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Abstract

This paper fires the opening salvo in the systematic construction of the lattice-
continuum correspondence, a precise dictionary that describes the emergence of contin-
uum quantum theories from finite, nonperturbatively defined models (“lattice theories”).
Here the focus will be on quantum field theory in (0 + 1)D, i.e. quantum mechanics.
The main conceptual achievement is an explicit and systematic procedure for reducing
a theory with a large but finite Hilbert space to a subtheory in which wavefunctions
satisfy prescribed smoothness and compactness constraints. This reduction, here named
taming, in effect defines quantum mechanics on a continuum target space. When appro-
priate lattice theories are tamed, many familiar continuum notions explicitly emerge,
e.g. canonical commutation relations, contact terms in correlation functions, continuous
spacetime symmetries, and supersymmetry algebras. All of these are thus “put on the
lattice” using the present framework. This analysis also leads to further insights into old
subjects: for example, it is proven that any supersymmetric lattice theory must have a
vanishing Witten index.
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1 Introductions

1.1 This series

This is the first paper in a series devoted to general aspects of the lattice-continuum corre-
spondence in quantum field theory (QFT). The agenda of this series is to study a number
of lattice theories (more precisely, quantum systems with Hilbert spaces of large but finite
dimension) and to rigorously demonstrate how their subsystems, when judiciously chosen,
exhibit emergent continuum behavior.

Understanding QFT from such a “finitary” point of view is immediately relevant to sim-
ulating strongly interacting quantum systems, either numerically or experimentally. Such
an undertaking is also significant from a purely theoretical standpoint: it engenders a new
perspective on the foundations of QFT, leads to rigorous nonperturbative definitions without
invoking the often-forbidding machinery of functional analysis, and provides blueprints for
constructing various new toy models. These formal matters will be the focus of this series.

To better understand the perspective offered here, it is helpful to briefly recall some
fundamental ideas of modern QFT. Ever since lattice gauge theories afforded us a deep un-
derstanding of confinement and a springboard to numerically exploring hitherto intractable
continuum field theories [1], a significant amount of work in high energy physics has been
devoted to the interplay of lattice and continuum theories. Parallel developments in the
condensed matter and statistical mechanics communities focused on using field-theoretic
techniques to analyze specific lattice systems; see e.g. [2, 3]. Over the years, these strands of
research coalesced into a beautiful intellectual edifice. Its main tenet is that theories on very
large lattices can be divided into universality classes, so that all theories in the same class
have the same long-distance behavior: operator content, correlation functions, symmetries,
spectral properties, and so on. These universal data can be extracted from individual lattice
theories, often with the help of renormalization group techniques. Within each universality
class, the universal data are then understood to be encoded by a continuum QFT (cQFT).
A cQFT is defined without explicit reference to any underlying lattice structure, as a collec-
tion of interdependent functions that assign numbers to manifolds, so that e.g. a partition
function maps a spacetime to a real number, and a correlation function maps a collection of
spacetime points to a complex number. Thus defined, cQFTs are useful because some of them
obey stringent consistency conditions that allow us to infer a lot about them from relatively
little input. Well known examples include theories with conformal symmetry, topological in-
variance, or supersymmetry. Within this Weltanschauung, particular lattice theories take a
back seat: we focus on them only insofar as they allow us to extract universal data contained
in some cQFT of interest.
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The problem with this grand edifice is that its foundation is not solid. Understanding
individual lattice theories is feasible only in some special cases. When interactions are strong
on the lattice, it is usually impossible to find any universal data. In fact, generic lattice
theories will not admit any continuum description. Conversely, understanding cQFTs without
a lot of special structure is notoriously difficult, and relatively little can be done with a generic
theory defined in an axiomatic framework [4–6]. In particular, it is often impossible to “work
backwards” and identify a single lattice theory that could give rise to the desired universal
data. In short, if the lattice-continuum correspondence is viewed as a map from lattice
theories to cQFTs, the problem is that we understand neither the domain nor the range of
this map. It should come as no surprise that we also understand little about how individual
lattice states and operators map to continuum ones. This severely curtails our ability to
understand — or even contemplate! — the microscopic details of our world.

Not all is doom and gloom, of course. Here are some general lessons we do know about
the lattice-continuum correspondence:

• Lattice theories that are near a second-order phase transition (in parameter space) have
continuum descriptions. At these points the correlation lengths of lattice operators are
huge, and the corresponding correlation functions are insensitive to most small changes
in the microscopics, like moving an operator insertion by a few lattice spacings. The
corresponding cQFTs are conformal field theories and their deformations that slightly
break the conformal invariance [7, 8].

• Lattice theories with vanishing correlation lengths also admit continuum descriptions.
The corresponding cQFTs are topological field theories or their cousins, symmetry-
protected topological orders [9].

• In general, a symmetry of a cQFT may be emergent, and the corresponding lattice
theory need not exhibit it. However, if a cQFT has an anomalous symmetry, any
corresponding lattice theory must have this symmetry [10], and the symmetry must
not be “on-site” [11]. A particularly famous incarnation of this phenomenon is the no-
go theorem prohibiting lattice theories from having an on-site axial symmetry [12,13].

The goal of this series of papers is to extend these lessons by explicitly constructing
instances of the lattice-continuum correspondence. The principal strategy is to work with lat-
tice theories without focusing on correlation/partition functions as carriers of universal data.
Instead, the focus will be on subsectors of lattice Hilbert spaces, or of lattice operator alge-
bras, in which certain natural continuum rules hold up to an explicitly specified precision.
Trading eminently physical workhorses (like correlation functions) for more abstract kine-
matic objects (like operator algebras) in order to track the emergence of continuum physics
from a lattice will be the main conceptual novelty of these papers.
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This approach will prove fruitful. This series will answer some old questions of the type
“how to put X on a lattice?”, where X includes chiral theories, supersymmetry, Chern-
Simons theory, and more. Some of these questions have been the focus of lattice theorists
for decades, the main goal being to numerically study phenomenon X. A caveat emptor is
in order: the answers provided here will be rather elegant, but the resulting lattice theories
will not necessarily be efficiently simulable.

It will also be pertinent to ask about the opposite direction: what interesting constraints
on the space of cQFTs follow from requiring them to encode universal data of finite theories?
The context here is that a cQFT typically depends on many parameters — various couplings,
background fields, the size and curvature of the underlying spacetime — and so a given cQFT
should be understood to calculate the universal data of a particular lattice theory only if its
parameters satisfy certain constraints. This way the cQFT is viewed as an effective theory,
with parameter constraints that depend, at the very least, on the scale set by the lattice
spacing.1 Remarkably, novel constraints on cQFT parameters can be proven by demanding
that the lattice-continuum correspondence hold. For instance, one basic lesson demonstrated
here will be that, in any spacetime dimension, a scalar cQFT that encodes data of a finite
theory must be an effective QFT that features at least two distinct scales.

The methods developed in this series extend those of two earlier papers that studied
the lattice-continuum correspondence of fermionic theories in (1 + 1)D [14, 15]. The crucial
ingredient of that analysis was the fact that continuum operators must be smooth functions of
the spatial coordinates. In other words, a continuum regime can be identified as the subspace
of a finite theory in which operators at nearby lattice points are constrained to differ by small
amounts. This constraint was straightforward to implement for pure fermions. In theories
with bosons or more exotic particles, the construction is analogous but much more involved.
This will be described in the present series, in multiple installments of increasing complexity.

Each part of this series will primarily focus on the lattice-continuum correspondence
in a definite spacetime dimension. The emphasis will always be on constructing emergent
continuum QFTs directly from lattice theories. This paper will lay the groundwork and
construct models of quantum mechanics with continuous target spaces starting from models
with discrete target spaces.2 The next installment will unite target space and position space
continuity, leading to a construction of 2D scalar continuum theories [16]. Part 3 will gener-
alize these constructions to 3D and will show how to include gauge fields [17], and in Part 4
these lessons will be extended to 4D and nonabelian target spaces [18].

1For example, a cQFT may be used to calculate the universal part of the thermal free energy of a lattice
theory, as long as the temperature is much smaller than the energy scale set by the lattice spacing.

2Lattice QFTs are usually allowed to have infinite-dimensional (continuous) target spaces, but in this
series the term “lattice theory” will more narrowly refer only to theories with a finite-dimensional Hilbert
space. In other words, both the real space and the target space must be discrete in a lattice theory. In this
paper, the real space will consist of a single point.
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1.2 This paper

Quantum field theory in 0 + 1 spacetime dimensions is just ordinary quantum mechanics
(QM). It is easy to visualize: simply picture a single quantum particle moving on a target
space, which can be either discrete (like vertices of a graph) or continuous (like a manifold).
States labeled by different positions of the particle on the target are all mutually orthogonal.

QM is normally not associated with the kind of divergent behavior that is well known
in higher-dimensional QFT. Nevertheless, its Hilbert space can be infinite-dimensional, and
this is enough for subtleties to creep in. A simple example is supplied by the free particle
moving on a real line, whose Hamiltonian is the unbounded operator

H = − 1

2m

d2

dx2
. (1.1)

This theory has no well defined energy eigenstates. Of course, all physicists are inured to
the existence of nonnormalizable states, but let us reflect for a second: here is a theory with
a well defined energy spectrum but without any energy eigenstates. How is such a theory
different from a theory with well defined energy eigenstates?

One way to answer this question is to hark back to the idea that continuum theories
encode the universal data of lattice theories, as outlined in Subsection 1.1. In this paper, a
lattice theory is any QM theory whose target space is a finite set; conversely, a continuum
theory (cQM for short) has a manifold as the target space. If this manifold is noncompact, like
R, the states describable by this cQM all have continuous and normalizable wavefunctions.
Roughly, they are universal — insensitive to both short- and long-distance behavior.

With this distinction in mind, the free particle (1.1) can be understood as a cQM that
corresponds to a lattice theory in which none of the energy eigenstates are universal. Indeed,
if the particle on the line is viewed as an approximation of a particle freely hopping along a
discrete array of K � 1 sites, there will exist no eigenstate which is supported on less than
O(K) sites. In other words, no eigenstate will be insensitive to the long-distance properties
of the lattice. From this perspective, the fact that the free particle cQM has no energy
eigenstates is actually unsurprising: a generic theory with a K-dimensional state space would
also have no universal energy eigenstates. In fact, the free particle onK sites is special because
its low-energy spectrum is universal, given by E(p) = p2

2m
for p ∈ R. A generic lattice theory

would show even less structure than that.

The above discussion is a very, very rough sketch of the approach taken in this paper.
Indeed, the goal of the present paper is to make such an analysis of universality totally
precise. This will in turn lead to a constructive definition of continuum quantum mechanics
that refers only to a finite theory.
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Concretely, this paper will work with discretized versions of flat, one-dimensional target
spaces. All lattice models presented here can be viewed as versions of a quantum particle
moving on a ring of K sites in the presence of some potential. Such systems are often called
qudits or clock models. Among their possible Hamiltonians, particular emphasis will be given
to those whose universal data are captured by four simple models of cQM: the free particles
on a circle and an infinite line, the harmonic oscillator, and the supersymmetric harmonic
oscillator. These are going to be the four universality classes of interest.

For lattice theories in each of these four classes, this paper will identify subalgebras of
operators that approximate the algebras of appropriate continuum theories. Any desired
accuracy can be achieved by varying K and parameters of the subalgebras. An important
aspect of this subalgebra-identification procedure is that it is the same for all lattice models.
In fact, the procedure can be thought of as a generalization of the renormalization group
(RG) in the following sense. The core idea of RG is to integrate out all degrees of freedom
at high spatial momenta, which is equivalent to restricting to a subalgebra of operators that
act only on low-momentum degrees of freedom. The decimations proposed here are also
restrictions to subalgebras. However, instead of choosing them to contain operators of low
spatial momentum (which is not a concept readily available in QM anyway), the subalgebras
are defined to contain only operators that preserve certain desirable traits of wavefunctions.

Two wavefunction traits will be used: smoothness and compactness. Both are defined
relative to a specific basis of states labeled by target space positions. Let |eiφ〉 be these
basis vectors, with φ = 2π

K
n for n = 1, . . . , K. Then a state |ψ〉 has a smooth wavefunction

ψ(φ) ≡
〈
eiφ|ψ

〉
if ∣∣ψ (φ+ 2π

K

)
− ψ(φ)

∣∣ < δS (1.2)

for some 1/K � δS � 1. Further, a wavefunction will be called compact if

|ψ(φ)| = 0 whenever
∣∣φ− φcl

∣∣ > δC, (1.3)

for some fixed φcl and 1/K � δC � 1. (Note that ψ(φ + 2π) = ψ(φ) holds at all times.)
Smoothness can be interpreted as compactness in the natural Fourier space corresponding to
the basis elements {|eiφ〉}. A wavefunction that is both smooth and compact will be called
tame.3 Operators that preserve smooth or tame subspaces will form the Ersatz continuum
algebras advertised above. Indeed, imposing the constraint (1.2) on a lattice QM will be
taken to define the appropriate cQM.

3Another appropriate term for tame states is “coherent,” as their wavefunctions are wavepackets localized
both in the target space and in the associated momentum space. However, this word may trigger unwanted
associations with the process of decoherence, as well as with other constructions of coherent states in finite-
dimensional Hilbert spaces, and so it will not be used here. The space of tame wavefunctions is a lattice
version of a Schwartz space, i.e. a space of smooth rapidly decreasing functions. The archetypical Schwartz
function is a Gaussian, and indeed many tame wavefunctions encountered here will be lattice Gaussians.
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The definition of cQM that was sketched above will be presented in detail in Section 2.
The working examples will be the universality classes of the free particle on the line and the
circle. The main lesson is that the effective cQM of a particle on a one-dimensional target
space must be defined using two cutoffs, if the target is compact, or three cutoffs if the target
is not compact. Canonical position and momentum operators will then emerge from their
discrete counterparts after a projection to the appropriate (smooth or tame) subalgebra.

Before proceeding with more involved examples, Section 3 will briefly describe how this
construction of cQM touches on several other bodies of work. This will be a collection of
basic ideas that may each develop into a separate research project over time.

In Section 4, these simple-minded considerations will be applied to the nontrivial ques-
tion of the emergence of the most famous interacting cQM, the simple harmonic oscillator
(SHO), from a specific lattice model with a finite Hilbert space. This instructive exercise
will precisely identify the subspace in which the continuum description holds. In addition,
it will be shown that there exist simple lattice theories whose low-energy spectra include
both continuum SHO eigenstates and nonsmooth wavefunctions that one might have naïvely
excluded from low-energy considerations.

Analogous issues in the path integral formulation will be discussed in Section 5. Restrict-
ing to smooth wavefunctions in the canonical formalism translates to precise requirements on
the jaggedness of trajectories that are summed over in the path integral. These constraints in
turn determine when calculating path integrals can be reduced to doing Gaussian integrals.
The cutoffs formulated in the previous Sections imply the existence of a critical temperature
above which all control over the path integral is lost. This is the quantum-mechanical analog
of a “roughening transition” that will be explored in more detail later in this series.

In Sections 2–4, everything was happening on a single time slice. As path integrals come
with an in-built lattice structure in the temporal direction, Section 5 will also define temporal
smoothing, which will be the key ingredient in actually calculating path integrals.

Prior to defining supersymmetric quantum theories, Section 6 will discuss the QM of
a single fermionic degree of freedom. This simple theory admits no continuum limit, as its
Hilbert space is two-dimensional. Nevertheless, its path integral will prove to be a tractable
and nontrivial example of temporal smoothing, which will here be shown to give rise to
contact terms in cQFT correlation functions.

Finally, supersymmetric QM models will be studied in Section 7. The highlight of this
Section is the proof of a version of the fermion doubling theorem: the Witten index [19] of
any finite supersymmetric theory must be zero. As an example, natural lattice versions of
the supersymmetric SHO will be shown to contain (at least) two copies of the continuum
theory. More generally, this means that any quantum theory — in particular, any QFT —
that is both supersymmetric and fully UV-finite must have at least two degenerate vacua.
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2 The clock algebra and its restrictions

2.1 Clock and shift operators

The stage upon which this paper is set is a Hilbert space H whose dimension is a finite, but
possibly very large, integer K. The elements of any orthonormal basis of this space can be
visualized as K points arranged in a circle. Fix one such basis, and let its elements be |eiφ〉,
where

φ ≡ 2π

K
n for 1 ≤ n ≤ K. (2.1)

The set A of all operators acting on H is isomorphic to the algebra of complex matrices
CK×K . Schwinger [20] was the first to emphasize, if not to discover, that the algebra A is
naturally generated by unitary operators X and Z that act as

Z|eiφ〉 = eiφ|eiφ〉, X|eiφ〉 = |ei(φ−dφ)〉, (2.2)

where
dφ ≡ 2π

K
. (2.3)

In other words, the set of all possible products of X and Z contains precisely K2 operators
that span the algebra A. These two generators obey

XK = ZK = 1, XZ = ei dφZX. (2.4)

Any operators satisfying these relations are said to form a clock algebra. In accordance with
their action (2.2) in the chosen basis, Z will be called a clock operator, and X a shift operator.
In the simple case K = 2, X and Z are the familiar Pauli matrices.

There is an obvious parallel between the clock/shift operators and the more familiar posi-
tion/momentum operators. In fact, at least when K � 1, it is extremely tempting to define
Hermitian operators −i logZ and −i logX as the canonical position and momentum variables
found in a continuum theory of a quantum particle moving on a circle. Unfortunately, due to
the finiteness of the Hilbert space, these operators do not obey the canonical commutation
relations. (Indeed, there exist no matrices A and B that satisfy [A,B] = i1, as the trace of
the l.h.s. is always zero while the trace of the r.h.s. is always nonzero.) More finesse is needed
to move from the clock algebra to the continuum.

A useful example is the free clock model, given by the Hamiltonian

H =
1

2(dφ)2

(
2−X −X†

)
. (2.5)
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The overall scaling does not influence the physics, but it will simplify future formulæ. This
theory describes a quantum particle freely hopping between neighboring sites of the ZK
target space. The Hamiltonian is diagonal in the eigenbasis of the shift operator X, whose
eigenstates are

|p〉 ≡ 1√
K

2π∑
φ= dφ

eiφp|eiφ〉, −K
2
≤ p <

K

2
. (2.6)

The integer labels p will simply be called momenta in this paper, since there is no way to
confuse them with spatial momenta found in higher dimensions. The clock and shift operators
act on the shift eigenstates as

Z|p〉 = |p+ 1〉, X|p〉 = eip dφ|p〉, (2.7)

with
∣∣p = −K

2

〉
≡
∣∣p = K

2

〉
. Their energies are

Ep =
1

(dφ)2
(1− cos p dφ). (2.8)

At |p| � K, the spectrum can be expressed as

Ep =
1

2
p2
[
1 +O

(
p2/K2

)]
, (2.9)

and in particular it is independent of K at leading order.

The disappearance of K at low momenta suggests that this part of the spectrum is
universal, i.e. that it can be captured by a cQM. Indeed, up to irrelevant prefactors, the
spectrum is the same as that of the free particle on a line (1.1), except here p takes quantized
values — precisely what one expects in a continuum theory of a particle on a circle. However,
the majority of states in the spectrum have p ∼ K and their energies are not universal.4

The energy eigenfunctions

ψp(φ) ≡ 1√
K

eiφp, φ = ndφ, 1 ≤ n ≤ K (2.10)

are also universal at |p| � K. In this context, this just means that they can be rescaled and
reinterpreted as slowly varying, square-integrable wavefunctions on the unit circle,

ψ
c
p(φ) ≡ 1√

dφ
ψp(φ) =

1√
2π

eiφp, φ ∈ [0, 2π). (2.11)

4An interesting almost-exception are states with |p±K/2| � K, whose energies depend onK only through
an additive constant. This means that these can also be captured by a cQM, but there is no cQM that can
capture both edges of the spectrum, as they are separated by a nonuniversal rift.

10



2.2 The smooth subalgebra

The notions of universality used in the previous Subsection were somewhat qualitative. In
order to precisely talk about continuum theories and their wavefunctions, it is first necessary
to decide on a set of axioms that cQMs have to satisfy. This is a rather delicate business
when working directly in the continuum, as it requires introducing the theory of distributions,
unbounded operators, von Neumann algebras, etc [21, 22]. The present approach will be
significantly more elementary. Instead of being concerned with reproducing a set of formal
continuum axioms, it is possible to start from the finite clock algebra (2.4) and restrict it to
a natural subalgebra that preserves the space of wavefunctions that smoothly vary along the
clock positions. It will then turn out that all features of a cQM that may be relevant to a
physicist are contained in this smoothness-preserving (or just “smooth”) subalgebra. Indeed,
as advertised in Subsection 1.2, this paper will take the stance that cQM theories can be
defined via appropriate restrictions of clock algebras with K � 1. The comparison of this
approach to more conventional ones will be discussed in Subsection 3.3.

The key idea of this construction comes from the free clock model, in which (as just shown
in Subsection 2.1) a restriction to low momenta corresponds to a restriction to the universal
part of the theory. With this in mind, define the smooth subspace

HS ≡ span{|p〉}−pS≤p<pS
, (2.12)

for 1 � pS � K. The basis vectors |p〉 are given by the eigenstates (2.6) of the free theory
(2.5), but this definition will be used to define smooth subspaces in a much wider class of
interacting theories. The quantity pS is the second of the three cutoffs that were advertised
in the Introduction (the first one is, of course, K).

It is very convenient to work with smooth clock states

|eiϕ〉 ≡ 1√
2pS

pS−1∑
p=−pS

e−ipϕ|p〉, ϕ ≡ 2π

2pS

n, 1 ≤ n ≤ 2pS. (2.13)

In terms of original clock eigenstates, smooth states are smeared over blocks of ∼ K
2pS

sites,

|eiϕ〉 =
2π∑

φ= dφ

fϕ, φ|eiφ〉, fϕ, φ ≡
1√

2pSK

pS−1∑
p=−pS

e−ip(ϕ−φ) =
2i√

2pSK

sin pS(φ− ϕ)

ei(φ−ϕ) − 1
. (2.14)

It will also be convenient to define the smearing angle

dϕ ≡ 2π

2pS

� dφ. (2.15)
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In terms of operators, defining an appropriate smooth algebra is slightly subtle. The
naïve choice is to simply take all 2pS× 2pS submatrices that act on HS. However, this is not
a unital subalgebra of the original algebra A, i.e. it does not contain the identity operator.
Roughly speaking, no system described by a nonunital algebra can evolve unitarily, and so
the smooth subsystem described by the naïve subalgebra would turn out pathological. To
circumvent this issue, define the smooth subalgebra AS to consist of all operators in A that
have the form ( . . . ) 2pS×2pS

0

0 diag
( . . . )

(K−2pS)×(K−2pS)

 , (2.16)

where the states outside HS (red entries) are in the momentum basis. In other words, the
basis elements of AS are obtained by projecting

Xn 7→ Xn, Zp 7→ (Zp)S (2.17)

in all the operators XnZp, 1 ≤ n, p ≤ K, that form the basis of the K2-dimensional vector
space over C that is the algebra A. This projection, which will also be called smoothing,
leaves all powers of the shift operators X invariant, but projects all powers of clock operators
Z to the space of operators of the form (2.16). In particular, it is simple to check that
(Zp)S = 0 for 2pS ≤ |p| ≤ K − 2pS. The resulting algebra is a vector space of complex
dimension (2pS)2 +K − 2pS.

The smooth algebra AS can be viewed as the set of all operators that act on

ĤS ≡ HS ⊕

[−pS−1⊕
p=pS

span{|p〉}

]
. (2.18)

All the Hilbert spaces in the bracket are one-dimensional. Somewhat nonstandardly, the
direct sum is used to indicate the existence of different superselection sectors.5

In general, smoothing does not commute with multiplication, i.e.

(Zp1+p2)S 6= (Zp1)S(Zp2)S, (2.19)

though in many cases the two sides may agree. For instance, for any p < K − 2pS, one has
(Zp)S = (ZS)p. On the other hand, for example, 1 =

(
Z†Z

)
S
6=
(
Z†
)

S
ZS. The important

lesson is that there exist two different ways to define a product between two smooth operators,
depending on whether one smoothes before or after multiplying the matrices.

5This smooth subalgebra is a slight refinement of certain types of subalgebras that were recently used to
quantify target space entanglement in quantum mechanics [23–25]. In particular, [25] considered subalgebras
of operators of the form (2.16) but with a one-dimensional center: any operator in their subalgebra was
expressible as a direct sum of some 2pS × 2pS matrix and a (K − 2pS)× (K − 2pS) identity matrix.
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The physical meaning of smoothing is evident in the clock basis. Any wavefunction of a
state in HS can be written as a linear combination of momentum-basis wavefunctions (2.10)

ψ(φ) =

pS−1∑
p=−pS

αp ψp(φ) =
1√
K

pS−1∑
p=−pS

αp eiφp, with
pS−1∑
p=−pS

|α2
p| = 1. (2.20)

Such a wavefunction is smooth, in the precise sense that

ψ(φ+ dφ) =

pS−1∑
p=−pS

αp eiφp (1 + ip dφ+O
(
p2

S/K
2
))
≈ ψ(φ) +

i dφ√
K

pS−1∑
p=−pS

pαp eiφp. (2.21)

The ratio of the two momentum cutoffs, pS/K, controls the smoothness of wavefunctions. It
is important to stress that a generic lattice QM has no comparable requirement on wave-
functions: they are allowed to be arbitrarily jagged, even in the limit K � 1.

It is convenient to define a formal derivative as a map that acts on an exponential function
as

∂̂φeiφp ≡ ip eiφp. (2.22)

Then the smoothness condition (2.21) can be written as

ψ(φ+ dφ) ≈ ψ(φ) + ∂̂φψ(φ) dφ. (2.23)

In other words, restricting toHS can be understood as imposing a constraint, or superselection
rule, that all wavefunctions have formal derivatives (which correspond to multiplication by ip
in momentum space) equal to discrete derivatives (which are defined as differences in position
space), at least to leading order in pS/K:

∂φψ(φ) ≡ 1

dφ
(ψ(φ+ dφ)− ψ(φ)) ≈ ∂̂φψ(φ). (2.24)

Within the smooth subspace it also makes sense to focus on the momentum operator

P ≡ X −X†

2i dφ
. (2.25)

(It is unchanged by smoothing, PS = P .) This operator acts on a smooth clock state as

P |eiϕ〉 =

pS−1∑
p=−pS

eiϕp
√

2pS

sin(p dφ)

dφ
|p〉 =

1√
2pS

pS−1∑
p=−pS

p
(
1 +O(pS

K
)
)
eiϕp|p〉 ≈ −i∂̂ϕ|eiϕ〉. (2.26)

It is thus only within HS that X can be thought of as an exponential of the derivative.
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2.3 The tame subalgebra

The previous Subsection considered a space of smooth wavefunctions on a circle, with an
algebra of operators constructed in such a way that no operator can destroy the smoothness.
It is also possible to start from a clock model and define the space of smooth wavefunctions
with support on a line, i.e. on a set of clock positions that approximates the tangent space
constructed at a particular point of the target. The projection to this subspace will be called
taming. It is defined as smoothing followed by a projection to a set of smooth states where
ϕ is restricted to an interval whose size is much smaller than the circle length (2π). The
resulting space of states is the tame subspace of the clock model,

HT ≡ span
{
|eiϕ〉

}
−ϕT≤ϕ<ϕT

. (2.27)

The idea is that this space contains only small and smooth fluctuations around ϕ = 0. The
maximal size of these flucuations, ϕT, is the third small parameter of a cQM. It is chosen to
fit into the hierarchy of scales

1� ϕT � dϕ� dφ. (2.28)

It is also useful to define the ratio
nT ≡

ϕT

dϕ
(2.29)

so that dimHT = 2nT. The hierarchy of cutoffs (2.28) can then be expressed as the hierarchy
of Hilbert space dimensions,

dimH = K � dimHS = 2pS � dimHT = 2nT � 1. (2.30)

All tame states have low momenta, by construction. It is possible to define a set of states
that are not necessarily smooth but in which the clock position φ is restricted to a certain
interval. This would give rise to the subspace of compact wavefunctions, defined as

HC ≡ span
{
|eiφ〉

}
−φC≤φ<φC

. (2.31)

This construction will not be of interest in this paper; all compact wavefunctions that will
be considered will also be smooth, and hence they will be tame.

It is also possible to choose a subspace of small fluctuations around some nonzero position
ϕcl. Moreover, the smooth space HS can be reduced to a direct sum over many (∼ pS/nT)
tame subspaces, each describing tame fluctuations around a different background ϕcl. This
will be the basis of algebraically defining certain solitonic field configurations in higher di-
mensions.

14



The unital subalgebra of tameness-preserving operators AT, or simply the tame subalge-
bra, can again be defined to contain those operators that preserve the extension of the tame
space HT,

ĤT ≡ HT ⊕

[−ϕT−dϕ⊕
ϕ=ϕT

span{|eiϕ〉}

]
⊕

[−pS−1⊕
p=pS

span{|p〉}

]
. (2.32)

Now consider the projections from AS to AT,

(Xn)S = Xn 7→ (Xn)T, (Zp)S 7→ (Zp)T. (2.33)

This taming removes all smooth elements of Xn that are outside the 2nT × 2nT block corre-
sponding to states in HT. Clock operators are also not spared: their taming is the projection
to the HT block plus the 2pS − 2nT diagonal terms in the smooth subspace. For example,
some explicit expressions for simple tame operators are

ZT =



[
1− 1

2pS

]
e−iϕT 1

2pS
e−iϕT

. . .
1

2pS
ei(ϕT−dϕ)

[
1− 1

2pS

]
ei(ϕT−dϕ)[

1− 1
2pS

]
eiϕT 0

. . .

0
[
1− 1

2pS

]
e−i(ϕT+dϕ)

0
. . .

0



, (2.34)

XT ≈



1− i dφ
2

− dφ
dϕ − dφ

(2nT−1)dϕ
dφ
dϕ 1− i dφ

2
. . .

dφ
(2nT−1)dϕ 1− i dφ

2

0
. . .

0

eipSdφ

. . .
e−i(pS+1)dφ



. (2.35)
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As before, red matrix elements correspond to the nonsmooth states, with basis vectors
chosen to be shift eigenstates |p〉. Blue matrix elements correspond to the smooth but
untamed states; the 2pS × 2pS block of black and blue entries is in the basis of smooth clock
states |eiϕ〉. The signs of off-diagonal elements in the 2nT × 2nT block alternate over both
columns and rows, which is not apparent from the entries shown. The only Taylor expansion
here is in dϕ in the off-diagonal terms of XT. Note, finally, that ZS is nilpotent and hence
not diagonalizable, and so it is impossible to define a taming that leaves ZS diagonal the
same way X had remained invariant under smoothing.

Within the tame subspace it is natural to discuss both the momentum and position
operators in their familiar cQM forms. The momentum operator P , defined in (2.25), after
taming acts as

PT|eiϕ〉 ≈ −i∂̂ϕ|eiϕ〉 (2.36)

only as long as |ϕ| � ϕT. The reason is that the original operator P , which acts as a formal
derivative on all smooth states, would take any smooth state out of the “tangent space”
−ϕT ≤ ϕ < ϕT after sufficiently many applications — something PT is not allowed to do.
Thus PT must fail to act as a formal derivative in some states. It is also not difficult to use
the explicit form (2.35) to verify that the matrix PT is in no way approximately equal to a
discrete derivative operator when acting on the edges of the tame subspace.

The position operator

Q ≡ Z − Z†

2i
(2.37)

after taming acts as
QT|eiϕ〉 ≈ ϕ|eiϕ〉 (2.38)

on all states in HT. More generally, this operator acts on the smooth subspace HS as

QT|eiϕ〉 ≈ sinϕ|eiϕ〉. (2.39)

When computing the higher powers (Qp)T, the above approximate expressions are insufficient;
off-diagonal elements will become relevant as p is increased.

The commutator of the tame position and momentum operators, [QT, PT], is a matrix
whose upper 2nT× 2nT block has ±i on all off-diagonal entries, with zeroes on the diagonal.
This is a far cry from the canonical commutation relation of the form [q, p] = i1. However,

[Q,P ]T =

(
i
4

+O(dφ)

)(
(Z + Z†)(X +X†)

)
T

(2.40)

satisfies [Q,P ]T|eiϕ〉 ≈ i cosϕ|eiϕ〉 ≈ i|eiϕ〉 when acting on |eiϕ〉 ∈ HT. This is the canonical
commutator. To get this result, it is imperative to multiply the operators before taming.
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3 Brief remarks on smoothing and taming

3.1 Renormalization and chaos in QM

The coarse-grainings described so far can be understood as an extension of Wilsonian RG
to QM. This extension is not unique. The issue is that the Wilsonian treatment is naturally
defined in momentum space of a QFT, where degrees of freedom living in Hilbert spaces
at high momenta can be integrated out to give effective low-momentum theories. In QM,
there is no spatial momentum, and an analogous coarse-graining of the target space is im-
possible because, generically, the target space does not decompose into a direct product over
momentum modes. In other words, a QM Hilbert space does not have any Fock structure.
Integrating out high-momentum degrees of freedom is not naturally defined in QM, and so
an alternative must be found. Section 2 presented one such alternative.

There exist other prescriptions for extending RG ideas to QM, e.g. [26,27]. In particular,
the algebraic approach presented here can be contrasted with earlier attempts in the same
direction [23,28], in which the idea was to decimate all the way down to an Abelian subalgebra
of operators and use the resulting density matrices as probes of spectral universality. That
philosophy is orthogonal to the current one. Here, the focus is on coarse-grainings that
give unitary, well defined quantum theories that exhibit continuum traits, while in the older
papers, the resulting theories were decidedly not unitary (in fact, a theory described by an
Abelian algebra is simply a theory of a classical probability distribution evolving in time).

This dichotomy highlights the fact that spectral universality, the mainstay of quantum
chaos, is not captured in full by continuum tools available in a clock model. To study quantum
chaos, it is necessary to coarse-grain down to a classical theory with a K-dimensional state
space and a K-dimensional operator algebra. To study the continuum limit of a lattice
theory, on the other hand, one focuses on a quantum theory with a ∼ pS-dimensional Hilbert
space and ∼ p2

S independent operators. At pS � K, the latter space is much smaller than
the former one, and consequently the continuum theory cannot be expected to capture all
aspects of spectral statistics. (This argument does not apply to theories of fermions, where
continuum descriptions are not reached by smoothing as described here; see Section 6.)

One facet of this observation is that the signatures of chaos captured by cQM (or cQFT)
probes are primarily perturbative ones, such as Lyapunov exponents describing the short-time
evolution of certain out-of-time-order correlation functions [29,30]. In modern parlance [31],
the continuum knows about the slope but not the ramp or the plateau in spectral form
factors. A provocative consequence of this line of thought is that any discussion of whether,
say, N = 4 super-Yang-Mills captures the plateau with or without disorder averaging may
be moot unless a completely finite lattice definition of the N = 4 theory is specified first.
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3.2 Flowing to the continuum

Smoothing and taming are two types of coarse-graining that can be defined in any clock
model. Like all algebraic decimations, they induce a map between density matrices: any
density matrix % can be mapped to a reduced density matrix %′ by projecting onto the
chosen subalgebra. If % is a thermal density matrix, then its reduction to %′ defines the
effective Hamiltonian H ′ that governs the unitary part of the evolution of degrees of freedom
described by the subalgebra. For more on this, see [32].

A special situation arises if there exists a set of energy eigenstates that all remain pure
after a reduction. Time evolution under the original Hamiltonian does not destroy the purity
of any state in this subspace. The pure subspace and its effective Hamiltonian thus form a
bona fide quantum theory on their own. The coarse-graining can then be said to cause the
original theory to flow to this new one. In most natural examples, this invariant subspace
lies at the edge of the spectrum, and so it is common to refer to the corresponding subtheory
as a “low-energy theory.” When expressed in a natural position space, however, the effective
Hamiltonian of this subtheory may look very different from the original one. This paragraph
is, of course, simply a précis of the Wilsonian renormalization group (RG) ideas, formulated
slightly more abstractly than is usual.

Flowing, in the narrow sense defined above, is different from merely restricting to a
continuum theory, as described in Section 2. In fact, the notion of a flow introduces a useful
distinction between the kinds of cQMs one can get by restricting to the Ersatz continuum
subalgebras AS/T. If smoothing or taming do cause a clock model to flow to a new quantum
theory, then the cQM has universal eigenstates. If there is no energy subspace invariant
under the desired decimation, i.e. if there is no flow to a properly defined theory, the cQM
still exists, but it must be like (1.1): an incomplete theory without well defined eigenstates.

The free clock model (2.5) illustrates these ideas well. Smoothing preserves a 2pS-dimen-
sional energy eigenspace — all of HS. In the natural position basis, given by the smooth
clock states {|eiϕ〉}, the effective Hamiltonian acts as

H ′|eiϕ〉 ≈ −1

2
∂̂2
ϕ|eiϕ〉, (3.1)

with corrections suppressed by O(p2
S/K

2). This is the Hamiltonian of a free particle in the
continuum, cf. (1.1), but with the condition ϕ ≡ ϕ+2π. On the other hand, taming does not
preserve the purity of any energy eigenstate. This means that the free clock model flows to a
cQM on a circle, but not to a cQM on a line; it is impossible to restrict to small fluctuations
while keeping the quantum theory fully defined. Section 4 will exhibit a clock model which
flows to a continuum theory under taming.
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3.3 Comparison to axiomatic approaches

As mentioned at the beginning of Subsection 2.2, there already exists an extensive operator-
algebraic machinery that provides a rigorous foundation for cQM without invoking a lattice.
How does the present approach compare?

A blitz summary of the conventional axiomatics could go as follows [21]. Given a target
manifold T (typically R or S1), first consider the space L2(T) of square-integrable functions
on T. Next, pick an operator ∆ on this space (typically a differential operator like H in
(1.1)). Then, define the domain of ∆ as the set Dom(∆) ⊆ L2(T) on which ∆ is well defined
(e.g. a set of smooth or differentiable functions on T). Finally, define the set Dom×(∆) of
complex functions on T that are not necessarily in L2(T) but that may be integrated against
any element of Dom(∆) to give a finite answer. Instead of talking of a single Hilbert space,
a cQM is then defined based on the so-called rigged Hilbert space

Dom(∆) ⊆ L2(T) ⊆ Dom×(∆). (3.2)

The “physical” wavefunctions — i.e. the states of the greatest interest to physicists — are con-
tained in Dom(∆). The other two spaces are needed to define the “unphysical” but logically
and computationally necessary wavefunctions, such as the nonnormalizable eigenfunctions
eipx of the derivative operator on R. It is the interplay between these three spaces, and the
operator algebras built upon them, that is the foundation of rigorous cQM.

It is instructive to compare the rigged Hilbert space to one sequence of lattice Hilbert
spaces defined in this paper,

HT ⊆ HC ⊆ H, (3.3)

where HT is the space of tame states, HC the space of compact states defined in (2.31), and
H the space of all possible states on the lattice target space. Taking this lattice to be a
fine discretization of the manifold T reveals both similarities and differences between this
structure and the rigged Hilbert space:

1. The defining feature of both L2(T) andHC is that their wavefunctions decay fast enough
outside of some subset of T.

2. Both Dom(∆) and HT are defined as spaces whose elements vary sufficiently slowly.

3. Unlike H, Dom×(∆) does not contain every imaginable function from T to C.

4. Dom(∆) and Dom×(∆) depend on an operator ∆ whose definition may be subtle,
especially if it includes a singular potential. The definition of HT and HC in terms of
H only depends on two integers.
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In short, the definition of a cQM proffered in Section 2 is not a facsimile of the standard
one, but it does exhibit significant structural similarities. The main conceptual difference
is that the starting point in the present definition is manifestly (hyper)finite, and therefore
easy to define. At no point is it necessary to prove the existence of the space H or its
subspaces, and all the details that were omitted in the above summary of cQM axioms —
say, the choice of the topology or measure on T that goes into the definition of L2(T), or
the precise definition of the operator ∆ — are either not needed or are naturally induced by
simple smoothing/taming procedures from the space H. Perhaps most importantly, from a
physicist’s point of view, the definition of cQM via smoothing never assumes that there exist
“unphysical” wavefunctions: all wavefunctions are on the same footing within the space H,
and states that become mixed upon coarse-graining are no more or less physically meaningful
than those that remain pure.

3.4 The quantum phase problem

Issues surrounding the fact that no matrices can satisfy [Q,P ] = i1 have historically fallen
under the header of “the quantum phase problem,” whose roots reach back to Dirac’s seminal
paper on the quantization of electromagnetic fields [33]. For more details, see [34, 35]. The
crux of the problem, as pointed out by Susskind and Glogower [36], is that ladder operators
a and a† of the harmonic oscillator — i.e. operators that satisfy [a, a†] = 1 — cannot be
written in terms of two Hermitian operators, the number n and the phase θ, via

a = n1/2eiθ, a† = n1/2e−iθ. (3.4)

In other words, there is tension between a quantum boson’s canonical commutation relations
and the fact that both n and θ are observables in classical electromagnetism. Much work has
been done to find acceptable phase operators in terms of the canonical operators a and a†.

This paper offers a very simple resolution of the quantum phase problem: since there exists
no finite quantum theory with canonical commutation relations, the requirement [a, a†] = 1

should be substituted by a much weaker one. Concretely, take a clock model and let

a ≡ Q+ iP√
2

, a† ≡ Q− iP√
2

, (3.5)

where Q and P are position and momentum operators from (2.37) and (2.25). These are
well defined operators that always admit the polar decomposition (3.4), and after taming
they obey [a, a†]T|eiϕ〉 ≈ |eiϕ〉. This highlights a deeper lesson: classical mechanics must be
understood as a particular limit of a cQM, and all lore about the correspondence principle
or the quantization of classical theories only makes sense in a continuum context.
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3.5 Signatures of finiteness in the continuum

The cQMs constructed via the coarse-grainings of Section 2 are effective theories, in the sense
described in the Introduction: they come with in-built scales set by the large integers K,
pS, and nT, and these scales set limits on the regime in which the continuum description is
valid. It is standard lore that an effective theory receives corrections near the boundary of its
domain of validity, regardless of whether the corrections come from a lattice theory or from a
continuum theory that RG-flows to the effective theory at hand. These corrections are most
obviously present when studying physics at high energies or temperatures, but they are also
detected by e.g. the long-time behavior of the spectral form factor [31], or by correlators of
a large number of operators [37].

Within QM, the implications of a UV cutoff — often styled as a “minimum length scale”
— have long been an object of study. (See e.g. [38,39] and references therein.) A ubiquitous
focal point of this body of work has been the analysis of UV corrections to the Heisenberg
uncertainty relations, or (conversely) of minimal lengths that are implied by modifying these
relations. This paper provides a few instructive lessons concerning these questions.

First, a trivial observation: if a cQM is defined by merely smoothing a lattice theory,
talking about canonical commutation relations (and hence about uncertainty relations) will
not be meaningful. To do so, it is necessary to tame, not just smoothe.

A more substantial statement is that in a cQM defined by taming a lattice theory, there
will exist three competing corrections to the canonical commutation relations. The commu-
tator [Q,P ]T, calculated in eq. (2.40), technically takes the form

[Q,P ]T = i
(

1 +O(ϕ2
T) +O(dϕ) +O

(
(dφ)2/(dϕ)2

) )
. (3.6)

The three correction terms can a priori have either sign, and therefore the task of proving
bounds on the absolute value of this commutator is not quite trivial.

Since ϕT � dϕ, it is somewhat natural to also assume ϕ2
T � dϕ and to drop the

O(dϕ) term (though note that this condition does not follow from the hierarchy (2.28)). The
remaining two terms are comparable if

ϕT ∼
dφ
dϕ

, or p2
S ∼ nTK. (3.7)

In the following Section it will be argued that this is, in fact, the natural parameter regime
with which to define the harmonic oscillator cQM. Thus, in principle, these terms should both
be kept. It appears that only the O ((dφ)2/(dϕ)2) term has been studied in the literature so
far (see [40] for a clear exposition, but beware: that reference takes dϕ ∼ dφ, in the current
notation, as one of its cases). There is clearly room for further results in this direction.
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4 The simple harmonic oscillator

Section 2 was concerned with a free theory in which smoothing corresponded to a clear-cut
projection onto an energy eigenspace. This Section will study an interacting clock model
in which this simplification does not occur. Remarkably, the smoothing procedure is still
meaningful: the low-energy eigenstates are smooth (in fact, tame), and hence the model of
this Section provides a nontrivial example of a lattice system that flows to a cQM theory
of a particle in a line in the presence of a quadratic potential. This cQM is, of course, the
ubiquitous simple harmonic oscillator (SHO).

Consider the clock model governed by the Hamiltonian

Hg =
g2

2(dφ)2

(
2−X −X†

)
+

1

2g2

(
2− Z − Z†

)
. (4.1)

The single coupling that controls the dynamics of this system is

γ ≡ g√
dφ
. (4.2)

At γ � 1 and γ � 1 the theory becomes the free clock model (2.5). Nontrivial behavior
happens when γ is between these extremes. In fact, the theory (after a rescaling of Hg)
enjoys a strong-/weak-coupling duality that interchanges shift and clock operators, and the
self-dual point is precisely γ = 1. This is a caricature of a “critical point,” and here the theory
comes closest to a continuum SHO.

Looking at the energy spectrum is a quick and dirty way to identify a set of candidate
SHO states. The theory is straightforward to numerically diagonalize. The spectrum is
shown on Fig. 1. At a fixed K, the share of states with a linear spectrum is maximized at
γ = 1. The wavefunctions ψn(φ) of low-energy states in the linear part of the spectrum are
tame, i.e. localized in some window around φ = 0 (in position space) and around p = 0 (in
momentum space). They oscillate within this window with a characteristic wavelength that
is always much greater than the “lattice spacing” dφ. This is a QM analogue of Wilsonian
universality: as the coupling is tuned to a “critical” point, the low-energy states become
insensitive to most microscopic details.

For each localized low-energy state, there exists a localized high-energy state centered
around φ = π and whose wavefunction fluctuates with microscopic wavelengths ∼ dφ. (The
latter feature will be called a (−1)φ modulation.) The spectrum is linear there, too. These
eigenspaces are related by the map (Z,X) 7→ −(Z,X), which is not a symmetry but merely
flips the sign of the Hamiltonian and shifts it by an irrelevant constant. None of these
high-energy states are tame because the (−1)φ modulation makes them nonsmooth.
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Figure 1: Top row : The spectrum of the Hamiltonian Hg in (4.1) at various values of the coupling
γ, for K = 1000, with n = 1, 2, . . . ,K labeling the energies En in increasing order. The shape of the
spectrum is invariant under γ 7→ 1/γ; the overall scale is irrelevant. At the self-dual point γ = 1,
the low-energy states organize into a linear spectrum, as do the high-energy ones. This property
disappears as γ is changed, and already at γ = 1/10 the low-energy spectrum follows the quadratic
dependence characteristic of the free clock model (2.5). Bottom row : two representative low-energy
eigenfunctions at γ = 1, corresponding to the first and tenth lowest eigenstate. These eigenfunctions
are good approximations to the eigenfunctions of the SHO cQM.

To precisely define tame states it is necessary to specify two parameters, pS and nT.6

In the free clock model, the Hamiltonian had no bearing on the choice of the smoothness
parameter pS; for any choice, all energy eigenstates at momenta |p| < pS would remain
pure after smoothing. Conversely, for any nT, even the lowest eigenstate would become
significantly mixed after taming. This was another special property of the free theory. The
spectrum of Hg, shown on Fig. 1, suggests that even at the special point γ = 1 most states
cannot be tame no matter how large pS and nT are. This means that the the microscopic
theory dynamically induces values, or at least bounds, for both pS and nT.

To see a simple example of bounds imposed by the dynamics, fix γ = 1 and K = 1000.
The ground state wavefunction ψ1(φ), whose modulus squared is depicted on the bottom
left of Fig. 1, fits to a Gaussian with standard deviation σ ≈ 0.079. In lattice parlance,
this wavefunction is smeared over 2σ/dφ ≈ 25 sites; this number grows with K at fixed γ.
Excited states ψn(φ) feature n−1 nodes separated by ∆nφ ≡ 2σ/f(n), where f(n) ≥ 1 grows
slowly with n.

6It is often more intuitive to talk about eigenfunctions ψ(φ) and to describe their tameness in terms of
the smearing scale dϕ and the position cutoff ϕT, both expressed in units of the “lattice spacing” dφ. This
amounts to talking about the small ratios pS/K and nT/K instead of the large numbers pS and nT themselves.
This paper will use both points of view at different times.
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This observation implies that if ϕT is taken to be smaller than σ, no eigenfunction ψn(φ)

will remain pure after taming. This gives the most rudimentary bound on ϕT that follows
from the dynamics of Hg. Furthermore, the rough estimate for the distance ∆nφ between
nodes implies that, for ϕT > σ, at least the first [ϕT/σ] states in the spectrum will remain
pure upon taming. In other words, the dimension of the tame subspace HT will satisfy
2nT ≥ [ϕT/σ]. By eq. (2.29), this translates to saying that the smoothness cutoff must be
chosen so that dϕ ≤ 2σ, or so that pS ≥ [π/2σ] ≈ 20.

The bounds ϕT ≥ σ and dϕ ≤ 2σ are very weak, but they illustrate the point: an inter-
acting theory induces bounds on possible taming parameters. More interesting, physically,
are the upper bounds on nT and pS that may follow from the fact that the majority of states
are not tame. In order to study these, it is helpful to notice that at γ = 1 the self-duality
implies that the wavefunctions must take the same form in position space and in momentum
space. In other words, for any energy eigenstate |n〉 it is true that

ψn(φ) = 〈p|n〉 , (4.3)

where |p〉 is a shift eigenstate with momentum p = φ/dφ. This means that smoothness and
compactness of these wavefunctions are related. If ψn(φ) is compact, i.e. if it is localized in a
region −ϕT ≤ φ < ϕT, then in momentum space this wavefunction must be localized in the
region −ϕT

dφ ≤ p < ϕT

dφ . It is thus natural to choose

pS =
ϕT

dφ
= nT

dϕ
dφ

=
nTK

2pS

. (4.4)

This amounts to letting the dimensions of the Hilbert subspaces form a geometric progression,

dimHS =
√

dimH dimHT. (4.5)

A consequence of this pleasant situation is that there is only one upper bound that needs to
be found.

To proceed, define

R(pS)
n ≡

pS−1∑
p=−pS

|〈p|n〉|2 . (4.6)

This is a number between 0 and 1 that measures the extent to which the n’th eigenstate is
localized within −pS ≤ p < pS. Said another way, this is a measure of smoothness, as defined
using the parameter pS. If R

(pS)
n = 1, then the state |n〉 remains pure upon smoothing. With

the choice (4.4), R(pS)
n = 1 simultaneously ensures that |n〉 is tame, i.e. that it remains pure

upon taming.
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Figure 2: The smoothness indicators R(pS)
n of all eigenstates |n〉 of Hg, for K = 1000, γ = 1, and

n = 1, . . . ,K, evaluated for multiple values of pS. The states at n < K/2 are, roughly, localized
around φ = 0; near n = K/2, their wavefunctions acquire a second peak, near φ = π, and as n is
further increased they become increasingly more centered at this second peak.

The smoothness measures R(pS)
n for energy eigenstates are plotted on Fig. 2. As the

cutoff pS is increased past ∼ K/4, the size of the tame subspace (given by dimHT = 2nT =

(2pS)2/K) becomes greater than the actual number of tame states in the spectrum (these
are states for which R(pS)

n = 1). After this happens, HT ceases to be an energy eigenspace.
Demanding that HT be spanned by energy eigenstates thus places an upper bound on pS,
roughly given by pS . K/4. However, since taming already assumes that pS � K, this bound
is not very effective. Any sufficiently small pS, including pS = 100 = K/10, will automatically
have only pure energy eigenstates in HT. The upshot, then, is that it is safe to take pS to be
any number satisfying π/2σ � pS � K: this choice, together with nT = 2p2

S/K, will ensure
that the theory (4.1) indeed flows to a SHO cQM.

Since HT can be chosen to be an energy eigenspace of Hg, the effective Hamiltonian H ′g
can be calculated simply by taming Hg. When acting on smooth states with |ϕ| � ϕT, H ′g
may be expressed as

H ′g ≈ −
g2

2
∂̂2
ϕ +

1

2g2
ϕ2. (4.7)

This is almost the familiar SHO Hamiltonian, except ϕ is bounded by ϕT � 1, while g2 =

γ2dφ vanishes in the K � 1 limit. These two issues are addressed in one fell swoop. Define

ϕc ≡
ϕ√
dφ

and Hc
γ ≡ −

γ2

2
∂̂2
ϕc

+
1

2γ2
ϕ2

c. (4.8)

By choosing parameters so that ϕT �
√
dφ, Hc

γ ≈ H ′g is found to act on smoothly varying
states labeled by a continuous parameter ϕc in the region |ϕc| � ϕT/

√
dφ. Further, Hc

γ has
a single O(1) coupling, γ. It thus describes a cQM of a particle on the line. It is now a simple
matter of rescaling by O(1) quantities to express Hc

γ as the usual SHO Hamiltonian.
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It may now appear that one could have pursued an alternative — and more direct — way
of latticizing the SHO Hamiltonian. Consider a lattice theory defined in terms of position
and momentum operators (2.25) and (2.37),

Hω =
1

2
P 2 +

ω2

2
Q2. (4.9)

Since P and Q tame to the familiar continuum operators, this might seem to be the best
pick for a lattice theory that flows to an SHO at low energies. However, this choice is more
problematic than the original one, (4.1). To see why, first rewrite (4.9) in terms of the clock
and shift operators, getting

Hω =
1

2(dφ)2

(
2−X2 −X−2

)
+
ω2

2

(
2− Z2 − Z−2

)
. (4.10)

When K is even, this theory is symmetric under the individual maps X 7→ −X and Z 7→ −Z,
generated by the commuting operators ZK/2 and XK/2. When K is odd, the symmetries are
approximate, with corrections of order 1/K. As a consequence, the system now factors into
four equivalent SHOs with an effective target regulator K/4. Thus all states in the spectrum
are (either exactly or up to 1/K terms) fourfold degenerate. The degenerate states are related
by a shift φ 7→ φ+ π and by turning on a (−1)φ modulation in the target space.

A linear low-energy spectrum is found when ω ≈ K/2π. Only a quarter of the low-
energy wavefunctions are tame and centered around φ = 0. The rest are either centered
around φ = π, have a (−1)φ modulation, or both. This means that the naïve taming of the
seemingly natural Hamiltonian (4.9) will miss 75% of the low-energy states. In other words,
to get the low-energy physics right in an effective cQM describing the microscopic model
(4.9), one must work with other, potentially nongaussian sectors. (Alternatively, one must
introduce superselection rules that project to individual sectors of the two Z2 symmetries.)
Adding the φ = π sector is the analog of including a soliton in a scalar QFT, and adding the
(−1)φ modulation is the analog of changing the spin structure of the target space.7

This analysis holds very broadly. The salient fact in all cases is that a cQM, if it describes
the low energies of a lattice theory at all, must break down at high energies, and that this
transition is governed by the scale pS (and also by nT when the cQM target is noncompact).

7It might seem outlandish to discuss spin structures in a purely scalar theory. However, from a lattice
point of view, a choice of a spin structure is simply a choice of how a given subsector of the Hilbert space
behaves under a Z2 symmetry that corresponds to a translation halfway around a (periodic) lattice [41].
Concretely, the theory (4.9) has a Z2 symmetry XK/2 that corresponds to a shift by K/2 sites, i.e. to a
translation by π along the original target circle. States in different superselection sectors of this symmetry
can be represented by wavefunctions on a new, smaller circle, with the two sectors corresponding to the choice
of periodic vs. antiperiodic boundary conditions. In this sense, equating the (−1)φ modulation with changing
the spin structure is only the faintest abuse of nomenclature. Indeed, the existence of other low-energy modes
can be understood as “fermion doubling” without any fermions!
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5 Smooth path integrals

The story so far has emphasized three ideas: continuum theories are obtained by coarse-
graining lattice theories in a specific way; this procedure introduces a hierarchy of scales (2.28)
in order to define the continuum; and the lattice Hamiltonian imposes bounds on possible
choices of coarse-graining scales by demanding that these reductions constitute a flow to a
well defined theory. These points can all be formulated in the path integral language. This
provides an alternative perspective on smoothing and taming, as well as on the breakdown of
the continuum description when the energies become comparable to the various cutoff scales.
In addition, this approach provides a rigorous definition of path integrals for continuum
theories, and allows certain subtleties to be clearly highlighted.

This Section will focus on deriving and evaluating a path integral expression for the
thermal partition function

Z ≡ Tr e−βH , β ∈ R+. (5.1)

The idea behind the derivation is completely standard: e−βH will be expressed as a product
of many operators e−dτH for dτ � β, and decompositions of unity will be inserted between
them. There are two deviations from the textbook treatment, however:

1. Instead of inserting a complete set of states — or an overcomplete set, as done with
coherent state path integrals — here the goal is to use just a decomposition into smooth
(or tame) states. In other words, the novelty here is that an undercomplete set of
special states is inserted at each point, so only trajectories of a specific jaggedness are
retained. This procedure is correct only at sufficiently low temperatures, and with the
right relations between various scales involved. This will be the topic of Subsection 5.1,
with some subtler results relegated to Subsection 5.3.

2. To actually calculate the path integral, further manipulations are necessary. They are
not controlled approximations. Their issues will be discussed in Subsection 5.2.

5.1 Constructing the smooth path integral

The standard approach to constructing a path integral is to express (5.1) as

Z = Tr
β∏

τ=dτ

e−dτH =
∑
{φτ}

β∏
τ=dτ

〈φτ+dτ |e
−dτH |φτ 〉, dτ ≡ β

N0

, φβ+dτ ≡ φdτ . (5.2)

for any orthonormal basis {|φ〉} of H whose elements are labeled by an ordered set {φ}. An
obvious choice here are the clock eigenstates {|eiφ〉} labeled by φ = φ = ndφ for 1 ≤ n ≤ K.

27



At this point the number N0 is arbitrary, and can even be chosen to be N0 = 1. However,
when dτ is sufficiently small, the matrix elements 〈φτ+dτ |e−dτH |φτ 〉 can be approximated with
simple functions e−dτL(φτ ,φτ+dτ ). Taking the product over τ then gives the exponential of the
Euclidean action S[φ],

e−S[φ] = e−
∑β
τ=dτ dτL(φτ ,φτ+dτ ) (5.3)

that weights the configurations {φτ} in just the right way to give the correct Z. The usefulness
of path integrals comes precisely from the fact that by choosing N0 � 1, the Lagrangian
L(φτ ,φτ+dτ ) becomes appealingly easy to handle. This standard story now takes a new turn.

In view of the smoothing philosophy, it is natural to take {|φ〉} to consist of smooth
states {|eiϕ〉} and of high-momentum states {|p〉}pS≤p<K−p. This is very different from the
conventional usage of only clock eigenstates for the |φ〉’s. The approach chosen here is a
simple way to build the target space smoothness of the fields directly into the path integral.

Concretely, the idea is to insert the complete-basis decomposition

1 =
∑
ϕ

|eiϕ〉〈eiϕ|+
K−pS−1∑
p=pS

|p〉〈p| (5.4)

in between the e−dτH ’s in (5.2). The variable ϕ takes 2pS different values, for instance
dϕ, 2dϕ, . . . , 2π, while p only takes on the “high” momentum values (keeping in mind that
|p〉 = |p+K〉). The key step is to then drop all terms involving the high-momentum states.
If this approximation is justified, Z will end up expressed as a sum over field configurations
{ϕτ} that encode smeared position eigenstates on the target space. This maneuver must be
justified in each microscopic theory separately; for the rest of this Subsection, it will be taken
for granted. Note that nothing done so far requires the ϕτ ’s to be smooth functions of τ .

The next approximation arises when defining the Lagrangian and is actually rather con-
ventional. For simplicity, assume that H has been shifted by a constant so that all energies
are positive, and let E > 0 be the largest eigenvalue of H. One can write the operator
expression

e−dτH ≈ 1−Hdτ (5.5)

only if dτ � 1/E . If dτ is not in this regime, the action will receive corrections from higher
powers of dτ when describing high-energy states. At very high temperatures β−1 � E , dτ
will be in the correct regime for any N0. At lower temperatures, β−1 ∼ E0, one must have

N0 � E . (5.6)

If the goal is to reproduce the path integral with only the smooth modes, however, this bound
can be relaxed to involve just ES, the largest energy scale associated to smooth states.
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The third and final set of approximations comes from evaluating the matrix element

〈eiϕτ+dτ |H|eiϕτ 〉 (5.7)

and obtaining a tractable expression for the Lagrangian L(ϕτ , ϕτ+dτ ). This typically involves
performing an auxiliary sum over momenta, and this is where approximations need to be
invoked with some care.

It is helpful to study these steps in a concrete setup. Consider the free theory (2.5). In
this situation, matrix elements satisfy

〈p|e−dτH |eiϕ〉 = 0, pS ≤ p ≤ K − pS − 1, (5.8)

for any smooth state |eiϕ〉. This means that the partition function exactly splits into a sum
over low-momentum and high-momentum partition functions. In accordance with the first
approximation above, the idea is to focus only on the low-momentum partition function,

ZS ≡
∑
{ϕτ}

β∏
τ=dτ

〈eiϕτ+dτ |e−dτH |eiϕτ 〉. (5.9)

The largest energy scale associated with smooth states in this case is ES ∼ p2
S. This means

that the second approximation, the expansion in powers of dτ , gives

〈eiϕτ+dτ |e−dτH |eiϕτ 〉 =
1

2pS

pS−1∑
p, p′=−pS

ei(p′ϕτ+dτ−pϕτ )〈p′|
(
1−Hdτ +O(E2

Sdτ
2)
)
|p〉

=
1

2pS

pS−1∑
p=−pS

eip(ϕτ+dτ−ϕτ )

[
1− p2dτ

2

(
1 +O

(
p2

S

/
K2
) )

+O
(
p4

Sdτ
2
)]

≈ 1

2pS

pS−1∑
p=−pS

eip(ϕτ+dτ−ϕτ )− 1
2
p2dτ .

(5.10)

In general, two separate relations need to hold to justify this approximation, pS � K and
p2

Sdτ � 1. However, the second requirement can actually be dropped in this case because the
theory is free; the exponent receives no p2

Sdτ corrections. In fact, in what follows it will be
convenient to assume that p2

Sdτ & 1 in order to get familiar Gaussian integrals.

Conventionally, a decomposition of unity in terms of K momentum eigenstates is inserted
into the path integral by hand, as a trick that allows the matrix elements to be easily
computed. Here, instead, the sum over 2pS momenta arises from expressing the smooth clock
states in terms of shift eigenstates.
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The next step is to sum over p while employing the third and final approximation. Define

α2 ≡ dτ
(dϕ)2

, (5.11)

and let z ≡ p
√
dτ be a new summation variable that changes in steps of dz ≡

√
dτ . Using

this, rewrite the final line of (5.10) as

〈eiϕτ+dτ |e−dτH |eiϕτ 〉 =
1

2πα

πα−dz∑
z=−πα

dz eiz∆τϕ√
dτ
− 1

2
z2

. (5.12)

Note that |∆τϕ| ≡ |ϕτ+dτ − ϕτ | ranges from 0 to π in steps of dϕ. If it is close to zero,
and if α & 1, the sum in (5.12) can be approximated by the standard Gaussian integral∫∞
−∞ dz e−z2/2 =

√
2π. If |∆τϕ| is maximal, e.g. if ϕτ+dτ = ϕτ + π, at each step dz the phase

of the summand will change by precisely π, while its modulus will remain approximately
constant. This means that the sum is well behaved in this extreme limit of ∆τϕ (the oscil-
lations will cancel), and so it is reasonable to approximate it by a Gaussian integral for all
configurations ϕτ . This integral is easily solved at each time step separately, giving

ZS ≈
1

(2πα2)N0/2

∑
{ϕτ}

e−
1
2

∑β
τ=dτ

(∆τϕmod 2π)2

dτ . (5.13)

The periodicity of ϕτ is crucial. It did not need to be highlighted in (5.12) because z/
√
dτ

was an integer, by construction. The emphasis is necessary in (5.13). In order to remove it,
the range of ∆τϕ must be explicitly chosen. There is a simple way to do this: demanding that
the symmetry ϕτ 7→ −ϕτ be naïvely implemented forces this range to be −π ≤ ∆τϕ < π.
With this implicit choice for what ∆τϕ means, the smooth partition function can finally be
written in the completely familiar form

ZS ≈
1

(2πα2)N0/2

∑
{ϕτ}

e−
1
2

∑β
τ=dτ

(∆τϕ)2

dτ ≡
∫

[dϕ] e−
1
2

∫ β
0 dτ(∂τϕ)2

, ∂τϕ ≡
∆τϕ

dτ
. (5.14)

The conventionality of this result should not distract from the novelties in its derivation.
The introduction of the smoothness scale pS was key to controlling the approximations that
lead to this expression. (At the last step, when converting the sum over p to an integral, it
takes a bit more work to give closed expressions for higher-order corrections, but the definition
of the Riemann integral makes it clear that the corrections are O(dz2) and O(1/α), with the
latter ones explicitly involving pS.) In the following Subsections, it will become clear that
pS and nT are also needed to control the approximations needed when calculating the path
integral (5.14).
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5.2 Three calculational techniques

The entire song and dance of the previous Subsection is not needed to evaluate the partition
function (5.9). Since the Hamiltonian (2.5) is easy to diagonalize, the smooth partition
function can be simply expressed in the energy eigenbasis to give

ZS =

pS−1∑
p=−pS

e−βEp
K�pS≈

pS−1∑
p=−pS

e−
1
2
βp2 1�β�1/p2

S≈
√

2π

β
. (5.15)

The final approximation deserves some explanation: if β & 1, the temperature is smaller
than the typical level spacing, even at low energies, and so only the ground state contributes
to give ZS ≈ 1; if β . 1/p2

S, all states contribute equally, giving ZS ≈ 2pS; and it is only
in between these two extremes that the sum in (5.15) can be approximated as a Gaussian
integral whose evaluation yields the stated result. This exact result provides a valuable sanity
check: the path integral (5.14) must be able to reproduce this quantity.

As already hinted, trying to evaluate (5.14) comes with its own subtleties. There are at
least two different ways to evaluate this path integral, and they both give the correct answer
(5.15), though one of them only works with important caveats.

The direct approach is to integrate out the variables ϕτ one at a time. A typical summation
of this sort would first evaluate

1√
2πα2

π−dϕ∑
ϕτ=−π

e−
1

2dτ (ϕτ−ϕτ+dτ mod 2π)2− 1
2dτ (ϕτ−ϕτ−dτ mod 2π)2

(5.16)

for fixed ϕτ±dτ . The goal is to reduce this to a Gaussian integral, just like in the case of the
momentum sum (5.12), and to use the neat identity∫

dz e−a(x−z)2−b(z−y)2

=

√
π

a+ b
e−

ab
a+b

(x−y)2

. (5.17)

The sum (5.16) can be replaced by a Gaussian integral when α & 1. The summand has
the form e−(n2+m2)/2α2 , where n,m ∈ Z count the number of steps dϕ between ϕτ and ϕτ±dτ ,
and α & 1 ensures that large values of n and m are suppressed. The sum is thus dominated
by the term(s) in which ϕτ is close to ϕτ+dτ and ϕτ−dτ . This means that the 2π periodicity
in (5.16) can be ignored, as it is only relevant when differences between ϕτ and ϕτ+dτ are
maximal — and such configurations are strongly suppressed in the sum. Thus the sum (5.16)
is equal to

1√
2
e−

1
4dτ (ϕτ+dτ−ϕτ−dτ )2

. (5.18)
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Repeating the process for all the ϕτ ’s except the last one gives

ZS ≈
1√

2πN0α2

2π∑
ϕβ=dϕ

e−
(∆ϕ)2

2N0α
2 =

1√
2πN0α2

2pS =
2pSdϕ√

2πβ
=

√
2π

β
. (5.19)

In this calculation, ∆ϕ ≡
∑

τ ∆τϕ is the phase accumulated while winding around the
thermal circle; this has to be an integer multiple of 2π, and by the convention that |∆ϕ| ≤ π

in all path integrals, this number can be set to zero. The rest of the calculation is then
straightforward, and the correct answer (5.15) is obtained.

The direct approach also clarifies why the path integral (5.14) fails if β . 1/p2
S. This

relation can be equivalently written as

N0dτ . (dϕ)2. (5.20)

It thus implies

α2 .
1

N0

� 1, (5.21)

and so it is incompatible with the assumption α & 1 that was crucial in the above derivation.

The frequency space approach to calculating (5.14) is more involved than the direct one,
but it has the advantage of generalizing more readily to other situations. The basic idea is
familiar: assume for simplicity that N0 is even, and perform the Fourier transform

ϕτ ≡
1√
N0

1
2
N0−1∑

n=− 1
2
N0

ϕn eiωnτ , ωn ≡
2π

β
n. (5.22)

The quantities ωn are the usual Matsubara frequencies. Then, the naïve story goes, the path
integral (5.14) can be approximated by a product of ordinary Gaussian integrals, each over
one variable ϕn.

Unfortunately, this is just a convenient fantasy. The inconvenient truth is that the peri-
odicity of ϕτ causes the modes ϕn to take values in n-dependent sets: the sums over them are
not Gaussian integrals. This reflects the fact that no eigenstates of the free clock Hamiltonian
are tame states.

There exists a well known refinement of the above naïve story. In order to be in a regime
in which the momentum modes can be viewed as variables of independent Gaussian integrals,
the variables ϕτ need to be noncompact, i.e. it must be possible to approximate the full path
integral with one in which the ϕτ ’s can be somehow restricted to range over only a small
subset of their possible values. The hope is that this would give a doable calculation while
still approximately calculating ZS.
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It is not possible to restrict all the ϕτ ’s to be small and get a good approximation to ZS.
However, the path integral variables can be restricted in a more oblique way. Divide the set
of 2pS values that each ϕτ can take into pS/nT overlapping subsets, each with 2nT sequential
values of ϕτ . For each τ , restrict the variable ϕτ to just one of these subsets. In other words,
write

ϕτ ≡ ϕcl
τ + δϕτ , (5.23)

where δϕτ are the variables of integration that satisfy

− ϕT ≤ δϕτ < ϕT, dϕ� ϕT � 1, (5.24)

and where ϕcl
τ are “classical” or “background fields” — mere labels for the particular interval

to which ϕτ is restricted. It is not sufficient to restrict all the ϕτ ’s to the same interval —
instead of working just with ϕcl

τ = 0, other backgrounds must be included.

To justify restrictions of the form (5.23) and to find what backgrounds ϕcl
τ need to be

included, consider the action S[ϕ]. When a field varies by a lot between neighboring points,
i.e. when |∆τϕ| ∼ 1, the action gets a contribution of size 1/dτ . When all fluctuations are
small, say |∆τϕ| < ϕT ≡ nTdϕ for all τ , the action is

S . N0
n2

Tdϕ2

dτ
= N0

n2
T

α2
. (5.25)

This is a rough indication that there exists a parameter regime in which even a single large
fluctuation is sharply suppressed in the path integral, and this regime is

1

dτ
� N0n

2
T

α2
⇐⇒ α2 � n2

Tβ. (5.26)

This can also be written as
p2

S

n2
T

� N0. (5.27)

Note that this is consistent with both 1� β � 1/p2
S and with α2 & 1.

In this parameter regime, if ϕτ does make a full 2π winding as it varies along the thermal
circle, it must do so slowly, over many steps dτ . This fact underlies the use of homotopy
theory to classify spacetime solitons.

The saddle-point method is a further refinement of this analysis. Concretely, one may
focus only on configurations that represent small oscillations around the local minima of S[ϕ].
These minima — the solutions to the equations of motion δS/δϕ = 0 — are precisely the
background (“classical”) fields ϕcl

τ that one must include in order to use the Fourier transform
(5.22) to evaluate (5.14) in a consistent approximation. While this may sound like a tale as
old as time, the bounds on its validity presented here, such as (5.26), are new.
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The equation of motion of the action (5.14) is ∆2
τϕ = 0, and its solutions are of the form

ϕcl
τ = ϕcl

0 +
2πw

β
τ, (5.28)

where w is an integer that counts the number of windings of ϕcl
τ around the thermal circle.

The maximal value of w depends on the various parameters introduced so far: for instance,
if |∆τϕ| < 2ϕT is required, then the only winding sectors that can be included have

|w| . N0ϕT �
pS

nT

. (5.29)

Important aside: In the canonical formalism, the taming cutoff ϕT had no rôle to play
in the free clock model. This cutoff was also not needed to define the path integral (5.14).
Right now, its only use is to facilitate a particular approximation of this path integral that
exploits powerful frequency space methods. If the underlying theory were tamed, the very
definition of the corresponding path integral over tame states would have depended on ϕT,
and the integral would have featured up to pS/nT τ -independent sectors without overlap,
each encompassing 2nT sequential positions ϕ. For example, the path integral that computes
a partition function ZT of tame states in the theory (4.9) would feature two sectors, one with
states localized around ϕcl = 0 and another with states localized around ϕcl = π, and not a
single field configuration entering this integral would interpolate between these two sectors
the way configurations (5.28) do.

There are thus two logically distinct ways Gaussian integrals arise when doing path inte-
grals: they may appear from restricting to configurations near a saddle point, or they may
appear because the underlying theory really has tame (i.e. localized) eigenstates. Theories
described by the former path integrals are often called compact, while the latter path in-
tegrals describe noncompact theories; the distinguishing feature of compact theories is that
their path integrals include configurations that interpolate between different tame sectors.
(Non)compactness is sometimes taken to be a rather fundamental property of a theory, but
the examples given here illustrate that both compact and noncompact path integrals may
arise from lattice theories with the exact same microscopic Hilbert space.

So much for this digression; now it is time to calculate the path integral (5.14). The
upshot of the previous few pages is that the partition function can be approximated by

ZS ≈
1

(2πα2)N0/2

∑
w,ϕcl

0

e−
(2π)2

2β
w2 ∑
{δϕτ}

e−
1
2

∑β
τ=dτ dτ (∂τ δϕ)2

. (5.30)

The sum over w runs over all integers bounded by (5.29); the ϕcl
0 ’s will be discussed later.

The sum over fluctuations δϕτ , at each point absolutely bounded by ϕT, is the main issue.
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It is convenient to alter the normalization of the Fourier transform (5.22) when applying
it to δϕτ , so define

δϕτ ≡
1
2
N0−1∑

n=− 1
2
N0

δϕn eiωnτ . (5.31)

In frequency space, the action becomes

S[δϕ] ≡ 1

2

β∑
τ=dτ

dτ (∂τδϕ)2 =
β

2

1
2
N0−1∑

n=− 1
2
N0

|δϕ2
n|

4 sin2 ωndτ
2

(dτ)2
. (5.32)

As promised, the momentum modes can be viewed as small: from |δϕτ | ≤ ϕT, it follows that

|δϕn| ≤
1

β

∫ β

0

dτ |δϕτ | ≤ ϕT. (5.33)

While tighter bounds exist, this is enough to justify replacing the sum over δϕn with a
Gaussian integral. The one exception is at n = 0; the zero mode simply drops out of the
action. (The same happened with ϕcl

0 ; indeed, the summations over these two variables can
be combined to get a simple factor of 2pS in front of the integrals.) The sum with the zero
mode omitted (denoted by a prime) can then be written as

∑′

{δϕτ}

e−S[δϕ] ≈ N
∫

d(δϕ−N0/2) e−βε−N0/2
δϕ2
−N0/2

1
2
N0−1∏
n=1

∫
d2(δϕn) e−βεn|δϕ

2
n|, (5.34)

where N ≡ (dϕ)−N0+1, and εn ≡ 4
(dτ)2 sin2 ωndτ

2
. Doing the Gaussian integrals, and noting

that w = 0 dominates the sum over windings at β � 1, finally gives

ZS ≈
2pSN

(2πα2)N0/2

∑
w

e−
(2π)2

2β
w2 ∏′

n

√
π

βεn
≈
√

4πβ

(2N0)N0/2

∏′

n

dτ
2| sin ωndτ

2
|
. (5.35)

A standard sequence of uncontrolled approximations can now be used in order to proceed.
The first step is to simply drop the high frequencies from the product and approximate the
remaining terms by |ω−1

n |. The second step is to extend the range of n to all the integers, and
then to compute

∏′
n∈Z |ω−1

n | using e.g. ζ-function methods, getting the finite (“universal”)
answer 1/β (see e.g. [42]). The third step, done in lockstep with the second, is to again drop
any prefactors that explicitly depend on N0. This ultimately yields

“ZS” =

√
2π

β
. (5.36)
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The answer (5.36) is in quotation marks because this quantity is fundamentally different
from the smooth partition function (5.14). Neither of the three steps in the last paragraph
leaves ZS approximately invariant. The idea is to use Wilsonian universality and view ZS as a
microscopically defined quantity that within itself harbors a universal quantity — a quantity
that does not depend on factors like N0 or pS that must be “taken to infinity” in order to
reach the cQM description. Therefore, universality suggests, any modification of the path
integral that only affects large frequencies (and terms that explicitly depend on cutoffs like
N0) is acceptable, as it can be expected not to affect the universal, low-frequency behavior.

This expectation is not quite borne out, and the multi-step procedure above must be
treated with care. In particular, in order to get the answer (5.36), the prefactor 1/(2N0)N0/2

in (5.35) had to be replaced by 1√
2
in the third step. This replacement can be thought of

adding an N0-dependent counterterm to the action, in this case −N0

2
log(2N0)+ 1

2
log 2. There

is a freedom to change the finite part 1
2

log 2 of the counterterm and thereby change the final
(universal) result. Indeed, it is part of renormalization lore that counterterms must be fixed
by additional input, e.g. by asking that a known answer be reproduced in some special case.
The term 1

2
log 2 was chosen specifically to reproduce the result (5.15).

One final thought for this Subsection. It is actually the first step of the above procedure
that truly warrants highlighting here. Restricting to low Matsubara frequencies replaces the
action (5.32) by

S̃[δϕ] =
β

2

nS−1∑
n=−nS

ω2
n |δϕ2

n|, 1� nS � N0. (5.37)

This is the temporal analogue of smoothing (as reflected by the subscript of the newly intro-
duced cutoff nS). This procedure has no counterpart in the canonical formalism. The action
S̃ is not a bona fide action of a unitary quantum theory. However, it is precisely this kind of
action that describes the commonly used continuum path integrals.

Removing the high-frequency modes defines a map

δϕτ 7→ δϕ(τ) ≡
nS−1∑
n=−nS

δϕn eiωnτ , (5.38)

where δϕ(τ) are path integral variables that vary smoothly along the temporal direction,

δϕ(τ + dτ) = δϕ(τ) + dτ ∂̂τδϕ(τ) +O(n2
S/N

2
0 ). (5.39)

Thus (5.38) is a way to construct fields that vary smoothly across a discrete spacetime. The
price to pay is the need to assume that universality holds (in the sense explained above) and
to then determine the right counterterms that must be included into the action.
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The temporally smooth action S̃[δϕ] can be recorded in “position” space as

S̃[δϕ] =
1

2

β∑
τ=dτ

dτ
(
∂τδϕ(τ)

)2 ≡ 1

2

∫ β

0

dτ
(
∂τδϕ(τ)

)2
. (5.40)

The difference from the original action (5.32) is that here the variables are constrained to be
smooth functions of the Euclidean time. This is the action that is often taken as the starting
point when defining a free scalar cQFT.

To illustrate the difference between (5.32) and (5.40), consider the behavior of these
actions under dilatations. First, define the dilatation of the microscopic field δϕτ as the map

δϕτ 7→ λ∆δϕλτ . (5.41)

Even the definition of this transformation is troublesome. The scale parameter λ must be
an integer, and therefore it is impossible to talk about infinitesimal dilatations. Moreover,
the transformation is typically not a bijection on the time circle: when λ = 2, say, both ϕβ/2
and ϕβ are mapped to ϕβ. There is essentially nothing to be learned from dilatations in the
original action S[δϕ].

In constrast, the map
δϕ(τ) 7→ λ∆δϕ(λτ) (5.42)

can be meaningfully defined for all λ . 1 by using the smoothness property (5.39). Further-
more, the fact that the sum (5.40) runs over all τ ’s gives rise to a very useful redundancy.
Since δϕ(τ +dτ) = δϕ(τ)+O(nS/N0), at first order these two time points (and all the others
a short distance from τ) contribute equally to S̃[δϕ]. This in turn justifies changing variables
in the action in the usual way, and then it is possible to see that at ∆ = −1/2 the action
remains unchanged by the dilatation, except for the rescaling β 7→ λβ. Much more about
these manipulations will be said in the next paper of this series.

5.3 When is summing over smooth trajectories justified?

Having evaluated the partition function of smooth states ZS, it is now possible to justify the
one approximation from Subsection 5.1 that has not been justified so far: using ZS in lieu of
to the full partition function Z in a suitable range of temperatures. Let

ZnS ≡ Z− ZS (5.43)

be the contribution from all field configurations that involve a high-momentum state |p〉,
pS ≤ p < K − pS, at at least one moment in Euclidean time.
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In the free clock model, as discussed earlier, ZnS contains only contributions from field
configurations that have high momenta at all times τ . Directly evaluating ZnS is forbiddingly
difficult. A simple bound can be established by using the fact that energies of all nonsmooth
states are Ep ≥ 1

2
p2

S. This means that their contribution to the total partition function obeys

ZnS ≤ (K − 2pS)e−
1
2
βp2

S (5.44)

at all temperatures. Demanding that this be much smaller than ZS ≈
√

2π/β implies

2π

β
� (K − 2pS)2e−βp

2
S =⇒ β � 2 logK

p2
S

. (5.45)

Recall that the calculation of the smooth partition function (5.15) assumed only that β �
1/p2

S. The bound (5.45) is more restrictive, and this indicates that the smooth partition
function ZS cannot approximate Z at all temperatures at which it can be reliably calculated.
Note that this bound is very weak: tighter ones must certainly exist, and finding them
remains an interesting open question.

Another way to frame this observation is as follows. A sufficiently deep numerical explo-
ration of the lattice theory (2.5) would find a crossover from Z ∼ 1/

√
β to Z = K = dimH as

the temperature increased. In particular, the fact that Z 6≈ ZS would have to become obvious
at β ∼ 1/p2

S, when ZS must plateau at value 2pS while Z continues to grow all the way to
K. The bound (5.45) says that more is true: even before the temperature was increased to
the point β ∼ 1/p2

S, the full answer Z would start showing signs of a crossover. The behavior
at β ∼ logK/p2

S would thus become contaminated by nonsmooth states. This is reminiscent
of the roughening transition found in Monte Carlo studies of lattice gauge theories, where
the transition between low- and high-temperature (confining and deconfining) regimes is pre-
saged by a crossover into a regime in which jagged flux lines start dominating the partition
function [43].

The fact that this “roughening transition” depends on two separate scales, K and pS, has
an important consequence. If logK & p2

S, the bound (5.45) implies β � 1, which is at odds
with the upper bound β � 1 used to get (5.15). This means that K cannot be arbitrarily
larger than pS, or else the nonsmooth states would always dominate in Z. Thus, demanding
that a cQM regime exist at some temperatures implies the (again, rather weak) upper bound

K � ep
2
S/2. (5.46)

It is fascinating that finite-temperature considerations place a general bound on the possible
relation between the two cutoffs needed to define a continuum theory.
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6 Fermions

There are no fermions in QM; the notion of particle statistics does not exist in (0 + 1)D.
In this paper, a “fermion” will be any two-level system, i.e. a theory with a two-dimensional
Hilbert space. This is the minimal Hilbert space in which nontrivial dynamics can happen,
and as such it is the polar opposite of the K � 1 theories studied so far. In particular,
there is no way to define fermion smoothing in the canonical formalism. However, two-level
systems are exceptional because they admit a natural path integral description (albeit in
terms of anticommuting variables) that is in many ways analogous to the one seen in clock
models. The notion of temporal smoothing in the path integral, developed in Subsection 5.2,
is one of the concepts that apply to fermionic path integrals too. This makes fermions an
attractive playground in which subtle notions of path integral smoothing and universality
can be explored and compared to easily obtained exact answers. The ideas developed here
will find further applications in the QFT analyses of other papers in this series.

6.1 Smooth Berezin integrals

Path integrals for fermions, often called Berezin integrals, are covered in every QFT textbook.
This Subsection will thus be rather telegraphic, and in order to liven things up it will be
presented from a somewhat unusual point of view. This presentation was inspired by [44].

Start with a two-dimensional Hilbert space H. Its algebra of operators, C2×2, is spanned
by the identity and the three Pauli matrices, denoted σx, σy, and σz. Fermion annihilation
and creation operators are defined, respectively, as

ψ ≡ 1

2
(σx + iσy), ψ† ≡ 1

2
(σx − iσy). (6.1)

A few more definitions are needed now. A (unital) Grassmann algebra will here refer to
an algebra over the complex numbers generated by N + 1 operators {ηi}Ni=1 ∪ {1} satisfying

{ηi, ηj} = 0, [ηi,1] = 0. (6.2)

for all i and j. It is convenient to work with N = 2M anticommuting generators (“Grassmann
numbers”) ηi and η̄i for 1 ≤ i ≤ M . These generators can be represented as annihilation
operators in an auxiliary system of 2M fermions whose Hilbert space,

⊗M
i=1(Hi⊗H̄i), is iso-

morphic to H⊗2M . (Graded products are implied throughout.) Importantly, the Grassmann
algebra is not ∗: there is no “Hermitian conjugation” relating its generators, so ηi and η̄j have
a vanishing anticommutator even at i = j. In other words, no operator in this Grassmann
algebra acts as a creation operator in the auxiliary system of 2M fermions.
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There is a standard definition of an integral over the variable ηi. Any element of the
Grassmann algebra can be written as X ≡ X (i)

b + ηiX (i)
s , where X (i)

b/s do not involve ηi. Then
the Berezin integral is ∫

dηi
(
X (i)

b + ηiX (i)
s

)
≡ X (i)

s . (6.3)

Since Grassmann numbers are operators in the auxiliary system of fermions, the integral of
X over ηi can be defined via a trace over the i’th auxiliary fermion,∫

dηiX ≡ trHi
(
η†iX

)
. (6.4)

(Uppercase “Tr” is reserved for traces in the original two-state system.) An integral over η̄i
can likewise be expressed as a multiplication by η̄†i followed by a trace over H̄i. Note that η†i
and η̄†i do not belong to the starting Grassmann algebra.

Now consider the original single fermion theory, where any operator can be written as

O = a1 + bψ + b′ψ† + cψ†ψ. (6.5)

The trace of this operator, easily calculated to be TrO = 2a+ c, can also be expressed as

TrO =

∫
dηdη̄ e2η̄ηX , where X ≡ O

∣∣
ψ 7→η, ψ† 7→η̄ = a1 + bη + b′η̄ + cη̄η. (6.6)

This follows from a short brute force calculation, using e2η̄η = 1 + 2η̄η.

More generally, the product of multiple operators can be expressed as

Tr (O1 · · · ON0) =

∫
dη1dη̄1 · · · dη̄N0 e

η̄1(η1+ηN0
)eη̄2(η2−η1) · · · eη̄N0

(ηN0
−ηN0−1)X1 · · · XN0 . (6.7)

This trick is easily proven by induction. Applying it to a fermion partition function gives

Z = Tr e−βH = Tr
N0∏
n=1

e−dτH ≈
∫

dηdτdη̄dτ · · · dη̄β e
∑β
τ=dτ dτ [η̄τ (∂η)τ−dτ−H(ητ ,η̄τ )] (6.8)

with antiperiodic boundary conditions η0 ≡ −ηβ. The approximation comes from assuming
dτ to be infinitesimal; at a general (possibly small) N0, e−dτcψ†ψ should be replaced with
1 + (e−cdτ − 1)η̄η. The discrete derivative is defined as in (5.14), (∂η)τ ≡ 1

dτ (ητ+dτ − ητ ).

There is no regime in which the Grassmann variables ητ−dτ and ητ are “close” to each
other. In fact, the present approach makes it clear that they should be thought of as fixed
matrices with eigenvalues ±1. Nevertheless, they can be transformed to frequency space, and
then the three-step procedure of Subsection 5.2 can be applied to smooth them out.
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As a first step towards smoothing, define the Fourier transforms

ητ ≡
1√
N0

1
2
N0−1∑

n=− 1
2
N0

ηn eiωnτ , η̄τ ≡
1√
N0

1
2
N0−1∑

n=− 1
2
N0

η̄n e−iωnτ , (6.9)

with Matsubara frequencies

ωn ≡
2π

β

(
n+

1

2

)
(6.10)

whose half-integer offsets reflect the antiperiodic boundary conditions. The Euclidean action

S[η, η̄] =

β∑
τ=dτ

dτ
[
− η̄τ (∂η)τ−dτ +H(ητ , η̄τ )

]
(6.11)

has the kinetic term that becomes, in frequency space,

−
β∑

τ=dτ

dτ η̄τ (∂η)τ−dτ = −
1
2
N0−1∑

n=− 1
2
N0

η̄nηn
(
1− e−iωndτ) . (6.12)

The most general potential term is H(ητ , η̄τ ) = h01 + h1η̄τητ , which translates to

β∑
τ=dτ

dτ H(ητ , η̄τ ) = βh0 + h1dτ

1
2
N0−1∑

n=− 1
2
N0

η̄nηn. (6.13)

Recall that the Berezin integral can be interpreted as a trace over 2M auxiliary fermions,
with each ητ and η̄τ acting as an annihilation operator. Remarkably, the Berezin integral can
also be viewed as a trace over 2M auxiliary fermions in frequency space. The reason is that
ηn and η̄n also anticommute and square to zero, and can thus be interpreted as bona fide
fermion annihilation operators on their own. Integrating them out, using the actions (6.12)
and (6.13), gives

Z ≈ e−βh0

1
2
N0−1∏

n=− 1
2
N0

(
1− e−iωndτ − h1dτ

)
. (6.14)

The partition function can also be directly evaluated by taking the trace over H. The
result is

Z = e−βh0
(
1 + e−βh1

)
. (6.15)

It is easy to numerically check that the product in (6.14) indeed equals 1+e−βh1 at h1dτ � 1.
Delicate phase cancellations in the high-frequency terms are crucial to get this result.
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Now recall that the smoothing procedure of Subsection 5.2 hinged on the restriction (5.38)
to low Matsubara frequencies. Consider the analogous map of Grassmann variables

ητ 7→ η(τ) ≡ 1√
N0

nS−1∑
n=−nS

ηn eiωnτ , η̄τ 7→ η̄(τ) ≡ 1√
N0

nS−1∑
n=−nS

η̄n e−iωnτ . (6.16)

This normalization ensures that the frequency-space modes obey the canonical anticommuta-
tion relations {ηn, η†m} = {η̄n, η̄†m} = δnm. The smeared variables η(τ) satisfy the now-familiar
smoothness relation of the form

η(τ + dτ) = η(τ) + dτ ∂̂τη(τ) +O(n2
S/N

2
0 ). (6.17)

Dropping the high frequencies also changes the action, with the new one being

S̃ = βh0 +

nS−1∑
n=−nS

dτ (−iωn + h1) η̄nηn. (6.18)

This action in turn defines a new partition function

Z̃ ≡
∫

[dηdη̄] e−S̃[η,η̄] = e−βh0

nS−1∏
n=−nS

(iωn − h1) dτ, (6.19)

where [dηdη̄] ≡
∏nS−1

n=−nS
dηndη̄n.8 As in the scalar case, in no way does the restriction to

low frequencies approximate the exact result. As N0 is taken to infinity while β and the h’s
remain O(1), Z̃ vanishes, which means that Z̃ is not a physical partition function.

With suitable processing, it is possible to extract the correct result from Z̃. The usual ζ-
function or Pauli-Villars methods (see e.g. [45]) reveal that the universal part of the product
(6.19) is eβh1/2

(
1 + e−βh1

)
. This equals Z, up to a finite prefactor. The counterterm that

needs to be added to S̃ in order to compute Z is thus 1
2
βh1 + 2nS log dτ ; this adjusts both

the finite prefactor and the cutoff-dependent (nonuniversal) prefactor. As before, the finite
part of this counterterm is solely determined by matching with the known exact answer.

The smooth action (6.18) is ubiquitous in the literature. The smoothing step (6.16) is
never emphasized openly. That this omission is not quite harmless was demonstrated by the
discussion of dilatations at the end of Subsection 5.2. The same discussion would apply here;
it is not necessary to repeat it. Instead, the next Subsection will provide a different example
in which temporal smoothness must be taken into account.

8There is some freedom here to change definitions. For instance, including higher frequencies in the
measure — but not in the action — would simply change the multiplicative prefactor of the partition function,
and this change could be compensated by changing the counterterm appropriately.
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6.2 Smoothing, two-point functions, and contact terms

For simplicity, in this Subsection the Hamiltonian is simply

H = hψ†ψ. (6.20)

Consider the two-point correlation function

G(τ) ≡
〈
ψ†ψτ

〉
β
≡ Z−1Tr

[
ψ†e−τHψ e−(β−τ)H

]
. (6.21)

This correlator is easily evaluated at any τ , as the commutation relations imply

ψτ ≡ e−τHψ eτH = eτhψ, ψ†τ ≡ e−τHψ†eτH = e−τhψ† (6.22)

and hence

G(τ) = Z−1e−(β−τ)h =
eτh

1 + eβh
. (6.23)

Note that in this QM problem there is nothing remotely singular happening as τ → 0.

A path integral expression for G(τ) can be found by using the trick (6.7) for a product
of N0 + 2 operators: two fermion operators and N0 copies of e−dτH . For the path integral to
be nice, the operators in the correlation function must be time-ordered, which in this case
amounts to requiring τ ≥ dτ . Then a conventional calculation shows that

G(τ) = Z−1

∫
[dηdη̄] η̄dτητ e−S. (6.24)

The action used here is given by (6.11).

The frequency space technique (temporal smoothing) of Subsection 5.2 is needed in order
to actually do something with this path integral. As before, this entails keeping only low-
frequency variables in the action and simply discarding the rest. However, there is now an
extra fly in the ointment: the product η̄dτητ . These variables contain high-frequency modes
that must be discarded, which amounts to replacing ητ and η̄dτ with their temporally smeared
versions η(τ) and η̄(dτ) ≈ η̄(0) from (6.16). Doing so has two consequences:

1. The path integral can be schematically expressed as
∑

τ ′,τ ′′ f(τ ′, dτ)f(τ, τ ′′)
∫
η̄τ ′ητ ′′e−S

where f is a smearing function akin to the one used in (2.14). If τ and dτ are sufficiently
close to each other, the sum will involve path integrals with both time orderings (τ ′ < τ ′′

and τ ′ > τ ′′). In this regime the smooth path integral cannot correspond to a smearing
of the simple correlation function

〈
ψ†ψτ

〉
β
given by (6.23). The discontinuity due to

smearing a time-ordered product must manifest itself as some kind of transition at
small τ .
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2. The partition function was given by a product over frequencies, so temporal smoothing
resulted in an answer Z̃ that differed from the exact result Z by an overall multiplicative
prefactor that could be viewed as a counterterm in the smooth action S̃. The correlation
function obtained by dropping high-frequency modes of Grassmann variables outside
of the exponent e−S may differ from the exact answer (6.23) by an additive term that
cannot be cancelled out by a counterterm in S̃. This is a toy example that illustrates
the origin of contact terms in correlation functions [46]. In this case the finite part of
the contact term will turn out to vanish.

To illustrate these points explicitly, consider the smooth proxy for the correlator (6.21)

G̃(τ) ≡ Z̃−1

∫
[dηdη̄] η̄(0)η(τ) e−S̃, (6.25)

for τ ≥ 0. The smooth action is

S̃ =

nS−1∑
n=−nS

dτ(−iωn + h) η̄nηn =

β∑
τ ′=dτ

dτ
[
− η̄(τ ′)∂τη(τ ′) + h η̄(τ ′)η(τ ′)

]
. (6.26)

This path integral can be evaluated in frequency space without fancy regularization methods:

G̃(τ) =
1

Z̃N0

nS−1∑
m, l=−nS

eiωlτ
∫

[dηdη̄] η̄mηl e
∑nS−1
n=−nS

dτ(iωn−h)η̄nηn

=

nS−1∑
m=−nS

eiωmτ

β(iωm − h)
=

1

π

∫ ωS

π/β

dω
ω sinωτ − h cosωτ

ω2 + h2
,

(6.27)

where ωS ≡ 2π
β

(nS + 1
2
). The integral is simplest to do order-by-order in τ . To first order,

G̃1(τ) =
1

π

[
τ

(
ωS −

π

β

)
− (1 + τh)

(
arctan

ωS

h
− arctan

π

βh

)]
≈ 2nS

τ

β
− Ceτh, (6.28)

where C ≡ 1
π

(
arctan ωS

h
− arctan π

βh

)
lies between −1

2
and 1

2
. Including higher powers of

τ precisely preserves the “universal” answer −Ceτh while changing the nS-dependent terms,
which are now additive and not just multiplicative (consequence 2 above).

Expanding in τ is justified if

τ � 1

ωS

≈ β

2πnS

. (6.29)

This is also the regime in which the path integral has the field insertions η̄dτ and ητ at less
than the smearing length (β/2nS) from each other. Thus G̃1(τ) contains the information on
the small-τ transition of G̃(τ) that was above advertised as consequence 1.
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It is possible to examine this transition in detail. To start, note that the nonuniversal
term in (6.28) is precisely τ divided by the smearing length, and so in the regime of interest
(6.29) this term is much smaller than unity. If the energy scale of the Hamiltonian, h, satisfies
the reasonable condition

h� ωS, or 2nS � βh, (6.30)

then (6.29) also implies hτ � 1 and the correlator is simply

G̃(τ) ≈ 1

π
arctan

π

βh
+ 2nS

τ

β
− 1

2
. (6.31)

If βh ∼ 1, this correlator is thus dominated by a τ -independent constant, in agreement with
the behavior of G(τ) as τ → 0. However, at sufficiently low temperatures, such that

βh� 1, (6.32)

the correlator is
G̃(τ) ≈ 2nS

τ

β
− βh

π2
. (6.33)

The advertised transition happens when the two terms become comparable, at

τ? ≈
β2h

2π2nS

. (6.34)

Around the point τ? the low-temperature correlator ceases to be dominated by the universal
term (in this case −βh/π2) and becomes sensitive to the cutoff ωS. From the Hamiltonian
point of view, this is unphysical, as ωS has no meaning in the canonical formalism. Indeed,
the exact answer (6.23) is not dominated by the linear behavior ∼ ωSτ at small times.

This analysis collapses if the smoothness scale is much smaller than the scale of the
Hamiltonian, i.e. if

h� ωS, or 2nS � βh. (6.35)

The correlator is then
G̃(τ) ≈ ωS

π

(
τ − 1

h

)
. (6.36)

The point τ? ∼ 1/h is harder to interpret as a physical crossover, as G̃(τ) never loses its
explicit dependence on ωS. This is not surprising: if ωS is not the largest scale in the smooth
theory, then the action S̃ can never forget about its existence and return a universal answer.

Throughout this Subsection, terms of order O(nS/N0) were immediately dropped. It is
possible to include them into the analysis and to find that the analogue of the roughening
transition is present whenever ωSτ? � nS/N0. This will not be explored here.
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7 Supersymmetric QM

The final topic of this paper concerns the construction of supersymmetric (SUSY) continuum
theories from lattice ones. This Section will present an eclectic mix of ideas, laying out the
groundwork rather carefully, in an elementary yet unusually general way. The starting point
will be a definition of SUSY applicable to any quantum theory, either lattice or continuum
(Subsection 7.1). The conventional QM representation of the SUSY structure [47] — a
coupling of a bosonic quantum particle and a fermion (two-state) system — will be presented
in Subsection 7.2. An amusing part of this analysis will be the construction of the “minimal
SUSY model,” a theory with a four-dimensional Hilbert space and without a Lagrangian
formulation at low temperatures. Finally, in Subsection 7.3 the SUSY SHO will be tackled
in an analysis that parallels that of Section 4, and it will be shown how this familiar SUSY
cQM emerges from the lattice one upon taming. All the theories examined in this Section
will exhibit “fermion doubling” — a double degeneracy of all the states in the spectrum,
including the ground state — that is a very general consequence of requiring SUSY to hold
in a finite system that comprises a fermionic degree of freedom.

7.1 The bare bones of supersymmetry

In this paper, a theory is called supersymmetric if it possesses a nilpotent symmetry, i.e. an
operatorQ that commutes with the Hamiltonian and obeysQ2 = 0.9 If such aQ is Hermitian,
it must equal zero. If Q is not Hermitian, Q† must also be a symmetry of the theory, since
[H,Q]† = [Q†, H] = 0. Further, Q† must also be nilpotent. Thus, if a theory has one nilpotent
SUSY generator, or supercharge, it must have at least one more.

The two generators Q and Q† do not necessarily obey any further relations. At this
point they simply generate the free algebra with two elements, i.e. a vector space spanned
by operators of the form QQ†QQ†Q · · · . All of these commute with H. A single supercharge
can thus imply a huge symmetry structure.

The anticommutator {Q,Q†} must commute with both supercharges. This is easy to
check by computing

Q{Q,Q†} = QQ†Q = {Q,Q†}Q. (7.1)

The same will hold for anticommutators of the form

{Q(Q†Q)n, (Q†Q)nQ†}. (7.2)

Any of these anticommutators would be a reasonable choice for the Hamiltonian.
9It should always be clear from context whether Q refers to a SUSY generator or to a position operator.
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In fact, it is typical to demand that a SUSY theory have, up to a rescaling,

H = {Q,Q†}. (7.3)

This will be the canonical choice in this paper. Nevertheless, it is important to keep in mind
that there exist Hamiltonians with nilpotent symmetries that do not fulfill this criterion.
Depending on one’s outlook, imposing (7.3) as part of a definition of SUSY may be a natural
thing to do, but many traits associated to SUSY do not require this choice.

A complementary point of view is obtained by defining the Hermitian supercharges

Q1 ≡
Q+Q†

2
, Q2 ≡

Q−Q†

2i
. (7.4)

They satisfy

{Q1,Q2} = 0, Q2
1 = Q2

2 =
1

4
{Q,Q†}. (7.5)

These are generalized Majorana operators: they anticommute and their squares must be
equal to each other, but they are not forced to square to the identity.

Now it is possible to define SUSY theories with any number NSUSY of Hermitian super-
charges QI . The requirement is that these satisfy

{QI ,QJ} = 0 for I 6= J, and Q2
1 = . . . = Q2

NSUSY
. (7.6)

When NSUSY = 2n, pairing up the QI ’s and taking linear combinations of pairs returns the
nilpotent anticommuting generators, e.g. by letting Qi = Q2i−1 + iQ2i for 1 ≤ i ≤ n. If
NSUSY = 2n + 1, one can imagine extending this set of Qi’s and Q†i ’s by a single Hermitian
operator Q0 that anticommutes with each Qi and obeys

Q2
0 =

1

4
{Qi, Q

†
i}, 1 ≤ i ≤ n. (7.7)

It is interesting to consider the special case NSUSY = 1. Here there is only a Hermitian
operator Q0 that does not need to satisfy any further restrictions. This is an ordinary
symmetry. For instance, Q0 can be the fermion number NF in a fermion QFT. Thus what is
called SUSY in this paper can be understood as a generalization of ordinary symmetries to
the case NSUSY > 1.

The case NSUSY = 1 further illuminates the implications of the optional condition (7.3).
This choice here amounts to demanding that H = 4Q2

0, which is of course typically not
required of a generic symmetry generator. Moreover, demanding (7.3) leads to the slightly
absurd situation of saying that H has a certain symmetry while e.g. H + c1 does not.
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If the Hamiltonian is given by (7.3), SUSY has two main dynamical consequences:

1. If dimH is even and NSUSY ≥ 2, every energy level is (at least) doubly degenerate.

2. All energies are nonnegative.

To prove the first claim, take any two Hermitian SUSY generators Q1/2 and diagonalize
one of them, say Q1, together with the Hamiltonian. Now the action of Q2 on any eigenstate
|ψ〉 of Q1 must give another eigenstate of Q1 with the opposite eigenvalue, since

Q1Q2|ψ〉 = −Q2Q1|ψ〉 = −λQ2|ψ〉. (7.8)

Thus Q2|ψ〉 must be orthogonal to |ψ〉 if λ 6= 0. Since [Q2, H] = 0, the energy of Q2|ψ〉 and
|ψ〉 must be the same, so all eigenstates of Q1 with eigenvalues λ 6= 0 come in degenerate
pairs. If the Hilbert space is even-dimensional, the number of states with λ = 0 must also be
even. By (7.3) these must have zero energy, and the claim is established.

The second property is trivial, as H = 4Q2
I directly implies that the Hamiltonian is

nonnegative-definite. A more elementary proof is still useful, however, so here it is. If |ψ〉 is
a state with energy E, let |ψI〉 ≡ QI |ψ〉 for every I, and note that

E = 〈ψ|H|ψ〉 = 4〈ψ|Q2
I |ψ〉 = 4 〈ψI |ψI〉 ≥ 0, (7.9)

with equality achieved iff QI |ψ〉 = 0. This completes the proof and makes clear that zero-
energy (i.e. ground) states must be annihilated by every single supercharge QI . In particular,
in a smooth subspace it is easier to find the null space of QI than of H ∝ Q2

I .

Both dynamical consequences hold for more general SUSY Hamiltonians (7.2). Their
study is left for the future.

7.2 Two standard representations

The discussion so far has assumed nothing about the structure of the Hilbert space on
which the SUSY generators act. Here there exists one choice that is so canonical as to be
synonymous with SUSY: taking the theory to be a coupling of an arbitrary quantum theory
(“bosons”) and a number of two-state theories (“fermions”). For NSUSY = 2, let

Q ≡ B†f, Q† ≡ Bf †, (7.10)

where f † and f are, respectively, raising and lowering operators in a single fermionic theory,
obeying {f, f †} = 0 and f 2 = (f †)2 = 0, and B is an arbitrary operator in the “bosonic”
theory, e.g. the clock model. Let nF ≡ f †f be the fermion number.
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A simple Hamiltonian for which Q and Q† are symmetries is found by using (7.3),

H = {Q,Q†} = nF[B,B†] +B†B. (7.11)

Using Pauli matrices, nF = 1
2
(1− σz), gives the pleasant form

H =
1

2
σz[B†, B] +

1

2
{B†, B}. (7.12)

In the special cases where B is Hermitian or unitary, the fermion decouples from the boson,
and the Hamiltonian is simply H = B†B. This is a trivial implementation of SUSY.

The minimal SUSY model has another two-state system as its bosonic sector. The total
Hilbert space is four-dimensional. Choose B and B† to be the ladder operators analogous to
f and f †, with the boson number nB ≡ B†B.10 Then the Hamiltonian (7.11) is

H = nB + nF − 2nBnF. (7.13)

The spectrum of this Hamiltonian is {0, 0, 1, 1}, with zero energies corresponding to states
with nB = nF. As expected, all states are doubly degenerate and have nonnegative energies.

The difficulty of recording this theory in path integral form is worth noting. By using
e2βnBnF = 1 + (e2β − 1)nBnF, the partition function Z = 2(1 + e−β) can be expressed as

Z =

∫
[dχdχ̄dηdη̄]

[
1 + (e2β − 1)η̄dτηdτ χ̄dτχdτ

]
e−S0[χ,χ̄]−S0[η,η̄], (7.14)

where

S0[η, η̄] ≡
β∑

τ=dτ

dτ (−η̄τ (∂η)τ−dτ + η̄τητ ) . (7.15)

Translation invariance along the thermal circle means that

Z =

∫
[dχdχ̄dηdη̄]

[
1 +

e2β − 1

β

β∑
τ=dτ

dτ η̄τητ χ̄τχτ

]
e−S0[χ,χ̄]−S0[η,η̄]. (7.16)

At high temperatures (β � 1), the term in brackets can be written as the exponential of a
four-fermion interaction. At low temperatures, there is no justification for re-exponentiation.
In this sense the minimal SUSY model is a nonlagrangian theory. This is ultimately because
the interaction strength in (7.13) cannot be decreased without breaking SUSY.

10 “Bosonic” and “fermionic” operators are here assumed to commute. If they were chosen to anticommute,
so that e.g. Bf = −fB, the model would simply be a theory of two interacting fermions. This theory would
still exhibit SUSY. However, all formulæ from (7.11) onwards must be altered in this case, as they were
derived under the assumption that B and f commute.
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Going back to this Subsection’s main line of development, it remains to touch upon the
other standard representation of SUSY algebras, used when discussing “infinitesimal” SUSY
transformations. To define these, it is customary to introduce a Grassmann parameter ε that
parameterizes a SUSY transformation. This is typically viewed as a formal extension of the
scalar field over which QM operator algebras are defined, with C being replaced by a unital
Grassmann algebra with a single Grassmann generator ε. The object ε is then assumed to
anticommute with all fermion-odd operators in the representation (7.10). There is nothing
particularly infinitesimal about this parameter: its Grassmann nature simply allows any
function f(ε) to be expressed as a linear polynomial in ε.

There is an alternative but unfamiliar way of viewing this procedure. Its advantage is that
the rules of QM stay intact — the operator algebras remain defined over C, and there are no
c-numbers that fail to commute with operators. The idea is to add an ancillary fermion to
the Hilbert space, with ε being a Majorana operator acting on this extra degree of freedom.
The supercharges are then represented as matrices on this enlarged Hilbert space,

Qε ≡ Qε = B†fε, Q†ε = εBf †. (7.17)

With ε normalized such that ε2 = 1, the candidate Hamiltonian {Qε, Q
†
ε} is the same as the

old one, (7.3).

The utility of this representation is more evident after defining the SUSY variations

δεO ≡ [Qε,O], δ†εO ≡ [Q†ε,O]. (7.18)

These nilpotent operations act on the B and f operators in a familiar fashion,

δεf
† = −εB†{f, f †} = −εB†, δεf = 0, δ†εf

† = 0, δ†εf = εB{f, f †} = εB,

δεB
† = 0, δεB = [B,B†]εf ≈ εf, δ†εB

† = [B,B†]εf † ≈ εf †, δ†εB = 0.
(7.19)

The approximations hold only in specific circumstances, e.g. if the bosonic system is a clock
model that can be tamed, as described in Subsection 2.3. In this case it can be said that
SUSY variations of bosons are fermions, and vice versa. The lesson of this derivation is that
a “superalgebra” structure, schematically given by δf ∼ εB and δB ∼ εf , is by no means
germane to a finite theory with SUSY.

The representation (7.17) is naturally connected to the point of view advocated in Sub-
section 6.1, that a Grassmann variable can always be viewed as an operator in an auxiliary
fermion system. Introducing a “Grassmann-valued scalar,” as is customary when discussing
superalgebras or supergroups in a SUSY theory, is really equivalent to taking a graded direct
product of this theory with the auxiliary system on which the Grassmann acts.
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7.3 SUSY harmonic oscillator

In this Subsection, supercharges will be represented in the conventional form (7.10), with the
bosonic system being a clock model of the kind studied in Sections 2 and 4. The bosonic
parts of the supercharges will be

B ≡ iP +W (Q), (7.20)

where P and Q are momentum and position operators defined in (2.25) and (2.37). The
function W (Q) will be called a superpotential.11

For every superpotential W (Q), it is possible to generate a sequence of SUSY Hamiltoni-
ans given by (7.2). The simplest one, given by (7.11), takes the form

H = P 2 +W 2(Q) + i (2nF − 1)
[
P,W (Q)

]
. (7.21)

ChoosingW (Q) = ω0Q gives the Hamiltonian of the SUSY SHO. This theory can be viewed as
a fermion (particle with two internal states) moving on a circle in the presence of a background
potential, with SUSY relating the potentials felt by different fermion components.

The operators P and Q do not obey the canonical commutation relations. Just as with
the ordinary SHO, it is first necessary to establish that this Hamiltonian has a low-energy
eigenspace of tame states. Assuming this is true for the moment, it then makes sense to tame
the Hamiltonian and get the more conventional form

HT ≈ P 2 + ω2
0Q

2 + ω0 (2nF − 1). (7.22)

After taming, the bosonic and fermionic systems decouple, but SUSY ensures that exciting
the fermion costs the same amount of energy (2ω0) as exciting the SHO by one level. This
gives rise to the expected double degeneracy in the spectrum — the single exception being
the ground state, as there is only one tame state with zero energy. This is incompatible with
the statement that all states in the theory (7.21) must be at least doubly degenerate, as
follows from the general considerations of Subsection 7.1.12 Thus, without ever numerically
diagonalizing the Hamiltonian, it becomes clear that the tame eigenspace cannot be the only
low-energy eigenspace in the theory.

The situation is analogous to the one encountered when comparing the SHO Hamiltonians
(4.1) and (4.9). The low-energy eigenspace in the former case is tame; in the latter case,
Hω ∼ P 2 + ω2Q2 has three other low-energy eigenspaces, with eigenfunctions differing from
tame ones by a (−1)φ modulation or by a shift along the target by ∆φ = π.

11Sometimes one writes B = iP +W ′(Q) and calls this W (Q) the superpotential.
12Note that any theory represented as a product of a bosonic and a fermionic system has an even-

dimensional Hilbert space, which is a necessary condition for the double degeneracy to be present.
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The fourfold degeneracy in the nonsupersymmetric theory (4.9) can be associated to the
“spontaneous breaking” of the Z2 × Z2 symmetry generated by transformations Z 7→ −Z
and X 7→ −X. (This simply means that each of the ground states has a different charge
under the Z2 × Z2.) Coupling this theory to a fermion to get the SUSY Hamiltonian (7.21)
explicitly breaks this Z2×Z2 symmetry down to a single Z2 that acts as (Z,X) 7→ −(Z,X).
This symmetry is generated by (ZX)K/2. The fermion number nF is also conserved, however,
so the theory (7.21) is again found to have a Z2 × Z2 symmetry.

Numerically diagonalizing the Hamiltonian (7.21) reveals that it has a fourfold ground
state degeneracy that corresponds to the “spontaneous breaking” of this new Z2 ×Z2, in the
same sense as in the previous paragraph. At nF = 0, its ground state eigenfunctions are a
smooth Gaussian localized around φ = 0 and its image under (ZX)K/2, a (−1)φ-modulated
Gaussian localized around φ = π. At nF = 1, the ground state wavefunctions are a smooth
Gaussian around φ = π and a (−1)φ-modulated Gaussian around φ = 0. These can be
organized into eigenspaces of the Z2 × Z2 generators. In practice, one ignores the Z2 × Z2

symmetry and isolates the tame subspace of the bosonic sector; only one of these four ground
states belongs to this subspace, and it has nF = 0. This subspace is not an eigenspace of the
whole Z2 × Z2, but it is an eigenspace of the fermionic Z2 generated by (−1)nF .

This last observation makes it natural to define the Witten index, which is essentially a
grand canonical partition function with a nonzero chemical potential for fermion parity,

W ≡ Tr
[
(−1)nFe−βH

]
. (7.23)

The celebrated property of the Witten index is that it is invariant under most deformations
of the Hamiltonian; when the theory is given by (7.21), W only depends on certain global
properties of the superpotential [19]. However, in the context of this paper, this claim must
be parsed more carefully. The index defined by (7.23) is necessarily zero in any theory where
SUSY is represented via (7.10). This follows from the double degeneracy proven in Subsection
7.1. It is only the index over tame states,

WT ≡ TrHT

[
(−1)nFe−βH

]
, (7.24)

that has any nontrivial properties. (Compare this to the smooth partition function (5.9).)

Ground state properties in the tame sector can be inferred from SUSY without ever
numerically diagonalizing the Hamiltonian. (Of course, this requires assuming that such a
state exists in the first place, and working self-consistently from there on out.) Requiring that
both B†f and Bf † annihilate the ground state and assuming that B and B† are SHO ladder
operators in a tame space implies that the ground state has quantum numbers nF = nB = 0.
This works for other superpotentials, and it is one of the main draws of SUSY.
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It is less widely appreciated that this commonly touted power of SUSY is curbed by the
need to tune the couplings in the superpotential so that the microscopic Hamiltonian (7.21)
actually has tame eigenstates (see Fig. 2). Numerics shows that, for W (Q) = ω0Q, the
coupling must satisfy

ω0 ≈
K

2π
=

1

dφ
, (7.25)

in the same sense that γ ≈ 1 was required in Section 4. It is thus natural to define

ω ≡ ω0dφ (7.26)

as the O(1) coupling in the conveniently rescaled cQM Hamiltonian

Hc ≡
1

2
(dφ)2HT ≈

1

2
(dφ)2P 2 +

1

2
ω2Q2 +

1

2
dφω (2nF − 1). (7.27)

The factors of dφ that appear throughout this Hamiltonian perform the same roles that ~
does in much of the literature: they control how close the theory is to the “critical” point
at which the continuum description is valid. Importantly, however, dφ = 2π/K has a clear
interpretation as a dimensionless number that cannot be freely “set to unity,” as one may be
tempted to do with ~ after too much exposure to perturbative QFT.

The upshot of this is that the continuum coupling ω cannot be taken to an extreme in
either direction: if

ω . dφ or ω &
1

dφ
, (7.28)

the assumption of tameness becomes inconsistent with the existence of the microscopic Hamil-
tonian (7.21), and the canonical commutation relations in the bosonic sector (and hence also
the continuum Hamiltonian) start receiving large corrections. As before, these are weak
bounds that merely serve to prove a point — that SUSY cQMs cannot exist at arbitrary
couplings. Finding stronger results remains an open question.

To summarize, this Section has stressed the following unusual points:

1. It is possible to define SUSY theories with finite Hilbert spaces.

2. SUSY Hamiltonians need not be simple anticommutators of two supercharges.

3. The Witten index of any lattice SUSY theory represented as a coupling of fermions and
bosons is necessarily zero. All states must be at least doubly degenerate.

4. Many familiar properties of SUSY appear only after restricting to a tame subspace.
However, doing so may mean missing out on entire sectors of low-energy states. The
restriction itself may be inconsistent at extreme values of the coupling.
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8 Summary

This paper has presented a broad array of examples that showcase the utility of the smoothing
perspective in QM. It may be helpful to recap the highlights and stress their implications for
the lattice-continuum correspondence:

1. The operator algebras of four ubiquitous cQM theories — the free particle on R and on
S1, and the simple and supersymmetric harmonic oscillators — can be realized to arbi-
trary precision via controlled reductions (smoothings and/or tamings) of a sufficiently
large but finite clock algebra (2.4).

2. An analogous reduction can be expressed in the path integral language by restricting
the set of states inserted at each time step. When the parameters of this reduction are
chosen judiciously (relative to the original Hilbert space dimension and the size of the
time step), the resulting actions take on the familiar quadratic forms, and moreover
the path integrals are good approximations to exact answers, as per eq. (5.27) and
Subsection 5.3. This analysis also leads to a lattice-based definition of sums over saddle
points and of the distinction between compact and noncompact QM theories.

3. To actually evaluate the path integrals, an uncontrolled procedure of temporal smooth-
ing must be used, as explained in Subsection 5.2: the sum over Matsubara frequencies
is manually restricted, and a universal answer is extracted after including the appro-
priate counterterms. This analysis leads to a purely lattice-based understanding of the
origin of counterterms and contact terms in correlation functions, as well as to a precise
description of the emergence of spacetime symmetries.

4. Fermionic QM theories do not admit a reduction to a continuum theory in the canon-
ical formalism, but their path integrals can be evaluated after performing the same
uncontrolled temporal smoothing that was employed in the bosonic case. It is after
these manipulations that bosonic and fermionic actions become closely analogous to
each other.

5. It is possible to discuss SUSY in a very general lattice setting, and a simple nonla-
grangian theory with a finite Hilbert space, the “minimal SUSY model,” was given in
eq. (7.13). However, it is only after taming that the symmetry between bosons and
fermions comes in sharp relief, with the emergence of the SUSY algebra structure (7.19).
This analysis has shown how such an algebra arises from a lattice model, and along the
way it was also proven that the Witten index of any lattice theory with exact SUSY
must be zero.
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Target space smoothing and taming are key ingredients in the lattice-continuum corre-
spondence of higher-dimensional QFTs. A conventional scalar cQFT can be obtained from
a lattice by taming the target space at each spatial point, followed by smoothing along spa-
tial directions. The procedure of smoothing along spatial directions, first developed in the
context of simple fermionic QFTs [14,15], will be presented in much greater generality in the
next part of this series.

There do remain questions regarding the lattice-continuum correspondence in QM that
this paper has not addressed. For example, how does reparameterization invariance of the
action precisely emerge from a finite system, as seen in the SYK model [30]? Or, for instance,
how does the hierarchy of scales needed to define a cQM appear within the (hyper)asymptotics
of cQM perturbation theory [48,49]?
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