arXiv:1111.2955v1 [hep-lat] 12 Nov 2011

On the Absence of O(a) Errors in Staggered-Quark Discretizations

G. Peter Lepage Laboratory for Elementary-Particle Physics, Cornell University, Ithaca, NY 14853, USA (Dated: 23 March 2007 (updated Nov. 2011))

We demonstrate that the O(a) taste mixing exhibited in standard textbook presentations of staggered quarks is an artifact of the particular definition of the flavor fields in those presentations, and has nothing to do with the underlying precision of staggered-quark actions, despite continuing comments to the contrary in the current literature. To illustrate this point we introduce a new coordinate-space definition of the flavor fields that suppresses the O(a) term by two additional powers of a. In fact there are no errors at all from this mechanism. The only source of taste mixing comes from the exchange of highly-virtual gluons and enters in O(a^2). We review the idiosyncrasies of Symanzik improvement for naive/staggerd-quark actions, and show how these results follow from that program.

PACS numbers: 11.15.Ha,12.38.Aw,12.38.Gc

Improved versions of the staggered-quark action are proving highly effective for precise numerical simulations of full QCD [1–5]. These formalisms have the unusual property that a single quark field creates several different flavors or “tastes” of quark, each with the same mass. This multiplication of quark degrees of freedom is unphysical but can be remedied to the extent that the different tastes decouple from each other [6–9]. Unfortunately, despite almost thirty years of study, there remains confusion about the origins and size of taste mixing in these theories. It is critically important to resolve this issue given the central role played by taste mixing in the error analysis of staggered-quark results and given the theoretical issues raised by the presence of taste mixing [7–9].

Much of this confusion is caused by what have become standard textbook treatments of the flavor structure of staggered quarks [10]. These treatments, which ignore interactions, re-express the free staggered-quark action in terms of a set of interpolating fields, with one field for each taste of quark. There are two standard choices for this set of fields: the coordinate-space flavor basis, and the momentum-space flavor basis. When rewritten in terms of the canonical coordinate-space flavor fields, the staggered-quark action has an O(a) taste-mixing term, of the schematic form a ∑ μ ψγ_5 ⊗ ξ_5ξ_μ∂^2_μψ, (1)

where our notation is from [6]. The momentum-space basis, however, has no taste-mixing at all in the noninteracting case. Notwithstanding this discrepancy, several authors continue to assume that taste-mixing interactions occur in O(a).

In fact, as we discuss in this note, the O(a) term in the coordinate-space analysis is highly misleading. It arises only because the coordinate-space flavor fields break one of the symmetries of the underlying staggered-quark theory: translation invariance on the original lattice. The O(a) term is needed to cancel errors introduced by the flavor fields. It has nothing to do with the underlying theory. Generally it is a bad idea to break the underlying symmetries when forming interpolating fields, and there is no need to do so here. The momentum-space flavor basis, for example, does not violate translation symmetry. Indeed the coordinate-space basis is never used in practical calculations; all such calculations are much more easily framed in terms of the momentum-space basis [11].

To underscore the artificial origins of the canonical O(a) term we will construct here a new coordinatespace flavor basis for which the taste-mixing term is O(a^3) rather than O(a). Since the underlying theory is the same in both cases, neither the O(a) term nor the O(a^3) term can be relevant to anything other than representations of the free theory in terms of the corresponding, flawed operators — in other words, neither is relevant to anything important. The momentum-space analysis gets the right answer: taste-mixing is impossible in the noninteracting case. As we will show, it is forbidden by the symmetries of the underlying staggered-quark theories.

Contrary to what is sometimes asserted, there is only one source for taste mixing and that is the exchange of highly virtual gluons between quarks [6, 13–15]. Obviously this mechanism cannot be analyzed in the noninteracting theory, and therefore any analysis of the noninteracting staggered-quark theory has nothing to say about real taste mixing. Here we will review what is known about real taste mixing. In particular we will review the arguments, some now quite old, for why these effects and all other finite-a errors enter first only in O(a^2). We will also discuss how these errors show up in the spectrum of the staggered-quark Dirac operator, which is important for understanding vacuum polarization and for understanding instanton effects.

To address the O(a) term, we only need examine free quarks since that term appears in the canonical coordinate-space analysis of the free theory. Rather than use the staggered-quark discretization directly, we will work with the formally equivalent but intuitively much simpler “naive” discretization of the quark action [6]: ∑ x ψ(x)γ_μ ψ(x + aμ̂) − ψ(x − aμ̂) 2a + ψ(x)mψ(x) (2) The gamma matrices and other conventions used here are described in [6].

This action is invariant under a “doubling transformation”

ψ(x) → B_ζ (x) ψ(x) ψ(x) → ψ(x) B^†_ζ (x) (3)

where B_ζ (x) ≡ γ_ζ (−1)^{ζ·x/a} ∝ ∏ ρ (γ_5γ_ρ)^{ζρ} exp(i x · ζ π/a), (4)

and ζ is a four-vector of 0s and 1s (i.e., ζ_μ ∈ Z_2) [6]. The “conjugate” ζ to ζ is (see Appendix A in [6]): ζ_μ ≡ ∑ ν≠μ ζ_ν mod 2. (5)

Here we use the convenient notation γ_n ≡ 3∏ μ=0 (γ_μ)^{nμ} , (6)

where n is a four-component vector with n_μ ∈ Z_2, to label the sixteen independent gamma matrices.

This symmetry means that any low-momentum mode ψ(x) is exactly equivalent to fifteen other modes, B_ζ (x) ψ(x) for ζ ≠ 0. These modes are obviously different from the original mode and from each other since B_ζ (x) ψ(x) has very large momentum p ≈ ζπ/a if ψ(x) is a low-momentum mode (see Eq. (4)). Consequently the single naive-quark field actually creates sixteen different flavors or “tastes” of quark. The field manages this trick by packing each of the different quark tastes into a different corner of its Brillouin zone, with taste ζ corresponding to momenta p near ζπ/a.

Sixteen is fifteen too many quarks, but the extra degrees of freedom are easily removed if the different tastes do not mix (see [6] for a review). The central issue, therefore, is how much mixing there is between different tastes. The canonical analyses address this issue by re-expressing the action in terms of interpolating fields for each taste. In the canonical coordinate-space analysis, the lattice is divided into hypercubes that have two sites per side, and the interpolating fields are defined by weighted averages of the naive-quark field over the hypercube. The field corresponding to taste ζ is [12]

Ψ^{(ζ)}(x_B ) ≡ S B_ζ (x_B ) ψ(x_B ) (7)

where x_B , with x_{Bμ}/a mod 2 = 0, identifies the hypercube, and S is a smearing operator defined by S ≡ ∏ μ S_μ (8) with S_μ ψ(x) ≡ ψ(x) + ψ(x + aμ̂) 2 . (9)

The smearing operator is critical to this definition. Its role is most easily understood in momentum space, where the operator becomes a simple function of momentum [16]:

S_μ(p) = e^{ipμ a/2} cos(p_μa/2) (10) → { 1 for p_μ → 0 ip̃_μa/2 for p_μ → π/a + p̃. (11)

It is used in the definition of Ψ^{(ζ)} to suppress p_μ ≈ π/a while leaving p_μ ≈ 0 unchanged. To see why this is important, we Fourier transform Eq. (7) to obtain

Ψ^{(ζ)}(p) = ∑ ξ_μ∈Z_2 S(p + ξπ/a) γ_ζ ψ(p + (ζ + ξ)π/a) (12)

where we have used the Fourier transform of the doubling transformation Eq. (3), ψ(p) → γ_ζ ψ(p + ζπ/a). (13) Momentum p in Ψ^{(ζ)}(p) is restricted to −π/2a < p_μ ≤ π/2a since the field is defined on the blocked lattice, which has lattice spacing 2a; this is also why we need the sum over ξ. The terms in Ψ^{(ζ)}(p) with ξ ≠ 0 correspond to tastes other than ζ, but they are suppressed by the smearing function which is O(ap) unless ξ = 0. Consequently, Ψ^{(ζ)}(p) → γ_ζ ψ(p + ζπ/a) + O(paψ) for |p_μ| ≪ π/a. (14) The smearing operator, working together with B_ζ , serves to isolate momenta in the vicinity of ζπ/a — that is, it isolates taste ζ, as is needed for the interpolating field.

It is obvious from this analysis that the isolation of individual tastes is only approximate; Ψ^{(ζ)} is contaminated by other tastes, ξ + ζ, because the smearing operator suppresses these tastes by factors of only O(ap). Given that Ψ^{(ζ)}, by its definition, contains other tastes, it seems likely that its field equation will exhibit O(a) taste mixing terms.

We can verify that this is the case by examining a solution ψ(p) of the naive-quark Dirac equation, ( ∑ μ i sin(p_μa) a γ_μ + m ) ψ(p) = 0. (15)

Note that this equation can be rewritten ( ∑ μ (−1)^{ζμ} i sin(p_μa) a γ_μ + m ) ψ(p + ζπ/a) = 0. (16) or, equivalently, ( ∑ μ i sin(p_μa) a γ_μ + m ) γ_ζ ψ(p + ζπ/a) = 0, (17)

which is a restatement of the doubling symmetry.

Consider the blocked field with ζ = 0, for example. It is easy to show that the Dirac equation, Eq. (15), for ψ(p) implies a blocked-lattice Dirac equation for Ψ^{(0)}(p) with a small residue: ( ∑ μ i sin(2p_μa) 2a γ_μ + m ) Ψ^{(0)}(p) = Δ (18)

where the residue Δ is (obviously) Δ ≡ ∑ ξ,μ ( i sin(2p_μa) 2a − (−1)^{ξμ} i sin(p_μa) a ) × × γ_μS(p + ξπ/a)ψ(p + ξπ/a). (19) Terms with ξ ≠ 0 cause taste mixing, and when ξ_μ = 1 these are suppressed only to the extent that S(p + ξπ/a) is small. In the continuum limit, |p_μ| ≪ π/a, the largest contributions to Δ therefore arise when only one component of ξ is nonzero, ξ = μ̂, and therefore, using Eqs. (11) and (14), we find that Δ ≈ ∑ μ (2ip_μ)S(p + μ̂π/a)ψ(p + μ̂π/a) (20)

≈ − 3∑ μ=0 (−1)^μ ap^2_μ γ_5Ψ^{(μ̂)}(p). (21)

As expected, Δ contains O(a) taste mixing.

This O(a) taste mixing is the conventional textbook result [17]. Our analysis shows that the suppression factor of (ap) comes directly from the smearing operator. It is easy to design a new smearing operator for which the suppression is much stronger. For example, we can replace S_μ by S̃_μ S̃_μψ(x) ≡ ψ(x − aμ̂) + 3ψ(x) + 3ψ(x + aμ̂) + ψ(x + 2aμ̂) 8 (22)

where now

S̃_μ(p) = e^{ip}μ^{a/2} 3 cos(p^μa/2) + cos(3p^μa/2) 4 (23) → { 1 for p_μ → 0 −i(p̃_μa)^3/8 for p_μ → π/a + p̃. (24)

With this new smearing, the taste-mixing part of the residue Δ in the equation for the blocked field (Eq. (18)) is suppressed by order (pa)^3 rather than (ap):

Δ → Δ̃ = 3∑ μ=0 (−1)^μ (a^3p^4_μ/4) γ_5Ψ^{(μ̂)}(p) + · · · , (25) where we have shown only taste-mixing terms.

Obviously one can suppress taste mixing to even higher orders in the lattice spacing by using increasingly nonlocal smearings. Indeed one can suppress taste mixing completely, in the noninteracting theory, by simply redefining Ψ^{(ζ)}(p) ≡ γ_ζ ψ(p + ζπ/a) ∏ μ θ(|p_μ| ≤ π/2a). (26)

In coordinate space this would involve smearing over the entire lattice.

This last definition is, of course, the standard momentum-space flavor basis. Using this basis it is trivially obvious that taste mixing is impossible in the free theory because it would violate momentum conservation. Momentum conservation is required by the translation symmetry of the underlying theory. Taste-mixing terms appear when we use the coordinate-space basis because that basis is defined using a hypercubic blocking of the lattice that breaks translation invariance and therefore violates momentum conservation, as is evident from the ξ sum in Eq. (12). The momentum-space flavor basis, on the other hand, allows us to analyze separate tastes without violating momentum conservation and so is much more useful for studying finite-a errors in the theory.

The impossibility of taste mixing in the free theory follows immediately from the formal Symanzik analysis of finite-a corrections to the full interacting naive-quark action. Any finite-a correction to the original action must be a local operator that preserves all of the symmetries of the original theory, including gauge symmetry, translation invariance, doubling symmetry, parity, and so on. The combination of the doubling and translation symmetries implies that quark bilinears, in both the interacting and free theories, must have flavor-spin structure γ_n ⊗ 1 [19]. For naive quarks these bilinears have the form ψγ_n ⊗ 1ψ → ψ(x)γ_nψ(x ± δx_n), (27) where

δx^μ_n ≡ n^μ a (28)

guarantees the doubling symmetry. Consequently, these operators must be taste singlets in the noninteracting theory and cannot mix tastes; taste mixing is not allowed in the free theory!

Such quark bilinears can and do mix different tastes when they are coupled to other fields, like the gluon field. This happens, for example, when the gluon field in a quark-gluon vertex carries off momentum q ≈ ζπ/a from the quark line. Such a momentum transfer leaves an onshell quark still on shell, but with a different taste. The factor (−1)^{ζ·x/a} in the gluon field alters the taste content of the quark bilinear: in general, an operator ψ(x)γ_nψ(x ± δx_n) × (−1)^{ζ·x/a}, (29) where the phase comes from a gluon (or other) field coupled to the quark bilinear, behaves in effect as though it had spin-taste structure γ_{n−ζ} ⊗ ξ_ζ [19]. Consequently even a simple operator, like ψ(x)γ_μU_μ(x)ψ(x+aμ̂), which has nominal spin-taste structure γ_μ × 1, actually has a very complicated spin-taste structure since the gluon field can carry off momenta with one or more components of order π/a.

The gluon in a taste-mixing interaction of this sort is highly virtual and so must be reabsorbed almost immediately by the same or another quark. Consequently the effects of such a taste-exchange interaction are indistinguishable, to first approximation, from a taste-exchange four-quark operator. Since four-quark operators are at least dimension six, this means taste exchange can arise first in O(a^2). Again this result follows immediately from the symmetry restrictions on quark bilinears in a naive/staggered-quark theory: the only way a quark bilinear in a naive-quark action can mix tastes is by coupling to a highly virtual gluon or gluons. This is the only mechanism for taste mixing allowed by the symmetries of naive/staggered-quark theories.

The doubling symmetry obviously complicates the interpretation of correction terms in the quark action when interactions are included. Indeed it is more complicated still since the possibility that an on-shell quark can emit a highly virtual gluon and yet remain on shell means that additional factors of a∂_μ acting on the gluon field in a quark bilinear do not necessarily suppress the operator by additional factors of a as would normally be the case [15]. Despite these complications, the analysis of low-order Symanzik corrections to the naive-quark action is straightforward. In O(a), the only operators that might enter are the standard aψ1 ⊗ 1D^2ψ and aψgF · σ ⊗ 1ψ, (30) but each of these is suppressed by an additional factor of am, where m is the quark mass, because of the chiral symmetry of the naive-quark action when m = 0 (see [6], for example). Consequently there are no O(a) corrections of any sort; O(a) errors are impossible for gauge-invariant quantities.

The absence of O(a) errors for physical quantities computed with staggered quarks has been known for a long time [18]. This should also be true of off-shell quantities that are gauge invariant, such as eigenvalues of the naive/staggered-quark Dirac operator, since the suppression of O(a) errors does not rely upon redundancy. Redundant operators, which vanish by the equations of motion, have no effect on physical quantities but can shift off-shell amplitudes. While some of the O(a) operators are redundant, none of them contributes in O(a) because they all violate the action’s chiral symmetry and so are separately suppressed by an additional am. In the specific case of the Dirac-operator eigenvalues, furthermore, it is hard to see how the eigenvalues could have O(a) errors without causing similar errors in vacuum polarization contributions to physical quantities, since the quark determinant in the path integral is the product of these eigenvalues. There is no way that such errors could be cancelled by valence-quark effects since these depend differently on the number of quark flavors n_f . Consequently the absence of O(a) errors in physical quantities requires that such errors are absent in the eigenvalues as well, as we expect. Recent simulation results for the eigenvalues also indicate that errors are likely O(a^2) and smaller [20].

Strictly speaking, the Symanzik analysis is justified only for a straight simulation with naive quarks, including all sixteen tastes (or staggered quarks, with four tastes). After extensive study, all evidence thus far strongly suggests that the O(a^2) taste-mixing in the sixteen-flavor theory translates into O(a^2) errors in the “rooted” theory [7–9], where the quark determinant is replaced by its 1/16^{th} root in order to reduce the effective number of tastes to one. In particular no mechanism has been identified that could change an O(a^2) error in the unrooted theory into an O(a) error in the rooted theory. There is certainly no way that the O(a) term from the canonical coordinate-space flavor basis (Eq. (1)) could reappear since it violates momentum conservation and so was impossible to begin with; and there are no other unsuppressed O(a) operators.

The leading taste-mixing effects, therefore, are from the exchange of gluons with momenta of order ζπ/a, where ζ_μ ∈ Z_2. Luckily these, and all higher-order taste-mixing operators are highly perturbative, and so can be rigorously analyzed and systematically removed. We have already removed both the leading and next-to-leading order taste-mixing in going from naive/staggered quarks to ASQTAD quarks, and, more recently, from ASQTAD to HISQ quarks [6]. The net effect has been to reduce taste-mixing effects by almost an order of magnitude at current lattice spacings, as is immediately evident from nonperturbative calculations of the mass differences between pions of different taste [21]. Taste mixing is clearly under control.

We acknowledge very useful comments from Steve Sharpe, and grant support from the National Science Foundation and Cornell University.

[1] C. T. H. Davies et al. [HPQCD, Fermilab, MILC, UKQCD Collaborations], Phys. Rev. Lett. 92, 022001 (2004) [arXiv:hep-lat/0304004].

[2] C. T. H. Davies et al. [ HPQCD Collaboration ], Phys.

Rev. D78, 114507 (2008). [arXiv:0807.1687 [hep-lat]]. [3] C. McNeile, C. T. H. Davies, E. Follana, K. Hornbostel, G. P. Lepage, Phys. Rev. D82, 034512 (2010). [arXiv:1004.4285 [hep-lat]].

[4] E. Follana et al. [ HPQCD and UKQCD Collaborations ], Phys. Rev. Lett. 100, 062002 (2008). [arXiv:0706.1726 [hep-lat]].

[5] H. Na, C. T. H. Davies, E. Follana, G. P. Lepage, J. Shigemitsu, Phys. Rev. D82, 114506 (2010). [arXiv:1008.4562 [hep-lat]].

[6] E. Follana et al. [ HPQCD and UKQCD Collaborations ], Phys. Rev. D75, 054502 (2007). [hep-lat/0610092].

[7] For a very useful review see S. Sharpe, PoS LAT2006, 022 (2006) [arXiv:hep-lat/0610094].

[8] A. S. Kronfeld,

[arXiv:1007.1444 [hep-ph]].

[9] G. C. Donald, C. T. H. Davies, E. Follana, A. S. Kronfeld, Phys. Rev. D84, 054504 (2011). [arXiv:1106.2412 [heplat]].

[10] See, for example, Section 4.3 in I. Montvay and G. Munster, “Quantum Fields on a Lattice,” Cambridge University Press (Cambridge, UK, 1994); and Section 4.5 in H. J. Rothe, World Sci. Lect. Notes Phys. 59, 1 (1997).

[11] See, for example, Appendices D and E in [6]. [12] See Appendix B in [6].

[13] G. P. Lepage, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 60A, 267 (1998) [arXiv:hep-lat/9707026].

[14] J. F. Lagae and D. K. Sinclair, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl.

63, 892 (1998) [arXiv:hep-lat/9709035]; Phys. Rev. D 59, 014511 (1998) [arXiv:hep-lat/9806014].

[15] G. P. Lepage, Phys. Rev. D 59, 074502 (1999) [arXiv:hep-lat/9809157].

[16] The overall phase in Sμ(p) does not result in finite a errors. It disappears if the blocked field is associated with the center of the hypercube rather than xB , one of its corners.

[17] With only a little extra work, one can show that Eq. (21) is exact if ap^2_μ is replaced by (1 − cos(2pa))/2a, which is the same momentum dependence found in the canonical staggered-quark analysis. It is also easy to show that the spin-taste structure here is γ5 ⊗ ξ5ξμ, just as in the staggered-quark analysis; the relation between naivequark and staggered-quark tastes given in (C7) of [6] is useful for showing this.

[18] For a discussion directly in terms of staggered quarks, see S. R. Sharpe, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 34, 403 (1994) [arXiv:hep-lat/9312009]; and S. R. Sharpe, arXiv:hep-ph/9412243.

[19] This follows immediately from Eq. (E2) in Appendix E of [6]. This equation shows the most general quark bilinear that is invariant under doubling transformations. Only those operators with no factor of (−1)^{s·x/a} (i.e., those with s = s = 0) are translation invariant and therefore acceptable in a naive-quark action.

[20] The most thorough analysis is in E. Follana, A. Hart, C. T. H. Davies and Q. Mason [HPQCD Collaboration], Phys. Rev. D 72, 054501 (2005) [arXiv:hep-lat/0507011]. The errors are measured by the sizes of the near-zero-mode eigenvalues (Fig. 6), and by the splittings between eigenvalues within the clusters of four that appear in the spectrum (Fig. 10). The data is cleanest for the FAT7×ASQ action (approximately the same as the HISQ action), and in each of the five cases studied the errors increase slightly faster than a^2 with increasing a. It would require a rather unlikely conspiracy to reconcile all of these results with a linear dependence on a.

[21] See [6] for recent data. The very large suppression of taste splitting in the pions resulted from smearing of the gluon operators in the quark action. Such smearing obviously suppresses the exchange of highly virtual gluons, but has no impact on the O(a) terms like that in Eq. (1). The fact that smearing the gluons dramatically reduced the observed taste splittings is striking evidence that gluon exchange is the only mechanism for taste mixing.