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1Department of Physics, North Carolina State University, Raleigh, NC 27607, USA

Abstract: There are two distinct regimes of Yang-Mills theory where we can demonstrate

confinement, the existence of a mass gap, and fractional theta angle dependence using a

reliable semi-classical calculation. The two regimes are Yang-Mills theory on S1 ×R3 with

a small circle and a double-trace deformation, and Yang-Mills theory on T 2 × R2 where

the torus T 2 is small and threaded by a ’t Hooft flux. In the first case the confinement

mechanism is related to self-dual monopoles, whereas in the second case self-dual center-

vortices play a crucial role. These two topological objects are distinct. In particular, they

have different mutual statistics with Wilson loops. On the other hand, they carry the same

topological charge and action. On R× T 2 × S1, we are able to extrapolate both monopole

regime and vortex regime to a quantum mechanical domain, where a cross-over takes place.

Both sides of the cross-over are described by a deformed ZN TQFT. On R2 × S1 × S1, we

derive the effective field theory of vortices from the effective theory of monopoles in the

presence of a ’t Hooft flux. This results from a two-stage adjoint Higgs mechanism, to

U(1)N−1 in 3d first and a ZN EFT in 2d second. This proves adiabatic continuity of the two

confinement mechanisms across dimensions and shows how monopoles and their magnetic

flux transmute into center-vortices. This basic mechanism is flux fractionalization: The

magnetic flux of the monopoles fractionalizes and collimates in such a way that 2d Wilson

loops detect it as a center vortex.ar
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1 Introduction

Pure Yang-Mills theory and QCD(adj) with massless or massive fermions in the adjoint rep-

resentation are theories in which there exists a Z[1]
N 1-form symmetry, or center-symmetry,

and the notion of confinement is sharply characterized in terms of the Wilson loop as an

order parameter. Both of these theories admit a semi-classical weak coupling description

for (non-thermal) compactifications of the theory on four-manifolds such as R3 × S1 [1–6]

and R2 × T 2 [7–10]. These realizations are adiabatically connected to the theory on R4.

In the limit where the size of the circle or the torus are small non-perturbative effects
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such as confinement, dependence on the theta angle, and the mass gap can be understood

analytically.

An important challenge that arises from these studies pointed in [7] is the following: On

R3×S1, where the theory is guaranteed to remain center-symmetric form small S1 via either

judicious boundary conditions for fermions or double-trace deformations, confinement and

other non-perturbative effects are generated by the proliferation of monopole instantons

or magnetic bions [1–5, 11]. On R2 × T 2 however, in the presence of a ’t Hooft flux, it

was shown that confinement is caused by the proliferation of center vortices on R2 in a

manner reminiscent of the charge-N abelian Higgs model in 2d [7–10, 12]. (See also [13–

17].) Remarkably, both monopole instantons and center-vortices can be viewed (in specified

circumstances) as configurations with fractional topological charge and fractional action

QT =
1

N
, S0 =

1

N
SI =

8π2

g2N
, (1.1)

where SI is the 4d instanton action [18–21]. However, these are physically distinct configu-

rations, in particular, center-vortices possess a non-trivial mutual statistics with the Wilson

loop [22–25], while monopoles do not. More specifically, on R3 × S1, monopoles appear in

circumstances where Polyakov loop around S1 acquires a non-trivial profile P3 ∝ C where

C is clock matrix, leading to dynamical abelianization, SU(N) → U(1)N−1. In contrast, on

R2 × T 2, center-vortices appear when the Polyakov loops on T 2 cycles are non-commuting

pairs, P1 = C,P2 = S, such as clock and shift matrix, and the gauge structure is reduced

down to the center, SU(N) → ZN .

R3 × S1 : SU(N)
P3 adjoint Higgs−−−−−−−−−−→ U(1)N−1 monopoles, bions,

R2 × T 2 : SU(N)
P1,2 adjoint Higgs
−−−−−−−−−−−→ ZN center vortices . (1.2)

Remarkably, despite the differences in the dynamics and mechanisms of confinement, the

qualitative and some quantitative features of the two regimes are identical. This implies

that these two semiclassical regimes may indeed be adiabatically connected, without any

intervening phase transitions. In this paper, we show how one regime transmutes to the

other with the change of parameters.

The long distance theory on R3 × S1 is described as an effective field theory (EFT)

based on the grand canonical description of a magnetic Coulomb gas [3], similar to Polyakov

model on R3 [26, 27]. We will refer to this theory as the monopole EFT. In the long-

distance regime on R×T 2×S1, and R2×T 2, in the appropriate regimes, the long distance

effective theory is a ZN topological quantum field theory (TQFT) [28, 29] deformed by

local topological operators [30, 31] in 1d and 2d, respectively as summarized in Fig.1. The

local topological operators are center-vortices in 2d and fractional instantons in 1d. We

show analytically the transition between these effective field theories:

Monopole EFT in 3d =⇒ TQFT+ deformation in 1d and 2d (1.3)

as well as the relation between monopoles on R3 × S1, vortices on R2 × T 2 and fractional

instantons on R× T 2 × S1.
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Figure 1. a) Regimes of SU(N) gauge theory on R×T 2 ×S1 with n12 = 1. For min(LS1 , LT 2) ≪
Λ−1, the theory is amenable to weak coupling semi-classical treatment and continuously connected

to strong coupling domain. Gauge structure is Higgsed to U(1)N−1 in monopole regime, and to ZN

in center-vortex regime. The two are adiabatically connected, with a cross-over in between along

the red line. See §.3.3. b) Construction of Ref.[32] in R2 × S1 × S1 with n23 = 1 units of ’t Hooft

flux.

We provide a detailed discussion of monopole-vortex continuity in two different set-

tings. On R×T 2×S1 with a flux through T 2 [33–35], we describe two regimes: one in which

semiclassics is dictated by monopoles, and a complementary regime in which vortices play

crucial role. The two regimes meet at a quantum mechanical domain, where a cross-over

and dramatic rearrangement of states occur, §.3.3.

On R2 × T 2, the most remarkable finding is the transmutation of monopoles and their

magnetic flux into center-vortices.1 At short distances the magnetic flux of monopole 2παi

is spherically symmetric. Within the applicability of semi-classics and using a ’t Hooft flux

[33–35], we show that the magnetic flux fractionalizes and collimates into tubes of finite

thickness. In the setting of 2d EFT a large Wilson loop which encircles the core of the

flux tube sees it as center-vortex, their relation is topological and leads to well-know phase

factor W (C) = e−i 2π
N if vortex is inside C, and W (C) = 1 if it is outside C. In contrast,

a Wilson loop measures the effect of a monopole at a point x ∈ R3 through ΩD(x), the

solid angle for the oriented surface D (∂D = C) subtended at a point x, and this is just

geometrical. We provide a detailed explanation of this phenomenon that we refer to as flux

fractionalization in §.4.1. We also derive a 2d long-distance effective theory in terms of the

degrees of freedom of the 3d effective theory, the dual photons.

1In d > 2 dimensions, most of the arguments in favor of center vortex mechanism are based on numerical

studies [36–43]. In the center-vortex literature, there are also models which view monopoles as junctions of

center-vortices, see e.g.[44–46]. It is recently proven that proliferation of center-vortices is a necessary, but

not a sufficient condition for confinement in d > 2 [30], while in d = 2, it is also sufficient. Our findings, in

semi-classically calculable regimes of the Yang-Mills theory may provide a basis for the mixed models.
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Also, starting with the classical long range Coulomb interaction between monopoles,

by compactifying in the presence of a ’t Hooft flux, we show that the interaction remains

long ranged in the R×T 2×S1 with n12 = 1, and the theory reduces to a multi-component

Coulomb gas in 1d quantum mechanical regime. While in the R2 × T 2 with n23 = 1, the

interaction turns into the short-range classical interactions between center-vortices in 2d

EFT. Despite the fact that the interaction between the center-vortices becomes short range,

they still lead to confinement due to the non-trivial mutual statistics with the Wilson loops.

These results are remarkable, because they provide a unified perspective of monopole-

induced confinement on R3×S1 and center-vortex-induced confinement on R2×T 2. From

the perspective of the grand-canonical ensemble of the two topological objects the Wil-

son loop is disordered because of the sum over the induced phase factors. Desctructive

interference of these phases leads to the exponential smallness of ⟨W (C)⟩ = e−Area(D)T .

Historically, the monopole and center vortex pictures of confinement in QCD were viewed

as distinct alternatives for the confinement mechanism on R4 [47–49]. However, it is re-

cently proven that center-vortex proliferation in d ≥ 3 is a necessary, but not sufficient

condition for confinement [30], whereas in d = 2, it is both necessary and sufficient. In the

preent work we demonstrate that both mechanisms are realized in different semi-classical

regimes of the Yang-Mills theory which are adiabatically connected to R4.

Perhaps more importantly, since both center-vortices and monopoles are realized as

fractional instantons in the appropriate semi-classical limits, these results highlight the

non-trivial inner structure of the 4d instanton. It is by no means a simple structureless

topological lump. We may hope that these types of reliable semi-classical studies may reveal

the true nature of the 4d instanton, and provide a first principle study of non-perturbative

phenomena directly on R4.

Set-up: Throughout the paper, we study 4-dimensional SU(N) Yang-Mills (YM) theory

on 4d spacetime M4. The classical action of the theory is given by

SYM =
1

g2

∫
tr[F (a) ∧ ⋆F (a)] +

i θ

8π2

∫
tr[F (a) ∧ F (a)] , (1.4)

where a is the SU(N) gauge field, F (a) = da+ia∧a is the field strength, θ is the topological

theta angle, and 1
8π2

∫
tr[F (a) ∧ F (a)] ∈ Z is the instanton number. The theory has a ZN

1-form symmetry [50] (called center-symmetry in the older literature) denoted by Z[1]
N . The

4-manifolds we consider are

M4 = R× (S1)1 × (S1)2 × (S1)3 with (x0, x1, x2, x3) ∈ M4, (1.5)

and circle sizes L1, L2, L3, which includes the limits R3×S1 and R2×T 2. In §.2 and §.3, we
turn on n12 = 1 units of ’t Hooft flux, and work with a symmetric T 2 with L1 = L2 = LT 2 .

We explore different semi-classical regimes by changing LT 2/L3. In §.4, we work with

n23 = 1 on R2 × (S1)2 × (S1)3 and an asymmetric torus, and explore the dynamics by

adjusting L2/L3.

Note added: During the completion of this work, we learned about Ref.[32], which uses

R2 × T 2 with n23 = 1. Our construction in §.2 and §.3 uses n12 = 1, and gives a comple-
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mentary perspective to monopole-vortex transmutation. Our Section. 4 and Appendix B

are motivated by this work. Different from Ref.[32], we derive the 2d effective theory in

terms of dual photon variables of the 3d monopole theory.

2 Semi-classics on R× T 2
large × S1

small with ’t Hooft flux through T 2

We will describe various regimes of the adibatic continuity/cross-over diagram Fig. 1 for

Yang-Mills theory. We will review the necessary ingredients of the semi-classical description

on a small S1 × R3 [3, 6] and small T 2 × R2 [7] as we proceed. Our goal is to connect

the semi-classical theory in these two regimes through their common quantum mechanical

limit in Fig.1.

Consider the theory formulated on the 4-manifold:

M4 = R× (T 2)12︸ ︷︷ ︸
n12=1 flux

×(S1)3 (2.1)

with the limiting cases

R× T 2
large × S1

small ∼ R3 × S1, (2.2)

R× T 2
small × S1

large ∼ R2 × T 2, (2.3)

for the large-T 2 and large-S1 limits, respectively. Here, we assume

min(LS1 , LT 2) ≪ Λ−1 , (2.4)

where Λ−1 is the strong length scale of the Yang-Mills theory, and this guarantees a weak

coupling since g2N(Lshort) ≪ 1. We expect that both of these regimes are adiabatically con-

nected to the R4 limit, as well as to each other since we can reproduce the non-perturbative

properties such as confinement, mass gap, and the multi-branch structure of vacua. Since

the theory is in the weak coupling regime provided min(LS1 , LT 2) ≪ Λ−1, it may be possi-

ble to understand the ”transition” or ”cross-over” between these two confinement regimes

by using weak coupling tools. Our goal is to explore this connection in this paper.

2.1 ’t Hooft flux: Alternative implementations and energetics

A ’t Hooft flux on T 2 is characterized by the gauge invariant integers n12 ∈ ZN that appear

in the twisted boundary conditions. The identification of fields at (x1, x2), (x1 + L1, x2)

and (x1, x2 + L2) is achieved by using the transition functions g1(x2), g2(x1).

a(x1 = L1, x2) = g1(x2)
†a(x1 = 0, x2)g1(x2)− ig1(x2)

†dg1(x2), (2.5)

a(x1, x2 = L2) = g2(x1)
†a(x1, x2 = 0)g2(x1)− ig2(x1)

†dg2(x1) . (2.6)

The consistency condition requires that [33]

g1(L2)
†g2(0)

† = g2(L1)
†g1(0)

† exp

(
i
2π

N
n12

)
. (2.7)
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This label n12 ∈ ZN is the ’t Hooft flux.

Turning on an F12 or not: Although not often emphasized, the way n12 ̸= 0 is achieved

in order to probe low energy physics of a given theory is related to energetics [51]. The

condition n12 ̸= 0 can always be achieved without turning on any chromo-magnetic field

(F12 = 0),2 but it can also be achieved by turning on a non-vanishing abelian chromo-

magnetic field (F12 ̸= 0) [13, 14, 51, 52]. In order to probe the low-energy theory, which

one of these should one use is a matter of energetics and dynamics. In particular, in

theories which are abelianized by the Polyakov loop acting as an adjoint Higgs field, the

case (F12 ̸= 0) may be favorable. We will encounter both in the following.

In compactification of the theories on Rd down to Rd−1×S1, the holonomy of the gauge

field in the compact direction P3 = ei
∮
a3 acts as a compact scalar adjoint Higgs field from

the perspective of the long distance theory. Depending on the form of the P3, this can

lead to abelianization SU(N) → U(1)N−1 or not. Thus, with further compactification of

Rd−1 × S1 to eg. R × T 2 × S1, the dynamical behavior of Polyakov loop and the way ’t

Hooft flux is implemented (F12
?
= 0) are not independent questions.

Depending on the boundary conditions, we can have a Polyakov loop P3 which is

proportional to identity, or we can have P3 proportional to the clock matrix C. For example,

on R3 × S1, in the small S1 regime where V (P3) is perturbatively calculable, we can have

P br.
3 = ωk1N , ω = ei

2π
N , (2.8)

P ubr
3 = ωα/2CN = ωα/2Diag

(
1, ω, ω2, . . . , ωN−1

)
, α = 0, 1 for N ∈ (2Z+ 1, 2Z).(2.9)

The first one of these options takes place in pure thermal Yang-Mills at high-temperature

[53], and the latter takes place in QCD(adj) with massless or light fermions endowed with

periodic boundary conditions [54]. The latter can also be achieved by a double-trace

deformation [3] or even with heavy adjoint fermions if L3 is small enough[55, 56].

Assume we start with LT 2 → ∞ as in (2.2), and consider the center-unbroken config-

uration (2.9). Since we want to study Yang-Mills theory, (2.9) can be accomplished either

with double-trace deformation or by introducing a heavy adjoint fermion with periodic

boundary conditions, and considering the small L3 limit. A deformation potential which

satisfies center-stability on R× T 2
large × S1

small is
3

∆S(P3) = −2× SYM
1−loop = 2×

∫
M4

⌊N/2⌋∑
n≥1

2

π2L4
3

1

n4
|tr(P3)

n|2 (2.10)

2We do not typically associate a chromomagnetic field with the ’t Hooft flux. However, it is possible to

do so. In unbroken SU(N) gauge theories, this will also give an n12 flux sector, but with higher energy.

However, if we know theory is abelianized (say by an adjoint Higgs mechanism), then a lower energy

configuration is often achieved by turning on F12 ̸= 0. We thank Erich Poppitz for this explanation.
3The deformed theory, SdYM = SYM +∆S satisfies adiabatic continuity (absence of phase transitions)

between the small R3 × S1 and R4 theories. In the large-N limit, one can prove by using loop equations

that the deformed small R3 × S1 theory is equivalent to the theory on R4 theory [3].
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where SYM
1−loop is the one-loop effective action for the Polyakov line in pure Yang-Mills

theory [53]. Notice that deformation is perturbative in ’t Hooft coupling λ ≡ g2N as

it compensates the one-loop effect, but unsuppressed in the large N counting. It can

be produced dynamically at one loop by integrating out heavy adjoint fermions. The

deformation (2.10) ensures that the minimum of V YM
1−loop+∆V is located at (2.9), P ub

3 ∝ C.

Now, assume we turn on an n12 = 1 ’t Hooft flux on T 2
large. As mentioned above, there

are two possible scenarios: Constant non-abelian transition matrices g1 = C, g2 = S which

is associated with F12 = 0, or abelian transition matrices leading to F12 ̸= 0. These two

options have different energy costs. Energetically favorable one depends on the ratio of L3

and LT 2 .

Chromo-magnetic fluxes consistent with n12 = 1 satisfy [52]4

F
(i)
12 =

2π

L1L2
H(i), H(i) = Diag(0, . . . , 0, 1, 0, . . . , 0)− 1

N
1N , (2.11)

where H(i) is the ith Cartan generator. Such a configuration has a classical energy, given

by

Enon−flat =
1

2g2

∫
T 2×S1

tr

[(
F

(i)
12

)2]
=

L3

2L1L2

(
2π

g

)2(
1− 1

N

)
. (2.12)

However, Yang-Mills theory with an abelian chromo-magnetic background field has a tachy-

onic instability on R4, originally realized by Nielsen-Olesen [57] for gluonic fields. Because

of this, this configuration was dismissed as a possible ground state in Ref. [52]. However,

if the theory abelianizes by a potential for the gauge holonomies, the tachyonic mode can

and does disappear.5 It becomes energetically favorable to work with such abelian back-

grounds as argued in [51]. Notice that for large-T 2 with fixed ’t Hooft flux n12 = 1, the

chromo-magnetic field dilutes as 1/Area(T 2), and the classical total energy tends to zero

asymptotically. Hence, as long as T 2 is large enough, the ground states robustly lives in

these chromo-magnetic flux sectors.

In the presence of the ’t Hooft flux with non-abelian transition matrices and F12 = 0,

the Polyakov loops around the nontrivial cycles of T 2 are given by

P1(x2) = g1(x2)Pei
∫ L1
0 a1(x1,x2)dx1 = S,

P2(x1) = g2(x1)Pei
∫ L2
0 a2(x1,x2)dx2 = C. (2.13)

4We thank A. Gonzalez-Arroyo and M. Garcia-Perez for discussions concerning their work [52].
5 For a magnetic background field B = B0(σ3/2) in SU(2) gauge theory, the mode decomposition of the

field yields the frequencies ω2
kz ,n =

(
2B0(n+ 1

2
+S3)+k2

z

)
, which is tachyonic for S3 = −1, n = 0 where kz

is continuous momenta [57]. However, on R× T 2 × S1, with B0 = 2π
L1L2

and with non-trivial holonomy in

the S1 direction, this formula is modified to ω2
k3,n

(θij) =
(
2B0(n+

1
2
+S3)+

1
L2

3
(2πk3+(θi−θj))

2
)
where in

the center-symmetric holonomy background, minimal value of θij ∼ 2π
N
. Thus, as long as center-symmetry

is stable, for sufficiently large- (LT2)2, the tachyonic instability disappears. This is the working assumption

in [51]. However, as (LT2) gets smaller, at some point, the tachyonic (Nielsen-Olesen) instability will kick

in. This is indicated by the red line in Fig. 1. This is however, not a phase transition, as the theory is

formulated in finite-volume. But there is a rather dramatic rearrangement of states. We do not explore

this cross-over in detail in this paper. See §.3.3 for comparision of the two-sides of the crossover.
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Since the classical field is gauge equivalent to a = 0, the Polyakov loops are the same

as the transition functions. The flatness condition (F12 = 0) requires P1P3 = P3P1 and

P2P3 = P3P2, and for a flat gauge field, we must have

P3 = e2πim/N1, m = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1. (2.14)

For this configuration there is no classical energy, but the double trace deformation (or

loop correction) leads to an energy that scales with the size of T 2. This is given by

∆Eflat ∝
L1L2

L2
3

1

L3
N2, (2.15)

In other words, in terms of the energy cost of the two configurations on T 3 = (T 2)12×(S1)3,

we obtain a classical energy cost for the non-flat gauge field and a one-loop energy cost for

flat gauge field:

∆Ecl.
non−flat ∝

N

λ

(
L2
3

L1L2

)
1

L3
, ∆E1−loop

flat ∝ N2

(
L1L2

L2
3

)
1

L3
, (2.16)

where λ ≡ g2N is ’t Hooft coupling. This implies that on large-T 2 × S1, it is energetically

preferable to turn on a ’t Hooft flux n12 = 1 by turning on a chromo-magnetic field. Even

though a background chromo-magnetic field costs classical energy, and the cost of the flat

background arises from the 1-loop effect, the background with F12 ̸= 0 is favored for large

L1,2 energetically.

This implies that on T 2
large × S1

small × R, the theory is in an abelianized regime due to

non-trivial gauge holonomy (2.9). Therefore, the dynamics at distances larger than inverse

W -boson mass (mW )−1 = L3N
2π is described as an abelianized gauge theory

SU(N) → U(1)N−1 P3 as adjoint Higgs field. (2.17)

Despite the fact that tr(P k
3 ) = 0 for k ̸= 0 (mod N), the zero form part of the center-

symmetry Z[0]
N is broken at the perturbative level on (2.2) in an interesting way. The order

parameter that realizes this breaking is tr(P k
3 F12), the Polyakov loop with the insertion of

F12. This operator acquires a non-vanishing expectation value. In particular,(
L1L2

2π

)
tr
(
P3F

(i)
12

)
= ωi, i = 1, . . . , N. (2.18)

We denote these N classical vacua by |νi⟩, associated with the weights of the defining

representation following (2.11), and refer to them as magnetic flux vacua

magnetic flux vacua : { |νi⟩, i = 1, . . . , N} (2.19)

The theory admits monopole-instantons (which should be viewed as fractional instantons)

interpolating between the perturbative vacua

|νi+1⟩ → |νi⟩, . (2.20)
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The change in the chromo-magnetic flux through tunneling process is characterized by the

magnetic flux of a monopole-instanton.

Qmag = νi − νi+1 ≡ αi, i = 1, . . . , N. (2.21)

The non-zero transition amplitudes

⟨νi|e−TĤYM |νi+1⟩ = Ke−SI/N+iθ/N (2.22)

between the perturbative vacua leads to the restoration of (Z[0]
N )3 center-symmetry non-

perturbatively.

On R× (S1)small × (T 2)large with LS1 ≪ Λ−1, if LT 2 is asymptotically large, the local

dynamics must be essentially the same as the theory on R3 × S1. The effect of the ’t

Hooft flux insertion via the abelian chromomagnetic flux (2.11) has a relatively small effect

on local dynamics. The monopoles and bions due to SU(N) → U(1)N−1 are present in

the system and their proliferation leads to non-perturbative effects. If T 2 is very large,

then, the proliferation of the monopole-instantons is mathematically equivalent to the

grand canonical ensemble of a magnetic Coulomb gas in 3d. The magnetic Coulomb gas is

most easily described by using abelian duality, mapping N − 1 photons into N − 1 scalars

∗dσ = L3
2π
ig2

F . The monopole operator is easier to express in the dual language than the

original description, and they are given by:

Mi(x) = Ke−Smeiαi·σ(x)eiθ/N (i = 1, . . . , N), Sm =
SI

N
. (2.23)

Now, we can write the effective field theory action associated with the magnetic Coulomb

gas (See [3] for details): 6

S3d =

∫
R3

g2

8π2L3
|dσ|2 − 2ζm

N∑
i=1

cos

(
αi · σ +

θ

N

)
. (2.24)

This description is valid at energies lower than W -boson mass, mW = 2π
L3N

. The inverse

of mW also indicates the length scale associated with monopole size, rm = L3N
2π . It is also

useful to recall that the dual photon field σ has periodicity determined by weight lattice,

σ ∼ σ + 2πµi, µi ∈ Γw.

σ ∈ RN−1

2πΓw
. (2.25)

6 We use the following basis [58]. Let ei, i = 1, . . . , N be an N -component orthonormal basis in

RN . Define weights of defining representation νi = ei − 1
N

∑N
j=1 ej , i = 1, . . . , N . Then, νi satisfy

νi ·νj = δij −1/N . We define N −1 fundamental weights as µj =
∑j

i=1 νi, j = 1, . . . N −1. These µj make

a nice basis for dual photons, σ =
∑N−1

i=1 σiµi, because each σi ∼ σi + 2π is 2π periodic. In this basis,

Kij = µi · µj = min(i, j)− ij
N

(called quadratic symmetric form), and in particular, µi · µN−1 = i
N
. K is

the inverse of the Cartan matrix Aij = αi ·αj = 2δij − δi,j±1, KA = 1N−1.

– 9 –



This system generates a non-perturbative mass gap for the dual photon given by (set-

ting θ = 0)

mp = Λ(ΛNL3)
5/6 sin

πp

N
, p = 1, . . . , N − 1,

ℓD =
1

mp=1
=

NℓYM

(ΛL3N)5/6
(2.26)

where Λ = ℓ−1
YM is the strong scale of 4d Yang-Mills theory, and ℓD is the magnetic Debye

length. The small parameter ϵ ≡ (ΛNL3) ≪ 1 controls the semi-classical expansion on

R3 × S1.

We would like to know the effect of turning on a ’t Hooft flux on this effective theory.

To this end, recall that Yang-Mills theory on R3 × S1 has a 1-form and 0-form symmetry

that descends from 4d 1-form symmetry.

(Z[1]
N )4d → (Z[1]

N )3d × Z[0]
N (2.27)

In our first set-up, we turn on a two-form background field (’t Hooft flux) B = 2πn12
NL1L2

dx1∧
dx2, associated with 1-form symmetry through T 2. This modifies the 3d action with an

extra topological coupling [59]

S3d =

∫
R3

g2

8π2L3
|dσ|2 −

∫
iN

2π
µN−1 · dσB − 2ζm

N∑
i=1

cos

(
αi · σ +

θ

N

)
. (2.28)

where µN−1 =
1
N (1, 1, . . . , 1−N) is a fundamental weight. The topological coupling plays

a crucial role in our quantum mechanical set-up.

2.2 Separation of scales and transition from 3d to 1d EFT

It is useful to consider the physics of the effective field theory (EFT) on R× T 2
large × S1

small

in two different regimes. First of all, because of the compactification, the dual photon

decompose to Kaluza-Klein tower, with characteristic separations 2π
LT2

between the modes.

We would be in QFT regime if

2π

LT 2

≪ mgap ⇒ LT 2 ≫ ℓD 3d EFT, (2.29)

so that the dynamics of a dense set of modes generate the non-perturbative 3d dynamics.

In the opposite regime, for

2π

LT 2

> mgap ⇒ LT 2 < ℓD 1d EFT, (2.30)

we can forget about the non-zero KK-modes and consider the dynamics of the zero mode

of the dual photon field σ.

Note that the scale at which quantum mechanical 1d effective field theory kicks in is

not a fixed scale on R × T 2 × S1. The critical value L∗
T 2 where this change occurs gets
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larger and larger with decreasing L3. We can describe the long-distance dynamics via a

quantum mechanical description at LT 2 < NℓY M

(ΛL3N)5/6
.

3D EFT: As long as T 2 is sufficiently large so that (2.29) is satisfied one can use the

EFT (2.24) in order to determine the non-perturbative dynamics. In particular, the theta

dependence of the vacuum energy density can be extracted from this description. For

this purpose we have to find critical points of the potential in (2.24), which are possible

sets of mean fields for the σ field. There are N constant critical points for σ field in its

fundamental domain (2.25). They can be most easily found by using σ =
∑N−1

i=1 σiµi. The

potential can then be written as

V (σi) = −ζm(eiσ1 + . . .+ eiσN−1 + e−i(σ1+...+σN−1) + c.c) . (2.31)

The extrema are given by

∂V

∂σi
= 0 =⇒ σi = −(σ1 + . . .+ σN−1) ∀i mod 2π . (2.32)

The N critical points can be expressed as

σ∗
k =

2π

N
kρ ∈ RN−1

2πΓw
, (2.33)

where ρ =
∑N−1

i=1 µi is the Weyl vector. These critical points are shown in Fig. 2 for N = 3.

Since αi.ρ = 1, i = 1, . . . , N , the vacuum energy densities of these N branches are given

by

Ek(θ) = −2NKe−SI/N cos

(
θ + 2πk

N

)
. (2.34)

Which k is the true vacuum changes depending on θ, and the θ dependence of the vacuum

energy is given by Eground(θ) = mink Ek(θ).

2.3 Quantum mechanical limit as a deformed TQFT

In the regime LT 2 < ℓD we can reduce (2.28) to quantum mechanics. For this purpose, we

have to integrate out all modes except for the zero momentum mode in the Kaluza-Klein

decomposition of the σ field.7 In the present construction with abelianized gauge fields

the twisted boundary conditions do not generate a classical mass for the dual photon, i.e.

the classical moduli of sigma are not lifted by the B field. Instead, they generate a new

topological coupling. In §.4, we will see an alternative construction in which a classical

moduli is lifted and a mass for dual photon is generated. Using
∫
T 2 B = 2πn12

N , we see that

7We would like to thank Yuya Tanizaki and Yui Hayashi for pointing out a flaw in this section in the

first version of this manuscript.
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α1

α2

μ2

μ1

ρ = μ1 + μ2

Fundamental domain of . σ/2π

Critical points: .
σ*k
2π

=
1
N

ρk

Weyl vector

Figure 2. For SU(3) gauge theory, the region bordered by the weight vectors µ1, µ2 is the funda-

mental cell of the weight lattice, and it is also the fundamental domain of σ/2π (2.25). The red

marked points denote the meta-stable vacua of the N = 3 theory along the Weyl vector ρ according

to (2.33). These are the mean-fields (critical points) of the monopole-EFT and as one dials θ-angle,

each one will become a genuine ground state at some value of θ. We show that these are also the

metastable vacua of the quantum mechanical limit of the theory, providing adiabatic continuity

between the two regimes.

(2.28) reduces to the following quantum mechanical action

S1d = Skinetic + Stop.coupling + Smonopole ,

S1d = (L1L2)

∫
R

g2

8π2L3

N−1∑
j=1

Kij σ̇iσ̇j

− in12

2π

N−1∑
j=1

∫
2πj

N
σ̇j

− 2ζm(L1L2)

N−1∑
j=1

cos

(
σj +

θ

N

)
+ cos

(
−(σ1 + . . .+ σN−1) +

θ

N

) , (2.35)

where we used σ =
∑N−1

j=1 µjσj . Kij = µi ·µj = min(i, j)− ij
N is quadratic symmetric form,

(the inverse of the Cartan matrix), and in the topological term, we used6 µi · µN−1 = i
N .

This is the dimensional reduction of the dual photon theory with a “topological cou-

pling” induced by the background 2-form field B.8 Note that the θ angle appearing in

the monopole operator is the theta angle of the 4d theory. In our set-up, apart from that,

the topological coupling to the background B-field generates N − 1 new theta angles, with

values

θj =
2πj

N
. (2.36)

These new topological angles play a crucial role in what follows. In particular, let us first

treat Smonopole as a small perturbation, which is justified in this regime. If we set it to

8The same quantum mechanical action also appears in two other QFTs. One is the compactification

of SU(N) level-k WZW model on R × S1 using twisted boundary conditions. The WZW term gives our

topological coupling. The mass deformation of the WZW model correspond to monopole operators. The

other set-up is the fermionization of this set-up. It is the N -flavor Schwinger model with a mass deformation

[60], see also [61, 62].
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zero, then, in the absence of θj , the σ fields describe the motion of a particle on a TN−1

torus. In particular, for N = 2 it describes a free particle on a circle. The Hamiltonian

corresponding to Skinetic in (2.35) can be determined by a Legendre transform. We find

H

C
=

N−1∑
i,j=1

Aijpipj =

N−2∑
j=1

(pj − pj+1)
2 + p21 + p2N−1 , (2.37)

where Aij = αi ·αj = 2δij − δi,j±1 is the Cartan matrix, C = L3
2L1L2

(
2π
g

)2
, and pi =

1
i

∂
∂σi

are the conjugate momenta. In the absence of θj , this system has a unique ground state.

However, we can show that due to the additional theta angles in (2.36) the non-

interacting theory has an N -fold degenerate ground state. Stop.coupling modifies (2.37) by

the replacement pj → pj − θj :

H

C
=

N−1∑
i,j=1

Aij

(
pi − n12

i

N

)(
pj − n12

j

N

)
(2.38)

The energy spectrum of the free theory, E{mn}, is given in terms of N−1 quantum numbers,

{mn} ∈ ZN−1. Diagonalizing the Hamiltonian in the presence of θj we find (for N ≥ 3)

E{mn}

C
=

N−2∑
j=1

[(
mj −

n12 j

N

)
−
(
mj+1 −

n12(j + 1)

N

)]2
+
(
m1 −

n12

N

)2
+

(
mN−1 −

n12(N − 1)

N

)2

. (2.39)

For n12 = 1, the ground state is N -fold degenerate and the vacua are given by

|m1, . . . ,mN−1⟩ = {|0, . . . , 0⟩, |0, . . . , 1⟩, |0, . . . , 1, 1⟩, . . . |1, . . . , 1⟩, } . (2.40)

Note that the ground state energy coincides with (2.12) as expected.

These vacua are just generalization of the free particle on a circle problem with theta

angle θ1 = π. In fact, for N = 2, we have

Em1 =
C

2

(
m1 −

1

2

)2

. (2.41)

The vacua are two fold degenerate and given by m1 = 0, 1. In a coordinate basis, denoting

the position of the particle by σ, the wave functions are ⟨σ|0⟩ = 1√
2π

and ⟨0|1⟩ = eiσ√
2π
.9

In the general case the coordinate space (σ1, . . . , σN−1) expressions for the states in the

Hilbert space are

⟨σ1, . . . , σN−1|m1, . . . ,mN−1⟩ = eim1σ1 . . . eimN−1σN−1 (2.42)

9It is interesting to note that the monopole operators correspond to the wave function of a particle on

a torus, TN−1.
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The coordinate representation also clarifies the role of the monopole operators. Monopole

operators act as

⟨m̃1, . . . , m̃N−1|eiσn |m1, . . . ,mN−1⟩ = δm̃1,m1 . . . δm̃n,mn+1 . . . δm̃N−1,mN−1 . (2.43)

We can identify these states with the magnetic flux states described on an intuitive basis

in [51]. The identification and the role of the monopole are

|0, . . . , 0⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
|νN ⟩

eiσN−1

−−−−→ |0, . . . , 1⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
|νN−1⟩

eiσN−2

−−−−→ |0, . . . , 1, 1⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
|νN−2⟩

. . .
eiσ1−−→ |1, . . . , 1⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸

|ν1⟩

eiσN−−−→ |0, . . . , 0⟩︸ ︷︷ ︸
|νN ⟩

. (2.44)

This shows that the N − 1 topological couplings in the quantum mechanical model act as

N−1 charges (like ±ν1) at infinity. In this way, tunneling happens between N perturbative

ground states that share the same energy.10

1D EFT, Hamiltonian in terms of magnetic (or electric) flux basis: In the quan-

tum mechanical description the easiest way to proceed to determine the spectrum is to

use the tight-binding approximation. The representation (2.44) makes it clear that we can

represent the monopole operators on the space of perturbative vacua as

eiσi + h.c. : |νi⟩⟨νi+1|+ h.c. (2.45)

The problem reduces (within Born-Oppenheimer approximation) to a particle on a circle

with N degenerate harmonic minima. The tight-binding Hamiltonian is

H =
N∑
i=1

E0|νi⟩⟨νi| −
N∑
i=1

Ke−Sm−iθ/N |νi⟩⟨νi+1|+ h.c. , (2.46)

where the second term describes nearest neighbors hopping between adjacent flux vacua

(2.44). The first term is the the zero point energy E0, which is the Ecl.
non−flat in (2.16). We

can easily diagonalize the Hamiltonian (2.46) via a discrete Fourier transform:

|k̃⟩ = 1√
N

N∑
i=1

ωki|νi⟩ (2.47)

and obtain

H =

N−1∑
k=0

εk(θ)|k̃⟩⟨k̃| (2.48)

where εk(θ) is given in (2.34). We can interpret the states |k̃⟩ as the electric flux states,

and describe the low energy limit of quantum mechanics in terms of either magnetic or

electric basis:

Magnetic flux states : |νi⟩ ⇐⇒ |k̃⟩ : Electric flux states (2.49)

10Consider a parallel plate capacitor with charges Q = ±1. The energy density inside the capacitor is

non-zero and outside, it is zero, hence they are unequal. Insert a pair of charges at ±∞, respectively, ∓ 1
2
.

Now, the electric energy density inside the capacitor and outside are the same. It is well-known in the

context of the Schwinger model that theta angle can have a physical interpretation as charge at infinity

[63]. The topological couplings θ̃j or equivalently, the background magnetic flux νi play the same role here.

– 14 –



The string tensions for charge q in the the regime −π < θ < π are given by Tq = εq(θ) −
εq(0). The Born-Oppenheimer appropximation is justified because perturbative gaps are

parametrically larger than the non-perturbative ones.

We observe that the vacuum structure of the theory on LT 2 ≫ ℓD is continuously

connected to the one on LT 2 ≪ ℓD, and monopole continues to dictate non=perturbative

dynamics even in the quantum mechanical regime.

2.4 Monopole interaction in the QM limit

It is interesting to note that the monopole operator is unchanged in the QM limit. The

interaction between monopoles on R × T 2
large × S1

small or in the R3 × S1 limit is the 1/r

Coulomb interaction in 3d. Because the photons remain ungapped classically, the in-

teraction of the monopoles in the quantum mechanical limit is dictated by the Coulomb

interaction in 1d. Inspecting the correlation functions in the perturbative vacua on R3×S1

and in LS1 ≪ LT 2 ≪ Λ−1 regimes,

⟨Mi(x)Mj(0)⟩free, 3d = ⟨eiαi·σ(x)eiαj ·σ(0)⟩

⟨Mi(τ)Mj(0)⟩free, 1d = ⟨eiαi·σ(τ)eiαj ·σ(0)⟩ , (2.50)

we find that the interactions between monopoles in the 3d and 1d EFTs 11 are given by

V (x) = Aij

(
1

4π|x|

)
V (τ) =

Aij

(L1L2)

(
−1

2
|τ |
)

(2.51)

where the prefactors

Aij = L3

(
2π

g

)2

αi · αj , (2.52)

arises from the charges of monopoles (with the normalization of kinetic term).

In other words, the monopole-monopole interaction in the quantum mechanical limit

remains long-ranged to all orders in perturbation theory. The system we have is a multi-

component Coulomb gas in d = 1. The effect of the monopoles and bions, as it is the case

on R3 × S1 is to render the dual photon massive, via magnetic Debye mechanism in 1d. If

we insert an external magnetic charge into the system, its field will decay exponentially as
1
2κe

−κ|τ | where κ ∼ e−Sm/2 due to Debye screening. In fact, the natural frequencies of the

quantum mechanical system ωp,= 1, . . . , N−1 are exactly the mass spectrum of the theory

(2.26) on R3 × S1, ωp = mp. This shows that the most crucial property of the magnetic

Coulomb gas remains the same in the reduction from d = 3 to d = 1.

11The formula in 1d is valid at distances τ ≫ LT2/2π, in EFT. To get a formula which interpolates

between 3d interaction and 1d interaction, we have to incorporate Kaluza-Klein modes. See also the

footnote underneath (4.18).
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3 Semi-classics on R× T 2
small × S1

large with ’t Hooft flux through T 2

As it is clear from (2.16) that the energy costs of having a non-flat field strength to im-

plement n12 = 1 unit of ’t Hooft flux is proportional to ∆Enon−flat ∼ (N/λ)(L3/LT 2)2,

while the cost of implementing it with a flat field strength is proportional to ∆Eflat =

N2(LT 2/L3)
2. Therefore, if LT 2 ≲ L3

N1/4λ1/4 , we have to use non-abelian transition matri-

ces with a flat field strength to probe the vacuum of the theory. This crossover is very

likely related to Nielsen-Olesen instability as mentioned in Footnote.5, but we postpone

this study to future work.

Assume that L3 → ∞ is very large. Then, our setting is

M4 = R2 × T 2 = lim
L3→∞

R× (S1)3︸ ︷︷ ︸
large

× T 2︸︷︷︸
short

. (3.1)

The short symmetric torus has size L1 = L2 ≪ Λ−1 and the large (S1)3 has size L3 ≫ L1.

The semi-classical analysis below is an overview of necessary ingredients from [7].

3.1 Overview of R2 × T 2
small: 2d EFT is a deformed TQFT

Introduce n12 = 1 unit of ’t Hooft flux along T 2. Based on the general analysis of [33], we

can choose the transition functions to be g1 = S and g2 = C shift and clock matrices. By

the relation between Polyakov loop and transition amplitude (2.13), this implies that the

gauge holonomies (Polyakov loops) in the 1, 2 directions are given by

P1 = S, P2 = C. (3.2)

Therefore, the theory on R2×T 2 may be viewed as a 2d Yang-Mills theory coupled to two

adjoint Higgs fields, P1 and P2 [7]. In fact, from the twisted Eguchi-Kawai reduction, we

know that the twisted boundary conditions can be replaced by periodic boundary condi-

tions, but with a modified gauge action [64, 65]. In our context, for small R2 × T 2, this

translates to the “classical potential”

tr|P1P2 − ωP2P1|2, ω = ei
2π
N . (3.3)

The perturbative analysis implies that, similar to the charge N abelian Higgs model in

which the U(1) gauge group is reduced to ZN by the Higgs mechanism, the long distance

gauge structure is reduced to ZN gauge theory,

SU(N)
P1,P2 adjoint Higgs−−−−−−−−−−−−→ ZN . (3.4)

One can think of this result as an adjoint Higgs regime induced by P1 which reduces the

SU(N) gauge structure to U(1)N−1, followed by a Higgs mechanism triggered by P2 which

further reduces U(1)N−1 down to ZN ,

SU(N)
P1 adjoint Higgs−−−−−−−−−−→ U(1)N−1 P2 adjoint Higgs−−−−−−−−−−→ ZN (3.5)
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However, since we are using a symmetric torus, the two Higgs mechanisms occur at the

same energy (length) scale. There is no advantage gained here by viewing the adjoint

Higgs mechanism as a two-step process. However, in the next section, we will consider an

asymmetric torus. There, this perspective bears some fruits.

Because of the adjoint Higgs mechanism (3.4), the long distance theory may be de-

scribed by a 2D gauge theory with gauge group ZN . Moreover, the twisted boundary

conditions force all the gluons to acquire tree-level masses. We quickly recall how this

happens since we will use the result in the next section too. We can express the gauge

fields as

a =
∑

a(p)Jp. Jp = ω−p1p2/2C−p1Sp2 , p = (p1, p2) ∈ (ZN )2 \ {0} , (3.6)

where Jp is a suitable Lie algebra basis, similar to what is used in the perturbative analysis

of the twisted Eguchi-Kawai model [65]. Denoting the Fourier components of a(p) by a(p,k),

where k ∈ (Z)2, it is easy to show that all modes acquire non-zero masses given by

M2
p,k =

(
2π

NLT 2

)2 (
(Nk1 + p1)

2 + (Nk2 + p2)
2
)
. (3.7)

Therefore, gluons do not have any zero modes, and the lowest gluon mass is 2π/NLT 2

[65]. The spectrum is sketched in Fig. 3 (left). What does this imply for the symmetry

realizations?

Recall that in the R2 × T 2 compactification, the 1-form symmetry of the 4d theory

decompose into 1-form and 0-form symmetries in 2d as

(Z[1]
N )4d

on R2×T 2

−−−−−−→ (Z[1]
N )2d × Z[0]

N × (Z[0]
N ) . (3.8)

Although the 0-form symmetries remain unbroken to all orders in perturbation theory, the

1-form part of the center symmetry is spontaneously broken, and the effective 2d theory

is perturbatively a topological ZN gauge theory. The main question is, similar to the

Polyakov model where in perturbation theory one lacks linear confinement, whether this

infrared limit is stable or unstable.

Indeed, the proliferation of center-vortices leads to linear confinement. The center-

vortices in 2d proliferate because they are fractional instantons with topological charge

1/N and action SI/N [22–24], hence their density in the vacuum of the theory on R2 is

proportional to e−SI/N . Furthermore, center vortices have a non-trivial mutual statistics

with the Wilson loops. Let x ∈ R2 be the location of the center of the center-vortex, and

C be the boundary of a disk D. Then, Wilson loop WR(C) in the SU(N) representation

R obeys

WR(C) =

{
ωk if x ∈ D,

1 if x /∈ D,
(3.9)

where k is the N -ality of R. The center vortex plays two different roles. The first is as a

symmetry generator. In particular, it is the generator of the 1-form center symmetry [50].
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The second is a dynamical role, their proliferation in 2d set-up is capable of disordering

the Wilson loops, as a result of the phase factors entering the relation (3.9).

The counterpart of the EFT in 2d for the center-vortex theory is a topological BF-

theory deformed by local topological operators [30, 31].

S2d =S∗ +∆S =
iN

2π

∫
M

φda− 2ζv

∫
M

d2x cos(φ+ θ/N) . (3.10)

Here, φ is a compact scalar field (φ ∼ φ+2π) and a is a U(1) gauge field. The deformation

∆S describes the proliferation of center-vortices. The parameter ζv ∼ e−SI/N+iθ/N is the

complex fugacity of the center-vortex gas.

The partition function localizes to the N critical points, and is given by

Z(θ) =

∫
DφDa e−S =

N−1∑
k=0

e−εkAM2 , εk = −2ζv cos

(
2πk + θ

N

)
. (3.11)

The non-degeneracy of the N -energy levels implies confinement. To see this, we need to

evaluate the expectation value of the Wilson loop. One finds

⟨W q(C)⟩ ∼ exp{−(εk0+q − εk0)A}. (3.12)

where k0 is the ground state for a given range of the θ angle, and A is the area enclosed

by C. For θ ∈ (−π, π], we find the string tension associated with the charge q Wilson loop

is Tq = εq − ε0.

This construction provides a semi-classical realization [7] of the center vortex mech-

anism [36–43] in a 2d EFT. However, we also note that in d ≥ 3, the proliferation of

center-vortices is a necessary, but not a sufficient condition for confinement as shown in

[30], while proliferation of monopoles is sufficient.

3.2 R× T 2
small × S1

So far, we considered R2 × T 2
small. Now, we compactify an extra circle, and consider the

compactification of the theory on R× T 2
small × (S1)3. We assume

LT 2 = L1 = L2 ≪ L3 (3.13)

With this assumption, we can work with flat gauge fields to explore low energy properties.

Let us first describe the classical vacua. As before, we denote the holonomy of gauge field

along long (S1)3 as P3. The classical vacua are described by configurations of P3 that

commutes with P1 = S and P2 = C. Since C and S can be used to form all generators of

the Lie algebra of su(N), P3 must be proportional to identity matrix eiα1. Since detP3 = 1,

possible values of P3 = e2πim/N1, m = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1.

[P3, C] = [P3, S] = 0, detP3 = 1 =⇒ P3 = e2πim/N1 (3.14)
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Let us denote these classical vacua by |m⟩, obeying

P3|m⟩ = e2πim/N |m⟩ (3.15)

Therefore, perturbatively, (Z[0]
N )3 center symmetry is spontaneously broken.

If one ignores tunneling, one obtains a quantum mechanical system with N vacua. The

Hamiltonian at this order is just a constant (it can be set to H = 0.) Tunneling events lift

the degeneracy of the vacua, similar to (2.46)

H =
N∑

m=1

Ẽ0|m⟩⟨m| −
N∑

m=1

Ke−Sv−iθ/N |m⟩⟨m+ 1|+ h.c. . (3.16)

where the zero point energy Ẽ0 is the E1−loop
flat in (2.16). The effective action in this regime

is the compactification of the deformed TQFT (3.10), and is given by

S1d =
iN

2π

∫
dtφ

dα

dt
− 2(ζvL3N) cos(φ+ θ/N) , (3.17)

Note, however, that the states entering (3.16) and (2.46) look quite different. In the next

subsection, we discuss the two regimes leading to QM more carefully.

3.3 Two hierarchies leading to QM, dramatic reordering (same EFT)

In the previous sections we considered two regimes in which the theory on small R × T 3

with n12 = 1 reduces to quantum mechanics. We studied R× T 2 × S1, with both T 2 and

S1 small (smaller than the Yang-Mills length scale Λ−1), but with opposite hierarchies of

their sizes, LT 2 ≪ LS1 vs. LS1 ≪ LT 2 . Below we list the physical properties we obtained

in these limits, including the Polyakov loop P3, the field strength F12, the perturbative

vacua, tunnelings events, tunneling amplitudes, and the electric flux states and energies.

The mapping between these two semi-classical domains is also examined in [13]. The

matching of mixed anomalies with the semi-classical analysis is examined in [7, 14]. With

this analysis, we mainly point out that both QM regimes are described by a ZN topological

theory deformed by fractional instanton operator. The summary of these two regimes is

shown in the following tables.

Regime Mechanism Holonomy Field strength Pert. vacua States

LT 2 ≪ LS1 vortices trP3 ∝ ei
2π
N

m F12 = 0 tr(P3) ∝ ei
2π
N

m |m⟩
LS1 ≪ LT 2 monopoles trP3 = 0 F12 =

2πH(i)

gL1L2
tr(P3F12) ∝ ei

2π
N

i |νi⟩

Tunnelings Tunneling amp. vevs E-flux states Energies

|m⟩ → |m+ 1⟩ Exp[−8π2/(g2N)] ⟨tr(P3)⟩=0 |q̃⟩ ∝
∑

m ωqm|m⟩ Ẽ0 + εk(θ)

|νi⟩ → |νi+1⟩ Exp[−8π2/(g2N)] ⟨tr(P3F12)⟩=0 |q̃⟩ ∝
∑

i ω
qi|νi⟩ E0 + εk(θ)
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We also note that the interaction between vortices is short-ranged while the ones between

monopoles remain long range in the quantum mechanical limit. The zero point energies

Ẽ0 is the E1−loop
flat and E0 is the Ecl.

flat in (2.16).

In these constructions, the action of center-transformation UC can be used to generate

the sum over tunneling amplitudes, tr[e−βH(U C)
n] between |m⟩ → |m + n⟩. One can

construct the partition function in the electric-flux k state by projection, or equivalently,

by the Fourier transform Zk =
∑N−1

n=0 ωnktre−βH(UC)
n.

Despite the dramatic change of the Polyakov loop and the field strengths as M4 is

dialed from LS1 ≪ LT 2 to LT 2 ≪ LS1 there is no phase transition, but a reordering of

vacua in quantum mechanics. As explained in Footnote.5, we believe that this dramatic

reordering is related to Nielsen-Olesen instability [57], which in turn must be related to

which one of the options in (2.16) is the lower energy configuration. For example, for SU(2)

gauge theory, the frequencies in mode decomposition of gluon field with spin S3 = ±1 are

[13]:

ω2
k3,n,S3

(θ12) =
( 4π

L1L2
(n+ 1

2 + S3) +
1

L2
3

(2πk3 + (θ12))
2
)
, n ∈ N0, k3 ∈ Z (3.18)

which has a mode that can become tachyonic (n = 0, S3 = −1). Mainly, in the L3 ≪ LT 2

regime with non-trivial holonomy θ12 = π, ω2
k3,n,S3

> 0, the would-be tachyonic mode is

lifted to positive values and absent, and F12 ̸= 0 background is stable. In the LT 2 ≪ LS1

regime, with F12 ̸= 0 background, ω2
k3,n=0,S3=−1(θ12) < 0 is possible, and there is an

instability. Thus, ’t Hooft flux must be implemented without using chromomagnetic field.

This is consistent with two different implementation of the n12 = 1 ’t Hooft flux in our

work.

We indicated this cross-over between the two description in Fig.1 as a red rearrange-

ment line. The nature of the topological defects in these two regimes are different. In

particular, the one in the |m⟩ basis, are tunneling events between trivial holonomy vacua

tr(P3) ∝ ei
2π
N

m. Only at the core of the center-vortex, the holonomy becomes non-trivial

The ones in the |νi⟩ basis are tunneling events between nontrivial holonomy vacua, only

at the core of the center-vortex, two eigenvalues of the holonomy becomes degenerate.

A proper understanding of this Nielsen-Olesen cross-over between the two center-vortex

regime is an open question.

Both quantum mechanical limits are described in the deep infrared by a deformed ZN

TQFT in 1d. This is consistent with the idea that in the diagram Fig. 1, the R2 × T 2

regime is adiabatically connected to the R3 × S1 regime.

4 Two-scale adjoint Higgs mechanism and monopole-vortex continuity:

From 3d to 2d

In this section, we give a rederivation of Hayashi-Tanizaki construction on R2 × S1 × S1

interpolating directly from 3d to 2d [32]. The new result in this section is the 2d EFT
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(4.11) in terms of dual photon variables.

It would be useful if one can recast the adjoint Higgs mechanism to generate a para-

metric scale separation between the scale for abelianization SU(N) → U(1)N−1 and

the scale at which U(1)N−1 → ZN . Then, one can use the fields of effective field theory

based on the U(1)N−1 gauge structure to reach the ZN gauge theory.

In the infinite volume field theory on Rd, this is rather standard. We can have two

adjoint scalars (Φ1,Φ2) with a potential favoring a non-commuting minimum, such as the

clock and shift matrices, and arrange a scale separation. This will lead to an abelian theory

at some high energy scale E1 and ZN gauge theory at some lower energy scale E2.

SU(N)
Φ1 adjoint Higgs−−−−−−−−−−→

scale E1

U(1)N−1 Φ2 adjoint Higgs−−−−−−−−−−→
scale E2

ZN , E2 ≪ E1 (4.1)

The physics on Rd at low-energies E < E2 will be described by ZN gauge theory, interme-

diate scales E2 < E < E1 can be described as a U(1)N−1 theory, and high energy E > E1

can be described in terms of the original SU(N) degrees of freedom. All of this takes place

on Rd.

In our set-ups, very often, a Polyakov loop plays the role of an adjoint Higgs field. If

the Polyakov loop is non-trivial, in the sense that it has non-degenerate eigenvalues in the

weak coupling domain (for example P = C, where C is the clock matrix), then it will lead

to abelianization. This happens in QCD(adj), and in deformed Yang-Mills and QCD. The

difference between this and the adjoint Higgs mechanism that takes place on Rd is that

on Rd−1 × S1, with the Polyakov loop acting as a Higgs field, the long distance theory is

defined on Rd−1, despite the fact that microscopic theory lives in Rd.

Therefore, if we can construct a two-stage adjoint Higgs mechanism with non-commuting

Polyakov loops P3 and P2 then we can achieve the following hierarchical structure

SU(N)
P3 adjoint Higgs−−−−−−−−−−→

scale L3

U(1)N−1︸ ︷︷ ︸
3d EFT

P2 adjoint Higgs−−−−−−−−−−→
scale L2

ZN︸︷︷︸
2d EFT

, L3 ≪ L2 . (4.2)

This asymmetry changes the mass spectrum for the gluonic degrees of freedom (3.7) into

M2
p,k =

(
2π

L3

)2 (
k3 +

p3
N

)2
+

(
2π

L2

)2 (
k2 +

p2
N

)2
(4.3)

In the limit L2 → ∞ we osberve that (N−1) gluons remain gapless in perturbation theory,

and the W -bosons come in N -fold degenerate multiplets, as shown in Fig. 3. At large L2

and in the presence of an n23 = 1 ’t Hooft flux, gapless gluons acquire a tiny mass 2π
NL2

and the degeneracy among gluons, is lifted as described by (4.3).

In particular, the perturbative gaplessness ofN−1 photons is now lifted even classically

(instead of non-perturbatively by monopoles) into

M2
p2,k2 =

(
2π

L2

)2 (
k2 +

p2
N

)2
(4.4)

– 21 –



due to n23 flux. Here, k2 is Kaluza-Klein label, and p2 is the (fractional) momentum label.

How does this translate to the dual photon description? To answer this question, we

first have to recall that the 1-form symmetry of the Yang-Mills theory on R4 decomposes

in the theory on R3 × S1 as

(Z[1]
N )4d

on R3×S1

−−−−−−→ (Z[1]
N )3d × Z[0]

N . (4.5)

where Z[0]
N is the zero form part of the center-symmetry. Ref. [66] pointed out that the

gauge invariant definition of the photon field is Fµν,j =
∑N−1

l=0 ωjltr(P l
3Fµν) and dual photon

is dσj ∝ ∗Fµν,j . Since Z[0]
N : P3 → ωP3, this symmetry cyclically rotates the dual photons

as σj → σj+1, where we denote the photon in an N -component notation σ = (σ1, . . . , σN ).

The eigenstates of Z[0]
N symmetry are same as mass eigenstates of the dual photon in [3]

σ̃p =
1√
N

∑
j

ωjpσj . (4.6)

In this eigenbasis of Z[0]
N symmetry, the ’t Hooft twisted boundary condition translates into

σ̃p(x0, x1, x2 + L2) = ei
2π
N

pσ̃p(x0, x1, x2) . (4.7)

Hence, the mode decomposition for the σ̃p field can be written as (changing p to p2 for

convenience)

σ̃p2(x0, x1, x2) =
∑
k2∈Z

σ̃p2,k2(x0, x1)e
i 2π
L2

(k2+
p2
N

)x2 , (4.8)

producing the same spectrum as in (4.4) from a 2d QFT perspective.

Recall that on R3×S1 with center-stable Polyakov loop P3, the long-distance regime is

described by the partition function of an (N −1) component magnetic Coulomb gas whose

action is given in (2.24). As described in (2.26), this system has a non-perturbatively

induced mass gap mg, or inverse correlation length (magnetic Debye length) ℓD. It is

important to recall that mg is non-perturbatively small, or equivalently, ℓD is very large.

Therefore, as we compactify the theory further down to R2 × (S1)2 × (S1)3, there are two

distinct regimes of the theory because of the interplay between L2 and ℓD. These two limits

are

L2 ≫ ℓD ≫ L3 3d EFT , (4.9)

ℓD ≫ L2 ≫ L3 2d EFT . (4.10)

Since the 3d gauge theory is where the semi-classical monopole mechanism of confinement

takes place, and the 2d ZN gauge theory is the starting point of the 2d center-vortex theory

of confinement, this provides an opportunity to adiabatically connect the two.

First, note that the (N − 1) dual photons always become massive. In the regime

L2 ≫ ℓD the leading order contribution to the mass gap is generated non-perturbatively
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p2

p3
p3

N − 1 massless photon
N W bosons

2π
NL3

2π
NL3

2π
NL2

Figure 3. (Left) Spectrum of gluons in the presence of a two-stage adjoint Higgs mechanism

based on non-commuting clock and shift matrices. No massless modes survive. (Right) Spectrum

of gluons for a one-stage adjoint Higgs mechanism with the clock matrix acting as a Higgs field.

N − 1 massless gluons remain. In the L2 → ∞ limit, the levels in the spectrum on the left become

degenerate and we obtain the spectrum on the right.

and is due to monopole-instantons [3], and are given in (2.26). On the other hand, in

the case L2 ≲ ℓD, the mass gap at leading order is a classical one, generated due to the

presence of the n23 = 1 ’t Hooft flux.

Furthermore, due to the twisted boundary condition on the σ field in the L2 ≪ ℓD
regime, the N − 1 continuous moduli are lifted and N discrete vacua σ0,k = 2π

N ρk survive

as the classical vacua of the theory. These are indeed the critical points of the magnetic

Coulomb gas on R3, and the vacuum structure of the theory remains unchanged as the

origin of the mass gap changes from non-perturbative monopole induced one to a classical

boundary condition induced one.

For L2 ≫ ℓD the theory is gapped and confining because of monopoles. For L2 ≪ ℓD,

the theory is classically gapped due to ’t Hooft flux, and the long distance theory is a

ZN gauge theory. As we described above, this theory allows center-vortices, and effective

action has to be a deformed TQFT in 2d.

The central question is how the 3d effective action (4.16) based on monopoles turns

into to the deformed TQFT action in 2d? In particular, what is the precise relation between

monopoles and vortices? for large L2 vs. smaller L2?

In the regime L2 ≪ ℓD, dual photons have a classical mass, multiples of ω = 2π
NL2

due

to the ’t Hooft flux. We add the mass operator in the relevant vacuum. Dimensionally
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reducing the EFT on R3 × (S1)3 down to R2 × (S1)2 × (S1)3, we obtain

S2d = L2

∫
R2

g2

8π2L3

(
|dσ|2 + ω2min

k

∣∣∣∣σ − 2π

N
ρk

∣∣∣∣2
)

− 2ζm

N∑
a=1

cos

(
αa · σ +

θ

N

)
.

(4.11)

This is a remarkable formula that incorporates many interesting insights. In particular,

the theory based on variables of abelianized U(1)N−1 gauge theory is equivalent, in the

long distance regime, to 2d deformed ZN TQFT. To see this, we note that at large ω2, the

ground state is localized to one of the N gapped critical points σ∗
k = 2π

N kρ, k = 0, . . . , N−1

along the Weyl vector (2.33). Hence, if we use the ansatz σ = ρφ, this leads to a 2d field

theory

S2d = L2

∫
R

g2ρ2

8π2L3

(
|dφ|2 + ω2min

k

∣∣∣∣φ− 2π

N
k

∣∣∣∣2
)

− 2ζmN cos

(
φ+

θ

N

)
. (4.12)

The first two terms in this EFT can be recast as a ZN TQFT in the deep infrared, and the

last term is just the center-vortex operator

S2d =
iN

2π

∫
M

φda− 2ζv

∫
M

d2x cos(φ+ θ/N) , (4.13)

where we identified ζmL2N ≡ ζv as the fugacity of the vortex gas. Note that with these

steps, the monopole operator becomes

e−SI/Neiαa·σ+i θ
N → L2e

−SI/Neiαa·σ∗
k+i θ

N = L2e
−SI/Nei

k
N
+i θ

N , (4.14)

the center-vortex operator in 2d.

At low energies, the mass term forces a localization to the N -vacua. This localization

changes the monopole operators to center-vortex induced term according to (4.14) in the

2d language, and we obtain the 2d partition function

Z2d(θ) =
∑
k

eVR22ζv cos( 2πk+θ
N ) , (4.15)

of the semi-classical center-vortex theory in 2d.

We can also consider further compactification of (4.11) down to quantum mechanical

limit by further compactification of the theory on R2 × (S1)2 × (S1)3 by opening a new

circle on one of the R2 directions, say x1. This compactification can be done trivially, by

just keeping the zero KK mode of the σ field. In this limit, we obtain (recall n23 = 1 now),

the 1d effective action:

S1d = L1L2

∫
R

g2

8π2L3

(
|dτσ|2 + ω2min

k

∣∣∣∣σ − 2π

N
ρk

∣∣∣∣2
)

− 2ζm

N∑
a=1

cos

(
αa · σ +

θ

N

)
.

(4.16)

It is worthwhile noting that this action looks rather different from the one we obtained by

the quantum mechanical reduction of the theory with n12 = 1, (2.35). Yet, both flow to

the same deformation of the ZN TQFT.
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4.1 Monopole interactions and flux fractionalization

How did the magnetic Coulomb gas in 3d turn into a dilute vortex gas in 2d? To answer this

question, we have to understand how monopoles can generate the effects of center-vortices.

Using (4.11) we can calculate the interaction between the monopole operators in this

regime. If we were to do a naive dimensional reduction of a 3d Coulomb gas down to 2d,

we would find that the ±1/r interactions between magnetic objects become ∓ log(r) in 2d,

see, for example [67, 68]. However, this is not what we expect in our set-up, which can

be viewed as a twisted dimensional reduction. In our construction, we know that there

are center vortices in 2d, and that the interaction between them must be short ranged,

since all the degrees of freedom are gapped. This property is reminiscent to the distinction

between global and gauged vortices, where in our setup we have to obtain the counter-part

of gauged vortices, similar to gauged abelian Higgs model, see e.g. [69].

The compactification we are considering involves a ’t Hooft flux, which renders dual

photons massive classically. We can inspect the correlation functions of the monopoles in

the perturbative vacuum on R2 × (S1)2 × (S1)3 in the regime (4.10), in which the long-

distance theory becomes 2d. We find

⟨Mi(x)Mj(0)⟩free, 2d = ⟨eiαi·σ(x)eiαj ·σ(0)⟩ . (4.17)

Assuming that |x| > NL2
2π where x is the separation on R2, the interactions are given by

V (x) =
Aij

L2

∫
d2p

(2π)2
eip.x

p2 + ω2
=

Aij

L2

1

2π
K0(ω|x|)

≈ Aij

L2

1

4π

(
NL2

|x|

) 1
2

e
− 2π

NL2
|x|

(ω|x| → ∞) , (4.18)

where we have used the asymptotic behavior of the modified Bessel function in the last

step.12 The important point is that the interaction became short-ranged on R2. This

implies that the magnetic flux does not spread on R2. It is localized in a range ω−1 = NL2
2π .

Microscopically, recall that monopole size is (mW )−1 = NL3
2π . To summarize,

monopole core size on R2 × (S1)2 : rm = (mW )−1 =
NL3

2π

center− vortex size on R2 : rv =
NL2

2π
(4.20)

12We can also work without assuming |x| > (NL2)/(2π). In that case, we have to work with the full

3d Green function on R2 × S1 with twisted boundary condition on S1. This requires modification of the

integration as∫
d2p

(2π)2
eip.x

p2 + ( 2π
L2N

)2
→

N∑
p3=1

∑
k3∈Z

∫
d2p

(2π)2
eip.x

p2 + ( 2π
L2

(k3 +
p3
N
))2

=
∑
q3∈Z

′ ∫ d2p

(2π)2
eip.x

p2 + ( 2πq3
NL2

)2
(4.19)

accounting for the Kaluza-Klein modes and the fractional momentum modes arising from the twisted

compactification. In the last step, we combined the two sums into a single sum, where prime indicates the

absence of zero mode at finite NL2. Then, it becomes clear that in the limit NL2 → ∞ or |x| ≪ NL2,

we obtain 3d Coulomb interaction 1/(4π|x|), while at large distances we obtain an exponential fall-off

exp[−(2π)|x|/(NL2)].
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∫ f = 2πνi

∫ f = 2πνi+1

∫
S2 f = 2παirm

rv

L2

ℝ2

W(C) = e−i 2π
N

W(C) = 1

Figure 4. (Left) A monopole centered at x∗
2 in R2 × (S1)2 ((S1)3 not shown). Due to the ’t

Hooft flux n23 = 1 the monopole flux (which is spherically symmetric at short distances) collimates

into a tube of characteristic size rv. (Right) A Euclidean 2d observable on R2 seed this flux as a

center-vortex due to its statistics with Wilson loop.

We can inspect the flux emanating from a monopole centered at x∗2 in R2 × (S1)2.

We will assume that N is of order one.13 The flux is spherically symmetric at distances

much smaller than L2. If we consider a sufficiently large S2 surrounding the monopole

we find that the flux fractionalizes into two tubes. νi units of magnetic flux pass through

the vicinity of the North Pole, and −νi+1 units of magnetic flux thread the vicinity of the

South pole, see Fig. 4. The total flux is αi = νi − νi+1, equal to the monopole charge.

Remarkably, a Euclidean observable on 2d slice R2, will see either νi+1 or νi units of

flux. The flux can be detected using a large Wilson loop in the fundamental representa-

tion (larger than NL2/2π). Consider a Wilson loop on R2, W (C) = 1
N tr ei

∮
a. In the

abelianized theory, only the photons in the Cartan subalgebra survive and we can write it

as

W (C) =
1

N
tr ei

∮
a SU(N)→U(1)N−1

−−−−−−−−−−−→ 1

N

N∑
j=1

ei
∮
νj ·a =

1

N

N∑
j=1

ei
∫
D νj ·f . (4.21)

where f = da and C = ∂D. Since νi.νj = δij − 1
N , the flux f = 2πνi (for x2 > x∗2) or

f = 2πνi+1 (for x2 < x∗2) leads to

W (C) = e−i 2π
N

ΘD(x) =

{
e−i 2π

N vortex ∈ D,

1 vortex /∈ D.
(4.22)

where ΘD(x) is the support function, which is equal to 1 for x ∈ D and 0 otherwise.

In other words, Euclidean 2d observables see the flux emanating from the monopole as

13The reason we do so here is related to subtleties arising in the large N limit. Notice that both the

microscopic size of a monopole as well the center-vortex size depends on N . This is not an accident. Even

at small L3, L2, if N is large enough, one can no longer use weak-coupling semi-classical methods. This is

intimately related to large-N volume independence or (twisted) Eguchi-Kawai reduction [54, 65, 70].
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a center-vortex. We refer to this phenomenon as flux fractionalization. The position of

the monopole in the compactified direction x∗2 can be interpreted as an internal moduli

parameter of the vortex.

When L2 is asymptotically large, then, the a monopole at position x ∈ R3 with flux

(charge) 2παj is detected by abelian Wilson loop with charge νi as

Wi(C) = eiνi

∮
a = eiνi

∫
D f = ei

1
2νiαjΩD(x) = ei

1
2(δij − δi,j+1)ΩD(x) (4.23)

where ΩD(x) is the solid angle for the oriented surface D(∂D = C) subtended at a point

x ∈ R3. For an asymptotically large area A, filling a plane R2, the solid angle is equal to

half the solid angle of a sphere. If x is below C the solid angle is 2π, hence

lim
D→R2

Wi(C) = eiπ(δij−δi,j+1) (4.24)

Then, in the grand-canonical ensemble of monopoles, it is the sum over these phases that

generate the area law of confinement on R3. The main point is that in both the monopole

and center-vortex regimes, these phases are present, and both are sourced by monopoles,

and lead to the area law of confinement.

5 Outlook: Metamorphosis

By itself the BPST instanton on R4 is a rather simple object. It is a self-dual field con-

figuration, with action localized in a lump with a smooth action density. The size of the

lump is a moduli parameter.

On (S1)3 ×R3, where the S1 is small and has a center-symmetric holonomy, the lump

fractionalizes into N monopole-instantons with action SI
N and there are long-range inter-

actions between them. The proliferation of these N monopole-instantons generates a mass

gap (magnetic Debye length ℓD) as well as confinement and fractional theta dependence.

These phenomena take place in a semi-classically calculable regime on S1 × R3, which is

adiabatically connected to R4. More generally, in QCD-like theories with fermions, mag-

netic bions (magnetically charged monopole-antimonopole clusters) lead to confinement

and mass gap.

On (S1)3 × (S1)2 × R2 with a ’t Hooft flux n23 = 1, and with L3 ≪ L2 ≪ ℓD, we find

that at large distances on R2 monopoles transmute to 2d center-vortices. These vortices

have short-range interaction, and non-trivial mutual statistics with the Wilson loop due to

flux fractionalization. Hence, vortices lead to confinement and fractional theta dependence

in a semi-classically calculable regime on T 2 × R2.

Upon further compactification of the center-vortex theory (monopole EFT) to quantum

mechanics on small T 3 × R, center-vortices (monopoles) become 1d instantons with short

(long) range interaction interpolating between the N -perturbative vacua. This leads to

confinement (as one can deduce from correlators of Polyakov loops) and fractional theta

dependence.
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Given that all these scenarios are based on the internal structure of the 4D instantons

when probed by semi-classical fluxes or Polyakov lines, it is natural to ask whether one can

extend these ideas more directly to the four-dimensional theory.
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A From charge-N 2d Abelian Higgs model to TQFT

Consider the charge-N Abelian Higgs model with Lagrangian

L =
1

2e2
|f12|2 + |(∂µ + iNaµ)Φ|2 + λ(|Φ|2 − v2)2 − iθ

2π
f12, (A.1)

In the classical vacuum, Φ = veiξ. In the following we set v = 1, and ignore the fluctuations

of the modulus. The kinetic term for the scalar field can be expressed as

|∂µξ +Naµ|2 . (A.2)

We can dualize this Lagrangian by introducing a vector field Bµ and writing an auxiliary

Lagrangian

Laux =
1

4
B2

µ + iϵµνBµ(∂νξ +Naν) . (A.3)

Integrating out B first amounts to setting Bµ = 2iϵµν(∂νξ + Naν) and we recover the

original Lagrangian, (A.2). Instead, if we integrate out ξ first, we obtain ϵµν∂νBµ = 0.

Hence, we set Bµ = 1
2π∂µφ where φ is a 2π periodic field. In terms of the dual variable φ

the Lagrangian can be rewritten as

L =
1

2e2
|da|2 + 1

(4π)2
|dφ|2 + iN

2π
φda− iθ

2π
f12 . (A.4)

The dual theory has a U(1) gauge field, but there is no field which is charged under this

U(1). Therefore, the gauge field only enters via its field strength. It is known in the context

of the standard abelian Higgs model that the effect of the gauge field is to generate a mass

term for φ [63], and that the IR theory is gapped. However, in the charge-N ≥ 2 Abelian

Higgs model the IR theory is not completely trivial. At this stage, we can proceed in two

different ways, leading to overlapping and complementary results.

In the low energy limit E
e ≪ 1 or equivalently, e → ∞, we can drop the gauge kinetic

term. The classical equation of motion for the gauge field a leads to the constraint dφ = 0,
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i.e. φ becomes non-dynamical. To all orders in perturbation theory, the effective 2d theory

at large distances is the topological ZN gauge theory (TQFT). The action of the ZN TQFT

can be expressed as [28, 29]

S∗ =
iN

2π

∫
M

φda, (A.5)

The fundamental question at this stage, then, is whether this infrared limit is stable or

unstable. We will see that with the inclusion of non-perturbative effects (instantons, which

are vortices in this set-up) is crucial in this context.

Before answering this question, we note that in the TQFT limit the theory no longer

contains the mass of the φ fluctuations. In order to establish the relation with the statistical

field theory that describes the vacuum of the model, it is useful to keep the fluctuating

massive scalars in the IR description.

We can keep the mass of the scalar φ using the following procedure. Since there is no

charged matter field in the dual description, the appearance of the gauge field is through

the field strength f = da. If we view the theory on R2 as the decompactification limit of

the theory on some M2, we can replace the integral over a with an integral over f with the

inclusion of a sum over all flux sectors, i.e,
∫
Da →

∫
Df

∑
ν∈Z δ

(
ν − 1

2π

∫
f
)
. The latter

integral can further be replaced with
∫
Df

∑
n∈Z e

in
∫
f by using the Poisson resummation

formula. As a result, we can integrate out f at a finite value of e2 to obtain∫
Da exp

[
− 1

2e2

∫
|f |2 + i

2π
N

∫
φf +

i

2π
θ

∫
f

]
=

∫
Df

∑
n∈Z

exp

[
− 1

2e2

∫
|f |2 + iN

2π

∫ (
φ+

θ + 2πn

N

)
f

]

= C exp

[
−1

2

e2N2

4π2

∫
min
n∈Z

(
φ+

θ + 2πn

N

)2
]
, (A.6)

where C is a constant. Therefore, the dual Lagrangian to all orders in perturbation theory

takes the form

L =
1

(4π)2
|dφ|2 + 1

2

e2N2

4π2
min
n∈Z

(
φ+

θ + 2πn

N

)2

, (A.7)

i.e. φ is free massive scalar. Within the fundamental domain of φ, the theory has N

minima. Setting θ = 0 these minima are located at

φ∗ =
2πn

N
, n = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1 . (A.8)

The massive theory, (A.7), in the deep infrared, reduces to TQFT. Indeed, the minima

(A.8) are consistent with the TQFT action, for which the equation of motion of a yields

dφ = 0, and the possible values of φ are given by the same set of discrete points.
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The inclusion of vortices amounts to deforming (A.5) or (A.7) as

S =
iN

2π

∫
M

φda− 2ζv

∫
M

cos (φ+ θ/N) (A.9)

S =

∫
M

1

(4π)2
|dφ|2 + 1

2
m2

φ“φ
2”− 2ζv

∫
M

cos(φ+ θ/N) , (A.10)

where the mass term m2
φ“φ

2” has to be understood as in (A.7) and we shifted φ to have

the θ angle in the vortex term.

There is however, a disadvantage to working with the deformed TQFT. This EFT does

not account for the interaction between vortices, and treats them as non-interacting. This

is justified because the interaction deduced from (A.10) by inspecting the vortex-vortex

correlators is:

⟨eiφ(x)e±iφ(0)⟩free = e−V (x) =⇒ V (x) ∼ ±K0(mφ|x|) ∼ ±e−mφ|x| (A.11)

The TQFT limit corresponds to mφ → ∞, and the interactions does indeed disappear.

However, in our story, in order to explain how the long-range interaction between monopoles

transmutes to the short-range interaction among vortices, it is very important to keep track

of the interactions. More generally, it is useful to keep track of the interactions between

topological configurations when we map the Euclidean vacuum structure of a theory to

statistical field theory.

B An electrostatic analogy: Flux fractionalization

In the case of SU(N) gauge theory Hayashi and Tanizaki pointed out that the relation

between monopoles in a ’t Hooft flux background and center-vortices can be mapped to

an electro-static problem [32]. Here, we detail the simplest realization of this to SU(2)

gauge theory in detail. The goal is to point out that the potential becomes short range,

exponentially decaying away from the chain. This is in agreement with our findings (4.18)

obtained by evaluating monopole-correlators in n12 = 1 background.

Consider an infinite line array of alternating charges, ±, separated from each other by

the spacing L2. We can compute the electrostatic potential (in cylindrical coordinates) at

position ρ⃗ ≡ (x0, x1) and x2. Let us position ± charges at (x∗2 + 2L2k, (x
∗
2 + 2L2(k + 1

2)),

respectively, and shift the coordinates such that x∗2 = 0 for convenience.14

This is an interesting problem, because each type of charge array (±) individualy

produces a ∓ log ρ term at large distances. But of course, due to the alternating charges,

we expect V (ρ, x2) → 0 as ρ → ∞. But the question is how does the potential decay exactly,

14In the microscopic theory, the + charge comes from the BPS monopole and − charge arises from KK

monopoles, both with QT = 1
2
topological charge, and ei

θ
2 theta angle dependence. It is important to

note that − charge is not an anti-monopole. In the case of a general SU(N) group twisted boundary

condition imply the presence of a chain of monopoles . . . α1α2 . . . αNα1α2 . . . αN . . . repeating indefinitely,

each monopole with ei
θ
N theta dependence.
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Figure 5. (Left) An alternating array of ± charges. The potential evaluated at ρ, x2 decays

exponentially for large ρ as e−
2π
2L2

ρ. (Right) The flux of a charged particle collimates into a tube

of thickness 2L2/2π. The fractionalized flux gives a contribution W (C) = eiπ to a Wilson loop on

R2, leading to area law of confinement on R2 × T 2.

algebraically or exponentially? In the analysis in the bulk of the paper, we reduced the 3d

Coulomb gas EFT down to a deformed TQFT in 2d. This implies that the fall-off must

be exponential. We would like to see that the exponential decay of the potential emerges

from a sum of the type
∑

k∈Z
Qk

|r−rk| .

The potential at some (ρ, x2) can be written as

V (ρ, x2) =
1

4π

∑
k∈Z

1√
(x2 − 2L2k)2 + ρ2

− 1

4π

∑
k∈Z

1√
(x2 − 2L2(k + 1

2))
2 + ρ2

. (B.1)

Clearly, V (ρ, x2) is periodic with period 2L2 in the x2 direction, and V (ρ, x2) = V (ρ,−x2).

Therefore, we can Fourier expand V (ρ, x2) in the orthogonal eigenbasis {cos( 2π
2L2

mx2), m =

[0,∞)} as

V (ρ, x2) =
∞∑

m=0

Vm(ρ) cos

(
2π

2L2
mx2

)
. (B.2)

The Fourier coefficients Vm(ρ) tells us how each mode behaves as a function of ρ, and can

be found via inverse transform

Vm(ρ) =
1

2L2

∫ +L2

−L2

dx2 V (ρ, x2) cos

(
2π

2L2
mx2

)
,

=
1

2L2
(1− (−1)m)

∫ +∞

−∞
dx2

1

4π
√
(x2)2 + ρ2

cos

(
2π

2L2
mx2

)
. (B.3)
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Remarkably, the Fourier coefficient of the zero mode m = 0 vanishes, as well as all even

modes, m ∈ 2Z+. We could have anticipated this easily because the potential at x2 =

L3/2 + L3Z must vanish at any ρ by symmetry. For m ∈ 2Z+ + 1, we obtain the Fourier

coefficients

Vm(ρ) =
1

2πL2
K0

(
2π

2L2
mρ

)
. (B.4)

This implies that the potential has the form

V (ρ, x2) =
1

2πL2

∑
m=1,3,...

K0

(
2π

2L2
mρ

)
cos

(
2π

2L2
mx2

)
, (B.5)

At short distances, close to the cores of monopoles, this potential behaves as ±1/r as it

should. At long distances, all the modes decay exponentially fast for ρ > 2L2
2π . Even the

slowest decaying mode falls off as e
− 2π

2L2
ρ
. This is the same result as we obtained in (4.18)

from field theory.
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