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Abstract

The goal of the present paper is to reconcile the so-called P (ϕ)2 model from classical constructive quantum
field theory (CQFT) with (metric version of) geometric and categorical axioms proposed by G. Segal [66] in the
90’s, in showing that the P (ϕ)2 model satisfies these axioms, appropriately adjusted. The approach is based
on previous works of Dimock [16] and Pickrell [52], while we give a new proof to a key step using what we
call “the Bayes principle” of conditional probabilities in the infinite dimensional setting. We also give a precise
statement and full proof of the locality of the P (ϕ)2 interaction. After that, we note that the so-called “transfer
operator” associated to a cobordism has strictly positive kernel, this implies the operator has a spectral gap
and allows to define a P (ϕ)2 Gibbs state on non-compact periodic curved surfaces (namely, with discrete “time
translations”) by analogy with 1-dimensional spin chains. This also implies asymptotic properties of the P (ϕ)2
partition function on periodic covers of large degrees.
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1 Introduction
In the classical approach to quantum field theory (QFT), a central role is given to the representation of the
Lorentz group as one can easily recognize if one looks at the Wightman axioms which were among the first
attempt to axiomatize QFT. It was later realized by Feynman, Symanzik [69], Nelson [49] in the 60’s that one
could describe most objects of QFT using the functional integral, in imaginary time, which started the Euclidean
approach to QFT. This allows to recover many computations and predictions of interest in quantum field theory.

In the 80’s, motivated by works of Atiyah and Witten on the relation of QFT with geometry and topology,
there was an attempt to give an axiomatic definition of QFT based on geometry that would capture the main
properties of the functional integral representation. The two important notions at the foundation of QFT are the
concept of locality and unitarity. The first notion of locality is intuitively captured by the functional integral
representation whereas the second notion will be encoded in certain symmetries of our manifolds under reflection
called reflection positivity. The notion of reflection posivity plays a central role in constructive quantum field
theory since the works of Osterwalder and Schrader, Glimm and Jaffe and also plays an important role in
statistical physics.

The geometric axioms for QFT are due to Atiyah, Segal [66] and more recently Kontsevich and Segal [40]:
instead of viewing QFT as representation of some space-time symmetry group, we rather view them loosely as
linear representations of some geometric bordism category. In the following subsection we give the example of
the 1 dimensional spin chain which contains the key phenomenology of the QFT model we will describe in the
present work. It can be understood as linear representations of some discrete geometric bordism category and
we will also explain why our spin chain admits a unique Gibbs measure (in the sense of Ruelle [63]) and the
shift map acting on the chain is exponentially mixing for the Gibbs measure.

1.1 Example of 1D Spin Chain and its Transfer Operator
Our example illustrates the gluing properties by the transfer operator for discrete spin systems. Consider
ZN := Z/NZ as a 1-dimensional chain of size N , consider the space RN now as the space of maps ZN −→ R,
namely a discrete path space. The lattice site is denoted by i ∈ {1, . . . , N} and call σ ∈ RN a spin configuration,
whose value at the site i reads σ(i) ∈ R. We impose periodic boundary condition, which means σ(N + 1) ≡ σ(1).
Thus the chain could be considered as circular. We are given an action functional on the configuration space
RN that reads

SN (σ)
def
=

N∑
i=1

|σ(i+ 1)− σ(i)|2 +
N∑
i=1

P (σ(i)) (1.1)

where P is a polynomial bounded from below, the interaction is nearest neighbour. Given a configuration σ ∈
RN , SN (σ) may be thought of as its “energy” and the statistical behaviour of the system is described by the
probability measure called Gibbs measure,

dµP (σ)(σ)
def
=

1

Z(N)
e−SN (σ)dNσ, with Z(N) =

∫
RN

e−SN (σ)dNσ (1.2)

called the partition function of the system.
Now we would like to express this partition function Z(N) in terms of elementary building blocks. The main

idea is to slice the action functional as

SN (σ) =

N∑
i=1

[
|σ(i+ 1)− σ(i)|2 + 1

2
(P (σ(i+ 1)) + P (σ(i)))

]
so exponentiating gives

exp (−SN (σ)) =

N∏
i=1

K(σ(i+ 1), σ(i)) (1.3)

where
K(x, y) = e−|x−y|2− 1

2 (P (x)+P (y)) (1.4)

which is the Schwartz kernel of an operator on L2(R) that is smoothing.
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Definition 1.1. Define the transfer operator T to be exactly the operator with kernel K(x, y), that is,

(TF )(x) =

∫
K(x, y)F (y)dy, (1.5)

for any function(al) F ∈ L2(R).

Then we see immediately from (1.3) that

Z(N) =

∫ N∏
i=1

[
K(σ(i+ 1), σ(i))dσ(i)

]
= trL2(R)(T

N ), (1.6)

remembering that σ(N + 1) ≡ σ(1), since for a smoothing operator A : L2(R) −→ S(R) we have trL2(R)(A) =∫
KA(x, x)dx with KA being the integral kernel.
More generally we would like to express the kernel of TN in terms of exp(−S(σ)) using the relation (1.3).

This means instead of letting the boundary condition be periodic we let σ(1) = σin, σ(N + 1) = σout given two
boundary conditions (σin, σout) ∈ R2. Then the kernel KN of TN is

KN (σout, σin) =

∫
K(σout, σ(N)) · · ·K(σ(2), σin)

N∏
i=2

dσ(i) (1.7)

=

∫
RN−1

e−SN (σ|σin,σout)
N∏
i=2

dσ(i), (1.8)

with the conditioned interaction SN (σ|σin, σout) defined as

SN (σ|σin, σout)
def
=

N∑
i=1

|σ(i+ 1)− σ(i)|2 +
N∑
i=2

P (σ(i)) +
1

2
(P (σin) + P (σout)), (1.9)

with σ(1) ≡ σin and σ(N + 1) ≡ σout. Now if N1, N2 are two integers and we define the kernels KN1
, KN2

using (1.8) and (1.9) with N replaced respectively by N1, N2, then it follows “trivially” from the composition
property TN2 ◦ TN1 = TN2+N1 that

KN2+N1
(σout, σin) =

∫
KN2

(σout, σ)KN1
(σ, σin)dσ. (1.10)

However, such a relation becomes remarkable (rather than trivial) if we do not have the “unit” transfer
operator T to start with; that is, if we do not have (1.7) but define KN1

and KN2
directly with an expression

of the form (1.8) and (1.9). This corresponds to the idea of a path integral in quantum mechanics and quantum
field theory. Alternatively one could consider the Gibbs measure (1.2) and take KN as the transition probability
of a certain stochastic process. Then (1.10) is the Chapman-Kolmogorov equation which relies heavily on the
fact that the underlying process is Markovian. In a sense, for both interpretations a crucial condition is that the
interaction S(σ) be local; that is, very roughly speaking, if one chops the sites [1, N1+N2] := {1, 2, . . . , N1+N2}
into [1, N1] ⊔ [N1 + 1, N1 +N2] then S[1,N1+N2](σ) ≈ S[1,N1](σ|[1,N1]) + S[N1+1,N1+N2](σ|[N1+1,N1+N2]).

The main result of this article concerns a 2-dimensional “continuum” version of this story where lattice sites
are replaced by the continuum of points on a 2D surface (considered as space-time) and a configuration is
replaced by a distribution. See the section below for a more precise description. In the final section, we also
show that when the space-time admits a periodic translation symmetry then a more precise analogy with the
spin chain described above can be restored, in particular, there exists a Gibbs state in the thermodynamic limit.
Further discussion of the above example continues in the separate introduction to this latter part in section 7.2.

1.2 Main results and Comments
Main results. Let Ω be a Riemannian surface whose boundary has two components ∂Ω = Σin ⊔ Σout.
We will define probability measures µin, µout respectively on the spaces of distributions D′(Σin), D′(Σout) and
put Hin := L2(D′(Σin), µin), Hout = L2(D′(Σout), µout) which play the role of L2(R) above. We then define the
“transfer operator” associated to Ω to be given by the integral kernel which is formally

AΩ(φin, φout) =

∫
{ϕ|∂Ω=(φin,φout)}

e−
∫
Ω

1
2 (|∇ϕ|

2
g+m

2ϕ2)+P (ϕ(x))dVΩ(x)[Lϕ], (1.11)
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where the formal integration is over the space of all distributions subject to the boundary condition ϕ|Σin
= φin

and ϕ|Σout
= φout, with respect to the non-existent Lebesgue measure [Lϕ] on the space of such distributions.

Here P (ϕ) is a polynomial bounded below just like the one considered in (1.1). If Ω1, Ω2 are two Riemannian
surfaces of the kind as above where the “out” boundary of Ω1 is isometric to the “in” boundary of Ω2 via an
isometry ρ, then one can glue them along ρ and obtain the surface Ω2∪ρΩ1. This article then seeks to prove the
analogue of (1.7) for operators defined by (1.11) in such a situation, after making rigorous sense of the formula
which is in fact a large part of the work. The main development is carried out in section 6 and the proof is
completed in subsection 6.5.

After that, we point out that the operator UΩ defined by (1.11) has the Perron-Frobenius property, namely
it has strictly positive kernel (this could already be seen from the above heuristic expression). This has the
consequence that UΩ in fact has a spectral gap and together with the composition property obtained above
implies that the P (ϕ)2 theory on periodic space-times behaves very similarly to the spin-chain example discussed
above. In particular, we are able to construct a P (ϕ)2 Gibbs state on some periodic infinite volume surface in
perfect analogy with the 1D spin chain, we refer to section 7.3 for further details.

Concrete illustration. For a concrete illustration of our results, we state an informal theorem which is a
consequence of the Segal gluing of P (ϕ)2 amplitudes developed in the present work.

Theorem (asymptotics of the partition function on large degree periodic covers). Let (M, g) denotes a compact
Riemannian surface, M∞ −→ M a Riemannian Z-cover of M and γ the generator of the deck group. We can
think of M∞ as the infinite composition of some given cobordism Ω, which serves as the “fundamental domain”
of the deck transformations on M∞. For every N ∈ N, denote by MN := M∞/γ

N the cyclic cover of degree N
of M and ∆N is the Laplace-Beltrami operator on MN . We define the partition function of the P (ϕ)2 theory on
MN heuristically as

ZN
heu
=

∫
D′(MN )

e−
∫
MN

P (ϕ(x))dV (x)e−
1
2

∫
MN

(|∇ϕ|2g+m
2ϕ2)dV

[Lϕ] (1.12)

where dV is the Riemannian area form, D′(MN ) is the space of real distributions on MN and [Lϕ] is the
non-existent Lebesgue measure on D′(MN ).

Then the renormalized sequence of free energies 1
N log (ZN ) has a limit λ0 when N → +∞, moreover this

limit λ0 can be interpreted as the leading eigenvalue of some transfer operator UΩ which is the quantization of
the cobordism Ω mentioned above.

Rigorous sense of the expression (1.12) will be made in sections 2 and 3.

Remark 1.1. The above theorem is an interacting QFT version of a result of Naud on the asymptotics of
zeta determinants on large degree random covers of compact surfaces [46], the main difference is that he treats
random covers whereas our sequence of covers is deterministic and he only deals with the partition function of
free fields whereas we treat the interacting case.

Other parts. In sections 2 and 3 we retrace the classical rigorous construction due to Nelson of the integrand
of (1.11), and adapt the argument for showing locality of the interaction in subsection 5.5. Section 4 aims to
derive the behavior of a Gaussian field under the trace map (restriction to hypersurface); these results are
classical but our treatment still gives a somewhat new perspective based on elementary adjoint relations of
various geometric operators (see subsection 4.3). Section 5 discusses the Markov property that culminates in
the Bayes principle (see below) for the GFF and proving locality of the P (ϕ) interaction. In between, we give
comments on reflection positivity which is not strictly related to the aim of the article but, the author believes,
integrates organically into the discussion (subsections 4.5 and 5.4).

Comments. Firstly we point out that the exact same problem has been treated some 15 years ago in Pickrell
[52], and a partial treatment (trace axiom for free field) also appears in Dimock [16]. The present article aims to
offer a new proof (to a core proposition, see below) based on the following simple idea. We also tie up many loose
ends around this problem; especially we precisely state and prove the locality of the P (ϕ) interaction, which is
widely believed to lie behind a property such as Segal’s gluing rule and, as we shall see in our case in section
5.5, lies behind the very possibility of defining (1.11) over a domain with boundary. Indeed, since the definition
of the P (ϕ) interaction requires renormalization, the verification of Segal’s rules provides an important testing
ground that the renormalization procedures can actually be made local, which is in general a deep question.
See also remark 3.1.

The idea (observation) is that Segal’s gluing axioms for the scalar QFT actually follow from the Bayes principle
applied to the functional measure of the QFT. What we mean by the “Bayes principle” here is the following, in
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its simplest form: suppose two real random variables X and Y have joint probability law P(X,Y ); then we have
two equal expressions for their joint density p(x, y) = (dP(X,Y )/dL⊗2

R )(x, y), namely

p(x, y) =
d(πx∗P(X,Y ))

dLR
(x)

dPY |X=x

dLR
(y) =

d(πy∗P(X,Y ))

dLR
(y)

dPX|Y=y

dLR
(x), (1.13)

where πx, πy are respectively the projections onto the x- and y-axes, PY |X=x denotes the conditional law of Y
knowing “X = x”, and vice versa for PX|Y=y (more rigorously these are expressed using transition kernels). In
other words, one could evaluate p(x, y) by conditioning in two alternative ways: onX or on Y . In what follows we
put forward a version of (1.13) for the Gaussian Free Field (GFF) measure on D′(M) for M a closed Riemannian
surface, where the projections πx,y are replaced by trace maps (restrictions) onto embedded Riemannian circles.
By the spacial Markov property of the GFF, the expressions for the conditional laws simplify nicely. Since the
transition amplitudes (1.11) are given by the square roots of the densities of the trace-induced measures with
respect to fixed background Gaussian functional measures on the circles (corresponding to p(x, y) above), we
obtain a proof of Segal’s gluing axioms for the GFF and, by the locality of the P (ϕ) interaction, the result
extends immediately to the interacting case for this interaction.

Presumably in general, if one has a local interaction such that the QFT Gibbs measure (2.1) is well-defined
and absolutely continuous with respect to the free field measure, then Segal’s rules for the interacting theory
hold based on that of the free theory. See, for example, Guillarmou, Kupiainen, Rhodes and Vargas [28] for the
case of the Liouville theory (which is conformal). In Pickrell [52], the argument for free field (presumably) used
composition formulae in the oscillator semigroup1, and proceeded by analogy with the finite dimensional case
(see Howe [34]). In [28] there is a counterpart of the treatment based on computations of Dirichlet forms. The
proof here is different from both [28] and [52], which is geometric and in fact conceptually transparent. More
precisely, this is proposition 6.9 below which corresponds to proposition 3 on page 16 of [52] and (the second
part of)2 lemma 5.3 on page 30 of [28].

An important ingredient taken from (inspired by) Pickrell [52] is the definition of the amplitude as the
square root of the Radon-Nikodym density comparing a trace-induced measure to a fixed background Gaussian
measure. This hints at an infinite-dimensional analogue of the notion of “half-densities”, and is actually what [52]
considered. This latter notion has the advantage of being intrinsic. But due to insufficient literature discussing
half-densities in the infinite-dimensional setting3, we adopt here the equivalent approach of fixing a background
measure. Indeed, there is only one correct amplitude to consider, prescribed by physics, and the reader would
see that the expression we obtain from this definition agrees, for example, with the one of [28] in its form and
exactly for the free field. In fact, this definition of the amplitude “derives” naturally from a special case of Segal’s
trace axiom (see section 6.3).

Remark 1.2. We consider real scalar fields, namely a field configuration ϕ (on M) is a real distribution (on M).
In yet other words, this means if we pair ϕ with a potentially complex test function f , then

ϕ(f) = ϕ(f), (1.14)

the bar denoting complex conjugation. Without loss of generality, all function spaces are assumed real unless
otherwise stated.

Remark 1.3 (role of symmetries). One primary aim of the present work is to reconcile the model (2.1) with the
axiomatics proposed by G. Segal [66]. However, a significant difference between our model and the theories [66]
principally tries to target is that we do not have and consider symmetries beyond the simplest one of reflecting
across a hypersurface. In particular the model (2.1) will not be conformally invariant, and not even the free case
(P = 0) as m > 0 and we do not include any “conformal anomaly” accounting effects of a conformal change in
the metric. A linear term involving the Gauss curvature could have been included in the exponential of (1.11)
— our situation corresponds to the case of “minimal coupling”, see discussion of Jaffe and Ritter [37] around
equation (7).

In fact, we lack a basic symmetry which is present in the Euclidean (R2) case of the same model (2.1): since
we deal with general compact surfaces, there are no distinguished “time translations” (in the form of a generating
Killing vector field). In the Euclidean case, the “canonical” time direction helps to fix a definitive Hilbert space

1this is a semigroup consisting of operators with Gaussian kernels, and the reader could see that (1.11) with P = 0 is analogous to
such a kernel. The author is however not very familiar with this object and refers the reader to Howe [34] and Folland [22] chapter 5.

2the first part corresponds to a combination of corollary 2.15 and proposition 4.9 of this article, the first of which is largely a known
result concerning quadratic perturbation of Gaussian fields (see references in section 2.3).

3D. Pickrell confirmed with the author that he did not know of a reference which discuss infinite-dimensional half-densities other
than the appendix of [52]. The author agrees with him that this notion might be a helpful one worthy of a detailed development.
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of quantum states, and eventually allows one to obtain an explicit expression of the Hamiltonian operator
generating time evolution of the theory. This would also be the case if Ω is a cylinder equipped with cylindrical
metric, for example, but for general Ω the notion of a “Hamiltonian operator” is not very well-defined. It is
nevertheless interesting to think of a definition perhaps in terms of categorical limits as in Kontsevich and Segal
[40] section 3. Basic constructions of a Euclidean (Riemannian) field theory on curved space-times equipped
with a time translation have been considered in Jaffe and Ritter [38].

Last but not least, in the last section 7 of this article we explore a crucial property of the operator UΩ

representing the “evolution” across the cobordism Ω (more suggestively it could be written as e−[Ω]H), namely
that it is Perron-Frobenius. This would imply that it nevertheless has many properties in common with an actual
time evolution (i.e. e−tH), especially it has a spectral gap.

Remark 1.4. In hindsight, the author feels that a proof following (1.13) is a natural one regarding the intuition
behind the path integral as “summing over histories”, and (1.13) simply says that such a sum “conditioned” on
different intermediate points in history4 produce equivalent results (the proof of (1.13) itself is trivial!). However,
a still more ideal version of the proof would perhaps be one that puts the free field and interacting field on equal
footing, where Segal’s axioms follow from a generalized version of “Nelson’s axioms” as explained on section IV.1
of Simon [71], based on the Markov property and uses a “nonlinear version” of the transition operator M1

M,2

(see section 5.3).

1.3 Notations
In this paper, unless stated otherwise,

“heu= ” means “heuristically equal to”;
(M, g) = closed Riemannian surface with metric g;
(Ω, g) = compact Riemannian surface with metric g, boundary ∂Ω, seen as isometrically embedded in M ,

the induced metric on ∂Ω is still denoted g;
Σ = disjoint union of Riemannian circles (of different radii), usually Σ = ∂Ω; hypersurface in M ;
Ω◦ = interior of Ω;
m = mass parameter, m > 0, fixed throughout paper ;
D′(M), D′(Ω◦) = real distributions on M and Ω;
C∞(M), C∞

c (Ω◦) = smooth functions on M , smooth compact support functions on Ω◦;
∆ = Laplacian on (M, g), ∆f := −div(∇f), therefore it is defined to be nonnegative, the same applies below;
∆Σ = Laplacian on Σ;
∆Ω,D = Laplacian on Ω with (zero) Dirichlet boundary condition (see also remark 4.1);
DΣ = (∆Σ +m2)1/2;
τΣ = trace operator (restriction) onto the hypersurface Σ;
(Q,O) = general probability sample space with σ-algebra O;
C = general positive self-adjoint elliptic pseudodifferential operator on M , Ω, Σ, which is Hilbert-Schmidt

on the corresponding L2 spaces;
µcond
C = µcond

C−1 = Gaussian measure on D′(M), D′(Ω◦), or D′(Σ), equipped with their Fréchet Borel σ-algebra,
with covariance EC [ϕ(f)ϕ(h)] = ⟨f, Ch⟩L2 , under some conditions;

µMGFF = massive GFF measure on D′(M); µΩ,D
GFF = massive Dirichlet GFF measure on D′(Ω◦);

EAB = expectation under µAB ;
ϕ(f) = the random variable ϕ 7→ ⟨ϕ, f⟩L2 indexed by f ∈ C∞(M), C∞

c (Ω◦) or C∞(Σ);
W s(M) = the L2 Sobolev space on M , with inner product ⟨−,−⟩W s(M) :=

〈
−, (∆ +m2)s−

〉
L2 ;

W s
A(M), W s

U (M), W s(U) = see appendix C.1;
Ψr(M), Ψr(Σ) = pseudodifferential operators (ΨDOs) on M or Σ with order r;
[Lϕ] = hypothetical Lebesgue measure on a space of distributions;
∥·∥tr, ∥·∥HS, ∥·∥Jp

, ∥·∥L2 = trace norm, Hilbert-Schmidt norm, Jp ideal norm (see appendix A.1), operator
norm acting on L2 or L2-norm on function;

PIΣ,BΩ = Poisson integral operator extending from Σ to Ω, with boundary conditions B imposed on boundary
components other than Σ (see also remark 4.1);

DNΣ,B
Ω = Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator or the jumpy version defined using PIΣ,BΩ (jumpy version is under-

stood when Σ is in the interior of Ω rather than a boundary component);
µΣ,Ω,B
DN = Gaussian measure on D′(Σ) with covariance (DNΣ,B

Ω )−1;
µ∂Ω,Ω2DN = Gaussian measure on D′(∂Ω) with covariance 1

2 (DN∂ΩΩ )−1;

4In our case, history is circular!
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µΣ
2D = Gaussian measure on D′(Σ) with covariance 1

2 (DΣ)
−1;

M1
M,2 = τΣ2

PIΣ1

M is the transition operator defined in section 5.3.
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2 Gaussian Fields on a Riemannian Manifold
In this and the next section we define rigorously a probability measure on D′(M), as well as certain variants
on D′(Ω◦), which heuristically bears the form

dµP (ϕ)
heu
=

1

Z

A︷ ︸︸ ︷
e−

∫
M
P (ϕ(x))dVM (x) e−

1
2

∫
M

(|∇ϕ|2g+m
2ϕ2)dVM [Lϕ]︸ ︷︷ ︸

B

, (2.1)

where P is a polynomial bounded from below, such as P (ϕ) = ϕ4 − ϕ2, [Lϕ] denotes the nonexistent Lebesgue
measure on D′(M) and

ZM
heu
=

∫
D′(M)

e−
∫
M
P (ϕ(x))dVM (x)e−

1
2

∫
M

(|∇ϕ|2g+m
2ϕ2)dVM [Lϕ] (2.2)

is the normalization factor, also called the partition function.
The idea is that while [Lϕ] is nonexistent, together with the factor exp(− 1

2

∫
M
(|∇ϕ|2g + m2ϕ2)dVM ) the

expression B can be given a rigorous meaning as a Gaussian probability measure scaled by a (finite) volume
constant, and the measure (2.1) can be constructed if, after defining part A rigorously, one proves that it is L1

with respect to the measure B. This construction of (2.1) was done on R2 essentially by Edward Nelson [48]
and the argument is already a classic, very well-understood (see Simon [71], Glimm and Jaffe [26], Dimock [17]
chapter 13 or Hairer [31] section 9). We will build on this method.

For us, the argument must be carefully adapted to show locality of the P (ϕ) interaction, in the curved surface
setting (see remark 3.1). Leaving details to section 3, we stress here the main theme of the subject: since powers
of a distribution is generally not defined, renormalization is needed, and the polynomial P (ϕ) must in fact be
replaced by the so-called Wick-ordered polynomial :P (ϕ): for A to exist.

In this section we construct the measure B. This construction is a classical one in probability theory,
usually called the Gaussian free field. Here we collect some essential concepts and results, and refer, for example,
to Sheffield [67] and Powell and Werner [54] for more information.

The starting point is that for a real positive symmetric N ×N matrix C−1 on RN , one has∫
RN

e−
1
2 ⟨x,C

−1x⟩dLN (x) =
(2π)N/2

(detC−1)1/2
(2.3)

and the measure
(detC−1)1/2e−

1
2 ⟨x,C

−1x⟩dLN1 (2.4)

is a Gaussian measure with covariance matrix C (in the standard basis), where we absorb (2π)−
1
2 into the

Lebesgue measure. Thus we should define

e−
1
2

∫
M

(|∇ϕ|2g+m
2ϕ2)dVM [Lϕ] heu= “ det ”(∆ +m2)−

1
2 dµMGFF(ϕ) (2.5)

where µMGFF is a Gaussian measure on D′(M) with covariance operator (∆ + m2)−1, and “det” is an infinite
dimensional generalization of the determinant of a matrix, called the ζ-regularized determinant. The Gaussian
measure and the determinant are two issues to be treated separately (in sections 2.1 and 2.2).
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2.1 The Massive Gaussian Free Field

2.1.1 Definition and Representations

Let (M, g) be a closed Riemannian manifold of dimension d with metric g, and Ω ⊂ M an open domain with
smooth boundary ∂Ω, both equipped with the metric induced from g (same notation). Fix m > 0 as the mass
parameter.

Definition 2.1. The massive Gaussian Free Field (GFF) with mass m on M is the Gaussian random process
indexed by C∞(M), consisting of random variables {ϕ(f) | f ∈ C∞(M)} such that

E[ϕ(f)ϕ(h)] =
〈
f, (∆ +m2)−1h

〉
L2(M)

, E[ϕ(f)] ≡ 0, (2.6)

for any f , h ∈ C∞(M).

Definition 2.2. The Dirichlet massive Gaussian Free Field with mass m on Ω is the Gaussian random process
indexed by C∞

c (Ω◦), consisting of random variables {ϕ(f) | f ∈ C∞
c (Ω◦)} such that

E[ϕ(f)ϕ(h)] =
〈
f, (∆Ω,D +m2)−1h

〉
L2(Ω)

=
〈
P⊥
M\Ω◦f, P⊥

M\Ω◦h
〉
W−1 , E[ϕ(f)] ≡ 0, (2.7)

for any f , h ∈ C∞
c (Ω◦). See appendix C.1 and in particular lemma C.4.

Remark 2.1. There is also a technical requirement: the family of random variables {ϕ(f) | f ∈ C∞(M)}
(respectively, C∞

c (Ω◦)) should generate the σ-algebra of the underlying sample space. This makes the corre-
sponding random processes full, per the probabilitic terminology. We will take this requirement for granted in
the sequel.

We have chosen to start with these rather abstract definitions due to the fact that there are many choices of
sample spaces (Q-spaces) on which to realize those Gaussian processes. These realizations are all equivalent in
the sense explained in appendix B.2. For the sake of concreteness, we point out that one choice for the sample
space is D′(M) (or D′(Ω◦)).

Proposition 2.1 (Bochner-Minlos, [11] theorem 5.11, page 266). There exists a Borel probability measure µMGFF

on the Fréchet space D′(M) such that ϕ 7→ ⟨ϕ, f⟩L2(M) =: ϕ(f), f ∈ C∞(M), realizes the random variable ϕ(f)
of the massive GFF on M .

Similarly, there exists a Borel probability measure µΩ,D
GFF on the Fréchet space D′(Ω◦) such that ϕ 7→ ⟨ϕ, f⟩L2(Ω), f ∈

C∞
c (Ω◦), realizes the random variable ϕ(f) of the Dirichlet massive GFF on Ω.

Remark for proof. The key point is that D′(M) (respectively, D′(Ω◦)) is the dual of a nuclear space C∞(M)
(respectively, C∞

c (Ω◦)). There are other approaches, see remark 2.2 below and appendix B.2.

Notation. Denote by EMGFF and EΩ,D
GFF the expectations under µMGFF and µΩ,D

GFF respectively.

Remark 2.2. Based on the spectral theory of ∆, let {φj}∞j=0 be its complete orthonormal eigenfunctions with
(real nonnegative) eigenvalues {λj}∞j=0, 0 = λ0 < λ1 ⩽ λ2 ⩽ . . . ⩽ λj ⩽ · · · , counted with multiplicity. Then
the GFF with mass m on M could also be represented as the random formal series

ϕ =

∞∑
j=0

ξjφj (2.8)

where the sequence (ξj) has the law

µMGFF =

∞∏
j=0

N (0, (λj +m2)−1), (2.9)

where N (0, λ) is the standard centered Gaussian measure on R with variance λ. Similarly, the Dirichlet GFF
on Ω could also be so represented using eigenfunctions of ∆Ω,D, which are complete for L2(Ω). See also appendix
B.2.

We also consider a slightly more general situation where (∆ +m2)−1 is replaced by an operator C.

Definition 2.3. We say that a bounded self-adjoint positive elliptic pseudodifferential operator C of order −s
on M (s > 0) is a Gaussian covariance operator of order −s.
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The same results go through (proposition 2.1 and remark 2.2), and one obtains a measure µC on D′(M).

Definition 2.4. The Gaussian Field on M with covariance operator C is the Gaussian random process indexed
by C∞(M), consisting of random variables {ϕ(f) | f ∈ C∞(M)} such that

E[ϕ(f)ϕ(h)] = ⟨f, Ch⟩L2(M) , E[ϕ(f)] ≡ 0, (2.10)

for any f , h ∈ C∞(M). We denote the corresponding measure on D′(M) by µC and the expectation with respect
to this measure by EC .

Remark 2.3. For C satisfying the assumptions, the inner product (f, h) 7→ ⟨f, Ch⟩L2(M) defines an equivalent
norm for W−s(M).

2.1.2 Essential Properties

It follows directly from the definitions that

Lemma 2.2. The Gaussian Hilbert space of µMGFF is W−1(M), and that of µΩ,D
GFF is W−1(Ω). □

From (iii) of lemma B.3 and (iii) of lemma C.3,

Lemma 2.3. The Cameron-Martin space of µMGFF is W 1(M), and that of µΩ,D
GFF is W 1

Ω(M). □

Remark 2.4. There is a tacit assumption in the way we defined our fields: we expected the random variable ϕ(f)
to come from the distributional pairing (L2-pairing) between D′(M) and C∞(M) (respectively, Ω). Other
pairings may also be used. For example, let ϕ(f) be ⟨−, f⟩W 1(M) instead of ⟨−, f⟩L2(M). One then needs to
alter the covariances accordingly. Indeed, they are related by

E
[〈
ϕ, f

〉
W 1

〈
ϕ, h

〉
W 1

]
= E

[〈
ϕ, (∆ +m2)f

〉
L2

〈
ϕ, (∆ +m2)h

〉
L2

]
=
〈
f, h
〉
W 1(M)

. (2.11)

This way of definition is noticeably used by Sheffield [67]. The Gaussian Hilbert space in this case is W 1(M) (re-
spectively, W 1

Ω(M)). Since we are nevertheless defining the same measures on D′(M) and D′(Ω◦), the Cameron-
Martin spaces are the same. This pairing is more natural in view of the abstract Wiener space construction of the
Q-space of a Gaussian process indexed by a Hilbert space (now both the indexing and the pairing are provided
by W 1). See appendix B.2, and also remark C.4.

Similarly,

Lemma 2.4. The Gaussian Hilbert space of µC is W−s(M), equipped with ⟨−, C−⟩L2 , and the Cameron-Martin
space is W s(M), equipped with ⟨−, C−1−⟩L2 . □

Corollary 2.5 (cf. proposition B.2). Let ϕ0 ∈W s(M) and denote by (ϕ0)∗µC the measure image of µC under
the shift ϕ 7→ ϕ+ ϕ0. Then the Radon-Nikodym density between (ϕ0)∗µC and µC is

d((ϕ0)∗µC)

dµC
(ϕ) = eϕ(C

−1ϕ0)− 1
2 ⟨ϕ0,C

−1ϕ0⟩L2 . □ (2.12)

Finally we say about the supports of the measures in the closed manifold case.

Lemma 2.6. We have µC(W−δ(M)) = 1 for any δ > 1
2 (d− s).

Proof. We rely on lemma 2.17. Pick t ∈ R. Note that the real power C−2t/s is a positive elliptic ΨDO of
order 2t, and hence ⟨−, C−2t/s−⟩L2 gives an equivalent representation of ∥·∥2W t(M). Thus whenever C− 2t

s +1 is
trace class,

EC
[∥∥ϕ∥∥2

W t(M)

]
≈ EC

[〈
ϕ,C−2t/sϕ

〉
L2

]
= trL2

(
C− 2t

s +1
)
<∞, (2.13)

and it then follows µC(W t(M)) = 1. Since now C− 2t
s +1 is a ΨDO of order 2t−s, it is trace class when 2t−s < −d

namely t < − 1
2 (d− s), finishing the proof.

Remark 2.5. We point out that µC(W−δ(M)) = 1 for any δ > 0 in the following two cases:

(i) dimM = 2 and µC = µMGFF;
(ii) dimM = 1 and C has order −1.

Last but not least, we make the following innocent but useful observation.

Lemma 2.7. If Ω = Ω1 ⊔ Ω2 (possibility of non-empty boundary in either or both components), then GFFs
(indeed, Gaussian fields) over Ω1 and Ω2 are independent and µΩ,B

GFF = µΩ1,B
GFF ⊗ µΩ2,B

GFF where B = D when the
corresponding Ω, Ω1 or Ω2 has boundary and B = ∅ when either is closed. □
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2.2 Determinants
In this section we discuss (two) generalizations of the notion of the determinant (of a matrix) to infinite dimen-
sional operators. Their starting points are as follows. Suppose A is a matrix (acting on V ) with eigenvalues λ1,
. . . , λN counted with algebraic multiplicity. Firstly, one has the equality

detA =

N∏
j=1

λj = exp
(
−∂z(λ−z1 + · · ·+ λ−zN )(0)

)
= exp

(
−∂z tr(A−z)(0)

)
, (2.14)

which suggests defining detA, when A acts on infinite dimensions, as exp (−∂z tr(A−z)(0)) when both A−z (as
a function of z ∈ C) and the derivative of its trace (at z = 0) makes sense; this is called the zeta-regularized
determinant. Secondly, if 1 is the identity, one also has

det(1+A) =

N∏
j=1

(1 + λj) =

N∑
k=0

∑
i1<···<ik

λi1 · · ·λik =

N∑
k=0

trΛkV (Λ
kA), (2.15)

where ΛkA is the k-th exterior/antisymmetric product of A, acting on the exterior product space ΛkV . This
suggests defining

det(1+A)
heu
=

∞∑
k=0

tr(ΛkA) (2.16)

in infinite dimensions when all of ΛkA are trace class and the infinite sum converges, and is called the Fredholm
determinant.

General references include Kontsevich and Vishik [41], Shubin [68] sections 9-13, Simon [70] chapter 3 and
finally Gohberg, Goldberg and Krupnik [25]. See also Dang [15] for a quick acquaintance of the physical-geometric
context and Quine, Heydari and Song [55] for an interesting discussion of zeta-regularization of infinite products.

2.2.1 Zeta-regularized and Fredholm Determinants

The zeta-regularized determinant was first introduced by Ray and Singer [56]. The first step is to define the
zeta function of a (rather special) pseudodifferential operator A over a manifold M with or without boundary,

ζA(z)
def
= trL2(A−z) (2.17)

as a function of the complex variable z and study its meromorphic extension over a region that includes z = 0.
For our purposes A is ∆+m2, (∆+m2)1/2 or a Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator. These are positive elliptic ΨDOs
of positive order such that the principal symbol σA(x, ξ) is strictly positive whenever ξ ̸= 0. In particular their
spectra are in R+ and does not intersect Bρ(0) ⊂ C for some ρ > 0. This enables one to define the complex
power A−z using the Cauchy integral representation

A−z def
=

i

2π

∫
γ

e−z log λ(A− λ)−1dλ, (2.18)

where γ is the contour (with parametrization traversing in order)

γ = {reiπ | r > ρ} ∪ {ρeiθ | − π < θ < π} ∪ {re−iπ | r > ρ}, (2.19)

and log λ taken to be the principal branch defined on C \ (−∞, 0] with log 1 = 0.

Proposition 2.8 ([68] proposition 10.1, theorems 10.1, 13.1, 13.2, also [65]). We have

(i) For the operators A under consideration, we have the bound∥∥(A− λ)−1
∥∥
L2 ⩽ c|λ|−1 (2.20)

for λ ∈ γ, and the integral (2.18) defines A−z as a holomorphic function valued in bounded L2 operators,
for Re(z) > 0. It continues as such a holomorphic operator function to all z ∈ C via

A−z def
= AkA−z−k, (2.21)

where k is any integer with Re(z) > −k so that A−z−k is defined by (2.18), and the definition (2.21) does
not depend on k.
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(ii) If A has order s then A−z defined as above is a classical ΨDO of order −zs. In particular it is trace class
on L2(M) when Re(z) > d/s, d = dimM , for which ζA(z) is well-defined by (2.17). Moreover, for these z,

ζA(z) =

∞∑
j=0

λ−zj , (2.22)

where {λj}∞j=0 are the eigenvalues of A, and the sum converges absolutely, and uniformly in z over {Re(z) >
d/s+ ε} for any ε > 0.

(iii) Finally, ζA(z) can be meromorphically continued over C with simple poles possible at {ds ,
d−1
s , d−2

s , · · · } \
Z⩽0, and holomorphic elsewhere. In particular, it is holomorphic at z = 0. □

Definition 2.5. For an operator A under consideration, we define its zeta-regularized determinant as

detζ A
def
= exp (−∂zζA(0)) , (2.23)

where ζA(0) is the zeta function of A given by (2.17) and (2.18).

Remark 2.6. An alternative way of defining the zeta function and its meromorphic continuation is to use the
heat kernel and the Mellin transform. See Gilkey [24] section 1.12. This way of definition also gives (2.22) over
the same region, defining therefore the same function as ours.

Remark 2.7. From (ii) of proposition 2.8 we see that if A is self-adjoint and strictly positive, then ζA(z) is
real-valued for z ∈ (d/s,+∞). But Im(ζA) is real analytic and hence ζA remains real-valued on R before crossing
a pole, and by (iii) it is in particular real-valued on an interval around 0. Thus ∂zζA(0) is real and detζ A is
positive.

Now we move on to the second notion of determinant. Let H be a Hilbert space and A ∈ L(H). Denote
by ΛkH and ΛkA, respectively, the k-th exterior product of H and A (see Simon [70] section 1.5).

Proposition 2.9 ([70] lemma 3.3). If A is trace class on H, then ΛkA is also trace class on ΛkH with bound
on trace norm ∥∥ΛkA∥∥

tr
⩽

1

k!

∥∥A∥∥k
tr
. (2.24)

In particular, putting

detFr(1+ zA)
def
=

∞∑
k=0

zk trΛkH(ΛkA) (2.25)

for z ∈ C defines an entire function, and

|detFr(1+ zA)| ⩽ exp(|z| ∥A∥tr). □ (2.26)

Definition 2.6. Let A be a trace class operator on the Hilbert space H. Then the determinant detFr(1 + A)
given by (2.25) for z = 1 is called the Fredholm determinant of 1+A.

Lemma 2.10 ([70] theorem 3.4). The map A 7−→ detFr(1 + A) defines a continuous function on the trace
ideal J1 with ∥·∥tr. More precisely,

|detFr(1+A)− detFr(1+B)| ⩽ ∥A−B∥tr exp(∥A∥tr + ∥B∥tr + 1). □ (2.27)

Finally we include the next commutativity result which is relatively more advanced.

Lemma 2.11. If A, B ∈ L(H) are such that both AB and BA are of trace class, then we have

detFr(1+AB) = detFr(1+BA). (2.28)

Proof. The proof is based on the Hadamard product formula for (2.25). See Simon [70] theorem 3.7 and the
proof of corollary 3.8 (AB and BA have the same nonzero eigenvalues), and the references therein.
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2.2.2 Factorization Lemma

Lemma 2.12. Suppose A and K are ΨDOs such that both A and A(1+K) satisfy the assumptions of proposition
2.8 and that detζ(A) and detζ(A(1 + K)) are defined. Suppose moreover K is trace class and there exists
smoothing operators {Ki}∞i=1 such that AKi → AK in ∥·∥tr (in particular, AK is also trace class). Then

detζ(A(1+K)) = detζ(A) detFr(1+K). (2.29)

Proof. We follow Kontsevich and Vishik [41] proposition 6.4 and take for granted that (2.29) holds with Ki in
place of K. Our assumptions are tailor-made so that as i→ ∞,

detζ(A(1+Ki)) −→ detζ(A(1+K)). (2.30)

Indeed, by (2.20) we have∥∥(A(1+K)− λ)−1A(Ki −K)(A(1+Ki)− λ)−1
∥∥
tr
⩽ c|λ|−2

∥∥A(Ki −K)
∥∥
tr
, (2.31)

with c independent of i since a fortiori AKi → AK under ∥·∥L2 . This in particular shows when Re(z) > −1 the
integral expression for A(1+K)−z −A(1+Ki)

−z is a converging Bochner integral valued in the trace ideal J1

(note |λ−z| ≍ |λ|−Re(z) as λ→ −∞) and since trL2 is a continuous functional on J1,∣∣ trL2(A(1+K)−z −A(1+Ki)
−z)
∣∣ ≲ ∫

γ

|λ|−Re(z)−2
∥∥A(Ki −K)

∥∥
tr
dλ. (2.32)

Now by (iii) of proposition 2.8 there is 1
2 > δ > 0 so that ζA(1+Ki), ζA(1+K) are both holomorphic over Bδ(0)

(for example, δ < 1/|s| where s is the order of A). Thus by (2.32) and Cauchy’s estimate∣∣ζ ′A(1+K)(0)− ζ ′A(1+Ki)
(0)
∣∣ ⩽ 1

δ
sup
|z|=δ

∣∣ζA(1+K)(z)− ζA(1+Ki)(z)
∣∣

≲
1

δ
sup
|z|=δ

∫
γ

|λ|−Re(z)−2
∥∥A(Ki −K)

∥∥
tr
dλ

≲
∥∥A(Ki −K)

∥∥
tr

∫
γ

|λ|−3/2dλ

≲
∥∥A(Ki −K)

∥∥
tr
.

This shows |ζ ′A(1+K)(0)− ζ ′A(1+Ki)
(0)| → 0, as we have desired.

2.2.3 The Gluing Formula of Burghelea-Friedlander-Kappeler

Let (M, g) is a closed Riemannian manifold and Σ ⊂M an embedded closed hypersurface with induced metric.
Assume proposition 5.7 and decompose ϕ = ϕΣ + ϕDM\Σ corresponding to µMGFF = µ

M\Σ,D
GFF ⊗ µΣ,M

DN . In view of
equation (2.5), and in parallel

e−
1
2 ⟨φ,DNφ⟩L2 [Lφ] heu= detζ(DNΣ

M )−
1
2 dµΣ,M

DN , (2.33)

if we assume a “formal Fubini theorem” with respect to the heuristic expressions involving L, namely∫
e−

1
2 ⟨ϕ,(∆+m2)ϕ⟩L2 [Lϕ] heu=

∫∫
e−

1
2 ⟨ϕΣ,(∆+m2)ϕΣ⟩L2 e−

1
2 ⟨ϕ

D
M\Σ,(∆+m2)ϕD

M\Σ⟩L2 [LϕΣ]⊗ [LϕDM\Σ], (2.34)

then we are led to the following relation of the corresponding determinants (volumes) which were first rigorously
proved by Burghelea, Friedlander and Kappeler [9].

Proposition 2.13 ([9] theorem B, [42] theorem 1.1). Let (M, g) is a closed Riemannian surface and Σ ⊂ M
an embedded closed hypersurface with induced metric. Then

detζ(∆M +m2) = detζ(∆M\Σ,D +m2) detζ(DNΣ
M ). □ (2.35)

The following version where Σ dissects M such that M \ Σ =M◦
+ ⊔M◦

− is also useful.

Corollary 2.14. In the situation as above, we have

detζ(∆M +m2) = detζ(∆M+,D +m2) detζ(∆M−,D +m2) detζ(DNΣ
M ). □ (2.36)

As we base our analysis on background Gaussian probability measures, the formulae (2.35) and (2.36) con-
stitute separate ingredients (constants) that needs to be “tuned” for the final gluing result to hold exactly. In
fact, it is also reasonable to consider “projective gluing” which allows the freedom for an arbitrary (nonzero)
constant to appear in the equation (see remark 6.2 and Segal [66] page 460).
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2.3 Quadratic Perturbation = Radon-Nikodym Density
Let C be a Gaussian covariance operator of order −s on a closed Riemannian manifold Σ, and denote by µC
the Gaussian measure on D′(Σ) with covariance ⟨−, C−⟩L2(Σ). Let V be another bounded formally self-adjoint
operator on L2(Σ) (it could be given by a real symmetric Schwartz kernel). In this section we look at the Gibbs
measure

dµ(φ)
def
=

e−
1
2 ⟨φ,V φ⟩L2dµC(φ)∫
e− 1

2 ⟨φ,V φ⟩L2dµC
, (2.37)

which is a Gaussian measure (see proposition 2.16).
From another perspective we consider Radon-Nikodym densities between mutually absolutely continuous

Gaussian measures on D′(Σ). See Bogachev [12] section 6.4 for a general treatment from this perspective. We
shall reproduce a proof following Glimm and Jaffe [26] section 9.3 for reader’s convenience and adaptation to
the current situation.

A principal corollary of the results of this section is the following.

Corollary 2.15. Let Σ be the disjoint union of Riemannian circles, embedded in an ambient Riemannian
surface M (with or without boundary). Let µΣ,M

DN and µΣ
2D be the two Gaussian measures constructed on D′(Σ)

with covariance operators (DNΣ
M )−1 and (2DΣ)

−1 (if M has boundary, specify the boundary condition to be B
as in section 4.2). Then µΣ,M

DN and µΣ
2D are mutually absolutely continuous with Radon-Nikodym density given

by
dµΣ,M

DN

dµΣ
2D

(φ) = (detζ(2DΣ))
− 1

2 (detζ DNΣ
M )

1
2 e−

1
2 ⟨φ,(DNΣ

M −2DΣ)φ⟩L2(Σ) . (2.38)

The proof is at the end of this section. First we come back to the general case.

Proposition 2.16 (cf. [26] section 9.3). Let V : L2(Σ) −→ L2(Σ) be as above and moreover assume

C−1 + V is positive, (2.39)

and that
V̂

def
= C

1
2V C

1
2 is trace class. (2.40)

Then

(i) the random variable ⟨φ, V φ⟩L2 can be defined in L1(µC) and EC [⟨φ, V φ⟩L2 ] = tr(V̂ ),
(ii) Z := EC [e−

1
2 ⟨φ,V φ⟩L2 ] = detFr(1+ V̂ )−

1
2 , and

(iii) the Gibbs measure (2.37) is Gaussian with covariance (C−1 + V )−1.

Note that since C−1 + V is positive and C is also positive, 1+ V̂ = C
1
2 (C−1 + V )C

1
2 is positive.

Lemma 2.17. There exist an orthonormal basis {fj}∞j=1 of the Gaussian Hilbert space W−s(Σ) of µC equipped
with ⟨−, C−⟩L2 , such that

⟨φ, V φ⟩L2 =

∞∑
j=1

λjφ(fj)
2, (2.41)

for all φ belonging to the Cameron-Martin space W s(Σ), where {λj} are the eigenvalues of V̂ on L2(Σ), and
the series converges absolutely in L1(µC). Thus we define the random variable ⟨φ, V φ⟩L2 with this converging
series. Consequently, (i) of proposition 2.16 holds.

Proof. The key is to seek {C 1
2 fj} as complete L2-orthonormal eigenfunctions of V̂ with eigenvalues {λj}, which

exist since V̂ is self-adjoint and trace class on L2(Σ). Now {fj} ⊂ W−s(Σ) and is complete orthonormal
with respect to ⟨−, C−⟩L2 . This also means the random variables {φ(fj)} are mutually independent. Note
for φ ∈W s(Σ), C− 1

2φ ∈ L2(Σ), and〈
φ, V φ

〉
L2 =

〈
C− 1

2φ, V̂ C− 1
2φ
〉
L2

=
∞∑
j=1

λj
∣∣〈C− 1

2φ,C
1
2 fj
〉
L2

∣∣2
=

∞∑
j=1

λjφ(fj)
2.
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Since V̂ is trace class,
∞∑
j=1

EC
[
|λj |φ(fj)2

]
=

∞∑
j=1

|λj | <∞, (2.42)

and we obtain the result.

Remark 2.8. We thus defined ⟨φ, V φ⟩L2 as a Wiener quadratic form and it lies in the second Wiener chaos
of µC , a fortiori in L2(µC). See Bogachev [12] pages 257-261 for more information and in particular proposition
5.10.16 for the same result in the context of Malliavin calculus. In fact,

V Cfj = C− 1
2 V̂ C

1
2 fj = λjfj , (2.43)

and hence V is trace class on W s(Σ) with eigenbasis {Cfj}.

Remark 2.9. We have λj > −1 by the assumption (2.39).

To treat (ii) and (iii) of proposition 2.16 we adopt some approximations.

Lemma 2.18. Proposition 2.16 (ii) and (iii) is true in the case V has finite rank.

Proof. In this case the series in (2.41) is finite with {fj}Nj=1 for some N ∈ N. Thus

Z =
1

(2π)N/2

∫
RN

e−
1
2

∑
j λjx

2
j e−

1
2

∑
j x

2
jdNx

=
∏
j

(1 + λj)
− 1

2 = det(1+ V̂ )−
1
2 ,

by projecting onto RN via φ 7→ (φ(f1), . . . , φ(fN )) =: (x1, . . . , xN ). For the covariance, we orthogonally decom-
pose W−s(Σ) as

W−s(Σ) = Span{fj | 1 ⩽ j ⩽ N} ⊕ Span{fj | 1 ⩽ j ⩽ N}⊥, (2.44)

let Π0 and Π1 be the corresponding orthogonal projections (in order), and for any f ∈ C∞(Σ) write

φ(f) = α1φ(f1) + · · ·+ αNφ(fN ) + φ(Π1f), (2.45)

then φ(Π1f) is independent of both φ(fj), 1 ⩽ j ⩽ N , and ⟨φ, V φ⟩L2 . It is now clear that (2.37) is Gaussian
because we could now express µ({ϕ(f) ∈ A}) for any Borel set A ⊂ R as a Gaussian integral over RN+1. Apply
C

1
2 to (2.44) we get the L2-orthogonal decomposition

L2(Σ) = C
1
2 (Span{fj | 1 ⩽ j ⩽ N})︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:L2(Σ)0

⊕C
1
2 (Span{fj | 1 ⩽ j ⩽ N}⊥)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=:L2(Σ)1

. (2.46)

Clearly V̂ leaves this decomposition invariant and is zero on L2(Σ)1. Hence (1+ V̂ )−1 is block-diagonal,

(1+ V̂ )−1 =

{C 1
2 fj}N1 L2(Σ)1( )

diagNj=1{(λj + 1)−1} 0 {C 1
2 fj}N1

0 1 L2(Σ)1

(2.47)

Thus

Z−1EC [φ(f)2e−
1
2 ⟨φ,V φ⟩] = Z−1EC [φ(Π0f)

2e−
1
2

∑
j λjφ(fj)

2

] + Z−1EC [φ(Π1f)
2]EC [e−

1
2 ⟨φ,V φ⟩]

=
∑
j

α2
j (λj + 1)−1 +

〈
Π1f, CΠ1f

〉
L2

=
〈
C

1
2Π0f, (1+ V̂ )−1C

1
2Π0f

〉
L2 +

〈
Π1f, C

1
2 (1+ V̂ )−1C

1
2Π1f

〉
L2

=
〈
f, (C−1 + V )−1f

〉
L2 ,

where we perform again a Gaussian integral on RN in the second line.
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Proof of proposition 2.16 (ii) and (iii). For general V we impose spectral cut-off at N ,

VN (φ)
def
=

N∑
j=1

λj ⟨φ, fj⟩L2 fj . (2.48)

Then C
1
2VNC

1
2 =: V̂N → V̂ under the trace norm ∥·∥tr (acting on L2(Σ)). Hence ⟨φ, VNφ⟩L2 → ⟨φ, V φ⟩L2

in L1(µC) by lemma 2.17 and after passing to a subsequence

e−
1
2 ⟨φ,VNφ⟩L2 → e−

1
2 ⟨φ,V φ⟩L2 (2.49)

in L1(µC) and (ii) for V follows, since detFr(1 + V̂N ) → detFr(1 + V̂ ) by lemma 2.10. To prove (iii), we note
that V̂N → V̂ a fortiori under the operator norm, then C

1
2 (1+ V̂N )−1C

1
2 → C

1
2 (1+ V̂ )−1C

1
2 in norm and

EC [eiφ(f)e−
1
2 ⟨φ,V φ⟩L2 ]

EC [e−
1
2 ⟨φ,V φ⟩L2 ]

= lim
N→∞

EC [eiφ(f)e−
1
2 ⟨φ,VNφ⟩L2 ]

EC [e−
1
2 ⟨φ,VNφ⟩L2 ]

= lim
N→∞

exp
(
− 1

2

〈
f, (C−1 + VN )−1f

〉
L2

)
= exp

(
− 1

2

〈
f, (C−1 + V )−1f

〉
L2

)
,

for f ∈ C∞(Σ), showing that (2.37) is Gaussian with the right covariance.

Proof of corollary 2.15. Remember now that dimΣ = 1. Write for short D := 2DΣ and DN := DNΣ
M . Set-

ting C = D−1 and V = DN−D in proposition 2.16, we are left to prove the determinant identity

detζ(D) detFr(1+D− 1
2 (DN−D)D− 1

2 ) = detζ(DN). (2.50)

Indeed, this is now immediate as

LHS = detζ(D) detFr(1+D−1(DN−D)) = RHS (2.51)

by lemma 2.11 and lemma 2.12. We point out DD−1(DN−D) = V can be approximated in ∥·∥tr by smoothing
operators (by lemma 4.4 (iv), V = DN−D is L2-trace class), so the conditions of lemma 2.12 is satisfied.
Indeed, as above, {Cfj} ⊂W 1(Σ) are W 1-complete eigenfunctions of V . If the corresponding eigenvalue λj ̸= 0,
then the bootstrap argument shows Cfj ∈ C∞(Σ) since V ∈ Ψ<0(Σ). Thus VN , where VN is as in (2.48),
approximates V in ∥·∥tr and is smoothing. This concludes the proof.

Remark 2.10. Though it is probably true, we do not claim DN−D is elliptic.

3 Variants of Nelson’s Argument
The goal of this section is to define part A of (2.1) which culminates in Nelson’s theorem. The principal obstacle
in achieving this is the fact that powers of a distribution such as ϕ2, ϕ4 etc., are generally not defined. Even
as a random variable under µMGFF, we have (formally) EMGFF[ϕ(x)ϕ(y)]

heu
= G(∆+m2)(x, y) from (2.6) for x ̸= y

but this implies EMGFF[ϕ(x)ϕ(x)] = G(∆+m2)(x, x) = ∞. This necessitates a procedure of renormalization which
subtracts away ∞ and makes EMGFF[ϕ(x)ϕ(x)] <∞.

Example 3.1 ([21] page 288). A simplest example of such a procedure is defining the product distribu-
tion x−11(0,∞) on R (here x−1 is the principal value distribution). Note x−1 and 1(0,∞) have a common
singularity at 0, their product is not naturally a distribution over R. However, keeping ε > 0 away from 0,
for any test function φ ∈ C∞

c (R) we have by integration by parts∫ ∞

ε

φ(x)
dx

x
= −

∫ ∞

ε

φ′(x) log(x)dx− φ(ε) log(ε). (3.1)

The point is that, since log(x) is locally integrable, the distribution φ 7→ −
∫∞
0
φ′(x) log(x)dx is nevertheless

well-defined and agrees with x−11(0,∞) for φ ∈ C∞
c (R \ {0}) since for small enough ε away from supp(φ) the

boundary term disappears. Therefore this latter distribution could be taken as a renormalized version of x−11(0,∞)

and formally corresponds to x−11(0,∞) −∞ · δ0 by taking ε → 0 in (3.1). (In fact, taking the principal value is
in a broad sense another renormalization.)
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In our case the natural renormalization strategy is provided by the Gaussian probability theory. Let {Kε | ε >
0} be a family of smoothing operators5 on M , for which Kε → 1 as ε→ 0 (in a sense to be specified later), and
consider the mollified random field ϕε := Kεϕ. Instead of ϕε(x)4, say, we look at

:ϕε(x)
4:

def
= ϕε(x)

4 − 6E[ϕε(x)2]ϕε(x)2 + 3E[ϕε(x)2]2

def
= ϕε(x)

4 − 6Cε(x)ϕε(x)
2 + 3Cε(x)

2.

It happens that for any χ ∈ C∞(M), the integral
∫
M
χ(x):ϕε(x)

4:dVM (x) converges as a random variable
in L2(µMGFF) to a definitive limit, and defines

∫
M
χ(x):ϕ(x)4:dVM (x) as a random variable in L2(µMGFF). Note

that Cε(x) → ∞ as ε→ 0, so we have subtracted “infinities”.

Remark 3.1. The crucial point in our adaptation of Nelson’s argument is to realize the locality of the
interaction

∫
M
χ(x):P (ϕ(x)):dVM (x) (see section 5.5). To this end we must allow a sufficiently large class of

regulators Kε (in particular, local ones) and show that they define the same interaction (proposition 3.5). In
addition, the Wick ordering also needs to be local (see section 3.4), so that the interaction on a domain with
boundary could be defined without reference to the ambient closed manifold where this domain “caps”. See
Brunetti, Fredenhagen, Verch [6] and Guo, Paycha, Zhang [30] for more information and perspective on locality.

Remark 3.2. The method adopted here is restricted to dimension two. In three dimensions, the target measure
bearing the heuristic form (2.1) becomes mutually singular with respect to µMGFF and hence cannot be expressed
as an integrable function multiplied by µMGFF. A recent phenomenal method to treat this case is developed in the
framework of stochastic PDEs, called stochastic quantization, providing an alternative to older results outlined in
[26] section 23.1. See the introductions in [27], [32], [1], [45] and [4] for reviews of the literature and pedagogical
discussions.

3.1 Regularizations
In this subsection we describe an admissible class of regulators Kε which would eventually produce the same
random variable

∫
M
χ(x):ϕ(x)4:dVM (x) as will be proved in the next subsection. Basically, they are smoothing

operators such that Kε → 1 in Ψδ(M) in the symbol sense for any δ > 0 (see definition below). A compact
notation is to say Kε → 1 in Ψ0+(M).

Definition 3.1. Let r ∈ R we say that operators Kε → K in Ψr(M) in the symbol sense if for any coordinate
chart κ : U −→ Rd and cut-off χ ∈ C∞

c (U), the full symbol of χKεχ (considered acting on C∞
c (κ(U))), converges

to that of χKχ in the Sr1,0(κ(U)× Rd) topology.

Now we describe the first candidate for Kε satisfying the above assumption (the proof is in appendix C.2).
This was introduced in Dyatlov and Zworski [19] and has the advantage of being local, realizing the locality of
the P (ϕ) interaction eventually in section 5.5. Consider ψ ∈ C∞

c ((−1, 1)) with 0 ⩽ ψ ⩽ 1 and equal to 1 near 0.
For ε > 0 we define the operator

Eεu(x)
def
=

∫
M

Eε(x, y)u(y)dVg(y), with Eε(x, y) =
1

Fε(x)
ψ

(
dg(x, y)

ε

)
. (3.2)

Here Fε(x) =
∫
ψ(d(x, y)/ε)dy so that

∫
Eε(x, y)dy = 1, and dg denotes the Riemannian distance. One observes

that Eε(x, y) is smooth for each ε > 0 so Eε : D′(M) −→ C∞(M). Observe also that εd/C ⩽ Fε(x) ⩽ Cεd for
some C > 0, and this C could be made dependent neither on ε nor on x as M is compact.

Lemma 3.1. For any δ > 0 we have Eε → 1 in Ψδ(M) in the symbol sense.

Proof. See appendix C.2.

Note that K∗
ε (x, y) = Kε(y, x) for real smoothing operators (and their symbols are related in a simple

manner), Kε → 1 in the symbol sense is equivalent to K∗
ε → 1 in the symbol sense.

Lemma 3.2. Let {E′
ε′}ε′>0 be another family of smoothing operators such that E′

ε′ → 1 in Ψδ
′
(M) in the

symbol sense for any δ′ > 0. Then the net E∗
ε (∆+m2)−1(E′

ε′ −Eε), (ε′, ε) ∈ R+ ×R+ (we say (ε′, ε) ≺ (ε′1, ε1)
iff ε′ > ε′1 and ε > ε1), converges to zero in Ψ−2+δ(M) in the symbol sense for any δ > 0.

5that is, each Kε maps D′(M) −→ C∞(M).
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Proof. Note that following essentially the same arguments as above the Ψδ/2(M) seminorms of Eε can be
bounded uniformly in ε. This said, the result follows essentially from the continuity of the twisted product
(composition product) of symbols as a map Sr1,0 × Sr′1,0 −→ Sr+r

′

1,0 with respect to the symbol topologies (see
Folland [22] page 105 theorem 2.47).

We shall consider another set of seminorms on Ψr(M) in the case −d < r < 0 which suits better our
purposes. They are defined as follows. Let M ⊂ C∞(M ×M,T (M ×M)) denote the C∞(M ×M)-module of
smooth vector fields tangent to the diagonal in M ×M . We fix a finite coordinate cover {Ui}Ni∈1 of M , with
charts κi : Ui −→ Rd, and a partition of unity {χi} subordinate to this cover.

Definition 3.2. For any K ∈ C∞(M ×M \ diag), 1 ⩽ i ⩽ N and L1, . . . , Lp ∈ M, we define the seminorms

pi,L1,...,Lp
(K)

def
= sup

(x,y)∈Ui×Ui

∣∣(κi × κi)∗ ((χi ⊗ χi)L1 · · ·LpK) (x, y)
∣∣ · dg(x, y)d+r, (3.3)

while on Ui × Uj , i ̸= j, which does not touch the diagonal, we use the C∞(Ui × Uj) seminorms. By the kernel
topology on Ψr(M), −d < r < 0, we mean the topology induced by these seminorms on the Schwartz kernels KA

of A ∈ Ψr(M). Here dg is the distance function.

Proposition 3.3. In the case −d < r < 0, the above kernel topology is equivalent to the topology induced by
symbols Sr1,0(T ∗M) on Ψr(M). In particular, if Aε → A as ε → 0 in Ψr(M) in the symbol sense then Aε → A
also in the above kernel topology.

Proof. Essentially in Taylor [77] page 6, proposition 2.2, page 7, proposition 2.4 and page 10, proposition 2.7.
See also Bailleul, Dang, Ferdinand and Tô [5] proposition 6.9 for a more detailed treatment.

Finally, we observe that the heat operator Kε = e−ε(∆+m2) is also a valid candidate:

Lemma 3.4 ([15] lemma 4.15). We have e−ε(∆+m2) → 1 in Ψδ(M) in the symbol sense for any δ > 0. □

Some properties of the heat operator is summed up in appendix C.2.

3.2 Integrability of Interaction and Regularization Independence
Proposition 3.5. Let (Kε)ε>0 be any family of real smoothing operators such that Kε → 1 in Ψδ(M) in the
symbol sense for any δ > 0. Define ϕε(x) and :P (ϕε(x)): as above and let χ ∈ C∞

c (M) be a test function. Put

SM,ε,χ(ϕ) :=

∫
M

χ(x):P (ϕε(x)):dVM . (3.4)

This is a random variable on D′(M) equipped with µMGFF. Then {SM,χ,ε} converges in L2(µMGFF) as ε → 0,
and the limit is independent of the specific smoothing (Kε) chosen, provided they have the convergence property
described above.

More precisely, for any other smoothing family (K̃ε′) satisfying the same condition and defining the random
variable S̃M,ε′,χ, we have a quantitative bound of the form

E
[∣∣SM,ε,χ − S̃M,ε′,χ

∣∣2] ⩽ O(|ε− ε′|)Cn∥χ∥2L4 ,

where O(|ε− ε′|) is a function going to zero as |ε− ε′| → 0, depending only on M .

A particularity of the dimension two is seen in the following elementary lemma.

Lemma 3.6. If dimM = 2 and g is a smooth Riemannian metric on M then∫∫
M×M

| log(dg(x, y))|pdVM×M ⩽ Cp <∞ (3.5)

for any 1 ⩽ p <∞ and ∫∫
M×M

dg(x, y)
−δdVM×M ⩽ Cδ <∞ (3.6)

for any 0 < δ < 1, dg denoting the distance function. □
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Consequently, since in two dimensions G(x, y) = O(log(d(x, y))) as y → x (see lemma 3.12), a simple
argument with partition of unity shows∫∫

M×M
χ(x)χ(y)|G(x, y)|pdVM×M ⩽ Cp∥χ∥2L∞ vol(supp(χ))2 <∞ (3.7)

for some Cp > 0, for all 1 ⩽ p < ∞. When p = 2 this is the familiar fact that in two dimensions the Green
operator (∆ +m2)−1 is Hilbert-Schmidt, which may also be shown using Weyl’s law.

We will denote

EMGFF

[
ϕε(x)ϕε(y)

]
=
〈
δx,K

∗
ε (∆ +m2)−1Kεδy

〉
L2

def
= Gε,ε(x, y), (3.8)

EMGFF

[
ϕε(x)ϕε′(y)

]
=
〈
δx,K

∗
ε (∆ +m2)−1K̃ε′δy

〉
L2

def
= Gε,ε′(x, y), (3.9)

EMGFF

[
ϕε′(x)ϕε′(y)

]
=
〈
δx, K̃

∗
ε′(∆ +m2)−1K̃ε′δy

〉
L2

def
= Gε′,ε′(x, y). (3.10)

Note that Gε,ε′ has a different regulator on the second variable! For fixed ε > 0, we have by lemma B.9,

:ϕε(x)
2n: = Gε,ε(x, x)

nh2n
(
ϕε(x)

/
Gε,ε(x, x)

1
2

)
⩾ −b1Gε,ε(x, x)n, (3.11)

for some constant b1 > 0 independent of ε, since the even-degree Hermite polynomial h2n is bounded below.

Proof of proposition 3.5. We shall prove the proposition for the case P (θ) = θ2n, n ∈ N, the general case is
similar. For fixed ε, ε′ > 0, we compute

∥SM,ε − SM,ε′∥2L2(µGFF)
= E

[ ∣∣∣∣∫
M

χ:ϕε(x)
2n:dVM −

∫
M

χ:ϕε′(x)
2n:dVM

∣∣∣∣2 ]
= E

[∫∫
M×M

:χ(x)ϕε(x)
2n: :ϕε(y)

2n:χ(y)dVM ⊗ dVM

]
− 2E

[∫∫
M×M

χ(x):ϕε(x)
2n: :ϕε′(y)

2n:χ(y)dVM ⊗ dVM

]
+ E

[∫∫
M×M

χ(x):ϕε′(x)
2n: :ϕε′(y)

2n:χ(y)dVM ⊗ dVM

]
=

∫∫
M×M

(
E
[
χ(x):ϕε(x)

2n: :ϕε(y)
2n:χ(y)

]
− 2E

[
χ(x):ϕε(x)

2n: :ϕε′(y)
2n:χ(y)

]
+ E

[
χ(x):ϕε′(x)

2n: :ϕε′(y)
2n:χ(y)

] )
dVM×M (Tonelli)

= (2n)!

∫∫
M×M

χ(x)χ(y)
(
Gε,ε(x, y)

2n − 2Gε,ε′(x, y)
2n +Gε′,ε′(x, y)

2n
)
dVM×M

(lemma B.9)

We will control the integral
∫∫
M×M χ(x)χ(y)

(
Gε,ε(x, y)

2n −Gε,ε′(x, y)
2n
)
dVM×M for χ ∈ C∞(M) and χ ⩾ 0.

Indeed,

|this integral| ⩽
∫∫

M×M
χ(x)χ(y) |Gε,ε(x, y)−Gε,ε′(x, y)| ·

∣∣Gε,ε(x, y)2n−1

+Gε,ε(x, y)
2n−2Gε,ε′(x, y) + · · ·+Gε,ε′(x, y)

2n−1
∣∣dVM×M

⩽ 2n∥χ∥2L4 (C8n−4)
1
4 ×

(∫∫
M×M

|Gε,ε(x, y)−Gε,ε′(x, y)|2
) 1

2

Remember that Gε,ε′(x, y) is the kernel of K∗
ε (∆+m2)−1K̃ε′ and Gε,ε′(x, y)−Gε,ε(x, y) is the kernel of K∗

ε (∆+

m2)−1(K̃ε′ −Kε). By lemma 3.2, definition 3.2 and proposition 3.3,

|Gε,ε′(x, y)| ⩽ CM,δdg(x, y)
−δ, (3.12)

uniformly in (ε, ε′) and by lemma 3.2,

|Gε,ε′(x, y)−Gε,ε(x, y)| ⩽ OM,δ(|ε− ε′|)dg(x, y)−δ (3.13)

for any δ > 0. If we restrict moreover to δ < 1, then we prove our result, thanks to lemma 3.6.
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3.3 Integrability of the Exponential of Interaction

In this subsection we will adopt the heat regulator Kε = K̃ε := e−ε(∆+m2).

Lemma 3.7. Let degP = 2n. Then SM,χ,ε, ε > 0, and hence the resulting limit SM,χ, is in the (2n)-th Wiener
chaos of the GFF, that is, P2n(H), where H =W−1(M) is the Gaussian Hilbert space of the GFF.

Proof. We shall show it for P (θ) = θ4 and the general case is similar. Here we use the spectral representation
of remark 2.2 (using the notations thereof) and take Kε := e−ε(∆+m2). Thus we can write

ϕε(x)
4 =

( ∞∑
j=0

⟨φj ,Kεδx⟩L2 ξj

)4

=

( ∞∑
j=0

e−ε(λj+m
2)φj(x)ξj

)4

=
∑
j,k,ℓ,p

e−ε(λj+λk+λℓ+λp+4m2)φj(x)φk(x)φℓ(x)φp(x)ξjξkξℓξp,

the series converging absolutely in L2(µMGFF). Now each individual term is clearly in P4(H). Since∫
|φj(x)φk(x)φℓ(x)φp(x)|dVM (x) ≲ vol(M) · [polynomial in λj , λk, λℓ, λp with fixed degree] (3.14)

as one has supM |φj | ≲ (1 + λj)
2 in two dimensions which follows essentially from the Sobolev embedding (see

Sogge [74] page 43 equation (3.1.12)), thus∫
χ(x)ϕε(x)

4dVM (x) =
∑
j,k,ℓ,p

e−ε(λj+λk+λℓ+λp+4m2)Cχ,j,k,ℓ,pξjξkξℓξp (3.15)

with the series converging absolutely in L2(µMGFF) and the result is in P4(H).

Proposition 3.8 (hypercontractivity, [39] theorem 5.10, [71] theorem I.22). Let H ⊂ L2(Q,O,P) be a Gaussian
Hilbert space on some probability space (Q,O,P), and let n ⩾ 1, 2 ⩽ p <∞. Then

E[|X|p]
1
p ⩽ (p− 1)

n
2 E[X2]

1
2 (3.16)

for all X ∈ Pn(H). □

Combining lemma 3.7 and proposition 3.8, we have

Corollary 3.9. The convergence of {SM,χ,ε}, as well as the limit SM,χ, is in Lp(µGFF) for all 1 ⩽ p < ∞.
Moreover, if χ→ 0 in L4(M) then

lim
ε→0

lim
χ→0

SM,ε,χ = 0

as random variable in Lp(µMGFF) for all 1 ⩽ p <∞. Moreover E[e−SM,ε,χ ] remains uniformly bounded along the
limit. In particular SM,χ is defined for χ ∈ L4(M). □

We single out a calculus computation which will be used in the sequel:

Lemma 3.10. Let a, b be positive real numbers. Then the real function α(x) := x(bx)ax, x > 0, attains its
minimum value e−be

−1a−1/b

at x = e−1a−1/b. □

Theorem (Nelson). We have for χ ∈ L4(M),

e−SM,χ ∈ L1(µGFF) (3.17)

and hence
ZM = detζ(∆g +m2)−

1
2

∫
D′(M)

e−
∫
M

:P (ϕ):dVMdµMGFF(ϕ) <∞. (3.18)

Proof. For any ε > 0, by (3.7) and (3.11),

SM,χ,ε ⩾ −b vol(supp(χ))∥χ∥L∞ sup
x
(|Gε,ε(x, x)|n). (3.19)
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From formula (C.16), for ε small,

Gε,ε(x, x) =

∫ ∞

2ε

pt(x, x)dt =

( ∫ 1

2ε︸︷︷︸
A

+

∫ ∞

1︸︷︷︸
B

)
pt(x, x)dt. (3.20)

Now by (iii) of lemma C.5 part A is O(log(2ε)); since our field is massive (m > 0), by (iv) of lemma C.5 part B
is bounded. Therefore one has overall Gε,ε(x, x) = O(log(2ε)). As a result SM,χ,ε ⩾ −b2| log(2ε)|n for ε small.

Now we compute that

P
(
e−SM,χ ⩾ eb2| log(2ε)|

n+1
)
= P (SM,χ ⩽ −b2| log(2ε)|n − 1)

⩽ P (|SM,χ − SM,χ,ε| ⩾ 1)

⩽ ∥SM,χ − SM,χ,ε∥pLp(µGFF)
(Chebyshev)

⩽ (p− 1)
np
2 Cp1ε

p
2 ∥χ∥pL4 (proposition 3.8 and 3.5)

≲ ∥χ∥pL4p
n
2 p(C1ε

1
2 )p,

for all 2 ⩽ p <∞. The last line as a function of p has the form dealt with in lemma 3.10 and attains a minimum
of exp

(
−C2(ε

1
2 ∥χ∥L4)−1/n

)
, with some absorbed constant C2 > 0 which does not depend on χ. Thus we obtain

P
(
e−SM,χ ⩾ eb2| log(2ε)|

n+1
)
≲ exp

(
− C2

(
ε

1
2 ∥χ∥L4

)− 1
n
)
. (3.21)

Now we may conclude with the formula

E
[
e−SM,χ

]
=

∫ ∞

0

P
(
e−SM,χ ⩾ t

)
dt =

∫ 1

0

P
(
e−SM,χ ⩾ t

) ∣∣∣ dt
dε

∣∣∣dε
where the last integral involves a change of variable t := eb2| log(2ε)|

n+1. This gives

E
[
e−SM,χ

]
≲ 1 +

∫ 1

0

exp
(
− C2

(
ε

1
2 ∥χ∥L4

)− 1
n
)
C3ε

−1n| log(ε)|n−1ec| log(ε)|
n−1dε

which is finite since integrable near ε = 0. Moreover, we see that the bound is uniform when ∥χ∥L4 ⩽ C0 for
some given C0 > 0.

3.4 Change of Wick Ordering
In order for the proof of proposition 3.5 to work as it is written one has to insist on the Wick ordering : • :
provided by µMGFF, since we desire convergence in L2(µMGFF) and with a different Wick ordering the Feynman
rules (lemma B.9) are not exact. Nevertheless, in order to define the interaction over a domain Ω independently
of its embedding in an ambient manifold M , one must employ a Wick ordering independent of M , or in order
words, one that is local.

Let d denote the Riemannian distance function ofM . This function is local in the sense that d(x, y) (as y → x)
depends only on the restriction of the Riemannian metric on any geodesic convex neighborhood containing x
and y. The local Wick ordering :• :0 is provided by the log-measure µMlog which is the Gaussian measure on D′(M)
with covariance

Elog[ϕ(f)ϕ(h)] =

∫
M

f(x)
(
− 1

2π
log(m · d(x, y))

)
h(y)dVM (x)dVM (y), (3.22)

for f , h ∈ C∞(M), thanks to lemma 3.6. Herem is the mass used for (∆+m2)−1. We denote − 1
2π log(md(x, y)) :=

C0(x, y) and the corresponding operator by C0. We emphasize here that µMlog is used only as a tool to produce
a linear change of random variables with deterministic coefficients, no random variables will be actually defined
on µMlog.

Lemma 3.11. If C1, C2 are two covariance operators on M , then

:ϕ(f)n:C1
=

⌊n/2⌋∑
j=0

n!

(n− 2j)!j!2j
⟨f, (C2 − C1)f⟩jL2(M) :ϕ(f)

n−2j :C2
, (3.23)

for f ∈ C∞(M).
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Proof. Follows readily from Wick’s theorem.

The reason why the new Wick ordering works is the following. Let G(∆+m2)(x, y) denote the integral kernel
of (∆ +m2)−1.

Lemma 3.12. For each x ∈M , the limit

lim
y→x

(
G(∆+m2)(x, y)− C0(x, y)

) def
= δG(x) (3.24)

exists, and that δG ∈ Lp(M) for all 1 ⩽ p <∞.

Remarks for proof. The function δG is called in our context the (point-splitting) tadpole function (see Kandel,
Mnev and Wernli [36] section 5.4, in particular lemma 5.20 for a precise expression), which can be seen as a
renormalized diagonal value of the Green function G(∆+m2)(x, x). The asymptotic of the Green function along
the diagonal is a classical subject and we have in fact G(∆+m2)(x, y)−C0(x, y) ∈ C1(M ×M). The function δG
is also important in the context of conformal geometry where it is called the mass function, if more precisely we
do not include the constant − logm/2π in C0 but rather in δG. See Hermann and Humbert [33], Ludewig [44]
or Schoen and Yau [64] for more information.

It follows that 〈
Eεδx,

(
(∆ +m2)−1 − C0

)
Eεδx

〉
L2(M)

−→ δG(x) (3.25)

as ε→ 0 and through the limiting process of proposition 3.5 we find∫
M

χ(x):ϕ(x)2n:0dVM (x) =

n∑
j=0

(2n)!

(2n− 2j)!j!2j

∫
χ(x)δG(x)j :ϕ(x)2n−2j :GFFdVM (x), (3.26)

which exist as a random variable in Lp(µMGFF) for all 2 ⩽ p < ∞ since each term on the RHS are such by
proposition 3.5 and corollary 3.9.

4 The Trace Operator and the Poisson Integral Operator
In this section we obtain a series of rather elementary relations between various geometric-analytic operators
on M and on Ω. The moral is that, the so-called “sharp-time localization” map jΣ (see lemma 4.5), induced
probability laws of Gaussian fields under the trace τΣ (see section 4.4), and finally the Green-Stokes formula,
are largely different aspects of the same thing.

4.1 Summary of Essential Properties
Definition 4.1. Let (M, g) be a closed Riemannian manifold, and Σ ⊂ M a smooth embedded hypersurface
(codimension one submanifold). Then we call the map

τΣ : C∞(M) −→ C∞(Σ),
f 7−→ f |Σ,

(4.1)

the trace map (or restriction map) from M onto Σ.

Lemma 4.1 ([76] page 334, [20] page 57, example 13.3). Let (M, g) and Σ be as above. Then

(i) the map τΣ extends uniquely to a continuous operator τΣ :W s(M) −→W s− 1
2 (Σ) for each s > 1

2 ;
(ii) the map τΣ :W s(M) −→W s− 1

2 (Σ), s > 1
2 , is surjective.

Remark for proof. For (ii), the case of M = Rd and Σ = Rd−1 ⊂ Rd is treated in [20] as indicated above. One
could then supply a partition of unity argument to extend to the current case, remembering that Σ is smoothly
embedded.

Now let (Ω, g) be a compact Riemannian manifold with boundary ∂Ω. It is well-known that for f ∈ C∞(∂Ω),
the (Helmholtz) boundary value problem{

(∆Ω +m2)u = 0, in Ω,
u|∂Ω = f, on ∂Ω, (4.2)

admits a unique solution u ∈ C∞(Ω) which is extendably smooth upto ∂Ω.
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Remark 4.1. In this paper, a function u ∈ C∞(Ω) is said to satisfy the Dirichlet condition (respectively
Neumann) if u|∂Ω = 0 (respectively (∂νu)|∂Ω = 0, ν the outward unit normal). The f appearing in (4.2) is called
a Dirichlet datum.

Definition 4.2. We call the operator

PI∂ΩΩ : C∞(∂Ω) −→ C∞(Ω),
f 7−→ u,

(4.3)

where u is the unique solution of (4.2), the Poisson integral operator (or Harmonic extension operator) from ∂Ω
to Ω, with mass m > 0.

Lemma 4.2 ([76] page 361, proposition 1.8). Let (Ω, g) be as above. Then PI∂ΩΩ extends uniquely to a continuous
operator

PI∂ΩΩ :W s(∂Ω) −→W s+ 1
2 (Ω) (4.4)

for each s ⩾ − 1
2 . □

We shall need a variant of the Poisson integral operator that works for embedded hypersurfaces in closed
manifolds. Let (M, g) and Σ be as in definition 4.1. Pick f ∈ C∞(Σ). This time we look at the boundary value
problem {

(∆M +m2)u = 0, in M \ Σ,
u|Σ = f, on Σ.

(4.5)

Indeed, one should view M \ Σ as a manifold with two boundaries Σ ⊔ Σ, and as a result one obtains a unique
solution u which is smooth on M \ Σ and one-sidedly smooth upto Σ respectively on its two sides.

Definition 4.3. We call the operator

PIΣM : C∞(Σ) −→ C∞(M \ Σ),
f 7−→ u,

(4.6)

where u is the unique solution of (4.5), the Poisson integral operator from Σ to M , with mass m > 0.

Definition 4.4. More generally if Ω has boundaries and Σ is either one component of ∂Ω or embedded in
the interior of Ω, then we denote by PIΣ,BΩ f the solution with its restriction equal to f on Σ and boundary
condition “B” (Dirichlet or Neumann) on all components of ∂Ω except Σ. Such notations raise no ambiguity
when the situation is understood from context.

Lemma 4.3. Let (M, g) and Σ be as above. Then PIΣM extends uniquely to a continuous operator

PIΣM :W
1
2 (Σ) −→W 1(M). (4.7)

Proof. Let f ∈W
1
2 (Σ) and u := PIΣM f . We know that u ∈W 1(M \Σ) ⊂ D′(M \Σ), this means u ∈ L2(M \Σ) =

L2(M), and ∇u ∈ L2(T (M \Σ)), as a distribution over M \Σ. The problem is to compute ∇u as a distribution
over M . For this, one picks a testing vector field X ∈ C∞(M,TM) and applies the Green-Stokes formula to get

⟨∇u,X⟩L2(M,TM)
def
= −⟨u,divX⟩L2(M)

=

∫
M\Σ

⟨∇u,X⟩g dVM −
∫
Σ

f ⟨X, ν⟩g dVΣ −
∫
Σ

f ⟨X,−ν⟩g dVΣ

=

∫
M\Σ

⟨∇u,X⟩g dVM .

Here ν is any one of the two possible unit normal vector fields along Σ. This shows that, nevertheless,

∇Mu = ∇M\Σu, (4.8)

and hence ∥u∥W 1(M) = ∥∇u∥L2(T (M\Σ)) + ∥u∥L2(M) ≈ ∥u∥W 1(M\Σ).
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4.2 The Dirichlet-to-Neumann Operator and its Jumpy Version

Definition 4.5. Let (Ω, g) be a compact Riemannian manifold with boundary ∂Ω ̸= ∅, and PI∂ΩΩ : C∞(∂Ω) →
C∞(Ω) the Poisson operator defined previously. Put

DN∂ΩΩ : C∞(∂Ω) −→ C∞(∂Ω),

f 7−→ ∂ν(PI
∂Ω
Ω f),

(4.9)

where ν = outward unit normal along ∂Ω, called the Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator on ∂Ω with respect to Ω.

Remark 4.2. As its name suggests, DN∂ΩΩ computes the associated Neumann data of the solution to the
Helmholtz equation with given Dirichlet data. By the well-posedness and regularity of the Neumann problem,
one could also do it the other way round: compute the Dirichlet data out of a Neumann data. In this way one
sees that (DN∂ΩΩ )−1 can be defined and maps C∞(∂Ω) −→ C∞(∂Ω).

Definition 4.6. Let (M, g) be a closed Riemannian manifold, Σ ⊂ M an embedded hypersurface, and PIΣM :
C∞(∂Ω) → C∞(M \ Σ) the hypersurface Poisson operator. Put

DNΣ
M : C∞(∂Ω) −→ C∞(∂Ω),

f 7−→ ∂ν(PI
Σ
M f)|Σ− + ∂−ν(PI

Σ
M f)|Σ+

,
(4.10)

where ν is any one of the two unit normal vector fields along Σ, extended over a cylindrical neighborhood of Σ.
Here Σ− and Σ+ means that we are taking one-sided derivatives, respectively, from the backward-time and
forward-time directions with regard to the flow of ν. We call DNΣ

M the jumpy Dirichlet-to-Neumann operator on
Σ with respect to M .

Definition 4.7. Similarly if Ω has boundaries and Σ is either one component of ∂Ω or embedded in the interior
of Ω, then we denote by DNΣ,B

Ω the corresponding operator with PIΣM replaced by PIΣ,BΩ in the definition (see
definition 4.4).

Remark 4.3. If we see M \ Σ as a manifold with boundary Σ ⊔ Σ, then DNΣ
M f is also the sum over Σ of the

two outward unit normal derivatives of PIΣM f along Σ⊔Σ. Intuitively, DNΣ
M f describes the “jump” of ∇PIΣM f

across Σ, whence its name.

We summarize in the following lemma the essential properties of DN∂ΩΩ and DNΣ
M . Parallel results also hold

for DNΣ,B
Ω (Σ being either one component of boundary or embedded in interior) but we shall not discuss them

in order to simplify the presentation. The same applies to everything below this section.

Lemma 4.4. Under their respective settings, DN∂ΩΩ and DNΣ
M are such that

(i) their quadratic forms are given respectively by the Dirichlet energies of their harmonic extensions:

〈
f,DN∂ΩΩ f

〉
L2(∂Ω)

=

∫
Ω

(
|∇PI∂ΩΩ f |2g +m2(PI∂ΩΩ f)2

)
dVΩ, (4.11)〈

f,DNΣ
M f

〉
L2(Σ)

=

∫
M

(
|∇PIΣM f |2g +m2(PIΣM f)2

)
dVM , (4.12)

for f ∈ C∞(∂Ω);
(ii) they are formally self-adjoint, strictly positive, and L2-invertible;
(iii) they are elliptic ΨDOs of order 1, with principal symbols being |ξ|g and 2|ξ|g respectively;
(iv) they afford a finer comparison with D∂Ω = (∆∂Ω +m2)

1
2 or 2DΣ = 2(∆Σ +m2)

1
2 : the operators

DN∂ΩΩ −D∂Ω, DNΣ
M −2DΣ, D−1

∂Ω DN∂ΩΩ −1, and (2DΣ)
−1 DNΣ

M −1, (4.13)

are ΨDOs of orders at most −2, −2, −3, and −3 respectively. A fortiori, they are all of trace class
when dimΩ = dimM = 2 and dimΣ = dim ∂Ω = 1.

Proof. See Taylor [78] and the references therein. For (iv) see Kandel, Mnev and Wernli [36] proposition A.3.

4.3 Two Consequences of the Green-Stokes Formula
Let (M, g) be a closed Riemannian manifold and Σ ⊂M an embedded hypersurface. Formula (4.12) in a slightly
more general form allows one to obtain an expression for the “distributional adjoint” of the trace map onto Σ.
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Lemma 4.5. Let τΣ : C∞(M) → C∞(Σ), ϕ 7→ ϕ|Σ be the trace map. One has, for any ϕ ∈ C∞(M) and f ∈
C∞(Σ),

⟨τΣϕ, f⟩L2(∂Ω) = ⟨ϕ, jΣf⟩L2(M) (4.14)

where jΣ = (∆+m2) PIM (DNΣ
M )−1. Moreover, this equality can be extended to ϕ ∈W 1(M) and f ∈W− 1

2 (Σ).

Proof. First suppose h ∈ C∞(Σ), then applying the Green-Stokes formula to M \Σ with boundary Σ⊔Σ gives

〈
τϕ,DNΣ

M h
〉
L2(Σ)

=

∫
M\Σ

(⟨∇ϕ,∇PIM h⟩+m2ϕ(PIM h))dVM

=

∫
M

(⟨∇ϕ,∇PIM h⟩+m2ϕ(PIM h))dVM (lemma 4.3)

=
〈
ϕ, (∆M +m2) PIΣM h

〉
L2(M)

. (#)

We remark that step (#) is the definition of the action of (∆M +m2) on the distribution PIΣM h. By lemma 4.1,
lemma 4.3, and (iii) of lemma 4.4, then, this equality can be extended to ϕ ∈W 1(M) and h ∈W

1
2 (Σ). Finally,

replacing h by (DNΣ
M )−1f , with (DNΣ

M )−1 being a ΨDO of order −1, yields the desired relation (4.14) as well
as its domain.

Remark 4.4. One is advised to compare lemma 4.5 with the fact in one dimensions that the distributional
derivative of the Heaviside function Ha = a · 1(0,∞) (a ∈ R) is the delta function multiplied by the jump of Ha

across 0, that is,
⟨H ′

a, φ⟩L2(R) = [Ha(0+)−Ha(0−)] · φ(0) (4.15)

for any φ ∈ S(R). In our case the role of the Heaviside function is played by the vector field ∇PIΣM (DNΣ
M )−1f .

Indeed, following remark 4.3, the “jump” of ∇PIΣM (DNΣ
M )−1f across Σ is exactly f , as the directions tangential

to Σ does not contribute to the jump with (DNΣ
M )−1f being smooth. This comparison in mind, it is also

customary to write jΣf as f ⊗ δΣ, as for example, in Carron [13].

Corollary 4.6. For f , h ∈ C∞(Σ), we have〈
f, (DNΣ

M )−1h
〉
L2(Σ)

=
〈
jΣf, (∆ +m2)−1jΣh

〉
L2(M)

. (4.16)

In other words, (DNΣ
M )−1 = τ(∆ +m2)−1jΣ (= τ(∆ +m2)−1τ∗).

Proof. This is immediate by noting that τΣ PIΣM is the identity on L2(Σ).

Remark 4.5. Indeed, noting that the Schwartz kernel Kτ of τΣ is the delta distribution on the diago-
nal {(x, x)} ⊂ Σ × M , and that jΣ is the distributional adjoint of τΣ, corollary 4.6 allows one to deduce
immediately the Schwartz kernel of (DNΣ

M )−1, denoted GΣ
DN:

〈
f, (DNΣ

M )−1h
〉
L2(Σ)

=

∫∫
Σ×M

∫∫
Σ×M

f(x)Kτ (x, z)G(∆+m2)(z, w)Kτ (y, w)h(y)dxdzdydw

=

∫∫
Σ×Σ

f(x)G(∆+m2)(x, y)h(y)dxdy,

that is, GΣ
DN = G(∆+m2)|Σ×Σ, where G(∆+m2) is the Helmholtz Green function on M , which is a well-known

result. Of course, assuming this result, one could also work backwards to give lemma 4.5 another proof, using
the Poisson integral formula (lemma 4.7 below) for PIΣM .

Now we move to the second consequence of the Green-Stokes formula. Let (Ω, g) be a compact Riemannian
manifold with boundary ∂Ω. Recall that (∆Ω,D +m2)−1 denotes the Helmholtz Green operator with Dirichlet
conditions on ∂Ω.

Lemma 4.7 ([77] page 46). We have, for φ ∈ C∞(∂Ω) and f ∈ C∞
c (Ω◦),〈

PI∂ΩΩ φ, f
〉
L2(Ω)

=
〈
φ,−∂ν(∆Ω,D +m2)−1f |∂Ω

〉
L2(∂Ω)

, (4.17)

where ν, again, denotes the outward unit normal vector field along ∂Ω. □
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Corollary 4.8. For (M, g) a closed Riemannian manifold and Σ ⊂M an embedded hypersurface, for φ ∈ C∞(Σ)
and f ∈ C∞

c (M \ Σ), 〈
PIΣM φ, f

〉
L2(M)

=
〈
φ,−(∂νu|Σ− + ∂−νu|Σ+)

〉
L2(Σ)

, (4.18)

where u = (∆M\Σ,D +m2)−1f , and the notations Σ− and Σ+ have the same meanings as in definition 4.6.

Proof. See M \ Σ as a manifold with two boundaries Σ ⊔ Σ, and we note

PIΣM φ = PIΣ⊔Σ
M\Σ

[
φ

φ

]
, (4.19)

as well as 〈[φ
φ

]
,−
[
∂νu|Σ−

∂−νu|Σ+

]〉
L2(Σ⊔Σ)

=
〈
φ,−(∂νu|Σ− + ∂−νu|Σ+

)
〉
L2(Σ)

, (4.20)

while applying lemma 4.7.

4.4 Induced Laws
Let (M, g) be a closed Riemannian manifold and Σ ⊂M an embedded hypersurface. Lemma 4.5 then says that,
for each f ∈ C∞(Σ), the random variables

τΣϕ(f) and ϕ(jΣf), (4.21)

while ϕ ∼ µMGFF, are (surely) equal on the Cameron-Martin space W 1(M). By proposition B.6 then, they are
almost surely equal over D′(M). Subsequently from corollary 4.6 we deduce

EMGFF[τΣϕ(f)τΣϕ(h)] = EMGFF[ϕ(jΣf)ϕ(jΣh)] =
〈
f, (DNΣ

M )−1h
〉
L2(Σ)

. (4.22)

Taking into account lemma 2.4 and (iii) of lemma 4.4, we have proved the following.

Proposition 4.9. If ϕ ∈ D′(M) follows the law of µMGFF, then the random field τΣϕ ∈ D′(Σ) can equivalently
be realized as the (centered) Gaussian field φ̃ on Σ with covariance

E
[
φ̃(f)φ̃(h)

]
=
〈
f, (DNΣ

M )−1h
〉
L2(Σ)

, (4.23)

for f , h ∈ C∞(Σ). In other words, the measure image τ̂Σ∗(µ
M
GFF) of µMGFF under any measurable linear exten-

sion τ̂Σ of τΣ : W 1(M) −→ W
1
2 (Σ) coincides with the measure µΣ,M

DN on any D′(Σ) for the field φ̃ satisfying
(4.23). □

Next we study induced random fields in the other direction, by the Poisson integral operator. Namely,
for Ω, ∂Ω as in lemma 4.7, given a Gaussian random field φ on ∂Ω, what is the law of the field PI∂ΩΩ φ? From
another perspective one solves the Helmholtz (Laplace) equation with random boundary conditions. We write
in shorthand

(PI∂ΩΩ )∗
def
= −∂ν(∆Ω,D +m2)−1(−)|∂Ω. (4.24)

Thus lemma 4.7 says 〈
PI∂ΩΩ φ, f

〉
L2(Ω)

=
〈
φ, (PI∂ΩΩ )∗f

〉
L2(∂Ω)

, (4.25)

for φ ∈ C∞(∂Ω), f ∈ C∞
c (Ω◦). Suppose φ has covariance operator C of order −s (s > 0). Note PI∂ΩΩ is always

well-defined on the Cameron-Martin space W s(∂Ω). By the same token as above, for f ∈ C∞
c (Ω◦),

(PI∂ΩΩ φ)(f) and φ((PI∂ΩΩ )∗f) (4.26)

are surely equal on W s(∂Ω). Moreover,

E∂ΩC
[
(PI∂ΩΩ φ)(f)(PI∂ΩΩ φ)(h)

]
=
〈
f,PI∂ΩΩ C(PI∂ΩΩ )∗h

〉
L2(∂Ω)

. (4.27)

We deduce
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Proposition 4.10. If φ ∈ D′(∂Ω) is a (centered) Gaussian random field with covariance operator C, then the
random field PI∂ΩΩ φ ∈ D′(Ω◦) can equivalently be realized as the (centered) Gaussian field ϕ̃ on Ω with covariance

E
[
ϕ̃(f)ϕ̃(h)

]
=
〈
f,PI∂ΩΩ C(PI∂ΩΩ )∗h

〉
L2(∂Ω)

, (4.28)

for f , h ∈ C∞(∂Ω). In other words, the measure image P̂I∂ΩΩ ∗(µ
∂Ω
C ) of µ∂ΩC under any measurable linear

extension P̂I∂ΩΩ of PI∂ΩΩ :W s(∂Ω) −→W s+ 1
2 (Ω) coincides with the measure for the field ϕ̃ satisfying (4.28). □

Remark 4.6. What is strictly needed for showing Segal axioms is not the full proposition 4.10 but rather this
innocent observation: by (4.19), if the random field φ ∈ D′(Σ) follows a fixed probability law, then the induced
random fields PIΣM φ and PIΣ⊔Σ

M\Σ[
φ
φ ] in D′(M \ Σ) follows the same law.

4.5 First Comment on Reflection Positivity
As the names would suggest, the positivity of the Dirichlet-to-Neumann map (itself the consequence of the
positivity of the Dirichlet energy) gives an interesting inequality comparing the resolvants of Laplacians with
Dirichlet and Neumann conditions (corollary 4.12), via the Poisson integral formula (lemma 4.7). Let Ω, ∂Ω be
as in lemma 4.7. We adopt the shorthand notations

CD
def
= (∆Ω,D +m2)−1, CN

def
= (∆Ω,N +m2)−1, (4.29)

where, similar to CD, CNf for f ∈ C∞
c (Ω◦) solves the Neumann boundary value problem{

(∆ +m2)(CNf) = f, in Ω,
∂ν(CNf)|∂Ω = 0, on ∂Ω. (4.30)

There is the following simple, elementary relation:

Lemma 4.11. In the situation as above, we have the operator equality on C∞
c (Ω◦),

PI∂ΩΩ (DN∂ΩΩ )−1(PI∂ΩΩ )∗ = CN − CD. (4.31)

Proof. Pick f ∈ C∞
c (Ω◦), let u := CDf and put w := PI∂ΩΩ (DN∂ΩΩ )−1(−∂νu|∂Ω). Then, by the definition

of DN∂ΩΩ , w solves the following boundary value problem:{
(∆ +m2)w = 0, in Ω,
∂νw|∂Ω = −∂νu|∂Ω, on ∂Ω. (4.32)

However, {
(∆ +m2)u = f, in Ω,
u|∂Ω = 0, on ∂Ω, implying

{
(∆ +m2)(u+ w) = f, in Ω,
∂ν(u+ w)|∂Ω = 0, on ∂Ω, (4.33)

namely u+ w = CNf , that is, w = CNf − CDf . We obtain the result.

Now the positivity of DN∂ΩΩ (lemma 4.4) implies CN ⩾ CD, namely ⟨f, (CN − CD)f⟩L2(Ω) ⩾ 0 for all f ∈
C∞
c (Ω◦). One step further,

Corollary 4.12. We have CN ⩾ CD as operators on L2(Ω). □

It is emphasized in Jaffe and Ritter [37] section 3 that CN ⩾ CD is the crucial relation that leads to the
so-called reflection positivity (RP) of the GFF (see definition 5.2). At this point let us explain its geometric
incarnation. Let now ∂Ω ⊂ Ω be totally geodesic, Ω∗ a copy of Ω (reversing the coorientation of ∂Ω), |Ω|2 :=
Ω∗ ∪∂Ω Ω, the isometric double which is a closed Riemannian manifold, and Θ : |Ω|2 −→ |Ω|2 an isometric
involution fixing ∂Ω, such that Θ(Ω) = Ω∗ and Θ(Ω∗) = Ω.

Remark 4.7. Such Ω is named in Gibbons [23] (in the 4-dimensional case) as a real tunnelling geometry (see
[23] section 4). The isometric double |Ω|2 and the involution Θ exist, the latter being a reflection, dissecting |Ω|2
into Ω and Ω∗, its fixed point set being ∂Ω (see also Ritter [58] section 2.1.1).

The action of Θ extends in the usual way to C∞(|Ω|2) and D′(|Ω|2) by pulling-back. This set-up brings in
another resolvant operator which is

C
def
= (∆|Ω|2 +m2)−1. (4.34)

Denote also by Π+ : L2(|Ω|2) −→ L2(Ω) the orthogonal projection. Below we reprove lemma 3 of Jaffe and
Ritter [37].



28

Lemma 4.13. Let |Ω|2, Θ, Π+ and C be as above. Then

Π+ΘC =
1

2
(CN − CD) (4.35)

on C∞
c (Ω◦) and L2(Ω).

Proof. As in [37], the key idea is the method of images, that is, with the help of reflection symmetry under Θ,
we have

CNf = Π+C(f +Θf), and CDf = Π+C(f −Θf), (4.36)

for any f ∈ C∞
c (Ω◦), since the functions (potentials) C(f + Θf) and C(f − Θf) satisfy, automatically and

respectively, the Neumann and Dirichlet conditions along ∂Ω (note, first, that [Θ, C] = 0 since Θ is an isometry,
and second, for x ∈ ∂Ω, ∂ν |x is the eigenvector of eigenvalue −1 of dΘx on Tx|Ω|2). We obtain the result
immediately.

In summary,

Corollary 4.14 (equivalent formulations of RP). In the situation as above, we have

2
〈
f,ΘCf

〉
L2(|Ω|2) =

〈
f, (CN − CD)f

〉
L2(Ω)

=
〈
(PI∂ΩΩ )∗f, (DN∂ΩΩ )−1(PI∂ΩΩ )∗f

〉
L2(∂Ω)

(4.37)

for all f ∈ C∞
c (Ω◦), and all of the above quantities are nonnegative. □

Remark 4.8. Note that the 3 quantities in (4.37) make sense respectively on the spaces L2(|Ω|2), L2(Ω)
and L2(∂Ω). While the first quantity is the original view of RP, the second quantity offers a one-sided view and
the third provides a view within the boundary ∂Ω. Nevertheless, the map DN∂ΩΩ reflects the geometry of the
bulk, see for example Paternain, Salo and Uhlmann [50] section 11.5.

5 Markov Property and Consequences
Materials in sections 5.1, 5.2 and 5.4 are largely classical with an excellent source being Dimock [16] which we
follow roughly. See also Simon [71] section III.3 and see Powell and Werner [54] section 4.2 for a probabilistic
point of view.

5.1 Decompositions of Sobolev Spaces
Let (M, g) be a closed Riemannian manifold. Recall from Appendix C.1 the definitions of the spaces W s

A(M)
and W s

U (M) for A ⊂ M closed and U ⊂ M open. Recall also (lemma C.1) that we have the isometric
isomorphism (∆ +m2) : W 1(M)

∼−−→ W−1(M) as we endow W 1(M) and W−1(M) respectively with the inner
products ⟨−, (∆ +m2)−⟩L2 and ⟨−, (∆ +m2)−1−⟩L2 .

Lemma 5.1 (cf. [16] section 2). Let A ⊂M be a closed set. Then W 1(M) and W−1(M) decompose orthogonally
as

W 1(M) = W 1
M\A(M)⊥ ⊕ W 1

M\A(M)

W−1(M) = W−1
A (M) ⊕ W−1

A (M)⊥,

(∆+m2) ∼

p⊥M\A pM\A

(∆+m2) ∼ (∆+m2) ∼

PA P⊥
A

(5.1)

which is preserved by the isometric isomorphism ∆+m2. In particular, we have

PA(∆ +m2) = (∆ +m2)p⊥M\A, and P⊥
A (∆ +m2) = (∆ +m2)pM\A, (5.2)

where p⊥M\A, pM\A, PA, and P⊥
A are the corresponding orthogonal projections as indicated in the diagram.
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Proof. We just need to show that the image of W 1
M\A(M) under ∆+m2 is precisely W−1

A (M)⊥. Indeed, by our
definition of the inner products we have

⟨(∆ +m2)u, v⟩W−1(M) = ⟨u, v⟩L2(M) (5.3)

for all u ∈ W 1(M), v ∈ W−1(M), where the RHS denotes the duality (distributional) pairing. However, the
annihilator of W−1

A (M) under the duality pairing is exactly W 1
M\A(M), see lemma C.3. This translates as{

u ∈W 1(M)
∣∣ ⟨(∆ +m2)u, v⟩W−1(M) = 0 for all v ∈W−1

A (M)
}
=W 1

M\A(M), (5.4)

which is what we desired.

Corollary 5.2. (5.1) and (5.2) holds for A = Σ ⊂ M an embedded closed hypersurface (codimension one
submanifold). □

Indeed, the crucial relation (5.3) together with (5.2) gives

Corollary 5.3 (adjoints). We have〈
p⊥M\Au, v

〉
L2 =

〈
u, PAv

〉
L2 , and

〈
pM\Au, v

〉
L2 =

〈
u, P⊥

A v
〉
L2 , (5.5)

for u ∈W 1(M) and v ∈W−1(M). □

Remark 5.1. Denote U := M \ A. Recall from (C.4) that W−1(U) := W−1
A (M)⊥. In fact, corollary 5.3

shows P⊥
M\U coincides with the restriction map ρM |U : D′(M) −→ D′(U), since if already u ∈ W 1

U (M)

then pUu = i∗u, i∗ :W 1
U (M) −→W 1(M) being inclusion.

We are thus lead naturally to the following and eventually corollary 5.5.

Corollary 5.4. Let U ⊂ M be an open set and F ⊂ U be a closed set. Then W 1
U (M) and W−1(U) decompose

further as
W 1
U (M) = W 1

U\F (M)⊥ ⊕ W 1
U\F (M)

W−1(U) = P⊥
M\U (W

−1
F (M)) ⊕ W−1

F (M)⊥,

(∆+m2) ∼ (∆+m2) ∼ (∆+m2) ∼ (5.6)

where the orthogonal complements are taken respectively inside W 1
U (M) and W−1(U), which is preserved by the

isometric isomorphism ∆+m2. Also, we have commutation relations similar to (5.2).

Proof. The only point needing explanation is

(∆ +m2)(W 1
U\F (M)⊥ ∩W 1

U (M)) = P⊥
M\U (W

−1
F (M)). (5.7)

Indeed, since ∆+m2 is bijective, by (5.1) we have

LHS =W−1
F∪(M\U)(M) ∩W−1

M\U (M)⊥

= (W−1
M\U (M)⊕W−1

F (M)) ∩W−1
M\U (M)⊥ (F and M \ U disjoint)

= RHS,

where the direct sum in the second line is non-orthogonal.

Now let (Ω, g) be compact with (smooth) boundary, smoothly and isometrically embedded in closed M (if Ω
is a real tunnelling geometry, then one choice for M is the “isometric double”, see remark 4.7) and Σ be embedded
in Ω◦. Then in particular

Corollary 5.5. Corollary 5.4 holds for U = Ω◦ and Σ ⊂ Ω◦ an embedded closed hypersurface. □
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5.2 The Markov Stochastic Decomposition of GFF
Again suppose (M, g) is a closed Riemannian manifold and Σ ⊂ M an embedded closed hypersurface with
induced metric. A probabilistic point of view of the results in this section is provided in Powell and Werner [54]
section 4.1.

Lemma 5.6. We have
p⊥M\Σ = PIΣM ◦τΣ (5.8)

on W 1(M), where p⊥M\Σ :W 1(M) −→W 1
M\A(M)⊥ is the orthogonal projection as in lemma 5.1.

Proof. We show that for f ∈ C∞(M), p⊥M\Σf solves the boundary value problem{
(∆ +m2)u = 0, in M \ Σ,
u|Σ = τΣf, on Σ.

(5.9)

Indeed, the first condition holds since supp((∆+m2)p⊥M\Σf) ⊂ Σ by lemma 5.1. To show the second, notice τΣ =

0 on W 1
M\Σ(M) by its definition (C.3). Hence

τΣp
⊥
M\Σ = τΣ(1− pM\Σ) = τΣ, (5.10)

on W 1(M). We conclude the proof.

Proposition 5.7. Suppose ϕ ∈ D′(M) follows µMGFF. Then there is a stochastic decomposition

ϕ = p̂⊥M\Σϕ+ p̂M\Σϕ
def
= ϕΣ + ϕDM\Σ, (5.11)

into independent random fields ϕΣ and ϕDM\Σ. More precisely, for f ∈ C∞(M) we define the random variables

ϕΣ(f)
def
= ϕ(PΣf), and ϕDM\Σ(f)

def
= ϕ(P⊥

Σ f). (5.12)

Then, ϕDM\Σ follows the law of µM\Σ,D
GFF , while ϕΣ solves the boundary value problem{

(∆ +m2)ϕΣ = 0, in M \ Σ,
ϕΣ|Σ = τΣϕ, on Σ,

(5.13)

almost surely.

Remark 5.2. The term “stochastic decomposition” is borrowed from Bogachev [12] remark 3.7.7.

Proof. Firstly, ϕΣ and ϕDM\Σ are independent since by (5.12) their Gaussian Hilbert spaces are respectivelyW−1
Σ (M)

and W−1
Σ (M)⊥ = W−1(M \ Σ). The latter also means ϕDM\Σ follows µM\Σ,D

GFF . The last fact about ϕΣ follows
from lemma 5.6 and the uniqueness of the measurable linear extension (proposition B.7).

In the same vein using corollary 5.5, we have also a decomposition for the Dirichlet GFF on a domain Ω with
smooth boundary, with respect to a hypersurface Σ (isometrically) embedded in the interior Ω◦.

Proposition 5.8. Suppose ϕDΩ ∈ D′(Ω◦) follows µΩ,D
GFF. Then there is a stochastic decomposition

ϕ = p̂⊥Ω◦\Σϕ+ p̂Ω◦\Σϕ
def
= (ϕDΩ )Σ + ϕDΩ\Σ, (5.14)

into independent random fields (ϕDΩ )Σ and ϕDΩ\Σ. More precisely, for f ∈ W−1(Ω◦) we define the random
variables

(ϕDΩ )Σ(f)
def
= ϕDΩ (PΣf), and ϕDΩ\Σ(f)

def
= ϕDΩ (P⊥

Σ f). (5.15)

Then, ϕDΩ\Σ follows the law of µΩ\Σ,D
GFF , while (ϕDΩ )Σ solves the boundary value problem (∆ +m2)(ϕDΩ )Σ = 0, in Ω◦ \ Σ,

(ϕDΩ )Σ|Σ = τΣϕ
D
Ω , on Σ,

(ϕDΩ )Σ|∂Ω = 0, on ∂Ω,
(5.16)

almost surely. □
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The following version of proposition 5.7 in the case of a dissecting (smooth isometrically embedded) hyper-
surface Σ ⊂M such that M \ Σ =M◦

+ ⊔M◦
−, will be useful in definition 5.4.

Lemma 5.9. We have W−1
M−

(M)⊥ ⊂W−1
M+

(M) and thus W−1
M+

(M) =W−1
M−

(M)⊥⊕W−1
Σ (M). Similarly W−1

M−
(M) =

W−1
M+

(M)⊥ ⊕W−1
Σ (M).

Proof. By lemma 5.1 with A = M− we see that W−1
M−

(M)⊥ = (∆ +m2)(W 1
M◦

+
(M)). These distributions are

supported in M+ since ∆+m2 is local.

Corollary 5.10. Suppose ϕ ∈ D′(M) follows µMGFF. Then there is a stochastic decomposition

ϕ = p̂⊥M\Σϕ+ p̂M◦
+
ϕ+ p̂M◦

−
ϕ

def
= ϕΣ + ϕDM◦

+
+ ϕDM◦

−
, (5.17)

into independent random fields. More precisely, for f ∈ C∞(M) the random variables are defined by

ϕΣ(f)
def
= ϕ(PΣf), ϕDM◦

+
(f)

def
= ϕ(P⊥

M−
f), and ϕDM◦

−
(f)

def
= ϕ(P⊥

M+
f), (5.18)

and with ϕΣ the same as in proposition 5.7, ϕDM◦
+

and ϕDM◦
−

follows respectively µ
M◦

+,D

GFF and µ
M◦

−,D

GFF . More-
over, (ϕΣ + ϕDM◦

+
)(f) = ϕ(PM+f), (ϕΣ + ϕDM◦

−
)(f) = ϕ(PM−f). □

5.3 The Bayes Principle Applied to GFF
Let now M be a closed Riemannian manifold and Σ1, Σ2 ⊂M non-intersecting isometrically embedded smooth
closed hypersurfaces. The goal of this section is to derive the Bayes principle relating the probability laws of
the two random fields τΣ1

ϕ and τΣ2
ϕ where ϕ is the GFF on M . To avoid convolving with nomenclatures of

conditional probabilities we prefer a direct measure theoretic argument, although these are clearly equivalent.
Throughout this section we identify continuous linear maps of Cameron-Martin spaces with their measurable
extensions to distributional Q-spaces, as well as their induced actions on measures.

To begin with, by proposition 5.7 we have a stochastic decomposition

ϕ = ϕΣ1
+ ϕDM\Σ1

(5.19)

for ϕ ∼ µMGFF, the two components independent of each other. Then, apply τΣ2 we get

τΣ2
ϕ = τΣ2

ϕΣ1
+ τΣ2

ϕDM\Σ1
= τΣ2

PIΣ1

M τΣ1
ϕ+ τΣ2

ϕDM\Σ1
(5.20)

def
= M1

M,2τΣ1
ϕ+ τΣ2

ϕDM\Σ1
. (5.21)

Here we define

M1
M,2

def
= τΣ2

PIΣ1

M :

{
C∞(Σ1) −→ C∞(Σ2),

W
1
2 (Σ1) −→ W

1
2 (Σ2),

(5.22)

called the transition operator/propagator. Define accordingly

G1
M,2 :W

1
2 (Σ1)×W

1
2 (Σ2) −→ W

1
2 (Σ1)×W

1
2 (Σ2),

(φ1, h) 7−→ (φ1, h+M1
M,2φ1).

(5.23)

called the graph operator.

Lemma 5.11. We have
τΣ1⊔Σ2

(µMGFF) = (G1
M,2)∗(µ

Σ1,M
DN ⊗ µ

Σ2,M\Σ1

DN,D ), (5.24)

where µΣ1,M
DN and µΣ2,M\Σ1

DN,D are Gaussian measures on D′(Σ1) and D′(Σ2) with covariances (DNΣ1

M )−1 and (DNΣ2,D
M\Σ1

)−1,
respectively.

Proof. Following (5.21), τΣ2ϕ
D
M\Σ1

= τΣ2ϕ−M1
M,2τΣ1ϕ is independent of τΣ1ϕ, and follows the law µ

Σ2,M\Σ1

DN,D ,
while τΣ1

ϕ follows the law µΣ1,M
DN , both by proposition 4.9.

We could also define the operators M2
M,1 and G2

M,1 with the roles of Σ1 and Σ2 switched. Note that lemma
5.11 is entirely symmetric under the switching of Σ1 and Σ2. Recall the measures µΣ

2D from corollary 2.15.
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Proposition 5.12 (Bayes Principle for GFF). Let now M be a closed Riemannian manifold and Σ1, Σ2 ⊂
M non-intersecting isometrically embedded smooth closed hypersurfaces. We have equality of Radon-Nikodym
densities

dτΣ1⊔Σ2(µ
M
GFF)

dµΣ1⊔Σ2

2D

(φ1, φ2) =
dµΣ1,M

DN

dµΣ1

2D

(φ1)
d
(
(M1

M,2φ1)∗µ
Σ2,M\Σ1

DN,D

)
dµΣ2

2D

(φ2) (5.25)

=
dµΣ2,M

DN

dµΣ2

2D

(φ2)
d
(
(M2

M,1φ2)∗µ
Σ1,M\Σ2

DN,D

)
dµΣ1

2D

(φ1). (5.26)

Here (φ)∗ denotes the shift induced by φ on measures as in corollary 2.5.

Proof. We just need to prove (5.25). In other words, (M1
M,2φ1)∗µ

Σ2,M\Σ1

DN,D is the conditional law of τΣ2
ϕ provided

“τΣ1 = φ1”. The proof is straightforward. For positive (Borel) measurable functionals F ∈ L+(D′(Σ1)), G ∈
L+(D′(Σ2)), we have by lemma 5.11, the change of variables formula, and Fubini’s theorem,∫

(F ⊗G)(φ1, φ2)dτΣ1⊔Σ2
(µMGFF) =

∫∫
(F ⊗G) ◦ G1

M,2(φ1, φ2)dµ
Σ1,M
DN ⊗ dµ

Σ2,M\Σ1

DN,D

=

∫
F (φ1)dµ

Σ1,M
DN (φ1)

∫
G(φ2 +M1

M,2φ1)dµ
Σ2,M\Σ1

DN,D (φ2)

=

∫
F (φ1)dµ

Σ1,M
DN

∫
G(φ2)d(M1

M,2φ1)∗µ
Σ2,M\Σ1

DN,D .

as F and G range over all positive measurable functionals, we obtain the result.

Remark 5.3. Applying corollary 2.15 and the Cameron-Martin formula (2.12), one obtains a relation between
quadratic forms (the corresponding relation for determinants also works out by BFK),〈[φ1

x

]
,DNΣ1⊔Σ2

M

[
φ1

x

]〉
L2(Σ1⊔Σ2)

=
〈
φ1,DNΣ1

M φ1

〉
L2(Σ1)

+
〈
x,DNΣ2,D

M\Σ1
x
〉
L2(Σ2)

− 2
〈
x,DNΣ2,D

M\Σ1
M1

M,2φ1

〉
L2(Σ2)

+
〈
M1

M,2φ1,DNΣ2,D
M\Σ1

M1
M,2φ1

〉
L2(Σ2)

which, of course, can also be obtained directly noting〈
φ1,DNΣ1

M φ1

〉
L2(Σ1)

=
〈[ φ1

M1
M,2φ1

]
,DNΣ1⊔Σ2

M

[
φ1

M1
M,2φ1

]〉
L2(Σ1⊔Σ2)

,〈
x,DNΣ2,D

M\Σ1
x
〉
L2(Σ2)

=
〈[0
x

]
,DNΣ1⊔Σ2

M

[
0

x

]〉
L2(Σ1⊔Σ2)

,

et cetera, and expanding the left hand side by writing [ φ1
x ] = [

φ1

M1
M,2φ1

] + [
0

x−M1
M,2φ1

].

Remark 5.4. In the case M = Σ×R with Σ1 := Σ×{0}, Σ2 := Σ×{t}, and Dirichlet condition at Σ×{±∞}
(namely decay at ∞), we have the explicit expression

M1
M,2 = e−tDΣ , (5.27)

where DΣ = (∆Σ +m2)1/2. Also, in this case DΣ = DNΣ
M+

, M+ = Σ× [0,+∞).

5.4 Nelson’s Markov Property and Reflection Positivity
Let M be a closed Riemannian manifold. We consider a family of σ-algebras on D′(M) generated by the GFF
random variables. Recall that for all f ∈ W−1(M), we have defined ϕ 7−→ ⟨ϕ, f⟩L2 as a random variable. Now
for A ⊂M closed, we define the σ-algebra

OA
def
= σ

(
ϕ(f) | f ∈W−1

A (M)
)
. (5.28)

Note since D′(M) is a separable Fréchet space, its Borel σ-algebra is generated by ϕ(f) for f ∈ C∞(M). The
GFF σ-algebra O := OM is thus finer than the Borel σ-algebra.
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Remark 5.5. What we discuss here is only a preliminary consideration based on the GFF. The theory of Markov
random fields is a well-developed subject and we refer to the monograph of Rozanov [61] for thorough treatment.
See also the interesting result of Gu and Mourrat [29] theorem 2.1, as well as the comments thereafter.

Definition 5.1 ([71] theorem III.9). A probability measure µ on (D′(M),O) has the domain Markov property if
for all closed sets A, B ⊂M such that A◦ ∩B = ∅, and all F ∈ L2(D′(M),O, µ), we have

Eµ[ Eµ[F |OB ] |OA] = Eµ[ Eµ[F |OB ] |O∂A]. (5.29)

In other words, for all OB-measurable L2-functional F we have Eµ[F |OA] = Eµ[F |O∂A].

Proposition 5.13 ([16] theorem 1). The measure µMGFF has the domain Markov property.

Proof. For details see Simon [71] section III.3 and Dimock [16]. The crucial point being that by locality of
the W 1-inner product we have C∞

c (A◦) ⊂ W 1
M\A(M)⊥. Therefore by corollary 5.3 if A◦ ∩ B = ∅ and v ∈

W−1
B (M), u ∈ C∞

c (A◦) then 〈
PAv, u

〉
L2 =

〈
v, p⊥M\Au

〉
L2 =

〈
v, u
〉
L2 = 0. (5.30)

This shows PAPB = P∂APB . The result then follows by applying the Itô-Wiener-Segal isomorphism.

Suppose we have a dissecting (smooth isometrically embedded) hypersurface Σ ⊂ M such that M \ Σ =
M◦

+ ⊔M◦
−.

Lemma 5.14. Let the probability measure µ on (D′(M),O) have the domain Markov property. If real func-
tionals F ∈ L2(D′(M),OM+

, µ), G ∈ L2(D′(M),OM− , µ) are such that Eµ[F |OΣ] = Eµ[G|OΣ] almost surely,
then

Eµ[FG] ⩾ 0. (5.31)

Proof. The closed sets M+ and M− are such that M◦
+ ∩M− = ∅. Also ∂M+ = ∂M− = Σ. We have

Eµ[FG] = Eµ[ F · Eµ[G|OM+ ] ] (F is OM+ -measurable)
= Eµ[ F · Eµ[G|OΣ] ] (domain Markov and G is OM− -measurable)
= Eµ[ Eµ[F |OΣ]Eµ[G|OΣ] ] ⩾ 0, (Eµ[G|OΣ] is OΣ-measurable)

by our assumption.

Remark 5.6. Because of proposition 5.7, for GFF the conditional expectation represents “integrating out
redundant degrees of freedom”. Indeed, following proposition 5.7 we write F (ϕ) as F (ϕΣ, ϕDM\Σ) then we have

EMGFF[F |OΣ](ϕΣ) =

∫
F (ϕΣ, ϕ

D
M\Σ)dµ

M\Σ,D
GFF (ϕDM\Σ). (5.32)

See Simon [71] page 225 (in particular equation (VII.26)) for details.

Lemma 5.15. Let jΣ be the map in lemma 4.5 and let W− 1
2

DN (Σ) denote the Gaussian Hilbert space of µΣ,M
DN , as

in lemma 2.4. Then
jΣ :W

− 1
2

DN (Σ)
∼−−→W−1

Σ (M) (5.33)

is an isometric isomorphism. In particular, W−1
Σ (M) ̸= ∅.

Proof. By lemma 5.1, lemma 5.6 and lemma 4.6, jΣ is a surjective isometry.

Suppose we are in the situation of remark 4.7. Here we take M = |Ω|2. The isometry Θ acts on O-measurable
functionals F : D′(|Ω|2) −→ R by Θ∗F (ϕ) := F (Θϕ) and Θϕ(f) := ϕ(Θ∗f). The action of Θ∗ on C∞(|Ω|2)
extends unitarily to W−1(|Ω|2), since Θ is isometry on |Ω|2 (commutes with Laplacian).

Definition 5.2. A probability measure µ on (D′(|Ω|2),O) is called reflection positive if for all real functionals F ∈
L2(D′(|Ω|2),OΩ, µ) we have

Eµ[F (ΘF )] ⩾ 0. (5.34)

Proposition 5.16 ([16] theorem 2). The measure µMGFF is reflection positive.
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Proof. We first claim EMGFF[ΘF |O∂Ω] = EMGFF[F |O∂Ω] almost surely. For GFF this is seen via the Itô-Wiener-
Segal isomorphism. Indeed the action of Θ∗ descends to Θ∗F (ϕ) = ϕ(Θ∗f1) · · ·ϕ(Θ∗fk) if F (ϕ) = ϕ(f1) · · ·ϕ(fk).
Thus Θ∗ = Γ(Θ∗|W−1), implying also that

Θ∗ : L2(D′(M),OΩ, µ
M
GFF) −→ L2(D′(M),OΩ∗ , µMGFF). (5.35)

Since Θ fixes ∂Ω we have that Θ∗ is the identity on W−1
∂Ω . Since Θ∗ is also W−1-unitary we eventually

have P∂ΩΘ∗ = Θ∗PΘ∂Ω = Θ∗P∂Ω = P∂Ω, and the claim is true. The proposition then follows from (5.35),
proposition 5.13 and lemma 5.14.

Following proposition 5.16 we obtain a nonnegative bilinear form on L2(D′(M),OΩ, µ
M
GFF):

(F,G) 7−→ EMGFF[F (ΘG)]. (5.36)

We define N := {F | EMGFF[F (ΘF )] = 0}, namely the kernel of (5.36). We use shorthand notations

L2(D′(M),OΩ, µ
M
GFF)

def
= E+, L2(D′(M),O∂Ω, µ

M
GFF)

def
= E∂Ω.

Proposition 5.17. E+/N ∼= Γ(j∂Ω)L
2(D′(∂Ω), µ∂Ω,MDN ), where the closure is taken under (5.36).

Proof. Indeed, by the proofs of lemma 5.14 and proposition 5.16 we see that

EMGFF[F (ΘG)] = EMGFF[ EMGFF[F |O∂Ω]EMGFF[G|O∂Ω] ] = EMGFF[Γ(P∂Ω)F · Γ(P∂Ω)G] (5.37)

for F , G ∈ E+. Note E∂Ω ⊂ E+ and thus N = ker Γ(P∂Ω) showing E+/N ∼= ranΓ(P∂Ω) = E∂Ω. But we
know E∂Ω = Γ(W−1

∂Ω (M)) therefore we obtain our result by lemma 5.15 and Itô-Wiener-Segal.

Remark 5.7. Functionals in E∂Ω are usually called sharp-time functionals (see Jaffe and Ritter [38]) and E∂Ω
is usually taken as the quantum mechanical Hilbert space over the “time-zero slice” ∂Ω. This Hilbert space is
isomorphic to the one considered in section 6.2, conjugated by the square root of the Radon-Nikodym density
between µ∂Ω,MDN and µ∂Ω2D.

Remark 5.8. It is reasonable that a measure defined on (D′(|Ω|2),O) satisfying the domain Markov property
and that is Θ-invariant will be reflection positive. Here we define Θ-invariant as such that Θ∗Eµ[−|OΘA] =
Eµ[−|OA] for all closed sets A ⊂ |Ω|2. Indeed, since Θ maps level sets of ⟨−, f⟩L2 to level sets of ⟨−,Θ∗f⟩L2

(by L2-unitarity of Θ), ΘOA = OΘA via its action on indicator functionals. In this sense one shows that O∂Ω is
invariant under Θ and further that O∂Ω-measurable functionals are also invariant, via approximating by simple
functionals. This together with lemma 5.14 gives reflection positivity.

Remark 5.9. Comparing proposition 4.10 and corollary 4.14 we recover the covariance structure of the induced
field PI∂ΩΩ φ for φ ∼ µ∂Ω,Ω2DN with covariance 1

2 (DN∂ΩΩ )−1 to be

E
[
PI∂ΩΩ φ(f) PI∂ΩΩ φ(h)

]
=
〈
P∂Ωf, P∂Ωh

〉
W−1(|Ω|2) (5.38)

for f , h ∈ C∞
c (Ω◦). This coheres with (5.37) for F = ⟨−, f⟩L2 and G = ⟨−, h⟩L2 .

5.5 Locality of the P (ϕ) interaction and the Restricted GFF

Let M be a closed Riemannian surface and Ω◦ ⊂M a domain with smooth boundary ∂Ω. Denote Ω = Ω◦.

Remark 5.10. In general one could consider regular domains Ω◦. A domain is called regular if W−1
Ω◦ (M) =

W−1
Ω (M), the two spaces defined by (C.3) and (C.2). See also Simon [71] page 267.

Suppose χ ∈ C∞(M). We define

SΩ,ε,χ(ϕ)
def
=

∫
M

χ(x):P (ϕDΩ,ε(x) + ϕ∂Ω,ε(x)):dVM (x), (5.39)

where
ϕDΩ,ε(x)

def
= ϕ(P⊥

ΩcEεδx), ϕ∂Ω,ε(x)
def
= ϕ(P∂ΩEεδx), ϕ ∼ µMGFF. (5.40)
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Proposition 5.18 (locality). Whenever χ ∈ C∞
c (Ω◦), we have, for any fixed Wick ordering : • :,

SM,χ(ϕ) =

∫
M

χ(x):P (ϕ(x)):dVM (x) = lim
ε→0

SΩ,ε,χ(ϕ), (5.41)

and hence SM,χ is OΩ-measurable. In particular,∫
Ω

:P (ϕ(x)):dVΩ =

∫
Ω

:P (ϕDΩ (x) + ϕ∂Ω(x)):dVΩ (5.42)

and is OΩ-measurable.

Proof. Without loss of generality we suppose suppχ stays δ-away from ∂Ω for some δ > 0. Then corollary 3.9
and approximation in L4 of a general χ as well as 1Ω gives the result. We note that the support of Eεδx is
contained in the ε-ball around x. Then whenever ε < δ for x ∈ suppχ we have supp(Eεδx) ⊂ Ω, hence

P⊥
Ω Eεδx = 0, (5.43)

and
ϕε(x) ≡ ϕ(P⊥

ΩcEεδx) + ϕ(P∂ΩEεδx), (5.44)

both OΩ-measurable. Thus
:P (ϕDΩ,ε(x) + ϕ∂Ω,ε(x)): ≡ :P (ϕε(x)): (5.45)

for x ∈ suppχ and ε < δ, and is OΩ-measurable. Therefore (5.41) holds by proposition 3.5.

We emphasize here that for our purposes we employ the Wick ordering : • :0 of section 3.4 in defining SM,χ.
This is to say

:ϕε(x)
2n: =

n∑
j=0

(−1)j(2n)!

(2n− 2j)!j!2j
Cε(x)

jϕε(x)
2n−2j , (5.46)

where
Cε(x) =

∫∫
Eε(x, y)C0(y, z)Eε(z, x)dVM (y)dVM (z). (5.47)

Since Eε(x,−) is supported in an ε-ball around x, and C0(y, z) depends only on the geometry of M resctricted
to a convex neighborhood of y, z, the term Cε(x) depends only on the geometry of M locally near x. This
means that under : • :0, once suppχ ⊂ Ω, the limiting (integrated) random variable SM,χ, in addition to
being OΩ-measurable, is in fact fully determined with knowledge of the metric g|Ω restricted to Ω. This allows
the freedom of choosing the ambient manifold M where Ω isometrically embeds in defining the interaction over Ω
(see definition 5.4).

Now we repeat proposition 5.18 in a different way:

Corollary 5.19. Whenever χ ∈ C∞
c (Ω◦), for any fixed Wick ordering : • :,

EMGFF[SM,χ|OΩ] = SM,χ, (5.48)

and SM,χ is independent of ϕDΩc , that is, of ϕ(P⊥
Ω f) for all f ∈ C∞(M) or ϕ((∆ +m2)f) for all f ∈ C∞

c (Ωc).
Moreover, since Ω is regular, SM,χ is the limit in L2(µMGFF) of polynomials of random variables of the form ϕ(f)
with f ∈ C∞

c (Ω◦) via the Itô-Wiener-Segal isomorphism. □

This result motivates

Definition 5.3. Let Ω◦ ⊂M be a regular domain. The (massive) Gaussian Free Field over Ω◦ restricted from M
is the centered Gaussian process indexed by C∞

c (Ω◦), with covariance

E[ϕ(f)ϕ(h)] = ⟨f, h⟩W−1
Ω (M) (5.49)

for any f , h ∈ C∞
c (Ω◦). We denote it by ϕ|Ω.

Since the inner product of W−1
Ω (M) depends on M , the restricted GFF does not make sense on Ω◦ alone.

However, by corollary 5.10, it is equal in law to ϕ∂Ω + ϕDΩ , where ϕDΩ does make sense over Ω◦ and the law
of ϕ∂Ω = PI∂ΩΩ (τ∂Ωϕ) is determined via PI∂ΩΩ by that of a boundary data over ∂Ω.

Going back to corollary 5.19 we see that for χ ∈ C∞
c (Ω◦), the interaction SM,χ can now be defined as a

random variable of the sample ϕ|Ω ∈ D′(Ω◦). Equally, it is also a random variable over D′(Ω◦)×D′(∂Ω) equipped
with µΩ,D

GFF⊗µ∂ΩC where µ∂ΩC is some probability measure on D′(∂Ω) mutually absolutely continuous with respect
to τ∂Ω(µMGFF) and on the same σ-algebra. We consider only a few very specific candidates for µ∂ΩC .

Now suppose we start with a Riemannian surface (Ω, g) with totally geodesic boundary ∂Ω. With the help
of the isometric double |Ω|2 discussed in remark 4.7 we define
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Definition 5.4. The interaction over Ω is

SΩ(ϕ
D
Ω |φ) = SΩ(ϕ

D
Ω + PI∂ΩΩ φ)

def
= S|Ω|2,1Ω(ϕ

D
Ω + PI∂ΩΩ φ) (5.50)

as an L2-random variable over D′(Ω◦)×D′(∂Ω) equipped with µΩ,D
GFF ⊗ µ∂Ω,Ω2DN , where the latter is the Gaussian

measure with covariance operator 1
2 (DN∂ΩΩ )−1.

Remark 5.11. We emphasize here that the variable SΩ(ϕ
D
Ω |φ) must be understood for ϕDΩ and φ both random,

with the law of φ mutually absolutely continuous with respect to µ∂Ω,Ω2DN (thus µ∂Ω2D is a valid candidate). Thus if
one asks how much can one “fix” φ as one interprets SΩ(ϕ

D
Ω |φ), the answer is that it makes sense as a random

variable of ϕDΩ alone for almost every fixed φ under µ∂Ω2D (but this full-measure set with respect to µ∂Ω2D is generally
unknown). Said from a slightly different perspective, the expression SΩ(ϕ) for a generic ϕ ∈ D′(Ω◦) makes sense
as a random variable only when ϕ follows a law mutually absolutely continuous with respect to µΩ,D

GFF∗(PI
∂Ω
Ω )∗µ

∂Ω
2D,

where “∗” denotes convolution product. Statements involving SΩ(ϕ
D
Ω |φ) in the sequel should be understood in

this sense.

The following result will be useful in lemma 6.2.

Proposition 5.20. For any fixed Wick ordering : • : we have∫
M

:P (ϕ(x)):dVM =

∫
Ω

:P (ϕDΩ (x) + ϕ∂Ω(x)):dVΩ +

∫
Ωc

:P (ϕDΩc(x) + ϕ∂Ω(x)):dVΩc (5.51)

in Lp(µMGFF) for all 1 ⩽ p <∞ and in particular pointwise almost surely, as a result

e−
∫
M

:P (ϕ(x)):dVM = e−
∫
Ω
:P (ϕD

Ω (x)+ϕ∂Ω(x)):dVΩe−
∫
Ωc :P (ϕD

Ωc (x)+ϕ∂Ω(x)):dVΩc (5.52)

pointwise almost surely and thus also in L1(µMGFF).

Remark 5.12. Note that the equality (5.51) says nothing about pointwise almost sure convergence of the
mollified sequences SM,ε, SΩ,ε, and SΩc,ε. In fact, only separate subsequences in ε will converge pointwise
almost surely to the three respective terms in (5.51).

Proof. Consider a smooth partition of unity

1M = χΩ + χ∂Ω + χΩc , (5.53)

where χΩ and χΩc are supported in the interiors of Ω and Ωc respectively and χ∂Ω is supported near ∂Ω. Note
then that (5.53) holds as well in L4(M) so by corollary 3.9 we have∫

M

:P (ϕ(x)):dVM =

∫
M

χΩ:P (ϕ(x)):dVM +

∫
M

χ∂Ω:P (ϕ(x)):dVM +

∫
M

χΩc :P (ϕ(x)):dVM (5.54)

in Lp(µMGFF) for 1 ⩽ p <∞. Now take

χΩ → 1Ω, χΩc → 1Ωc , and χ∂Ω → 0, (5.55)

in L4(M), keeping the equality (5.53) in the process. Then∫
M

:P (ϕ(x)):dVM =

∫
M

1Ω:P (ϕ(x)):dVM +

∫
M

1Ωc :P (ϕ(x)):dVM

=

∫
Ω

:P (ϕDΩ (x) + ϕ∂Ω(x)):dVΩ +

∫
Ωc

:P (ϕDΩc(x) + ϕ∂Ω(x)):dVΩc

in Lp(µMGFF) for 1 ⩽ p <∞, and we finish the proof.

6 Presenting the P (ϕ)2 Model as a Segal Theory

6.1 Description of Segal’s Rules as Pertains to the Model
The prototype of what we propose here is definition (4.4) on page 460 of [66], then we relate to the “transfer
operator” formalism on page 455-456 (lemma 6.1). We will consider real (separable) Hilbert spaces. We denote
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the category of such spaces with Hilbert-Schmidt operators as morphisms by HilbR. The reason for Hilbert-
Schmidt is lemma A.7.

As a preliminary consideration, let C denote the “category” whose objects are finite disjoint unions Σj =
⊔
i S1i

of Riemannian circles, each of which determined by its radius Ri, and for any finite collection of such objects (Σj)j
we say that an cobordism/unoriented morphism among them is simply an orientable Riemannian surface with a
totally geodesic boundary ∂Ω which is identified with

⊔
j Σj via an isometry (see also remark 6.4). With this in

mind we can consider the following definition. Morphisms will be oriented once we make the transfer operator
connection.

Definition 6.1 ([66] page 460). A 2d Riemannian QFT is a correspondence C −→ HilbR, such that

(i) to each oriented Riemannian circle S1R of radius R there is associated a Hilbert space HR, and to the
disjoint union

⊔
i∈I S1i there is associated the tensor product

⊗
i∈I Hi of the corresponding single-circle

Hilbert spaces; in the degenerate case R = 0, we let H0 = R;
(ii) (operator-reflection) to each Riemannian surface Ω such that ∂Ω = Σ, without distinguishing the orien-

tations on the components, we associate an element AΩ ∈ HΣ; in the degenerate case where Ω = M is
closed, we associate a real number ZM ∈ R, called the partition function;

(iii) (sewing-trace) suppose Σi and Σj are two connected components of Σ that are isometric, and let ρ : Σi −→
Σj be an (orientation reversing) isometry. Then

AΩ/ρ = trρ(AΩ), (6.1)

where Ω/ρ is the surface obtained from Ω by gluing Σi with Σj along ρ, and trρ is the trace map such that
writing Σ = Σi ⊔ Σj ⊔ Σ′ (possibly Σ′ = {pt}), trρ is the map

trρ : HΣi ⊗HΣj ⊗HΣ′ −→ HΣ′ ,
F ⊗G⊗H 7−→ ⟨ρ∗F,G⟩Σj

H,
(6.2)

with ⟨−,−⟩Σj
being the (real) inner product on HΣj

.

Remark 6.1. A word of caution should be said immediately concerning (6.2). As written, trρ would not extend
continuously to the whole of HΣi ⊗ HΣj ⊗ HΣ′ for “infinitely entangled” states in HΣi ⊗ HΣj . However, for
us each HΣ is L2(QΣ, µΣ) for a probability space (QΣ, µΣ), and thus by proposition A.4, HΣi ⊗HΣj ⊗HΣ′ is
represented as L2(Q × Q × Q′, µ ⊗ µ ⊗ µ′), where we identify (QΣi

, µΣi
) and (QΣj

, µΣj
) with (Q,µ) via the

isometry. The action of trρ should be understood as

trρ : AΩ(x, y, z) 7−→
∫

AΩ(x, x, z)dµ(x), (6.3)

when the latter integral converges, which we will show to happen for our model in sections 6.4 and 6.5. This is
analogous to the “flat trace” of Atiyah and Bott [2]. It can be shown easily that (6.3) coincides with (6.2) on
“finitely entangled” states of HΣi ⊗ HΣj ⊗ HΣ′ , that is, finite linear combinations

∑
i Fi ⊗ Gi ⊗Hi. However,

the finiteness of neither (6.3) nor (6.2) would imply the operator UΩ of (6.4) is trace class proper.

Now we manufacture Hilbert-Schmidt operators in HilbR out of definition 6.1 with the help of lemma A.7.
Let Σin, Σout be two objects in C, now oriented. We say that an unoriented morphism Ω among Σin, Σout is
in Mor(Σin,Σout) if the isometry Σin ⊔ Σout −→ ∂Ω identifies the orientation of Σin with that induced by an
inward pointing normal on ∂Ω, and that of Σout an outward pointing normal.

Lemma A.7 and definition 6.1 now implies

Lemma 6.1. If Ω ∈ Mor(Σin,Σout), then the Segal transfer operator UΩ defined by

UΩ : HΣin −→ HΣout ,
F 7−→ trρ(F ⊗AΩ),

(6.4)

where trρ is the map of (6.3) with Σi = Σj = Σin, Σ′ = Σout, and ρ = 1, is Hilbert-Schmidt. Moreover,

(i) if Ω1 ∈ Mor(Σ1,Σ2), Ω2 ∈ Mor(Σ2,Σ3), and Ω2∪2Ω1 the Riemannian connected sum by gluing components
corresponding to Σ2, then

UΩ2∪2Ω1
= UΩ2

◦ UΩ1
. (6.5)

(ii) suppose Ω ∈ Mor(Σ,Σ), with Σ identified with itself along an isometry ρ, and denote by Ω̌ the closed
surface obtained by gluing these components together, then

ZΩ̌ = trρ(UΩ). (6.6)
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Figure 1: sewing

(iii) if Ω ∈ Mor(Σ1,Σ2), denote by Ω∗ ∈ Mor(Σ2,Σ1) the surface obtained by reversing the orientations of
boundaries of Ω without changing the orientation of Ω, then

UΩ∗ = U†
Ω, (6.7)

with U†
Ω denoting the (real) adjoint of UΩ. □

Remark 6.2. As alluded to at the bottom of subsection 2.2.3, one could allow each AΩ to be a ray instead of a
fixed vector in H∂Ω, which eventually enables an arbitrary (nonzero) constant to be included in (6.5), obtaining
the so-called projective version of the axiom. This is reasonable since quantum states are rays, not vectors.

Remark 6.3. An interesting remark appears at the bottom of page 457 of [66], namely the conjecture of Friedan
that a theory in the sense of definition 6.1 is in fact completely determined by its restriction to closed surfaces,
namely the knowledge of the numbers ZM for all closed M . While far from proving this conjecture, we shall
see in section 6.3 that the correct definition of the amplitude “derives” very naturally from a special case of the
trace axiom ((iii) of definition 6.1). It seems certain that if one has knowledge not just of the numbers ZM but
the measures µMP (ϕ) as in (2.1), then the theory would be determined.

Remark 6.4. To have safety of smooth gluing while taking into account at the same time our reflection
constructions (the isometric double) required in section 6.3, one should enhance the objects Σ with symmetric two-
sided collars Σ×(−ε, ε) equipped with symmetric metrics making Σ×{0} geodesic, and a cobordism Ω as described
above must allow each Σj as a component of ∂Ω to have a tubular neighborhood isometric to Σj × (−ε, 0]. Here
symmetric means having an isometric involution Θ that exchanges Σ× {±t} and fixes exactly Σ× {0} (actually
the reflection would ensure Σ×{0} being geodesic, see [58] section 2.1.1 and Alekseevsky et al [3]). In fact, one
should consider all proper ingredients that make up what is called the Riemannian bordism category as described
in detail in section 6.2 of H. Hohnhold, S. Stolz, and P. Teichner [35]. Perhaps a better consideration is not fixed
collars but germs of collars; see also the discussion in Kontsevich and Segal [40] following definition 3.1. However,
the problem of finding the right underlying category is somewhat orthogonal to the problems considered in this
article.

6.2 The Hilbert Spaces
Now we associate a real Hilbert space HR to the Riemannian circle S1R of radius R. Let

DR
def
= (∆S1R +m2)1/2 (6.8)

be the positive square root of the positive Helmholtz operator on S1R. The circle having radius R would mean
that we take ∆S1R := −∂2θ when the metric is Rdθ, parametrized by the arc length θ. Denote by µ(2DR)−1 the
Gaussian measure on D′(S1R) with covariance (2DR)

−1 (for convenience, we just write µ2D). Then we define

HR
def
= L2

R(D′(S1R), µ̂2D). (6.9)
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Here we take µ̂2D := µ2D · detζ(2DR)
− 1

2 , namely the probability measure scaled by the positive finite
constant detζ(2DR)

− 1
2 . Indeed, this same method could be applied directly to (finite) disjoint unions Σ =

⊔
i S1i

and produce a measure on the corresponding D′(Σ), and this is compatible with (i) of definition 6.1. Indeed,

D′(S11 ⊔ S12) = D′(S11)⊕D′(S12) (6.10)

and the operator DΣ acts diagonally, and µS1⊔S2
2D = µS1

2D ⊗ µS2
2D in view of lemma 2.7 (for Gaussian fields). The

real L2 space would then be the tensor product (lemma A.4). Alternatively, one could argue from B.5.

6.3 Amplitudes = Schwartz Kernels
Let Ω be an unoriented morphism among (Σj)j . We denote Σ :=

⊔
j Σj , and seek to define AΩ ∈ HΣ. We consider

gluing Ω with itself along an orientation reversing isometry ρ : Σ −→ Σ, forming the isometric double |Ω|2 =
Ω∗ ∪Σ Ω (here Ω∗, as in (iii) of lemma 6.1, denote the copy of Ω with coorientation of Σ reversed). Suppose we
have defined AΩ satisfying definition 6.1, then (iii) would imply

Z|Ω|2 =

∫
|AΩ(φ)|2dµΣ

2D(φ) detζ(2DΣ)
− 1

2

=

∫
D′(M)

e−S|Ω|2 (ϕ)dµ
|Ω|2
GFF(ϕ) detζ(∆|Ω|2 +m2)−

1
2

=

∫
D′(Σ)

dτΣ
(
e−S|Ω|2 · µ|Ω|2

GFF

)
(φ) detζ(∆|Ω|2 +m2)−

1
2 .

In the case Ω ∈ Mor(Σ1,Σ2) this corresponds to the fact that Z|Ω|2 = trρ(UΩ∗UΩ). This motivates the following
definition.

Definition 6.2. Let Ω be an unoriented morphism among Σ and P the polynomial defining the interaction.
We define the amplitude associated to Ω to be the quantity

AP
Ω(φ)

def
=

[
detζ(∆|Ω|2 +m2)−

1
2

detζ(2DΣ)−
1
2

·
d
[
τΣ
(
e−S|Ω|2 · µ|Ω|2

GFF

)]
dµΣ

2D

(φ)

] 1
2

, (6.11)

where the second ratio denotes the Radon-Nikodym density. (Compare Pickrell [52] definition 3.)

This is well-defined since τΣ(e−S|Ω|2 · µ|Ω|2
GFF) ≪ µΣ

2D as τΣ(µ
|Ω|2
GFF) = µΣ,Ω

2DN ≪ µΣ
2D by corollary 2.15, and

both are finite positive measures. We see also that AΩ > 0 almost surely with respect to µ̂Σ
2D. We have

automatically AΩ ∈ L2(D′(Σ), µ̂Σ
2D) = HΣ since |AΩ|2 ∈ L1(D′(Σ), µ̂Σ

2D) by definition.

Example 6.1. Let us derive the amplitude A0
Ω for the free field, that is, with S|Ω|2 = 0. Indeed,

|A0
Ω(φ)|2 =

dτΣ
(
µ
|Ω|2
GFF detζ(∆|Ω|2 +m2)−

1
2

)
dµΣ

2D detζ(2D)−
1
2

(φ). (6.12)

Since
τΣ(µ

|Ω|2
GFF) = µΣ,Ω

2DN, (6.13)

namely the Gaussian measure on D′(Σ) with covariance 1
2 (DNΣ

Ω)
−1, taking into account the BFK formula

detζ(∆|Ω|2 +m2) = [detζ(∆Ω,D +m2)]2 detζ(2DNΣ
Ω), (6.14)

we obtain, by corollary 2.15,

A0
Ω(φ) = detζ(∆Ω,D +m2)−

1
2 e−

1
2 ⟨φ,(DNΣ

Ω −D)φ⟩L2(Σ) . (6.15)

Lemma 6.2. We have
AP

Ω(φ) = A0
Ω(φ)

∫
e−SΩ(ϕD

Ω |φ)dµΩ,D
GFF(ϕ

D
Ω ), (6.16)

for almost every φ under µΣ
2D. Here SΩ(ϕ

D
Ω |φ) is as defined in definition 5.4.
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Proof. Indeed, by definition of the measure image,

AP
Ω(φ)

2 = A0
Ω(φ)

2

∫∫
e−S|Ω|2 (ϕ

D
Ω+ϕD

Ω∗+PIΣ|Ω|2 φ)dµΩ,D
GFF(ϕ

D
Ω )⊗ dµΩ∗,D

GFF (ϕDΩ∗). (6.17)

However, by proposition 5.20 which decouples the interaction into a sum over complementary regions,

e−S|Ω|2 (ϕ) = e−SΩ(ϕD
Ω |φ)e−SΩ∗ (ϕD

Ω∗ |φ), (6.18)

almost surely againt µΩ,D
GFF ⊗ µΩ∗,D

GFF ⊗ τΣ(µ
|Ω|2
GFF), and hence also against µΩ,D

GFF ⊗ µΩ∗,D
GFF ⊗ µΣ

2D. Thus by reflection
symmetry between Ω and Ω∗ and independence between ϕDΩ and ϕDΩ∗ we obtain the result.

Remark 6.5. By remark 5.6 we have AP
Ω(φ) = A0

Ω(φ)E[e−SΩ(ϕD
Ω |φ)|OΣ](φ) where E is taken under µΩ,D

GFF⊗µΣ
2D.

Indeed, one could argue alternatively since

d
(
e−S|Ω|2 · µ|Ω|2

GFF

)
d
(
µ
|Ω|2
GFF|OΣ

) = E|Ω|2
GFF

[
e−S|Ω|2

∣∣OΣ

]
, (6.19)

and by lemma 5.15 the map τΣ generates OΣ whence τΣ(µ
|Ω|2
GFF|OΣ) = τΣ(µ

|Ω|2
GFF) = µΣ,Ω

2DN. This viewpoint
however plays no essential role in the proofs.

6.4 Trace Axiom and its Consequences
In this subsection we treat separately (ii) of lemma 6.1 as part of (iii) of definition 6.1. Let Ω ∈ Mor(Σ,Σ), not
necessarily connected. We will consider two closed surfaces: Ω̌ and |Ω|2 := (Ω∗ ∪Σ⊔Σ Ω)∨.

Proposition 6.3 (pre-trace). We have

dτΣ(µ
Ω̌
GFF)

dµΣ
2D

(φ) =
detζ(DNΣ

Ω̌)
1
2

detζ(2DNΣ⊔Σ
Ω )

1
4

(
dτΣ⊔Σ(µ

|Ω|2
GFF)

dµΣ⊔Σ
2D

(φ,φ)

) 1
2

. (6.20)

Proof. This boils down to comparing the explicit expressions for the densities as given by corollary 2.15. Indeed,
the relation that we need is〈[φ

φ

]
, (2DNΣ⊔Σ

Ω −2DΣ⊔Σ)

[
φ

φ

]〉
L2(Σ⊔Σ)

= 2
〈
φ, (DNΣ

Ω̌ −2DΣ)φ
〉
L2(Σ)

. (6.21)

This is true for φ ∈ W
1
2 (Σ) because DΣ⊔Σ = DΣ ⊕DΣ and ⟨[ φφ ],DNΣ⊔Σ

Ω [ φφ ]⟩L2(Σ⊔Σ) and ⟨φ,DNΣ
Ω̌ φ⟩L2(Σ) are

both the Dirichlet energy of the harmonic extension over Ω with boundary condition (φ,φ). The equality then
extends to φ ∈W−δ(Σ) for small enough δ by continuity (see lemma 2.6).

Corollary 6.4 (trace for free field). In the situation as above, we have∫
A0

Ω(φ,φ)dµ
Σ
2D(φ) detζ(2DΣ)

− 1
2 = detζ(∆Ω̌ +m2)−

1
2 . (6.22)

Proof. Indeed,

LHS =
detζ(∆|Ω|2 +m2)−

1
4

detζ(2DΣ ⊕ 2DΣ)−
1
4

∫ (
dτΣ⊔Σ(µ

|Ω|2
GFF)

dµΣ⊔Σ
2D

(φ,φ)

) 1
2

dµΣ
2D(φ) detζ(2DΣ)

− 1
2

=
detζ(2DNΣ⊔Σ

Ω )
1
4

detζ(DNΣ
Ω̌)

1
2

detζ(∆|Ω|2 +m2)−
1
4

detζ(2DΣ)−
1
2

∫
dτΣ(µ

Ω̌
GFF)

dµΣ
2D

(φ)dµΣ
2D(φ)︸ ︷︷ ︸

= 1

detζ(2DΣ)
− 1

2

= detζ(DNΣ
Ω̌)

− 1
2 detζ(∆Ω,D +m2)−

1
2 (BFK for |Ω|2)

= RHS, (BFK for Ω̌)

finishing the proof.

Note that we do not insist that Ω be connected. This leads to the following important consequence of
proposition 6.3.
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Corollary 6.5. Let Ω1, Ω2 be two dualizable surfaces such that ∂Ω1 = ∂Ω2 = Σ, all with the same co-orientation.
Denote M := Ω1 ∪Σ Ω2, namely Ω1 and Ω2 glued along Σ. Then

dτΣ(µ
M
GFF)

dµΣ
2D

(φ) =
detζ(DNΣ

M )
1
2

detζ(2DNΣ
Ω1

)
1
4 detζ(2DNΣ

Ω2
)

1
4

(
dτΣ(µ

|Ω1|2
GFF )

dµΣ
2D

(φ)

) 1
2
(
dτΣ(µ

|Ω2|2
GFF )

dµΣ
2D

(φ)

) 1
2

. (6.23)

Proof. Indeed, in this case Ω := Ω1 ⊔Ω2 can be seen as an element of Mor(Σ,Σ). Then |Ω|2 = |Ω1|2 ⊔ |Ω2|2 and
the GFFs on the two components are independent. In addition, DNΣ⊔Σ

Ω is the direct sum DNΣ
Ω1

⊕DNΣ
Ω2

. Thus
(6.20) gives (6.23).

Corollary 6.6 (dissection gluing). In the same situation as corollary 6.5, we have∫
A0

Ω1
(φ)A0

Ω2
(φ)dµΣ

2D(φ) detζ(2DΣ)
− 1

2 = detζ(∆M +m2)−
1
2 . (6.24)

Proof. Again, we apply corollary 6.4 directly to the case Ω = Ω1 ⊔ Ω2 and |Ω|2 = |Ω1|2 ⊔ |Ω2|2. We note
that A0

Ω1
(φ)A0

Ω2
(φ) = A0

Ω(φ,φ) because

dτΣ⊔Σ(µ
|Ω|2
GFF)

dµΣ⊔Σ
2D

(φ,φ) =
dτΣ(µ

|Ω1|2
GFF )

dµΣ
2D

(φ)
dτΣ(µ

|Ω2|2
GFF )

dµΣ
2D

(φ) (6.25)

and detζ(∆|Ω|2 +m2) = detζ(∆|Ω1|2 +m2) detζ(∆|Ω2|2 +m2).

Next we deal with the trace axiom in the interacting case. Again let Ω ∈ Mor(Σ,Σ) and consider Ω̌. One
has in this case the decomposition

µΩ̌
GFF = µΩ,D

GFF ⊗ τΣ(µ
Ω̌
GFF) (6.26)

and against which

SΩ̌(ϕ) = SΩ̌(ϕ
D
Ω + PIΣΩ̌ φ) = SΩ(ϕ

D
Ω |φ,φ) and e−SΩ̌(ϕD

Ω+PIΣ
Ω̌
φ) = e−SΩ(ϕD

Ω |φ,φ) (6.27)

for ϕDΩ ∼ µΩ,D
GFF and φ ∼ τΣ(µ

Ω̌
GFF) almost surely (see also remark 4.6 and 5.11).

Corollary 6.7 (trace for P (ϕ) field). In the situation as above, we have∫
AP

Ω(φ,φ)dµ
Σ
2D(φ) detζ(2DΣ)

− 1
2 = ZΩ̌. (6.28)

Proof. Indeed,

AP
Ω(φ,φ) = A0

Ω(φ,φ)

∫
e−SΩ(ϕD

Ω |φ,φ)dµΩ,D
GFF(ϕ

D
Ω ), (6.29)

therefore, with the constants involving determinants working out in exactly the same way as corollary 6.4, one
has

LHS = detζ(∆Ω̌ +m2)−
1
2

∫
dτΣ(µ

Ω̌
GFF)

dµΣ
2D

(φ)dµΣ
2D(φ)

∫
e−SΩ(ϕD

Ω |φ,φ)dµΩ,D
GFF(ϕ

D
Ω )

= detζ(∆Ω̌ +m2)−
1
2

∫
e−SΩ(ϕD

Ω |φ,φ)dµΩ,D
GFF ⊗ dτΣ(µ

Ω̌
GFF)(ϕ

D
Ω , φ)

= detζ(∆Ω̌ +m2)−
1
2EΩ̌

GFF[e
−SΩ̌(ϕ)] = RHS.

We arrive at the proof.

Corollary 6.8 (dissection gluing for P (ϕ) field). In the same situation as corollary 6.5, we have∫
AP

Ω1
(φ)AP

Ω2
(φ)dµΣ

2D(φ) detζ(2DΣ)
− 1

2 = ZM . (6.30)

Proof. One verifies that for Ω = Ω1 ⊔ Ω2,

AP
Ω(φ,φ) = AP

Ω1
(φ)AP

Ω2
(φ). (6.31)

This in fact also comes directly from the definition as

S|Ω|2(ϕ
|Ω|2
GFF) = S|Ω1|2(ϕ

|Ω1|2
GFF ) + S|Ω2|2(ϕ

|Ω2|2
GFF ) (6.32)

pointwise almost surely with ϕ
|Ω|2
GFF = ϕ

|Ω1|2
GFF + ϕ

|Ω2|2
GFF . One then follows a verbatim reasoning as for corollary

6.6.
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Figure 2: two ways of taking trace

6.5 Bayes-Type Density Formulae and Gluing with Free Ends
In fact let us first put ourselves in the general situation of (iii) of definition 6.1. Suppose the Riemannian
surface Ω is such that ∂Ω = Σ2 ⊔ Σ∗

2 ⊔ Σ1 and that ρ : Σ2 −→ Σ∗
2 is an orientation reversing isometry. Denote

by Ω/ρ the surface obtained from Ω by gluing Σ2 with Σ∗
2 along ρ. Denote by Σ4 the reflected copy of Σ2

in |Ω/ρ|2.
Notation. In general, for M a closed manifold and Σ1, . . . , Σℓ ⊂ M finitely many nonintersecting closed
embedded hypersurfaces, we denote

τi⊔j⊔···
def
= the trace map C∞(M) −→ C∞(Σi)× C∞(Σj)× · · · , and its extensions,

PIi⊔j⊔···
M

def
= the Poisson integral operator W

1
2 (Σi)×W

1
2 (Σj)× · · · −→W 1(M),

Mi⊔j⊔···
M,k⊔···

def
= τk⊔··· PI

i⊔j⊔···
M , the transition operator D′(Σi)×D′(Σj)× · · · −→ D′(Σk)× · · · as in (5.22).

We also remind the reader of the notations set up in definitions 4.7 and 4.4.

Proposition 6.9 (Bayes with free ends). We have

dτ1(µ
|Ω/ρ|2
GFF )

dµΣ1

2D

(φ1)

(
d
(
(M1

|Ω/ρ|2,2φ1)∗µ
Σ2,Ω/ρ,D
DN

)
dµΣ2

2D

(x)

)2

=
detζ(DNΣ2⊔Σ4

|Ω/ρ|2 )
1
2

detζ(DN
Σ2⊔Σ∗

2

|Ω|2 )
1
2

dτ2⊔2∗⊔1(µ
|Ω|2
GFF)

dµ2⊔2∗⊔1
2D

(x, x, φ1) (6.33)

Proof. Indeed, by reflection symmetry across Σ1 where Σ2 gets identified with Σ4, we have

M1
|Ω/ρ|2,2φ1 = M1

|Ω/ρ|2,4φ1, and µ
Σ2,Ω/ρ,D
DN = µ

Σ4,Ω/ρ,D
DN , (6.34)
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under the symmetry. Also by symmetry (method of images) , we have

M2⊔4
|Ω/ρ|2,1

[
x

x

]
= M2⊔2∗

|Ω|2,1

[
x

x

]
, (6.35)

because both of them expresses the associated Dirichlet data on Σ1 of the solution of the Helmholtz boundary
value problem over Ω with Dirichlet data equal to x on both Σ2, Σ∗

2 and Neumann condition (zero normal
derivative) on Σ1. Thus,

LHS =
dτ2⊔4⊔1(µ

|Ω/ρ|2
GFF )

dµ2⊔4⊔1
2D

(x, x, φ1) (formula (5.25) backward)

=
dτ2⊔4(µ

|Ω/ρ|2
GFF )

dµΣ2⊔Σ4

2D

(x, x)
d
(
(M2⊔4

|Ω/ρ|2,1[
x
x ])∗µ

Σ1,Ω,D
2DN

)
dµΣ1

2D

(φ1) (formula (5.26) forward)

=
detζ(DNΣ2⊔Σ4

|Ω/ρ|2 )
1
2

detζ(DN
Σ2⊔Σ∗

2

|Ω|2 )
1
2

dτ2⊔2∗(µ
|Ω|2
GFF)

dµ
Σ2⊔Σ∗

2

2D

(x, x)
d
(
(M2⊔2∗

|Ω|2,1[
x
x ])∗µ

Σ1,Ω,D
2DN

)
dµΣ1

2D

(φ1) (#)

= RHS.

We see that with the help of Bayes principle we “glued away” the free end and we are reduced to the situation
of proposition 6.3. Indeed, at step (#) we use proposition 6.3 twice with respect to |Ω ∪1 Ω∗|2 which is Ω
“reflected twice” by first gluing Ω with a reflected copy along Σ1 to get Ω∪1 Ω

∗, and then reflect and glue again
along Σ2 ⊔ Σ∗

2 ⊔ Σ4 ⊔ Σ∗
4, with Σ4, Σ∗

4 being the reflected copies of Σ2, Σ∗
2 across Σ1. From this we get

dτ2⊔4(µ
|Ω/ρ|2
GFF )

dµΣ2⊔Σ4

2D

(x, x) =
detζ(DNΣ2⊔Σ4

|Ω/ρ|2 )
1
2

detζ(2DN2⊔2∗⊔4⊔4∗

|Ω∪1Ω∗|2 )
1
4

(
dτ2⊔2∗⊔4⊔4∗(µ

|Ω∪1Ω
∗|2

GFF )

dµ2⊔2∗⊔4⊔4∗
2D

(x, x, x, x)

) 1
2

=
detζ(DNΣ2⊔Σ4

|Ω/ρ|2 )
1
2

detζ(DN
Σ2⊔Σ∗

2

|Ω|2 )
1
2

dτ2⊔2∗(µ
|Ω|2
GFF)

dµ
Σ2⊔Σ∗

2

2D

(x, x),

finishing the proof.

Corollary 6.10 (free-end gluing for free field). We have∫
A0

Ω(φ,φ, ψ)dµ
Σ2

2D(φ) detζ(2DΣ2
)−

1
2 = A0

Ω/ρ(ψ), (6.36)

for almost every ψ ∼ µΣ1

2D.

Proof. The key point is to disintegrate A0
Ω(φ,φ, ψ) into a part involving only φ, which one could “integrate out”

cleanly, multiplied by a part independent of φ, using proposition 6.9. Indeed,

LHS =
detζ(∆|Ω|2 +m2)−

1
4

detζ(2DΣ2
)−

1
2 detζ(2DΣ1

)−
1
4

∫ (
dτ2⊔2∗⊔1(µ

|Ω|2
GFF)

dµ2⊔2∗⊔1
2D

(φ,φ, ψ)

) 1
2

dµΣ2

2D(φ) detζ(2DΣ2
)−

1
2

=
detζ(DN

Σ2⊔Σ∗
2

|Ω|2 )
1
4

detζ(DNΣ2⊔Σ4

|Ω/ρ|2 )
1
4

detζ(∆|Ω|2 +m2)−
1
4

detζ(2DΣ1
)−

1
4

(
dτ1(µ

|Ω/ρ|2
GFF )

dµΣ1

2D

(ψ)

) 1
2
∫ d

(
(M1

|Ω/ρ|2,2ψ)∗µ
Σ2,Ω/ρ,D
DN

)
dµΣ2

2D

(φ)dµΣ2

2D(φ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
= 1

= detζ(DNΣ2⊔Σ4

|Ω/ρ|2 )
− 1

4 detζ(∆|Ω|2\Σ2⊔Σ∗
2 ,D

+m2)−
1
4 detζ(2DΣ1

)
1
4

(
dτ1(µ

|Ω/ρ|2
GFF )

dµΣ1

2D

(ψ)

) 1
2

(BFK for |Ω|2 and Σ2 ⊔ Σ∗
2)

= RHS, (BFK for |Ω/ρ|2 and Σ2 ⊔ Σ4)

finishing the proof.

Before proceeding to the interacting case we remind the reader of remark 5.11.

Lemma 6.11. For fixed ψ ∈W
1
2 (Σ1), then the random fields

ϕ
def
= PI1Ω/ρ ψ + PI2,DΩ/ρ τ2ϕ

D
Ω/ρ, and ϕ̃

def
= PI2⊔2∗⊔1

Ω [φ,φ, ψ] (6.37)

with ϕDΩ/ρ ∼ µ
Ω/ρ,D
GFF and φ ∼ (M1

|Ω/ρ|2,2ψ)∗µ
Σ2,Ω/ρ,D
DN , follow the same law on D′(Ω◦).
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Proof. Here Ω◦ is also (Ω/ρ) \ Σ2. Indeed, both ϕ and ϕ̃ solves the stochastic boundary value problem
(∆ +m2)u = 0 in Ω◦,

u|Σ2
= u|Σ∗

2
∼ (M1

|Ω/ρ|2,2ψ)∗µ
Σ2,Ω/ρ,D
DN , on Σ2 or Σ2 ⊔ Σ∗

2

u|Σ1
= ψ, on Σ1,

(6.38)

with equalities holding almost surely.

Corollary 6.12 (free-end gluing for P (ϕ) field). In the situation as above, we have∫
AP

Ω(φ,φ, ψ)dµ
Σ2

2D(φ) detζ(2DΣ2
)−

1
2 = AP

Ω/ρ(ψ), (6.39)

for almost every ψ ∼ µΣ1

2D.

Proof. Indeed,

AP
Ω(φ,φ, ψ) = A0

Ω(φ,φ, ψ)

∫
e−SΩ(ϕD

Ω |φ,φ,ψ)dµΩ,D
GFF(ϕ

D
Ω ), (6.40)

therefore, with the constants involving determinants working out in exactly the same way as corollary 6.10, one
has

LHS =
detζ(∆|Ω/ρ|2 +m2)−

1
4

detζ(2DΣ1
)

1
4

(
dτ1(µ

|Ω/ρ|2
GFF )

dµΣ1

2D

(ψ)

) 1
2
∫

d
(
(M1

|Ω/ρ|2,2ψ)∗µ
Σ2,Ω/ρ,D
DN

)
(φ)

∫
e−SΩ(ϕD

Ω |φ,φ,ψ)dµΩ,D
GFF(ϕ

D
Ω )

= A0
Ω/ρ(ψ)

∫
e−SΩ/ρ(ϕ

D
Ω+(ϕD

Ω/ρ)Σ2
|ψ)dµΩ,D

GFF ⊗ d
[
(PI2,DΩ/ρ τ2)∗(µ

Ω/ρ,D
GFF )

]
(ϕDΩ , (ϕ

D
Ω/ρ)Σ2

) (lemma 6.11)

= A0
Ω/ρ(ψ)

∫
e−SΩ/ρ(ϕ

D
Ω/ρ|ψ)dµ

Ω/ρ,D
GFF (ϕDΩ/ρ) = RHS,

where the notation (ϕDΩ/ρ)Σ2 is as in proposition 5.8. We arrive at the proof.

Now let Ω1 ∈ Mor(Σ1,Σ2), Ω2 ∈ Mor(Σ2,Σ3) and |Ω2Ω1|2 := (Ω∗
1 ∪4 Ω

∗
2 ∪3 Ω2 ∪2 Ω1)

∨, where we denote
by Σ4 the “glued” outgoing and incoming boundaries of Ω∗

2 and Ω∗
1. In this case the result could be seen as a

special case of the previous one, where Ω = Ω1 ⊔Ω2 has two disjoint components. We shall re-state these results
without proofs.

Corollary 6.13. We have

dτ1⊔3(µ
|Ω2Ω1|2
GFF )

dµΣ1⊔Σ3

2D

(φ1, φ3)

(
d
(
(M1⊔3

|Ω2Ω1|2,2[
φ1
φ3 ])∗µ

Σ2,Ω2Ω1,D
2DN

)
dµΣ2

2D

(x)

)2

=
detζ(DNΣ2⊔Σ4

|Ω2Ω1|2)
1
2

detζ(2DNΣ2,N
Ω1

)
1
2 detζ(2DNΣ2,N

Ω2
)

1
2

dτΣ1⊔Σ2(µ
|Ω1|2
GFF )

dµΣ1⊔Σ2

2D

(φ1, x)
dτΣ2⊔Σ3(µ

|Ω2|2
GFF )

dµΣ2⊔Σ3

2D

(x, φ3). □

Corollary 6.14 (composition for P (ϕ) field). In the situation as above, we have∫
AP

Ω1
(ψ1, φ)AP

Ω2
(φ,ψ3)dµ

Σ2

2D(φ) detζ(2DΣ2
)−

1
2 = AP

Ω2∪2Ω1
(ψ1, ψ3), (6.41)

for almost every (ψ1, ψ3) ∼ µΣ1⊔Σ3

2D . □
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7 Periodic Cover = Spin Chain

7.1 Geometric setting
Our set-up corresponds to example 1 in Bergeron [8]. Let M be a closed oriented Riemannian surface6 of
genus g ⩾ 1 and Σ ⊂M an embedded primitive closed geodesic whose Z-homology class is non-trivial (exists by
a classical theorem of E. Cartan). Necessarily, Σ is nondissecting.7 We consider the covering space MΣ

∞ −→M
over M given by a (normal) subgroup ker ρ of the fundamental group π1(M) where ρ is the map

ρ : π1(M) H1(M ;Z) Z,Ab I(−,[Σ])
(7.1)

where the first is Abelianization and I(−, [Σ]) is the oriented intersection number8 with Σ, which is surjective
(since Σ is primitive). In other words, we put MΣ

∞ = ker ρ \ M̃ where M̃ is the universal cover of M and ker ρ

acts on M̃ as deck transformations. Equip MΣ
∞ with the covering metric (thus deck transformations act by

isometries).
Geometrically, MΣ

∞ can be understood as first cutting M along Σ and obtaining the surface Ω := M \ Σ
with boundaries Σin ⊔ Σout where Σin

∼= Σout
∼= Σ, and gluing Ω periodically where each Σout is glued to the

“next” Σin. Indeed, the class [γ] ∈ π1(M) of a loop γ is in ker ρ iff I([γ], [Σ]) = 0; in other words, these loops
are exactly those which are “not cut”, i.e. lifts to a loop on MΣ

∞, and loops which do intersect Σ are lifted to
segments whose end points are related by a deck transformation, i.e. they are “cut”.

Now, for N ∈ N, compose ρ further with the mod N map Z −→ ZN =: Z/NZ and denote it by ρN , and let the
covering space of M corresponding to ker ρN be MΣ

N . Since ker ρ ⊂ ker ρN , MΣ
∞ also covers MΣ

N . Geometrically,
this corresponds to closing the surface after gluing N copies of Ω — loops that intersect Σ N -times are now
lifted to a “big loop” in MΣ

N .

Remark 7.1. We also say that the sequence of covers (MΣ
N )N converges to MΣ

∞.

That Ω :=M \ Σ should be understood for what follows.

7.2 Continued Introduction of Spin Chain Example
Here we continue our discussion of the circular spin chain proposed in section 1.1, in particular the equation
(1.6). More generally, one can insert “nice” functionals F1, . . . , Fk in between at the sites 1 ⩽ i1 < · · · < ik ⩽ N ,
then ∫

RN

Fk(σ(ik)) · · ·F1(σ(i1))e−S(σ)dNσ = trL2(R)
(
TN+1−ikFkT

ik−ik−1 · · ·F1T
i1−1

)
, (7.2)

where Fj are thought of as multiplication operators. The evaluation

Fk ⊗ · · · ⊗ F1 7−→ 1

Z(N)

∫
RN

Fk(σ(ik)) · · ·F1(σ(i1))e−S(σ)dNσ

=
trL2(R)

(
TN+1−ikFkT

ik−ik−1 · · ·F1T
i1−1

)
trL2(R)(TN )

(7.3)

is said to define a Gibbs state of our spin chain on ZN . Alternatively this is the expected value functional under
the discrete Gibbs measure (1.2).

Definition 7.1. We say that a Gibbs state exists in the thermodynamic limit if the second expression in (7.3)
tends to a limit as N → ∞ for bounded functionals F1, . . . , Fk ∈ L∞(R).

We can see from (1.4) that the operator T is not just bounded, smoothing, but its kernel is strictly positive.
Such an operator has a special property which we call the Perron-Frobenius property, referring to the consequence
of proposition 7.1 below. In particular, this would ensure that the thermodynamic limit does exist, as we shall
see in corollaries 7.3, 7.4, and 7.5.

6In particular its Z-homology groups are non-torsion.
7If Σ dissects M into M◦

+ ⊔ M◦
−, then Σ = ∂M+; now closed 1-forms integrate to zero over Σ by Stokes theorem, thus Σ is null-

homologous via de Rham’s theorem. Alternatively, note ∂ : H2(M+,Σ;Z) −→ H1(Σ;Z) in the exact sequence of the pair (M+,Σ) is
surjective, producing the fundamental class.

8I([γ], [Σ]) = D(D−1[γ] ⌣ D−1[Σ]) =
∫
γ
ηΣ ∈ Z, where D−1 is the Poincaré dual map and ηΣ is a smooth bump 1-form supported

in a tubular neighborhood of Σ such that
∫
Σ
α =

∫
M

α ∧ ηΣ for any 1-form α.
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Figure 3: periodic covering and cyclic covering

Remark 7.2. Corollary 7.3 could be equivalently understood as saying that for compactly supported observables
(F,G), and (τσ)(i) := σ(i+ 1) the shift operator, then

E[F (τkσ)G(σ)] = E[F ]E[G] +O(αk)

with α < 1 the same as in corollary 7.3. Here the expected value should be thought of as coming from a Gibbs
measure on the infinite path space RZ over Z. Indeed, by definition 7.1, this is exactly the vague limit of the
finite dimensional (periodic) Gibbs measures over ZN . We say that with respect to this Gibbs measure the shift
operator is exponentially mixing.

With transfer operator being Perron-Frobenius, the partition functions as in (1.2) also enjoy explicit asymp-
totics. We will explore a consequence in the case of periodic surfaces in the last section.

Example 7.1. In the case P (σ) = m2σ2, the spin chain is the discrete massive GFF. We have an exact formula
for the partition function Z(N) =

∏N−1
k=0 (1 +m2 − cos(2π k

N ))−
1
2 hence

lim
N→+∞

1

N
log (Z(N)) = −1

2

∫ 1

0

log(1 +m2 − cos(2πx))dx.

7.3 Perron-Frobenius Property and Gibbs State
Remark 7.3. A large part of this section could as well be included in the functional analysis appendix under
the title “properties of a Perron-Frobenius operator”. But we include them here as they form an integral part of
the discussion of physical phenomena.

We remind the reader of remark 1.3.

Definition 7.2. An operator A on L2(Q,µ) of some measure space (Q,µ) has strictly positive kernel if for any
nonnegative F ∈ L2(Q,µ) such that ∥F∥L2 ̸= 0 we have AF > 0 almost surely.

Proposition 7.1 (Perron-Frobenius, [26] page 51). If A on L2(Q,µ) has strictly positive kernel, and λ = ∥A∥
is an eigenvalue of A, then λ is simple, and the corresponding eigenvector can be chosen to be strictly positive
almost surely. □
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By our definition of the amplitudes AΩ as the square-root of the Radon-Nikodym density between two
mutually absolutely continuous positive finite measures (e−SΩ is almost surely positive since SΩ is a real-valued
random variable, recall also remark 2.7 that the zeta-determinants are positive), we get immediately

Lemma 7.2. For any traceable cobordism Ω ∈ Mor(Σ,Σ), the Segal transfer operator UΩ : L2(D′(Σ), µ2D) −→
L2(D′(Σ), µ2D) has strictly positive kernel. □

We deduce that UΩ has a simple top eigenvalue λ0 = ∥UΩ∥ spanned by a normalized, almost surely strictly
positive eigenvector Ω0 ∈ L2(D′(Σ), µ2D). Alternatively speaking UΩ has a spectral gap. We get

Corollary 7.3. Denote ÛΩ := λ−1
0 UΩ, let λ1 be the eigenvalue of UΩ with next largest modulus, thus λ0 > |λ1|,

and put α := |λ1|/λ0 < 1. Then for any F , G ∈ L2(D′(Σ), µ2D), we have∣∣〈F, ÛNΩ G〉− 〈F,Ω0

〉〈
Ω0, G

〉∣∣ ⩽ αN ∥F∥ ∥G∥ . (7.4)

Proof. Note ⟨F, ÛNΩ G⟩ − ⟨F,Ω0⟩ ⟨Ω0, G⟩ = ⟨Π⊥
0 F, Û

N
Ω Π⊥

0 G⟩ where Π⊥
0 is the orthogonal projection onto the

complement of Span{Ω0}, where ÛΩ has norm α < 1.

Corollary 7.4. We have

lim
N→∞

1

N
log tr(UNΩ ) = log λ0. (7.5)

Proof. Without loss of generality let N ⩾ 2 so each UNΩ is trace class. On one hand

tr(UNΩ ) ⩽
∥∥U2

Ω

∥∥
tr

∥∥UN−2
Ω

∥∥ ⩽
∥∥U2

Ω

∥∥
tr
λN−2
0 . (7.6)

On the other, we decompose HΣ = Span{Ω0} ⊕ Span{Ω0}⊥ where

tr(UNΩ ) = λN0 + tr(UNΩ |Span{Ω0}⊥)

⩾ λN0 −
∥∥U2

Ω|Span{Ω0}⊥
∥∥
tr
|λ1|N−2

= λN0
(
1− C1α

N−2λ−2
0

)
.

This and (7.6) gives the result after taking N → ∞.

Corollary 7.3 and the proof of corollary 7.4 implies

Corollary 7.5. For any bounded operator F ∈ L(HΣ) we have

lim
N→∞

tr(UN−L
Ω F )

tr(UNΩ )
=

1

λL0
⟨Ω0, FΩ0⟩ =

⟨Ω0, FΩ0⟩〈
Ω0, ULΩΩ0

〉 . (7.7)

Proof. Remember that N ≫ L. Thus by HΣ = Span{Ω0} ⊕ Span{Ω0}⊥ and (iv) of lemma A.3 we have

λ−N+L
0 tr

(
UN−L
Ω F

)
=
〈
Ω0, Û

N−L
Ω FΩ0

〉
+ tr

(
ÛN−L
Ω F |Span{Ω0}⊥

)
(7.8)

with ∣∣ tr (ÛN−L
Ω F |Span{Ω0}⊥

)∣∣ ⩽ ∥F∥
∥∥ÛN−L

Ω |Span{Ω0}⊥
∥∥→ 0. (7.9)

Since ⟨Ω0, Û
N−L
Ω FΩ0⟩ → ⟨Ω0, FΩ0⟩ by corollary 7.3 and tr(UNΩ ) ≍ λN0 by corollary 7.4, we obtain the result.

We arrive at the conclusion that, for functionals F1, . . . , Fk ∈ L∞(D′(Σ), µ2D) and integers 1 ⩽ i1 < · · · < ik,
the evaluation

Fk ⊗ · · · ⊗ F1 7−→ lim
N→∞

tr
(
UN+1−ik
Ω FkU

ik−ik−1

Ω · · ·F1U
i1−1
Ω

)
tr
(
UNΩ
)

=

〈
Ω0, FkU

ik−ik−1

Ω · · ·F1U
i1−1
Ω Ω0

〉〈
Ω0, U

ik−1
Ω Ω0

〉 (7.10)

defines a Gibbs state in the thermodynamic limit on a D′(Σ)-valued Z-spin chain.

Remark 7.4. In fact, a valid functional F ∈ L∞(D′(Σ), µ2D) could be given by

F (ψ)
def
=

∫
A0

Ω(ψ,φ)dµ
Σ
2D(φ)

∫
F̃ (ϕDΩ , ψ, φ)e

−SΩ(ϕD
Ω |ψ,φ)dµΩ,D

GFF(ϕ
D
Ω ), (7.11)

for F̃ ∈ L∞(D′(Ω◦), µΩ,D
GFF ⊗ µΣ⊔Σ

2D ), with µΣ⊔Σ
2D considered as the induced measure on D′(Ω◦) via PIΣ⊔Σ

Ω . Hence
the Gibbs state actually extends to the continuum MΣ

∞.
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7.4 Asymptotic of Partition Function
For the technical reason of remark A.2 we shall assume the surface Ω ∈ Mor(Σ,Σ) be reflection symmetric, which
in simplest words means Ω = Ω̃∗ ∪Σ′ Ω̃ for some Ω̃ ∈ Mor(Σ,Σ′), in the notations of lemma 6.1. In other
words there is an isometric involution Θ : Ω −→ Ω whose fixed point set is exactly Σ′, and exchanges the two
components of ∂Ω. This is not much of a restriction. In this case UΩ = UΩ̃∗ ◦ UΩ̃ and lemma A.7 applies,
namely tr(UΩ) = trρ(UΩ), as well as for UNΩ . From corollary 6.7 and corollary 7.4 we then deduce that

lim
N→∞

1

N
log(ZMΣ

N
) = log λ0. (7.12)

This applies in particular to the free case where ZMΣ
N
= detζ(∆MΣ

N
+m2)−

1
2 .

Remark 7.5. There arises the interesting question of how λ0 (or log λ0) would depend on the geometry of Ω.
Very crudely one would expect log λ0 ∝ vol(Ω), since in our case the corresponding λ̃0 for NΩ (N copies of Ω
glued) is just λN0 . A more precise formula in the general, non-periodic case seems desirable.
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A Functional Analysis

A.1 Tensor Product, Fock Space, Ideals
While leaving details to Simon [70], Reed and Simon [57], and Janson [39], we make the following conventions
and definitions. Let H be a real Hilbert space, vi, wj ∈ H. Hilbert spaces are assumed real in the sequel.

Sn
def
= symmetric group on n letters; (A.1)

v1 ⊙ · · · ⊙ vn
def
= Symn(v1 ⊗ · · · ⊗ vn)

def
=

∑
σ∈Sn

vσ(1) ⊗ · · · ⊗ vσ(n), (A.2)

⟨v1 ⊙ · · · ⊙ vn, w1 ⊙ · · · ⊙ wn⟩H⊙n

def
=

∑
σ∈Sn

n∏
i=1

〈
vi, wσ(i)

〉
H , (A.3)

H⊙n def
= Symn(H⊗n) under (A.3) (A.4)

α⊙ β
def
= Symn+m(α⊗ β), for α ∈ H⊙n, β ∈ H⊙m. (A.5)

Definition A.1. Let H be a real Hilbert space. Then the Boson Fock space Γ(H) associated to H is defined to
be the Hilbert space direct sum

Γ(H)
def
=

∞⊕
n=0

H⊙n, (A.6)

that is,

Γ(H)
def
=

{
(α0, α1, α2, . . . )

∣∣∣∣∣ αi ∈ H⊙i,

∞∑
i=0

∥αi∥2H⊙i <∞

}
, (A.7)

where, as usual, we put H⊙0 = H⊗0 = R, and the unit length generator of this bottom space is called the
vacuum state, denoted |0⟩ or Ω0.

Proposition A.1 ([39] theorem 4.5, [71] corollary I.15). Let H, K be Hilbert spaces and A : H → K a bounded
operator. Then, for each n ⩾ 0, there exists a unique bounded operator Γn(A) : H⊙n → K⊙n such that

Γn(A)(v1 ⊙ · · · ⊙ vn) = Av1 ⊙ · · · ⊙Avn, (A.8)

for all v1, . . . , vn ∈ H, and one has ∥Γn(A)∥ = ∥A∥n. Moreover, if A is a contraction, namely if ∥A∥ ⩽ 1, then
the direct sum

Γ(A)
def
=

∞⊕
n=0

Γn(A) : Γ(H) −→ Γ(K), (A.9)

that is, Γ(A)(. . . , αk, . . . ) := (. . . ,Γk(A)αk, . . . ), is a bounded operator with norm 1.

Proposition A.2 (∗-homomorphism, [39] page 45). Let H, K, L be Hilbert spaces and A : H → K, B : K → L
operators with ∥A∥, ∥B∥ ⩽ 1. Then

(i) Γ(BA) = Γ(B)Γ(A) as operators Γ(H) → Γ(L);
(ii) Γ(A∗) = Γ(A)∗ : Γ(K) → Γ(H), (•)∗ being the adjoint;
(iii) Γ(1H) = 1Γ(H) for any H.

Remark A.1. The map Γ should not be confused with the second quantization dΓ explained on Simon [71] page
31.

Let A : H −→ K be a compact operator and A∗ : K −→ H its adjoint. Then A∗A is a compact self-adjoint
nonnegative operator whose spectrum consists of positive eigenvalues µ0(A)

2 ⩾ µ1(A)
2 ⩾ · · · ⩾ 0 with the

only possible accumulation point being zero, which may or may not be in the spectrum or an eigenvalue. The
numbers µn(A) are called singular values of A. Define

∥A∥Jp

def
=
(∑

n

µn(A)
p
)1/p

, for 1 ⩽ p <∞, (A.10)

∥A∥J∞

def
= ∥A∥ , for p = ∞. (A.11)
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Put Jp(H,K) := {A compact | ∥A∥Jp
< ∞}. We shall be concerned only with J1, where the norm is also

denoted ∥·∥tr, called the trace class operators and J2, called the Hilbert-Schmidt operators, where the norm is
also written ∥·∥HS. When K = H, define also

trH(A)
def
=
∑
n

⟨en, Aen⟩H , (A.12)

where {en} is an orthonormal basis of H. Its convergence and (in)dependence on basis is discussed below.
When H = K we use the notation Jp(H).

Lemma A.3 ([70] theorems 2.7, 2.8, 2.14, 3.1, [26] page 132-133). We have

(i) whenever A : H −→ H is bounded and self-adjoint nonnegative, the sum (A.12) valuing in [0,+∞] is
independent of bases; it is finite iff A ∈ J1(H) in which case trH(A) = ∥A∥tr;

(ii) A ∈ Jp(H,K) iff (A∗A)p/2 ∈ J1(H), in which case ∥A∥Jp
= trH((A∗A)p/2)1/p. In particular, A is Hilbert-

Schmidt iff A∗A is trace class.
(iii) Whenever A, C ∈ L(H) and B ∈ Jp(H) we have ∥ABC∥Jp

⩽ ∥A∥ ∥C∥ ∥B∥Jp
; thus each Jp is a two-sided

ideal in L(H);
(iv) if A ∈ J1(H) then the sum (A.12) converges absolutely, is independent of bases, and | trH(A)| ⩽ ∥A∥tr;
(v) whenever p−1 = q−1 + r−1 and A ∈ Jq(H), B ∈ Jr(H) then ∥AB∥Jp

⩽ ∥A∥Jq
∥B∥Jr

and AB ∈ Jp(H);
in particular, the product of two Hilbert-Schmidt operators is trace class.

A.2 Hilbert-Schmidt Operators on L2

Proposition A.4 ([57] page 52). Let (Q1, µ1) and (Q2, µ2) be measure spaces so that L2(Q1, µ1), L2(Q2, µ2)
are separable. Then the map

L2(Q1, µ1)× L2(Q2, µ2) −→ L2(Q1 ×Q2, µ1 ⊗ µ2),
(f, g) 7−→ fg,

(A.13)

with (fg)(x, y) := f(x)g(y) extends to a unique isomorphism L2(Q1, µ1)⊗ L2(Q2, µ2) ∼= L2(Q1 ×Q2, µ1 ⊗ µ2).

Proposition A.5 ([57] page 220, [72] theorem 3.8.4). Let H, K be Hilbert spaces. Then the map

I : H×K −→ J2(H,K),
(v, w) 7−→ ⟨v,−⟩H w

(A.14)

extends to a unique isometric isomorphism H ⊗ K ∼= J2(H,K). In particular, for every η ∈ H ⊗ K there exist
orthonormal sets {φn} ⊂ H, {ψn} ⊂ K and real numbers λn > 0 so that

η =
∑
n

λn(φn ⊗ ψn), and I(η)(v) =
∑
n

λn ⟨φn, v⟩H ψn, (A.15)

and vice versa.

Corollary A.6 ([72] theorem 3.8.5). Let (Q1, µ1) and (Q2, µ2) be measure spaces so that L2(Q1, µ1), L2(Q2, µ2)
are separable. Then there is an isometric isomorphism

I : L2(Q1 ×Q2, µ1 ⊗ µ2) −→ J2(L
2(Q1, µ1), L

2(Q2, µ2)),

K(x, y) 7−→
[
f 7−→

∫
K(x,−)f(x)dµ1(x)

]
.

(A.16)

In particular, there exist orthonormal families {φn} ⊂ L2(Q1, µ1), {ψn} ⊂ L2(Q2, µ2) so that

K(x, y) =
∑
n

µn(I(K))φn(x)ψn(y), (A.17)

with the latter series converging absolutely in L2(Q1, µ1) for almost every fixed y, and µn(I(K)) denote the
singular values of I(K).

Now (ii) of lemma A.3 implies that
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Corollary A.7. Let L2(Q1, µ1), L2(Q2, µ2) be as above and A : L2(Q1, µ1) −→ L2(Q2, µ2) a Hilbert-Schmidt
operator, represented via (A.16) by the integral kernel KA(x, y). Then

∥A∥2HS = trL2(Q1)(A
∗A) =

∫
|KA(x, y)|2dµ1(x)dµ2(y). □ (A.18)

Remark A.2. For general A ∈ L(L2(Q)) or J2(L
2(Q)), the fact that

∫
|KA(x, x)|dµ(x) <∞ does not imply A

is trace class, and nor does the trace equal
∫
KA(x, x)dµ(x) when A is trace class (since the diagonal has measure

zero in Q ×Q, in reality one could let KA(x, x) be arbitrary without affecting A, thus an important condition
is that KA be continuous in “some sense”). See Simon [72] section 3.11, also Vershik, Petrov and Zatitskiy [53]
section 3.3.

B Gaussian Analysis

B.1 Basic Definitions and Spaces
Let X be a real separable Fréchet space and X ∗ the dual space of continuous linear functionals. Equip X with
the Borel σ-algebra BX .

Definition B.1. A probability measure γ on (X ,BX ) is called (centered) Gaussian if every linear functional f ∈
X ∗, f : X → R, is a (centered) Gaussian random variable on X .

Random variables and measures are assumed centered in the sequel unless otherwise stated.

Definition B.2. A (general) Gaussian Hilbert space is any closed linear subspace of L2(Q,O,P) of any probability
space (Q,O,P), consisting of (centered) Gaussian variables.

Definition B.3. Let X be a real separable Fréchet (or Banach) space, and γ a Gaussian measure on (X ,BX ).
Then the closure of X ∗ in L2(X ,BX , γ) is called the Gaussian Hilbert space of γ, denoted Hγ .

An important gadget for identifying Gaussian measures is the (inverse) Fourier transform, more frequently
called the charateristic function, γ̂ : X ∗ −→ C, defined as

γ̂(f)
def
=

∫
X

eiϕ(f)dγ(ϕ). (B.1)

This is useful because of the following property.

Lemma B.1 ([12] theorem 2.2.4, proposition A.3.18). Let X be a real separable Fréchet (or Banach) space, then
any two measures on (X ,BX ) with equal characteristic functions coincide. In particular, a probability measure γ
on (X ,BX ) is a centered Gaussian measure if and only if

γ̂(f) = e−
1
2Eγ [ϕ(f)

2] (B.2)

for all f ∈ X ∗, where Eγ is the expectation with respect to γ.

Remark B.1. The variance Eγ [ϕ(f)2] of ϕ(f) appears in (B.2). Thus lemma B.1 implies that two (centered)
Gaussian measures on (X ,BX ) with the same covariance structure must coincide; that is, if

Eγ [ϕ(f)ϕ(h)] = Eγ̃ [ϕ(f)ϕ(h)] (B.3)

for all f , h ∈ X ∗, then γ = γ̃.

Let (X ,BX ) be equipped with a Gaussian measure γ. Then in X sits an important subspace C(Hγ), which
is a Hilbert space with norm ∥·∥C(Hγ)

, called the Cameron-Martin space, that does the following job. For two
measures µ and ν, we write “µ ≈ ν” to mean µ and ν are mutually absolutely continuous, and “µ ⊥ ν” to mean µ
and ν are mutually singular.

Proposition B.2 (Cameron-Martin, [12] corollary 2.4.3). Let X be a real separable Fréchet space, γ a Gaussian
measure on (X ,BX ), and C(Hγ) ⊂ X the Cameron-Martin space. For any ϕ0 ∈ X , define the measure (ϕ0)∗γ
on (X ,BX ) by setting

(ϕ0)∗γ(B)
def
= γ(B − ϕ0), (B.4)
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where B − ϕ0 = {ϕ− ϕ0 | ϕ ∈ B}. Then{
(ϕ0)∗γ ≈ γ, if ϕ0 ∈ C(Hγ),

(ϕ0)∗γ ⊥ γ, if ϕ0 ̸∈ C(Hγ).
(B.5)

Moreover, in the first case, one has the Radon-Nikodym density

d(ϕ0)∗γ

dγ
(ϕ) = e(C

−1ϕ0)(ϕ)− 1
2∥ϕ0∥2

C(Hγ ) , (B.6)

where C is the operator defined in (B.7).

Now, how to locate the space C(Hγ) in X ? The answer is that we can first locate it in X ∗∗ (the double dual),
where each element of C(Hγ) turns out to be weak* continuous (Bogachev [12] page 362), and since X is locally
convex, it is actually in X . Starting from the Gaussian Hilbert space Hγ we define the covariance operator

C : Hγ −→ X ∗∗,
f 7−→

(
C(f) : h 7−→ Eγ [ϕ(f)ϕ(h)]

)
.

(B.7)

In other words C(f) is the linear functional ⟨f,−⟩L2(X ,γ) on X ∗.

Lemma B.3 ([12] page 44, sections 2.4, 3.2). (i) the map C is injective.
(ii) Equip C(Hγ) with an inner product by requiring C to be isometry, namely〈

f, h
〉
C(Hγ)

def
=
〈
C−1f, C−1h

〉
Hγ
. (B.8)

Then C(Hγ) is a complete Hilbert space, C(Hγ) ↪→ X is continuous, and each ϕ 7−→ ϕ(f), f ∈ X ∗, is a
continuous linear functional for ϕ ∈ C(Hγ).

(iii) Equivalently, the norm ∥·∥C(Hγ)
is

∥ϕ∥C(Hγ)
= sup
f∈X∗,f ̸=0

|ϕ(f)|
∥f∥Hγ

. (B.9)

Thus C(Hγ) is precisely the dual of Hγ under the evaluation pairing (ϕ, f) 7−→ ϕ(f). □

B.2 Q-spaces and Their Equivalence
A Q-space is in other words a probability sample space. The GFF on M , say, can be seen (abstractly) as a way
of associating a Gaussian random variable ϕ(f) to each f ∈ W−1(M) so that (2.6) holds. This says nothing
about the sample space on which these random variables are actually defined, and naturally there exist many
choices. For example,

(i) the Bochner-Minlos construction, mentioned as proposition 2.1;
(ii) the formal Fourier series construction, mentioned in remark 2.2; this can be identified with the previous

one by appealing to the condition under which a formal Fourier series represents an actual distribution,
see Shubin [68] page 92 proposition 10.2;

(iii) the abstract Wiener space construction. While this is not used essentially in this paper, it is a way of
constructing (recovering) a separable Banach Q-space X starting from (knowing) the Cameron-Martin
space, and taking closure with respect to a carefully defined norm weaker than ∥·∥C(Hγ)

. See Sheffield [67]
and Bogachev [12] section 3.9 for details.

Some other models are discussed in Simon [71] section I.2, to which we refer for details in general. We shall
discuss the question of in what sense two models of Q-spaces are equivalent, though all the three examples above
could eventually by realized in D′(M). This is useful concerning the decomposition (5.11), and we give the
precise sense in which the original µMGFF could be recovered from the decomposed measure µΣ,M

DN ⊗ µ
M\Σ,D
GFF .

Definition B.4 ([71] page 4). Two probability measure spaces (Q,O, µ) and (Q′,O′, µ′) are called isomorphic
if there is an isomorphism of measure algebras

T : O/Iµ
∼−→ O′/Iµ′ , (B.10)

here Iµ, Iµ′ being the ideals of measure zero sets of µ and µ′, such that µ′(T (A)) = µ(A) for all A ∈ O/Iµ (we
do not distinguish an event A from its class in O/Iµ).
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Remark B.2. Mutually absolutely continuous measures µ on O will define the same measure algebra O/Iµ as
they have the same measure zero sets.

Definition B.5 ([71] page 5). If (Q,O, µ) and (Q′,O′, µ′) are isomorphic under T , then two random variables f :
Q −→ R and f ′ : Q′ −→ R correspond under the isomorphism if

T (f−1(B)) = (f ′)−1(B) (B.11)

for all Borel sets B ⊂ R.

For a real Hilbert space H, a (centered) Gaussian process indexed by H is a family of centered Gaussian
random variables {ϕ(f) | f ∈ H} so that

E[ϕ(f)ϕ(h)] = ⟨f, h⟩H (B.12)

for all f , h ∈ H. Such a process is defined on the probability space (Q,O, µ) if each ϕ(f) is a random variable
from Q and {ϕ(f) | f ∈ H} generates O.

Proposition B.4 ([71] theorem I.6). Let {ϕ(f)} and {ϕ′(f)} be two Gaussian processes indexed by H defined
respectively on (Q,O, µ) and (Q′,O′, µ′). Then there is an isomorphism between the two probability spaces so
that ϕ(f) corresponds to ϕ′(f) under the isomorphism for each f ∈ H.

Remark for proof. Note for probability spaces L2(Q,O, µ) ⊃ L∞(Q,O, µ) ⊃ {indicators}. Similarly for (Q′,O′, µ′).
Thus Γ(U) where U takes each ϕ(f) to ϕ′(f) gives the isomorphism (corollary B.10).

Proposition B.5 ([71] proposition I.7). Let {ϕ1(f)} and {ϕ2(f)} be Gaussian processes, respectively, indexed
by H1 and H2, defined on (Q1,O1, µ1) and (Q2,O2, µ2). Then a Gaussian process {ϕ(h)} indexed by H = H1⊕H2

can be defined on Q := Q1 ×Q2 equipped with O1⊗̂O2 and µ1 ⊗ µ2, by putting

ϕ(f1 ⊕ f2)
def
= ϕ1(f1) + ϕ2(f2), (B.13)

for all f1 ∈ H1, f2 ∈ H2.

B.3 Measurable Linear (Itô-Wiener) Extensions
Here we collect some results concerning the possibility of extending a linear operator defined on the Cameron-
Martin space C(Hγ) to the whole Q-space X , in a not necessarily “functional-analytic” sense. Such results, in a
different guise, lie behind the possibility of defining the classical stochastic integrals à la Itô-Wiener.

Definition B.6 ([12] definition 3.7.1). Let (X ,BX , γ) be a Fréchet Gaussian Q-space and (Y,BY) another
Fréchet space equipped with the Borel σ-algebra. Then a map F : X −→ Y is called a γ-measurable linear
operator if it agrees γ-almost surely with a (BX ,BY)-measurable linear map F0 : X −→ Y.

In particular,

Definition B.7 ([12] definition 2.10.1). Let (X ,BX , γ) be a Fréchet Gaussian Q-space. A γ-measurable linear
functional f on X is called a measurable linear functional if there exist a full-measure linear subspace X0 ⊂ X
such that f agrees γ-almost surely with a usual γ-measurable linear functional f0 on X0.

Proposition B.6 ([12] theorem 2.10.11). Let (X ,BX , γ) be a real separable Fréchet Gaussian Q-space. Denote
by C(Hγ) its Cameron-Martin space. Then every continuous linear functional f on C(Hγ) extends uniquely
(modulo measure zero sets) to a measurable linear functional f̂ on X that coincides with f on C(Hγ). More-
over, ∥f̂∥L2(γ) = ∥f∥C(Hγ)∗ .

Proposition B.7 ([12] theorem 3.7.6). Let (X ,BX , γ) be a real separable Fréchet Gaussian Q-space. Denote
by C(Hγ) its Cameron-Martin space. Then every operator A ∈ L(C(Hγ)) extends to a γ-measurable linear
operator Â : (X ,BX

γ
) −→ (X ,BX ), such that the measure image of γ under Â is a Gaussian measure on (X ,BX ).

Here BX
γ

denotes the Lebesgue completion of BX with respect to γ. Moreover, any two extensions of A which
are (BX

γ
,BX )-measurable and linear on full measure subspaces agree γ-almost surely.

The extension Â obtained above will be called the measurable linear (or Itô-Wiener) extension of A.
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B.4 Wiener Chaos and Wick’s Theorem
Proposition B.8 (Wiener Chaos decomposition, [39] theorem 2.6). Let (Q,O,P) be a probability space and H ⊂
L2(Q,O,P) a Gaussian Hilbert space. Then there is an orthogonal decomposition

L2(Q,O(H),P) ∼=
∞⊕
n=0

H:n:, (B.14)

where O(H) is the σ-algebra generated by variables in H, H:n: = Pn(H) ∩Pn−1(H)⊥, where Pj(H) denotes the
span of polynomials of random variables in H of degree ⩽ j; in particular H:0: denotes the constants.

If F ∈ Pn(H), denote by :F : the projection of F onto H:n:, and is called a Wick ordered polynomial; for F ∈
L2(Ω,O(H),P), denote by In(F ) its projection onto H:n:. Define the Hermite polynomials hn(x) by

exp
(
zx− 1

2
z2
)
=

∞∑
n=0

zn

n!
hn(x). (B.15)

We have h0(x) = 1, h2(x) = x2 − 1, h4(x) = x4 − 6x2 + 3, etc.

Lemma B.9 (Wick’s theorem/Feynman rules, [71] propositions I.2, I.3, I.4, [39] theorems 1.28, 3.9, 3.19).

(i) For X1, . . . , Xn ∈ H (not necessarily distinct) jointly Gaussian random variables,

E[X1 · · ·Xn] =
∑
P

∏
k

E[XikXjk ], (B.16)

where the sum is over all partitions P of the set {1, . . . , n} into disjoint pairs {ik, jk}, 1 ⩽ k ⩽ n/2. In
particular, the result is zero if n is odd.

(ii) For X ∈ H,

:Xn: =

⌊n/2⌋∑
j=0

(−1)jn!

(n− 2j)!j!2j
E[X2]jXn−2j = E[X2]

n
2 hn

(
X
/
E[X2]

1
2

)
. (B.17)

(iii) Let X1, . . . , Xn ∈ H and Y1, . . . , Ym ∈ H be jointly Gaussian random variables. Then

E
[
:X1 . . . Xn: :Y1 . . . Ym:

]
=


∑
σ∈Sn

n∏
i=1

E[XiYσ(i)], m = n,

0, m ̸= n.

(B.18)

In particular, E[:Xn: :Y m:] = δnmn!E[XY ]n.

There is a general way of associating random variables (or numbers) to Feynman diagrams. A Feynman
diagram consists of vertices, legs (segments with only one end attached to a vertex), and edges (contracted
legs). Two legs are contracted means they are connected to form an edge. A Feynman diagram is called fully
contracted if there is no unconnected legs. Given n random variables X1, . . . , Xn, a Feynman diagram labelled
by (X1, . . . , Xn) is simply any Feynman diagram whose vertices are in bijection with {X1, . . . , Xn}. A Feynman
diagram labelled by (X1, . . . , Xn) can now be associated with either a random variable or a number using the
following rules:

(i) for each leg attached to a vertex j, write down the corresponding random variable Xj , and multiply them
all together;

(ii) whenever two legs are contracted, enclose the corresponding two random variables by E[•].
Thus fully contracted diagrams are always associated with numbers. If γ is a Feynman diagram labelled by X1,
. . . , Xn, denote by v(γ) the associated object following the above rules.

Example B.1 ([51] section 4.4). In a physical context Feynman diagrams are used in rather formal calculations.
We would like to find

EMGFF

[
ϕ(x)ϕ(y)e−

λ
4!

∫
M
ϕ(x)4dVM (x)

]
(B.19)

by Taylor expanding exp(− λ
4!

∫
M
ϕ(x)4dVM (x)). This gives

(B.19) heu
= EMGFF

[
ϕ(x)ϕ(y)

]
+ EMGFF

[
ϕ(x)ϕ(y)

(
− λ

4!

)∫
ϕ(z)4dVM (z)

]
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+ EMGFF

[
ϕ(x)ϕ(y)

1

2

(
− λ

4!

)2 ∫∫
ϕ(z)4ϕ(w)4dVM (z)dVM (w)

]
+ · · ·

= EMGFF

[
ϕ(x)ϕ(y)

]
− λ

4!

∫
EMGFF

[
ϕ(x)ϕ(y)ϕ(z)4

]
dVM (z)︸ ︷︷ ︸

A

+
1

2

(
− λ

4!

)2 ∫∫
EMGFF

[
ϕ(x)ϕ(y)ϕ(z)4ϕ(w)4

]
dVM (z)dVM (w) + · · ·

Treating ϕ(x), ϕ(y), ϕ(z) as (jointly Gaussian!) random variables, by (i) of lemma B.9 and the above rules we
write

A
heu
= 3

∫
dVM (z)v

( )
+ 12

∫
dVM (z)v

( )

= 3

∫
G(x, y)G(z, z)2dVM (z) + 12

∫
G(x, z)G(y, z)G(z, z)dVM (z),

where the factors correspond to the number of ways of getting the same contraction starting from 6 legs (4 on z,
1 on x, y each), and G denotes the Green function (of ∆ +m2). One can represent higher order terms using
these diagrams in a similar manner. More than that, the diagrams also represent actual physical processes. See
Peskin and Schroeder [51].

B.5 Itô-Wiener-Segal Isomorphism
The following amazing fact follows from comparing (B.18) with (A.3).

Theorem (Itô-Wiener-Segal isomorphism). Let (Q,O,P) be a probability space and H ⊂ L2(Q,O,P) a Gaussian
Hilbert space. Then the map

X1 ⊙ · · · ⊙Xn 7−→ :X1 · · ·Xn: (B.20)

gives a Hilbert space isomorphism H⊙n ∼= H:n:. Moreover, the direct sum of these maps for each n extends to a
Hilbert space isomorphism

Γ(H) ∼= L2(Ω,O(H),P). (B.21)

Consequently for X1, . . . , Xn ∈ H, X1 ⊙ · · · ⊙Xn and :X1 · · ·Xn: are indistinguishable. □

Transcribing proposition A.1 over to the Wick language, one has

Corollary B.10 ([39] theorem 4.5). Let (Q,O,P) be a probability space and H, K ⊂ L2(Q,O,P) two Gaussian
Hilbert spaces. Denote respectively by O(H) and O(K) the sub-σ-algebra generated by variables in H and in K.
Let A : H → K be an operator with ∥A∥ ⩽ 1. Then

Γ(A) : L2(Ω,O(H),P) −→ L2(Ω,O(K),P),
:X1 · · ·Xn: 7−→ :A(X1) · · ·A(Xn):,

(B.22)

for any X1, . . . , Xn ∈ H, is a bounded operator with norm 1. □

Important for us will be a consequence of the above results on conditional expectations.

Lemma B.11. Let (Q,O,P) be a probability space and A ⊂ O a sub-σ-algebra. Then L2(Ω,A,P) is a closed
subspace of L2(Q,O,P) and for X ∈ L2(Q,O,P), E[X | A] is the orthogonal projection of X onto L2(Ω,A,P).

Corollary B.12 ([39] theorem 4.9). Let (Q,O,P) be a probability space and H, K ⊂ L2(Q,O,P) two Gaussian
Hilbert spaces. Denote by PK|H the restriction of the orthogonal projection L2(Q,O,P) → K to H. Then

Γ(PK|H) : L2(Ω,O(H),P) −→ L2(Ω,O(K),P),
X 7−→ E

[
X
∣∣O(K)

]
,

(B.23)

where E
[
X
∣∣O(K)

]
is the conditional expectation of X with respect to O(K).
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C Global Analysis

C.1 Sobolev Spaces over Domains
In this paper we make essential use of the usual L2 Sobolev spaces over Riemannian manifolds. First let (M, g)
be a closed Riemannian manifold and s ∈ R. Then the Sobolev space W s(M) of order s is defined generally as
the closure of C∞(M) under a norm ∥·∥W s(M), where the norm ∥·∥W s(M) could be defined in various equivalent
ways. We refer to Taylor [76] chapter 4 for a general discussion. For us, s = ±1, ± 1

2 . We rely heavily on the
following fact.

Lemma C.1. Let Λ2s be an elliptic strictly positive formally self-adjoint pseudodifferential operator on M with
order 2s. Then the inner product

⟨−,−⟩W s

def
= ⟨−,Λ2s−⟩L2 (C.1)

induces an equivalent norm for W s(M).

In particular, the real power (∆M +m2)s of the Helmholtz operator (massive Laplacian) ∆M +m2 provides
such a candidate for Λ2s. Convention: whenever we use the space W s(M), the inner product (C.1) with Λ2s =
(∆M +m2)s is understood, unless otherwise specified.

Remark C.1. Various regimes of functional calculus can be used to define (∆M + m2)s. One of them is
presented in section 2.2.1 which in fact defines complex powers. We also mention a smooth functional calculus
presented in Sogge [73] theorem 4.3.1.

Next we discuss important subspaces of W s(M). Let A ⊂M be a closed set and U ⊂M an open set. Define

W s
A(M)

def
= {u ∈W s(M) | suppu ⊂ A as a distribution}, (C.2)

W s
U (M)

def
= closure of C∞

c (U) inside W s(M), (C.3)

W s(U)
def
= W s

M\U (M)⊥ ⊂W s(M). (C.4)

These are closed subspaces of W s(M).

Remark C.2. We point out right away that by definition, then,

W s(U) ∼=W s(M)/W s
M\U (M), (C.5)

the latter equipped with the quotient norm, which is a more familiar characterization of W s(U), see Taylor
[76] page 339. Our definition as in (C.4) poses the obvious problem that in general C∞

c (U) ̸⊂ W s(U), at least
for s ̸∈ Z+. We emphasize therefore that what is important in this definition is not the space W s(U) per se but
the following choice for its inner product:〈

f, h
〉
W s(U)

def
=
〈
P⊥
M\Uf, P

⊥
M\Uh

〉
W s(M)

, (C.6)

for any f , h ∈W s(M), in particular for f , h ∈ C∞
c (U), which produces a norm equivalent to the quotient norm,

where P⊥
M\U :W s(M) −→W s(U) denotes the orthogonal projection.

Remark C.3. ClearlyW s
U (M) ⊂W s

U
(M) by definition. In general the inclusion is strict (certainly if U ̸= (U)◦!).

See Taylor [76] page 339 and section 4.7 for interesting discussions on conditions for s and U for which equality
holds. In particular, W k

Ω(M) = W k
Ω◦(M) = W k

Ω
(M) if Ω ⊂ M is a domain with smooth boundary ∂Ω (a closed

Riemannian manifold with one dimension less) and k ∈ Z+. In this case, we use these notations interchangeably.

The rest of this appendix could be read along with section 5.1. Let s = −1. Although C∞
c (U) ̸⊂ W−1(U),

we have

Lemma C.2. Let U ⊂M be an open set. Then P⊥
M\U (C

∞
c (U)) is dense in W−1(U).

Proof. We note ∆M +m2 is local and therefore (∆ +m2)(C∞
c (U)) ⊂ C∞

c (U). It follows from lemma 5.1 and
our definition of W 1

U (M) that (∆ +m2)(C∞
c (U)) ⊂W−1

M\U (M)⊥ and is dense there, proving the result.
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Remark C.4. Clearly, the map P⊥
M\U is also injective on C∞

c (U); together with lemma C.2 this shows P⊥
M\U

is a good embedding of C∞
c (U) in W−1(U). In fact, this is the same as the embedding of C∞

c (U) in D′(U), by
remark 5.1. Nevertheless, the smaller class (∆ +m2)(C∞

c (U)), as it is already dense in W−1(U), suffices as a
class of test functions to define the GFF with Dirichlet condition over a domain (see remark below lemma 2.2).
This reflects the fact that the Cameron-Martin pairing ⟨−,−⟩W 1 is more natural than ⟨−,−⟩L2 in treating the
GFF (see remark 2.4). We have stuck to ⟨−,−⟩L2 only because this is more practical with functional analysis.

Remark C.5. For general s ∈ R, one could also define

W s
0 (U)

def
= closure of C∞

c (U) under (C.6). (C.7)

Then W s
U (M) ⊂ W s

0 (U). But it cannot generally be compared with W s
U
(M) (to the author’s knowledge). See

the exercises in Taylor [76] pages 343-344 for more information.

Next we state the duality results for the various spaces. Recall that ⟨−,−⟩L2(M) denotes both the inner
product of L2(M) and the distributional pairing between D′(M) and C∞(M). Below, we extend it to denote
also the pairing between dual Sobolev spaces (see (i) of the lemma below).

Lemma C.3. Let M be a closed Riemannian manifold, U ⊂M an open set, A ⊂M a closed set, and s ∈ R.

(i) W−s(M) is the dual Banach space, denoted W s(M)∗, of W s(M) under ⟨−,−⟩L2 ;
(ii) the annihilator of W s

U (M) under ⟨−,−⟩L2 is W−s
M\U (M), that is,

W−s
M\U (M) = {u ∈W−s(M) | ⟨u, f⟩L2 = 0 for all f ∈W s

U (M)}; (C.8)

the annihilator of W s
A(M) is accordingly W−s

M\A(M);
(iii) W s(U)∗ ∼=W−s

U (M), W s
U (M)∗ ∼=W−s(U), these spaces being therefore reflexive.

Finally, when Ω ⊂ M is a domain with smooth boundary ∂Ω, we define, in view of lemma 5.1, the Dirichlet
Green operator (∆Ω,D + m2)−1 := (∆ + m2)−1P⊥

M\Ω◦ : W−1(Ω◦) −→ W 1
Ω◦(M). Clearly this agrees with the

usual definition. In terms of quadratic forms,

Lemma C.4 ([71] theorem VII.1). Let Ω ⊂M be a domain with smooth boundary ∂Ω. We have〈
f, (∆Ω,D +m2)−1h

〉
L2 =

〈
P⊥
M\Ω◦f, P⊥

M\Ω◦h
〉
W−1 , (C.9)

for f , h ∈ C∞
c (Ω◦).

C.2 Symbol Convergence Lemma and Heat Kernel
Proof of lemma 3.1. By coordinate invariance of the definition of Ψm(M) it suffices to pick x ∈ M and prove
the result for a chart around x and χ(x) = 1. Denote the kernel of χEεχ by Eχ,ε then in this chart we could
write

Eχ,ε(x, y) = Ẽχ,ε(x, h) =
1

Fε(x)
ψ̃

(
h

ε

)
χ̃(h), (C.10)

where h = x − y. Indeed, by definition of our function ψ and freedom of choosing χ we could further assume
that for small enough ε one has χ̃(h) ≡ 1 on the support of ψ̃(·/ε). Thus under this condition

σχEεχ(x, ξ) =

∫
Rd

e−ih·ξ 1

Fε(x)
ψ̃

(
h

ε

)
dh =

εd

Fε(x)
F1(x)σχE1χ(x, εξ)︸ ︷︷ ︸

indep. of x

. (C.11)

Note that σχE1χ(x, η) is Schwartz in η and σχE1χ(x, 0) = 1. On the other hand clearly σχ1χ(x, ξ) ≡ 1. Thus for
some U ′ ⊂ U depending only on the chart and χ, one has

sup
x∈K⋐U ′

sup
ξ

|σχ(Eε−1)χ(x, ξ)|
⟨ξ⟩δ

⩽


C sup
x∈K⋐U ′

sup
|ξ|⩽R

⟨ξ⟩−δ |σχE1χ(x, εξ)− 1| ⩽ CK,χ
√
ε,

C sup
x∈K⋐U ′

sup
|ξ|⩾R

(· · · ) ⩽ CK,χε
δ/2 sup

η
|σχE1χ(x, η)|,

(C.12)

with R = ε−1/2. Next we deal with derivatives. Note that by (C.11) all the x-derivatives fall on 1/Fε(x) and
all ξ-derivatives fall on σχE1χ(x, εξ). Indeed, one has |∂αx (1/Fε(x))| ⩽ Cαε

−d (see Dyatlov and Zworski [19] page
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28), and so when there are only x-derivatives we obtain the same bounds as (C.12) only with new constants
depending on α. When there is at least one ξ-derivative,

|∂βξ (σχE1χ(x, εξ)) | = |ε|β|(∂βξ σχE1χ)(x, εξ)| ⩽ Cβ,K,χε
|β| ⟨εξ⟩δ−|β|

, |β| ⩾ 1. (C.13)

Hence, on account of (C.11) again,

sup
x∈K⋐U ′

sup
ξ

|∂αx ∂
β
ξ σχ(Eε−1)χ(x, ξ)|

⟨ξ⟩δ−|β| ⩽ CεdCαε
−dCβ,K,χε

|β| = Cα,β,K,χε
|β|. (C.14)

Consequently, all the Sδ1,0 seminorms of σχ(Eε−1)χ goes to zero as ε→ 0. We obtain the result.

In what follows we sum up some properties of the heat operator e−t(∆+m2) of the massive Laplacian (Helmholtz
operator) and its Schwartz kernel pt(x, y) called the heat kernel.

Lemma C.5 ([10] theorems 2.30, 2.38 and pages 92-94). We have

(i) pt(x, y) ∈ C∞((0,∞)×M ×M);
(ii) we have

(∆ +m2)−1 =

∫ ∞

0

e−t(∆+m2)dt. (C.15)

In particular, the kernel Gt of e−t(∆+m2)(∆ +m2)−1 = (∆+m2)−1e−t(∆+m2) is

Gt(x, y) =

∫ ∞

t

ps(x, y)ds, (C.16)

for x, y ∈M .
(iii) Let dimM = n. There are asymptotic expansions

pt(x, y) ∼
1

(4πt)n/2
e−

1
4td(x,y)

2
∞∑
i=0

fi(x, y)t
i, (C.17)

trL2(M)

(
e−t(∆+m2)

)
∼ 1

(4πt)n/2

∞∑
i=0

ait
i (C.18)

as t→ 0+, for some real numbers ai and functions fi ∈ C∞(M ×M), i = 0, 1, 2, . . . .
(iv) For t large and each ℓ ∈ N,

∥pt(x, y)∥Cℓ ⩽ Cℓe−tm
2/2 (C.19)

for some constant Cℓ.
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