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In the 141D ultra-local lattice Hamiltonian for staggered fermions with a finite-dimensional
Hilbert space, there are two conserved, integer-valued charges that flow in the continuum limit
to the vector and axial charges of a massless Dirac fermion with a perturbative anomaly. Each of
the two lattice charges generates an ordinary U(1) global symmetry that acts locally on operators
and can be gauged individually. Interestingly, they do not commute on a finite lattice, but their
commutator goes to zero in the continuum limit. This non-abelian algebra presents an alternative
lattice realization of the vector and axial symmetries, which is consistent with the Nielsen-Ninomiya
theorem. We further prove that the presence of these two conserved lattice charges forces the
low-energy phase to be gapless, reminiscent of the consequence from perturbative anomalies of con-
tinuous global symmetries in continuum field theory. Upon bosonization, these two charges lead to
two exact U(1) symmetries in the XY model that flow to the momentum and winding symmetries

in the free boson conformal field theory.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The realization of chiral symmetries on the lattice has
been a long-standing problem in lattice field theory [1].
One prominent difficulty is that the global symmetries
of interest typically have anomalies, in the sense that

they cannot be coupled to dynamical gauge fields in a
consistent manner.'

Anomalies are traditionally linked to divergences in
continuum field theory and are often considered chal-
lenging, if not impossible, to realize on a lattice with
finite lattice spacing. However, this piece of lore is not
true. Numerous examples of anomalies for discrete global
symmetries are realized on the lattice. See, for example,
Ref. [6] for a recent survey of this topic.

A more refined piece of lore is that perturbative
anomalies of continuous global symmetries cannot be re-
alized on a lattice. By perturbative or local anomalies,
we mean those captured by Feynman diagrams and lo-
cal operator product expansions. This piece of lore also
turns out to be incorrect: perturbative anomalies can be
realized in Villain-type lattice models [6-11]. The local
Hilbert spaces of these models involve continuous vari-
ables and are infinite-dimensional. See Ref. [11] for dis-
cussions of chiral fermion symmetry in 1+1D QED in this
setup, and Ref. [12] for a Euclidean lattice realization of
mixed gravitational anomalies with global symmetries.

Perhaps a more interesting question is: can pertur-
bative anomalies be realized in a lattice model whose
local Hilbert space is finite-dimensional (e.g., qubits)?

1 Anomalies of global symmetries are often called ’t Hooft anoma-
lies, which indicate that even though the global symmetries are
conserved and exact at the quantum level, there is an obstruction
to gauging them. This contrasts with the Schwinger anomaly [2]
and the Adler-Bell-Jackiw (ABJ) anomaly [3, 4], where a classi-
cal symmetry fails to be a true global symmetry at the quantum
level. See, for example, Ref. [5] for this terminology. These
two notions of anomalies are not unrelated. For example, the
Schwinger anomaly of the axial symmetry in 1+1D QED arises
from the 't Hooft anomaly involving both the axial and vector
symmetries of a free Dirac fermion. The violation of the axial
symmetry when the vector symmetry is gauged implies an ob-
struction to gauging both global symmetries simultaneously.
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Figure 1. In an ultra-local Hamiltonian lattice model, we find
two conserved, quantized charges QV, Q*, which become the
vector and axial charges QV, O* with a mixed anomaly in the
continuum limit. (We use calligraphic and ordinary fonts for
operators in the continuum and on the lattice, respectively.)

There is a simple no-go argument against this hope.
This can be seen most readily for U(1) symmetries in
141D, where perturbative anomalies are encoded in the
equal-time commutator of the conserved current op-
erators [j°(t,x),j%(t,2')] ~ i0.0(x — '), known as the
Schwinger term [13, 14].? Taking the trace of this rela-
tion immediately shows that the Schwinger term cannot
be realized verbatim on a finite-dimensional Hilbert space
since the trace of a commutator in a finite-dimensional
vector space necessarily vanishes. This is analogous to
the fact that [X, P] = ih cannot be realized in a finite-
dimensional Hilbert space in quantum mechanics. The
Schwinger term, however, has recently been realized ex-
actly on a lattice model with an infinite-dimensional
Hilbert space [9].

These difficulties are rigorously formulated in the
Nielsen-Ninomiya theorem [15-17]. The theorem, most
precisely formulated in [18], asserts that in any quadratic
lattice fermion Hamiltonian with certain locality proper-
ties in odd spatial dimensions, there must be an equal
number of left- and right-moving fermions within each
irreducible representation of the global symmetries.? In
particular, this theorem prohibits the existence of an ax-
ial charge that (i) has quantized, integer eigenvalues and
(ii) commutes with the vector U(1) symmetry. If such an
axial charge existed, one could restrict to the fixed charge
sector of both the vector and axial symmetries and would
find a single left-moving fermion.

Given the above, what fingerprints of anomalies can
we hope for on a lattice with a finite-dimensional Hilbert
space? In this letter, we focus on the anomaly between
the vector and axial symmetries of a 1+1D massless Dirac
fermion, which is the oldest and arguably the simplest
anomaly of all. In a microscopic Hamiltonian lattice re-
alization, we discuss two conserved, quantized charges
that become the vector and axial charges in the contin-
uum limit. While each of the two charges generates an
ordinary U(1) symmetry satisfying all the locality prop-
erties, they do not commute on a finite-size lattice. To-
gether they form a non-abelian algebra, which is con-
sistent with the Nielsen-Ninomiya theorem and can be

2 We thank Tom Banks and Nathan Seiberg for this discussion.

3 This statement is only meaningful once a specific charge sector of
the global symmetries is fixed. Otherwise, for instance, complex
conjugation changes the chirality and global symmetry charge of
a Weyl fermion field in 34+1D.

viewed as the lattice avatar of the continuum anomaly
(see Figure 1).

II. SYMMETRIES AND ANOMALIES IN THE
CONTINUUM

We start with a review of the symmetries and anoma-
lies of the massless Dirac fermion field theory in 1+1D.
We denote the left- and right-moving (complex, one-
component) Weyl fermions as U, (¢,x) and Ug(t,x), re-
spectively. The action for a free, massless Dirac fermion
U= (\I/L \IJR)T is

S = i/dtdx@F“&H\IJ
(1)
- i/dt e [W] (8, — 0,)Wy + W} (0, +0.) ¥y

where our conventions for the Dirac matrices are

I"=0¢% T'=—40¥Y and ¥ =UT?  The internal
global symmetry for the right-moving Weyl fermion
is 0(2)% = U()* % ZSR, where U(1)® and the charge
conjugation symmetry ZS$ act on the fermion as
ei“"QR\I/Re_iWQR = e %WUgR and CRUR(CR)~! = \IJ;, re-
spectively. Here QF is the quantized charge for the right
movers, which obeys CRQR(CR)~! = —QR. A similar
global 0(2)L symmetry applies to the left movers, mak-
ing the total internal global symmetry O(2)" x O(2)".
The (quantized) vector and axial charges are defined

as QY = QL 4+ OF and Q* = QF — QR and act on the

fermions as
[QV,uf]=v],
[0~ u]] =v]

QY wh) = v,

2
[QAquL} = _\IlJlri ( )
The Zo subgroups of the vector and axial U(1) sym-
metries act identically on the fermions as a fermion
parity, so the global form of these symmetries is
[U(l)v X U(l)A}/ZQ. The vector and axial charges are
related by:

QA — CRQV(cR)—l ) (3)

The vector and axial U(1) symmetries are separately
anomaly-free in the sense that there is no obstruction
to gauging either one of the two. However, there is a
mixed anomaly between them, which implies that when
the vector symmetry is gauged (i.e., in QED), the axial
symmetry is broken, and vice versa [2, 19]. This can be
seen from the anomalous conservation equation of the
axial current jﬁ = UT,I (with I =TOT?):

1
3ujlfj: ~E, (4)
™

where F is the electric field.



III. AXIAL CHARGES OF STAGGERED
FERMIONS

Consider the 1+1D
nian [20-22]

staggered fermion Hamilto-

H=—i

L
Jj=

(C§Cj+1 + Cjchl) ; ()
1

where there is a single-component complex fermion c;

at every site j, satisfying {c;,¢;} = {c},c},} =0 and
{cj,c;r-,} =0, ;. This Hamiltonian is ultra-local, with
only nearest-neighbor couplings.? The continuum limit
is a single, free, massless Dirac fermion (1). We consider
both periodic and anti-periodic boundary conditions on
a closed chain with L sites, i.e., ¢j4r = (—1)"¢; with
v =20,1. We assume L to be even for simplicity. The
Hilbert space is 2¥ dimensional.

It will be important for the following discussion to de-
compose the complex fermion into two real fermions as
¢;j = 1 (a; + ib;), where a; = aj- and b; = b; are decou-
pled Majorana fermions satistying {a;,a; } = {b;,b;/} =
20; 4. In terms of these Majorana fermions, the Hamil-
tonian (5) becomes

. L
(3
H=-5 > (aja1 +bibjsn). (6)

Jj=1

The Hamiltonian (5) has a manifest U(1)V fermion-
number symmetry whose quantized charge is®

L . L L
1 )
: j=1 j=1

It flows to the vector charge QV of the Dirac fermion
field theory in the continuum limit.° We will hence re-
fer to it as the vector charge or the fermion number.
The U(1)V symmetry acts on the lattice fermions as

4 A Hamiltonian is called “ultra-local” if every term only involves
operators in a finite neighborhood whose size does not scale with
the overall system size. In some literature, this property is simply
referred to as “local”, while in others a “local” Hamiltonian can
have long-range interaction which decays exponentially in the
distance.

5 We choose the constant in QV so that CQVC~1 = —QV. Here,
C is charge conjugation, which acts on the fermion as Cc;C~1 =

c;r-. It becomes the non-chiral charge conjugation C“CR in the

continuum limit. The axial charge @* defined later in (9) also
obeys CQAC—1 = —QA.

6 By continuum limit, we mean we focus on finitely many excited
states of the lattice model and then send L — oo.

. v . v . .
e'PQ cje’“"Q = e ¥ ¢;, or equivalently, as

erVajefisoQV =cosy a; +singp b;, ()

. v . AV .
el bje W@ = cosp bj —sinyp a; .

A. Quantized axial charge

Is the axial symmetry exact on the lattice? We claim
that the lattice operator

I
N =
=
Q
.
_\)@‘
+
—
|
Q»Q
+
[N

obeys the following properties: (a) It is quantized with
integer eigenvalues. (b) It commutes with the ultra-local
Hamiltonian (5). (c) It is a sum of local charge density
operators qﬁr%. (d) Tt is bilinear in the fermions. (e) It

becomes the continuum axial charge Q* in the contin-

uum limit. Property (a) follows from the fact that the

local factors qﬁr 1, which is the lattice version of the (time
2

component of the) Noether current, commute with each
other and can be simultaneously diagonalized. Proper-
ties (b), (c¢), and (d) are straightforward to verify. Below,
we will argue for the last property.

To find a lattice axial charge, we note that since the
vector charge is manifest on the lattice, using (3), it
suffices to find a lattice realization of the right-moving
charge conjugation C®. The latter is a chiral fermion par-
ity that flips the sign of a single Majorana-Weyl fermion.
Specifically, we decompose the Weyl fermion into two
Majorana-Weyl fermions as Wy = A + ixr, then CR
only flips the sign of yg. It is known that such a chi-
ral fermion parity is realized as a lattice translation on
the lattice, which we review below.

We focus on the Majorana fermion b; in the lat-
tice Hamiltonian (6), which flows to the left and
right Majorana-Weyl fermions xi; and xgr in the con-
tinnum. Up to a constant, the Hamiltonian for b;
in momentum space is Z()<k<L/2 sin #5,;6616, where

Br == i e~ ¥ b; with k € Z+v/2 and k ~ k +
L. The ground state(s) |Q) obeys [x|Q2) =0 for all
0<k< g The left- and right-moving modes in the con-
tinuum field theory created by xr, and xgr arise from the
lattice modes created by S_j with k close to k=0 and

k= %, respectively.

The key symmetry in the lattice model (6) is the trans-
lation operator T; that shifts the b; fermion by one site
but leaves a; invariant:

Ty Ty ' =aj,  TbTy ' =bjpa. (10)



In momentum space, Tbﬂkafl = % hence Ty acts
with a relative minus sign between the modes around
k=0 and k :% in the limit L — oco. We conclude
that on the low-lying states, T} acts as the right-moving
charge conjugation times the continuum translation op-
erator [23]:

Tb = CRew (11)

where P is the continuum momentum operator acting
only on the Majorana fermion x (but not \).”

Having identified the lattice origin of the right-moving
charge conjugation C®, we follow (3) to define the lattice
axial charge:

Q* =T,QVT, ", (12)

which gives (9). On the low-lying states in the L — oo
limit, e2™"P/L becomes 1 and T} ~ C®, so from (3) we see
that Q* becomes the continuum axial charge Q*. From
this expression, it is clear that Q* has integer eigenvalues
since it is unitarily equivalent to QV. It is also clear that
it commutes with the Hamiltonian since QY and T} do.

Since Q* is quantized, we can exponentiate it to find
an exact U(1)* axial symmetry on the lattice, which acts
locally on the fermions as:

Q% ;672" = cos a; +sing by, (13)
Q" e=19Q" = cogp b; — si j
; - @ b; —singp a;_1,

or equivalently, as

. A A
€7 ;e 9" = cos p ¢

c.o 1
—ising 5 (c}_l +cCiq — C;‘+1 + Cj+1) - (14)

This quantized axial charge was first identified in [25, 26]
from the connection to integrability. Here, we provide an
alternative derivation using lattice translation.

While each of QY and Q# generates an ordinary U(1)
global symmetry, interestingly, these two lattice charges
do not commute:

[QV.Q% =

Mm

(C Cj+1 T ¢ ;+1) : (15)
j=1

This is to be contrasted with the continuum where
[QV,04]=0. In Appendix A, we show that the
non-vanishing lattice commutator goes to zero on the
low-lying states in the L — oo limit. Note that

7 This is to be contrasted with the lattice translation T = ToTy
that shifts both a; and b; by one site. In the continuum limit, T’
flips the signs of both Ar, xr [21, 22], while T}, only flips the sign
of xr. See Refs. [23, 24] for recent discussions of chiral fermion
parities from the lattice.

(—1)F = ¢mQ" = ei™@" i the (non-anomalous) fermion
parity that flips the sign of all the fermions. It commutes
with both U(1)’s, i.e., [(=1)¥, Q"] = [(-1)F,QV] = 0.

B. Unquantized axial charge

Although [Q*,QV] # 0, there is another conserved
operator @A = %(QA + e%QVQAe_%QV) that obeys
[@A, QV] = 0. This operator, which is the most straight-
forward lattice regularization of the axial charge [21, 22],
can also be written as a sum of local terms:

fe el
(Cjcj+1 Cjcj+1>

L
— ~A
(ajbjr —bjajr1) =) @y
1 =1

éA

Mh

1
2

j=1

(16)

Il
el
M=

J

In the continuum limit, QY and Q* commute, and @A
flows to the same continuum axial charge Q*. However,
the price we pay is that the eigenvalues of QVA are gener-
ally irrational and are not quantized.®
The commutator between the local charge densities q]\-/
and ¢4, is [27]°
J'+3

A i
4, q5 1] = 5055 = 8j-15 )by (17)
—%(ajajH +bjbj+1) is the Hamiltonian
density. This is the lattice avatar of the Schwinger term,
which encodes the mixed anomaly of U(1)Y and U(1)*4

in the continuum.

where hj+% =

The simultaneous realization of both vector and axial
U(1) symmetries seems to conflict with the well-known
Nielsen-Ninomiya theorem. However, neither of the con-
served lattice operators Q* and Q* satisfies both con-
ditions (i) and (ii) mentioned in the Introduction: Q%
is quantized but does not commute with QV, while @A
commutes with QY but is not quantized. (See Table 1.)
We, therefore, cannot define a notion of lattice chirality
using them. The fact that these two conditions cannot
be met simultaneously is in harmony with the Nielsen-
Ninomiya theorem. Relatedly, we do not have U(1)* or
U(1)® symmetries on the lattice since (QV £+ Q*) do
not have quantized eigenvalues.

8 Up to an overall constant, QA is equivalent to the Hamilto-
nian (5) for L =0 mod 4, under the unitary transformation
Cj — ijCj.

9 We thank Tom Banks and Nathan Seiberg for discussions on the
Schwinger term and collaboration on another project.



lattice operators Qr | QA
quantized eigenvalues? v

[o,QV] =07 v
[e,H] =07 v v
sum of local terms? v v

Table I. Properties of the two lattice operators, both flowing
to the same axial charge of a free Dirac fermion in the con-
tinuum limit.

C. From the lattice to the continuum

We now present a more detailed analysis in momentum

space to relate the lattice and continuum symmetries.
1 L _ 2mikj

Let us define v, = — D€L o¢
fies {ye, )} ={7,70} =0 and {y, 9} =0k
The Hamiltonian (5) in momentum space is
H = Z_%<k§% 2sin 22k fy,ifyk. The ground state(s)
is(are) annihilated by ~, with 0 <k < %7 and by ’y;;
with —% < k < 0. For periodic boundary condition
v = 0, there are four degenerate ground states due to the
zero modes at k = 0 and % For anti-periodic boundary
condition v = 1, there is a unique ground state.

The conserved operators in momentum space are

QV=>" (%ivk - ;)

k

~ 2k
A T
@t =X con T ol (18)

which satis-

~ 1 __2mi
QY =Q%+3 > (e EE ey + h.c.)
k

where all the sums are over —% <k< % The middle
equation shows that the eigenvalues of @A are not quan-
tized, as mentioned earlier.

In the continuum limit, we only retain the Fourier
modes 'y,:, Yk ’y%_k, and oLk with |k| <« L, which

become the creation operators for \IJL v, \I/}LI, and Vg,
respectively. We now compute the commutators of the
unquantized Q* and quantized Q* axial charges with the
creation operators:

~ 27k
[QA7 IYIU = COs 77]1 9

L
At 2k 4+ . . 27k (19)
(@™, 7] = cos Tvk+151nT77k,

10 They are related to the Fourier modes «y, 3 of aj,b; by
Ve = %(O‘k +iﬂk)7')’;1 = %(O‘_k - 7'/8_k)

lattice Qv @A Q™) cont.
states op.
€2) 0 0 0 1
72 |2) +1 cos T cos T \I!;E
v_1|) -1 | —cos¥ | —cos¥ U
’y%_%m) +1 —cosf | —cosT \IIE
_n|) | -1 cos T cos T TR

Table II. The eigenvalues of the vector charge Q" and the un-
quantized axial charge @A for the low-lying energy eigenstates
of the Hamiltonian (5) with anti-periodic boundary condition.
Since the quantized axial charge Q* does not commute with
QV or @A, it cannot be simultaneously diagonalized; instead,
we record its expectation values. The rightmost column shows
the local operators that create these states in the continuum
limit.

while those with =y can be obtained similarly. Hence, for
finite £ and L — oo,

I A — T (OA AT —

LI_{I;O[Q el Lh_gr;O[Q SR = Ve o0
. At 1 ANA T _ T

A [QF, vy I = lim [Q% 5y 1=,

Comparing with (2), this proves that both Q* and @A
flow to the continuum axial charge Q* in the limit. As
a demonstration, we compute the eigenvalues and expec-
tation values of these conserved charges on the low-lying
lattice states in Table II.

D. The non-abelian algebra

The charges QY and Q* (as well as @A) are part
of a larger algebra of conserved operators. Let us de-
ﬁne An = %E] ajaj+n, Bn = _%Zj bjbj+n and Qn =
i > ajbjin withn € Z. We have A, = (-1)"A,, and
similarly for B,, and @,. These operators all commute
with the Hamiltonian and obey the following closed al-
gebra:

[Qn» Qm] = Z(B’H’L7n + Amfn) 5
[Qm Am] = [Qm Bm] = i(anm - Qner) 5

while all the other commutators vanish. In par-
ticular, @V =Qo, Q*=Q1, Q*=1(Q1+Q-1) and
H=A_1+B;. While Q,=T,'Q¢T, " have integer
eigenvalues, A,, and B,, do not.

For a fixed finite n, these operators are sum of local
operators, and using (11), we find

(21)

lim @, =

\%
{Q for n even, (22)

07 for n odd.



Therefore, we find an infinite tower of conserved lattice
operators, with Q* and Q* special cases of them, that
flow to the same axial charge in the continuum limit.

Since the model (5) is integrable, it is expected to have
many conserved quantities (in particular, our algebra
contains the sl(2) loop algebra of Ref. [28] as a subal-
gebra). However, the majority of these conserved quan-
tities are non-local, meaning they cannot be expressed as
a sum of operators supported in a finite region, nor do
they map local operators to other local operators. The
interesting point, however, is that among these conserved
quantities, Q* (along with @Q,, for small, odd n) is local
and flows to the axial charge in the continuum, which
has an anomaly with the vector charge.

E. Comparison with other constructions

Many of the discussions of lattice chiral symmetries
are in the context of Euclidean lattice models, while ours
concerns the Hamiltonian lattice models. We will not
attempt to give a comprehensive comparison with all the
existing constructions, but refer the readers to Ref. [1]
for a review.

The Euclidean version of the staggered fermion, which
is reviewed in Ref. [29], has two U(1) symmetries. The
first is the manifest vector, or fermion number, symme-
try. The second is sometimes referred to as the U(1).
symmetry [30, 31]. In contrast to the symmetries in the
Hamiltonian model, these two U(1) symmetries commute
in the Euclidean model. However, U(1), acts with an al-
ternating sign in the Euclidean time direction, and there-
fore does not lead to an ordinary global symmetry in the
Hamiltonian formalism. It would be interesting to fur-
ther explore the connection between U(1), and our non-
abelian algebra, especially along the lines of Ref. [32].

Next, we compare this discussion with other Hamil-
tonian lattice models in the literature. Refs. [33-35] dis-
cuss an axial charge that is both quantized and commutes
with the vector charge, but their Hamiltonian is not local,
and the Nielsen-Ninomiya theorem does not apply. The
quantized axial charge was pointed out in Refs. [25, 26],
and was referred to as the “arrow charge” in the latter
reference in connection with the integrability literature.
In this letter, we provided an alternative derivation of
this quantized axial charge, from which we found a fam-
ily of other lattice realizations and identified the non-
abelian algebra they generate. The unquantized axial
charge was first discussed in Refs. [21, 22], and was later
elaborated in Ref. [26, 36] in the context of the Hamilto-
nian version of the overlap formulation [37-39] and the
Ginsparg-Wilson relation [40]. Finally, the Hamiltonian
in (5) is in 141D with nearest-neighbor couplings, con-
trasting with the domain wall fermion approach where
the model is effectively 241D [41]. (See also Refs. [42, 43]
for recent progress.)

IV. COUPLING TO GAUGE FIELDS
A. Gauging the vector symmetry

Let us now discuss the fate of the two axial charges
after we gauge U(1)V. The gauged Hamiltonian is a
lattice regularization of 1+1D QED, i.e., the Schwinger
model [2]. We introduce a U(1)-valued gauge field U, 1
and an integer-valued electric field operator Lj +% on

cach link. They satisfy [L;,1,U; 1] =0;;Uj 1. The
gauged Hamiltonian is [21 44]
:—lz(j j+lcj+1+CU 1Cj+1)
(23)

2
+ KZLJ"F%
J

Furthermore, we impose the Gauss constraint, L, 1=
Lj_% = q;/+% + (_21)J [45, 46]. The Gauss law restricts the

Hilbert space to a subsector of fixed QV charge. Since
the quantized axial charge Q* does not commute with
QV, it does not act within the gauge-invariant subspace.
Q" is therefore no longer a symmetry when we couple to
the dynamical gauge field for U(1)V. This is analogous to
gauging a U(1) subgroup of SU(2): if the S* symmetry
is gauged, the S* and SY charges cannot be made gauge-
invariant and are, therefore, explicitly broken.

B On the other hand, the unquantized axial charge
QA can be made gauge invariant as Q*(U) =
32 (cf U1 — ¢ U 1cj+1) 1" Even though it is
a gauge-invariant operator actmg in the gauged theory,
it fails to commute with the gauged Hamiltonian,

~i1[QMNU), Hy] = —% DALy byt (2

where h;, 1 (U) = ’L(CU +1+CU 1cj+1> is the
Hamiltonian density for the fermlons ThlS is the lattice
avatar of the Schwinger anomaly of the continuum axial
charge £OA = —i[Q* H] =1 [dz E [48], which is the
integrated form of (4). We conclude that both the quan-
tized Q* and the unquantized @A axial symmetries are
broken as we gauge the vector U(1)V symmetry.

B. Gauging the axial symmetry

The main advantage of the quantized axial charge QP
compared to the unquantized one Q*, is that it can be

1 The continuum counterpart is the following: in the point-
splitting regularization of the axial current 4, an infinitesimal
Wilson line must be introduced to ensure gauge invariance [47].



coupled to dynamical (compact) U(1) gauge fields. The
gauged Hamiltonian is obtained by conjugating Hy with
Tb:

Hy =) [— 1@ = 0j1) U1 (a1 + ibj2)
! (25)
2
+h.c.} +K § L2,

J

The Gauss law is obtained similarly, and found to be
Liyi—L; 1 = q?_ir% + 527 We conclude that QY and

2
Q* can individually be gauged on the lattice and are free
of self-anomalies.

V. A LATTICE ANOMALY AS AN
OBSTRUCTION TO GAPPED PHASES

Do the lattice axial and vector symmetries have an
anomaly? Conventionally, the anomaly of a global sym-
metry is defined as the obstruction to gauging the sym-
metry. However, the lattice charges Q® and QV generate
the non-abelian algebra (21), which includes highly non-
local charges, so it is not clear if there is a sensible pre-
scription for gauging it. On the other hand, it has been
advocated in Refs. [49-52] that a global symmetry should
be called anomalous if there does not exist a trivially
gapped phase (i.e., a gapped phase with a non-degenerate
ground state and no long-range entanglement) preserv-
ing the symmetry. This definition is inspired by the ’t
Hooft anomaly matching argument and avoids the need
to discuss the gauging of said global symmetry. Below,
we will show that the lattice axial and vector symmetries
together are anomalous in this sense. See Refs. [53-55]
for the relation between these two definitions of anoma-
lies.

Concretely, we prove in Appendix B that local defor-
mations of the Hamiltonian (5) preserving both QV and
Q™ are necessarily quadratic in the fermions. In fact, the
only @V and Q* symmetric local deformations are of the
form (n > 2)

L
0H, = Z —i(c;r-chrn + cjc;r-+n) , (26)
j=1

which flow to irrelevant deformations of the Dirac CFT in
the IR. For a small deformation strength, such terms only
renormalize the velocities of the left- and right-moving
fermions in the continuum limit.

In particular, the quartic Thirring coupling
C;Cjc‘;_i_leJrl preserves QV but breaks Q*. This is
to be contrasted with its continuum limit; the contin-
uum Thirring coupling (VT W) (¥T, V) = \I/E\I!L\IIE\I/R
preserves both the vector and axial symmetries QV, Q*,
and leads to an exactly marginal deformation of the
Dirac fermion CFT.

One interesting corollary is that any Hamiltonian that
commutes with both QV and Q® must be gapless. This is
reminiscent of the constraint from perturbative anoma-
lies in continuum field theory. In continuum field theory,
perturbative anomalies of continuous global symmetries
are encoded in the local operator product expansion and,
therefore, cannot be matched by a gapped phase. Even
when the symmetry is spontaneously broken, there are
gapless Goldstone boson modes. The symmetries QY and
Q* present an example of such a gapless constraint on a
lattice with a finite-dimensional local Hilbert space.

This constraint is in fact much stronger than the typ-
ical discrete anomalies or the Lieb-Schultz-Mattis con-
straints [56-58], where the low-energy phase is con-
strained to be either gapless, or gapped with some non-
trivial features, such as degenerate ground states and/or
long-range entanglement described by a topological quan-
tum field theory. It is also stronger than the “symmetry-
enforced gaplessness” discussed in Refs. [59-65], where a
gapped phase with spontaneous broken discrete symme-
tries (e.g., time-reversal symmetry) remains a possibility.
The charges QY and Q* entirely exclude any gapped
phases, leaving the gapless phase as the only possibility.

While the preservation of both QY and Q* imposes
a nontrivial gapless constraint, each of these two con-
served charges can individually be coupled to respec-
tive gauge fields (as in (23) and (25)) and is free of
anomalies. Moreover, it is possible to deform the gap-
less Hamiltonian (5) to a trivially gapped phase with a
unique vacuum while preserving either Q¥ or Q# (but
not both). If we choose to preserve QV, while violat-
ing Q*, we can add the deformation 6 H = Zj(—l)jc;cj
to open an energy gap. In the continuum, this corre-
sponds to deforming the Lagrangian density by the mass
term U} U, 4 Wl Uy [21, 22]. See Ref. [46] for the precise
relation between this lattice deformation and the contin-
uum mass term. On the other hand, the deformation
T,0H Tb_1 = Ej(—l)jq]’.\+%preserves Q* but violates QY
and drives the system to a trivially gapped phase. In the
continuum, it corresponds to U ¥y + \I/J]E\I/I1

Finally, we note that the charge QV is on-site in the
sense that the local terms q}l involve fermions only on
site j, and it maps a local operator at site j to another
at the same location. On the other hand, @ is not on-
site since it smears a local operator at site j to its nearest
neighbors. The unitary transformation by 7, ' renders
Q" on-site, but this comes at the cost of Q\}7 no longer
being on-site. However, there does not seem to be a
unitary transformation that makes both QY and Q* on-
site simultaneously, hinting at a mixed anomaly between
them. See Refs. [66, 67] for related discussions.

VI. EXACT WINDING SYMMETRY IN THE
XY MODEL

It is well-known that wupon bosonization, the
fermionic Hamiltonian (5) becomes the XY model,



H =73, X;X;11+Y;Yj41 [56]. The vector charge Qv
becomes 1 >° ; Zj, the charge of the manifest U(1) spin
rotation symmetry of the XY Hamiltonian. In the con-
tinuum, this flows to the momentum U(1) symmetry of
the ¢ = 1 compact boson CFT at radius R = V2.12 On
the other hand, the axial charge Q* is mapped to a sec-
ond U(1) symmetry of the XY model, which flows to the
winding U(1) symmetry in the continuum; its explicit
form on a chain with even L is'?

L/2
1
1 Z(YQJ‘AXQJ‘ — X9;Yo;41). (27)

J=1

The global aspects of bosonization, the exact winding
symmetry, and the relation to a non-invertible symmetry
of the XY model will be discussed in Ref. [73].

VII. CONCLUSION

While a lattice model with a finite-dimensional Hilbert
space cannot host the exact chiral anomaly, the sym-
metry generators for the axial and vector symmetries —
which in the continuum limit have a mixed anomaly —
exist exactly in the staggered fermion lattice model. The
quantized charges QV, Q" [25, 26] resemble their contin-
uum counterparts closely: each one of them generates
a (compact) U(1) global symmetry and can be gauged.
However, they do not commute with each other on the
lattice. By contrast, the unquantized axial charge Q%
[21, 22, 26, 36] generates an R global symmetry, and it is
not clear how to couple it to U(1) gauge fields.

It would be interesting to investigate the fate of these
charges for interacting fermions e.g., in 141D QED with
multiple flavors of fermions and in QCD, where gauge in-
teractions make the models non-integrable. It would also
be natural to analyze chiral global symmetries in other
models, such as the 3450 model. Another generaliza-
tion is to explore quantized axial charges in 3+1D stag-

gered fermions, which is more phenomenologically rele-
vant. One qualitative difference compared to the 1+1D
case is that the axial symmetry in 3+1D not only has a
mixed anomaly with the vector symmetry but it is also
anomalous by itself.

The phenomenon discussed here is qualitatively sim-
ilar to the emanant symmetry of Ref. [9] and the non-
invertible Kramers-Wannier symmetry in Refs. [23, 74—
76]. In all these cases, we start with an internal global
symmetry Gigr in a continuum field theory in the IR and
seek a UV symmetry Gyy in a microscopic lattice real-
ization. While the symmetry operators for Gg exist ex-
actly on the lattice (and therefore Gir is not emergent),
they obey a different algebra Gyy compared to the IR
one. In Refs. [23, 74-77], the UV symmetries mix with
lattice translations. In the current letter, the IR symme-
try Gir = [U(1)Y x U(1)"]/Z,, which has an anomaly,
emanates [9] from the non-abelian UV symmetry Guy
(21).
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12 As standard in the string theory literature, we refer to the two
U(1) symmetries of the compact boson CFT as the “momen-
tum” and “winding” symmetries. In some communities, they
are respectively referred to as the “charge” and “vortex” sym-
metries. Here “momentum” refers to that in the target space. In
the language of the Luttinger liquid, these two U(1) symmetries
respectively shift the two scalar fields. Our convention for the
target space radius R is so that R = 1 is the self-dual point under
T-duality, which enjoys an enhanced su(2) chiral algebra.

In fact, when L = 0 mod 4, the XY model is unitarily equiva-
lent to the Levin-Gu spin chain [68, 69], and this lattice winding
charge becomes the U(1) charge izj Z;Z;11 of Ref. [70]. On
the other hand, the Levin-Gu spin chain is known to be equiva-
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Appendix A: Continuum limit of [QY, Q%]

In the main text, we claim that the quantized lattice vector and axial charges Q¥ and Q*, given by Eqgs. (7) and (9)
respectively, commute in the continuum limit of the staggered fermion Hamiltonian. In this appendix, we prove this
statement. More precisely, we will show that the matrix elements of [QY,Q*] between any two low-energy states

vanish in the limit thermodynamic limit L — oo.

Low-energy states of the staggered fermion Hamiltonian model are most naturally understood in momentum
space, where they reside near momenta k =0 and k = L/2. Recall that in terms of the momentum space opera-

_ 2mikj

_ 1 L
tors v, = —= dj-1€

L cj, the Hamiltonian is re-written as

. 27k
H = Z QSIHT 'y;i'yk.

L L
-3 <k<3

(A1)

When the fermions obey periodic boundary conditions, there are zero modes at k = 0 and k = L/2, which cause the
ground states |€; J) to be 4-fold degenerate (J = 1,2, 3,4). For anti-periodic boundary conditions, k = 0 and k = L/2
are not allowed values of momenta, and there is a single ground state |€2;J) with J = 1. For both periodic and
anti-periodic boundary conditions, the ground state(s) satisfy

J) —Z<k<o,

A2
0 0<k<Z, (A4.2)

ﬁ%&ﬂ={

and the low-energy states are created by acting -, and ’y,i on |Q; J) with k near 0 or L/2. Therefore, it is convenient
to rewrite the commutator (15),

Qcom = [QV7 QA] = - Z (chjJrl + C;—C;+1> (A?))
j=1
in momentum space as
2mi _2mi
Qmm=§:<eLkﬂ¢ﬁ—e Lkww%)~ (A.4)

k

Consider two arbitrary low-energy states |¢1) = 7,11 ...’y};nfyql V12, ) and |p2) = 7};1 ...fy};, oy Vg 19, J)
and the related matrix element of the commutator

(62Qeom|d1) = (T -9, g Qeom Y, -+, Vo - Vg |9 T)- (A5)
In the continuum limit, this matrix element simplifies. Indeed, using (A.4), it follows that
.. 2rk .. 27k
[Qcorrn ’7]1] = _21 S111 T’V—ka [Qcom7 Vk] = 22 S111 T’VT_]C . (AG)

For k close to 0 or L/2, these commutators vanish in the L — oo limit. Therefore, the commutator Qcom commutes
with all low-energy operators in the continuum limit. Using this, we can rewrite the matrix elements (A.5) in the
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continuum limit as
nggo <¢2|Qcom|¢1> = <Qv J,h/;;n/ cee ’Y;{Yk;’, ce fYk’l 7[11 ce ’Ylin’}/ql o Vam Qcom |Qa J> (A7)

However, using Egs. (A.2) and (A.4), the commutator Qcom satisfies Qcom|2,J) = 0. This is because for any
k #0,L/2, either ~, or «_, annihilates |2,.J), and so ~,7vy_, necessarily annihilates |2, J). Furthermore, this is
true for both periodic and anti-periodic boundary conditions. Indeed, for the zero modes k = 0, L/2 occuring from
periodic boundary conditions, we have v,v_, = 7,7, = 0 and so these values of £ do not contribute to Qcom. Following
this argument, the matrix element (A.7) simplifies to

nggo <¢2|Qcom|¢1> =0. (AS)

Since |¢1) and |¢2) are arbitrary low-energy states, we conclude that all matrix elements of Qcom = [QV, @*] involving
low-energy states vanish in the continuum limit, and QY and Q* commute in the continuum limit.

Appendix B: Deformations preserving both Q¥ and Q*

In the main text, we discussed how the lattice vector and axial symmetries are anomalous in the sense that there
does not exist a non-degenerated gapped Hamiltonian with U(1)V and U(1)* symmetries. In fact, we claimed that
all local Hamiltonians that are U(1)V and U(1)* symmetric take the form

L

N
Z _ZQ”Z €iCjn T C; J+n> ’ (B.1)

=1

with limy, o, N/L = 0. This is a gapless Hamiltonian for all couplings g,, with dispersion wy, = 2 Z _1 9nsin(2mnk/L).
In this appendix, we prove this statement. In particular, we will now prove that all local deformations of the staggered
fermion Hamiltonian that commute with the U(1)Y symmetry operator ¢#Q" and the 74 C U(l)A symmetry operator
e~15Q" are quadratic and of the type (B.1), which has the full U(1)* symmetry.

We start by considering the product of symmetry operators e—i3Q" ei%QV, which satisfies e~13Q"¢i3Q" = T,T, 1.
Indeed, this identity can be seen by noting that e~i15Q%¢i5Q" act on aj and b; as
e_i%QAei%Qvaje_i%Qvei%QA = e_i%QAbjei%Q =aj—1,

B.2
e_i%QAei%vaje_i%Qvei%QA = e_’%QA(—aj)ei%QA (B2)

=bjt1,

which is the same action as T,T, *. Then, because a; and b; form a faithful basis for the algebra of operators acting

on this tensor product Hilbert space, the operator identity e~%Z 5Qi3QY = T,T,! holds. Imposing the symmetry
generated by T,T," I forbids deformations to the staggered fermion Hamiltonian that couple the a and b Majorana
fermions. This is because repeated actions of TyT,, ! increase the distance between the a and b Majorana operators,
so that any local product of them will become increasingly non-local. Therefore, by imposing that all deformations
commute with T, T 1 we need only consider deformations whose individual terms consist of only the a; Majorana
fermions or only the b; Majorana fermions. Furthermore, by locality of the Hamiltonian, this implies that 75, and T3
individually commute as well, and therefore lattice translations T' = T, T}, too.

Having found the effect of requiring 7,7, I invariance, we next require all deformations to commute with eiQ"
Let us first consider the 7,7, !-symmetric Majorana bi-linears

03(4.7") = ajay, 05(4,3") = bjby, (B.3)
where we assume j < j' without loss of generality. An infinitesimal QY action transforms these terms by

505(4,5') = p(bjaz + azbj) + O(p?),
505(4,5') = —plajbj + bjaj) + O(¢?).

11



Therefore, the only combinations of these bi-linears that are U(1)Y symmetric take the form
05(5,5") + O5(4,5") = aja; +bb/—2(cc,+ccT), (B.5)

and the most general T, T, ! and U(1)V symmetric, local deformation using fermion bi-linears is

. L N
1
6H = —5 Z Z gn(ajaj+n + bjbj+n); (BG)

j=1n=1

where limy,_,oo N/L = 0. Note that the original staggered fermion Hamiltonian (5) is of such type for which n = 1.
Furthermore, because 6 H commutes with 73, and QV, in light of (12), it also commutes with Q* too.

Having considered symmetric bi-linear operators, we now consider T, T, L_symmetric 2n-body terms with n > 2,
which take the form

2n
Ogn(]hv]Qn):Hajgv Ogn(jthQn):HbJ[ (B7)
=1
An infinitesimal QV action transforms these operators by
305, ({je}) = ¢ Z aj, by, - ag,, + O(P%),
o= (B.8)
505, ({ie}) = —¢ Z bj, -+ @y bja, + O(67)
r=1

Because each term in §03%, consists of 2n — 1 a; operators and 1 b; operator, while each term in 0%, contains 2n — 1
b; operators and 1 a; operator, §0O%5,, and 505, are linearly independent when n > 2. Therefore, there is no linear
combination of 0%, (j1,. .., j2n) and O, (j1,. .., j2n) for n > 2 that is symmetric under the entire U(1)V symmetry,
and the only allowed deformations of the staggered fermion model (6) are quadratic terms of the form (B.6).
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