arXiv:2404.16803v1 [hep-th] 25 Apr 2024

PREPARED FOR SUBMISSION TO JHEP YITP-24-41

Non-supersymmetric duality cascade of QCD(BF) via
semiclassics on R? x 72 with the baryon-'t Hooft flux

Yui Hayashi, Yuya Tanizaki, and Hiromasa Watanabe
Yukawa Institute for Theoretical Physics, Kyoto University, Kitashirakawa Oiwakecho, Sakyo-ku,
Kyoto 606-8502, Japan
E-mail: yui.hayashi@yukawa.kyoto-u.ac.jp,
yuya.tanizaki@yukawa.kyoto-u.ac. jp,
hiromasa.watanabe@yukawa.kyoto-u.ac.jp

ABSTRACT: We study the phase diagrams of the bifundamental QCD (QCD(BF)) of dif-
ferent ranks, which is the 4d SU(N;) x SU(N2) gauge theory coupled with a bifundamental
Dirac fermion. After discussing the anomaly constraints on possible vacuum structures, we
apply a novel semiclassical approach on R? x T? with the baryon-"t Hooft flux to obtain
the concrete dynamics. The 2d effective theory is derived by the dilute gas approxima-
tion of center vortices, and it serves as the basis for determining the phase diagram of the
model under the assumption of adiabatic continuity. As an application, we justify the non-
supersymmetric duality cascade between different QCD(BF), which has been conjectured
in the large-N argument. Combined with the semiclassics and the large-Nj o limit, we
construct the explicit duality map from the parent theory, SU(Ny) x SU(N2) QCD(BF),
to the daughter theory, SU(N;) x SU(N2 — N1) QCD(BF), including the correspondence
of the coupling constants. We numerically examine the validity of the duality also for
finite N1 2 within our semiclassics, finding a remarkable agreement of the phase diagrams
between the parent and daughter sides.
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1 Introduction and Summary

Non-Abelian gauge theories in 4d are, typically, strongly coupled at low energies, which
cause rich nonperturbative dynamics, such as color confinement and chiral symmetry break-
ing, and the 8 angle serves as a useful tool to learn about the mechanism behind those phe-
nomena. In this paper, we focus on a specific class of 4d gauge theories, Quantum Chromo-
Dynamics with the Bi-Fundamental fermion (QCD(BF)), which is the 4d SU (1) x SU (N2)
gauge theory with a Dirac fermion ¥ in the bifundamental representation (N1, N2).

This theory has two vacuum angles (61, 62), and it is expected that there are various
phase transitions in the (01, 62) space. Indeed, the phase diagram of the QCD(BF') has been
investigated from the anomaly matching as well as from some calculable limits [1, 2] (See
also Refs. [3-13] for recent developments of anomaly matching and global inconsistency),
and these studies uncover its nontrivial phase diagram. In particular, when Ni # Ns, the
(01,02) phase diagram has different features between the massless fermion limit, m = 0,
and the massive fermion limit, m — oco. Karasik and Komargodski [2] studied how the
topological structure of the phase diagram is deformed as we change the fermion mass,
and they proposed an interesting duality conjecture from their observations: There is an
infrared (IR) duality between SU(N;p) x SU(N2) QCD(BF) and SU(N1) x SU(Ny — Nyp)
QCD(BF). This suggests the possibility of a “duality cascade” in non-supersymmetric
theories.

The original idea of duality cascade was developed in studying the extension of the
AdS/CFT correspondence to the branes at conical singularities [14-18], where one can con-
struct the gravity dual of N' = 1 supersymmetric QCD(BF). For A/ = 1 supersymmetric
SU(N;p) x SU(N2) gauge theories, one can repeatedly use the Seiberg duality, reducing
the rank of the gauge groups along with lowering the renormalization group scale [18].
Karasik and Komargodski [2] conjectured the presence of a similar duality cascade! in
non-supersymmetric SU(Ny) x SU(N3) QCD(BF), so that one can easily understand the
topology changing phenomena of the (01, 62) phase diagram by repeating the duality trans-
formation SU(Nyp) x SU(N2) — SU(Ny) x SU(N2 — Np) (See Figure 1). The equal-rank
SU(N) x SU(N) QCD(BF) can then be regarded as the terminal of the duality cascade.

In our previous paper [19], we have developed a novel semiclassical method to reveal
the vacuum structure of the equal-rank SU(N) x SU(N) QCD(BF). Aside from the duality

1 As detailed later, the meaning of duality cascade is slightly different from the original supersymmet-
ric one. First, the IR duality here means a correspondence between the vacuum structures after suitable
reparametrization. Second, although the original supersymmetric duality cascade occurs with lowering the
renormalization group scale, the non-supersymmetric duality cascade involves the change of the bifunda-
mental fermion mass.
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Figure 1: Schematic picture of the duality cascade in QCD(BF) [2]. As the fermion mass
decreases, we encounter the topology-changing mass m = m*, and it has been conjectured
that the phase diagram coincides with that of SU(N;) x SU(N2 — N;) QCD(BF) on (61 —
02, 02) below this mass m < m* with an appropriate reparametrization.

cascade, the equal-rank QCD(BF) is the daughter theory of the large- N orbifold equivalence
from the N' =1 SU(2N) super Yang-Mills (SYM) theory [20-28]. The nonperturbative
justification of the orbifold equivalence requires uncovering the symmetry-breaking pattern
of these theories [25, 26], and our semiclassical description gives its affirmative support by
explicitly computing the vacuum phase diagram of equal-rank QCD(BF) [19] (see also [29]).

In this paper, extending the preceding one [19], we investigate the different-rank
SU(Np) x SU(N3) QCD(BF) by employing the semiclassical approach with the 't Hooft
flux T2-compactification. In this semiclassical approach, we realize the weak-coupling de-
scription of confinement in the four-dimensional gauge theories by putting them on R? x T2
incorporating the 't Hooft flux [19, 30-32]. We can then perform the explicit computation
of the confinement phenomena by using the dilute gas approximation of center vortices, so
this setting gives an explicit realization for one of the prevalent understandings for the quark
confinement [33-37]. Grounded in the adiabatic continuity conjecture, we expect that the
(01, 02) phase diagram of the 4d QCD(BF) has the same structure with the weakly-coupled
confining theory at small 72. It is noteworthy that the application of this approach has
been successful in distinctly outlining the qualitative features of various confining gauge
theories [19, 30-32], including SU(N) Yang-Mills theory, N' =1 SU(N) SYM theory, QCD
with fundamental quarks, QCD with 2-index quarks, and equal-rank QCD(BF).

Let us emphasize that it is not straightforward to extend the previous analysis of
equal-rank QCD(BF) to different-rank QCD(BF). In different-rank QCD(BF), the naive
insertion of minimal 't Hooft flux for SU(N7) x SU(N3) violates the single-valuedness of
the bifundamental matter. We resolve this problem by introducing U(1) baryon magnetic
flux at the same time as we have done for QCD with fundamental quarks [30, 32], but
then the 2d semiclassical theory becomes the different one from what we obtained for the
equal-rank QCD(BF) in [19].



1.1 Summary and highlights

In Section 2, we explain some basics of QCD(BF) and also give a review of the duality
conjecture [2], which states that two different QCD(BF) have the same structure of the
(01, 02) phase diagram:

SU(N1) x SU(N2) QCD(BF) on (61,62) for m < m*
— SU(Nl) X SU(N2 — Nl) QCD(BF) on ((91 — 92,92), (227)

where m* denotes the (largest) fermion mass of the topology-changing point for the phase
diagram. In Ref. [2], this duality is proposed based on observations of the vacuum branches
with the large-ged(N7, No) argument. This duality should be understood as a matching
between the meta-stable vacuum branches after a suitable reparametrization of the fermion
mass and dynamical scales. If this is true, it causes the non-supersymmetric “duality
cascade” as the fermion mass is lowered, which is sketched in Figure 1.

In Section 3, we derive kinematic constraints on phase diagrams arising from the global
symmetry by extending the results of previous works [1, 2, 19]. The vector-like symmetry
of the SU(N;) x SU(N2) QCD(BF) is given by the baryon-number symmetry and the
1-form center symmetry,

U)v

« 71
Lnem(Ny,N»)

Gvec = gcd(N1,Na)? (29)

and its 4d symmetry-protected topological (SPT) states are characterized by the two dis-
crete labels, (k, /) € (Zgea(n,, NZ))Q. This model in the massless limit also enjoys the discrete
chiral symmetry (chd( N1, Nz))X7 and we see that it has to be spontaneously broken in the
confinement state because of the mixed anomaly. For the massive case, we show that the
vector-like symmetry Gyec has the global inconsistency with the 27 shifts of theta angles
because 61 — 61 + 27 and 0y — 05 + 27w changes the SPT labels (INc,g) if ged(N1, No) # 1.
These results impose restrictions on the possible vacuum structures.

Next, we develop the novel semiclassical approach on R? x T2 with the baryon-"t Hooft
flux to reveal the low-energy dynamics concretely. Through the semiclassical analysis shown
in Section 4, we derive the following 2d effective theory:

e Let us write Ny = ged(Ny, Na)Ny, No = ged(Ny, N2) NS, then the 2d effective theory
is described by the 27 N{Nj-periodic scalar ¢ and discrete vacuum labels &,/ =
0,---,gcd(Ny, No) — 1. The effective potential is given by

- N. 2 (NLE + Maok) —
Vies k, €] = —mypcos(p) — 2K Me=51" /M ¢ ( 2 + 2m( ]25+ 2k) 01)
1

k@ =S Na o (NW’ + QW(N% — Mik) - 92) . (4.24)
2

where M, My is the Bezout coefficient, M; N} + MyNj = 1, with the special choice

satisfying My /N4, My /N| € Z, u is a dimensionful scale introduced by bosonization,
. (i

and K®e=51"/Ni s the semiclassical strong scales for SU(N;) (i = 1,2).



The compact scalar describes the phase of the chiral condensate tr(EH%\I/) ~ €% so
its periodicity is originally given by ¢ ~ ¢ + 27 but is extended to ¢ ~ ¢ + 27 N{NJ
when integrating out the gauge fields. This extension of the periodicity occurs in the same
mechanism as that of 7’ periodicity in QCD with fundamental quarks [32]. We show how
the 4d anomaly constraints obtained in Section 3 are satisfied in the semiclassical theory in
Section 4.3, and the above discrete labels k, £ in semiclassics are identified with the 4d SPT
labels completely. Under the assumption of adiabatic continuity, we expect this 2d effective
theory predicts the vacuum structure of the original 4d SU(Np) x SU(N2) QCD(BF).
Let us highlight some of our results coming out of this 2d effective description:

e The (61,02) phase diagram of the different-rank QCD(BF) is concretely determined
for various values of the fermion mass m including the topology-changing point.

As will be shown in Figure 3, the phase diagrams at the massless and large-mass
limits have different topologies, and we explicitly demonstrate the topology-changing
phenomena by applying the above semiclassical description at intermediate masses.
We also numerically examine phase diagrams: Section 5.1.3 presents the results of
SU(2) x SU(3) QCD(BF) as an example of gcd(Ny, N2) = 1 case, and Section 6.1.3
gives that of SU(2) x SU(4) QCD(BF) as an example of ged(Ny, Na) # 1 case.

o We investigate the conjectured duality (2.27) between SU(N;) x SU(N3) QCD(BF)
and SU(N;p) x SU(N2 — Ni) QCD(BF) based on the above semiclassical framework:

— We construct the explicit duality map in the large-/Ny 2 limit.

In the large-Ni o limit, the 2d effective theory is reduced to discrete vacuum

branches. We then concretely construct the duality map of the semiclassical
(1) (2)

parameters (mu,K(l)e_SI /Ny K (2)e=5 /N2) 5o that these vacuum branches

match between the parent and daughter theories, in Sections 5.2.2 and 6.2.

— The duality also holds in the hierarchical limit Ay, m < Ay without large-INy o.
In the limit where the dynamical scales of SU(N3) and SU (N2 — Ni) gauge are
extremely high, we can forget most of the SU(N3) and SU (N3 — N7) dynamics,
and it becomes possible to match the effective SU(N7) gauge theories extracted
from SU(N;) x SU(Na) QCD(BF) and SU(N;) x SU(Nz — N1) QCD(BF). This
matching is presented in Section 5.2.1.

— The duality cascade is practically effective even away from those limits.

We numerically study the phase diagrams of SU(2) x SU(5) QCD(BF) and
SU(2) x SU(3) QCD(BF) in Section 5.2.3 and Appendix B. Choosing the semi-
classical parameters (m,u,K(l)e_SIm/Nl,K(2)6_51<2)/N2) according to the dictio-
nary in large- N 2 limit, we find a remarkable agreement of the phase diagrams
between these theories. Quantitatively, the duality is violated due to finite-Ny o
effects, but we argue it is just the O(N;*) effect in Appendix B.



2 Model: QCD(BF) with N; # N,

In this section, we give a brief review on QCD(BF), including its symmetry and also
some large-N properties. In particular, the large- N argument predicts a nontrivial relation
between the SU(Np) x SU(N2) QCD(BF) with the SU(N;7) x SU(Ny — N;) QCD(BF),
and this is called the “duality cascade,” proposed in Ref. [2].

2.1 Model and notation

Here we introduce the SU(N;p) x SU(N3) QCD(BF) and notations. The field contents are

ay : SU(Np) gauge field with the field strength f; = da; + ia; A aq,
ay : SU(N2) gauge field with the field strength fo = dag + iag A ag, (2.1)

¥ : N1 X N9 matrix-valued Dirac fermion in the bifundamental representation.
Under the SU(N;) x SU(N3) gauge transformations (Uy, Uz), they transform as
U U, 0 - UpiU] —iU,dUT (i = 1,2), (2.2)
and the covariant derivative for ¥, denoted PV, is given by
DY =~+"(0,¥ +ia1, ¥ —iVasy,). (2.3)
The action of this model reads,

1 1 _
s= (1P [I6P+ [wT+mu
91 92
61 6,
+ o= [ tr(finfi) + 5 [ tr(f2 A f2), (2.4)
8 8
where |f|? := tr(f A xf) to represent the gauge kinetic terms.

Without loss of generality, we can assume that the fermion mass is positive m > 0
because the phase of m only results in the redefinition of (6, 62) due to the chiral anomaly.
Let us also assume Ny > Np, and we will limit our consideration to theories that are
asymptotically free, i.e., No < %Nl. We define A1 and As as the dynamical scales for
SU(N;) and SU(N3) sectors, respectively: Within the 1-loop renormalization group,

87T2 87'('2
Ar=pexp | - L Ao = pexp | - . @25)
( (50— 5M) 9%(“)> (%5 N2 = 5MN1) g3 ()

where p is the renormalization scale.

For later convenience, we define the coprime numbers (N7, Nj) as

N1 N2
Ni=——— Nji=— "=, 2.6
U ged(Ny, Ny)? 27 ged(Ny, Ny) (26)
Let us also introduce the Bezout coefficient (M, Ms) that satisfies
N{Msy + NyMy =1, (2.7)



or N1 My + NoM; = ged(Ny, Na). The Bezout coefficient is not unique as the relation is
invariant under (Mj, My) — (M; + Ny, My — NJj), so we pick one representative. Since
ged(N7, N5) = 1 implies ged((N7)?, (N4)?) = 1, we can require that

M; € NiZ, M, e Nz, (2.8)
so we choose such a one. Note that M, Mj satisfy ged(Mi, Ni) = ged(Ma, N5) = 1.

2.2 Symmetry

At general parameters, this model enjoys the vector-like global symmetry,

UQl)y
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Gvec = gcd(N1,No)? (29)

(1]
ng(NLNg)
is the 1-form symmetry acting on Wilson loops. At the massless point (m = 0), the model

where U(1)y acts on the bifundamental fermion as ¥ + ¢ ®W, ¥ s ¢~V and Z

acquires the discrete chiral symmetry,

Gmassless = Gyec X (chd(Nl,Ng))x7 (2‘10)

where the chiral symmetry (Zgeq(n,,n,))x 1S generated by

27i 1+75

— — 2mi 1-75
U eBdM N 2, s We NN 2 (2.11)

Let us first look at the vector-like symmetry in detail. We note that (Uy, Us,e!®) €
SU(N1)gauge X SU(N2)gauge X U(1)y acts on ¥ as

U U WU, (2.12)

This action has the redundancy that is generated by z; = (e>™/N1y, 1n,,e 27/N1) and
29 = (1n,,e>™/N21y, e2™/N2) and they form the subgroup Zy, x Zp,. As a result, we
can describe the structure group acting faithfully on the matter fields (including the gauge
and global symmetries) as

SU(N1)gange % SU(Na)gauge % U(1)y
ZNl X ZN2
[(SU(N1) x SU(N2))gauge/ Zgea(ny No)] X U(L)y

Ggauge+global _

— . (2.13)
Zlcm(Nl,Nz)
To obtain the second line, it is convenient to change the basis for Zy, X Zy, as
ZNy X LNy = Tiged(Ny,No) X Liem(Ny1,No)» (2.14)

where Zg.q(n,,N,) 18 generated by z{vi zévé = (62”1/ g‘3‘1(1\7171\[2)1]\/1,eQ’Ti/ ng(Nl’N2)1N27 1) and
Zlcm(Nl,Nz) by zl_MlzéMQ = (e‘27TiM1/N11N1,e27riM2/N21N2,ezm/lcm(Nl’NQ)). Therefore, the
subgroup Zgcq(n,,N,) of the quotients Zy, X Zy;, lives completely inside of the gauge group
SU(N1)gauge X SU(N2)gauge, and we find the second line of (2.13).



To get the global symmetry of the SU(N7) x SU(N2) QCD(BF), we can simply neglect
the gauge group in (2.13) for the O-form symmetry and we find U(1)y /Zieym(ny,ny)- I
addition, the Zg.q(n,n,) subgroup of the gauge group does nothing on the matter field,
and it gives the 1-form symmetry acting on the loop operators, and we obtain (2.9).

In the massless case (m = 0), the SU(Np) x SU(N2) QCD(BF) is classically invariant
under the U(1), chiral transformation,

1+ 1—

200y, T Te iz, (2.15)

U s el

Due to the Adler-Bell-Jackiw (ABJ) anomaly, this U(1), transformation shifts the theta
angles as

01 — 01 4+ Noa, 05 — 05 + Ny (2.16)

When both shifts are quantized in the unit of 27, it becomes the well-defined symmetry,
so it becomes the Zy.q(n, n,) subgroup, which gives (2.10). Note that the physics at the
massless point depends only on the particular combination of theta angles,

Ophys = N161 — Nyba, (2.17)
due to the ABJ anomaly (2.16).

2.3 Large-N argument and duality conjecture

In Ref. [2], Karasik and Komargodski investigated phase diagrams using the large-N count-
ing with N = ged(Ny, N2) and gave a conjecture that different QCD(BF) theories are
related by non-supersymmetric dualities. In this subsection, we review some features of
phase diagrams predicted by the large-N argument.

At large N, the vacuum energy is the quadratic function of the theta angles in each
vacuum branch [38], so we expect:

Bk, ko) (01, 02) = E0,0)(6h — 27k, 61 — 27ks),
E(O,O) (91, 92) ~ Fy+ a19% + GQQ% + b6165. (2.18)

Here, (k1,k2) € Z x Z is introduced to restore the 27-periodicities of ; 2, which describes
the multi-branch structure of (quasi-)stable vacua at large N. The vacuum branch (k1, k2)
gives the lowest energy at (61,602) = (2mky, 2wks). As the fermion determinant is positive
definite when m > 0, the Vafa-Witten argument from the QCD inequalities claims that
01 = 02 = 0 should be the lowest-energy state, which requires the positivity of the Hessian
matrix of Eg)(01,02). This gives the constraint that ai,az > 0, b? < 4ajas when m > 0.
At the massless point, one of the inequalities is saturated; b? = 4ajas.

2.3.1 Phase diagram of massless QCD(BF)

Before introducing the duality conjecture, let us consider the massless case m = 0. We
note that the large-/N limit in this section is similar to the Veneziano-type large-N limit,
not the 't Hooft-type, so the anomalously-broken U(1), does not restore as N — co. Due
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Figure 2: Phase diagrams suggested by the large-N argument for the massless and small-
mass cases. The phase diagrams of SU(N;) x SU(N2) QCD(BF) with N =1 and Nj =2
are plotted. (a) Phase diagram of the massless case m = 0, where only Opnys = N1601 — Njbs
is physical. From the simple large-N vacuum energy, the phase boundaries are located on
Ophys = ™ (mod 27). On each phase, the gcd(Ni, N2) degenerate states are expected to
appear as a consequence of the discrete chiral symmetry breaking. (b) Phase diagram with
infinitesimal fermion mass m. The mass perturbation splits the ged(Ny, N2) degenerate
vacua. The phase boundaries due to this splitting are line segments through the halfway
points {(Nym + 2k, N{m + 27k2) } i) kocz-

to the ABJ anomaly, the vacuum energy should depend only on €phys. = N{61 — N5, and
we obtain

E(khm)(ﬁl, 92) ~ Eo +a [N{Hl — Né@z — 27T(N{k‘1 — Nék‘g)]Q . (2.19)

For —m + 2mn < Ophys < ™+ 27n, the branches (ki, k2) with N{k; — Nyky = n are the
ground states, and the solutions can be expressed using the Bezout coefficient (2.7) as

(kl, kz) S (an, —an) + (Né, N{)Z (2.20)

This implies that the system is infinitely degenerate. For instance, the branches (k1, ko) =
(0,0), (N3, N1),- - - are all the true vacua for —m < Oppys < m. For finite (N1, N2), it would
be natural to think that there are N = ged(Ny, N2) degenerate states on each sector from
the chiral symmetry breaking. An example of the phase diagram is shown in Figure 2a.
We can also speculate the phase diagram at small fermion mass m. The ged(Ny, Na)
degeneracy is resolved by the mass perturbation. So we guess that the vacuum energy is,

By k) (01,02) = Eg,0y(6h — 27k1, 61 — 27ks)
E(O,O) (91, 92) ~ Fy+a [N{Ql — Néeg]g + 619% + 620% + €1260104, (221)



where €1, €9, €19 are small coefficients, which vanish as m — 0. The positivity of the Hessian
requires 4ajas — b* = 4a(N{Nje12 + (N7)%e2 + (N4)?e1) + O(e?) > 0 for consistency with
the QCD inequalities.

To see how the mass perturbation affects the phase diagram, let us gradually increase
the theta parameters along the almost flat direction, (01, 62) — (61 4+ 27N}, 63 4+ 27 N7), so
that Op,nys is unchanged. We note that (2wN3, 27N{) is the minimal 27 periodicity along
this direction because ged(N7, N5) = 1, so let us calculate the phase boundary between
(k1,k2) = (0,0) and (k1, k2) = (N4, N7) phases. The phase boundary between these phases
is given by E(n; n1)(01,02) = E(o,0)(61,02), which gives a linear equation

(261N} + €12N])01 + (2e2N] + €12N3)02 = 2 (e1(N3)* + ea(N])? + €12 N{N3) . (2.22)

This shows that the phase boundary between (k1, k2) = (0,0), (N5, N7) is the straight line
that contains the halfway point (01,02) = (wN4,7wN7). The other details of the phase
boundary depend on the specific form of the correction (619% + 629% + €120162), and an
example of the phase diagram is shown in Figure 2b. One can see that the phase boundaries
are consistent with the global inconsistency constraints, which will be discussed in Section 3.

When m = 0, there are N(= gcd(Ny, N2)) degenerate vacua due to the discrete chi-
ral symmetry breaking, and the mass perturbation lifts the degeneracy. This new phase
boundary at nonzero m can be understood as the exchange of the different chiral broken
vacua in the massless limit. Therefore, we can guess that there is no qualitative change
between the massless and small-mass phase diagrams for the case gcd(N1, N2) = 1 because
of the absence of discrete chiral symmetry, while this is outside the scope of the large-N
discussion in this subsection.

2.3.2 Duality cascade

Let us imagine that we dial the mass parameter m from almost the massless point to almost
the infinitely large one. When we consider the limit m > A1, A9, the bifundamental fermion
decouples from the dynamics, and the QCD(BF) reduces to the product of SU(N;) Yang-
Mills theory and SU(N2) Yang-Mills theory. Then, the (6,62) phase diagram looks like
the checkerboard, where phase boundaries are on §; = 7 mod2r7 (i = 1,2). It is very
nontrivial how the phase diagram at small mass (Figure 2b) is deformed to the phase
diagram at large mass because even the topologies of phase boundaries are different. For
instance, the phases (k1,k2) = (0,0) and (ki1,k2) = (0,1) are adjacent in the large-mass
limit, which is not the case in the small-mass limit (Figure 2b). Therefore, as the fermion
mass m increases, a “topology change” is expected to occur at some point.

First, let us consider what the phase diagram looks like at this topology-changing point.
Following Ref. [2], to observe the duality cascade, we here consider the phase boundary
between (ki1,k2) = (0,0) and (k1,k2) = (1,1) phases in the example of NJ = 1, Nj = 2
(Figure 2b). The phase boundary is located on the line:

E,0)(01,02) — E1,1y(61,02)
= (4may + 27b)0 + (4mag + 27b)0s — 4w°ay — dw’ag — 4w’ = 0. (2.23)



This line goes through (601, 62) = (7, 7), and its slope depends on the parameters: —gg;ig.

We know that the slope is 1/2 in the small-mass limit m — +0, and also that the slope
becomes negative? in the large-mass limit because a; ~ O(Af), az ~ O(A3) and b ~ 0 for

m — +o00. Thus, the slope vanishes (or diverges) at some mass m = m,, which is actually
the topology-changing point.
At m = m,, where 2a; + b = 0 holds?, the vacuum energy reads,

E(kl,kg)(gla 92) - E(()’()) (01 — 27Tk1, 91 — 271']{52)
E(o,o)(91, 62) ~ Ey + a19f + a20§ — 2a96010-
= a1(61 — 62)* + (a2 — a1)63, (2.24)

which is identical to the vacuum energy of the pure product-group Yang-Mills theory at
(01,05) = (61 — 02, 02).

One can further guess the ranks of the gauge groups by matching the massless phase
diagrams:

Ophys = N161 — Noby = N (01 — 63) — (N5 — N7)bs. (2.25)
Therefore, we have the following coincidence of the phase diagrams at the massless limit:

SU(N7) x SU(N2) QCD(BF) on (61,62) at m =0
— SU(Nl) X SU(NQ — Nl) QCD(BF) on ((91 — 92,92) at m=20 (2.26)

Based on these observations, Karasik and Komargodski [2] conjectured a new infrared
duality,

SU(Nl) X SU(NQ) QCD(BF) on (91,92) for m < m*
«— SU(Ny) x SU(Ny — N1) QCD(BF) on (6; — s, 65), (2.27)

!, should be a function of m that satisfies

where the fermion mass of the dual theory, m
m/|m=o = 0 and m/|,—m+ = oo. Here, the duality means the matching of the phase
diagrams and meta-stable vacua between these theories.

Now, let us assume that the fermion mass m of the parent theory is set to be sufficiently
small, then m’ of the daughter theory would also be small enough and it is below the
topology-changing point of SU(N7) x SU(N2 — N1) QCD(BF). If so, we can further apply
the duality (2.27) to obtain another daughter QCD(BF), and we can repeat this procedure,
which is called the duality cascade in Ref. [2] (see Figure 1). Although this duality cascade
involves changes in the fermion mass m, its structure resembles the duality cascade of the
N =1 supersymmetric bifundamental gauge theories [18]. Understanding this observation
is quite valuable for extending non-perturbative techniques towards non-supersymmetric
theories.

2The negative slope at (81, 62) = (m, 1) is expected as well, from the perturbation theory at the decoupling
limit [2] or semiclassical analysis (see below or Ref. [19]).

3We here assume that the slope vanishes 2a; + b = 0 at the topology-changing point, rather than
2a2 + b = 0. This scenario is plausible for No > Nj.
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As an additional remark, it is worth mentioning that the asymptotic freedom of the
daughter theory requires an additional constraint. Indeed, an asymptotically free parent
theory satisfies N1 < Ny < %Nl. Then, the asymptotic freedom for the SU(N;) gauge,
Ny — N1 < %Nl, automatically holds, but the other condition N; < %(NQ — Np), ie.
N < %NQ gives an additional constraint.

3 Anomaly and global inconsistency

In this section, we extend the anomaly and global inconsistency analysis for QCD(BF)
[1, 2, 19] to the different-rank QCD(BF'). We first discuss the background gauge fields for the
vector-like symmetry (2.9) and classify its possible symmetry-protected topological (SPT)
states. Using this knowledge, we derive the 't Hooft anomaly and global inconsistency for
the theta periodicities and the discrete chiral symmetry.

3.1 Background gauging of the vector-like symmetry and its SPT classification

As discussed in Section 2.2, the vector-like symmetry Gye. of QCD(BF) consists of the
1

baryon-number symmetry U(1)y /Ziem(n,,n,) and the 1-form symmetry Z[gc} A(N1,Na)? and
let us introduce its background gauge field. We have seen that the origins of the quotient
in the baryon-number symmetry and of the 1-form symmetry both come from the quotient
of the structure group G&*eetelobal iny (2 13)  This indicates that the background gauge
fields for Gyec consist of

A:U(1)y 1-form gauge field,

B : Zn, 2-form gauge field, (3.1)

Bs : Zp, 2-form gauge field.

Following Ref. [39], we describe the Zy, , 2-form gauge fields as pairs of U(1) 2-form and
1-form gauge fields (B;, C;) satisfying

N;B; = dC;, (3.2)

for i = 1,2. To reduce the pair of U(1) 2-form and 1-form gauge fields into the discrete
2-form gauge field, we postulate the 1-form gauge invariance:

where the 1-form gauge parameters A; o are U(1) gauge fields.

To represent the SU(Np) x SU(N3) gauge fields with the Zy, X Zy, backgrounds, we
locally promote the SU(Ny) x SU(N3) gauge fields (a1, a2) to the U(Ny) x U(N3) gauge
fields (Zil,Zig),

1
a; = a; + ﬁCilNi (locally). (3.4)

The U(NV;) field strength is defined by ﬁ = da; + ia; A a;, and its 1-form gauge-invariant
combination is given by f; = f; — B;. To implement the quotient structure, we note that
the (a1 + A) combination (resp. ag — A combination) is kept under the Zy, background
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(resp. Zp, background) gauge transformations. Hence, we locally modify the U(1)y back-
ground gauge field A as,

~ 1 1
A=A— — — locall .
N, Cr + N, Cy  (locally), (3.5)

and regard Aasa proper U(1) gauge field (satisfying the cocycle condition). Then, the
combination fi; + dA (resp. fo — dA) does not have a fractional Zy, (resp. Zy,) flux.
Incidentally, the covariant derivative is not affected by the Zy, xXZy, two-form backgrounds,

DY = DIAIY = 4" (9,9 +iay ¥ — i Wap +i AV). (3.6)
To sum up, the introduction of the background gauge fields replaces the field strengths as

fi= fi — Bily,,
fa= fa— Baly,,
dA = dA + B; — By, (3.7)

where ]?1, fé, and dA obey the standard Dirac quantization, and the backgrounds (Bj, B2)
introduce fractional fluxes.

For later purposes, it is convenient to rotate the basis of (Bj, Bg) in order to sep-
arate the Ziym(n,,n,) “quotient part” By for the U(1)v/Zim(n,,n,) symmetry and the

ZEC] (N, NZ)—symmetry background B [40]: The translation rule turns out to be
By = —B1+ Bo,
A 1 / 2 / (3.9)
B = —(M2N1B1 + MINQBQ),
where M, My are Bezout coefficient (2.7), and the inverse relation is given by
By = —MN,B, — B,
' oA (3.9)
By = MaN{Bj — B.

Let us derive this result. The “quotient part” B4 can be easily found from the minimal

coupling dA = dA + B; — By =: dA — By, and

—NidCy + N{dCy
lcm(N 1, Ng) ’

Bpa=-B1+ By = (3.10)

is indeed a 2-form Zip(n,,n,) background field since Ny and Nj are coprime integers. In
terms of a pair of U(1) gauge fields (Ca, Ba), the Zjem(n, n,) background is

lem(Ny, No)Ba = dCy, Cy = —NjCy + N{Cy, (3.11)
with the 1-form gauge invariance

Cy ~ CA+1CIH(N1,N2)(—A1 —|—A2) (312)
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Next, we shall extract the Z[glc} (NN Symmetry background B from (Bj, Bz), which should
satisfy ged(Ny, No)B = dC with some U(1) gauge field C. According to the basis rotation
of the group (2.14), this can be achieved as

Cy —N) NI 1
(@) - (3650 @) o

This transformation is invertible within integer coefficients as the transformation matrix
has a unit determinant. For C' = —(MyC; + M;C5), the 1-form gauge invariance becomes

C~C-— ng(Nl, NQ)(MQN{A:[ + MlNéAg). (3.14)

Since the transformation matrix is invertible with integer coefficients, we can reparametrize
the 1-form gauge transformations (3.12) and (3.14) as,

Cy ~ CA+1CIH(N1,N2)AA, CNC+ng(N1,N2)A, (315)

where A and A4 are canonically normalized U(1) gauge fields. Now, we can see the
[1]

gcd(N1,N») symmetry background is expressed by the following pair of (B, C),

ng(Nl,NQ)B =dC, C = —(Mgcl + Mng). (3.16)

To summarize, after the basis rotation, the 1-form gauge transformations for the back-
ground gauge fields are given by

AV ’—>AV+ Ay,
By —Ba+dAy, with Cq— Cq + lem(Ny, No)A 4, (3.17)
B —B +dA, with C' — C + ged(Ny, Na)A.

We note that “lem(Ny, No)(dA — B)” gives the canonically quantized U(1) gauge field,
which can be understood as the baryon-number gauge field [41].

The gauge-invariant local topological action (mod 27) of the background gauge fields
is then given by

d(N1, Na) lem(Ny, Na)
k1A, B, ) = LR [ HemUh T

BA(dA-B
Ar o / 4)

i(lem(Ny, N2))2¢ ~ 2
4 BRI i By, (3.18)

where k, { € Zgeq(n,,N,) are discrete labels, and ¢ is continuous parameter with 27 period-
icity. When the partition functions of the gapped vacua belong to different discrete labels
(k,?), there is no continuous deformation of the theory that connects those vacua. This
means that they are discriminated as SPT states with the Gye. symmetry, and those states
must be separated by some quantum phase transitions.
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3.2 Anomaly for the 0; ; periodicity and for the chiral symmetry (Zg.q(n,, Nz))X

To find an 't Hooft anomaly of QCD(BF), we define the partition function equipped with
the gauge background A, B4, B,

Z,.0,[A, Ba, B] := /7351735273‘1’1?\1’ o SIABAB], (3.19)
where the gauged action is given by

~ 1 ~ 1 ~ —
S[A, By, B] := 92/|f1 — B>+ 92/|f2 — By)? +/tr\l’($[A] +m)¥
1 2
itgl s 2 i92 ra 2

Here, (Bj, B2) are given by (3.9) in terms of (B4, B).

Let us first discuss the generalized anomaly (or global inconsistency) related to the
periodicities. This partition function violates the usual 6 angle periodicity, and it acquires
the local counterterm;

~ 1N
Zg, 1210, A, Ba, B] = exp <4771/Bl A Bl) Zy, 0,1A, Ba, BJ,
~ iNy
291792+27F[A, BA, B] = exp ﬁ By A\ By 291792 [A, BA, B] (3.21)

We consider the implications of these global inconsistencies. Let us suppose that the system
has a trivial vacuum for some (61, 62), then the partition function is described by the local
topological action of the background fields in the low-energy limit:

T G flow e
Zo, 0:1 A, Ba, B] Z5% exp (SE 1A, Ba, B)) (3.22)
which has discrete labels k,¢ € Zg.q(n, n,)- For general 2m shifts of 6 angles (61,02) —
(01 + 27y, 02 + 27n2), the relation (3.21) with (3.9) shows that the discrete labels of the
effective action (3.18) must jump as

() () (303) ) =

As long as these shifts are nontrivial in Zg.q(n, ny) X Zged(nN;,N), the two points (61, 602)
and (01 + 27n1, 02 + 27ngy) can be distinguished as SPT states. Note that the above 2 x 2
matrix has a unit determinant, so it is invertible with integer coefficients. Therefore, there
is a global inconsistency for the shift (61, 62) — (61 + 2701, 02 + 27ny) unless both n; and
ny are multiples of ged(Ni, Na). This global inconsistency rules out a trivially gapped
phase connecting the two points (01,62) and (61 + 27n,02 + 27n2). One can interpret
this obstruction as an anomaly between U(1)y /Zicm(n,,No)» Z[glcd(Nl’NQ), and the 61 or 6y
periodicity (see Refs. [41-47] for related anomalies), and one can check the large-N phase

diagram (e.g. Figure 2b) satisfies this constraint.
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In the massless case m = 0, the SU(Nj) x SU(N2) QCD(BF) additionally has the
discrete chiral symmetry (Zgeq(n,,n))x, and let us discuss its mixed 't Hooft anomaly with
Gyec. Since the axial transformation shifts the theta angles, the calculation is parallel to
that of global inconsistency (see also Refs. [19, 40]). The discrete chiral transformation
(Zgea(n,,n2))x changes the fermion integration measure,

2mi

DIUDV s ex _—
P (ng(N1,N2)

ind(fD[A])) DUDY, (3.24)
so we have to evaluate the index of the Dirac operator (3.6),

ind(D[A]) = / 8%& [(Frety, — 1w @ fo+dd 1y, @ 1,)?]

— [ gratr [((Fr= B @ 1n, = 1y (- B + (43 - By 91,

— [ gz (Nan(F - B 4 NitlFo - Bof + MNa(@A - Ba?). (32)

Note that the anomaly (3.24) depends only on ind(IP[A]) in mod gcd(N7, Na). This modulo-
ged(N1, N2) index can be calculated as follows®

ind(D[A]) = J\;J;fz

2NNy /B A By 2NINa(M N — M)

/(—Bl ANBy — By AByg+ By A BA) [mod ng(Nl,NQ)]

82 82
2M1M2 (1CHI(N1, NQ))Q
+ 872

/B/\(dK—BA)

/ (dA — B4)? [mod ged(Ny, Ny)]. (3.26)

Here we have used N1 Na(1 — (M1N5)? — (M3N})?) = 2M; Ms(lem(Ny, N2))?, which follows
from the definition of (M, Ms), (2.7).

This anomaly provides a constraint on possible phases, which rules out the trivially
gapped phase. One of the minimal possibilities to satisfy the anomaly matching is to spon-
taneously break the discrete chiral symmetry completely. To illustrate this, we note that
the labels of the topological action (3.18) are shifted by the discrete chiral transformation
as follows,

(3.27)

2M M.
(k,€,¢)l—><k‘—2N{N§,£—|—M1N§—MQN{,¢+27T 12 )

ng(Nl, NQ)

We can see that all the nontrivial discrete chiral transformations (Zg.q(n,, n,))y change the
discrete labels. To this end, let us rewrite the above transformation of the discrete labels

k k NJ  N{ N{
() ()0 50) ()

We added dg, which gives no contribution, in order to make the gauge-invariant combination dA— By

and align the expressions with (3.18).
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which suggests that it is convenient to change the (k,¢) basis to another basis defined by

~ —1
k\ _(—N5s Ni\ (N N k\ _ [—Ny N\ (M Nj\ (K (3.20)
)\ My M) \ My —M, ¢) \ My My) \ My —Ny )\t )" ‘

Then, the discrete chiral transformation acts as (k, ) — (k, £ — 1), and it is now evident
that all (Zgeq(n,,n,))y are anomalous under the Gyec background gauge field. Somewhat
surprisingly, the discrete label (k, £) naturally appears in the semiclassics as we shall discuss
in Section 4.2.2. As a summary, the anomaly matching condition requires the complete

chiral symmetry breaking,

SSB
(Zgeany No))x — 1, (3.30)

(1]
ged(N1,N2)
broken, (2) the vector-like U(1)v /Zicm(n,,N,) Symmetry is unbroken, and (3) there is no

under the following assumptions: (1) The system is confining so that Z is un-

accidental massless mode or topological order in the low-energy theory.

4 Semiclassics through 72 compactification with the baryon-’t Hooft flux

In this section, we develop a semiclassical framework for studying the dynamics of the
different-rank QCD(BF). It is based on the novel semiclassical approach to the 4d gauge
theories through the T%-compactification with the "t Hooft flux [30], which preserves the 4d
't Hooft anomalies in 2d effective theories and explains the confinement by the proliferation
of center vortices or fractional instantons. The effective description of this 72-compactified
setup captures qualitative features of strongly-coupled 4d confining gauge theories, includ-
ing pure SU(N) Yang-Mills theory, N' =1 SU(N) SYM, QCD with fundamental quarks,
2-index quarks, and equal-rank QCD(BF) [19, 30-32] (see also Refs. [48-50] for related
studies on R x 7).

Section 4.1 describes the detailed setup of the T2 compactification for the different-
rank QCD(BF). In Section 4.2, we derive the two-dimensional semiclassical effective theory,
which serves as a foundational framework for the exploration of phase diagrams in subse-
quent sections under the assumption of the adiabatic continuity.

4.1 T? compactification with baryon-’t Hooft flux

We put the QCD(BF) on R? x T? with the nontrivial background gauge fields on T? so
that the minimal 't Hooft fluxes are inserted for both SU(NN;) and SU(NN2) gauge groups:

2 2w
B, = T B, = T 4.1
/TQ TN TR N, (4.1)

For this purpose, we translate these conditions into those of the background fields for the
global symmetry, U(1)v /Ziem(n, ,No) X Z[glc}d(Nl Na)’ according to (3.8) (with setting A = 0),

. — (M + M.
/1cm(N1,N2)(dA—BA):27T(N5—N{), /B:27T (M + M)
T2

_ 4.2
T2 ged(Ny, Na) (4.2)

This is the baryon-'t Hooft flux in our T?-compactification.
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To obtain the 2d semiclassical description, it is convenient to realize the baryon-
't Hooft flux in terms of the transition functions. Let us denote the coordinates as
x = (21,72, 23,24) = (¥, 23,74) € R? x T?, and we identify (x3,z4) with both (x3 + L, x4)
and (z3,74 + L) to construct the torus 72. We call the transition functions on T2 for
SU(N;) gauge group ggi) (z4) and gf) (x3) (i = 1,2). The 't Hooft fluxes require that the
transition functions satisfy

(4.3)

Using the gauge transformations, we get the coordinate-independent transition functions,

2mi 2mi(N;—1)
where C; and S; are the SU(V;) clock and shift matrices: C; o< diag(1,eNi,--- e Ni

and (S)mn X Om+1,n. For N1 # Ny, the wavefunction of the bifundamental field cannot be
single-valued with these 't Hooft fluxes, and we also introduce the fractional U(1)y flux in
the torus T2 to compensate it:

2 2T
A= T ) gad 4.
(zw ]W)xg o (4.5)

Note that this is equivalent to (4.2) as dA = dA— By according to the local expression (3.5).
Consequently, the boundary conditions for the bifundamental fermion ¥ (z) are written as

27 2

U(Z,x3 + L,x4) = ei<m_N;L>$4g§1)($4)W(f, $3,$4)9§2) (x4)
1)

U(Z, 23,24 + L) = g5 (w3) 0 (Z, 23, 24) 95 (4). (4.6)

Now, these twisted boundary conditions are consistent with the single-valuedness of the
bifundamental fermion ¥ (&, x3, x4).

4.2 2d effective description

The adiabatic continuity conjecture implies that the weakly-coupled theory on R? x T2 at
small T? can provide insight into the qualitative aspects of the original strongly-coupled
theory on R*. With the compactification described above, let us derive the 2d effective
theory for the weakly-coupled theory on R? x T2 at small T2.

Our approach involves the following two steps: First, we identify low-energy modes
that remain perturbatively massless after the small 72 compactification. Subsequently, we
incorporate center-vortex contributions together with the residual gauge symmetry after
the Higgsing by the Polyakov loops along 72.

4.2.1 Perturbative analysis

To construct the 2d effective theory, let us first identify the low-energy modes of the
2d effective theory. For SU(N;7) and SU(N3) gluons, the boundary conditions admit no
constant modes, and all excitations have O(1/N L) mass on the small torus T2. This can
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be understood as the adjoint Higgsing, SU(Ny) x SU(N2) — Zn, X Zn, (see Ref. [30]
for details). The residual discrete gauge fields turn out to play an important role beyond
perturbation theory, but we may neglect it for a while.

For the bifundamental fermion, the low-energy modes can be found by solving the 2d
zero-mode equation on T2,

(7303 + 74 (04 +1A4)] ¥ (23, 74) = 0, (4.7)

with the boundary conditions

s 21 27T
(a3 + L,aq) = el<N1L7N2L>x4SI‘I’(iU3,564)527 (4.8)
V(3,24 + L) = ClW(23,24)Ch. (4.9)

We can easily count the number of such zero-modes by using the 2d index theorem,

ind(D) = dim(Rep) / ;LA =Ny — Ny, (4.10)

T2 £T0

where the dimension of the representation is dim(Rep) = N1 N3, and the flux is [ Fgfrl) =
N% — N% As a result, there are (No — Np) of 2d massless Dirac fermions at the classical
level. Of course, we can obtain the same result by directly solving the zero-mode equation
with the above boundary condition, and we demonstrate it in Appendix A.

We note that most of these zero-modes are accidental. Recall that QCD(BF) does not
have continuous chiral symmetries that can force massless fermions. To be more precise,
we are now restricting ourselves to the perturbative analysis, so there still exists the U(1),
symmetry. This requires the presence of “one” massless fermion, but the other No — N; — 1
massless fermions are supposed to be gapped out by considering the interaction effect within
the perturbation theory. To see it more clearly, let us perform the Abelian bosonization
and we have No— N compact bosonz, ¢1,...,¢n,—n,. The U(1), acts on them as the shift
symmetry, ¢; — @; + a. As the difference ¢; — ¢; is invariant under U(1),, its mass term

can be generated by the perturbative diagrams, in particular by the 1-loop diagrams [31]:

i#]

Note that this mass term for ¢; — ¢; is perturbatively generated: .J;; ~ O(g*/(NL)?),
which is far larger than the (nonperturbatively small) dynamical scale e 9, Therefore,
the genuine low-energy mode for small 72 is described by the diagonal one,

PI=PL=P2 =" = PNy—Ny- (4.12)

In what follows, we consider the 2d low-energy effective theory in terms of ¢. Since we
obtain 2d free Dirac fermions, the action for the 2d effective theory in the lowest order
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would be,

Ny — N-
55?1) lp] = /d233 [Q&TI((')M@)Q —mypucosp|, (4.13)

with a (scheme-dependent) dimensionful constant .

4.2.2 Center vortex and the residual Zy, x Zy, gauge field

The perturbatively massless mode ¢, analogous to the 1’ particle, acquires a nonpertur-
batively small mass induced by center vortices. The second step to derive the 2d effective
theory is to include contributions from center vortices.

Prior to moving on to the calculation, it would be pertinent to mention some aspects
of center vortices in this setup. Virtually, let us further compactify R? into another 72
with nontrivial 't Hooft flux n%) =1 for SU(N7). Then, there exists a classical fractional
instanton with

(Qlop: Qo) = (1/N1,0), (4.14)

where Qgé)p denotes the instanton number for the SU(N;) gauge field. Because of the
perturbative gap, this classical solution should behave as a local vortex in the decom-
pactified limit 72 x T? — R? x T?. As suggested by numerical studies [51-53] (see also
Refs. [54, 55] for analytic studies), we further assume that this vortex solution saturates the
BPS bound and the action is given by S = Sl(l)/Nl, with the instanton action 51(1) = %.
In parallel, there also exists (Qécl)%, Qg%)) = (0,1/N3) fractional instanton with the action
S = 51(2) /N = %;2 as a local vortex solution. Within the framework of 2d effective theory,
we can identify these fractional instantons as so-called center vortices.

Let us include the contributions from center vortices by the dilute gas approximation.
Using the U(1)axja Spurious symmetry,

= p+2a, 0 —0+2Nsa, 0 — 02+ 2N1q, (4.15)
the vertices of center vortices for SU(N;) and SU(N2) can be uniquely fixed:

+1/Ny,0 ¢ 7) = KD —8" /N1+i61 /N1 g —iNag/ N1
(£1/Nq,0) vortex x) = K(l)e—sl(1>/N1—iel/NleiNQSo/Nl7

7) = K (2 o5 /Na+ibs /Na ,~iN1p/No

(0,+1/N3) vortex { (4.16)

Vi) = K(z)e—sl(2>/N2—192/N26i1\f1ga/1\f27

where K1) and K(?) are some dimensionful positive constants of O(1/L?). Using the 1-loop
renormalization group, the magnitudes of these vertices can be roughly estimated as

K(l)e_sfl)/Nl ~ é(AAIIJ)(11—2]\72/1\71)/37 K(Q)e_sl(2>/N2 ~ é<A2L)(ll—2N1/N2)/3. (417)
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The operators e N2¢/N1 and e "N19/N2 do not respect the 27 periodicity of ¢ and
demand further refinement. We should notice that there are residual Zy, x Zy, gauge
fields (a1, az), which magnetically couple to ¢:

i /(91 — Nap)da + i /(92 — Nip)das. (4.18)

One can easily check consistency with the center-vortex vertices (4.16).> The integration
over the gauge field (a1, as) restrict the compact boson to satisfy [ dy € 2rN{ and [dp €
21 N}, which extends the periodicity of  as ¢ ~ ¢+ 27 N|Nj, and e N2¢/N1 and e~ 1N¥/N
become well-defined. Here, we still have N{ N} ambiguity to lift the 27-periodic scalar to
a 2w N{Nj-periodic one, and this requires the discussion on the discrete vacuum labels.

The discrete vacuum labels appear because the appropriate boundary condition for R?
constrain the total topological charges (QE({;, Qg;) to be integers. Indeed, the dilute gas
approximation of fractional instantons with this constraint yields

Z = /D(p e_sé?l)[“”]

1 . S\ e ny
X Z T </d23: Vl(x)) (/d% Vi (x)) Oy — i €N Z

n1,n1>0

1 . . n2 B g
X Z nalia] (/dzx VQ(.CC)) (/ d*z V; (q:)) Oy —ine N
_nz,ngZO
1 Ni1—1 No—1

_S<0) [Lp]_sc(levi er >vor ex [(19]
e DD DI Er L (4.19)

k1=0 ko=0

where k; € Zy, and kg € Zp, are the discrete vacuum labels and

gk k) [p] = /in“’ {—2K(1)GSI(1)/N1 cos (Nch + 2k — 91)

center vortex Nl

oK @S Na o (leo + ]2\;rk2 - 92) } , (4.20)
2

The periodicity of discrete labels, k1 ~ k1 + Ny and ko ~ ko + N, are trivially realized,
but the 27 shift of ¢ requires a nontrivial identification,

(@ +2m, k1, ka) ~ (@, k1 + Na, k2 + Np). (4.21)

As ZN, X LNy == Lged(Ny,N2) ¥ Liem(Ny,N2)> We change the basis for the discrete labels as®
k N —N}\ [k

2 = 4.22

(-0 ) () =

"Roughly speaking, the center vortices are the defects with fractional fluxes: da; ~ 27/Ni and dag ~

2w /N2. The above magnetic coupling (4.18) reproduces the vertices (4.16)
5Recall that our representative of the Bezout coefficient (2.7) satisfies M; € N7 and Ms € NiZ, and
thus £ = Miki + Mzks is well-defined in Ziem(n,,no)-
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so that k ~ k + ged(N1, No) and £ ~ £ + lem(Ny, Np). In this basis, (4.21) becomes
(¢ +2m, k, 0) ~ (¢, k, £ + ged(N1, No)). (4.23)

Since lem(Ny, No) = ged(Ny, No) N N}, this shows that £ also becomes the Zged(Ny,N») 1abel
by extending the periodicity of ¢ as ¢ ~ ¢ + 2w N{Nj. Equivalently, we may regard ki, ko
are both the Zg.q(n, n,) labels once ¢ is extended as ¢ ~ ¢ + 2m Ny N;.

Consequently, the low-energy effective theory is described by the extended periodic
scalar ¢, ¢ ~ ¢+ 2w N{Nj, and the (Zgeq(n, n,))? vacuum labels (k,0) (or (k1,ks2)), and its
potential is given by

P 7 N: 27 (N + Myk) — 6
Vs k, €] = —myp cos(p) —2K(1)e*51(1)/N1 cos( 200 + 27 ( §V+ ok) 1)
1

oK@ =S N (NW + QW(N% — Mik) — 92) , (4.24)
2

where 4 is some dimensionful constant introduced in the Abelian bosonization.”

4.3 Realization of anomaly constraints in semiclassics

Here, we shall see how the anomaly constraints are realized within our semiclassical frame-
work. In this T%-compactification, we have introduced the background gauge fields (4.2)
along the compactified direction to preserve 4d anomalies in the 2d effective theory [56, 57].
As we have discussed in Section 3, there are the following constraints in the 4d setup:

e Global inconsistency

In the (61, 62) plane, it is impossible to connect (61,602) and (01 + 27n, 02 + 27ng)
with a trivially gapped phase, unless both n; and ny are multiples of ged(Ny, Na).

. 1
e Mixed anomaly between (Zgeq(n,,ny))x and U(1)v/Ziem(n, ,nz) X Zé!d(Nl,NQ)

In the massless case m = 0, the anomaly requires the complete spontaneous breaking
of discrete chiral symmetry.

Let us first discuss the anomaly for the discrete chiral symmetry (Zgeq(n,,no))x- As
the compact boson is related to the chiral condensate as tr(@#\ﬁ) ~ €% the discrete
chiral symmetry acts as the shift symmetry of ¢ in the 2d effective description. Indeed, the
potential (4.24) at the massless point m = 0 is invariant under the following transformation,

4 P+ g o+ 2m 4
k| w— k e k ~ 1k, (4.25)
E g—l g—ng(Nl,Nz) g

"In Sections 5 and 6, we are going to identify the vacua by finding the minima of this potential, which
corresponds to the classical analysis. Strictly speaking, the 2d effective theory still has the renormalization-
group (RG) flow, and it changes the coefficient of the effective potential. We note that (4.24) contains the
relevant perturbation, and thus the RG flow stops at a certain energy scale. Therefore, the classical analysis
in Sections 5 and 6 is going to be justified by a suitable rescaling of these parameters.
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where (4.23) is used to see that this transformation forms Zgcq(n,,n,)- Notably, the discrete
chiral transformation shifts the discrete label, £ — £—1, so we can immediately conclude the
ged (N1, No) degenerate vacua associated with the chiral symmetry breaking. Therefore, the
requirement of 4d 't Hooft anomaly is correctly realized in the 2d semiclassical framework.

Similarly, we can understand the global inconsistency constraint when m # 0 from the
2d viewpoint. The 27 shifts of 6 angles, (61, 602) — (01 + 2711, 02 + 27n3), can be absorbed
by the shifts of discrete labels (k1, k2) — (k1 + n1, k2 + n2), which is equivalent to

-0

We should note that both k, ¢ are the Zgca(Ny,N,) labels after the periodicity extension,
@ ~ @+ 27 N]Nj. Since the discrete labels are non-trivially shifted unless both n; and
ny are multiples of ged(Ny, N2), the unique and trivially gapped vacuum is impossible to
connect (61, 62) and (61 +27n1, 2+ 27n2) without encountering quantum phase transitions.
This is exactly the statement of the global inconsistency in 4d.

Lastly, we point out that these transformation properties (4.25) and (4.26) of (k,/)
turns out to be exactly the same with the ones for the label (k, ) of (3.29), so it would be
quite natural to identify them. Then, (I;:,@) in the semiclassics carries the information of
the 4d SPT action completely even after the 72 compactification with the baryon-'t Hooft
flux, and this is a nontrivial evidence for the adiabatic continuity.

5 Phase diagrams of QCD(BF) for gcd(Ny, No) =1

In this section, we explore the consequences of the semiclassical description for different-
rank QCD(BF) with ged(N1, N2) = 1. In this case, the discrete labels ki, ks (or k, ) are
completely absorbed by the periodicity extension, ¢ ~ ¢+27 N1 Na, and the potential (4.24)
becomes

Vil = —mpcos(p) — 2K Ve St/ cos (W) ~ 2K o (W) '
1 2

(5.1)

In Section 5.1, we study the phase diagrams in the large-mass and small-mass limits by
finding the minima of this effective potential, and we also provide a numerical demonstra-
tion of how these two limits are connected via the topology change. In Section 5.2, we
establish the duality conjecture by Karasik and Komargodski [2] in the hierarchical and
large-N limits within our semiclassical effective theory. Moreover, by constructing the ex-
plicit duality map as suggested by the combination of semiclassics and the large-N limit,
we numerically justify its validity even for finite parameters.

5.1 Phase diagrams for gcd(N;, N3) = 1 with semiclassics

We can analytically study the small-mass and large-mass limits m — +0,+00. Let us
consider the large-mass limit first, and then go to the small-mass limit. We shall see that
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Figure 3: Two limits of phase diagrams of QCD(BF) on the (1, 62) plane. The plots are
made only on the fundamental domain 0 < ¢; < 27 and 0 < 63 < 27. (Left panel) The
phase diagram for the large-mass limit Aj, Ay < m(< 1/(NL)). The labels show the
discrete vacuum label (ki, k2) € Zn, X Zn,, which is related to the 2w Nj Na-periodic scalar
field as ¢ = 27(Mik1+ Msks). (Right panel) The phase diagram for the massless or small-
mass limit, and this figure is drawn for the case N1 = 2, Ny = 3. The phase transition
lines are given by Opnys = Ni#1 — Noby = 7 (mod 27) in the massless limit. Since the
discrete chiral symmetry is absent for ged(N1, No) = 1, the small mass perturbation does
not introduce new phase transition lines unlike the case of ged(Ny, No) # 1.

the semiclassical description supports the natural scenarios for both the small-mass and
large-mass limits. We then numerically explore how the intermediate-mass range connects
these different limits and observe the topology change of the (0, 62) phase diagram.

5.1.1 Large-mass limit m — oo

In the limit m — oo, we first need to minimize —myu cos(y) in (5.1), and the candidates
of minima are given by ¢ = 27l with ¢ ~ ¢ + N1N, at order O(m). We can decompose
[A = Mik1 + Msky with k1 ~ k1 + N1 and ks ~ ko + Ny as ng(Nl,NQ) = 1. Since
NoMy + NiMy = 1 and My /Ns, My/Ny € Z, the potential (5.1) at O(m°) becomes

V[(p = 27T(M1k31 + Mgkg)]

oSN (27rN21\;[\}k‘1 — 91> k@S Na o (2%N1]\]4\?k2 - 92)
1 2

= —ZK(l)eisl(l)/Nl cOSs M — 2K(2)eisl(2)/N2 CcOS M . (52)
Nl NQ

This reproduces the phase diagram of the SU(Nj) x SU(Nz2) pure Yang-Mills theory,
where the phase boundaries are located on ¢ = 7 (mod 27) and 6, = 7 (mod 27), and
(k1,k2) € Zn, X Zp, describes the discrete vacuum label (see the left panel of Figure 3).
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In the leading order, there are four-fold degenerate vacua at (61,62) = (w,7), but this
degeneracy is partially resolved by including the next-to-leading-order corrections. To see
this, we add the small fluctuation ¢ = 2w(M1k1 + Maks) + 0 (mod 2w Ny Ny), where dy is
supposed to be the O(m™!) quantity. The order O(m™!) corrections to the potential can
be evaluated as follows:

V[QW(Mlkl + Mgkg) + (5(,0] — V[27T(M1]€1 + Mgkz)]
KWe—S1" /M _ (2) =517 /N2 _
%(5 )2+ [2 e "l sin <27T]{71 01>+2K e "l sin <2ﬂ'k2 92) 5()0

2 Ny /Ny Ny Ny /Ny Ny

= L (Gp+0(m™)*

2
1 [2r@e-st"/M ki — 0 9K (251" /N ks — 0
[ e’ sin< G 1> + - sin <7T22> - (5.3)

 2myp N1 /N, Ny Ny /N, N

Therefore, the four-fold degeneracy at (61, 602) = (m, ) is lifted to the two-fold degeneracy,
and the lowest ground states ¢ are those of (ki,k2) = (0,0),(1,1). The phase boundary
has a negative slope (Left panel of Figure 3), as also expected in the large-N argument.
This two-fold degeneracy at (61,02) = (m,7) is protected by the CP symmetry, which
interchanges (k1, k2) = (0,0) and (k1, ko) = (1,1).

5.1.2 Massless limit m — 0 and small-mass perturbation

Next, let us consider the massless limit, m = 0. For m = 0, the potential (5.1) depends
only on pnys = N161 — Naf, and we can see it explicitly by shifting ¢ to ¢ + 62/N;:

0 & Ny + K260, — 0 @) N
|4 [90 + ]\721] = 2K We=S1" /N o < i ]]\\;11 27} oK@ ST Ne g <]\1[;P>
_ Ophys
oW SN s [ 2227 TN o pe@e SN o (M) 5.0
N1 NQ

This potential exhibits a unique vacuum for ¢ ~ ¢ +27 N1 N3 at generic values of 8,y, and
a two-fold degeneracy occurs when 6ys = 7 (mod 27).%2 We note that the discrete chiral
symmetry is absent for ged(Ni, N2) = 1, so the unique vacuum state is allowed. The two-
fold degeneracy of fpys = 7 comes out of the 27 periodicity of fppys, which follows from
the equivalence, Opnys — Opnys + 271 <= (61,02) — (61 + 27 M3, 02 — 2w My). Indeed, the
above potential is invariant under Ophys — Ophys + 27 associated with ¢ — ¢ + 27 M7 /Ny.
As an example, the massless phase diagram with N7 = 2 and No = 3 is plotted in the

8Here, we would like to note that this phase transition at Ophys = ™ is “not” required by any kind of

anomaly, as the anomaly and global inconsistency are absent for gcd(N1, N2) = 1. Using the center-vortex

_iNoe—0y _iNie—0o _{Nae—0; My /N2 _iNie—0 Mz /N1
] N N. N N. —
vertices e 1 ande 2 we can construct an operator | e 1 e 2 =

e Ning (Pm(MIOIEM202) T B hifting o — o+ ]%—217 this operator can be regarded as the following symmetric

My
¢~ Oohys

perturbation, cos NN,

), to the potential. When this perturbation is added and dominates V[p],

the ground state is always unique and behaves continuously as a function of Opnys.
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right panel of Figure 3. We note that the small mass perturbation does not introduce new
transition lines when ged(Ny, N2) = 1, unlike Figure 2b.

Let us add some details to understand the structure of the massless phase diagram.
First, we can readily confirm that the above potential at 6,5 = 27n has the unique vacuum
at Qyn) = %n (mod 2wN1N3). When we change the theta parameter gradually as
Ophys = 20 + 00phys With —m < d0phys < 7, the vacuum configuration ¢,(,) also changes

continuously and it lives inside

. 27TM1 27TM1 59phys 27TM1 27TM1 59phys
< < . 5.5
min ( N, n, N, n+ NN, Pa(n) < Max N, n, N, n+ NN, (5.5)

27 My
Ny

minimizes the second one, and the true minimum should be in between them. For 0,5 =

27TM1n + 59phys

This is because ¢ = = NN, minimizes the first term of (5.4) and ¢ = n

7(= 27 —7), there are two distinct configurations, ¢,y and ¢, (1), giving the same energy:
The fact ¢, ) # ¢«(1) follows from the observation that they live in non-overlapping regions,

< 7 2w My T < <27TM1
N.N,S N, NN, WS Ty

0 < @ 0) (5.6)

Therefore, the phase transition occurs at 6,y = 7 for the semiclassical potential (5.4).

5.1.3 Topology change of the phase diagrams as a function of m

We have observed that the large-mass and small-mass limits yield strikingly different phase
diagrams in the (6;,602) space, and even their topological structures are distinct. It is
quite nontrivial how the intermediate-mass range bridges these two limits. To obtain an
overall picture, we numerically draw phase diagrams by varying the fermion mass mpu
in the following setup; Ny = 2, Ny = 3, with 2K(e=51"/M = 2 @)e=5(7/N2( = 1),
We choose the Bezout coefficient as (My, My) = (3,—4) so that MyNy + MaN; = 1 and
My /Na, My/Ny € Z. The results of the phase diagrams at several mu are shown in Figure 4.

To illustrate the phase diagram, we plot the values of the global minimum ¢ of the
potential V[p] given in (5.1). In this figure, the minimum values ¢/27 € [0, Ny Ny) =
[0,6) are illustrated through a color gradient. This allows us to clearly observe the phase
transition, which is indicated by a sudden change in color. Let us explain how the phase
diagram changes as we increase the mass parameter mj.

(i) The phase diagram at mu = 0.05 is shown in Figure 4a. When the mass is sufficiently
small, the phase diagram is qualitatively similar to that of the massless limit (right
panel of Figure 3). Moreover, the jump of the ¢ values in neighboring phases is

~ %11 = %, which is consistent with our analysis of the massless

limit. We note that phase boundaries are no longer parallel for nonzero mass.

roughly given by %

(ii) As we increase the mass, some of the non-parallel phase boundaries start to merge,
and triple points (three-fold degenerate vacua) appear (see Figure 4b for the phase
diagram at mpu = 0.2). This is also a type of topology change, but it is a different
one from what we have discussed in Section 2.3.
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/2

(¢c) mp=0.3 (d) mp=0.5

Figure 4: Phase diagrams of (N1, Na) = (2, 3) at several mu when we set oK We5i" /N —

)
2K @e=5{"/N2 — 1. The values of 5= € [0,N1Ny) at the global minimum of V[g] are
depicted with a color gradient. As the fermion mass is varied, we can observe the topology
change of the phase diagram in the (61, 62) space as conjectured in the previous subsection.

(iii) As we increase the mass further, some phases are pushed out completely from the
region 0 < 01 < 27 and 0 < 02 < 2xw. During this process, the “topology change”
discussed in Section 2.3 happens in the vicinity of (61,602) = (0, 7). Figure 4c depicts
the phase diagram at mu = 0.3, slightly above the topology-changing mass.

(iv) After that, the phase diagram converges to the one in the large-mass limit. The
phase diagram at mu = 0.4 is shown in Figure 4d, and it is already qualitatively the
same as the left panel of Figure 3. Also quantitatively, the vacuum values of ¢ are

P(k1,ka)
27

approximately given by = 3k1 — 4ko, which is consistent with our large-mass

analysis.
5.2 On the duality cascade conjecture

As reviewed in Section 2.3, Karasik and Komargodski [2] proposed the infrared dualities
between two QCD(BF)s in the large-Nj o limits: The duality claims that the following two
theories,
SU(N;p) x SU(N2) QCD(BF) on (61,62) for m < m*
+— SU(N;y) x SU(N2 — N1) QCD(BF) on (61 — 62,65), (2.27)
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have the same vacuum structures in the sense of congruence in both phase diagrams and
meta-stable vacua. This is called the duality cascade, as we can repeatedly apply these
dualities when the fermion mass is sufficiently small. The purpose of this subsection is to
understand this duality within the semiclassical framework.

We first discuss two distinct limits, at which the above duality can be analytically
shown within our semiclassical framework:

e The hierarchical limit m, A; < Ay (Section 5.2.1), and
e The large-Nj 2 limit (Section 5.2.2).

Away from these limits, it is nontrivial to what extent the duality is effective. Therefore, we
construct the explicit duality map by combining the semiclassics and the large-N analysis,
and we investigate the phase diagrams numerically using the corresponding parameters for
(N1, N2) = (2,3) and (2,5) in Section 5.2.3. We find that the duality map works quite
effectively, and it only has a very tiny quantitative violation. Hence, the proposed duality
is useful to understand the topology-changing structure of the phase diagram even when
neither of the above limits are not strictly taken.

Again, we note that the asymptotic freedom of the SU(N;) x SU (N2 — N1) QCD(BF)
imposes a constraint Ny < %Ng for the duality (2.27). Similarly, because of the adia-
batic continuity conjecture, we restrict our scope to cases where both parent and daughter
theories have the confining QCD-like vacuum, e.g., we assume that the theory is not in
the conformal window. This also imposes a further constraint on the possible numbers of

colors (Ny, Na).

5.2.1 Duality in the hierarchical limit m, A1 < Ay

In this subsection, let us consider the limit where the strong scale Ay of SU(N3) and of
SU(Ny — Np) is much larger than other scales in both theories: m, A1 < As. As we have
chosen Ny > Ny, we should discriminate A; < Ay and Ay > As, and we consider the first
case.

If we put an extra assumption, No — N7 = Ny, the duality in this hierarchical limit can
be shown directly in R* by using the chiral Lagrangian. Let us have a quick look at it before
working on the semiclassics. When A; < Ag, the SU(N;p) gauge field can be regarded as
a background when discussing the dynamics of the SU(Ny) or SU(Ny — Np) gauge field.
Then, the theory enjoys the approximate SU(N7)r x SU(N1)g chiral symmetry as m < Ag,
and it is likely to be spontaneously broken in both sides of the dualities as Ny > Nj and we
have also assumed Ny — N7 = Np. Then, the low-energy effective theory is described by the
SU(Np)-valued scalar field U coupled to the SU(Np) gauge field a1, and the SU(N;) gauge
transformation is given by U — gUg ™! and a1 — ga1g~ ' —igdg~!. Let us now obtain the
effective action for SU(N7) x SU(N3) QCD(BF) at (#1,62). To incorporate the information
of 3 in the chiral Lagrangian, we perform the anomalous chiral transformation to put it

7i92/N1

into the phase of the fermion mass, m; — me . This anomalous transformation also

affects 01 as

Ophys (5.7)

Ny
01 — 01 — —0y =
1 A Iy ot
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and we obtain the following effective Lagrangian,

iephys/Nl
872

When repeating the same discussion for SU(Ny) x SU(N2 — N1) QCD(BF) at (6}, 02),
all the discussion is parallel except that the anomalous transformation on 6] is given by

. 1
Schiral ~ / IDU* = (me™2/M 41U + c.c.) + gﬁ’fl\Q + tr f1 A fi. (5.8)
1

0] — 0, — NQN;INWQ. Therefore, we can find the same low-energy 6 angle for SU(N;) gauge
group by setting 6] = 61 — 62, and this suggests

SU(Nl) X SU(NQ) QCD(BF) on (91,92)
— SU(Nl) X SU(N2 — Nl) QCD(BF) on ((91 — 92,92)

seems to hold in the limit m,A; < As. However, this analysis with the chiral La-
grangian (5.8) is actually incomplete. For example, this chiral Lagrangian at m = 0 has

the apparent (Zy, )chiral Symmetry, U — e_?\’illU , while the correct chiral symmetry should
be Zgeq(n,,N,)- Such a subtle Ny dependence is absent in the usual chiral Lagrangian, and
we must incorporate the 1’ field with the extended periodicity, n’ ~ 1’ + 27Ny [32]. Let us
see how our semiclassical description takes care of this subtlety.
For semiclassical parameters, the hierarchical limit corresponds to m, K (1)e_51(1>/ M«
K (Q)e*SI@)/ N2 and thus the semiclassical vacua at the leading order minimizes the last term
of (5.1). On the SU(N;) x SU(N2) QCD(BF) side, this limit reduces the 2w N1 No-periodic
scalar ¢ to the discrete one
05 + 2w Nol
¥ = Ta (5.9)
with £ € Z N2 Then, there are N candidates of vacua, and the energy of the ¢-th vacuum
at the subleading order O(AJ) becomes

B 0y + 2w Nol
= N
92 + 27TN2€ 1 _S(l) N 27TN22€ — ephys
Let us now discuss the dual side. For the SU(N;) x SU(N2 — N;) QCD(BF), the same
limit limit reduces the 2w N7 (N2 — Njp)-periodic field ¢ to the discrete one,
B (9’2 + 27T(N2 — N1>€/
Y = Nl ’
with ¢/ € Zy2. We write the theta angles in the dual theories by (01,65), which are going to

VeZV{@

= —IMm|LCOS (

(5.11)

be set (0] = 61 — 62,0, = 63) according to the conjecture. The energy of the ¢'-th vacuum
at the subleading order is,

9/2 + 27T(N2 — N1)€,> B 2K(1)e_sl<1)/N1 cos (27T(N2 . N1)2£/ - Gphys>

V) = —mypicos (

N1 N12
/ 21
= —mjLcos b2 + 2m(Nz = NOCT oKk We=5" /N1 o 2m(N2 Nl)Q " — Ophys )
Ny N?

(5.12)

~ 98 —



Here, let us consider the following one-to-one correspondence between Z N2 labels:
(Ny — Ny )20 = N2¢. (5.13)

This is one-to-one because ged(N?Z, (Ny — N1)?) = ged(NZ, N2) = 1. Here we note that the
Bezout coefficient M; satisfies both NoM; =1 (mod N;) and (N2 — N1)M; =1 (mod Ny).
With the identification ((Ny — N7)2¢' = N2/), the vacuum energy matches as follows,

92 + 27TM2(N2 — N1)2€/ _ QK(l)e*SI(l)/Nl oS 27T(N2 — Nl)gf/ — HPhys
Ny N?
1

0y + 2w Mo N3¢ (1) 2T N3l — 0
2+;%22>—ﬂ&kﬂWMm%7T%ﬂpm>:w. (5.14)
1

Vy = —myp cos (
= —mjicos <

This establishes the duality (2.27) in the hierarchical limit m, A; < Ag: there is an exact
one-to-one correspondence between vacua of the two theories. The generalization to the
cases of ged(Ny, Na) # 1 is straightforward.

5.2.2 Large-N; limit and the duality in semiclassics

In this section, we study the case when Nj, Na > 1 with our semiclassical effective theory.
We have to note that the perturbative mass gap for gluons is given by O(1/N;L), and our
semiclassical effective theory is derived with the assumption that this perturbative gap is
well separated from the strong scale, N;LA; < 1. Therefore, we have to make sure that
the torus size L is sufficiently small to satisfy this criterion especially when N; > 1.

In Section 2.3, we discussed the vacuum structure described by (2.18), which comes
from the large-N counting argument: The vacuum structures in the large-Nj o limit have
the multi-branch structure labeled by two integers k1, ko € Z, and the ground-state energy
of each branch is a quadratic function of 61, 02. By combining the large-Nj o limit with the
semiclassics, we give not only the explicit derivation of this vacuum structure but also the
concrete form of the coefficients, a1, ag, b, in the formula (2.18). By applying this technique
on both sides of the duality, we will show the concrete correspondence (see Figure 5).

We first study the SU(Np) x SU(N2) QCD(BF) at (01, 62). Let us rewrite the 2w N; Na-
periodic field as ¢ = 2mw(M1k1+ Maks)+0p (mod 2w N1 Na), where —m < dp < 7, k1 € Zn,,
and k2 € Zn,. With this parametrization, the potential (5.1) reads,

Vip) = —mcos(sp) — 2K e cos (B0 B2
Nl Nl
— 2K @5 N2 cog (W %5 ) (5.15)

In the large-(Ny, N2) limit, the minimum point of dp is around zero do ~ 0 for “vac-
1— 27rk1 <1 and 0o— 27rk2

consider the case 01,62 ~ O(1), and thus these constraints on the vacuum labels become

< 1. We are going to

uum branches” (k1, k2) that satisfy ‘

|k1/N1|, |ka/N2| < 1. Due to this constraint, we may neglect the information of the period-
icity and regard the vacuum labels as (k1, k2) € Z X Z in the large-(N7, No) limit. Since the
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SU(N,) x SU(N,) SU(N,) x SU(N, — Ny)

QCD(BF) at (6,4, 6>) QCD(BF) at (6,',6,")
l Small T2 compactification 1
2d effective theory with 2d effective theory with
semiclassical parameters “semiclassical parameters”:
2)
(mli K(l)e-Sz /Ny JK@e -s{ /Nz) (mli K(lr)e—SI /Ny K(zr)e—s,( )/(Nz Nl))

l Large-(N1,N,) & Large-(N{,N, — N¢) 1

Vacuum energy with (ay, az, b) PN Vacuum energy with (a;’, a,’,b")
Matching at (07 = 6, — 6,0, = 0,)

Figure 5: Schematic picture for the strategy to support the large-(Ny, N2) duality. We
write the large-Nj 2 vacuum energy formulae for both SU(N;) x SU(N2) QCD(BF) and
SU(N;7) x SU(Ny — N1) QCD(BF) from the semiclassical descriptions, and match them at
(0] = 61 — 02,05 = 03). We can explicitly derive the correspondence of the semiclassical
parameters, shown in (5.22).

vacuum expectation value of d¢ becomes O(1/Nj 2), we can solve for dp with the quadratic
expansion. Substituting the result, the ground-state energy of each branch becomes

g(kl,k‘g)(ela 02)
== 5(0,0)(91 - 27T:I€1, 02 - 27'(']{32)

01 — 27k \ 2 0y — 2mks \ 2 01 — 2mk1\ (02 — 27k
250*“1(1]{1) +“2(2N;2> +b< ! N17”><2 N; 2), (5.16)

and each coeflicient can be explicitly determined as

o= —mp — 2KWe=S51" /N1 _ g g (D=5 /N2,
(mu+ = 2K(2)e_5 /N2) KW= /N

mp+ 22K( Je—StV /N1 4 iﬁgK(Q)e—S§2)/N2’
(mM-F 22K (1)e—51 /Nl) —5 /N

mp+ 22K() =S/ 12K(2)e_5( N

a] =

ag =

4K(1)K(Q)e—SI(l)/N1—SI(2)/N2 ( )
b=— . 5.17
mp+ %21((1)551(”/% + %2}((2)5%‘2’/%
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We have the following consistency check of this result in the large-mass and massless limits:
(=517 /N

e In the large mass limit m — +o00, the coefficients are a; ~ K 1 oag ~
K@e 50" /N2 and b — —0 as expected from the SU(Np) x SU(N2) pure YM theory

2 2
e In the massless limit m — 0, we find %al = %ag = —b/2(=: N?N2a), and then
1 2
the vacuum energy can be written as

E0.0)(01,02) =~ E + a (N16; — Noba)*. (5.18)
This is consistent with the fact that physics only depends on 0 at m = 0.

We next study the dual side, SU(N7)x SU(N2—N1) QCD(BF) at (0], 65) = (61 —062,02)
with the fermion mass m’. As above, since both N and No— N; are large, we can effectively
presume that the vacuum branches are labeled by integers (k}, k) € Z x Z. The energy
density of each branch behaves as

Eiwpy) (01 = 02, 02)

01 — 0y — 27k! \ 2 0y — 21kl \ 2 0, — Oy — 27k \ [0y — 27k
25’/ / 1 !/ 2 b/ 1 2
0—|—a1< Ny ) T Ny — Ny * Ny Ny — Ny )’

(5.19)

where &), a}, daf, and b’ are counterparts of the coefficients &, aj, a2, and b in the dual
theory. Explicitly, these coefficients are given by

<m bt %2 K@) g5 >/<N2N1>> a5/,

it L’Z NO? o (1) e=S1 /N1 oW1 NjVT) 9K (@)~ /(N2=N1)’

<mlﬂ + @ﬂ( (1)e-s1" )/N1> K@)e=5 /(Na=N1)

(N2—M1)? N1> 2K (1e=S{" /N1 4 No=N7)? ij 2K (2)e=S> /(N =)
1

y AK ) @) o=5 /N1 =52 (N~ Ny 520
il DB o5 N M o @S ()

m'p+

(

where K(W)e=51" /M (resp. K@)e=5{" )/(NQ*Nl)) is the center-vortex weight for SU(Ny)
(resp. SU(Ny — N1)) gauge field.
For the duality, we must have ¢ )(01,62) = S(’O 0)(01 — 03, 02) + const., which requires

20, v
b= N, (—“1 + > . (5.21)

~31 -



. . (1) (2) . .
By a tedious calculation, the parameters (myu, K(Ne=51 /N1 K(2)e=51"/N2) of the original
theory are related to the ones of the dual theory as
m'p
(N2—N1)? 1,
; m
—51(2 >/(N2—N1)

mp =

1+
2N No K (e

K(2,)e_SI(2/)/(N2_N1)N13

K(l)efsla)/Nl _ K(l/)efsl(ll)/Nl

K@) /NN N8 (1065 N (v — Ny )3
@) N3 N _o@)

K@ =51 /N2 2 K@)e=51" "/ (N2=N1) 5.99
This establishes the conjectured duality (2.27) in the large-(Ny, Na) limit between the
SU(Ny) x SU(Ns) QCD(BF) on (61, 62) and the SU(N;) x SU(Ns — N1) QCD(BF) on
(01 — 02,05). The above relation (5.22) defines the duality map in the physical parameter
range if the fermion mass of the original theory satisfies

Ni(Ny — Ny)

2) —S?/N.
2 2K @S /N2, (5.23)

mp < m*p =
In particular, the relationship of the fermion mass explicitly explains the duality at the
massless point m =0 < m’ =0 and at the(t)opology—changing point m = m* & m’ = 0.
1
We note that the positivity of KMe=51 /M in (5.22) puts the constraint on the strong
scales of the dual theory as

K(Q’)e—5f2,>/(N2—N1) > (Ny — Ny )? K(l')e—sfl/)/l\h‘ (5.24)
Ny
Thus, the duality relation (2.27) does not actually give the bijective relation but instead
gives a map from the parent theory, SU(N1) x SU(Ny) QCD(BF) with m < m*, to the
daughter theory, SU(Ny) x SU(N2— N1) QCD(BF), which is not surjective and the inverse
map does not necessarily exists:

SU(Ny) x SU(N2) QCD(BF) on (61,63) for m < m*
e SU(Nl) X SU(N2 — Nl) QCD(BF) on ((91 — 92,02). (525)

Let us emphasize that we can always find the semiclassical parameters for the daughter
theory if the parent theory satisfies m < m*, so this constraint is not a problem for applying
the duality cascade.

We also note that the correspondence of parameters (5.22) is consistent with the ob-
servation at the hierarchical limit Ao — oo discussed in Section 5.2.1. In our large-N for-
mula (5.22), we can see that K(Q)e*SI(Q)/N2 — 00 is equivalent to K(Zl)e*SI(QI)/(NQ*Nl) — 00,
so the hierarchical limit is taken on both the parent and daughter sides of the duality. More-
over, (5.22) in this limit shows that the other parameters are kept unchanged, m = m’ and

’ () (1)
KWe=51 /N — g()e=5t /N1 and this is exactly what we observed in Section 5.2.1.
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5.2.3 Numerical check of the duality conjecture

In this subsection, we numerically investigate the phase diagrams of SU(N;j) x SU(N2)
QCD(BF) and SU(Np) x SU(N2 — N1) QCD(BF) with (N1, N2) = (2,5), and examine the
validity of duality when neither hierarchical nor large-Ny o limits are strictly taken. For
the parent side, SU(2) x SU(5) QCD(BF), we set the strong scales as

oK (Ne=S1" /N1 9 c(@)o=S1" /N2 — 1. (5.26)

Numerical search of the topology changing point mu = m*u gives m*u ~ 0.263, and it is
comparable with the large-Nj o formula (5.23), which suggests m*,u,\large_N = 25—23 = 0.24.

When computing the daughter side, SU(2) x SU(3) QCD(BF), we need to set the
strong scales; however, there is no clear criterion for their setting. Therefore, we shall use
their values suggested by the large-Ni o formula (5.22),

g5 _ 2K WS/ .
(§ — _ 5
| M agwesi M 133
NY k@51 /N
’ 2" No — N 3 . o7
0 k() =S /(Na=D1) _ (2]\[31) o f =S Ny _ k4 o
2

We are going to compare the phase diagrams with several fermion masses, and we choose
the fermion mass m/p of the daughter side again from the large-Nj o formula (5.22): When
mu < m*u, we shall set m/u by

mp mp
mu = T (5.28)
m* 0.24

We show the results of the phase diagrams in Figure 6.

Let us explain the details of Figure 6. In the top panels, Figures 6a-6e, we show the
(01, 62) phase diagram of the parent theory, SU(2) x SU(5) QCD(BF), for the range of the
mass 0.02 < mpu < 0.3, which includes the topology-changing point m*u ~ 0.263 shown in
Figure 6d. In the bottom panels, Figures 6f-6i, we show the (6] + 65, 6,) phase diagram of
the daughter theory, SU(2)x SU(3) QCD(BF), for the range of the mass 0.02 < m’u < 100.
We can see that the figures of the parent theory for mu < m*u, Figures 6a-6d, and the
counterparts of the daughter theory, Figures 6-6i, are showing the same vacuum structures,
respectively, and the agreement is remarkable not only qualitatively but also quantitatively:

e In Figure 6e, we show the phase diagram of the parent theory for mu = 0.3 > m™*pu.
We can see that the topological structure of the phase boundaries is the same with
the large-mass limit (left panel of Figure 3).

e The phase diagram almost at mu = m*u of the parent theory is shown in Figure 6d,
and it should be compared with the figure just below, Figure 6i of the daughter theory.
In Figure 6i, we set m’y = 100 as a numerical substitute of the limit m/u — oo, so
the phase diagram in the (6], 6)) basis looks as the checkerboard. As the duality
relates those theta angles to the parent one as (0], 05) = (01 — 62, 02), we need to use
the (0] + 05, 05) basis (= (01, 602)) when drawing the figures of the daughter theory.
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(d) mp = 0.263 ~ m*p (e) mp=0.3

H)
y)

0 0
31/2 32 2 0 2

" 2 0 /2 ™ ™ a2
6,4 6, 6,4+ 6, 0,4 0,

0,10,

(f) m'p =~ 0.02182 (g) m'pn =0.08 (h)y m'p=1.2 (i) m'pn = 100

Figure 6: (Top panels) Phase diagrams of the parent theory, (N1, N2) = (2,5), on the (0,62) plane with several myu in the unit
of 2KWe=St" /M — o @e=S{"/N2 — 1, The topology-changing point is present at m*u =~ 0.263, so the phase diagrams (a)-(d) for
mp < m*u are expected to be reproduced by the ones of the daughter theory according to the duality conjecture.

(Bottom panels) Phase diagrams of the daughter theory, (N1, No — N1) = (2, 3), on the (6] + 65, 65) plane, in which the strong scales
2K(1’)e_51(1/)/N1, 2K(2/)e_51<2l>/(N2_N1) are set by the large-N suggestion (5.27). The fermion mass m/y is also set through (5.28), so
that the phase diagrams (f)-(i) are comparable to the above ones (a)-(d) of the parent theory, respectively.



e We make the fermion mass of the parent theory a little smaller than the topology-
changing point, mu = 0.2 < m*u, in Figure 6¢c. On the daughter side, this mass
corresponds to m/p = 1.2 according to (5.28), and we show its figure in Figure 6h.
We note that m’y = 1.2 of the daughter theory is still quite heavy compared with
its strong scales (5.27), so Figure 6h can be understood as the linear transformation
of the large-mass limit (left panel of Figure 3) to the (0] + 65, 05) basis. Indeed, the
direct transition from the (ki, ko) = (0,0) state to the (k1,k2) = (1,1) state can be
seen around (0] + 65, 05) = (27, ) in Figure 6h, while its phase boundary is still tiny.

e As we lower the fermion mass further, the phase diagrams of the parent and daugh-
ter theories are deformed in the same manner. At mu = 0.06, the parent theory
approaches another topology-changing point as shown in Figure 6b. On the daugh-
ter side, it corresponds to m’u = 0.08 according to (5.28), and the phase diagram
with the (0] + 05, 65) basis is shown in Figure 6g. The daughter side is a little far
from its topology-changing point, but this quantitative mismatch would be acceptable
recalling that our parameter setting is based on the large-Nj o formula.

e We also note that the behaviors after this topology changing point are also qualita-
tively the same between the parent and daughter theories as we can see in Figures 6a
and 6f.

Based on these observations, we are tempted to conclude that the duality map works
so nicely even when neither hierarchical nor large-Nio limit is strictly taken, and it is
useful to understand the topology-changing behaviors for the (6, 62) phase diagram of the
parent theory. For example, when we are trying to study the topology-changing point
mu = 0.06, Figure 6b, of the parent theory, it would not be so easy to imagine its behavior
since the phase diagram there already experienced the topology-changing phenomenon at
mpu = m*u =~ 0.263. By switching to the picture of the daughter side, Figure 6g, this
topology-changing phenomenon is its first one, and we can understand it more easily as
the deformation from the large-mass limit. Indeed, the topology change from Figure 6g to
6f is basically equivalent to the ones studied in Figure 4. The reason why their topology-
changing scales, m/u = 0.08 in Figure 6g and mu ~ 0.3 in Figure 4c, are so different can
be understood from the fact the duality map (5.27) sets the strong scales of the daughter
side small values.

In this section, we have examined the validity of the duality for the case when the
two strong scales of the parent theory are the same. It would be an interesting exercise

9 About the parameter setting, we point out the issue coming out of the discrepancy between the large-N
result of m”* pifiarge-n = 0.24 and the numerical value m™ tt|numerical & 0.263. In our numerical computation of
the daughter theory, we use the large- N value for m* i to determine m’p in (5.28) for theoretical consistency.
However, this causes a problem in that we cannot determine m’u when m™* p|iarge-n < mp < M* fi|numerical -
We can circumvent this problem if we use m*p = 0.263 when determining m’p in (5.28), and then we get
a bit lower values of m’p compared with current ones. If doing so, Figure 6g would be a bit closer to the
topology-changing point, and the apparent look of phase diagrams may become more similar between the
parent and daughter theories. Anyway, we should keep in mind that our mapping of parameters has this
kind of ambiguity.
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to check the duality for the case when those strong scales are well separated, A; < As or
A1 > As, and those cases are also numerically studied in Appendix B.2: The duality works
well again.

Lastly, it might be useful to make a somewhat trivial remark that this duality at finite
Ni 2 is not an exact one. As we will elaborate in Appendix B.1, if the duality relation
were exactly true, the phase boundaries at the topology-changing point should consist only
of the completely straight lines. In Figure 7, we enlarge the phase diagram, Figure 6d,
of SU(2) x SU(5) QCD(BF) almost at mpu = m*u around 02 ~ mw. The fact that the
phase boundary is not a horizontal straight line indicates the non-exactness of the duality
relation. Conversely, we may say that the violation of the duality relation is so mild, even
away from the large-N limit (apart from the subtlety of the parameter mapping), and it is
difficult to notice without a magnifying glass.

S

N W s OO 00 ©

Figure 7: Magnified phase diagram on (61, 62) plane around 0y ~ 7 with (N1, N2) = (2,5)
almost at the topology-changing point, 2K(1)e_51<1>/N1 = 2K(2)e_51(2)/N2 =1 and mu =
0.263.

6 Phase diagrams of QCD(BF) for gcd(Ny, Ns) # 1

This section extends our analysis to the cases of gcd(Ny, N2) # 1. The discussion is almost
parallel to the one in Section 5, but we should keep in mind that the 2d effective theory
has the discrete vacuum labels (k, £) € (Zgea(ny,N,))? in addition to the extended compact
scalar, ¢ ~ p+2mN{NJj. In Section 6.1, we consider the massless limit, small-mass limit (in
the presence of small mass perturbation), and large-mass limit. The semiclassical approach
produces a phase diagram that aligns with expectations. In Section 6.1.3, we examine the
phase diagram of the simplest example, SU(2) x SU(4) QCD(BF), obtained numerically by
the minimization of the effective potential. We observe the topology-changing phenomenon
as the fermion mass is varied, which bridges the small-mass phase diagram (Figure 2b) and
the large-mass checkerboard-like phase diagram. In Section 6.2, we point out that the
duality at large-Nj o (Section 5.2.2) can be easily generalized. This section is concluded
with comments on the domain wall and anomaly inflow, Section 6.3.
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6.1 Phase diagrams for gcd(Ni, N2) # 1 with semiclassics

Let us determine the phase diagrams at the large- and small-mass limits based on the 2d
semiclassical description. In Section 4, we have derived the following effective potential,

. N. 2m(NLE + Mayk) —
Vigs k0] = —mpcos(ip) — 2K Me St /M1 COS( S i\ij = 91)
1
Nip + 2w(N{{ — Myk) —
_QK(2)e—SI‘2’/NQCOS< 1p + 27 ( ]15 1k) 92>7 (4.24)
2

where ¢ is the extended compact variable ¢ ~ ¢ + 2rN{ N}, and we identify (p; /;,EN +
ged(Ny, No)) ~ (¢ + 2m;k,£) and (¢;k + ged(Ny, Na),€) ~ (p;k,£). Our choice of the
Bezout coefficient (M, My) satisfies M /N4, My/Nj € Z.

6.1.1 Large-mass limit m — oo

Let us briefly look at the phase diagram in the large-mass limit, A;, A2 < m(< 1/NL).
For this purpose, instead of (k,{), it is convenient to use the original notation for the
discrete labels (k1, k2), by using (4.22). With these original labels, the potential is,

N: 2wk — 0
V[@]Z—mMCOS(sO)—M(”eSfl)/NlcOS( 2@+J\: : 1>
1

— K @St N2 (o <N1¢ - 2mhs 02) , (6.1)

No
These labels (k1, k2) obeys the identification (4.21), from which

(3 k1 + ged(N1, Na), k2) ~ (@ + 2w My; ki, k2),
(@3 k1, ko 4 ged(N1, N2)) ~ (¢ + 2nMa; ky, k2). (6.2)

Thus, we can regard (k1, k2) as integers in {0,-- -, ged(Ny, Na) — 1}.

In the m — oo limit, we should first minimize —um cos(y), and the candidates of
minima are ¢ = 0 (mod 27). As done in Section 5.1.1, we denote them as ¢ = 2w (M k] +
Msky) with ky € Zy, and k) € Zy;. The potential of order O(mY) is,

Vie] = —2[('(1)e751(1)/1\71 cos <2W(g6d(N1’ No)ky + k1) — 91)
M

oK@ 5P N2 o <27T(g0d(N17 Na)ky + ka) — 92) ' (6.3)

No

Then, we can combine the discrete labels (K], k5, k1, k2) so that ki = ged(Ny, No)k| + k1 €
Zpn, and l%g := ged(Ny, No)kl, + ko € Zpn,. These labels are nothing but the original
Z N, X Zp, vacuum labels that arise from the sum over center vortices in Section 4.2.2. With
these labels (k1,k2) € Zn, X Zy,, the vacuum energy Vishy = Ve = 2n (MK} + Mak))]
reads

omky — omky —
Vifl,lglg = —2K(1)e_sl(1)/N1 CcOS (T‘-k]l\flgl) _ 2K(2)6_S1(2)/N2 cos (7.(]{]2\[292) . (64)
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The Zn, X Zy, vacua with the above vacuum energy exactly reproduce the semiclassical
picture of the SU(N;) x SU(N3) pure Yang-Mills theory, and the phase boundaries are
located on #; = 7 (mod 27) and 3 = 7 (mod 27). The analysis of the O(m™!) contribution
at (01,02) = (m,m) is exactly the same as what we have done in Section 5.1.1, and the large-
mass phase diagram is again given by the left panel of Figure 3.

We note that the jump of ¢ in the above leading-order discussion occurs only when
61,2 are shifted by relatively large amounts, such as 6; — 61 + 2w gcd(Ny, N2). When we
restrict our attention to the region —27 < 01 < 27 and —27 < 65 < 27, the leading-order
vacuum configuration is always ¢ = 0, and the phase transitions at §; = +m, 6o = 47
are described by the jump of discrete labels k1, k2. Thus, the discrete labels ki, ko (or ]~€, E)
play the primary role in the large-mass regime, and ¢ only affects sub-leading dynamics
when ged (N, No) # 1.

6.1.2 Massless limit m — 0 and small-mass perturbation

In the massless case, substituting ¢ + ]9\,—21 into the effective potential yields,

\% [90 + 972; 127,4 = —2K(1)G_SI<1>/N1 cos (

N + 2m (N3l + Mak) — %t
Ny

Ny

_ 9257 /N2 o (NW + QW%W _ Mlk)) . (6.5)
2

Thus, the physics depends only on 6,y = N161 — Nabs.
When 0,y = 0, we can readily find the global minima,

/ .

@ T ed (N Ny : (6.6)

where / € Zged(Ny,N,) due to the identification (4.23). These minima represent the sponta-
neous breakdown of the discrete chiral symmetry (4.25), and the vacua have ged(Ny, Na)-
degeneracy. From this solution, we can construct the global minima for 0,y = 27mn. We
note the equivalence between Ophys — Opnys +27n and (01, 02) — (01 +27Maon, O — 2w Mn),
and the latter moves the vacuum label (ki, ko) — (k1 + Man, ko — Min). We can translate
this result to (l;:, (7) by using (4.22), which gives k — k + n without changing /. Applying
this transformation to (6.6), we obtain the vacua for O,y = 27n as

14

——— k=n, 6.7
ng(N1,N2) ( )

p=—-2m
Wlth E S chd(Nl,NQ)'
When we adiabatically change fpnys as Ophys = 27 + 08pnys With [06pnys| < 7, the
vacuum configurations also continuously change from (6.7):

- 15y, k=n. 6.8
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56,1
phys
NN, and

the second term is minimized if §¢ = 0. Thus, the true minima exists in the range

We note that the first term of the effective potential is minimized if dp =

10| < léeph”', so its deviation from (6.7) is small. When §6,ys reaches 7, two branches
with & = n and k = n + 1 become degenerate, and the vacuum degeneracy becomes
2 ng(Nl, Ng).

We now get the result in the massless case. There are ged(N7, N2) degenerate vacua for
generic values of 0pp,ys. There are phase transitions described by the jump of k, and phase
boundaries are located on Ophys. = ™ (mod2m), where the vacuum degeneracy becomes
2gcd(N1, N2). The phase diagram is consistent with the large-N argument, shown in
Figure 2a.

Next, let us consider the small-mass perturbation. Since the change of 0,y from 27n
only gives a tiny effect as we have seen above, let us simply set Opnys = 0. Recall that
we substituted ¢ + ]%—21 in the above discussion for the massless case, and then the mass
perturbation gives the energy splitting for the chiral broken vacua (6.6) by

02 ‘
AE;, = —m/cos 2
¢ s (N1 ng(N1,N2)>
— IN
= —mycos (W) , (6.9)

where ¢ =0,1,... , ged (Vg NQ) — 1. When we increase 03 from 0 to 27w N{, there is a level
crossing at 6 = wN{ from {=0tof=1. As we have set Ophys = 0 in this argument, this
phase transition point is given by (81, 62) = m(N4, N1). The discrete label £ has a jump at
this point. Thus, this phase transition should form a curve separating the {=0and { =1
states,'? as expected in the large-(N1, N2) argument (Figure 2b).

6.1.3 Topology change of the phase diagrams as a function of m

As we have done in Section 5.1.3 for ged (N1, N2) = 1, we perform the numerical calculation
to see how the large-mass and small-mass phase diagrams are connected for ged(N1, Ny) #
1. Unlike the case of gcd(N7, N2) = 1, we have the discrete chiral symmetry in the massless
limit, and the small-mass phase diagram has extra phase transition lines that exchange
chiral broken vacua. Moreover, there are nontrivial constraints on the global structure for
the phase diagram by anomaly matching conditions when ged(Ny, Na) # 1, so it would be
meaningful to observe the topology-changing phenomenon also in this case.

10VWWe can determine this phase transition curve analytically in the small-mass limit: The phase boundary

between £ = 0 and £ = 1 vacua is given by the curve in the (61,02) space, on which . = m with

¢ =0,k = 0 is the minimum of the masslesss potential before shifting 02/N1. We can see this is actually
— gedny Ny With ¢ = 1. Then, the mass
perturbation gives degenerate energy between them, —my cos(¢+) = —mypu cos(¢h), which is what we want.

sufficient by noticing that one of its chiral partners is ¢}, =

Substituting ¢ = and £ = k = 0 to the saddle- point equation of the massless potential, we get

gcd(leNz)

(1) (2)
2N2K(1>67511 /N1 i TNy — 0, N 2N1K(2)67512 /N2 g TN] — 6, 0
N N1 No No

and this curve goes through (61,62) = (7 N3, wN7).
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(c) mp=0.3 (d) mp=1.0

Figure 8: Phase diagrams on (61, 63) plane with (N7, N2) = (2,4) and several my in
the unit of 2K(1)e_31(1)/N1 = 2K(2)e_51(2)/N2 = 1. Upper-right parts correspond to the
fundamental domain 0 < 07 < 2w, 0 < 62 < 27. The values of (k1,k2) at the global
minimum of the potential (6.1) are depicted by different colors.

In our computation, we consider the simplest setup: Ni = 2, No = 4, and we set
their strong scales as 2K(1)e_SI(1)/N1 = 2K(2)e_sl(2)/N2 = 1. In this setup, Nj = 1 and
N} = 2, so we can take the Bezout coefficient as M; = 0, My = 1, and this satisfies
M, /N}, My /N7 € Z. Then, the vacuum labels (4.22) are simply given by k=ky—2ky = ky
and £ = kg in mod 2, so there is no distinction between (ky, k) and (k,¢) as Zged(2,4) labels.

In our analysis of the large- and small-mass limits, we found that all the phase transi-
tions are associated with the jump of discrete labels (k,¢) € (Zgea(ny, N2))2, and the phase
transition lines are separating different 4d SPT states. This is a drastically different point
compared with the gecd(Ny, N2) = 1 QCD(BF). Of course, as a logical possibility, it would
have been possible that some accidental phase transition appears in the intermediate mass
range, at which only the continuous field ¢ jumps. As far as we numerically studied the
case 0.05 < mu < 1.0, such an accidental transition does not happen.

Figure 8 depicts the phase diagrams on (61, 62) plane with (N7, Na) = (2,4) at several
mu. In each panel, we determine the phases by the discrete labels (ki, k) of the global
minimum, and we omit the values of ¢ as its jump turns out to be always associated with
the jump of (k1, k2).
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For a small-mass case (Figure 8a), the phase diagram slightly alters from the small-
mass limit depicted in Figure 2b. When we change the (61,62) along the €y direction,
the phase transition occurs by the jump of k= ki as expected. When we change the
(61,02) along the perpendicular direction to fpnys, the jump of { = ky occurs and the
chiral-broken vacua are exchanged. When we increase m and it reaches a certain mass, the
reconnection (topology change) occurs at (61,62) = (0,7), (27w, ) (see from Figure 8b to
8c). After the reconnection, the phase diagram converges to that of the decoupled Yang-
Mills theory (Figure 8d). Our semiclassical framework explains the topology-changing
behavior speculated in Ref. [2].

6.2 On the duality of semiclassics in the large-N; > limit

In this section, we make a brief comment that the duality map of coupling constants (5.22)
is valid also for the case gcd(Ny, Na) # 1 in the large-Nj 2 limit.

To see this, we parametrize the 2 N Nj-periodic scalar as ¢ = 27 (M1 k] + Makh) + o
with —m < d¢p < 7 and (K|, k) € Zy; % ZLpyy. Using the extension, Zy; — Zn, —
Zged(Ny,Ny)» the discrete labels k] € Zy, and k; € Zgeq(n,,n,) are combined into (ky, ko) €
Zn, % Zn,, which is exactly what we have done in the discussion for the large-mass limit
in Section 6.1.1. As a result, the potential can be expressed as

( ok, — 6, N
V = —mpcos(dp) — 2K(1)e*SIl)/N1 cos LS + 72590
Ny Ny
( onky — 0y N
— 2K @S N2 cog <7T12VQQ + Jv;W) : (6.10)

The rest of the argument is completely the same as the one in Section 5.2.2. One can find
the minimum ¢ ~ O(1/Ny,1/N>) and have the identical expression for the quadratic form
of the energy density with the coefficients (5.17). We can repeat the same discussion for
the daughter side, SU(N7) x SU(Ny — N1) QCD(BF), and we find the concrete form of
the duality map (5.22).

Lastly, let us give one cautionary remark. Assume that we are studying SU(N;p) x
SU(N2) QCD(BF) at sufficiently small fermion mass, then we can repeatedly apply the
dualities and the gauge-group ranks changes following the Euclidean algorithm, (N7, No) —
(N1, Nog — N1) — ---. For N = ged(Ny, Na2) # 1, the last step of the duality cascade is the
duality from SU(N) x SU(2N) QCD(BF) to SU(N) x SU(N) QCD(BF), and the latter
theory is the equal-rank QCD(BF). In this paper, we assumed Nj # N3 to construct the
2d semiclassical theory, so we cannot immediately apply our duality map (5.22) to the last
step of the cascade, which requires an extra work. In our previous paper [19], we construct
the 2d semiclassical description for equal-rank QCD(BF). Although there is a difference
in the renormalization scheme, the large-N expansion of the equal-rank QCD(BF) gives
a parallel expression to (5.17) as the functional form of the energy density. Thus, it is
possible to match these vacuum energies in a similar manner at least formally. To gain a
deep insight into the last step of the duality cascade, we need a more refined understanding
of the semiclassical approach including the subtlety of renormalization scheme.
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6.3 Comments on the domain wall and the anomaly inflow

We here give the brief comment on properties of domain walls at the phase boundaries.
In Section 6.1, we observed that all the phase transitions are characterized by the jump of
the discrete vacuum labels (k, ) when ged(Ny, Na) # 1. These vacuum labels are identi-
fied with the labels (k,¢) for the 4d SPT states (3.18) after a suitable linear transforma-
tion (3.29), and thus the domain walls in the 4d setup should support nontrivial dynamics
to cancel the anomaly inflow (see e.g. Refs. [8, 43, 58-61]). Let us uncover how this is
realized in our T2-compactified setup with the baryon-'t Hooft flux (see also Section 5 of
Ref. [19]).

We first note that the domain wall in 4d setup is the dynamical object, which would
be spontaneously created if we perturb the 6 parameters to the position-dependent one. In
the 2d semiclassical theory, however, the vacua are specified by the discrete labels, which
suggests that the relevant degrees of freedom for creating domain walls are heavy and
already integrated out in this effective theory. Therefore, we need to introduce the loop
operator in 2d that forces the jump of the discrete labels, and this is the counterpart of
the 4d domain wall. We can see that this loop-operator insertion satisfies the requirement
of anomaly inflow.

To understand this, it is convenient to consider the decoupling limit m — oo, and
then the vacuum labels (k,¢) are reduced to the original ones, (ki,ks) € Zy, X Zn,,
which constrain the total topological charges of the fractional-instanton gas. Since (k, k2)
specifies the 1-form symmetry charge of the SU(N1)x SU(N3) pure Yang-Mills theory, their
Wilson loops Wp and Wj serve as domain walls connecting vacua with different (kq, ks).
When the dynamics of bifundamental fermion V¥ is turned on with finite mass m, the part
of 1-form symmetry loses its information as W caries the same gauge charge of W1 W5 L
The remnant charge of the 1-form symmetry is specified by the label k € Zg.q(n,,n,) In
the 4d SPT action (3.18). Importantly, ¥ carries the fractional charge of U(1)/Ziem(ny,ny)s
and this also remains as the robust information described by the label ¢ in (3.18).

When two states are discriminated by the 1-form symmetry charge k, then we have to
introduce the appropriate Wilson loop to have the domain wall in the 2d effective theory.
When two states have the same 1-form charge k but different levels for ¢, then the domain
wall can be created either by insertion of the Wilson loops or by excitation of the ¥ quanta.
Thus, the anomaly inflow to the domain wall in our 7% compactified setup is realized by the
fact that the domain wall becomes a non-dynamical object requiring the suitable amount
of the loop-operator insertion.
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A Counting the low-energy fermions for QCD(BF) on R? x 7%

In the main text, we used the index theorem (4.10) to count the number of low-energy
modes arising from the bifundamental fermion under the T2-compactification. Here, we
present an alternative derivation of the number of low-energy modes by directly solving
the zero-mode equation on the torus,

[7303 + 74 (04 +1Av.4)| V(x3,24) =0, (A.1)

where the boundary conditions are given by

T S P
U(zs+ L,x4) = el<N1L N2L) 45;‘1’(%'3,3}4)52, (A.2)
\I/(xg, T4 + L) = CI\II((I};;, 334)02. (AS)
Here, the U(1)y background field is
27 27
Ay = — — —— dzy. A4
v (g - e ) sade (A4)

The normalizable solution to the zero-mode equation takes the form of

1 1

77777 2 ~
U, (x3,24) =€ 12 (Nl N2)x3\11+(x3 —izy4), (A.5)
where ¥, is a positive eigenmode!! of iy3vs: i34V, = +¥ ., and \ibr(xg —ixzy) is a holo-
morphic function in x3—ix4. The second boundary condition ¥ (x3, x4+L) = CI U (xs,x4)Co

_2m 1y 2w (i
can be written as ¥; j(x3, 24+ L) = e A A ET A 1)\Ifi,j(

x3,%4), SO we can expand the
holomorphic function ¥, (z3 — iz4) with Fourier coefficients ¢;;’,

By (s — i) = o ROV R5G-0] (222) {z <>} @A
neL

27

of 2w
The first boundary condition ¥ (z3 + L, z4) = el<N1L N2L>I4SI\IJ(:E3, x4)S7 relates W, ; to
W;_1,j—1 as follows,

~ 11 2w 27 —j ~
\Il—i—;i,j(xfﬂ —izy + L) = eTr(Nl N2>+(N1L N2L)(IS 1934)\If+;i_1’j_1<1'3 - i$4), (AS)

where i = 0 (resp. 7 = 0) is understood as ¢ = Ny (resp. j = Na). This can be rewritten in
terms of the Fourier coefficients ¢;;’: For 1 <i < Ny and 1 < j < Na,

.. 1 1) |27 ;)27 (i . .
C;{J _ eﬂ—(Nl N2)e [Nl (i—1 No (j 1)] 6727rn02;1,]fl. (Ag)
HThere is no normalizable zero-mode with a negative eigenvalue of iyzya: iy37a¥_ = —¥_. Indeed, if

W _ were a normalizable zero-mode, we would have

0= / d2$ Hag +1 (84 -+ iAVA)] \If_(x;g, 584)‘2
T2

_ 2 2 . 2 2r  2m 9
_/T2d x {|33\I/_| +|(0s +1Ava) U_|” + (N1L2 N2L2> |W_| }, (A.6)

and this implies ¥— = 0.
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The exceptions are listed as follows:

. 1 _L i—1
07117] — eﬂ(Nl >e Ng 5 =1 —27rn Nl’lj 1 (1 < j < Nz), (AlO)
. 1 1) 27,
C;il _ eﬂ(Nl N )e Ny (=1 727rncil+11N2 (1<i<Ny), (A.11)
6711’1 = eﬂ(f\%_l\%)efzﬂncgl’]\h, (A.12)

Now, let us count the number of independent solutions. We first notice that the first
boundary condition relates ¥; ; to ¥;_1 ;_1, so we can decompose the N; x No matrix into
the gcd(N1, N2) classes. For example, we look at the class including ¥y ;: {01, U9, -+, }.
The periodicity of the sequence Wy — Woo — --- is lem(Ny, Na), as the subscripts can

be understood as those of Zy, X Zp,. Thus, the N; x Ny matrix {V;;} can be indeed
NiNy

decomposed into ged(N7, Na) classes, since each class consists of lem(Ny, No) = (M N3

elements.
We then count the number of independent solutions for each class. For a sequence
U, 5 = Wit1 41 — -+, let us call

e jump ¥y, ; — Wy j41: transition of the 1st index

e jump V; n, — W;41,1: transition of the 2nd index
Because the number of elements is %, the sequence W11 — Wy9 — --- undergoes
Na/ ged(N1, N2) transitions of the 1st index as well as N1/ ged (N1, N2) transitions of the

2nd index. The boundary conditions (A.9)-(A.12) relate the Fourier coefficients ¢’ as,

e A A R . (A.13)
"+ ged(Ny.Ny)

since the transition of 1st index relates ¢, to ¢,+1, and that of 2nd index relates ¢, to ¢,—1.

Therefore, each class includes WAR,) independent solutions.
The N1 x No matrix {¥; ;} has gcd(Ny, N2) classes, and one class has Wf\f]\l&) inde-
pendent solutions. In total, the number of zeromodes is,
Ny — Ny
d(Ny,No) x ———— =Ny — N Al4
ged(N1, Na) gcd(N1, No) 2 1 ( )

which reproduces the result from the index theorem (4.10). We therefore get Ny — N;
low-energy modes before taking the 4-fermi vertex into account.

B More on the duality between SU(2)xSU(5) and SU(2)xSU(3) QCD(BF)

B.1 Quantifying the mild violation of the duality relation

We have numerically observed the validity of the duality relation in Section 5.2.3, and
we found the surprisingly good agreement between the parent theory, SU(Np) x SU(N3)
QCD(BF), and the daughter theory, SU(N;j) x SU(N2 — N1) QCD(BF). In this appendix,
we are going to uncover the reason why the duality relation works so well by quantifying
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the violation of the duality: We are going to demonstrate that the violation is the O(Ny 4)
effect.
When we consider the duality map (5.25) at m = m*, we obtain

SU(Nl) X SU(NQ) QCD(BF) on (91,92) at m=m"*
— SU(N1) x SU(Ny — Ny) pure YM on (61 — 63,02). (B.1)

We note that the phase boundaries on the daughter side consist only of the straight lines,
and, in particular, they are given by 61 —62 = 7 (mod 27) or by 63 = 7 (mod 27). Therefore,
if the duality relation (5.25) were exact, the parent theory would also have the same
phase boundaries described by those straight lines. By evaluating how the actual phase
boundaries of the parent theory deviate from those lines, let us measure the non-exactness
of the duality relation.

We focus on the horizontal line o = 7, which goes through (61,02) = (m, 7). At
(01,02) = (m, ), the potential V]g| of the parent theory, given in (5.1), is invariant under
the CP symmetry transformation,

© = —@ +2m(My + My), (B.2)

because N1My = 1 (mod Ny) and NoM; = 1 (mod Ni). Recall that the Bezout coeffi-
cients (M1, M) are taken so that My /N4, My /N1 € Z. Thus, we expect two-fold degenerate
vacua at (61,602) = (m,7): © = @i, —px + 2w (M + Mo).

If the duality were exact, the phase boundary including (01,62) = (7, 7) at mu = m*u
has to be a horizontal line # = m, and we can obtain ¢, under this assumption. As
the two-fold degeneracy should be robust under the perturbation #; = 7 + ¢, we must
have Vg, + O(€)]|g,=r+e,00=r = V21 (M1 + M2) — ¢ + O(€)]|6, =n+¢,0,==- Expanding this
equality at the lowest order of €, this requirement constrains @, as,

Nop, —
sin <%§V17T> = 0. (B.3)
Since one of the vacua is in the same phase as ¢ = 0 at (61,02) = (0,0), we deduce

s = m/Ny. To minimize the potential V[y] of (5.1) at ¢, = m/Na, the following part

(2) Nip —
Vmass—i—SU(Nz)[@] = —m*,ucos(g&) B QK(Q)G_SI e o8 <1§fﬂ-> (B'4)
2
should have a (local) minimum at ¢ = 7/Na. In other words, we can estimate the topology-
changing point m*u by this requirement, which gives
(No—N1)m

sin ( )
m*p = M7\ M) 2K(2)e751(2>/N2. (B.5)
Ny gin (N%)
We note that this is consistent with the large-N formula (5.23).

Now, let us check if the doubly-degenerate vacua are preserved for general 6 at 0, = 7.
First, we look at the vacuum branch that takes ¢ = 7/Ns at §; = w. Let us call this
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minimum the vacuum A and denote ¢ = goiA) (61). The potential consists of Viyasst5(no) (]

and —ZK(l)e*SI(U/Nl CoS (1\72]3@7;91)' The former term has a minimum at ¢ = 7/Ny, and
the latter term has a minimum at ¢ = 61 /Ns. The vacuum branch is constructed from the
superposition of these minima, and @&A)(Ql) is located between ¢ = w/Ny and ¢ = 01 /N,
from these two contributions.

Next, we compare this vacuum with the other vacuum, which is ¢ = —w/No+27(M; +
M>) at 6; = w. We call this minimum the vacuum B and denote ¢ = @iB) (01). Similarly,
the latter vacuum is located between ¢ = —m/Na + 27 (M1 + Ma) (from Vijaeetsu(ne)[#])
and ¢ = (01 — 2m)/Na + 2n(M; + Ms) (from the SU(N;) part). For a comparison, let us
shift ¢ as ¢ — ¢ + 27 /Ny — 2m(M; + M3), and we write p = ¢ + 27 /Ny — 2w(M; + Ma).
With this shift, the vacuum B, cpiB) (61), is located between ¢ = 7/No and ¢ = 61 /Na,
which seems to be the same as the vacuum A ¢ = gpiA)(Hl). However, this correspondence
is not exact. The vacuum A is the minimum around ¢ = 7/Ny of the potential

Noo —
Vi) = Vimss st 9] — 2K e/ o (M) , (B.6)
1
On the other hand, the potential in terms of the shifted ¢ is,
V[QO =p+ 27['/N2 — 27T(M1 + Mg)]
NoG —
= Vinass+SU(No)[—@ + 27/ N2 — 2K e 51" /N1 cos (M> ; (B.7)
1

and the vacuum B is the minimum near ¢ = 7/Ny. The two-fold degeneracy of these
vacua, ¢ = cpiA) (1) and ¢ = goSkB)(Hl), is preserved if Vst su(n)[¢] is symmetric under
the reflection over the line ¢ = 7/Na: ¢ — —¢ + 2w/N>. However, this is not true: The
potential can be expressed as

m

Vmass—l—SU(Ng) |:N2 + 5901|

= [—m*u cos (ﬂ> cos (dgp) — 2K =517 /N2 o <(N1—2N2)7r> cos <N15<,0)]
N, N2

+ {m*,u sin (&) sin (6¢) + 2[((2)e751(2>/1\72 sin (W) sin (%;&p)] ,  (B.8)
where the first line is the dp-even, and the last line is dp-odd. Although we have chosen
m*pu so that the O(§p) term vanishes, the higher-order dp-odd term O((5¢)?3) does not.

Thus, the statement at the topology-changing point does not hold for finite N7 and
Ny in an exact sense. However, we note that dp = O(w/N2), and thus the amount of
the asymmetry in the above potential can be estimated as O(N; ). This smallness would
explain why the violation of the duality relation is so mild even for finite parameters.

B.2 Phase diagrams in the hierarchical limits: A1 < Ay and A1 > Ay

In Section 5.2.3, we numerically examined the duality map from SU(2) x SU(5) QCD(BF)
to SU(2) x SU(3) QCD(BF), when the strong scales of the parent theory satisfies Aj ~ As.
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In this appendix, we expand our analysis to the case when these two scales of the parent
theory are well separated: A; < As and A; > As. In what follows, we restate the key
points and show numerical results supporting the duality relation.

Case: A1 <€ Ay

Let us put the scale separation A; < Ag in the parent theory, SU(2) x SU(5) QCD(BF).
We have analytically shown that the duality approximately holds for m, A; < Ay in Sec-
tion 5.2.1, and our numerical analysis here serves also as a consistency check. We set
2K (De=S /N1 — 1, 29K @e=51" /N2 — 100 in the parent theory, and the large-N estimate
of the topology-changing point is m*u = 24. Exactly as we have done in Section 5.2.3, we
determine the strong scales of the daughter theory by the large-N formula (5.27),

ok We=stm = L —— ~ 0.865,
L+ 23.100
’ 3
2K (251" /(N2=N1) _ % -100 = 21.6. (B.9)

We show the result in Figure 9: The top panels represent the phase diagram of the parent
theory on (61,62) plane. The bottom panels represent the phase diagram of the corre-
sponding daughter theory on (6] + 65, 65) plane through the matching of parameters via
the large- N indicated formula. The fermion masses in the daughter theory are set through
(5.22) to compare the phase diagrams (Figures 9f-9i) to those in the parent theory (Fig-
ures 9a-9d). Although we have not illustrated the phase diagram at the topology-changing
point mpu = m*u, our rough numerical search indicates m*u ~ 25.0, which is slightly above
but comparable with the large-IN estimate. The fact that the value of m*u is not simply
100 times the value at 2K (2)6_51(2)/ N2 = 1 reminds us that the topology-changing point in
fact depends on both strong scales, m*(Aj, A2). Similar to the case in Figure 6, we can
see the nice agreement between the parent theory for mu < m*u ~ 25.0 and the daughter
theory as we have expected.
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(e) mp = 50.0

H)

| 0 0
37/2 2 0 w2 w 32 2 0 /2

32

0,10, 0,40, 0,10,

(f) m'p ~ 0.5106 (8) m'pu~ 2.182 (h) m'pu ~ 6.316 (i) m/p ~ 120.0

Figure 9: (Top panels) Phase diagrams of the parent theory, (N1, N2) = (2,5), on the (61, 62) plane with several myu in the unit of
2K(1)e_51(1)/N1 =1, 2K(2)e_31<2)/N2 = 100. The topology-changing point is present at m*u ~ 25.0, so the phase diagrams (a)-(d) for
mp < m*u are expected to be reproduced by the ones of the daughter theory according to the duality conjecture.

(Bottom panels) Phase diagrams of the daughter theory, (N1, No — N1) = (2, 3), on the (6] + 65, 65) plane, in which the strong scales
2K(1,)e_51(1/)/N1, 2K(2/)e_51(2/>/(N2_N1) are set by the large-N suggestion (B.9). The fermion mass m’p is also set through (5.22) (or the
left relation of (5.28)), so that the phase diagrams (f)-(i) are comparable to the above ones (a)-(d) of the parent theory, respectively.



Case: Ay < A\

Let us next consider the opposite hierarchy, A1 > Ao, and we are going to set
9K We=SM/N — 109, ogWe=S" /N — 1 (B.10)

for the parent theory, SU(2) x SU(5) QCD(BF), in our numerical study. The large-N
estimate of the topology changing point is m*p = 0.24.

Following the large-N duality map (5.27), we set the strong scales of the daughter
theory, SU(2) x SU(3) QCD(BF), as follows:

i s 100 NP8
- — ~ L= ,
L+ {4100 Ny 125
, @) Ny — N7)3 27
2K(2 )estQ /(NQ*Nl) — (2]\[31) — TQE) (Bll)
2

We note that the hierarchy A; > Ay does not cause the large hierarchy of the strong scales
in the daughter theory. However, the above values almost saturate the inequality (5.24),
which suggests that this daughter theory lives almost at the boundary of the image of the
duality map. In this sense, this opposite hierarchical limit provides a nontrivial testing
ground for the duality relation (5.25). We relate the fermion mass for mu < m*u again by
using the large-NV indicated formula (5.28).

We show the result in Figure 10, and the duality works again nicely. Moreover, we can
immediately notice that those figures are almost identical to those of Figure 6, including
the location of the topology-changing point m*u =~ 0.263. As a result, the duality works
so well also in the opposite hierarchical limit within our semiclassical framework. Let us
consider why this is so. When mu < m*u, we have the duality map to the daughter theory.
When A; 2 Ao, the SU(Ny) strong scale of the daughter theory does not change so much
according to the formula (5.27). Even though the two setups A ~ Ag and A > Ag seem
to be very different in the parent theory, the corresponding daughter theories have roughly
the same parameters, and thus the phase diagrams in the small-mass range, my < m*u,
are insensitive to the values of A;. It seems not to be straightforward to understand this
feature of the parent theory without relying on the duality relation.
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(d) mp ~ 0.263 (e) mp=0.3
Hl w 92 3n/2 2 0 “) /2 9] TH) 3m/2 27 0 ”H /2 9‘ ;792 2r 0 Hl ‘191 3n/2 0
(f) m'p = 0.02181 (g) m'pn =0.08 (h)y m'p=1.2 (i) m'pn = 100

Figure 10: (Top panels) Phase diagrams of the parent theory, (N1, N2) = (2,5), on the (01, 62) plane with several myu in the unit of
2K(1)e_51(1)/N1 = 100, 2K(2)e_51<2)/N2 = 1. The topology-changing point is present at m*u = 0.263, so the phase diagrams (a)-(d) for
mp < m*u are expected to be reproduced by the ones of the daughter theory according to the duality conjecture.

(Bottom panels) Phase diagrams of the daughter theory, (N1, No — N1) = (2, 3), on the (6] + 65, 65) plane, in which the strong scales
2K(1,)e_51(1/)/N1, 2K(2l)e_51(2/)/(N2_N1) are set by the large-N suggestion (B.11). The fermion mass m/u is also set through (5.22) (or
the left relation of (5.28)), so that the phase diagrams (f)-(i) are comparable to the above ones (a)-(d) of the parent theory, respectively.
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