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We present efficient algorithms for obtaining the Hamiltonian in Lightcone Conformal

Truncation (LCT) for a 2d scalar field with a generic potential. We apply this method

to the sine-Gordon and sinh-Gordon models in 1 + 1d, and find precise agreement

with integrability results when the scaling dimension ∆ of the deforming cosine/cosinh

potential is in the range ∆ ≤ 1. The agreement provides additional evidence for a

recent conjecture for how to compute the effective lightcone Hamiltonian in this class

of models. In addition, to high precision, we provide the first direct confirmation for the

conjectured self-duality of the sinh-Gordon model (∆ < 0), which relates ∆ ↔ 4/∆. As

the dimension approaches the upper limit ∆ = 1 from below, we show analytically that

the Hamiltonian matrix elements exactly reproduce those of a free Majorana fermion,

demonstrating how bosonization is manifested in the LCT basis. We comment on the

possible extension of the approach to ∆ > 1.
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1 Introduction and Summary

Hamiltonian truncation is a method for doing strongly coupled calculations in Quan-

tum Field Theory (QFT), or any infinite dimensional quantum system, by numerically

diagonalizing the Hamiltonian of the theory on a finite-dimensional subspace [1–20].

Lightcone Conformal Truncation (LCT)[21–23] is a particular implementation of this

idea, where one works in lightcone quantization and uses a truncated subspace moti-

vated by the conformal symmetry of the ultraviolet (UV) of the theory. The numeric

efficiency of the method is greatest in lower dimensions, and at this point large classes of

2d QFTs can be studied at high precision using currently available techniques [24–33].

However, despite the relative versatility of this approach for 2d QFTs, it has mostly

been applied to a fairly small number of models. Part of the reason for this is that

each new theory application takes time to develop algorithms to compute the corre-

sponding Hamiltonian efficiently in practice, even in the case where the UV CFT is

a free theory and can be exactly solved in principle. On the other hand, when we

think of a Lagrangian theory with only relevant interactions, there are only a handful

of different possible types of interactions available, such as Yukawa interactions, gauge

interactions, and potentials made from products of scalar fields. It seems both quite

feasible and useful to implement the existing methods on this entire class of theories,

which could be a valuable tool for quickly investigating questions of strongly coupled

physics in a 2d setting.

In this paper, we introduce an implementation that covers a large subset of such

theories, namely a single real scalar field with an arbitrary Z2-even V (ϕ) potential.

Unlike in d > 2, any ϕn interaction is relevant, providing a huge space of interesting

RG flows into the infrared (IR); these include RG flows to all the unitary c < 1

minimal models, for instance. Code implementing this approach is available online

at https://github.com/andrewliamfitz/LCT.

1.1 Summary of Main Results

To demonstrate the method, we apply it to the sine-Gordon and sinh-Gordon models.

Both the sine-Gordon and sinh-Gordon model can be thought of as the deformation

δL = −λLC
2π

cos(βϕ), (1.1)

where λLC is the lightcone quantization ‘coupling’, and β is real (imaginary) for sine-

Gordon (sinh-Gordon). The effective lightcone quantization coupling λLC is related to

the equal-time quantization coupling by the equal-time expectation value of cos(βϕ)

[32–34]:

λLC = λET⟨cos(βϕ)⟩. (1.2)
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Even if this expectation value were unknown, it would still be possible to compute all

dimensionless ratios of physical quantities in the theory. In this case, though, the vev is

known from integrability, and so we can check the overall scale as well. We will obtain at

high precision the mass spectrum and c-function of the model, for all imaginary β (sinh-

Gordon), and over the range 0 ≤ β ≤
√
4π for real β (sine-Gordon). We compare these

quantities to their values computed from integrability, and find excellent agreement.

We emphasize that this comparison is not simply a quantitative test of the numeric

efficiency of the method, but is moreover a stringent test of the following conceptual

points:

• The relation (1.2) between the lightcone effective coupling λLC, the equal-time

coupling λET, and the vev ⟨cos(βϕ)⟩. Existing arguments for this relation include

an analysis at all orders in β [34], as well as a matching argument based on

integrating out all nonchiral modes to obtain the lightcone effective Hamiltonian,

which assumes that only the chiral modes form a complete basis for the lightcone-

quantized theory.

• The duality of the sinh-Gordon models related by β → 8π
β
. Existing arguments

for this duality are based on analytic continuation of the two-to-two scattering

amplitude of breathers, but testing it directly has proven to be challenging. In

this work, we will compute the c-function on both sides of the duality for a range

of β and find they agree to high precision.

The paper is organized as follows. First, in section 2 we describe a new efficient

algorithm for computing the Hamiltonian matrix elements for a generic scalar theory

which significantly improves upon an older radial quantization technique. Then in sec-

tion 3 we present the bulk of our numerical results for both the Sine-Gordon and the

Sinh-Gordon models, and compare them to integrability. In section 4, for the specific

case of a single relevant primary deformation of the scalar CFT, we describe the connec-

tion between the Fock-space formulation of 2, and the lightcone effective Hamiltonian

formulation proposed in [33]. In section 5 we demonstrate how bosonization works in

the context of the LCT basis, by explicitly demonstrating how at finite truncation, the

scalar LCT basis maps to the finite truncation fermionic LCT basis. In section 6 we

report on some initial efforts to extend the method to less relevant operators, i.e. to

∆ > 1. Finally, we conclude and discuss some potential future research directions in 7.
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2 Computing the Hamiltonian

2.1 Review of Radial Quantization Method

The Hamiltonians we will consider are sums over terms of the form ϕ2n, in a basis of

states created by (Fourier transforms of) operators of the form ∂k1ϕ∂k2ϕ . . . ∂knϕ. The

resulting matrix elements can therefore be computed in principle simply by computing

n-point functions of ϕ in the free theory. However, in practice, computing such cor-

relators by summing over Wick contractions quickly becomes impractical, due to the

rapid growth in the number of possible pairings of operators with n. A much more

efficient method to compute the necessary matrix elements is to first construct primary

operators Oi, and compute the matrix elements ⟨Oi|ϕ2n(x)|Oj⟩, where |Oi⟩ is the cor-

responding state in radial quantization. The speedup in this approach is due to the

fact that in radial quantization, the individual factors ∂kϕ acting on the vacuum create

a single Fock space mode, which must either contract with the identical mode (same

value of k) from the bra state, or else contract with one of the ϕs from the interaction

ϕ2n, so that the number of nonvanishing contractions is significantly smaller. To do the

Fourier transforms, the full dependence on the position of the bra and ket operators Oi

and Oj must be restored, which can be done using conformal transformations. There

is one final technical challenge, that ϕ is not a local operator in 2d, so ϕ2n does not

transform like a local operator. However, one can circumvent this issue by instead

calculating ∂ϕ(y1) . . . ∂ϕ(yn), using the fact that ∂ϕ is a primary operator, and then

one can integrate over the yis to get back ϕ(y). This method was first implemented in

[22].

The result of this algorithm is that a typical matrix element takes the form

⟨∂kϕ|ϕ2n|∂k′
ϕ⟩ =

∑
k∈k
k
′∈k′

A
k,k′,k,k

′I(k,k′
)δ

k/k,k′/k
′ (2.1)

which consists of the contraction factor A
k,k′,k,k

′ , which counts all possible ways how

radial quantization modes are contracted, and a dynamical part I(k,k′
), which encodes

the factor from Fourier transforming the CFT correlator. For each possible contraction,

there are some number l(k) of ϕs that contract to the left, and some number n− l(k) of
remaining ϕs that contract to the right, so that A

k,k′,k,k
′ factorizes into an “creation”

part and “annhilation” part,

A
k,k′,k,k

′ = ⟨k|

(∑
ℓ

a†ℓ

)l(k)

|k/k⟩⟨k/k|

(∑
ℓ

aℓ

)n−l(k)

|k′⟩ , (2.2)
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∆max num. of states code in [22] new code

20 627 3.96s 0.827s

40 37338 3579s 109s

Table 1. Benchmark timing of new code vs. code in [22], for ϕ4 matrix elements computation

for all states at ∆max = 20 and 40. Computation is performed on a Macbook Pro M1.

and moreover each part recursively factorizes into product of “one-mode annihilation

matrix”

⟨k|

(∑
ℓ

aℓ

)m

|k′⟩ =
∑
k′′

⟨k|

(∑
ℓ

aℓ

)
|k′′⟩⟨k′′|

(∑
ℓ

aℓ

)m−1

|k′⟩ . (2.3)

The key bottleneck is that A
k,k′,k,k

′ gets more complicated factorially as n and ∆max

grows. In practice, for ∆max = 20 the efficiency is limited by how we store the data. In

[22], we stored the information of (2.3) in two separated matrices: one sparse numerical

matrix for coefficients and one symbolical matrix for the list of ki keeps track of the

difference between k and k′. Programming languages such as Mathematica operate on

symbolical matrices much more slowly than on numerical matrices, and the main loss

of efficiency in the algorithm is solely for this reason. In this work we have improved

the algorithm by storing (2.3) as a numerical sparse tensor, and the performance is

greatly enhanced. A benchmark of the algorithm is shown in Table 1 and Figure 1. We

summarize the improved algorithm in the next subsection.

10 20 30 40
0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

3.5

Figure 1. Benchmark timing of new code computing ϕn matrix element, for each n. The

truncation time is peaked at n = ∆max/2. For greater n, the states giving nonzero contribu-

tion to ϕn must have large number of particles, and the number of states are suppressed.
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2.2 Code Implementation and Improved Algorithm

The new, faster approach adopted in this work is to store the “annhilation” factors in

one numerical rank-3 tensor. In the improved algorithm, the building blocks are gen-

eralized “annihilation operators” [m]Aµ
ν; ρ keeping track of contracting the interaction

with m particles in the ket state

[m]A
µ(k′)
ν(k); ρ(δk) =


√∏∆max

k=1 (n′
k)nk−n′

k
if k\k′ = δk

0 otherwise
(2.4)

where:

• k is a monomial state ∂k1ϕ∂k2ϕ · · · ∂kl(k)ϕ and l(k) is the length of the list k.

• Each k has a unique index in the basis of integer partitions of any K ≤ ∆max

into exactly l(k) nonzero numbers. We use Greek letters to denote these indices,

such as µ(k). For example, at ∆max = 5 we index all length-3 basis vectors as

µ(k) : µ(|111⟩) = 1, µ(|211⟩) = 2, µ(|311⟩) = 3, µ(|221⟩) = 4 . (2.5)

As a special case, for l(k) = 1 we have µ({k}) = k.

• We also give a index ρ(δk) for the (un-ordered) list δk of the modes that are

contracted to the Hamiltonian. The rule of indexing the vectors is the same as

above.

• k\k′ is the vector k after removing the subvector k′. We additionaly require that

k′ ⊂ k.

• nk is the counting of k in the list k. (a)b denotes the Pochhammer symbol.

The tensor efficiently encodes all possible ways to get from |k⟩ state to |k′⟩ state by

contracting m particle with the Hamiltonian, the symmetry factors, and the levels of

all the particles contracted. These tensors of higher m can be recursively constructed

from lower m. The algorithm for growing one particle m − 1 → m is a sparse array

contraction
[m]Aµ

ν; ρ =
[1]Aµ

σ;λ ·
[m−1]Aσ

ν;ω ·Bλ,ω
ρ , (2.6)

where we define another rank-3 tensor B to keep track of the contracted modes.

B
λ({k}),ω(δk)
ρ(δk′)

=

{
1 if δk′\δk = {k}
0 otherwise

. (2.7)
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The simplest building block of all annihilation operator is the one with m = 1

[1]A
ρ(k′)
µ(k); ν({k}) =

{√
nk if k\k′ = {k}

0 otherwise
. (2.8)

which can be efficiently computed because it is highly sparse. The contraction involved

in building higher m tensors is also fast as it takes advantage from existing sparse array

contraction algorithms that are highly optimized.

To get the final expression for the matrix element, we take the annhilation operator

acting on the out-state |k′⟩ and contract it with the annhilation operator action on the

in-state ⟨k| and apply the integral formula (2.10) to the contracted δk and δk′

Mk,k′ =
n−1∑
m=1

(4π)
2−n
2

m!(n−m)!
δm, 1

2
(l(k)−l(k′)+n) (

[m]A)†
µ(k);σ

λ · [n−m]Aλ
ν(k′); ρ ·C

ρ
σ × ch,h′ . (2.9)

The matrix C encodes the result of all spacetime integrals involved in computing the

Hamiltonian matrix elements, as follows:

F
ν(δk′)
µ(δk) (v) =

(∏
k∈δk

(1− vk)√
k

∏
k′∈δk′

(1− v−k′)√
k′

)
≡
∑
s

asv
s,

C
ν(δk′)
µ(δk) = F

ν(δk′)
µ(δk) (v)

∣∣∣
vs→|s|

=
∑
s

as|s|,

(2.10)

and the prefactor that depends on the conformal weights of the states is absorbed in

ch,h′

ch,h′ =
(−1)h−h′√

Γ(2h)Γ(2h′)

Γ(h+ h′ − 1)
. (2.11)

Note that (2.10) we first expand the two products into a single power series in vs, and

substitute vs → |s|. This formula was derived in [22] and is the result of integrating

the interaction ϕ2n(x) over the lightcone null surface, as well as Fourier transforming

the positions of the bra and ket operators to create momentum-space states. It takes

into account the conformal transformation required to map the bra and ket operators

back from ∞ and 0, respectively, to arbitrary spatial positions, as well as the fact that

each factor of ϕ in ϕ2n transforms not like a local operator but rather like the integral

of a local operator ϕ ∼
∫
∂ϕ.

7



3 Application: Free Scalar with Cosine potential

3.1 Sine-Gordon and Sinh-Gordon

Our main application of our numeric algorithm in this paper is the sine-Gordon theory,1

H =

∫
dx−

(
1

2
(∂ϕ)2 − λ

2π
cos(βϕ)

)
. (3.1)

It is integrable for any value of β, which will allow us to perform explicit checks of all

our results. It can also be understood purely in CFT terms, as a CFT (a compact free

boson, ϕ ∼= ϕ+ 2π
β
) with a relevant deformation. The dimension of the cos operator is

given by

∆β =
β2

4π
. (3.2)

The spectrum of the theory contains soliton/anti-soliton and breather bound states,

whose masses are given in terms of the coupling constant λ by [36]

soliton: Ms =

(
λ

2πκ(ξ)

) ξ+1
2

, (3.3)

breathers: mn = 2Ms sin
πnξ

2
, n = 1, 2, ...1/ξ, (3.4)

where ξ and κ are given by

ξ =
β2

8π − β2
=

∆β

2−∆β

, κ(ξ) =
2

π

Γ
(

ξ
ξ+1

)
Γ
(

1
ξ+1

) [√πΓ ( ξ+1
2

)
2Γ
(
ξ
2

) ]2/(ξ+1)

. (3.5)

The Sinh-Gordon model is related to the Sine-Gordon model by analytic contin-

uation, by taking β to be pure imaginary. In that case, the parameter ξ becomes

negative, indicating that the breathers disappear and solitons do not have any stable

bound states. We will mostly use ∆β to parameterize the space of theories, in order to

emphasize the intuition from thinking of the theory as a CFT deformed by a relevant

operator. In terms of ∆β, the (conjectured) duality is

∆β ↔ 4

∆β

, (3.6)
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Figure 2. Sinh-Gordon and Sine-Gordon parameter space as a function of the scaling di-

mension ∆β of the V (ϕ) potential.

and the self-dual point is ∆β = −2. The sinh-Gordon regime is ∆β < 0 whereas the

sine-Gordon regime is 2 > ∆β > 0. The point ∆β = 1 is dual to a free Dirac fermion.

See Fig. 2 for a cartoon summary of the parameter space.

3.2 Mass Spectrum

We evaluate the matrix elements of cos(βϕ) by Taylor expanding

cos(βϕ) =
∞∑
n=0

(−1)n(βϕ)2n

(2n)!
, (3.7)

and evaluating term-by-term. For any individual matrix element between a fixed pair

of basis states, only a finite number of terms in the Taylor series will contribute. This

is because if the power of ϕ2n is too large, there are simply not enough ϕs in the bra

and ket states to contract with, so the contribution vanishes. Therefore, the sum over

n is manifestly convergent.2

Perhaps the simplest observable one can consider is the mass gap of the theory.

There is one obstacle to comparing our numeric results for the gap to the analytic for-

mulas in the previous subsection, because one has to match the parameters in lightcone

quantization to the corresponding parameters in equal-time quantization, where the an-

alytic expressions were derived. This matching normally must be done numerically [32].

1When Nc ≡ 4π
β2 is an integer ≥ 2, the sine-Gordon model also happens to be the IR description

of 2d QCD with gauge group SU(Nc) and a Dirac fermion in the fundamental representation in the

limit where the bare fermion mass is small [29, 35].
2Using Wick contractions of ϕs is also equivalent to using the Fock space basis for free massless

scalars, as was done in [34] in a DLCQ basis. We will be able to improve on the results of [34] by

going to much higher truncations, and also by using an LCT basis which has faster convergence.
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In this case, the relation between the parameters is

λLC = λET⟨cos βϕ⟩ET, (3.8)

where λET/2π is the coefficient of cos βϕ in the equal-time Lagrangian, and ⟨cos βϕ⟩ET
is the vacuum expectation value in equal-time.3

Fortunately, exactly this expectation value was derived analytically in [37], where

they found the elegant relation

λET⟨cos βϕ⟩ET =M2
s

π tan
(

π∆β

4−2∆β

)
2−∆β

, (3.9)

where Ms is the mass of the soliton, see (3.4). Therefore, when we use the resulting

relation for λLC in the lightcone effective action, we automatically obtain the spectrum

of mass-squareds as a multiple of M2
s .

The fact that the coefficient λLC = λET⟨cos βϕ⟩ET from (3.9) is linear in M2
s rather

than in Ms is in fact a nontrivial requirement of the simple existence of the lightcone

Hamiltonian, which computes the spectrum of P 2 directly.4 One interesting feature that

we will return to is that for a fixed equal-time coefficient λET, the vev ⟨cos βϕ⟩ diverges
like 1

∆β−1
as ∆β ∼ 1, so in order for lightcone quantization to correctly reproduce the

finite mass spectrum (which it does) it must have an infinite number of states that

become massless if the lightcone coupling λLC is held fixed as ∆β → 1.

In Fig. 3, we show our spectrum from LCT over the range −8 < ∆β < 1, and

compare to integrability results. Single soliton states are not visible in the spectrum,

since they carry solitonic charge and we only evaluate the neutral sector. The second

breather is part of the spectrum only for 0 < ∆β < 2/3, and disappears into the

continuum of multi-soliton states for larger values of ∆β. The masses of the remaining

breathers (n ≥ 3) are either above 2m1, or else absent from the spectrum.

For the sine-Gordon model, we also evaluate the one-particle form factor c2 for the

stress tensor to create the second breather; equivalently, c2 is the contribution to the

c-function from the second breather.5 From (3.4), the second breathers is physical when

3This relation was first derived in [34]. It was also derived in a more general CFT framework

in [32, 33]. One subtlety is that in the general CFT framework, the lightcone interaction for a

relevant deformation OR takes the nonlocal form OR(x)OR(∞), whereas the cos potential in the

Fock space prescription is apparently local; in section 4, we explain how these two apparently different

prescriptions end up being identical.
4The key point is that there are no other kinematic scales that could compensate the difference in

units between Ms and M2
s , because lightcone is manifestly momentum- (by Lorentz invariance of the

null quantization surface) and volume-independent (because of infinite volume).
5In this case the corresponding one-particle form factor c1 for the first breather vanishes identically

because there is a Z2 symmetry (ϕ → −ϕ) under which T−− is even but the first breather is odd.
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Figure 3. Comparison of low-lying states in LCT versus analytic prediction. The top

two plots show the spectrum of mass-squareds divided by the soliton mass-squared M2
1 , for

sinh-Gordon (∆β < 0, left) and sine-Gordon (∆β > 0, right). The lightest three states

from truncation are shown in light blue, solid. We also show the theoretical prediction from

integrability methods for the first breather m2
1 (black, dashed), second breather m2

2 (black,

dot-dashed), and the two-particle thresholds for the multi-breather 4m2
1 (black, dotted) and

multi-soliton 4M2
s states (black, solid), in the range where these states are physical (the single-

soliton state is charged and therefore does not show up as an eigenvalue in the neutral sector

we are considering). In the bottom two plots we show the same spectral results but in units

of the equal-time coupling, 2µ ≡ λET/2π.

∆β < 2/3. In Figure 4, we compare the value of c2, as well as the dimensionless ratio

m2
2/m

2
1, from truncation against the predicted value from integrability, for the full range

0 < ∆β <
2
3
, and find excellent agreement. The main source of error in the calculation

of c2 arises near the boundaries of this range, due to mixing with the multiparticle

states (multi-breather states near ∆β ∼ 0 and multi-soliton states at ∆β = 2/3).
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Figure 4. Sine-Gordon from LCT scalar code. Left: mass ratio m2
2/m

2
1 as a function of

∆β = β2

4π from LCT vs. the integrability result. Right: even bound state c2 spectral density.

3.3 c-function of Sine-Gordon

To perform more stringent tests, we can look at more complicated observables, and the

main one we will consider is the Zamolodchikov c-function, defined as an integral of

the T−− two-point function spectral density ρT−− :

c(s) ≡ 12π

p4−

∫ s

0

dµ2ρT−−(µ
2). (3.10)

In Fig.5, we show this c-function computed from LCT at two different values of

β, one at an intermediate value (of no particular special significance) and another

extremely close to the point β =
√
4π (∆β = 1) where the theory is dual to a free

fermion.6 In the former case, we compare the result to the c-function from integrability,

whereas in the latter case we can compare to the simple closed form of the c function

for a free fermion:

c free fermion(s) =
1

2

(
1− 4M2

s

s

)1/2

. (3.11)

Because the spectrum we obtain from truncation is discrete (due to the fact that we

are always keeping only a finite-dimensional subspace of the full Hilbert space), the c-

function we obtain from truncation is a sum over step functions, as one can see from the

definition (3.10) and the fact that the spectral density ρT−− is a sum over δ functions.

We refer to this sum over step functions as the ‘raw’ LCT spectral density. We can

improve it to a smooth function using the following method from [30]. First, consider

the spectral representation of the time-ordered two-point function of T−−:

∆T−−(s) = i

∫ ∞

0

dµ2 ρT−−(µ
2)

s− µ2 + iϵ
. (3.12)

6The reason we move slightly (2−10) below the free fermion point is that exactly at the free fermion

point, the Hamiltonian contains a ratio of the form 0/0, and in practice we obtain β =
√
4π by taking

a limit, as we discuss in detail in section 5.
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We compute all of the Taylor series coefficients of ∆T−−(s) in an expansion in s around

0:

∆T−−(s) = −i
p4−
12π

∞∑
n=0

⟨µ−2n⟩sn, ⟨µ−2n⟩ ≡
∫ ∞

0

dµ2 c
′(µ2)

µ2n
=

∫ ∞

0

dµ2µ−2n12π

p4−
ρT−−(µ

2).

(3.13)

The time-ordered two-point function has a branch cut at the two-particle threshold

s = 4m2.7 We define the following variable ρ which maps this branch cut to the unit

circle in the complex plane:

s =
16m2ρ

(1 + ρ)2
. (3.14)

Then, we use the series expansion in s to determine the series expansion in ρ, which we

use to construct the Padé approximant to the time-ordered two-point function. Finally,

we can take the imaginary part of this Padé approximant to recover the spectral density

ρT−− , but now in the form of a continuous function.8

●

●

●

●

● ● ●

●● ●
● ● ●● ● ● ● ●

●●● ●● ●● ● ●● ●●●

0 5 10 15
0.4

0.5

0.6

0.7

0.8

0.9

1.0

μ2 /mgap
2

c(
μ
)

● LCT Raw Data

Pade (4,4)

breather-breather form factor

β  2
6 π

19

●●●

●●

●●

●●

●●

● ●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●● ●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●● ● ●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●● ●●●●●●●●●●●●●●● ●

●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●●● ●●●●●●●●●● ●●●● ●

0 20 40 60 80 100 120 140

0.0

0.2

0.4

0.6

0.8

1.0

μ2 /mgap
2

c(
μ
)

● LCT Raw Data

Pade (4,4)

2 Free Fermions

β  4 π - 2-10

Figure 5. Left: c-function at an (ad hoc) intermediate value of β (∆β = 0.316) from LCT

compared with the integrability result counting the lowest parity even bound state and the

breather-breather two-particle form factor. Right: The c-function at β infinitesimally close

to
√
4π, compared to the free complex fermion. We have also improved the ‘raw’ c-function

from LCT, which has visible discrete jumps due to the discrete nature of the spectrum in any

finite truncation, into a smooth function (labeled “Pade (4,4)”) using the Padé approximation

technique described in the text.

7Any poles below this threshold show up as explicit stable states in the spectrum obtained numer-

ically, and can therefore be removed by hand.
8The exact result depends one which Padé order one chooses, but as long as the truncation is high

enough and many terms an in the expansion have converged, then there is a window of different Padé

orders over which the result is nearly independent of the order. In practice, we have chosen to use the

(4, 4) approximant in the ρ variable.
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An important advantage of the c-function, compared to the spectrum alone, is that

it contains detailed information about the multi-particle spectrum. Such information

becomes more important for ∆β outside the range 0 < ∆β < 2/3, where there are fewer

dimensionless quantities to check because there is only one stable breather mode. In

particular, for the sinh-Gordon model, where there is only one stable one-particle state,

there are no dimensionless ratios of particle masses and one is forced to consider multi-

particle observables in order to analyze the theory. We now turn to such an analysis

in the next subsection.

3.4 c-function of Sinh-Gordon and Duality

To test the duality ∆β ↔ 4/∆β of the sinh-Gordon model, we need to compare physical

observables involving dimensionless ratios. We will begin by choosing units where the

breather mass is m1 = 1. For any value of ∆β < 0, the spectrum is then simply an

isolated state at µ2 = 1, followed by a multiparticle continuum starting at µ2 ≥ 4, and so

is not sufficiently rich to provide compelling evidence for or against the existence of the

duality. Instead, the observable we will focus on in this subsection is the Zamolodchikov

c-function, defined in (3.10). As discussed in the previous subsection, we get the most

accurate calculation of the c function by computing moments of µ−2n integrated against

the spectral density, as defined in (3.13).

Another practical advantage of computing moments ⟨µ−2n⟩ rather than the c-

function directly is that it is straightforward to extrapolate the moments as a function of

the truncation parameter ∆max. In Fig. 6, we show how we do this for the leading non-

trivial moment ⟨µ−2⟩,9 for several values of ∆β. Once can see that at the largest values

of ∆max that we used, ∆max = 20, the moments are already quite accurate, and nearly

the same in models related by the duality. However, the agreement improves even more

if we extrapolate, by fitting the last four values of ∆max (i.e. ∆max = 14, 16, 18, 20) to

a + b/∆2
max. The convergence is generally faster for the value of ∆β closer to 0 (i.e.

the fit parameter b is smaller). Finally, we also show for comparison the prediction for

⟨µ−2⟩ from integrability, and find excellent agreement.

To fully check the agreement of the c-function, we should compare as many of its

moments as possible. In practice, even just the first 10 or so moments are sufficient

to construct Padè approximants that accurately reproduce the full µ-dependence of

the c-function, but the convergence of our method is fast enough that we can compute

many more moments than needed. In Fig. 7, we consider the dual points ∆β = −1/2

9The moment ⟨µ0⟩ is just the UV central charge, which is exactly equal to 1 for any point in

parameter space. Moreover, it is exactly equal to 1 in our numeric Hamiltonian truncation calculation,

for any value of the truncation ∆max, because it is simply given by the normalization of the basis state

created by the energy-momentum tensor.
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2n ∆β = −1/2 ∆β = −8 integrability

2 0.17505107 0.17561363 0.17483882

4 0.03374801 0.03388418 0.03374143

6 0.00684630 0.00687572 0.00684569

8 0.00143513 0.00144139 0.00143497

10 0.00030789 0.00030920 0.00030784

12 0.00006721 0.00006748 0.00006720

14 0.00001487 0.00001492 0.00001487

16 3.328 ×10−6 3.336 ×10−6 3.326 ×10−6

18 7.512 ×10−7 7.525 ×10−7 7.508 ×10−7

20 1.709 ×10−7 1.710 ×10−7 1.708 ×10−7

22 3.912 ×10−8 3.908 ×10−8 3.909 ×10−8

24 9.007 ×10−9 8.982 ×10−9 8.999 ×10−9

26 2.084 ×10−9 2.074 ×10−9 2.082 ×10−9

28 4.842 ×10−10 4.807 ×10−10 4.836 ×10−10

30 1.129 ×10−10 1.118 ×10−10 1.128 ×10−10

32 2.643 ×10−11 2.610 ×10−11 2.639 ×10−11

34 6.206 ×10−12 6.108 ×10−12 6.195 ×10−12

36 1.461 ×10−12 1.433 ×10−12 1.458 ×10−12

38 3.449 ×10−13 3.371 ×10−13 3.441 ×10−13

40 8.161 ×10−14 7.946 ×10−14 8.140 ×10−14

Table 2. Values of the moments ⟨µ−2n⟩ at ∆β = −1/2,−8, compared from their extrapolated

values at ∆max = ∞ in LCT (first two columns) and from integrability (last column).

and ∆β = −8, and show the extrapolation for many moments, from ⟨µ−2⟩ up to ⟨µ−40⟩,
and find that the ∆max → ∞ values agree to high precision; the numeric values are

shown for comparison in Table 2 for 2n = 2, 4, . . . , 40.

Next, in Fig. 8, we show these moments (extrapolated to ∆max = ∞) for a contin-

uous range of parameters of the model. To make the duality more intuitively apparent

by eye, we plot the moments as a function of the parameter

b ≡ − 2∆β

2−∆β

, (3.15)

since under the duality b ↔ 2 − b. We also show a prediction from integrability for

comparison. The integrability prediction is only an approximation to the exact result,

since it only includes contributions to the c-function from two-particle states. Because

the moments µ−2n are IR-dominated, and increasingly so at larger n, the integrability
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result is a decent approximation at small n (less than 2% error for n = 0) and rapidly

becomes an excellent approximation at larger n. Moreover, this approximation from

integrability is exactly invariant under the duality, so its agreement with the LCT result

on both sides of the duality in Fig. 8 provides a simple quantitative visualization of

the test of duality with our truncation methods.10

Finally, to emphasize that the accurate knowledge of so many moments is sufficient

to reproduce the entire c-function, in Fig. 9 we show the full c-function at ∆β =

−1/2 and ∆β = −8 from LCT with Padé improvement compared to the result from

integrability. Again, the agreement is excellent.
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Figure 6. Extrapolating the moment ⟨µ−2⟩ as a function of truncation cutoff ∆max for several

values of ∆β. The truncation results are shown as circles, and the results from integrability

are shown as diamonds. The lines are linear fits a + b/∆2
max performed by using the largest

4 values of ∆max (∆max = 14, 16, 18, 20). Values of ∆β related by duality ∆β ↔ 4/∆β are

shown using the same color.

4 Formulation in terms of UV CFT data

Up to this point, we have done all computations by relying on the fact that a scalar

theory with a V (ϕ) potential has a Fock space description for the states and interactions.

10The fact that the c-function is accurate all the way up to the self-dual point, and past it, is a

significant advantage of lightcone quantization over TCSA (i.e. equal-time quantization).
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Figure 7. Extrapolating the moments
∫
dµ2µ−2nc′(µ2) for the Zamolodchikov c-function

c(µ2) as a function of the truncation ∆max, for ∆β = −1/2 (black squares) and ∆β = −8

(blue circles), which are related by the duality of the sinh-Gordon model. The largest four

values of ∆max are used to perform a linear extrapolation to ∆max = ∞ (black solid at

∆β = −1/2, blue dot-dashed at ∆β = −8). The moment n = 0 is exactly the UV central

charge c = 1 for any ∆max and any ∆β.

Although this is the usual starting point for Lagrangian theories, one of the motivations

for using a basis of states constructed in terms of primary operators of the UV CFT is

that in principle such a construction can be applied to RG flows that do not have any

known Lagrangian description, but instead are defined only in terms of the CFT data

of a UV fixed point and its relevant deformations. Understanding how to treat such

deformations in general in a lightcone quantization Hamiltonian formulation is still an

open problem, but in the special case of a single relevant deformation OR with ∆ < 1

in d = 2 dimensions, a procedure was given in [32, 33, 38]. The final result was that

the “effective” Hamiltonian for lightcone quantization is

Heff =
λLC
2π

∫
dx−OR(x)OR(∞), λLC = λET⟨OR⟩ET, (4.1)
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Figure 8. Moments
∫
dµ2µ−2nc′(µ2) for the Zamolodchikov c-function c(µ2), from LCT

(red, dashed) versus integrability (black, solid), as a function of b ≡ 2β2

β2−8π
= − 2∆β

2−∆β
. The

integrability result is exactly invariant under the duality b ↔ 2 − b, so the fact that LCT

result closely approximates the integrability results on both sides of b = 1 is a quantitative

test of the duality. The inset shows the relative difference ≡
∣∣∣ ⟨µ−2n⟩int−⟨µ−2n⟩LCT

⟨µ−2n⟩int

∣∣∣. The n = 0

moment is exactly the central charge c = 1 of the UV, which is exactly reproduced by LCT

but only approximately reproduced by the integrability result, since the latter only includes

contributions from two-particle states.

where OR(∞) is OR mapped to conformal infinity, which takes on an unambiguous

definition when the matrix elements of Heff are evaluated between our basis states

created by Fourier transforms primary operators.

If V (ϕ) is of the form cos(βϕ) with 0 < β <
√
4π, or β pure imaginary, then ∆β < 1

and so the effective lightcone Hamiltonian formulation (4.1) should apply here as well.

However, this formulation looks very different from the Fock space formulation of the

matrix elements of V (ϕ), and it is not at all obvious that they should agree. In fact,

we have checked explicitly that these two methods do exactly agree in this case! In

this section, we will show mechanically how, from very different starting points, they

ultimately reduce to the same computation.
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Figure 9. Zamolodchikov c-function at ∆β = −1/2 (left) and ∆β = −8 (right), from LCT

with Padé improvement (black, solid) and integrability (red, dashed). Inset shows the differ-

ence between the two, δc(µ2) ≡ ctrunc(µ
2)− cinteg(µ

2).

Equivalence of algorithms at ∆β < 1

When we compute the matrix elements of the lightcone Hamiltonian, the bra and ket

states are manifestly the same in both cases, since they are simply Fourier transforms

over primary operators Oi constructed from sums and products of derivatives ∂kϕ of

ϕ(x). Their matrix elements are therefore Fourier transforms of correlation functions

of these operators together with the Hamiltonian:

⟨Oi, p|P+|Oj, p
′⟩ =

∫
d2xd2x′dy−ei(p·x−p′·x′)⟨Oi(x)V(y−)Oj(x

′)⟩, P+ =

∫
dy−V(y−).

(4.2)

The difference between the formulations comes entirely from the treatment of the in-

teraction term V . In the Fock space formulation, V(y−) is

V(y−) ∼ cos βϕ(y−), (4.3)

evaluated by series expanding cos βϕ in powers of ϕ and expressing each ϕ in terms of

creation and annihilation operators. By contrast, in the CFT formulation, V(y−) is

V(y−) ∼ cos(βϕ(y−)) cos(βϕ(∞)), (4.4)

evaluated by computing the CFT four-point function ⟨Oi(x) cos(βϕ(y1)) cos β(ϕ(y2))Oj(x
′)⟩

and conformally mapping y2 to ∞. So the main thing to understand is why the three-

point functions

⟨Oi(x)V(y−)Oj(x
′)⟩ (4.5)

are the same in both cases.
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At first sight, it would seem impossible for them to be identical, since the former

is missing a factor of cos(βϕ(∞)) relative to the second one. Somehow, the point

at infinity must sneak in implicitly in the evaluation of cos(βϕ) in the Fock space

formulation. And in fact, it does, as follows. Whenever we evaluate a correlator from

the series expansion of cos βϕ, we first compute the matrix element

⟨Oi|ϕn(y)|Oj⟩ (4.6)

using the radial quantization representation of the bra and ket states. Then, to restore

the position dependence of Oi(x) and Oj(x
′), we have to perform a conformal transfor-

mation. Since ϕ is not a primary operator, it transforms in a complicated way under

these conformal transformations, essentially as a nonlocal operator. More precisely, we

first evaluate
∏n

i=1 ∂ϕ(yi), since ∂ϕ is a primary operator, and then we integrate ∂ϕ(yi)

to get ϕ(yi). The point at ∞ enters through the evaluation of this integral, which in

practice must be
∫ yi
∞ dy′∂ϕ(y′) in order reproduce the fact that the correlator vanishes

at large yi.

Now we will demonstrate how this works at a more detailed level. In both methods,

we define the primary operators as sums over powers of derivatives of the form ∂kϕ:

Oi(x) =
∑
k⃗

ck⃗∂
k⃗ϕ, ∂k⃗ϕ ≡ ∂k1ϕ . . . ∂knϕ. (4.7)

In radial quantization, the field ϕ has the following mode expansion

∂ϕ(z) =
i√
4π

∞∑
k=1

√
k(z−k−1ak + xk−1a†k), [ak, a

†
k′ ] = δk,k′ . (4.8)

Because ∂ϕ is the spin-1 conserved current, these creation and annihilation operators

are also generators Jn of the Kac-Moody algebra:

∂ϕ(z) ∝ J(z) =
∞∑

k=−∞

Jk
zk+1

, Jk =
√
|k|

{
ak k > 0

a†−k k < 0

}
. (4.9)

Each bra states ⟨Oi| can therefore be written as a sum over terms, where each term is a

product of ak ∼ Jk factors. In the first representation (4.4), we move Jk factors from the

left to the right by commuting them past the two cos βϕ factors. First expand cos βϕ =
1
2
(eiβϕ + e−iβϕ); then by charge conservation, only the two cross-terms eiβϕ(y1)e−iβϕ(y2)

and its Hermitian conjugate contribute to the four-point function. Moving a factor of

Jk past these terms involves the following commutator:

[
Jk√
|k|
, eiβϕ(y1)e−iβϕ(y2)] = eiβϕ(y1)e−iβϕ(y2)iβ

(yk1 − yk2)√
|k|

. (4.10)
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In the four-point function ⟨Oi|eiβϕ(y1)e−iβϕ(y2)|Oj⟩, we can set y2 = 1 without loss of

generality. Consequently, each commutator involved introduces a factor of

iβ
yk1 − 1√

|k|
(4.11)

and after all the Jk are removed by commuting them to the left or to the right, we

finally end up with the product of all these factors, times the two-point function

⟨eiβϕ(y1)e−iβϕ(y)⟩ = 1

|1− y1|2∆β
. (4.12)

For later convenience, let us define the function F (y1) to be the product of all the

factors of the form iβ
yk1−1√

|k|
produced by evaluating these commutators:

F (y) =

(
iβ
yk1 − 1√

|k1|

)
. . .

(
iβ
ykn − 1√

|kn|

)
. (4.13)

By contrast, in the second representation (4.3), we move factors ak from the left

to the right by commuting them past the Taylor series of cos(βϕ):

[ak, cos(βϕ(y))] =
∞∑
n=0

(iβ)n

n!
[ak, ϕ

n(y)] =
∞∑
n=0

(iβ)n

n!
nϕn−1(y)[ak, ϕ(y)]

= cos(βϕ(y))(iβ)[ak, ϕ(y)].

(4.14)

However, eventually we have to restore the position dependence of the external op-

erators Oi(x),Oj(x
′) by doing conformal transformations. In order to have a simple

transformation rule for each term in the series expansion, we first replace each factor

ϕ(y) with ∂ϕ(yi) (with a different yi for each factor ϕ), then we map Oi(∞) to Oi(x)

and Oj(0) to Oj(x
′). Then we integrate all of the yis to turn ∂ϕ(yi) into ϕ(yi), and fi-

nally set all the yis to 1. The result of this procedure is that each commutator [ak, ϕ(y)]

produces a factor11

[ak, ϕ(y)] →
vk − 1√

|k|
, v ≡ x− y

x′ − y
. (4.15)

Consequently, each time we evaluate such a commutator, the cos βϕ factor becomes

cos(βϕ(y))(iβ) → cos(βϕ(y))(iβ)(iβ)
vk − 1√

|k|
, (4.16)

11See [22] equation (D.10).
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so that, by inspection, each time we pick up a new factor which is exactly the same

as the factor (4.11) in the first method, but with v instead of y1. Consequently, the

product of all these factors is the same function F as in (4.13):

⟨Oi(x)V (ϕ)Oj(x
′)⟩ = F (v), V (ϕ) = − cos(βϕ(y)). (4.17)

To complete the argument, we need to show that the function F (y) from the first

method gives the same contribution to the final lightcone Hamiltonian matrix elements

as does the function F (v) from the second method. In [33], it was found that each term

of the form ym in F (y), for any integer power m, gives the following contribution to

the Hamiltonian:

F =
∑
m

amy
m ⇒ P+ = 2π

√
Γ(2∆i)Γ(2∆j)

Γ(∆i +∆j − 1)

∑
m

am|m|. (4.18)

On the other hand, in [22], it was shown that any F (v) could be decomposed into

a sum of terms of the form

F (v) =
∑
k,k′

ak,k′(v
k − 1)(1− v−k′), (4.19)

with k and k′ positive, and that each such term contributes to the Hamiltonian as

follows:

P+ = π

√
Γ(2∆i)Γ(2∆j)

Γ(∆i +∆j − 1)

∑
k,k′

ak,k′ min(k, k′). (4.20)

To see the connection between these expressions, decompose (vk − 1)(1 − v−k′) into a

sum over powers of v and apply the rule (4.18) to each power:

(vk − 1)(1− v−k′−1) = (vk + v−k′ − vk−k′ − 1)

(4.18)→ π

√
Γ(2∆i)Γ(2∆j)

Γ(∆i +∆j − 1)
(|k|+ |k′| − |k − k′| − 0) =

√
Γ(2∆i)Γ(2∆j)

Γ(∆i +∆j − 1)
min(k, k′),

(4.21)

which therefore exactly reproduces the Fock space method prescription.

5 ∆β = 1: Free Fermion Limit

The sine-Gordon model is dual to a fermion with a quartic interaction term. As β

approaches
√
4π, ∆β approaches 1. At this point, the coefficient of the quartic term

vanishes and the theory becomes dual to a free fermion. Previously, in Figure 5, we
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compared the full c-function of sine-Gordon at ∆β to that of a free fermion massive,

with excellent agreement.

In fact, in the case ∆β = 1, we will be able go much farther than making this kind

of numeric comparison, and will actually see explicit analytic agreement at the level of

the lightcone Hamiltonians between the free fermion and the sine-Gordon model. As

mentioned above, what makes ∆β = 1 special from the perspective of the lightcone

Hamiltonian is that the effective lightcone parameter λLC diverges at ∆β = 1, because

the expectation value ⟨cos βϕ⟩ diverges there. This divergence is a consequence of the

fact that when ∆β = 1, there is a logarithmic divergence at second order in perturba-

tion theory in the equal-time coupling λET. By treating ∆β as a free parameter this

divergence is effectively regulated by dimensional regularization and converted into a

1/(∆β − 1) pole:

⟨cos βϕ⟩ = µ
π

1−∆
+ regular. µ = λET/4π. (5.1)

Consequently, the lightcone coupling λLC also diverges in this limit. Naively, one would

therefore expect that the LCT mass spectrum would diverge at any finite truncation,

and at best one could approach closer and closer to ∆β = 1 with larger truncations.

Remarkably, what actually happens is that even at finite truncation, the lightcone

Hamiltonian has exact null vectors when ∆β = 1. For fixed λLC, the mass-squareds of

these null vectors vanish linearly in ∆β − 1,

µ2
n ∝ λLC(∆β − 1). (5.2)

Upon substituting the relation for λLC in terms of λET and the vev ⟨cos βϕ⟩, this ∆β−1

factor cancels the 1/(∆β−1) pole in the vev, leading to a finite mass for these states. By

contrast, states with nonzero masses as ∆β → 1 with λLC held fixed become infinitely

heavy and decouple from the theory. This pattern of masses lifting at ∆β → 1 is

reminiscent of the fact that most states in the LCT basis become infinitely heavy for

a free fermion in the presence of a mass term ψ 1
∂−
ψ, due to the singularity at zero

momentum from 1/∂− [22]. That is, in the theory of a free massive fermion in an

LCT basis, there are special ‘Dirichlet’ states whose wavefunctions vanish when any of

the individual fermion momenta goes to zero,12 in order to cancel the 1/p− singularity

coming from the mass term. The similarity between these two descriptions is not a

coincidence, and we will explicitly see that the Dirichlet fermion states map, under

bosonization, to the states that remain light at ∆β → 1 in the bosonic description.

12This is the reason for the name ‘Dirichlet’, since in momentum space the condition is a Dirichlet

condition at the kinematic boundaries.
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We begin with the simplest massless mode, which is made from a linear combination

of the operators ∂ϕ and (∂ϕ)3. We find that the LCT Hamiltonian for these two bosonic

states is

P 2 = 2λLC

(
1

√
5√

5 5

)
, (5.3)

which has a null vector

∝ |∂ϕ, p⟩ − 1√
5
|(∂ϕ)3, p⟩ (5.4)

The relative sign here is convention-dependent since it can be removed by redefining

|(∂ϕ)3, p⟩ → −|(∂ϕ)3, p⟩.
Now we will see how this state is reproduced from the Dirichlet basis in the free

fermion description. The “Dirichlet” basis is picked out by the condition that all factors

of the free fermion operator ψ must have at least one derivative acting on them, in order

to compensate for the 1
∂
divergence from the mass term. The lowest-dimensional neutral

operator satisfying this condition is ∂ψ∗∂ψ, which we need to map under bosonization

into operators in the bosonic description. We will use a convention where ϕ and ψ are

normalized as ⟨ϕ(x)ϕ(0)⟩ = log x and ⟨ψ∗(x)ψ(0)⟩ = x−1.

To begin, note that (in both the free fermion or the free scalar description, since

they are duals of each other) there is exactly one primary operator at dimension 1 and

one at dimension 3, which we can call O1 and O3. We adopt the following normalization

for both O1 and O2:

⟨O(x)O(0)⟩ = x−2∆O (5.5)

With this normalization, one can uniquely (up to a sign) fix O1 and O2 in both de-

scriptions by the condition that they are primary operators with dimensions 1 and 3,

respectively:

O1 = ∂ϕ = ψ∗ψ, O3 =
(∂ϕ)3√

6
=

4∂ψ∗∂ψ − ∂2ψ∗ψ − ψ∗∂2ψ√
24

. (5.6)

By inspection,

6∂ψ∗∂ψ = ∂2O1 +
√
24O3. (5.7)

Any operator normalized by ⟨O(x)O(0)⟩ = x−2∆O creates a normalized momentum-

space state |O, p⟩ according to [22]

|O, p⟩ =
√

Γ(2∆O)

π

∫
dxeip·xO(x)|0⟩, (5.8)

where we take p = 1. A short calculation shows that

⟨(∂ψ∗∂ψ)(x)(∂ψ∗∂ψ)(0)⟩ = 4

(x− y)6
, (5.9)
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so

|∂ψ∗∂ψ, p⟩ =
√

Γ(6)

π

∫
dxeip·x

∂ψ∗∂ψ(x)

2
|0⟩,

|∂ϕ, p⟩ = −
√

Γ(2)

π

∫
dxeip·x∂3ϕ(x)|0⟩,

|(∂ϕ)3, p⟩ =
√

Γ(6)

π

∫
dxeip·x(∂ϕ)3(x)|0⟩.

(5.10)

Fourier transforming both sides of (5.7),

(2)(6)

√
π

Γ(6)
|∂ψ∗∂ψ, p⟩ = −

(√
π

Γ(2)
|∂ϕ, p⟩ −

√
24

√
π

Γ(6)
|(∂ϕ)3, p⟩

)
(5.11)

which simplifies to √
6

5
|∂ψ∗∂ψ, p⟩ = −|∂ϕ, p⟩+ 1√

5
|(∂ϕ)3, p⟩. (5.12)

This exactly reproduces the state we found in (5.4) in the sine-Gordon Hamiltonian!

As the dimension of the operators increases, the Dirichlet states can contain more

fermions and become more complicated. However, the lowest-dimensional four-fermion

Dirichlet state is (∂2ψ∂ψ)(∂2ψ∂ψ)∗, which has dimension 8, so up to ∆ ≤ 7 we can just

consider the two-fermion Dirichlet states. In momentum space, their wavefunctions

have simple expressions in terms of normalized Jacobi polynomials:13

P̂ (α,β)
n (y) ≡ µn(α, β)P

(α,β)
n (y),

µn(α, β) =

√
Γ(n+ 1)Γ(n+ α + β + 1)Γ(2n+ α + β + 2)

Γ(n+ α + 1)(Γ(n+ β + 1)Γ(2n+ α + β + 1)
. (5.13)

The Dirichlet two-fermion states are Fourier transforms of local operators like the

example ∂ψ∗∂ψ we saw above. Their explicit form is

Dn(z2) =

[
P̂ (2,2)
n (

∂1 − ∂2
∂1 + ∂2

)∂1∂2(∂1 + ∂2)
nψ∗(z1)ψ(z2)

]
z1→z2

. (5.14)

For example, the first two operators are D0 ∝ ∂ψ∗∂ψ and D1 ∝ ∂2ψ∗∂ψ − ∂ψ∗∂2ψ.

An efficient way to translate these operators into the bosonic description is as

follows. First, recall that each fermion in the bosonic description is a vertex operator:

ψ =: eiϕ :, ψ∗ =: e−iϕ : . (5.15)

13See [22] for a derivation of these wavefunctions in the Dirichlet basis.
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We have added explicit normal-ordering symbols : · · · : since their effect will be impor-

tant momentarily. To construct a composite operator like ψ∗ψ, we can use the following

standard contour-integral procedure:

(ψ∗ψ)(z) =

∮
z

dw

2πi

1

z − w
ψ∗(w)ψ(z). (5.16)

To apply this formula to the vertex operators, we can use the following general expres-

sion for normal-ordered products of vertex operators:

: eiϕ(w) :: e−iϕ(z) :=
1

w − z
: ei(ϕ(w)−ϕ(z)) : (5.17)

Consider for simplicity a two-fermion Dirichlet state. In general, it can be written as a

sum over terms of the form

D(z) =

∮
z

dw

2πi

1

z − w
∂nψ∗(w)∂mψ(z). (5.18)

This operator takes the following form in the bosonic description:

D(z) =

∮
z

dw

2πi

1

z − w
∂nw∂

m
z

(
1

w − z
: ei(ϕ(w)−ϕ(z)) :

)
. (5.19)

Evaluating the
∮

dw
2πi(z−w)

integral amounts to series expanding w around z and keeping

the constant term, so the exponential can be expanded as a sum over derivatives of

ϕ(z), and only a finite number of such terms contribute. For instance, in this way

one can efficiently substitute into (5.14) and find that D0 ∝ ∂3ϕ + 2(∂ϕ)3, and D1 ∝
(∂ϕ)4+(∂2ϕ)2, D2 ∝ 28

5
(∂ϕ)5+16∂ϕ(∂2ϕ)2−6(∂3ϕ)(∂ϕ)2− 1

15
∂5ϕ, etc. We have checked

explicitly up to ∆ ≤ 7 that all the null vectors of the lightcone Hamiltonian for the

cos(βϕ) potential at β =
√
4π exactly match these operators.

Finally, we can go one step farther and check that the Hamiltonians themselves

match between the fermionic and bosonic description! In the fermionic description, the

mass term for the fermion with mass M in a lightcone Hamiltonian is P 2 ⊃ M2ψ 1
∂
ψ,

and in the Dirichlet basis its matrix elements are given by the following integrals:

M2

∫ 1

0

dxx(1− x)P̂ (2,2)
n (1− 2x)P̂ (2,2)

m (1− 2x) (5.20)

The first few of these are, for n,m = 0, . . . , 4:

M2



5 0
√
3 0

√
13
14

0 7 0
√
11 0

√
3 0 9 0 3

√
39
14

0
√
11 0 11 0√

13
14

0 3
√

39
14

0 13


(5.21)
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The smallest eigenvalue of this matrix at this truncation is 4.18325M2, and approaches

4M2 as more basis states are included, in agreement with the invariant mass-squared

threshold for two-particle states. The exact matrix elements are reproduced from the

sine-Gordon description as follows. Since we already have the ‘Dirichlet’ states in the

bosonic basis, we can simply evaluate the lightcone Hamiltonian in this basis. The

only subtlety is that the lightcone Hamiltonian exactly at ∆β is of the form
∆β−1

∆β−1
, since

the (∆β − 1) in the denominator comes from the vev ⟨cos βϕ⟩ and the ∆β − 1 in the

numerator comes from the fact that the Dirichlet states are massless at ∆β = 1 when

we hold λLC fixed. Fortunately, this problem is resolved by evaluating the Hamiltonian

matrix elements on the Dirichlet basis states for ∆β < 1 and then taking the limit. For

instance, consider the first Dirichlet state (5.4). For any value of β, we can calculate the

P 2 matrix element for the cos βϕ potential in lightcone quantization, with the result

⟨D0|P 2|D0⟩ =
λLC
4π

20π

3
∆β(1−∆β)(4−∆β). (5.22)

Substituting λLC = λET⟨cos βϕ⟩ET with (3.9),

⟨D0|P 2|D0⟩ =M2
s

5π(4−∆β)(1−∆β)∆β tan
(

π∆β

4−2∆β

)
3(2−∆β)

∆β→1
→ 5M2

s , (5.23)

in exact agreement with the first element of P 2 in (5.21). We have checked up to ∆ ≤ 7

that this exactly reproduces the matrix elements show in (5.21).

6 Puzzles at ∆β > 1

There are a few caveats that must be made for the application of lightcone quantization

to V (ϕ) theories. The first such caveat is that the effective parameters in the Lagrangian

in lightcone quantization are renormalized compared to the corresponding equal-time

parameters, which can be understood as the effect of integrating out lightcone zero

modes [32, 33, 38]. This caveat has already played a significant role in our analysis of

the sine-Gordon and sinh-Gordon models, where the mapping between equal-time and

lightcone parameters is known analytically. We emphasize however that such relations

are not strictly necessary for applying lightcone quantization, since one may always

choose to define the theory by its lightcone parameters; the mapping is only necessary

if one wants to compare a specific point in parameter space in lightcone quantization

to a specific point in parameter space in equal-time quantization.

A more serious caveat arises when we consider regions of equal-time parameter

space which cannot be mapped to any V (ϕ) in lightcone quantization. This situation
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appears to arise when we consider the sine-Gordon model with 1 < ∆β < 2 (equiva-

lently,
√
4π < β <

√
8π). In Fig. 10, we show the spectrum at truncation ∆max = 20 as

we pass from ∆β < 1 to ∆β > 1. The key salient feature is that a subset of states (the

“Dirichlet” states as ∆β → 1, discussed in section 5) pass through the value ∆β = 1

smoothly, while the remaining states first approach infinite energy and decouple as

∆β → 1 from below, and then reenter the spectrum at negative values for ∆β > 1.

A natural guess is that some states should continue to be lifted out of the spectrum

not just at ∆β = 1 but also at ∆β > 1. One argument in favor of this possibility comes

from the derivation from [33] of the lightcone effective action (4.1), which starts with

equal-time quantization and integrates out modes that become heavy in the limit of

taking the large momentum limit. The advantage of this method is that it gives a

procedure that is in principle well-defined for obtaining the effective lightcone Hamilto-

nian, though in practice it may be computationally challenging. Nonetheless, one can

numerically look at the resulting effective lightcone Hamiltonian for large values of the

momentum, and it contains contributions that scale like p∆β−1. Consequently, these

extra pieces can be discarded for ∆β < 1, but for ∆β > 1 they diverge in the large

momentum limit, and therefore will give infinite energies to some subspace of the full

Hilbert space. It seems likely that this is also related to the fact that at ∆β > 1, the

renormalization of the vacuum energy diverges with the cutoff like Λ2(∆β−1) in pertur-

bation theory. Understanding the proper treatment of deformations with ∆ > 1 is an

important open problem in lightcone quantization, but outside the scope of this paper.
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Figure 10. Spectrum of the sine-Gordon model passing from ∆β < 1 to ∆β > 1, at ∆max =

20. As ∆β approaches 1 from below, a subset of the spectrum (the “Dirichlet” subspace,

shown in red) maintains a finite mass, while the rest of the states (black) become infinitely

heavy and decouple. At ∆β = 1 + ϵ, the heavy decoupling states reenter the spectrum from

below, while the Dirichlet states pass through the transition smoothly. The right plot is a

zoomed-in version of the left plot, to show the Dirichlet states in more detail.
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7 Future Directions

With the addition of the computational techniques introduced in this paper, it is now

possible to do efficient, high accuracy computations of a large class of 2d scalar theories

with a V (ϕ) potential at strong coupling. To demonstrate this, we have applied this

method to the sine-Gordon and sinh-Gordon models in 2d, improving on previous

results as well as probing regions that have proven difficult to study with other methods.

In particular, we obtained accurate results on both sides of the self-duality of the sinh-

Gordon model, and provided compelling evidence in favor of the duality. The reason

we were able to probe both sides of the duality is due to significant simplifications

that occur in lightcone quantization, which eliminates challenges associated with the

zero mode of the scalar field. These challenges are not entirely invisible in lightcone

quantization, but instead get absorbed into the behavior of effective couplings in the

lightcone Hamiltonian, which is properly thought of as an effective theory. Moreover,

in this case there is a simple conjecture for the exact behavior of the effective lightcone

coupling, based on arguments in [32–34]. The results in this paper numerically confirm

this conjecture in the sinh-Gordon and sine-Gordon models at high precision.

It is our hope that the availability of this tool encourages future studies of strongly

coupled models using Hamiltonian truncation in lightcone quantization. The class of 2d

scalar models with a V (ϕ) is quite large, and there are many interesting cases to pursue.

The most well-known among these include the Landau-Ginzburg description of the RG

flow to the minimal model CFTs [5, 18, 19, 39, 40]. However, we wish to add some

cautionary words about the subtleties of studying theories with spontaneous symmetry

breaking in lightcone quantization. Take, for instance, the case of the RG flow to the 2d

Ising model, using a quadratic plus quartic potential V (ϕ) = 1
2
m2ϕ2+ λ

4!
ϕ4 tuned to the

critical point. It is well-known that the critical value of the dimensionless coupling λ/m2

is different in lightcone quantization versus in equal-time quantization, due to the effect

of integrating out zero modes. This issue is fairly trivial to resolve, since it just involves

a change in the couplings of the model. Things become more subtle if one wants to

study the low-temperature phase of the model, at couplings where the order parameter

ϕ gets a nonzero vev v. In this case, it is no longer sufficient to simply modify the

coupling λ. Rather, in lightcone quantization, when the vacuum undergoes this kind of

change it is necessary to expand the lightcone Lagrangian around the new vev of ϕ from

the very beginning, ϕ→ v+ϕ, which generates a cubic term ∼ ϕ3 in the effective action.

Finding the correct coefficient of this cubic term, relative to the quadratic and quartic

terms, is a strongly coupled problem that must be solved by analyzing the spectrum

in detail. Such an analysis that determines the cubic coupling should be feasible, but

it makes the models less straightforward than the high-temperature phases and one
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should be aware of the challenges. Similar considerations apply to other models with

spontaneous symmetry breaking.

Invitation: Schwinger Model One model in particular that is interesting and well-

suited to these techniques is the massive Schwinger model [41, 42] with zero theta angle

θ. It has a single dimensionless ratio of parameters, the charge to mass ratio e/m, and

is solvable in the limit that either e or m vanishes, but not in between. In Fig. 11,

we show the spectrum of the theory, obtained with our method applied to the model

for a range of parameters e/m. At small e/m, the spectrum precisely matches that

of bound states formed by non-relativistic particles in a linear potential, where the

binding energy is given by the zeros of Airy function and its derivative [43]

E±
n = 2m− λ±n

(
e4

4m

)
Ai′(λ+n ) = 0, λ+n = −1.01879, − 3.24820 · · ·

Ai(λ−n ) = 0, λ−n = −2.33811, − 4.08795 · · · .

(7.1)

The ± means the 2-particle wave function is symmetric (anti-symmetric). At large e/m

the bound states disappear into the multi-particle threshold, qualitatively agreeing with

the expectation that the massless Schwinger model is dual to free scalar theory with

potential ϕ2 [44], though in this limit there is no theoretical bound state spectrum to

compare to. We believe the quantitative match between the V (ϕ) potential and the

Schwinger model should hold in all parameter space, not only for the spectrum but also

other observables. It would be interesting to compute more observables of this model

and compare with other numerical techniques such as Density Matrix Renormalization

Group [45–49] or lattice Monte Carlo [50–56].
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Figure 11. Left panel: The spectrum of the Schwinger model as a function of the dimen-

sionless parameter e/m. The difference between the first and second bound state is normalized

to 1, and the lowest bound state energy is subtracted. The green solid lines represent The

LCT result, and the red (blue) dashed line represent the theorectical prediction of e → 0

spectrum of symmetric (anti-symmetric) 2-fermion bound states. In the e → 0 limit, the

theoretical prediction is given (7.1). In the plot’s subtraction and normalization scheme, the

prediction of the spectral lines are
λ±
n−λ+

1

λ−
1 −λ+

1

. We see for small e/m, the LCT spectrum first

approach the prediction, and diverge for extremely small e/m due to truncation effect. Right

panel: The spectrum of Schwinger model for large e/m. Most of the bound states disappear

into the multi-particle threshold.

References

[1] K. Hornbostel, S. J. Brodsky and H. C. Pauli, Light Cone Quantized QCD in

(1+1)-Dimensions, Phys. Rev. D 41 (1990) 3814.

[2] V. P. Yurov and A. B. Zamolodchikov, Truncated fermionic space approach to the

critical 2-D Ising model with magnetic field, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 6 (1991) 4557–4578.

[3] M. Hogervorst, S. Rychkov and B. C. van Rees, Truncated conformal space approach in

d dimensions: A cheap alternative to lattice field theory?, Phys. Rev. D 91 (2015)

025005, [1409.1581].

[4] S. Rychkov and L. G. Vitale, Hamiltonian truncation study of the φ4 theory in two

dimensions, Phys. Rev. D 91 (2015) 085011, [1412.3460].

[5] A. Coser, M. Beria, G. P. Brandino, R. M. Konik and G. Mussardo, Truncated

Conformal Space Approach for 2D Landau-Ginzburg Theories, J. Stat. Mech. 1412

(2014) P12010, [1409.1494].

[6] S. Rychkov and L. G. Vitale, Hamiltonian truncation study of the ϕ4 theory in two

dimensions. II. The Z2 -broken phase and the Chang duality, Phys. Rev. D 93 (2016)

065014, [1512.00493].

31

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.41.3814
http://dx.doi.org/10.1142/S0217751X91002161
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.025005
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.025005
https://arxiv.org/abs/1409.1581
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.91.085011
https://arxiv.org/abs/1412.3460
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-5468/2014/12/P12010
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1742-5468/2014/12/P12010
https://arxiv.org/abs/1409.1494
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.065014
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.93.065014
https://arxiv.org/abs/1512.00493


[7] O. Delouche, J. Elias Miro and J. Ingoldby, Hamiltonian truncation crafted for

UV-divergent QFTs, SciPost Phys. 16 (2024) 105, [2312.09221].

[8] J. Elias-Miro, S. Rychkov and L. G. Vitale, High-Precision Calculations in Strongly

Coupled Quantum Field Theory with Next-to-Leading-Order Renormalized Hamiltonian

Truncation, JHEP 10 (2017) 213, [1706.06121].

[9] M. Hogervorst, RG flows on Sd and Hamiltonian truncation, 1811.00528.
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[23] L. V. Delacrétaz, A. L. Fitzpatrick, E. Katz and L. G. Vitale, Conformal Truncation of

Chern-Simons Theory at Large Nf , JHEP 03 (2019) 107, [1811.10612].

32

http://dx.doi.org/10.21468/SciPostPhys.16.4.105
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.09221
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2017)213
https://arxiv.org/abs/1706.06121
https://arxiv.org/abs/1811.00528
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.065001
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.065001
https://arxiv.org/abs/2003.08405
https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.08273
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.096007
https://arxiv.org/abs/2102.07741
https://arxiv.org/abs/2212.07266
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2023)107
https://arxiv.org/abs/2210.10895
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cpc.2022.108376
https://arxiv.org/abs/2201.06509
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2023)046
https://arxiv.org/abs/2211.01123
https://arxiv.org/abs/2312.12506
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2024)224
https://arxiv.org/abs/2404.06100
https://arxiv.org/abs/2410.11714
https://arxiv.org/abs/2412.09295
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP05(2021)190
https://arxiv.org/abs/2010.09730
https://arxiv.org/abs/2005.13544
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2019)107
https://arxiv.org/abs/1811.10612


[24] E. Katz, G. Marques Tavares and Y. Xu, Solving 2D QCD with an adjoint fermion

analytically, JHEP 05 (2014) 143, [1308.4980].

[25] E. Katz, G. Marques Tavares and Y. Xu, A solution of 2D QCD at Finite N using a

conformal basis, 1405.6727.

[26] N. Anand, V. X. Genest, E. Katz, Z. U. Khandker and M. T. Walters, RG flow from

ϕ4 theory to the 2D Ising model, JHEP 08 (2017) 056, [1704.04500].

[27] A. L. Fitzpatrick, E. Katz and M. T. Walters, Nonperturbative Matching Between

Equal-Time and Lightcone Quantization, JHEP 10 (2020) 092, [1812.08177].

[28] A. L. Fitzpatrick, E. Katz, M. T. Walters and Y. Xin, Solving the 2D SUSY

Gross-Neveu-Yukawa model with conformal truncation, JHEP 01 (2021) 182,

[1911.10220].

[29] N. Anand, A. L. Fitzpatrick, E. Katz and Y. Xin, Chiral Limit of 2d QCD Revisited

with Lightcone Conformal Truncation, 2111.00021.

[30] H. Chen, A. L. Fitzpatrick and D. Karateev, Form Factors and Spectral Densities from

Lightcone Conformal Truncation, 2107.10285.

[31] H. Chen, A. L. Fitzpatrick and D. Karateev, Bootstrapping 2d ϕ4 theory with

Hamiltonian truncation data, JHEP 02 (2022) 146, [2107.10286].

[32] H. Chen, A. L. Fitzpatrick, E. Katz and Y. Xin, The Lorentz invariant effective theory

for the large momentum limit of a finite volume QFT, 2306.13171.

[33] A. L. Fitzpatrick, E. Katz and Y. Xin, Lightcone Hamiltonian for Ising Field Theory I:

T < T c, 2311.16290.

[34] M. Burkardt, Light front quantization of the Sine-Gordon model, Phys. Rev. D 47

(1993) 4628–4633.

[35] P. J. Steinhardt, Baryons and Baryonium in QCD in Two-dimensions, Nucl. Phys. B

176 (1980) 100–112.

[36] A. B. Zamolodchikov, Mass scale in the sine-Gordon model and its reductions, Int. J.

Mod. Phys. A 10 (1995) 1125–1150.
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