DBNO(M,α)ϵ5 . (7.34)

Thus, in this formulation, the symmetry of the phase diagram under the interchange
(M,α) → (M ′, α′) can be realized via the change of variables

ψ(x, s) → ϵ5(x, s)ψ(x, s) , ψ(x, s) → −α−1ϵ5(x, s)ψ(x, s) . (7.35)

The original domain wall formulation is recovered for α = 1, where the transforma-
tions reduce to what we already had before.

For the Möbius operator, the condition for having a zero mode at a given corner
of the Brillouin zone is |R| < 1 where

R =
1 + b(2n−M)

1− c(2n−M)
=

2 + a5(1 + α)(2n−M)

2 + a5(1− α)(2n−M)
. (7.36)

The transformations (7.28) and (7.30) of M and n are again supplemented by the
transformation (7.32) of the scaling parameter α. We find

2 + a5(1 + α′)(2n′ −M ′)

2 + a5(1− α′)(2n′ −M ′)
= −2 + a5(1 + α)(2n−M)

2 + a5(1− α)(2n−M)
. (7.37)

The minus sign on the right-hand side is similar to Eq. (7.31). The condition |R| < 1
is thus invariant under the combined transformation (M,α, n) → (M ′, α′, n′), thereby
proving that the zero mode spectrum respects the symmetry of the phase diagram.

Finally, let us check that the approximate GW operator DGW (N5) of Eq. (4.49b)
also respects the symmetry of the phase diagram. We will do this for the general
Möbius case since the original domain wall formulation is obtained by setting α = 1.
The transfer matrix (7.1) with H = HM = γ5DM can be expressed as (see Eq. (7.6)
and notice also Eq. (7.3))

T =
(
(2 + a5D

†
W (M)) + γ5αa5DW (M)

)−1 (
(2 + a5D

†
W (M))− γ5αa5DW (M)

)
.

(7.38)
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Transforming M and α simultaneously gives

−ϵ4
(
(2 + a5D

†
W (M))± γ5a5αDW (M)

)
ϵ4 = (7.39)

= ±γ5(α′)−1
(
(2 + a5D

†
W (M ′))± γ5α

′a5DW (M ′)
)
γ5 ,

where we have use γ5 hermiticity of DW . Using Eq. (7.38) it follows that

ϵ4T (M,α)ϵ4 = −γ5T (M ′, α′)γ5 . (7.40)

Finally using this result in Eq. (4.49b) and noting that N5 is always even we obtain

ϵ4DGW (N5;M,α)ϵ4 = γ5DGW (N5;M
′, α′)γ5 . (7.41)

Thus, the symmetry of the phase diagram under the combined interchange (M,α) →
(M ′, α′) can be realized by transforming the effective four-dimensional fields according
to q(x) → ϵ4(x)γ5q(x), q(x) → q(x)γ5ϵ4(x).

7.3 “Optimal” domain wall fermions

The Zolotarev approximation of a GW operator is defined by replacing the sign
function ϵ(H) in Eq. (4.51) with ϵ̄(N ;H). Here ϵ̄(N ; x) = xRN(x

2), where RN(λ)
is the Zolotarev rational approximation of 1/

√
λ, defined by the requirement that

for given N and interval 0 < λmin < λ < λmax, RN(λ) is the rational polynomial
approximation of degree N that minimizes the maximal deviation |RN(λ) − 1/

√
λ|

over the interval λmin ≤ λ ≤ λmax.
The so-called optimal domain wall fermion operator [77] is defined by the require-

ment that the effective four-dimensional operator is the approximate overlap operator
obtained by replacing ϵ(H) in Eq. (4.51) with ϵ̄(N5;H), with H = HW the standard
Wilson kernel. This operator can be realized as a special case of Möbius fermions,
provided that we allow the coefficients b and c in Eq. (7.6) to depend on the fifth
coordinate [74]. We note that while λmax can be taken to be some O(1) number that
depends mildly on the domain wall height M [77], the choice of λmin is more tricky,
and sensitive to the presence of near-zero modes of the Wilson kernel [78].

While these optimal domain wall fermions do in general lead to a smaller resid-
ual mass at fixed N5, this does not necessarily mean that they represent a better
choice compared to other options, and notably, compared to the Möbius domain-wall
fermions of Sec. 7.1.

First, assuming that the residual mass is on the order of 10−3 or less in lattice
units, in practice it is used as part of the light quark mass(es), thereby “turning the
bug into a feature,” as far as the residual mass itself is concerned. The relevant ques-
tion thus becomes how do chiral symmetry violations in other observables compare.
Also, if we set some value of the residual mass as our target, the practical question is
not quite how to achieve it at the smallest possible N5, but, rather, how to achieve
it at the smallest possible cost, as measured for example by the average number of
applications of the four-dimensional Wilson operator required by the solver. For more
details, see Ref. [74] (see also Ref. [78]).
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7.4 Changing the Wilson kernel

Replacing the standard nearest-neighbor Wilson kernel in Eq. (3.30) by an improved
kernel was proposed by several authors. We discuss here two proposals.

7.4.1 Improved exponential damping

Motivated by the calculation of the one loop wave function of the domain wall quark
(Sec. 5.1.2), kernels that yield more efficient exponential suppression of the wave
function in perturbation theory were discussed in Ref. [41].

The basic idea is that the wave function of the domain wall quark is controlled
by the maximum of e−α(p) over the Brillouin zone, where in the case of the standard
Wilson kernel α(p) was determined by Eq. (3.20). Let us consider a more general
kernel,

D̃(p) = i
∑
µ

γµf(pµ)− rW̃ (p) +M , (7.42)

where r > 0 is the Wilson parameter and f(pµ) and W̃ (p) will be specified below.
Then Eq. (3.20) generalizes to

2 coshα(p) =
1 + b̃2(p) +

∑
µ f

2(pµ)

b̃(p)
, (7.43)

where now b̃(p) = 1−M+rW̃ (p). By judiciously selecting f(pµ), r, and W̃ (p) it may
then be possible to reduce the maximum of e−α(p) over the Brillouin zone when the
domain wall height M is tuned to its optimal tadpole improved value (Sec. 5.1.1).

To keep the kernels relatively economic, only kernels with beyond nearest neighbor
couplings along straight lines were considered. Specifically, the point x was allowed
to couple at most to x± 2µ̂, and then at most to x± 3µ̂ in each direction. The kernel
with next-nearest neighbor couplings has W̃ (p) = W2(p), where

Wn(p) =
∑
µ

(1− cos(pµ))
n , (7.44)

while f(pµ) was taken to be sin(pµ) times a linear function of cos(pµ). For the kernel

with next-next-nearest neighbor couplings, W̃ (p) =W3(p) was taken, while f(pµ) was
equal to sin(pµ) times a quadratic function of cos(pµ). The maximum of e−α(p) over
the Brillouin zone was then determined numerically.

For the kernel with next-nearest neighbor couplings, it was found that the max-
imum of e−α(p) can be lowered from 0.5 (its value for the standard nearest neighbor
kernel, see Sec. 5.1.2) to about 0.25, while maintaining a dispersion relation with
reasonably small O(p3) discretization effects. For the kernel with next-next-nearest
neighbor couplings, the maximum of e−α(p) can be lowered to roughly 0.1 if the dis-
persion relation is constrained to be p + O(p5) and the kernel’s parameters are all
O(1). In this example the exponential suppression factor of 1/2s in the one-loop wave
function (5.5) would thus be replaced by ∼ 1/10s.
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We leave it to the reader to estimate the relative cost of such improved kernels
compared to the standard Wilson kernel for fixed size of the residual breaking of chiral
symmetry. Of course, the improvement of the wave function predicted by perturbation
theory would have to be tested via nonperturbative numerical experimentation, which,
however, has not been done to date for these kernels.

7.4.2 Hypercubic fermions

An alternative strategy is to use an approximate solution of the GW relation for the
Wilson kernel. This approach was proposed for both GW (or overlap) fermions and
for domain wall fermions [79, 80]. It is easy to follow the logic of this approach in the
case of GW fermions. Throughout, we will assume that all relevant operators satisfy
γ5-hermiticity.

Given an exact or approximate GW operator D̃, one defines a new GW operator
by taking the kernel H in Eq. (4.51) to be

H̃ = γ5(2D̃ − 1) . (7.45)

If D̃ is already an exact GW operator, it follows from the GW relation together with
γ5-hermiticity that H̃2 = 1. Hence ϵ(H̃) = H̃, and using H̃ as the kernel in Eq. (4.51)
reproduces the original GW operator D̃.

If D̃ is only an approximate solution of the GW relation then ϵ(H̃) ̸= H̃. However,
for a good approximation we still expect that H̃2 ≈ 1. Writing ϵ(H̃) = H̃/|H̃| =
H̃/(H̃2)1/2 we then expect that it should be easier to construct (H̃2)−1/2 numerically,
because the eigenvalues of H̃ should be closer to unity in comparison with, say, the
standard Wilson kernel.

For domain wall fermions, one expects that the convergence of ϵ̃(N5;H) to ϵ(H)
with increasing N5 will be faster if in Eq. (3.30) (and thus also in Eq. (7.2)) one
replaces the standard Wilson kernel by an approximate GW operator D̃. Equivalently,
at fixed N5, the replacement of the standard Wilson kernel by an approximate GW
operator is expected to yield improved chiral behavior.

A particular family of approximate GW solutions goes under the name of “hy-
percubic fermions.” One requires that the approximate GW operator D̃(x, y) be such
that it couples two sites x and y only if there is a unit hypercube to which both sites
belong. In comparison with the overlap operator with the standard Wilson kernel,
the GW operator with a hypercubic fermion kernel given by Eq. (7.45) is expected
to have several advantages. First, as already explained, it should be easier to achieve
good numerical approximations of the sign function ϵ(H̃). In addition, one expects
improved locality, rotational symmetry, and scaling behavior. The obvious price is
that the hypercubic fermion kernel H̃ connects each lattice site to 34 neighboring sites
(itself included), which makes its application more costly. For more details, including
numerical tests, see Refs. [79, 80].
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7.5 Deflation

The near-zero modes of the Wilson kernel (or any other kernel for that matter) slow
down the convergence to the chiral limit of domain wall fermions. For a GW operator,
near-zero modes of its kernel cause difficulties in the numerical evaluation of the
(operator) sign function ϵ(H) in Eq. (4.51) or (4.53). Let ϵ̂(H) be some unspecified
numerical approximation of ϵ(H). Typically, ϵ̂(λ) will provide a good approximation
of the sign function ϵ(λ) when λ lies within some bounded interval 0 < λmin ≤ |λ| ≤
λmax. But when |λ| < λmin the approximation ϵ̂(λ) breaks down.46

Of course, one could do better by lowering λmin, so that the interval where ϵ̂(λ)
provides a good approximation reaches closer to zero. But suppose that, for a typical
gauge field configuration in an ensemble, there are only a few kernel eigenvalues which
are smaller than some reasonable λmin. In that case, achieving a good approximation
of ϵ(λ) for these near-zero eigenvalues by further lowering λmin can be very costly.
Deflation provides an alternative solution. In effect, a small eigenvalue λ < λmin gets
replaced by an O(1) eigenvalue. As long as the sign of λ is preserved by the deflated
eigenvalue, ϵ(λ) will be reproduced much more easily.

Deflation works as follows. Starting from some kernel H in Eq. (4.51), we replace
H by a deflated version

Ĥ = H +
n∑

i=1

(ϵ(λi)− λi) |i⟩ ⟨i| . (7.46)

Here |i⟩ denotes an eigenvector of H with eigenvalue λi. The sum runs over the
n eigenvectors with smallest |λi|. For simplicity we assumed that all the affected
eigenvalues are deflated to ±1.

In order to apply deflation to the overlap operator one first finds the n smallest
eigenvalues of the Wilson kernel by some minimization method, and constructs the
projection of the sign function on this subspace,

∑n
i=1 ϵ(λi) |i⟩ ⟨i|. Then effectively

one needs to approximate ϵ(HW ) only on the orthogonal subspace, for which a more
comfortable value of λmin can be used.

The use of deflation for domain wall fermions was proposed in Refs. [62, 81]. For
definiteness, we follow Ref. [81]. The domain wall operator is modified in such a
way that in the approximate GW operator at finite N5, Eq. (7.4), HS gets deflated
according to Eq. (7.46). Now, an eigenvalue λi yields in the approximate sign function
of Eq. (7.5) a factor of

ϵ̃(N5;λi) =
(1 + λi)

N5 − (1− λi)
N5

(1 + λi)N5 + (1− λi)N5
. (7.47)

The effect of the deflated kernel (7.46) is to trade ϵ̃(N5;λi) with ϵ̃(N5;±1) for the
relevant eigenvalues. Clearly, if |λi| ≪ 1 then the convergence of ϵ̃(N5;±1) to ϵ(λi)
will be much faster than the convergence of ϵ̃(N5;λi), thereby suppressing any chi-
ral symmetry violating effects from the corresponding eigenvector. For small-scale
numerical tests of these deflation methods see Refs. [62, 81].

46See the chapter of the LQCD@50 book on overlap fermions by DeGrand [15].
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We recall (Sec. 6) that both overlap and domain-wall fermions live in the super-
critical phase between the two rightmost “fingers” in Fig. 6, in which the mobility
edge λc is strictly positive. At fixed value of the lattice spacing, a larger λc will yield
a more local (exact or approximate) GW operator.

When deflation is applied to the Wilson kernel of the overlap operator, in prin-
ciple this doesn’t change the overlap operator itself; it merely affects the numerical
approximation used. By contrast, modifying the kernel of domain wall fermions by
deflation, as described above, gives rise to a different domain-wall fermion operator
for any finite N5. However, as long as the mobility edge is O(1), all the deflated
near-zero modes will be exponentially localized on the lattice scale. Hence, locality of
the full domain-wall fermion operator, and of the effective four-dimensional operator
of Eq. (4.49), are both maintained.

8 Epilogue

When Kaplan introduced domain wall fermions [9], his original goal was to find a
method to define anomaly-free chiral gauge theories on the lattice – a long-standing
problem in lattice gauge theory. However, it gradually became clear that the presence
of an opposite-chirality fermion on the “far” wall represents a major obstacle for this
program.

In the following years, important progress towards the construction of chiral gauge
theories was made by Narayanan and Neuberger [24, 82], but the seriousness of the
open issues remained debated [83].

The next major step came after the invention of the overlap operator by Neu-
berger [18], and the realization that the overlap operator satisfies the Ginsparg-Wilson
relation, which in turn leads to a modified form of chiral symmetry on the lattice [35].
Using these algebraic ingredients as a starting point, Lüscher successfully constructed
anomaly-free abelian chiral gauge theories, while requiring one new algebraic con-
straint on the fermion spectrum beyond the familiar anomaly-cancellation condition
[84]. As for nonabelian chiral gauge theories, he was able to define them to all orders
in lattice perturbation theory [85, 86]. Going beyond lattice perturbation theory it
was shown that Witten’s global anomaly is reproduced [87], but it is unknown if
additional non-perturbative obstructions occur within this formulation.

Kaplan has continued to work on his original proposal with various collaborators,
aiming to find a way to extend the dynamical four-dimensional gauge field into the
fifth dimension in such a way that the opposite-chirality fermion on the far wall
would hopefully be decoupled from the resulting four-dimensional theory. This line
of research remains active to date [88, 89, 90]. In brief, the emerging picture is that
this goal can be achieved in the topologically trivial sector, if the topological charge
is defined in terms of the zero modes of the overlap operator (see Sec. 6.3). For
example, one can use gradient flow to extend the four-dimensional gauge field from
the boundary into the five-dimensional bulk, and for N5 → ∞ the gauge field will
die out before reaching the far wall. However, the same is not true in topologically
non-trivial sectors: the chiral fermion on the far wall and/or the bulk degrees of
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freedom cannot be fully decoupled [88, 91, 92]. Whether or not such a construction
can account for the observed universe remains to be seen.47

As for QCD and similar vector-like theories, the presence of the two chiralities
is a welcome feature: quarks are Dirac fermions that contain both a RH and a LH
component. Alongside with Wilson and staggered fermions, which were introduced
in the early days of lattice gauge theory, domain wall fermions have become one of
the standard methods for large-scale lattice QCD calculations.

This introduction has focused on the formulation of domain wall fermions and not
on the physical results obtained with it.48 The only observable we have considered in
detail is the residual mass, which serves as a measure of the good (yet imperfect) chiral
properties of domain wall fermions. That a residual mass exists does not represent
in itself a problem because quarks are not massless, so long as the residual mass is
smaller than the (bare) mass required for the light quarks.

Since the first works [93, 37] it was clear that domain wall fermions are indis-
pensable for light quark physics where chiral symmetry (alongside flavor structure)
is important. This is particularly true when operators protected by chiral symmetry
in the continuum mix with chiral symmetry-breaking operators in lattice calculations
using discretizations that explicitly break chiral symmetry. For example, in studies of
neutral kaon mixing and decay, which are important for understanding CP violation
in the Standard Model, such artifacts are difficult or practically impossible to remove,
while calculations with domain wall fermions go through like their continuum coun-
terparts as far as mixing and renormalization are concerned once the residual mass
has been taken into account [94, 70]. Power divergences, if present, are suppressed
relative to Wilson fermions by O(amres).

As described in the last section, state of the art lattice QCD simulations are
now done with the Möbius action, as well as with the original version of domain
wall fermions, for a wide variety of topics [34, 70, 95, 96], including chiral symmetry
restoration at non-zero temperature [97, 98] and heavy meson (quark) decays [99, 100,
101]. So far, most computations using domain wall fermions for charm and bottom
quarks have been performed on 2+1 flavor ensembles, so they are partially-quenched.
These calculations have shown that domain wall fermions can be used effectively for
charm quark physics if the lattice spacing is sufficiently small, a−1>∼ 2 GeV [101,
100, 102]. Dynamical simulations with 2+1+1 flavors of physical quarks, including
charm, but with heavier-than-physical pions have begun [103] and have been used for
important measurements like contributions to the muon anomaly [95, 96]. Ensembles
with dynamical charm and physical masses are planned for the near future [103].

Overlap fermions have not been widely used in dynamical simulations (i.e., gauge
field ensemble generation). The reasons include their cost, as well as the need for a
complicated special algorithm in order to change the topological charge in a dynamical
overlap simulation. We note an early dynamical overlap simulation by JLQCD which

47For other approaches to the construction of lattice chiral gauge theories see for example Ref. [32]
and references therein.

48We did not cover chiral perturbation theory for domain wall fermions. For references, see
Ref. [46, 45, 47, 34].
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was restricted to the topological charge Q = 0 sector [104].49

Compared to lattice QCD simulations with Wilson or staggered fermions, the
obvious shortcoming of domain wall fermions is the added cost of the extra fifth
dimension. However, experience suggests that domain wall fermions often display
smaller discretization effects for the same lattice spacing. This improved scaling can
offset much of their extra cost since in general the cost of lattice calculations grows
with a large power of the inverse lattice spacing as the continuum limit is approached.
While it is difficult to carry out a systematic study of this question, it is suggestive
that the very good chiral symmetry of domain wall fermions together with their
simple flavor structure must be responsible for this behavior. For example, recent
calculations of the hadronic contributions to the muon anomalous magnetic moment
appear to bear out these expectations [95, 96, 105, 106, 107].
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