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Topological phases have been a central focus of condensed-matter physics for over 50 years. Along
with many experimental applications, they have provided much intellectual interest due to their
characterization via some form of topological ordering, as opposed to the symmetry-breaking or-
dering of conventional continuous phase transitions. This distinction is most subtle in the case
of the Berezinskii-Kosterlitz-Thouless (BKT) transition as its experimental realizations appear to
break U(1) symmetry at low temperature. It also presents two further paradoxes: i) its prototyp-
ical short-range interacting planar XY spin model behaves as an emergent long-range interacting
electrolyte; ii) its topological ordering is not accompanied by a topological nonergodicity within the
BKT picture. This review paper addresses these three interconnected questions. We review a series
of papers that demonstrate that U(1) symmetry is indeed broken, but within a broader framework
than that traditionally used to characterize broken symmetry. We discuss recovery of this symmetry
by breaking velocity-symmetry in a deterministic Markov process. We then expand on a modern
field theory of the emergent electrolyte that maps directly from the spin field to an emergent lattice
electric field governed by an augmented electrostatic Boltzmann distribution. This local model of
electrolyte physics resolves both the short-range–long-range paradox and the question of topological
nonergodicity – as in contrast with the BKT picture, it describes global topological defects and
their nonergodic freezing by the topological ordering. It also connects the broken U(1) symmetry
with the topological ordering – providing a comprehensive framework for broken symmetry at the
transition. We introduce long-time topological stability as a measure of topological nonergodicity –
within a general framework for weakly broken ergodicity.

Keywords: emergent electrostatics, topological nonergodicity, symmetry breaking, topological phases,
Berezinskii–Kosterlitz–Thouless transition, 2DXY models, 2D electrolyte, superconducting films, superfluid
films, cold-atom films, monolayer magnets, Josephson junctions, piecewise deterministic Markov processes

I. INTRODUCTION

Emergent electrostatics has played a key role in the
resolution of many complex physical phenomena. The
recent discovery of magnetic monopoles [1, 2] and mag-
netricity [3] in the frustrated magnet spin ice [4] ex-
plained many of its macroscopic properties – including
its non-linear response to an external magnetic field in
terms of the second Wien effect of electrolyte physics [5–
7]. The monopoles are quasiparticle divergences in the
magnetic spin field. They interact via an emergent ana-
logue of the Coulomb law of electrostatics, and respond
to an external magnetic field in analogy with the response
of electrical charges to an electric field. This picture
of an emergent electrolyte – or magnetolyte – of mag-
netic monopoles provided the theoretical framework for
the non-linear response and many other Coulombic prop-
erties of spin-ice materials.

This success was due to the magnetic monopoles be-
ing local topological defects in the magnetic spin field.
Emergent electrostatics has been similarly successful in
resolving other complex phenomena governed by topo-
logical defects, capturing departures from the mean-field
description of Landau theory. In two spatial dimensions,
it explains the Berezinskii–Kosterlitz–Thouless (BKT)
phase transition [8, 9] in the two-dimensional (2D) XY
spin/condensate-phase model. The transition governs

physics as varied as the melting of films of hard disks and
weakly pinned superconducting vortices [9–14]; quantum
gases on a one-dimensional ring lattice [15]; 2D arrays of
superconducting qubits [16], Josephson junctions [17, 18]
and Bose-Einstein condensates [19]; and planar superflu-
ids [20, 21], superconductors [22, 23], magnets [24–27]
and cold-atom systems [28–30]. Elsewhere, evidence was
found for a BKT-like phase transition with respect to
quarternions in four spatial dimensions [31], and further
extensions to octonions may have consequences for phase
transitions in the standard model of particle physics. The
spin/condensate phases describe either the relative orien-
tations of the hard disks, the phases of the magnetic spins
or the local phase of the condensate wavefunction, but for
simplicity we will tend to refer to spins and spin phases.

The low-temperature thermodynamic phase is charac-
terized by algebraic spin–spin correlations [8, 9], while
the transition to the high-temperature disordered phase
is induced by the thermal dissociation of bound pairs
of vortices – or local topological defects – in the phase-
difference field [9] (n.b., the phase-difference field is de-
fined in Section VA and measures spatial variations in
the spin-phase field). KT [9] observed that the vor-
tex pairs map to charge-neutral pairs of particles in the
2D electrolyte, in which the confinement-deconfinement
transition was first discovered by Salzberg & Prager [32].
Villain [33] then constructed an approximation of the
2DXY model with a purely quadratic potential, which
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José et al. [34] used to decouple the emergent electro-
static charges from the continuous spin-wave fluctuations
– the second of the two local principal excitations. This
combined with the work of Nelson & Kosterlitz [35] to
characterize the transition in terms of a universal jump
in the spin stiffness – used by Bishop & Reppy [20] to
model the superfluid stiffness in superfluid films.

The above emergent-electrostatic picture was hugely
successful in characterizing both the phase transition and
the notion of topological order in terms of the spin stiff-
ness, but it immediately presented two paradoxes. i) The
short-range interacting 2DXY model maps to an elec-
trolyte of long-range interacting electrostatic charges. ii)
Order typically induces a nonergodicity under certain dy-
namics [36], but the above framework could not discern
whether the onset of topological order does indeed break
some form of topological ergodicity. In addition, the
Mermin–Wagner–Hohenberg theorem [37, 38] states that
the algebraic correlations preclude spontaneous symme-
try breaking at nonzero temperature – reflected in the
expected norm of the U(1) symmetry-breaking order pa-
rameter going to zero in the thermodynamic limit. Phe-
nomena consistent with low-temperature broken symme-
try have been measured, however, across a broad and
diverse array of BKT experimental systems [17, 18, 20–
30], presenting a paradox between theory and experi-
ment. This was partially resolved in finite systems by
Archambault, Bramwell & Holdsworth [39] [built on later
with Pinton [40]] who showed that the expected low-
temperature norm goes to zero very slowly and at the
same rate as its fluctuations. This led to great success
in describing the expected norm in magnetic-film experi-
ments [24–27, 41, 42] but did not address the thermody-
namic limit itself, nor the dynamics of the directional
phase of the order parameter in either finite or ther-
modynamic systems. The latter is foundational to the
characterization of broken symmetry, and crucially, may
explain the strongly nonergodic/autocorrelated electrical
resistance recently measured at the BKT transition in su-
perconducting films [23].

The above paradoxes were resolved by the development
of an emergent electrostatic-field theory of the model sys-
tem. Vallat & Beck [43] began by reformulating the topo-
logical framework of BKT, Villain, José et al. and Nelson
& Kosterlitz on the torus. This electrostatic picture was
then taken further with a field theory [44, 45] in which
the vortices appear as divergences in an emergent elec-
trostatic field, with the spin waves mapping to a purely
rotational auxiliary gauge field. This resolved the short-
range–long-range paradox, as the electrostatic picture
had been reformulated in terms of a model of local elec-
trostatic fields. In addition, the field theory augmented
the BKT phase-vortex representation to include the topo-
logical sector of the emergent field. These global topolog-
ical defects are additional degrees of freedom that corre-
spond to internal global twists in the spin field. They are
nonergodically frozen in the low-temperature phase for
systems restricted to local Brownian dynamics [44, 45].

This characterized topological order in terms of a topo-
logical nonergodicity. The Mermin–Wagner–Hohenberg
paradox was then fully resolved by introducing the con-
cept of general symmetry breaking [46]. This broadened
the elegant yet restrictive framework of spontaneous sym-
metry breaking by allowing the expected norm of the
U(1) order parameter to go to zero in the thermody-
namic limit, provided the fluctuations in its directional
phase are asymptotically smaller. This asymptotically
slow directional mixing of the U(1) order parameter was
demonstrated in the low-temperature BKT phase, cor-
responding to the low-temperature U(1) order param-
eter arbitrarily choosing some well-defined direction in
the thermodynamic limit – as in spontaneous symmetry
breaking. The field theory then revealed the intimate
connection between topological disorder/ergodicity and
U(1) symmetry: both can be ensured (on timescales that
do not diverge with system size) at all nonzero temper-
atures by non-physical global-twist dynamics that tun-
nel through the U(1) sombrero potential via high-energy
global topological defects. This implied that topolog-
ical order/nonergodicity induces the general symmetry
breaking observed in experiment.

Here we present a comprehensive review of general
symmetry breaking, topological order/nonergodicity and
the connection between the two via the modern emer-
gent electrostatic-field theory. We begin with some key
definitions in Section II. In Section III, we review sponta-
neous symmetry breaking via the prototypical 2D Ising
model – with a particular focus on its correspondence to
asymptotically slow directional mixing of the symmetry-
breaking order parameter under single-spin-flip dynam-
ics. In Section IV, we present the asymptotically slow
directional mixing of the symmetry-breaking order pa-
rameter of the 2DXY model under Brownian spin dy-
namics. This general symmetry breaking follows reviews
of both the Mermin–Wagner–Hohenberg theorem and
the finite-system work of Bramwell & Holdsworth. In
Section V, we connect the broken symmetry with the
topological order/nonergodicity. We start by decompos-
ing the model into its three principal excitations, be-
fore transforming from the spin field to the emergent
electrostatic-field theory. We then use this field the-
ory to define topological order and demonstrate its as-
sociated low-temperature topological nonergodicity un-
der local Brownian spin/emergent-field dynamics. This
then elucidates the close connection between topological
order/nonergodicity and general symmetry breaking. Fi-
nally, we discuss the implications for experiment, critical
slowing down and computational statistics in Section VI.
We note that this paper should be viewed as a comple-
ment to the illuminating review article of Minnhagen [47]
which covered many key concepts of emergent electro-
statics in planar superfluids and superconductors.
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II. KEY DEFINITIONS

A. Statistical quantities

1. π(x) ∝ e−βU(x) is the Boltzmann (probability) dis-
tribution, with U(x) ∈ R the interaction potential
of some microstate x and β > 0 the inverse tem-
perature.

2. The expectation Ef :=
∫
f(x)π(x)dx of some ob-

servable f ∈ Rn is the expected value of f as
predicted by the Boltzmann distribution π(x) ∝
e−βU(x). If f is also a function of some vector of
hyperparameters λ, we may denote its expectation
as Ef(λ), but the expectation is not taken over λ.

3. Var[f ] := E∥f − Ef∥2 is the expected variance of f .

4. s2f (β, τ,N,Ξ) := [n/(n − 1)]∥f − f∥2 is the (unbi-
ased) simulation variance (of f) of some N -spin
simulation of timescale τ = n∆t, inverse temper-
ature β and vector Ξ of additional model and sim-
ulation parameters. Here, the bar denotes a sim-
ulation mean, n is the sample size and ∆t is the
simulation time step.

5. ⟨·⟩ denotes a mean over an infinite number of inde-
pendent simulations at fixed β, τ , N , Ξ.

6. The indicator function I(A) is one/zero if event A
does/does not occur.

7. The Heaviside step function Θ : R → {0, 1} is de-
fined as

Θ(x) :=

{
1, ∀x ≥ 0

0, ∀x < 0.
(1)

The Heaviside function can always be represented
by an indicator function [Θ(x − a) = I(x ≥ a) for
any fixed a ∈ R] but we use the Heaviside function
wherever it is standard in physics.

8. In a slight abuse of notation, δ(x)dx is the Dirac
measure δ(dx) for x ∈ R and δ(F) ≡ δ(Fx)δ(Fy)
for F ∈ R2.

B. Geometric quantities and discrete vector
calculus

1. d(r, r′) > 0 is the shortest distance between points
r and r′ on any topologically toroidal surface.

2. ⊕ and ⊖ define (respectively) addition and sub-
traction on any topologically toroidal surface, i.e.,
addition and subtraction while accounting for pe-
riodic boundaries.

3. a > 0 and L > 0 are (respectively) the lattice spac-
ing and linear size of some regular square lattice.

4. The charge lattice D is defined as the set
{(a/2, a/2), (3a/2, a/2), . . . , (L−a/2, L−a/2)} with
toroidal topology.

5. The spin lattice D′ is defined as the set
{(0, 0), (a, 0), . . . , (L−a, L−a)} with toroidal topol-
ogy.

6. As in the framework for discrete vector calculus
presented by Chew [48], all vector functions F :
Ω → R2 on some regular, square and topologically
toroidal lattice Ω are defined as discrete counter-
parts of smooth vector fields, i.e.,

F(r) :=
∑

µ∈{x,y}

Fµ

(
r+

a

2
eµ

)
eµ, (2)

with Cartesian components Fµ ∈ R defined equidis-
tant from neighboring lattice sites r⊕ aeµ (the 3D
case is defined analogously).

7. ∇̃ and ∇̂ are (respectively) the forwards and back-
wards finite-difference operators [48], i.e., for any
scalar function f : Ω → R,

∇̃f(r) :=
∑

µ∈{x,y}

f(r⊕ aeµ)− f(r)

a
eµ (3)

and

∇̂f(r) :=
∑

µ∈{x,y}

f(r)− f(r⊖ aeµ)

a
eµ. (4)

8. ∇2 := ∇̂ · ∇̃ is the lattice Laplacian operator [48].

9. For any vector function F : Ω → R2,

∇̃× F(r) :=[
∇̃xFy

(
r+

a

2
ey

)
− ∇̃yFx

(
r+

a

2
ex

)]
ez (5)

is its curl (the 3D case is defined analogously) [48].

10.
∫
DF :=

∏
r∈Ω

∫
dF(r) denotes a functional inte-

gral with respect to F.

III. TWO-DIMENSIONAL ISING MODEL AND
SPONTANEOUS SYMMETRY BREAKING

Spontaneous symmetry breaking is a characteristic
property of conventional continuous phase transitions.
As it is fundamental to this review, we begin by explor-
ing the concept via its prototypical case of the 2D Ising
model of magnetism. This is a set of Z2 magnetic spins
fixed at the N sites of a topologically toroidal, square
lattice with interaction potential

UIsing := −J
∑
⟨r,r′⟩

s̃rs̃r′ − h
∑
r

s̃r. (6)
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FIG. 1. Spontaneous magnetization [defined in equation (8)]
of the 2D Ising model vs reduced temperature βIsing/β. This
predicts a phase transition at β = βIsing, h = 0. The nonzero
low-temperature values reflect the probability of the zero-field
magnetization changing sign (under single-spin-flip Metropo-
lis dynamics) going to zero in the thermodynamic limit.

Here, J > 0 is the exchange constant, h ∈ R is the
symmetry-breaking field, s̃r ∈ {−1,+1} is the spin at site
r ∈ D′ and the sum

∑
⟨r,r′⟩ is over all nearest-neighbor

pairs of the spin lattice D′. The Ising magnetization

m :=
1

N

∑
r

s̃r (7)

is then the (Z2) symmetry-breaking order parameter be-
cause its expectation Em is proportional to the gradient
of the free energy with respect to the symmetry-breaking
field h.
Onsager [49] and Yang [50] demonstrated a non-

differentiability in the spontaneous magnetization

lim
h↓0

lim
N→∞

Em(β, h,N) ={(
1− [sinh(2βJ)]−4

)1/8
for β > βIsing,

0 for β < βIsing,
(8)

with βIsing := ln(1 +
√
2)/(2J) the inverse criti-

cal temperature. This predicted a phase transition
at β = βIsing, h = 0 between a low-temperature
(β > βIsing) long-range-ordered phase and a high-
temperature (β < βIsing) disordered one, as supported
by the curve in figure 1. The long-range order at
low temperature is characterized by a spin–spin correla-
tion function

∑
r ̸=r′ I [r = d(r, r′)]E [s̃rs̃r′ ] /2 that scales

with a constant prefactor on long distances r > 0,
while exponentially decaying spin–spin correlations re-
flect the high-temperature disorder. Equation (8) also
implies spontaneously broken symmetry in the low-
temperature phase, as this phenomenon is defined by
limh↑↓0 limN→∞ Em(β, h,N) ̸= 0. This is, however, a
consequence of the more foundational viewpoint of bro-
ken symmetry – a dynamical phenomenon defined by

asymptotically slow mixing between states of equal prob-
ability density – which we explore below.
The choice of system dynamics is central to exper-

imental/simulation observations of the dynamical phe-
nomenon of broken symmetry. At h = 0, the Boltzmann
distribution is symmetric with respect to global spin flips
(i.e., s̃r 7→ −s̃r for all r) for any finite β, J,N . Un-
der ergodic dynamics, the magnetization m then ergod-
ically explores the set {−1,−1 + 1/N, . . . ,+1} on some
finite directional mixing timescale: the mean magneti-
zation converges to its expected value Em = 0 on this
timescale (defined by its fluctuations also converging to

their expected value
√
Em2 > 0 within some small ε > 0)

where it is independent of global spin flips. Under cer-
tain dynamics, however, the directional mixing timescale
diverges with system size at low temperature. This is be-
cause the long-range order causes the system to sponta-
neously choose either m > 0 or m < 0 and keep this sign
on a timescale that diverges with system size. In con-
trast, more sophisticated dynamics can be constructed
that ergodically explore configuration space on short non-
divergent timescales at all nonzero temperatures. For
example, in figure 2 we compare simulation results gen-
erated using the local Metropolis [51] and Swendsen–
Wang [52] algorithms. As outlined in [53], the former pro-
poses single spin flips at each algorithm iteration, while
the latter employs a dynamics that flips entire clusters
of aligned spins at each iteration 1. At low tempera-
ture, this results in asymptotically slow directional mix-
ing of the Z2 order parameter (m) under single-spin-flip
Metropolis dynamics (i.e., a divergent directional mix-
ing timescale) while Swendsen–Wang dynamics ensure
Z2-symmetric mixing on non-divergent timescales at all
nonzero temperatures [and also overcome critical slow-
ing down near the transition – see, e.g., [53]]. This is
reflected in the low-temperature zero-field magnetization
trace plots in figures 2(a) and (b). The Metropolis sim-
ulation starts at m = 1 and stays in this state, while
the Swendsen–Wang simulation mixes between m = 1
and m = −1. In contrast, the high-temperature out-
puts in figures 2(c) and (d) reflect both dynamics ergodi-
cally exploring the support of the magnetization on short
timescales. The Swendsen–Wang simulations therefore
display Z2-symmetric mixing at both low and high tem-
perature, but we observe discrepancies between the low-
temperature Metropolis simulations and predictions of
the Boltzmann model in zero field – as a result of the
low-temperature spin order. Indeed, at low tempera-
ture and under single-spin-flip Metropolis dynamics, the
magnetization changes sign (on any finite timescale) with
probability zero in the thermodynamic limit.

1 Each iteration of the Swendsen–Wang algorithm partitions the
lattice into clusters of aligned and connected spins. Each clus-
ter starts as a single spin and is grown by adding neighboring
aligned spins with probability 1− exp(−2βJ). For each cluster,
all component spins are then flipped with probability 1/2.
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FIG. 2. Zero-field Ising magnetization m :=
∑

r s̃r/N versus time t for N = 64×64-spin simulations at low (top) and high

(bottom) temperature using Metropolis (left) and Swendsen–Wang (right) dynamics. ∆tIsingMetrop and ∆tIsingSwendsen−Wang are the
time steps of the Metropolis and Swendsen–Wang algorithms, respectively. The former is defined as the elapsed time between
N attempted single-spin flips. The latter is defined as the elapsed time between each partitioning of the lattice into clusters
of aligned spins. Both high-temperature simulations are symmetric about m = 0, but only the Swendsen–Wang dynamics
are symmetric at low temperature. Indeed, the low-temperature Metropolis simulation stays in the m = 1 state throughout
the simulation. This reflects the probability of it changing sign (under single-spin-flip Metropolis dynamics) vanishing in the
thermodynamic limit, leading to a divergent (or asymptotically long) directional mixing timescale. 104 equilibration samples
were discarded from each simulation.

The above zero-field discrepancies between experimen-
tal/simulation observations and predictions of the Boltz-
mann model are the essence of broken symmetry. Such
discrepancies are typically accompanied by some singular
limit, as seen in this case upon characterizing the above
results in terms of the long-time directional stability

γIsing(β) := lim
τ→∞

lim
N→∞

gIsing(β, τ,N), (9)

where the finite directional stability

gIsing(β, τ,N) := 1−

√
⟨s2m(β, τ,N, h = 0)⟩
Var[m](β,N, h = 0)

(10)

of some simulation method measures discrepancies be-
tween the directional fluctuations

√
⟨s2m(β, τ,N, h = 0)⟩

and their expected value
√

Var[m](β,N, h = 0) (τ is the
simulation timescale). For single-spin-flip Metropolis dy-
namics, it then follows that

γMetrop
Ising (β) =

{
1 for β > βIsing,

0 for β < βIsing.
(11)

The nonzero value at low temperature results from van-
ishing directional fluctuations in the thermodynamic
limit, as reflected by the absence of directional mixing
in figure 2(a). This thermodynamic limit is singular be-
cause exchanging the order of the limits in equation (9)

returns zero at all nonzero temperatures – since all un-
biased estimators of statistical expectations eventually
converge to predictions of the Boltzmann model on some
finite timescale (the directional mixing timescale in this
case). It was noted [46] that singular semiclassical lim-
its analogously involving long times are commonplace in
quantum chaos [54], and we will see below in Section VH
that functions of the form of the long-time directional
stability in equation (9) can be used to characterize bro-
ken ergodicity (under some dynamics) more generally.
In contrast with equation (11), the long-time directional
stability of the Swendsen–Wang algorithm is zero for all
β < ∞.

Moreover, the dynamical zero-field phenomenon de-
scribed by equation (11) was characterized by the static
spontaneous magnetization in equation (8). As stated
there, this formulation in terms of thermodynamic ex-
pectations defines the framework of spontaneous symme-
try breaking. This framework is analogously [to equa-
tion (11)] encapsulated by a singular thermodynamic
limit because exchanging the order of the |h| → 0 and
N → ∞ limits in equation (8) returns zero at all nonzero
temperatures. This is reflected by the schematic plots of
the expected low-temperature magnetization as a func-
tion of symmetry-breaking field h for various system sizes
in figure 3. The expected magnetization smoothly goes to
zero with |h| for any finite system size N (the non-black
curves) reflecting even single-spin-flip Metropolis simu-
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FIG. 3. Schematic of the expected Ising magnetization as a
function of field h and system size N at low temperature, with
h0 > 0 some base field strength. The discontinuity that devel-
ops at h = 0 as N → ∞ reflects the divergent (or asymptot-
ically long) directional mixing timescale of low-temperature
single-spin-flip Metropolis simulations. This discontinuity is
not a feature of the high-temperature phase as the directional
mixing timescale is non-divergent there, even under single-
spin-flip Metropolis dynamics.

lations being Z2-symmetric on long enough timescales
in zero field [symmetric simulations are defined by a di-
rectional simulation variance that has converged to its
expected value (s2m and Var[m] in this case) within some
small ε > 0]. In contrast, taking the limit N → ∞
before the zero-field limit (the black curve) leads to a
discontinuity at h = 0. While the spontaneous mag-
netization is independent of algorithm dynamics, this
discontinuity reflects the divergent directional mixing
timescale of low-temperature single-spin-flip Metropolis
simulations in zero field. The singular nature of the low-
temperature thermodynamic limit in equation (8) there-
fore analogously [to equation (11)] reflects measurable
zero-field discrepancies between experimental observa-
tions and predictions of the Boltzmann model, but in-
stead in terms of a static thermodynamic expectation
formed in nonzero field. For completeness, we note that
the h = 0 discontinuity is not a feature of the high-
temperature phase as the directional mixing timescale is
non-divergent here, even under single-spin-flip Metropo-
lis dynamics. The thermodynamic limit in equation (8)
is therefore non-singular at high temperature.

IV. TWO-DIMENSIONAL XY MODEL AND
GENERAL SYMMETRY BREAKING

We now turn to the 2DXY model of magnetism and
explore its symmetry-breaking properties. This proto-
typical model of BKT physics is the set of unit-length
U(1) spins fixed at the N sites of a topologically toroidal,

square lattice with interaction potential

UXY := −J
∑
⟨r,r′⟩

cos (φr − φr′)− h ·
∑
r

(
cosφr

sinφr

)
.

(12)

Here h ∈ R2 is the 2D symmetry-breaking field and φr ∈
[−π, π) is the spin phase at lattice site r ∈ D′. We also
define the (XY) magnetization

m :=
1

N

∑
r

(
cosφr

sinφr

)
, (13)

which is the [U(1)] symmetry-breaking order parameter
because its expectation is proportional to the gradient of
the free energy with respect to the symmetry-breaking
field h, in analogy with the Ising magnetization m. Writ-
ing m = (∥m∥, ϕm) in polar coordinates then defines the
global U(1) phase ϕm ∈ [−π, π). Unless otherwise stated,
we set h = 0 throughout. For simplicity, we redefine some
quantities used in Section III, e.g., the (XY) magnetiza-
tion in equation (13).

A. Mermin–Wagner–Hohenberg theorem and finite
systems

In zero field, the low-temperature phase is character-
ized by quasi-long-range order due to the spin–spin cor-
relation function

1

2

∑
r ̸=r′

I [r = d(r, r′)]E
[
e−iφreiφr′

]
(14)

displaying algebraic correlations on long distances r for
all finite β > βXY

BKT (with βXY
BKT the BKT phase transition

of the 2DXY model), while exponential decay exp(−r/ξ)
on long distances r again implies disorder at high tem-
perature (with ξ > 0 the correlation length) [8, 9]. The
Mermin–Wagner–Hohenberg theorem [37, 38] states that
the quasi-long-range order precludes the spontaneous
symmetry breaking associated with true long-range or-
der at any nonzero temperature, i.e.,

lim
∥h∥→0

lim
N→∞

Em(β,h, N) = 0 for all β < ∞. (15)

This presented, however, the paradox between theory and
experiment described above, as measurements consistent
with system-spanning symmetry-broken spin-phase co-
herence have been measured across a broad and diverse
array of experimental BKT systems [17, 18, 20–30] (n.b.,
‘spin-phase coherence’ describes positional coherence of
the local spin phases, which spans the system when sym-
metry is broken). This was partially resolved in large
finite systems by the expected low-temperature norm of
the U(1) order parameter going to zero very slowly and
at the same rate as its fluctuations [39, 40]. Archam-
bault, Bramwell & Holdsworth [39] demonstrated that
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the expected norm E∥m∥ and its fluctuations σ∥m∥ both

scale like N−1/(8πβJ) at large N and as β → ∞ 2. This
demonstrates that no finite system size exists at which
the expected norm can be considered to have reached
its thermodynamic value of zero, as the relative error
∼ σ∥m∥/E∥m∥ is system-size independent and therefore
cannot be made arbitrarily small with increasing system
size. This is a consequence of the law of large num-
bers not applying to sums of correlated random variables,
which is the case here due to the spin-phase fluctuations
being correlated on all length scales (quasi-long-range or-
der) so that correlations are cut off on long length scales
in finite systems. It follows that the thermodynamic limit
of the expected norm is not reached at arbitrarily large
system size [46].

In response to this, Bramwell & Holdsworth [24, 56]
developed a comprehensive theory of finite-size transition
temperatures and a symmetry-breaking critical exponent

β̃ = 3π2/128 in large macroscopic systems, where

β̃ := lim
N→∞

∂ lnE∥m∥
∂ ln t(N)

∣∣∣∣
β↑β∗(N)

(16)

is in fact defined in the thermodynamic limit. Here, the
lower finite-size transition temperature 1/β∗(N) is de-
fined to coincide with E∥m∥ = (cN)−1/16 (c = 1.8456)
and t(N) is defined as β0/βc(N) − β0/β for all β ∈
(βc(N), β∗(N)], where the upper finite-size transition
temperature 1/βc(N) is defined as the highest temper-

ature at which the correlation length ξ ∼
√
N , and

β0 > 0 is some reference inverse temperature. Both
inverse finite-size transition temperatures converge to
βXY
BKT as N → ∞, and these results were confirmed by

Chung [41] using a transfer-matrix method. We note also
that the definition of β∗(N) is equivalent to renormaliz-
ing to a spin-wave model with spin stiffness K to give
E∥m∥ = (cN)−1/(8πK), and then assuming K = 2/π at
the finite-size transition – the spin stiffness predicted by
José et al. [34] and Nelson & Kosterlitz [35] at the phase
transition (see Section VF).

This finite-system framework was extremely successful
in describing experimental measurements related to the
expected norm [21, 24–27, 41, 42], but a rigorous dynam-
ical framework for the phase fluctuations in both finite
and thermodynamic systems was still lacking. This gap
in the literature was crucial, as broken symmetry is nec-
essarily an asymptotically slow mixing between states of
equal probability density – corresponding to asymptoti-
cally slow mixing of the (directional) global U(1) phase
in this case. Experimentally, this posed particular prob-
lems to the superconducting film and Josephson-junction
array, as the electrical resistance is a directly measurable
quantity that is conjugate to the directional condensate

2 Tobochnik and Chester also presented the scaling of the fluctu-
ations [55].

phases. The strongly nonergodic/autocorrelated electri-
cal resistance measured at the transition in the super-
conducting films [23] could not therefore be explained.
Similarly, the low-temperature magnetization vector in
XY magnetic films and the orientational order parame-
ter in the hexatic phase of colloidal films should provide
direct experimental evidence of the asymptotically slow
directional mixing, but no theory existed to predict the
phenomenon.

B. Order-parameter dynamics and singular limit

The symmetry-breaking paradox was fully resolved by
the introduction of a more general form of symmetry
breaking than that defined by spontaneous symmetry
breaking [46]. Some global symmetry is generally broken
if the directional fluctuations of the symmetry-breaking
order parameter go to zero in the thermodynamic limit,
provided they are asymptotically smaller than the ex-
pected norm of the order parameter. This mathemat-
ically reflects the order parameter arbitrarily choosing
some well-defined direction in the thermodynamic limit,
providing a theoretical framework for all cases of negli-
gible directional fluctuations compared to the expected
norm in arbitrarily large experimental systems. This
is clearly fulfilled by the case of spontaneous symmetry
breaking in the 2D Ising model with local Metropolis dy-
namics. This is because the simulation variance of the
zero-field magnetization goes to zero at low temperature
in the thermodynamic limit, while the expected abso-
lute value of the zero-field magnetization goes to zero (as
N → ∞) only at β < βIsing, and is system-size indepen-
dent at sufficiently large β < ∞. This broader framework
is not required, however, to describe broken symmetry in
the 2D Ising model, as this is well described by the spon-
taneous symmetry breaking of equation (8). Indeed, this
is due to the expected absolute value of the zero-field
magnetization going to zero only at β < βIsing.
For the case of the 2DXY model, however, things

are not so clear, as the expected zero-field norm E∥m∥
goes to zero as N → ∞ at all nonzero tempera-
tures. It was therefore necessary to show that the low-
temperature directional fluctuations are asymptotically
smaller than the expected norm at large N and un-
der local Metropolis/Brownian spin dynamics [46]. To
draw analogies with the broken symmetry of the 2D Ising
model, this work additionally benchmarked the diffusive
local Metropolis dynamics against the ballistic-style dy-
namics of the event-chain Monte Carlo algorithm [57].
This is because the latter induces global rotations and
therefore U(1) symmetry on short timescales, in anal-
ogy with Swendsen–Wang simulations of the 2D Ising
model achieving Z2 symmetry on short timescales. In
this subsection, we outline the Metropolis and event-
chain algorithms for the 2DXY model before reviewing
the symmetry-breaking results of [46].
The local Metropolis algorithm (for the 2DXY model)
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FIG. 4. Example of the event-chain algorithm continuously
advancing some active spin between particle events, using the
superposition of independent (two-spin) Poisson processes.
The central spin advances with constant anticlockwise ve-
locity v > 0 until an event is triggered by one of its four
nearest-neighboring spins. One particle-event time is sam-
pled per two-spin nearest-neighbor potential and the soonest
of these defines the next event, with the corresponding ve-
toeing spin becoming active following the event [assuming no
boundary events occur – see the text below equation (20)].
The light red arrow represents the active spin at the time of
the initial particle event. The dark red arrows represent the
spins at the time of the next particle event. The gray arrow
represents the direction of motion of the active spin between
events. The red-dashed and black lines represent the edges of
the periodic spin lattice D′. The lightning bolt separates the
active and vetoeing spins.

with Gaussian noise was used in [46]. With σ2
noise

the variance of the noise distribution N (0, σ2
noise), each

Metropolis proposal attempts to perturb a single spin
phase by an amount δ ∼ N (0, σ2

noise). This is ac-
cepted with probability min[1, exp(−β∆U)] by compar-

ing this probability with a random number Υ̃ ∼ U(0, 1)
(∆U is the potential difference between the proposed
and current configurations). Samples are drawn after
each (2DXY) Metropolis Monte Carlo time step ∆tXY

Metrop

(defined as the elapsed simulation time between N at-
tempted single-spin moves) and σnoise is tuned such that
the Metropolis acceptance rate aMetrop ≃ 0.6. This re-
flects Brownian spin dynamics, as Brownian dynamics
with anN -independent diffusion constant aMetropσ

2
noise/2

were proven to be the (thermodynamic) limiting behav-
ior of Metropolis dynamics for a set of linearly coupled
harmonic oscillators [58, 59]. Informal proofs [60, 61]
and simulation data from a broad range of physical sys-

tems [2, 6, 7, 60, 61] have also been presented (for uniform
noise) by the physics community.
In contrast with these diffusive dynamics, the event-

chain Monte Carlo algorithm operates by effectively in-
verting the local Metropolis algorithm: rather than
proposing a single discrete spin-phase perturbation be-
fore drawing a random number Υ̃ ∼ U(0, 1) to decide
whether to accept the move, event-chain Monte Carlo
draws the random number and then continuously ad-
vances some active spin (in spin-phase space) at fixed an-
ticlockwise auxiliary velocity v > 0 until the first time at
which a Metropolis rejection would have occurred given
the random number (below we compare this method with
v ∈ R, possibly for multiple active spins 3). This time
defines the next particle-event time tη > 0 and the pro-
cess essentially amounts to performing a sequence of in-
finitesimally small Metropolis moves in a fixed direc-
tion until tη. To sample tη we therefore consider a se-
quence of m proposed Metropolis translations of length
δ > 0 in the positive (i.e., anticlockwise) spin-phase di-
rection. Beginning from some initial time t0 ≥ 0, defin-
ing ∆Ut0,i := UXY [φ1(t0), . . . , φa(t0) + iδ, . . . , φN (t0)]−
UXY [φ1(t0), . . . , φa(t0) + (i− 1)δ, . . . , φN (t0)] and as-
suming φa(t0)+mδ < π (as φk ∈ [−π, π) for all spins k),
the probability of accepting all proposals and translating
the active spin a through the total distance η := mδ is

pt0,η =

η/δ∏
i=1

min [1, exp(−β∆Ut0,i)]

= exp

−β

η/δ∑
i=1

max (0,∆Ut0,i)

 . (17)

Defining φ := (φ1, . . . , φN )T , it follows that

pt0,η → exp

[
−β

∫ φa(t0)+η

φa(t0)

max [0, ∂aUXY(φ
′)] dφ′

a

]
(18)

as δ → 0 with η fixed, i.e., in the continuous-time limit.
We therefore draw some random number Υ̃ ∼ U(0, 1) at
t0 and if

− log Υ̃ < β

∫ π

φa(t0)

max [0, ∂aUXY(φ
′)] dφ′

a, (19)

we solve

− log Υ̃ = β

∫ tη

t0

max [0, v ∂aUXY(φ(t))] dt (20)

to sample the next particle-event time tη = t0 + η/v.
This defines a particle event and one of the four (nearest)

3 Indeed, one can choose to vary the velocity (via a variety of
methods) and/or advance multiple active spins.
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FIG. 5. Evolutions of the U(1) order parameter m [defined in Eq.(13)] over the course of single Metropolis [(a)-(c)] and
event-chain [(d)-(f)] simulations are/are not consistent with local Metropolis/event-chain dynamics being characterized by
the singular limit described below equation (23). The Metropolis results [(a)-(c)] suggest a low/high-temperature directional
mixing timescale that does/does not diverge with N at finite β. The event-chain results [(d)-(f)], by contrast, are consistent
with a directional mixing timescale that does not diverge with N at finite β. Metropolis simulations comprise 105 samples with
acceptance rate aMetrop ≃ 0.6. Event-chain simulations comprise 103 samples. Straight lines connect samples between time
steps. 104 / 105 equilibration samples were discarded from each event-chain / Metropolis simulation. Figure is taken from [46].

neighboring spins k then becomes active with probability
∝ max [0,−v ∂kUXY(φ(t = tη))]. If equation (19) does
not hold, however, then φa(t = tb) = π at the boundary-
event time tb := t0+[π−φa(t0)]/v and the active spin is
instantaneously translated to −π (then remains active).
This can be viewed as a teleportation portal [62].

It follows from equation (20) that each next particle-
event time is sampled from a non-homogeneous Pois-
son process with intensity function (or event rate)
βmax [0, v ∂aUXY(φ(t))]. It is typically challenging,
however, to solve equation (20) in practice. The present
simulations instead sample one particle/boundary-event
time per two-spin potential and define the next event
time as the soonest of these. If this corresponds to a par-
ticle event, the other spin of the corresponding two-spin
potential becomes active, as demonstrated in figure 4.
This follows from the superposition of independent Pois-
son processes. Samples were drawn every N units of

event-chain time 4. The event-chain Monte Carlo time
step is defined as ∆tECMC := τ/n with τ the simulation
timescale and n the sample size.
Restricting the auxiliary velocity v to positive values is

equivalent to breaking symmetry on the velocity space of
symmetric-velocity event-chain Monte Carlo. The sym-
metric framework augments the state (or configuration)
space by introducing an auxiliary velocity vector v ∈ RN

drawn from some symmetric distribution ν. Convergence
on the joint distribution µ(r,v) = π(r)ν(v) of the aug-
mented space [−π, π)N × RN is then ensured by con-
structing a process that generates a non-biased sample
of v (i.e., the sample is symmetric on velocity space).
For a broad class of particle models, π-invariance has
been demonstrated (via µ-invariance) for the symmetric-

4 It was erroneously stated in [46] that samples were drawn at
every Nth particle event (which would have resulted in a biased
sample of ∥m∥ but not of ϕm).
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velocity [63, 64] and asymmetric-velocity [53] processes,
while irreducibility on the original state space has
only been demonstrated for the symmetric-velocity pro-
cess [65]. Elsewhere, both µ-invariance and irreducibility
(i.e., correctness) have been shown for a similar piecewise
deterministic Markov process (from Bayesian computa-
tion) with symmetric-velocity refreshment [66]. Break-
ing symmetry on velocity space appears, however, to
accelerate mixing for translationally symmetric models
defined on state spaces with toroidal topology (as are
common in statistical physics) [67]. Moreover, numeri-
cal results suggest correctness for a variety of such mod-
els [12, 57, 67, 68], and irreducibility on the original state
space is trivial for the 2DXY model. It will be interesting
to explore whether correctness of the asymmetric-velocity
process holds rigorously for a broad class of such models,
perhaps due to the toroidal topology and translational
symmetry (i.e., whether symmetry can be broken on ve-
locity space thanks to symmetries on the original state
space).

Figure 5 shows evolutions of the order parameter m
at various systems sizes and temperatures, where each
evolution is over the course of a single simulation using
either local Metropolis or (asymmetric-velocity) event-
chain dynamics. The low-temperature simulations reflect
the PDF with sombrero form described in Section IV,
while those at high temperature display the single well
(centred at m = 0) associated with a U(1)-symmetric
thermodynamic phase [1/βXY

BKT ≃ 0.887J [69]]. We note
that all analysis of the global U(1) phase ϕm holds to the
thermodynamic limit because E∥m∥ does not reach its
thermodynamic value of zero at arbitrarily large system
size. This can also be argued from the equivalence of the
directional phases of m and m/σ∥m∥.
In analogy with Section III, symmetric simulations are

defined by a directional simulation variance s2ϕm
that has

converged to its expected value Var[ϕm] (within some
small ε > 0) and the timescale on which this is first
achieved is the directional mixing timescale τmix [n.b.,
Var[ϕm] = π2/3 as ϕm ∼ U(−π, π)]. Figures 5(a)-
(c) use local Metropolis dynamics. For N ≥ 64× 64,
the low-temperature outputs are evidently asymmetric
on the simulation timescale, while the high-temperature
outputs suggest U(1)-symmetric simulations for a broad
range of system sizes. Moreover, the Metropolis results
are consistent with the low-temperature directional mix-
ing timescale increasing with system size, suggesting a
singular limit analogous to that in equation (11). To see
this, we define the (XY) finite directional stability

gXY(β, τ,N) := 1−

√
⟨s2ϕm

(β, τ,N)⟩
Var[ϕm]

, (21)

where
√
⟨s2ϕm

(β, τ,N)⟩ are the (XY) directional (phase)

fluctuations. Defining the (XY) long-time directional sta-
bility

γXY(β) := lim
τ→∞

lim
N→∞

gXY(β, τ,N), (22)

the Metropolis results are then consistent with

γMetrop
XY (β) =

{
1 for β > βXY

BKT,

0 for β < βXY
BKT.

(23)

In analogy with the Z2-symmetric Swendsen–Wang sim-
ulations of the 2D Ising model, by contrast, all event-
chain results in figures 5(d)-(f) suggest directional mix-
ing timescales that do not diverge with N , consistent
with zero long-time directional stability for all finite
β. As reviewed in detail in Section IVC below, it was
shown [46] that these observations do indeed hold – with
the Metropolis case due to vanishing low-temperature
phase fluctuations in the thermodynamic limit. In anal-
ogy with the Ising case [described below equation (11)]
this thermodynamic limit is singular for all finite β >
βXY
BKT because exchanging the order of the limits in equa-

tion (22) returns zero at all nonzero temperatures. We
note again that functions of the form of the long-time di-
rectional stabilities in equations (9) and (22) character-
ize broken ergodicity more generally (see Section VH).
In the remainder, we assume local Metropolis/Brownian
spin dynamics unless otherwise stated.

It is also important to note that the low-temperature
Metropolis outputs in figures 5(a)-(b) display small fluc-
tuations towards m = 0 at random values of the global
U(1) phase ϕm, while the event-chain outputs in fig-
ures 5(d)-(f) appear to reflect well-converged simulation
variances in ∥m∥. This is likely to be due to the asymme-
try of the low-temperature ∥m∥ distributions (see figure
2 of [39]) as Metropolis dynamics tend to mix poorly into
heavy-tailed regions like that seen towards m = 0 – but
this hypothesis is left to a future article.

C. Symmetry breaking

Here we review the low-temperature broken symme-
try [46] suggested by the Metropolis outputs in figure 5.
The simulation variance s2ϕm

will eventually converge to

its expected value of Var[ϕm] = π2/3 on the directional
mixing timescale τmix > 0. Assuming that the rela-
tionship ⟨s2ϕm

⟩ ∝ τ/τmix (for large enough simulation

timescale τ < τmix) describes this convergence under the
diffusive Metropolis dynamics, it follows that τmix pro-
vides a measure of the scaling of the fixed-timescale phase
fluctuations with system size. For any chosen dynamics,
this timescale can be estimated by measuring the empir-
ical cumulative distribution functions (ECDFs)

Fϕm,n(x) :=
1

n

n∑
i=1

I [ϕm(ti) < x] (24)

of multiple realizations of the dynamics. Here, ti is
the Monte Carlo time at observation i and the indica-
tor function I(A) is one/zero if A does/does not hold.
Each ECDF then measures the number of samples with
ϕm < x ∈ [−π, π), meaning that symmetric simulations
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FIG. 6. ECDFs [defined in equation (24)] of the global U(1) phase ϕm [defined below equation (13)] for local Metropolis
simulations [(a)-(b)] reflect the symmetry properties of the low/high-temperature phase – which are demonstrated by the
red/black schematics in (c). Different line styles represent different realizations. (a)-(b) Eight local Metropolis simulations
of n = 106 samples at low and high temperature, with acceptance rate aMetrop ≃ 0.6 Inset: Four event-chain simulations
of n = 104 samples at low and high temperature. 104 / 105 equilibration samples were discarded from each event-chain /
Metropolis simulation. Figure is taken from [46].

display small deviations from the target CDF F (x) :=
P(ϕm < x) of the uniform distribution U(−π, π).
Figures 6(a) and (b) present the ECDFs of multi-

ple realizations of both Metropolis and event-chain dy-
namics. The ECDFs of the low-temperature Metropolis
simulations deviate further from the target CDF F (x)
than those performed at high temperature. Moreover,
at low temperature, the mean of the deviations increases
with system size, and each realization generates a non-
reproducible distribution – a fundamental characteristic
of broken symmetry. This is consistent with broken sym-
metry in the low-temperature phase. In contrast, the
event-chain results in the inset are consistent with sym-
metric convergence at all nonzero temperatures. Finally,
the two possible forms of the ECDF in the thermody-
namic limit are demonstrated by the schematic in fig-
ure 6(c): the Heaviside-step functions associated with
the symmetry-broken thermodynamic phase and the tar-
get CDF F (x) := P(ϕm < x) of the uniform distribu-
tion U(−π, π) observed at high temperature. Indeed, the
Metropolis results in figures 6(a) and (b) suggest that any
sequence of low-temperature Metropolis ECDFs (at fixed
temperature and increasing N) tends to some Heaviside
step function in the large-N limit.
The Cramér-von Mises mean square distance [70, 71]

ω2
ϕm,n :=

∫
[Fϕm,n(x)− F (x)]

2
dF (x) (25)

between Fϕm,n(x) and the target CDF F (x) is a natural
measure of the deviations between the two functions. It
was demonstrated [46] that the Cramér-von Mises statis-
tic ⟨nω2

ϕm,n⟩ ∼ Nz/2, with z = 2 and z = 0 (respectively)
for low- and high-temperature Metropolis dynamics, and
z = 0 for event-chain dynamics at all nonzero temper-
atures. This is reflected in figure 7, which shows es-
timates of ⟨nω2

ϕm,n⟩ as a function of temperature and
system size for local Metropolis and event-chain dynam-

ics. Given that ⟨τω2
ϕm,n⟩ converges on the directional

mixing timescale τmix and ⟨ω2
ϕm,n⟩ → 0 as τ → ∞, it

follows that ⟨ω2
ϕm,n⟩ ∝ τmix/τ for all τ > τmix, imply-

ing that τmix ∼ Nz/2. For local Metropolis/Brownian
spin dynamics and large enough τ < τmix, the assump-
tion ⟨s2ϕm

⟩ ∝ τ/τmix then implies that ⟨s2ϕm
⟩ ∼ N−1 at

low temperature. Moreover, the Metropolis data sets in-
tersect near the transition, marked by the vertical gray
lines in the inset. It was demonstrated [46] that i) the in-
tercept temperatures extrapolate to the phase transition
in the thermodynamic limit, and ii) the intercept values
display approximate ∼ N scaling. This confirmed equa-
tion (23) and the singular thermodynamic limit of the
low-temperature phase fluctuations, due to nonzero long-
time directional stability. In addition, the phase fluctua-
tions are asymptotically smaller than the expected norm
for all β > βXY

BKT, where 1/E∥m∥ is O
(
N1/16

)
[24].

At low temperature, the algebraic correlations there-
fore combine with the diffusive Brownian dynamics to
provoke a divergence (with system size) of the direc-
tional mixing timescale. This corresponds to the low-
temperature U(1) phase fluctuations going to zero in
the thermodynamic limit while being asymptotically
smaller than the expected norm of the order parame-
ter. This constitutes broken symmetry (throughout the
low-temperature BKT phase) within the framework of
general symmetry breaking described in the first para-
graph of Section IVB. This is distinct from spontaneous
symmetry breaking as it cannot be identified via a singu-
lar limit of the expected U(1) order parameter Em. We
emphasize again that spontaneous symmetry breaking is
a special case of general symmetry breaking.

Finally, it will be interesting to explore in future
whether the result z = 0 for event-chain dynamics (at
all nonzero temperatures) is unique to the asymmetric-
velocity process presented here, i.e., whether symmetry
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FIG. 7. Local Metropolis dynamics break symmetry through-
out the low-temperature phase, in contrast with event-chain
dynamics. Estimates of the Cramér-von Mises statistic [de-
fined below equation (25)] are presented against reduced tem-

perature β̃XY
BKT/β and system size N for local Metropolis (cir-

cles) and event-chain (stars) simulations [β̃XY
BKT := 1/(0.887J)

is the approximate inverse 2DXY transition temperature].

Results indicate a directional mixing timescale τmix ∼ Nz/2

with z = 2 and z = 0 for local Metropolis and event-chain
dynamics at low temperature (and z = 0 at high temperature
for both). Metropolis outputs intersect near the transition,
marked by vertical gray lines in the inset. It was demon-
strated [46] that i) the intercept temperatures extrapolate to
the phase transition as N → ∞, and ii) the intercept val-
ues display approximate ∼ N scaling. Outputs are averaged
over 560 simulations with n = 106 at β̃XY

BKT/β > 1.2 and

n = 3× 107/n = 107 at β̃XY
BKT/β < 1.2 for N ≷ 40× 40.

Local Metropolis acceptance rates aMetrop. ≃ 0.6. 104 / 105

equilibration samples were discarded from each event-chain
/ Metropolis simulation. Estimates are improved by supple-
mental global-twist dynamics (defined in Section IV D). Fig-
ure is adapted from [46].

on the original state space is ensured (on non-divergent
timescales) thanks to broken symmetry on the auxiliary
velocity space.

D. Supplemental global-twist dynamics

It was also shown [46] that local 2DXY dynamics can
be supplemented with a global dynamics that guarantee
zero long-time directional stability at all nonzero temper-
atures. These dynamics consist of proposing externally
applied global spin twists

φr 7→ φr +
2π

L
qx/yrx/y (26)

for all lattice sites r ∈ D′ along the x/y dimension, where
q ∈ Z2. With qx/y = ±1, the dynamics are defined by

one such Metropolis proposal along each Cartesian di-
mension at each Monte Carlo time step. Global-twist
events then occur in pairs that can be viewed as com-
pound tunnelling events. Figure 8(a) displays two such
compound events, each due to a global-twist event to
small ∥m∥ before another global-twist event back to the
well of the sombrero potential. The tunnelling events
constitute rapid transitions to different positions in the
well of the sombrero potential, typically corresponding to
a significantly different global U(1) phase ϕm.
As reflected in figure 8(b), the probability of global-

twist events is system-size independent sufficiently far
from the transition and non-negligible at all system
sizes and temperatures. This reflects it scaling like
exp(−2π2βJ) as N → ∞ in the absence of other excita-
tions. It follows that, for any fixed simulation timescale,
any sequence of histograms (with suitably chosen bin
size) of the global U(1) phase ϕm tends to some nor-
malized sum over randomly distributed (around the well
of m̃ sombrero potential) Dirac distributions in the large-
N limit, with the expected number of Dirac distributions
increasing with (fixed) simulation timescale. This implies
U(1)-symmetric simulations on non-divergent timescales
at all nonzero temperatures, corresponding to zero long-
time directional stability at all nonzero temperatures.
This is reflected in the estimates of the fixed-timescale
squared phase fluctuations vs 1/ lnN in figure 8(c). The
results reflect the phase fluctuations going to zero in the
thermodynamic limit under local Metropolis dynamics,
with supplemental global-twist dynamics leading to in-
creased phase fluctuations as an increasing function of
system size. We will see below that supplemental global-
twist dynamics also ensure topological ergodicity on non-
divergent timescales at all nonzero temperatures, provid-
ing the link between topological order and broken U(1)
symmetry.

V. EMERGENT ELECTROLYTE AND
TOPOLOGICAL ORDER/NONERGODICITY

The BKT transition induces a topological ordering in
the low-temperature phase. José et al. [34] and Nel-
son & Kosterlitz [35] followed the work of Salzberg &
Prager [32] and BKT [8, 9] by characterizing the topo-
logical order in terms of the spin stiffness (defined be-
low in Section VF). This was fundamental to modelling
the superfluid stiffness in the experiments of Bishop &
Reppy [20], but its connection with the symmetry break-
ing described in Section IV is not clear. In addition, the
onset of order typically induces a large-N nonergodicity
under Brownian dynamics [36], but the spin stiffness can-
not discern whether the topological ordering does indeed
break some form of topological ergodicity. An alterna-
tive framework [44, 45] reformulated the model system
as an emergent electrostatic field theory on the torus.
This resolved both issues by defining topological order in
terms of the symmetry-restoring global-twist dynamics
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FIG. 8. Supplemental global-twist dynamics [defined below equation (26)] ensure U(1)-symmetric 2DXY simulations on non-
divergent timescales for all β < ∞. Global-twist events occur in pairs that can be viewed as compound tunnelling events through
the sombrero potential, with two such tunnelling events seen in (a). Global-twist events occur with system-size-independent
probability sufficiently far from the transition [(b)] and result in U(1)-symmetric simulations on non-divergent timescales for

all β < ∞, characterized by zero long-time directional stability [defined in equation (22)]. The phase fluctuations
√

⟨s2ϕm
⟩

of local Metropolis simulations with supplemental global-twist dynamics are then greater than those without supplemental
global-twist dynamics, with the difference increasing with system size [(c)]. Simulations use local Metropolis dynamics with
acceptance rate aMetrop ≃ 0.6. (a) Evolution of the U(1) order parameter m [defined in Eq.(13)] over the course of a single
Metropolis simulation of an N = 256×256 2DXY system. This simulation uses supplemental global-twist dynamics and consists
of n = 5×105 Monte Carlo time steps. (b) Probability of global-twist events vs reduced temperature β̃XY

BKT/β and system size

N for 560n attempted global twists, with n = 106 at β̃XY
BKT/β > 1.2 and n = 3×107/n = 107 at β̃XY

BKT/β < 1.2 for N ≷ 40×40

[β̃XY
BKT := 1/(0.887J) is the approximate inverse 2DXY transition temperature]. (c) Low-temperature (βJ = 10) squared phase

fluctuations vs 1/ lnN with and without supplemental global-twist dynamics. τ = 106∆tMetrop and the estimate is based on
5600 simulations. 105 equilibration samples were discarded from each simulation. Figure is taken from [46].

presented in Section IVD. This also answered the closely
related question as to how the short-range interactions of
the 2DXY model map to the long-range interactions of
the electrolyte: electric fields are the local fundamental
objects of electrostatics, and the long-range interacting
electrostatic charges of the Salzberg–Prager model are
local topological defects in the short-range interacting
electric field. This section reviews and expands on these
recent advances.

A. Harmonic XY model and principal excitations

We begin by decomposing the 2DXY model into its
three principal excitations, two of which define its topo-
logical defects. To proceed, we turn off the non-linear
cosine couplings by transforming to the 2D harmonic
XY (HXY) model [56, 72]. This is a piecewise-parabolic
analogue of the 2DXY model that retains the local 2π-
modular XY symmetry while additionally mapping to
the 2D lattice-field electrolyte [45]. It is defined by the
same 2DXY spins and spin lattice D′ but with zero-field

potential

UHXY =
J

2

∑
r∈D′

∥∆φ(r)∥2. (27)

Here, ∆φ : D′ → [−π, π)2 is the (modular) phase-
difference field, defined via

[∆φ]µ

(
r+

a

2
eµ

)
:= [δφ(r, µ) + π] mod (2π)− π (28)

for each Cartesian component µ ∈ {x, y}, with
δφ(r, µ) := φ(r ⊕ aeµ) − φ(r) the absolute phase dif-
ference along the eµ direction. Each Cartesian compo-
nent of the phase-difference field then takes values on the
interval [−π, π), due to the modular arithmetic in equa-
tion (28). As both 2DXY symmetries are retained, this
model also experiences a BKT phase transition between
a low-temperature phase of algebraic spin–spin correla-
tions and a high-temperature disordered phase – but at a
lower inverse temperature βelec

BKT [1/βelec
BKT ≃ 1.351J [56]]

denoted with a superscript “elec” due to the mapping to
the 2D lattice-field electrolyte. We note that the 2DHXY
model may be considered a realistic lattice model of the
2D condensate composed of a large number of bosons, as
such large numbers result in negligible fluctuations in the
amplitude of the condensate wavefunction [35].
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(a) (b) (c) (d)

(e) (f) (g) (h)

FIG. 9. (a)-(d) Any spin configuration decomposes into contributions from three principal excitations: local topological defects
(spin vortices), global topological defects (internal global spin twists) and continuous fluctuations around the topological defects
(spin waves). Red arrows represent spins. (a) Typical 2DHXY configuration at βJ = 1.5 with fixed topological defects [i.e., for
illustrative purposes, two local defects (and one global defect) are fixed in position and spin waves are allowed to fluctuate around
this constrained configuration – this is distinct from the non-constrained simulations presented elsewhere in the paper]. (b)
Zero-temperature annealed minimization of (a), i.e., the spin waves have been annealed away. The corresponding spin-difference
field is the defect field defined below equation (30). (c)-(d) Configuration in (b) split into its vortex [(c)] and global-twist [(d)]
components. (e)-(h) The emergent-field representation of (a)-(d). Black arrows represent the emergent electric flux (due
to the relevant spin-difference field, i.e., either the total spin-difference field or one of its decomposed components) flowing
between emergent charge sites, with the length of the arrow representing the relative magnitude. (e) The total emergent field
defined in equation (31). (f) The irrotational Coulomb field of equation (37). (g) The low-energy Coulomb field defined above
equation (49). (h) 2πw/L where w is the topological sector defined below equation (44) (the magnitude has been increased by
a scale factor of four to improve visibility). (a)-(d) are taken from [46].

Both two-dimensional XY models contain two symme-
tries. One is the global U(1) symmetry associated with
a global rotation of all spins, while the other is the lo-
cal 2π-modular symmetry [with respect to each absolute
phase difference δφ(r, µ)] that allows the system to admit
local topological defects in the phase-difference field ∆φ.
The local topological defects are defined by the emergent
charge density

ρ(r) :=
1

a2

∑
r′∈∂Γr

∆φ(r′) · l(r′) (29)

at some point r on the charge lattice D (the centres of
the plaquettes of the spin lattice D′, i.e., its conjugate).
Here, Γr is the plaquette of D′ that contains r ∈ D,
∂Γr is the anticlockwise closed contour in D′ around this
plaquette and the directing vector field l ∈ {±ex,±ey}
directs the sum around this contour. A positive/negative
vortex is then a point r ∈ D at which ρ(r) = ±2π/a2.

We note that |ρ(r)| > 2π/a2 is not geometrically possi-
ble. When the system is placed on the torus, these spin
vortices are supplemented with additional global topo-
logical defects in the phase-difference field – the internal
global spin twists defined below. In addition, spin waves
are continuous field deformations around the defects and
represent the third principal excitation.

The 2DHXY model elucidates the decomposition of
the spin field into the three principal excitations. A typ-
ical 2DHXY configuration at βJ = 1.5 and with a fixed
topological-defect configuration is shown in figure 9(a)
[i.e., for illustrative purposes, two local defects (and one
global defect) are fixed in position and spin waves are al-
lowed to fluctuate around this constrained configuration
– this is distinct from the non-constrained simulations
presented elsewhere in the paper]. The local topologi-
cal defect on the right/left is a positive/negative vortex,
about which the spins rotate by ±2π. Figure 9(b) is
the zero-temperature annealed minimization of this con-
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FIG. 10. Global topological defects can be generated by deconfined local topological defects. The red arrows are the spins. The
red dashed lines represent the edges of the periodic spin lattice D′ (though we omit the edges at the periodic ‘boundaries’).
Each red/blue/white circle represents positive/negative/zero emergent charge. The curly dashed black arrows represent vortex
hops. (a) A 2DHXY configuration containing a charge-neutral pair of emergent charges. (b) and (c) The positive emergent
charge hops in the positive x direction. (d) The positive emergent charge annihilates the negative emergent charge by making
its final hop (in the positive x direction) around the toroidal system. Figures are adapted from [45].

figuration: topological defects are fixed and spin waves
are annealed away. Figure 9(c) depicts figure 9(b) with
global spin twists applied along each Cartesian dimen-
sion until the potential is minimized by some q ∈ Z2

[see equation (26)]. This leaves behind the vortex field
which contains only local topological defects. q is iden-
tified with the global twist-relaxation field t̃, which re-
moved the internal global spin twist t = (0, 1)T depicted
in figure 9(d) (t := −t̃). It is important to note that t̃
can be energy degenerate for certain spin configurations
(e.g., certain cases of a single charge-neutral pair of vor-
tices with minimal separation distance L/2) with t̃µ = ω
and t̃µ = ω + 1 resulting in the same minimized poten-
tial for some ω ∈ Z and µ ∈ {x, y}. To align with the
emergent-field convention presented in Section VC, we
choose t̃x = max{ω, ω+1} and t̃y = min{ω, ω+1} when
such cases arise. Both this degeneracy and the subtleties
of 2DXY internal global spin twists are discussed in more
detail in Section VC.

Applying the supplemental global-twist dynamics of
Section IVD to a fully aligned 2DHXY (or 2DXY) spin
configuration results in configurations such as those in
figure 9(d). Moreover, internal global spin twists can be
generated by deconfined vortices [45] as demonstrated by
the motion of the neutral vortex pair in figure 10. When
unbinding is possible, the positive vortex can trace a
closed path around the torus until it annihilates the neg-
ative vortex. This path in the ex direction leaves an in-
ternal global twist in the spin field along the ey direction
– perpendicular to the net path followed by the vortex,
where an internal global spin twist along the ex direc-
tion can be formed by an analogous vortex path through
the −ey direction. We note that vortices passing through
the boundaries of a window of size L2 (within an infinite-
size simply connected system) would generate the same
global objects – where a neutral pair of vortices disap-
pearing through opposite boundaries of the window is
equivalent to them annihilating one another after trac-
ing a net closed path around the torus of volume L2.
We explore in detail the dynamics of the global topolog-

ical defects (and a non-annealed analogue of the global
twist-relaxation field) in Section VG.
Helmholtz–Hodge decomposition of the phase-

difference field ∆φ splits it into divergence-free ∆̂φ and
divergence-full ∆ψ components:

∆φ(r) = ∆̂φ(r) +∆ψ(r). (30)

The topological defects are described by the defect field

∆̂φ, while the spin-wave field ∆ψ describes the spin
waves. To complement figure 9, figure 11 decomposes
the 2DHXY configuration of figure 9(a) into its defect
and spin-wave fields. Figures 11(a) and (b) are identical
to (respectively) figures 9(a) and (b) – representing the

total phase-difference ∆φ and defect ∆̂φ fields – while
figure 11(c) is the spin-wave field ∆ψ [up to an arbitrary
choice of global U(1) gauge].

B. Emergent electric field

The Helmholtz–Hodge decomposition in equation (30)
mathematically expresses the picture of topological de-
fects and continuous spin waves, but reformulating the
model as an emergent lattice electrolyte will allow us to
split the topological-defect field into its local and global
components in Section VC – to then express the phase
transition in terms of the global-defect excitations. To
proceed, we define the emergent electric field

E(r) :=
J

a

 [∆φ]y (r+ aex/2)

− [∆φ]x (r+ aey/2)

 (31)

for all r ∈ D. This is very closely related to ∆φ(r′)× ez
(r′ ∈ D′) and transforms the 2DHXY potential [equa-
tion (27)] to the form of that of a lattice-field electrolyte:

UHXY =
a2

2J

∑
r∈D

∥E(r)∥2. (32)
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(a) (b) (c)

(d) (e) (f)

FIG. 11. (a)-(c) To complement figure 9, we decompose the spin-difference field of the 2DHXY configuration of figure 9(a)

into its defect ∆̂φ and spin-wave ∆ψ fields, as defined below equation (30) [up to an arbitrary choice of global U(1) gauge].
Red arrows represent spins. (a) Typical 2DHXY configuration at βJ = 1.5 with fixed topological defects [i.e., for illustrative
purposes, two local defects (and one global defect) are fixed in position and spin waves are allowed to fluctuate around this
constrained configuration – this is distinct from the non-constrained simulations presented elsewhere in the paper]. This is
equivalent to figure 9(a). (b) Zero-temperature annealed minimization of (a), i.e., the spin waves have been annealed away.
This is equivalent to figure 9(b) and again the corresponding spin-difference field is the defect field defined below equation (30).
(c) The spin waves that were annealed away from (b), up to an aribtrary choice of global U(1) gauge. The corresponding
spin-difference field is the spin-wave field ∆ψ. (d)-(f) The emergent-field representation of (a)-(c). Black arrows represent the
emergent electric flux (due to the relevant spin-difference field, i.e., either the total spin-difference field or one of its decomposed
components) flowing between emergent charge sites, with the length of the arrow representing the relative magnitude. (d) The
total emergent field defined in equation (31). (e) The irrotational Coulomb field of equation (37). (f) The auxiliary gauge field
defined in equation (38) (the magnitude has been multiplied by two to improve visibility). (a)-(b) are taken from [46].

Figures 9(e) and 11(d) depict the spin configuration of
figures 9(a) and 11(a) in this emergent-field represen-
tation. The vortices now become emergent Coulomb
charges, in part due to the combination of equations (29)
and (31) resulting in the lattice Gauss law of two-
dimensional electrostatics:

∇̂ ·E(r) = Jρ(r). (33)

In Section VD, we fully elucidate this emergent-Coulomb
behaviour by expressing the 2DHXY Boltzmann distri-
bution as that of a constrained lattice-field electrolyte.

We note that charge neutrality is enforced by the peri-
odic boundaries:

∑
r ρ(r) = ∇̂ ·

∑
r E(r)/J = 0.

The most general solution to the lattice Gauss law of
equation (33) is the Helmholtz–Hodge decomposition of
the emergent electric field E:

E(r) = −∇̃ϕ(r) + Ē+ ∇̂×Q(r). (34)

Here the two-dimensional auxiliary gauge field ∇̂×Q is
purely rotational, the x and y components of the three-
dimensional vector potentialQ(r) ≡ [0, 0, Q(r)]T are zero
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FIG. 12. Single 2DHXY/2DXY spin rotations can lead to emergent-charge hops. The red arrows are spins. The red dashed
lines represent the periodic spin lattice D′. Each red/white circle represents positive/zero emergent charge. The curly dashed
black arrow represents an emergent-charge hop. The black arrows represent the emergent electric flux Eab flowing directly from
emergent-charge site a to emergent-charge site b (the thickness represents the relative magnitude). The blue arrow represents
the direction of the spin rotation. Left-hand to central panel: The value of the central spin phase decreases by an amount
π/2 + ε, for some small ε > 0. Central to right-hand panel: The 2π-modular XY symmetry [enforced by equation (28)/the
two-particle cosine potential] then enforces E12 + πJ/2 + εJ 7→ E12 + πJ/2 + εJ − 2πJ . This figure is taken from [45].

with Q : D → R the auxiliary gauge potential, the har-
monic mode

Ē :=
1

N

∑
r∈D

E(r) (35)

is the zero Fourier mode and the Poisson field −∇̃ϕ is
divergence-full, where the scalar potential ϕ is a solution
of the Poisson equation of lattice electrostatics (on the
torus)

∇2ϕ(r) = −Jρ(r). (36)

We now combine Eqs (30), (31) and (34) to map the

divergence-free ∆̂φ and divergence-full ∆ψ fields to the

irrotational −∇̃ϕ+ Ē and purely rotational ∇̂×Q com-
ponents of the emergent electric field:

−∇̃ϕ(r) + Ē =
J

a


[
∆̂φ

]
y
(r+ aex/2)

−
[
∆̂φ

]
x
(r+ aey/2)

 ; (37)

∇̂×Q(r) =
J

a

 [∆ψ]y (r+ aex/2)

− [∆ψ]x (r+ aey/2)

 . (38)

The irrotational Coulomb field in equation (37) describes
both the local and global topological defects, while the
rotational auxiliary gauge field in equation (38) describes
the continuous spin waves. This mapping is reflected in
figures 11(b), (c), (e) and (f).

In addition, the 2DHXY potential of equations (27)

and (32) can now be expressed in terms of ρ(r):

UHXY =− µñ+
a4J

2

∑
r ̸=r′

ρ(r)G(r, r′)ρ(r′)

+
L2

2J
∥Ē∥2 + a2

2J

∑
r∈D

∥∇̂×Q(r)∥2, (39)

where

G(r, r′) =
1

2N

∑
k̸=0

eik·(r−r′)

2− cos(kxa)− cos(kya)
(40)

is the lattice Green’s function between any two sites r, r′

on the charge lattice, µ := −2π2JG(0) is the chemical
potential for the introduction of an emergent charge, ñ
is the number of emergent charges and G(0) := G(r, r)
is the same-site lattice Green’s function. In Appendix D,
we show that equation (40) is a solution of

a2∇2
rG(r, r′) = −I [r = r′] ∀ r, r′ ∈ D, (41)

which itself comes from the Poisson equation of equa-
tion (36). Note that we chose to set the k = 0 mode of
the lattice Green’s function to zero but could choose any
real number as this k = 0 mode does not appear in the
potential for a charge-neutral system 5.
Moreover, the emergent-field representation elucidates

how the coupling between the topological defects and

5 It was erroneously stated in [44] that the zero-valued k = 0
mode was chosen due to an incorrectly stated relationship with
Ē (the zero mode of E). Note also that the indicator function in
equation (41) is equivalent to the Kronecker delta function.
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spin waves leads to the emergent charge-hop dynamics
depicted in figure 12. A clockwise spin rotation by an
amount ∆ rotates (also in the clockwise direction) the
immediately surrounding emergent electric flux by an
amount ∆J . The emergent-charge configuration then
changes if an absolute phase difference δφ(r, x/y) either
leaves or enters the interval [−π, π), as in figure 12 where
the continuous spin rotation is followed by a discrete
change to the emergent electric field and an accompany-
ing emergent-charge hop to an adjacent charge site. This
second stage is due to the local 2π-modular XY symme-
try enforced by the modular arithmetic in equation (28).
The subtleties of the 2DXY model are discussed at the
end of Section VC and we will see below in Section VE
the close connection between these dynamics and those
of the generalized lattice-field electrolyte.

C. Harmonic mode

The irrotational Coulomb field describes the local and
global topological defects, but we only require its har-
monic component to describe the global defects. Due to
the toroidal topology of the charge lattice D, the uniform
harmonic component is the mean electric field defined in
equation (35). In Appendix B, we demonstrate that this
zero Fourier mode is given by

Ē = −JP+
2πJ

L
w0, (42)

where P :=
∑

r∈D rρ(r)/N is the origin-
dependent polarization and w0,x := a(L +

a/2)
∑L−a/2

y=a/2 Ex(a, y)/(2πJL) ∈ Z is the x compo-

nent of the origin-dependent winding field, which
changes when an emergent charge traces a closed path
around the torus (the y component is defined analo-
gously) [43, 44]. Equation (42) is a general expression
for any electrolyte on the torus with elementary charge
q = 2π [in the case of the 2DHXY model, the (emergent)
charge density is restricted to ρ(r) ∈ {0,±2π/a2}
but equation (42) also holds for electrolytes whose
charge density ρ(r) ∈ 2πZ/a2]. The left-hand side
is origin-independent, while each component on the
right-hand side is dependent on the choice of origin –
due to the concepts ‘close together’ and ‘far apart’ being
ambiguous on the torus. We must therefore adopt a
toroidal model for the polarization. For an electrolyte
of elementary charges [ρ(r) ∈ {0,±2π/a2}], we may
express the harmonic mode Ē as

Ē = Ēp +
2πJ

L
w, (43)

where

Ēp,µ :=

(
− J

N

∑
r∈D

rµρ(r) +
πJ

L

)
mod

(
2πJ

L

)
− πJ

L

(44)

is the µ ∈ {x, y} component of the (origin-independent)
polarization field and w ∈ Z2 is the (origin-independent)
topological sector. The polarization field Ēp is the low-
energy harmonic mode of some charge distribution {ρ(r) :
r ∈ D}, while nonzero values of the topological sector
describe higher energy solutions. Indeed, for some har-
monic mode Ē, equations (43) and (44) are equivalent
to

Ēp,x/y =

(
Ēx/y +

πJ

L

)
mod

(
2πJ

L

)
− πJ

L
(45)

and

wx/y =

⌊
LĒx/y + πJ

2πJ

⌋
. (46)

This follows from the potential difference

∆U = 2πLω

(
Ēx/y +

πJ

L
ω

)
(47)

that results from adding ω ∈ Z Cartesian topological
sectors to the x/y component of the harmonic mode Ē
[i.e., applying Ēx/y 7→ Ēx/y+2πJω/L to equation (39)] 6.

For Ēx/y = Ēp,x/y, the constraint

Ēp,x/y ∈
[
−πJ

L
,
πJ

L

)
(48)

induced by equation (44) then means that ω = 0 is
the low-energy solution of equation (47), as required.
We note that equation (47) is degenerate for Ēx/y =
(2k + 1)πJ/L (k ∈ Z) since the low-energy solutions
ω = −k and ω = −(k + 1) both result in the poten-
tial difference ∆U = −2π2Jk(k + 1). Examples include
certain cases of a single charge-neutral pair of local topo-
logical defects with minimal separation distance L/2.
The degeneracy is resolved by the interval in Eq.(48)
being half-open and is analogous to that discussed in
Section VA in the context of the global twist-relaxation
field t̃ [the interval switches from right-open to left-open
upon making the transformation±(2)πJ/L 7→ ∓(2)πJ/L
in equation (44), with the left-open convention used in
[44, 45]]. The above origin-independent framework will
become useful when defining topological order in terms
of topological-sector fluctuations in Section VH.

The 2DHXY model only admits elementary emergent
charges, meaning that we may adopt the toroidal polar-
ization model of equation (43). For any given emergent-
charge configuration, the polarization field Ēp is then the
low-energy solution of the harmonic mode of the emer-
gent electric field. Its sum with the Poisson field then

gives the low-energy Coulomb field −∇̃ϕ(r) + Ēp. This

6 In practice, this transformation must be applied to the 2DHXY
model in the absence of spin-wave excitations. This is not re-
quired for the generalized lattice-field electrolyte of Section VE.
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describes the emergent electric field at r ∈ D due to
the local topological defects, while the global topological
defects correspond to nonzero values of each Cartesian
component of the topological sectorw. Multiple topolog-
ical sectors therefore describe any given emergent-charge
configuration, mapping to the internal global spin twists
via

w = (ty,−tx)
T , (49)

where t ∈ Z2 is the internal global-twist field described
in Section VA.

The zero-temperature annealing described in Sec-
tion VA fixes the topological defects in position before
continuously removing the spin waves/auxiliary gauge

field. This leaves behind the defect field ∆̂φ which splits

into its local −∇̃ϕ + Ēp and global 2πJw/L compo-
nents, with the spin/emergent-field representations de-
picted in figures 9(c)/(g) and (d)/(h). More precisely,
the emergent-field representation maps [45] the vortex,
spin-wave and internal global-twist components to (re-
spectively) the low-energy solution to the Gauss law for

the emergent charges −∇̃ϕ + Ēp, the purely rotational

auxiliary gauge field ∇̂×Q and the topological sector w.
The subtleties of the 2DXY model are now eluci-

dated by considering the recipe that decomposed the
2DHXY model into its three principal excitations in Sec-
tion VA. Applying this same decomposition recipe to
the 2DXY model also defines its global twist-relaxation
field t̃, but the mapping to the electrolyte-field compo-
nents is then only approximate. One may circumvent

this by using the 2DHXY potential in the 2DXY de-
composition recipe. This defines the 2DXY local and
global topological defects – along with their correspond-
ing topological sector w – but the global topological
defects will not always correspond to the global twist-
relaxation field. This is essentially because the non-linear
cosine couplings soften the emergent charges, leading to∑

r′∈∂Γr

∑
µ∈{x,y} sin

(
[∆φ]µ (r

′)
)
eµ · l(r′) in place of∑

r′∈∂Γr
∆φ(r′) · l(r′) in equation (29) – as a result of

minimizing the 2DXY potential with Lagrange multi-
pliers. Nevertheless, the emergent-charge dynamics de-
scribed at the end of Section VB also applies to the
2DXY model with respect to the local topological defects
defined here. This subsection additionally clarifies that
the supplemental global-twist dynamics of Section IVD
pass through high-energy global topological defects when
tunnelling through the U(1) sombrero potential [as in fig-
ure 8(a)] to guarantee U(1) symmetry on non-divergent
timescales.

D. Constrained lattice-field electrolyte

We are now able to express the 2DHXY model as a
constrained lattice-field electrolyte. Upon adopting the
toroidal polarization model of equation (43), the 2DHXY
Boltzmann distribution may be written in terms of the
emergent charges ρ(r), auxiliary gauge potential Q(r)
and topological sector w:

πHXY ({ρ(r), Q(r)},w) ∝
∫

DE
∏
r∈D

δ (∇̂ ·E(r)−Jρ(r)
)
δ
(
∇̃×E(r)+∇2Q(r)ez

) ∏
µ∈{x,y}

Θ

(
πJ

a
−
∣∣∣Eµ

(
r+

a

2
eµ

)∣∣∣)


×
∏

µ∈{x,y}

I

[
Ēp,µ

J
=

(
−
∑
r∈D

rµρ(r)

N
+

π

L

)
mod

(
2π

L

)
− π

L

]

× δ

(
1

N

∑
r∈D

E(r)−
(
Ēp +

2πJ

L
w

))
exp

(
−βa2

2J

∑
r∈D

∥E(r)∥2
)
, (50)

where the Heaviside step function Θ : R → {0, 1} couples
the topological defects to the auxiliary gauge field. We
will see below in Section VE that this is the only dis-
tinction between this Boltzmann distribution and that
of the (real) generalized lattice-field electrolyte. In equa-
tion (50), the first Dirac object δ(·) imposes the Gauss
law, the second identifies the rotational component of the
emergent field with the auxiliary gauge field ∇̂×Q, and
the third identifies the harmonic mode Ē with the sum of
its polarization Ēp and topological-sector 2πJw/L com-
ponents [see equation (43)], with the polarization field

Ēp defined by the indicator function. In Appendix C, we

derive the relation ∇̃ × E(r) = −∇2Q(r)ez (enforced
by the second Dirac object) for Q(r) = [0, 0, Q(r)]T

on a 2D lattice, and we also show that starting from

∇̃ × E(r) = −∇2Q(r)ez (on a 2D lattice) generates
the necessary properties in the rotational component of
the emergent field. Note that, in a slight abuse of nota-
tion, δ(x)dx is the Dirac measure δ(dx) for x ∈ R and
δ(F) ≡ δ(Fx)δ(Fy) for F ∈ R2 (as outlined in Section II).
Another alternative representation of the Dirac measures
is to formulate the problem in terms of Riemann-Stieltjes
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integrals over dΘ(Fx)dΘ(Fy).

We can in fact go further and express the 2DHXY
Boltzmann distribution in terms of the Helmholtz–
Hodge-decomposed potential of equation (39). For any

2D vector field E(r) with rotational component ∇̂×Q′(r)

described by some 3D vector field Q′(r) on a 2D lattice,

we show in Appendix C that ∇̃×E(r) = −∇2Q(r)ez en-

forces exp
(
−ζ∥∇̂×Q′(r)∥2

)
∝ exp

(
−ζ∥∇̂Q(r)∥2

)
for

any fixed ζ ∈ R. Combining this with equations (39) and
(50) leads to

πHXY ({ρ(r), Q(r)} ,w) ∝ I

[∑
r∈D

ρ(r) = 0

] ∏
µ∈{x,y}

I

[
Ēp,µ

J
=

(
−
∑
r∈D

rµρ(r)

N
+

π

L

)
mod

(
2π

L

)
− π

L

]
(51)

×
∏
r∈D

∏
{x,y}

Θ

(
πJ

a
−

∣∣∣∣∣−Ja2∇̃x/y

∑
r′

G(r, r′)ρ(r′) + Ēp,x/y +
2πJ

L
wx/y ± ∇̂y/xQ(r)

∣∣∣∣∣
)
eβµa

2 ∑
r∈D|ρ(r)|

× exp

−βa4J

2

∑
ri ̸=rj

ρ(ri)G(ri, rj)ρ(rj)

 exp

(
−βL2

2J
∥Ēp +

2πJ

L
w∥2

)
exp

[
−βa2

2J

∑
r∈D

∥∇̂Q(r)∥2
]
.

Again, the Heaviside function in equation (51) couples
the topological defects to the auxiliary gauge field. In
this case, the first indicator function is required to im-
pose charge neutrality and we have used the fact that the
number of charges ñ = a2

∑
r∈D |ρ(r)|.

E. Generalized lattice-field electrolyte

To fully elucidate the emergent electrostatics, we now
compare the 2DHXY model with the generalized lattice-
field electrolyte defined by the potential

UMaggs =
ϵ0a

2

2

∑
r∈D

∥E(r)∥2 (52)

for lattice electric fields E : D → R2 with units of 1/[βL]

and subject to the lattice Gauss law ∇̂ ·E(r) = ρ(r)/ϵ0.
Here, ρ : D → qZ/a2 is the charge density, ϵ0 > 0 is
the vacuum permittivity (with units of [β]) and q > 0
is the dimensionless elementary charge. This is a two-
dimensional grand-canonical analogue of the model first
introduced by Maggs & Rossetto [73, 74] for a lattice-field
algorithm of three-dimensional electrostatics. The algo-
rithm generalizes to any spatial dimension greater than
one, and exploits the Helmholtz–Hodge decomposition of
equation (34) to operate very similarly to the Metropolis
algorithm of the 2DHXY model. The key difference is
that the charge hops are proposed independently of ro-
tations of the auxiliary gauge field, resulting in topolog-
ical defects that are independent of the auxiliary gauge
field. The two local Metropolis moves are depicted in
figure 13, where one of the two is proposed at each iter-

ation of the algorithm. An elementary charge hop from
some charge site a to a neighboring site b [as presented
in figure 13(a)] is proposed with probability p ∈ (0, 1) by
proposing an increase in the electric-field flux Eab flow-
ing from site a to site b by ±q/ϵ0. Accepted charge hops
alter, however, all Helmholtz–Hodge-decomposed com-
ponents of the electric field. To relax the auxiliary gauge
field, electric-field rotations are therefore proposed with
probability 1− p. This is achieved by proposing electric-
field rotations around single plaquettes, as depicted in
figure 13(b). One Monte Carlo time step is then defined
as the elapsed simulation time between N algorithm it-
erations on an N -site lattice.

The generalized lattice-field electrolyte therefore aug-

ments the Poisson field −∇̃ϕ of the electrostatic problem
to include both the harmonic mode Ē and a purely ro-
tational auxiliary gauge field ∇̂×Q, which locally prop-
agates the long-range Coulomb interactions throughout
the electrolyte (as in the 2DHXY case above, we choose
the x and y components of the three-dimensional vector
potential Q(r) ≡ [0, 0, Q(r)]T to be zero with Q : D → R
the auxiliary gauge potential). This framework is exactly
as described in Sections VB–VD, but with no constraint
|Ex/y(r)| ≤ q/(2aϵ0)∀r ∈ D on the electric-field compo-
nents, and therefore no coupling between the topologi-
cal defects and auxiliary gauge field. Restricting to an
electrolyte of elementary charges (i.e., local topological
defects with charge value ±q), the Maggs–Rossetto gen-
eralized lattice-field electrolyte is therefore an array of
Cartesian lattice electric-field components Ex/y connect-
ing the fixed points of a regular, topologically toroidal
and square lattice with Boltzmann distribution
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FIG. 13. Electric-field dynamics in the generalized lattice-field electrolyte. Each red/white/gray circle represents positive/ze-
ro/arbitrary charge. The solid black arrows represent the electric flux Eab flowing directly from charge site a to charge site
b (the thickness represents the relative magnitude). The curly dashed black arrow represents a charge hop. The blue arrow
represents the direction of the electric-field rotation. We additionally denote the spin-like fields defined in Appendix E. The
long red arrows in (a) represent the ŝ(ri, rj) field from spin site j to spin site i (the thickness represents the relative magni-
tude). The short red arrows represent the φ field at the spin site contained within the charge plaquette. The red dashed lines
represent the edges of the periodic spin lattice D′ (which is conjugate to the periodic charge lattice D). (a) The movement of
a positive charge q from charge site a to charge site b is induced by a q/ϵ0 decrease in the electric flux Eab flowing from site a
to site b [equivalently, ŝ(ri, rj) decreases by 1]. (b) A clockwise electric-flux rotation of ∆/ϵ0 increases Eab and Eca by ∆/ϵ0
and decreases Ecd and Edb by ∆/ϵ0, altering only the auxiliary gauge field. Equivalently, the φ component at r0 ∈ D′ (the
centre of the charge plaquette) decreases by ∆. As described in Appendix E, to ensure that φ(r0) remains within [−π, π), the
operation φ(r0) 7→ [φ(r0) + π] mod (2π) − π is then applied; if this operation has an effect [i.e., if φ(r0) /∈ [−π, π) between the
φ rotation and the operation] each of the four ŝ field components associated with r0 are updated by ±1 such that the new
charge configuration equals the charge configuration before the φ rotation. Figures are adapted from [44].

πMaggs ({ρ(r), Q(r)},w) ∝
∫

DE
∏
r∈D

[
δ

(
∇̂ ·E(r)− ρ(r)

ϵ0

)
δ
(
∇̃×E(r) +∇2Q(r)ez

)
Θ
( q

a2
− |ρ(r)|

)]

×
∏

µ∈{x,y}

I

[
ϵ0Ēp,µ =

(
−
∑
r∈D

rµρ(r)

N
+

q

2L

)
mod

( q
L

)
− q

2L

]

× δ

(
1

N

∑
r∈D

E(r)−
(
Ēp +

q

Lϵ0
w

))
exp

(
−βϵ0a

2

2

∑
r∈D

∥E(r)∥2
)
, (53)

where the Heaviside function Θ
(
q/a2 − |ρ(r)|

)
restricts

to elementary charges. Upon setting the elementary
charge q = 2π and vacuum permittivity ϵ0 = 1/J ,
the only difference with the 2DHXY model is then that
the Heaviside function(s) Θ

(
πJ/a−

∣∣Ex/y(r)
∣∣) of equa-

tion (50) does not appear in this Boltzmann distribution
[n.b., this Heaviside function(s) enforces the constraint
|ρ(r)| ≤ 2π/a2 ∀r ∈ D, hence the Heaviside function(s)

Θ
(
2π/a2 − |ρ(r)|

)
is redundant in the 2DHXY case]. In-

deed, the absence of Θ
(
πJ/a−

∣∣Ex/y(r)
∣∣) means that

equation (53) factorizes into its Coulomb and auxiliary
marginals:

πMaggs ({ρ(r), Q(r)},w) = πc ({ρ(r)},w)πaux ({Q(r)}) ,
(54)

where

πc ({ρ(r)} ,w) ∝ I

[∑
r∈D

ρ(r) = 0

] ∏
µ∈{x,y}

I

[
Ēp,µ

J
=

(
−
∑
r∈D

rµρ(r)

N
+

π

L

)
mod

(
2π

L

)
− π

L

] ∏
r∈D

Θ

(
2π

a2
− |ρ(r)|

)

× exp

−βa4J

2

∑
ri ̸=rj

ρ(ri)G(ri, rj)ρ(rj)

 exp

(
−βL2

2J
∥Ēp +

2πJ

L
w∥2

)
eβµa

2 ∑
r∈D|ρ(r)| (55)

is the Coulomb marginal and

πaux ({Q(r)}) ∝ exp

[
−βa2

2J

∑
r∈D

∥∇̂Q(r)∥2
]

(56)

is the auxiliary marginal. It is interesting to note the



22

similarity between the auxiliary marginal and the Boltz-

mann factor of the Poisson field −∇̃ϕ. This reflects
the similar algebraic structure of the spin–spin [37] and
charge–charge [75] correlations at low temperature. To
tune the chemical potentials in the generalized lattice-
field electrolyte of multi-valued charges, [44, 45] added a
core-energy term a4

∑
r∈D ϵcore (m(r)) ρ(r)2/2 to the po-

tential, where ϵcore(m) is the core-energy constant of each
charge mq (m ∈ Z) with ϵcore(m) = ϵcore(−m) as charges
are excited in neutral pairs.

The factorization of the Boltzmann distribution into
the product of two marginals reflects the independence
of the topological defects and auxiliary gauge field. This
is the only distinction between the generalized lattice-
field electrolyte (of elementary charges) and the 2DHXY
model. In both cases, long-range interacting Coulomb
charges emerge as local topological defects in the short-
range interacting (emergent) electric field – the local fun-
damental object of electrostatics – but while the lattice-
Coulomb physics is exact in the generalized lattice-field
electrolyte, it is constrained in the 2DHXY model by
the coupling between the topological defects and the
spin waves. It follows that the local 2DHXY spin dy-
namics (demonstrated in figure 12) propagate the emer-
gent (but constrained) long-range Coulomb interactions
throughout the 2DHXY model via the spin-wave fluc-
tuations. The second stage of the composite 2DHXY
charge hop in figure 12 is equivalent to a charge hop in the
generalized lattice-field electrolyte [figure 13(a)] while a
2DHXY spin rotation that does not change the emergent-
charge configuration is equivalent to the electric-field ro-
tation depicted in figure 13(b). In conjunction with
equations (50) and (51)–(56), this fully elucidates the
emergent-Coulomb behaviour of the 2DHXY vortices [see
the text around equation (33)] and resolves the question
as to how the long-range interactions of the Salzberg–
Prager model emerge from the short-range interactions
of the BKT picture. Indeed, both the composite charge-
hop mechanism and the emergent Coulomb physics of
equation (51) also exist in the 2DXY model [to first order
in the case of equation (51)] but the emergent Coulomb
physics is softened by the non-linear cosine couplings of
the 2DXY model. As a result, equation (51) cannot be
written exactly in the 2DXY case.

We additionally emphasize that the mechanics of the
composite 2DHXY charge hops are due to the 2DHXY
charges being phase-difference vortices – a result of the
local 2π-modular XY symmetry that couples the vor-
tices to the spin waves. The auxiliary gauge field also
locally propagates the long-range Coulomb interactions
throughout the generalized lattice-field electrolyte, but
the composite charge-hop mechanism is special to a sys-
tem of phase-difference vortices. It is also interesting
to note that multiple topological sectors describe any
given charge configuration in both cases, but that this
becomes a countably infinite set of topological sectors in
the case of the generalized lattice-field electrolyte – also
due to an absence of topological-defect–spin-wave cou-

pling. For completeness, we also present the Boltzmann
distribution of the generalized lattice-field electrolyte in a
spin-like representation [44] in Appendix E. This further
elucidates the connection with the two-dimensional XY
models – in particular, by highlighting the equivalence
with Villain’s approximation to the 2DXY model [33].

F. Spin stiffness and inverse electric permittivity

Response functions that universally capture the BKT
transition can now be derived and compared. For the
2DXY models, BKT demonstrated a phase transition
characterized by a spin–spin correlation function [equa-
tion (14)] with power-law decay at low temperature and
exponential decay at high temperature [8, 9]. José et
al. [34] and Nelson & Kosterlitz [35] then framed this
phase transition in terms of the spin stiffness βΥ, where
the helicity modulus

Υ(β,N) := lim
∆→0

1

N

∂2F (β,N,∆)

∂∆2
(57)

measures the system response following a small global
perturbation ∆ > 0 to the absolute phase difference
φ(r ⊕ aeµ) − φ(r) ∀r ∈ D for some µ ∈ {x, y}, with
F (β,N,∆) the free energy under the influence of the per-
turbation ∆. In the thermodynamic limit, this is equiv-
alent to the system response following an externally ap-
plied global spin twist along the µ ∈ {x, y} direction.
The extensive renormalization-group analyses of José et
al. [34] and Nelson & Kosterlitz [35] combined to show
that the thermodynamic spin stiffness performs a univer-
sal jump from 2/π to zero at the transition from the low-
to the high-temperature phase, with nonzero spin stiff-
ness defining topological order within their framework.
This connected the spin–spin-correlation results with a
thermodynamic response function and was supported by
subsequent numerical work [76].
For the generalized lattice-field electrolyte, the inverse

electric permittivity

ϵ−1(β,N) := lim
∆→0

1

N

∂2F (β,N,∆)

∂∆2
(58)

similarly measures the system response following a small
global perturbation ∆/(ϵ0a) > 0 to the electric field
Eµ(r) ∀r ∈ D for some µ ∈ {x, y} (i.e., a small externally
applied homogeneous electric field along the µ ∈ {x, y}
direction). This response function reduces to

ϵ−1 = ϵ−1
0

(
1− βϵ0L

2

2
Var

[
Ē
])

(59)

and experiences the same universal jump (as Υ) at the
phase transition. Indeed, the 2DHXY helicity modulus

ΥHXY = [ϵHXY
0 ]−1

(
1− βϵHXY

0 L2

2
Var

[
Ē
])

(60)
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FIG. 14. The response functions defined in Section V F capture the BKT transition with a universal jump at the phase
transition. Against various system sizes N and reduced temperatures β̃model

BKT /β, estimates are presented of the inverse electric
permittivity of the 2D generalized lattice-field electrolyte ϵ−1 [(a)] and helicity modulus Υ of the 2DHXY model [(b)] and the

2DXY model [(c)] – with β̃elec
BKT := 1/(1.351J) and β̃XY

BKT := 1/(0.887J) the approximate inverse BKT transition temperatures
of the corresponding model. Results are consistent with a universal jump from 2/π/β to zero at the transition from the low- to
the high-temperature phase, with nonzero values defining topological order (in the thermodynamic limit) within the framework
of José et al. [34] and Nelson & Kosterlitz [35]. Data in (a) / (b-c) are averaged over 1536 / 384 simulations. 105 equilibration
samples were discarded from each simulation. Dashed lines are guides to the eye. The sum in equation (61) is cut off at n̂ = 11.

can be analogously viewed (in thermodynamic limit) as
the system response following a small externally applied
homogeneous emergent electric field, where

[ϵHXY
0 ]−1 := 2J

∞∑
n̂=1

(−1)n̂+1E cos

[
n̂a

J
Eµ(r0)

]
(61)

is the 2DHXY inverse vacuum permittivity, i.e., the in-
verse vacuum permittivity of the constrained lattice-field
electrolyte described by the Boltzmann distribution in
equations (50) and (51) (for any r0 ∈ D, µ ∈ {x, y}).
Upon comparing equations (59) and (60), the 2DHXY
vacuum permittivity ϵHXY

0 becomes analogous to the vac-
uum permittivity ϵ0 (set to 1/J in Section VE above) of
the generalized lattice-field electrolyte, but with a tem-
perature dependence that reflects the 2DHXY coupling
between the topological defects and the spin waves/aux-
iliary gauge field [as enforced by the Heaviside func-
tions in equations (50) and (51)]. In the future, it will
be interesting to compare the behaviour of the 2DHXY
model with that of the generalized lattice-field electrolyte
with a temperature-dependent inverse vacuum permittiv-
ity given by equation (61). For completeness, the 2DXY
helicity modulus

ΥXY = [ϵXY
0 ]−1

(
1− βϵXY

0 N

2
Var [j]

)
(62)

is also of the same form (to first order) as the inverse
electric permittivity of the generalized lattice-field elec-
trolyte. Here,

[ϵXY
0 ]−1 := − 1

2N
EUXY(h = 0) (63)

is the 2DXY inverse vacuum permittivity and

j :=
J

N

(∑
⟨r,r′⟩x sin(φr − φr′)∑
⟨r,r′⟩y sin(φr − φr′)

)
(64)

is the (non-normalized) macroscopic Josephson cur-
rent 7, with the sum

∑
⟨r,r′⟩x/y

indicating a sum over

nearest-neighbor lattice sites along the x/y direction.
Upon comparing equations (59) and (62), the macro-
scopic Josephson current j maps (to first order) to the
harmonic mode Ē of the generalized lattice-field elec-
trolyte.

Figure 14 presents estimates of the inverse electric per-
mittivity and helicity modulus of the generalized lattice-
field electrolyte and two-dimensional XY models, at var-
ious system sizes and temperatures. The results are con-
sistent with each response function tending to the uni-
versal jump in the thermodynamic limit.

G. Topological-sector fluctuations

The response functions of Section VF were hugely suc-
cessful in characterizing both the phase transition and
the notion of topological order. By construction, how-
ever, they cannot discern whether this topological order
breaks some form of topological ergodicity – an impor-
tant question as broken ergodicity typically accompanies
the onset of order. This was resolved by reframing the
topological order in terms of fluctuations in the topolog-
ical sector w [44, 45].

As reviewed in detail below in Section VH, an absence
of topological-sector fluctuations

√
⟨s2w⟩ is a characteris-

tic of the low-temperature phase for systems restricted

7 This is “non-normalized” as it has not been divided by the mag-
netic flux quantum. The normalized version has units Q/T .
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FIG. 15. Trace plots of the topological sector (and various analogous quantities) reflect the strikingly different topological
characteristics of the low- and high-temperature phases. Various trace plots are presented for the 2D generalized lattice-field
electrolyte [(a), (d)], the 2DHXY model [(b), (e)] and the 2DXY model [(c), (f)] at low [(a)-(c)] and high [(d)-(f)] temperature
– all under local Metropolis electric-field/spin dynamics. Each black output (excluding that in the inset) is the x-component
of the normalized harmonic mode of the (emergent) electric field Ēx/(2πJ/L) [defined by equation (35)]. Each blue output
is the x-component of the topological sector wx [defined below equation (44)]. Each orange output is the y-component of
the global twist-relaxation field t̃y [defined in Sections V A and V C]. Each red output (excluding that in the inset) is the
y-component of the non-annealed analogue of the global twist-relaxation field t̃hoty [described above equation (64)]. Horizontal
gray lines at ±1/2 denote the bounds on the interval in equation (48). Only the harmonic mode Ē displays nonzero fluctuations
at the lower temperatures (indicating the existence of local topological defects) whereas all quantities fluctuate at the higher
temperatures. This reflects the suppression/excitement of nonzero topological sectors in the low/high-temperature phase
for systems constrained to local Metropolis dynamics. The legends in (a/b/c) also apply to (d/e/f) but not to the inset.

β̃elec
BKT := 1/(1.351J) and β̃XY

BKT := 1/(0.887J) are the approximate inverse BKT transition temperatures of the corresponding
model. ∆telecMetrop / ∆tHXY

Metrop / ∆tXY
Metrop is the Metropolis Monte Carlo time step of the electrolyte / 2DHXY model / 2DXY model

(defined as the elapsed simulation time between N attempted local-field updates). Inset: The y-component of the normalized

macroscopic Josephson current jy/J [defined by equation (64)] of the 2DXY model at β̃XY
BKT/β = 0.95 (low temperature, black)

and β̃XY
BKT/β = 1.5 (high temperature, red). Its simulation variance is larger at the higher temperature and its largest values

coincide with large values of |t̃hoty |. N = 64 × 64 in all simulations [(a)-(f) and inset]. 104 equilibration samples were discarded
from each simulation.

to local Brownian dynamics 8. This is reflected in fig-
ures 15(a) and (d), which present trace plots of (the x
components of) the harmonic mode Ē and topological
sector w of the N = 64 × 64 two-dimensional general-
ized lattice-field electrolyte at low [(a)] and high [(d)]
temperature – simulated using the local Metropolis algo-
rithm described in Section VE. The topological sector is
zero throughout the low-temperature simulation – con-
sistent with charge confinement in the low-temperature
phase – while nonzero topological sectors are visible at
high temperature. This reflects nonzero topological sec-
tors requiring the separation of a neutral pair of charges
through a distance greater than L/2 along either Carte-
sian dimension. As the lattice Green’s function G(r, r′)
in equation (40) scales like − ln [d(r, r′)/a] at large sepa-
ration distances d(r, r′) 9, the configurational free-energy

8 Topological-sector fluctuations were not defined as precisely in
[44, 45], despite being consistent with the present definition.

9 The continuum-space analogue of the lattice Green’s function
G(r, r′) in equation (40) is proportional to − ln [d(r, r′)/a].

barrier against such configurations diverges logarithmi-
cally with the linear system size L at low tempera-
ture, meaning that topological-sector fluctuations via lo-
cal Brownian electric-field dynamics are absent in the
low-temperature phase. As the charge concentration in-
creases with temperature, however, entropy and charge
screening lead to topological-sector fluctuations via local
Brownian electric-field dynamics in the high-temperature
phase. This was verified numerically by a comprehen-
sive analysis of the topological sectors under these local
Metropolis/Brownian dynamics [44] [see in particular fig-
ure 3 of [44]].

Analogous fluctuations are present in the XY models.
In the 2DHXY model, the global-twist relaxation field
t̃ defines the global topological defects t = −t̃, map-

ping precisely to the topological sector w = (ty,−tx)
T

[see equation (49)] in the emergent-electrolyte represen-
tation. For the case of the 2DXY model, the global twist-
relaxation field does not always correspond to the global
topological defects defined in Section VA (due to the
non-linear cosine couplings) but both its w and t̃ dy-
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namics nonetheless mimic the w dynamics of the gener-
alized lattice-field electrolyte and 2DHXY model. This
is reflected in figure 15, where we also present various
trace plots for the 2DHXY model [(b), (e)] and the 2DXY
model [(c), (f)] at low [(b)-(c)] and high [(e)-(f)] temper-
ature – all under local Metropolis spin dynamics for N =
64 × 64 lattice sites. Each black output (excluding that
in the inset) is the x-component of the normalized har-
monic mode of the emergent electric field Ēx/(2πJ/L).
Each blue output is the x-component of the topologi-
cal sector wx. Each orange output is the y-component
of the global twist-relaxation field t̃y. Each red output
(excluding that in the inset) is the y-component of the
non-annealed analogue of the global twist-relaxation field
t̃hoty (defined analogously to the global twist-relaxation

field t̃y but without the annealing step described in Sec-
tion VA). As for the generalized lattice-field electrolyte,
only the harmonic mode Ē displays nonzero fluctuations
at the lower temperatures (indicating the existence of
local topological defects) whereas all quantities fluctu-
ate at the higher temperatures. This reflects the sup-
pression/excitement of nonzero topological sectors in the
low/high-temperature phase for systems constrained to
local Brownian spin dynamics. As explored in detail be-
low, this follows from the comprehensive analysis of the
topological sectors of the generalized lattice-field elec-
trolyte [44] combined with renormalization-group argu-
ments. This is an example of the utility of the quadratic
analogues of the 2DXY model, including the mapping to
the generalized lattice-field electrolyte.

For completeness, we also present trace plots of the
(y component of the) macroscopic Josephson current j
[defined in equation (64)] in the inset of figure 15(c) at
low (black) and high (red) temperature [compare equa-
tions (59) and (62) to recall that j maps (to first order)
to the harmonic mode Ē of the generalized lattice-field
electrolyte]. Its simulation variance is larger at the higher
temperature and its largest values coincide with large val-
ues of |t̃hoty |.

H. Topological order/nonergodicity

We are now in a position to describe the topological
order/nonergodicity of the low-temperature phase. In
the absence of charges, the system-size dependence falls
out of the Coulomb marginal density [equation (55)] of
the generalized lattice-field electrolyte:

πc ({(ρ(r) = 0},w) ∝ exp
(
−2π2βJ∥w∥2

)
. (65)

This is a consequence of the matching dimensionalities
of the electric field and lattice, and is analogous to
the probability of 2DXY global-twist events scaling like
exp(−2π2βJ) in the absence of other excitations (see Sec-
tion IVD) – though in contrast with this 2DXY analogue,
equation (65) holds at finite N and in the presence of
auxiliary-gauge fluctuations (showcasing again the util-

ity of the mapping to the generalized lattice-field elec-
trolyte). It follows that, even in the restricted ensemble
of equation (65), the expected topological susceptibility
χw(β, L) := βL2Var

[
Ēw

]
/(2J) = 2π2βJVar [w] is small

but non-negligible at low temperature:

χw (β, L :{ρ(r) = 0}) = βL2

2J

16π2J2e−2π2βJ/L2 + . . .

1 + 4e−2π2βJ + . . .

∼ 8π2βJ exp
(
−2π2βJ

)
(66)

for 1/(βJ) ≪ 2π2 (this result also holds for the XY mod-
els restricted to global topological defects, i.e., no local
topological defects or spin waves). The Boltzmann mod-
els of both the restricted and non-restricted ensembles
therefore predict topological-sector fluctuations – sig-
nalled by nonzero expected topological susceptibility – at
all nonzero temperatures. This is in spite of topological-
sector fluctuations being absent (in the thermodynamic
limit) at low temperature in systems simulated using lo-
cal Metropolis dynamics, as reflected in figure 15 and
demonstrated explicitly by the comprehensive analysis
of the topological sectors [44] referenced in Section VG
(in combination with renormalization-group arguments
in the case of the XY models).
The above discrepancy between Metropolis simulations

and predictions of the Boltzmann model suggests a loss
of ergodicity at low temperature (as such discrepancies
are the essence of broken ergodicity). We characterize
the discrepancy via the notion of long-time topological
stability

γw(β) := lim
τ→∞

lim
N→∞

gw(β, τ,N) (67)

where the finite topological stability

gw(β, τ,N) := 1−

√
⟨s2w(β, τ,N)⟩
Var [w] (β,N)

(68)

measures discrepancies between the topological-sector
fluctuations

√
⟨s2w⟩ and their expected value

√
Var [w].

Indeed, with γw(β) = 1 defining topological or-
der/nonergodicity under the chosen dynamics, topolog-
ical ergodicity then corresponds to

lim
τ→∞

lim
N→∞

⟨s2w(β, τ,N)⟩ = lim
N→∞

Var [w] (β,N), (69)

with a topologically ergodic simulation defined by a sim-
ulation variance s2w that has converged to its expected
value Var [w] within some small ε > 0 (i.e., ergodic ex-
ploration of the topological sector w ∈ Z2). For all three
models, the local Metropolis simulations in figure 15 are
then consistent with

γlocal
w (β) =

{
1 for β > βBKT,

0 for β < βBKT.
(70)

This thermodynamic limit is singular as exchanging the
order of the limits in equation (67) returns zero at all
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FIG. 16. For systems restricted to local Metropolis electric-field/spin dynamics, the finite topological stability glocalw (β, τ,N)
[defined in equation (68)] characterizes the topological order/nonergodicity of the low-temperature phase. For simulation

timescale τ = 106∆tmodel
Metrop and at various system sizes N and reduced temperatures β̃model

BKT /β, estimates of the quantity are

presented for the 2D generalized lattice-field electrolyte [(a)], 2DHXY model [(b)] and 2DXY model [(c)] (∆tmodel
Metrop is the

Metropolis time step of the corresponding model; β̃elec
BKT := 1/(1.351J) and β̃XY

BKT := 1/(0.887J) are the approximate inverse
BKT transition temperatures of the corresponding model). Estimates of the analogous quantity glocalt̃hot (β, τ = 106∆tmodel

Metrop, N)
are also presented (at various system sizes and temperatures) for the 2DHXY [(b)] and 2DXY [(c)] models restricted to local
Metropolis dynamics, where gt̃hot(β, τ,N) is defined analogously to the finite topological stability in equation (68). Each data
set suggests that its corresponding function is one/zero at low/high temperature. This supports the hypothesis in equation (70)
and is consistent with topological order/nonergodicity (under local Metropolis dynamics) in the low-temperature phase. Each
function is estimated from the ratio of two simulation estimates. Errors are therefore large and not shown. Data in (a) / (b)-(c)
are averaged over 1536 / 384 simulations. 105 equilibration samples were discarded from each simulation. Dashed lines are
guides to the eye.

nonzero temperatures. As noted in Sections III and IVB,
the long-time directional stability functions defined in
equations (9) and (22) (which characterize general sym-
metry breaking in the 2D Ising and 2DXY models) are
of the form of the long-time topological stability defined
in equation (67). Such functions may be viewed as the
natural characterization of broken ergodicity. We note
also that topological order/nonergodicity corresponds to
asymptotically slow mixing of the topological sector 10.

The expected variance Var [w] is not, however, analyt-
ically tractable in the non-restricted ensemble. To sup-
port the hypothesis in equation (70), we therefore con-
struct supplemental global dynamics that ensure topo-
logically ergodic simulations on non-divergent timescales
– as the squared topological-sector fluctuations ⟨s2w⟩
then become non-biased estimators of Var [w] on non-
divergent timescales, providing access to equation (68)
for any chosen dynamics. For each model, this is achieved
with a global dynamics that directly samples some global
topological quantity. For the XY models, this corre-
sponds to the global-twist dynamics defined below equa-
tion (26), which directly sample t̃hot. For the generalized
lattice-field electrolyte, the global dynamics are defined

10 Asymptotically slow mixing defines broken ergodicity in classi-
cal statistical physics, despite typically being described with re-
spect to some algorithm/dynamics that is ergodic on long enough
timescales at any finite system size. This asymptotically slow
mixing is sometimes referred to as weakly broken ergodicity [77].

by the Metropolis proposal

Ex/y(r) 7→ Ex/y(r)±
2πJ

L
(71)

for all r ∈ D along each Cartesian dimension at each
Monte Carlo time step. These dynamics directly sam-
ple w, in analogy with the global-twist dynamics of the
XY models directly sampling t̃hot. Since the probabil-
ity of global-defect events is non-negligible at all nonzero
temperatures [see Section IVD and equation (65)], the
global-defect dynamics of each model ensure topolog-
ically ergodic simulations on non-divergent timescales
(n.b., direct sampling of t̃hot leads to much improved
mixing of w for the XY models). For simulations with
supplemental global-defect dynamics, ⟨s2w⟩ and ⟨s2

t̃hot
⟩ are

then (respectively) non-biased estimators of Var [w] and
Var

[
t̃hot

]
on non-divergent timescales. Moreover, for the

generalized lattice-field electrolyte, the independence of
the topological defects and auxiliary gauge field [as de-
scribed by equation (54)] mean that these dynamics iso-
late and uniquely manipulate the global topological de-
fects, reducing to

Ēx/y 7→ Ēx/y ±
2πJ

L
. (72)

The comprehensive analysis of the topological sectors [44]
was therefore independent of the auxiliary gauge field,
and was also accelerated by the O(1) global dynamics of
equation (72). In contrast, theO(N) global-twist dynam-
ics of the XY models [defined below equation (26)] typ-
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FIG. 17. The unbiased estimates (used in figure 16 to demonstrate the topological order/nonergodicity of the low-temperature
phase) are presented for the 2D generalized lattice-field electrolyte [(a)], 2DHXY model [(b)] and 2DXY model [(c)]. Each is

presented as a function of system size N and reduced temperature β̃model
BKT /β, with β̃elec

BKT := 1/(1.351J) and β̃XY
BKT := 1/(0.887J)

the approximate inverse BKT transition temperatures of the corresponding model. Results are consistent with topological-sector
fluctuations under purely local Metropolis dynamics turning on precisely at the phase transition [44]. Long-time topological
stability (supported by figure 16) therefore induces topological order/nonergodicity throughout the low-temperature phase in
systems restricted to local Metropolis dynamics. Data in (a) / (b)-(c) are averaged over 1536 / 384 simulations. 105 equilibration
samples were discarded from each simulation.

ically also alter the low-energy-Coulomb and rotational
components of the emergent electric field.

Figure 16 presents estimates of the finite topological
stability glocalw (β, τ = 106∆tmodel

Metrop, N) at various system
sizes and temperatures for the generalized lattice-field
electrolyte [(a)], the 2DHXY model [(b)] and the 2DXY
model [(c)], all restricted to local Metropolis dynamics
(∆tmodel

Metrop is the Metropolis time step for the relevant

model). Figures 16(b) and (c) also present glocal
t̃hot (β, τ =

106∆tmodel
Metrop, N) (at various system sizes and tempera-

tures) for the 2DHXY and 2DXY models restricted to
local Metropolis dynamics, where gt̃hot(β, τ,N) is defined
analogously to the finite topological stability in equa-
tion (68). In each case, the relevant function is one/very
small at low/high temperature. This supports the hy-
pothesis in equation (70) and is consistent with topolog-
ical nonergodicity (under local Metropolis dynamics) in
the low-temperature phase. Each estimate is relatively
noisy in the transition region, certainly for the general-
ized lattice-field electrolyte and 2DXY model. This is
partially explained by each being estimated from the ra-
tio of two simulation estimates – but may also reflect
critical slowing down at the phase transition.

For completeness, figure 17 presents the unbiased es-
timates used in figure 16 to demonstrate the topolog-
ical order/nonergodicity of the low-temperature phase.
In the case of the topological susceptibility of the gen-
eralized lattice field electrolyte, a comprehensive analy-
sis of equivalent numerical simulation data demonstrated
that topological-sector fluctuations under purely local
Metropolis dynamics turn on precisely at the phase
transition [44]. Long-time topological stability there-
fore induces topological order/nonergodicity throughout
the low-temperature phase in systems restricted to local
Metropolis dynamics, corresponding to broken ergodicity

between the topological sectors. We note that while topo-
logical order/nonergodicity corresponds to charge con-
finement, it is absent in the Salzberg–Prager and BKT
theories because their charge-interaction representations
do not include the degrees of freedom required to describe
the topological nonergodicity – the topological sector w.
By renormalization-group arguments, these results hold
for all global topological quantities whose expected sus-
ceptibilities are presented in figure 17. Analogous results
do not hold for the current-based components (Ē and j)
of the response functions outlined in Section VF. This
is because they cannot discern whether some region of
thermodynamic phase space is topologically ergodic.
In addition to ensuring topologically ergodic simula-

tions on non-divergent timescales, the global-twist dy-
namics also ensure U(1)-symmetric XY simulations on
non-divergent timescales at all nonzero temperatures (see
Section IVD). Since, to leading order, topologically er-
godic simulations require ergodic exploration of t̃ only
over the five-element set {(0, 0),±(1, 0),±(0, 1)} ⊂ Z2,
we may assume that these timescales are of the same
order (at low temperature, r ∈ N occurrences of non-
trivial t̃ values resulting from global moves lead to r
of the Dirac distributions described in Section IVD). It
follows that supplemental global-twist dynamics ensure
both topological ergodicity and U(1) symmetry on non-
divergent timescales at all nonzero temperatures. Topo-
logical order/nonergodicity therefore induces the broken
U(1) symmetry of Section IV.

VI. DISCUSSION

The pioneering work of Salzberg & Prager [32],
BKT [8, 9], Villain [33], José et al. [34] and Nelson
& Kosterlitz [35] described a phase transition medi-
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ated by local topological defects – or vortices – in the
spin/condensate phase field. This was fundamental to
modelling the superfluid stiffness in the experiments of
Bishop & Reppy [20]. The characterization in terms
of a low-temperature topological ordering also demon-
strated the existence of a phase transition itself – a huge
breakthrough as the Mermin–Wagner–Hohenberg theo-
rem [37, 38] had previously demonstrated an absence of
spontaneous symmetry breaking [via the expected norm
of the U(1) order parameter going to zero in the ther-
modynamic limit at all nonzero temperatures]. This first
body of work led, however, to three interconnected para-
doxes. i) The prototypical short-range interacting 2DXY
spin model maps to an electrolyte of long-range interact-
ing electrostatic charges. ii) The onset of order typically
induces a nonergodicity under certain dynamics, but the
topological ordering had not been shown to break any
form of topological ergodicity. iii) The absence of spon-
taneous symmetry breaking seemed to contradict the nu-
merous experimental observations consistent with broken
symmetry at low temperature [17, 18, 20–30].

To resolve the first two questions, foundational work
by Vallat & Beck [43] was taken further with an emergent
electrostatic-field theory formulated on the torus [44, 45].
The long-range interacting electrostatic charges of the
Salzberg–Prager model map to local topological defects
in the short-range interacting (emergent) electric field.
This demonstrated how the long-range charge–charge in-
teractions emerge from the short-range spin–spin inter-
actions – and comparison with the lattice electric-field
algorithm of Maggs & Rossetto [73, 74] elucidated the
mechanism by which the emergent long-range interac-
tions propagate throughout the short-range spin model.
Moreover, the framework included global topological de-
fects in the spin/condensate phase field. These additional
degrees of freedom map to the topological sector of the
emergent electric field and are nonergodically frozen at
low temperature for systems governed by local Brownian
dynamics [44, 45]. This reframed topological order as an
ergodicity breaking between the topological sectors, thus
resolving the question of topological order/nonergodicity.

Prior to the above field theory, Bramwell & Holdsworth
worked with others to develop a comprehensive frame-
work for the expected norm of the symmetry-breaking
order parameter in finite systems [24, 39, 40, 56]. This
included a thermodynamic critical exponent [24, 56] and
was fundamental to descriptions of experimental mea-
surements related to the expected norm in finite sys-
tems [24–27, 41, 42]. Recent advances [46] built on this
to provide a complete thermodynamic theory for broken
U(1) symmetry – within the concept of general symme-
try breaking. This broadened the elegant yet restric-
tive framework of spontaneous symmetry breaking by
allowing the expected norm of the U(1) order parame-
ter to go to zero in the thermodynamic limit, provided
the fluctuations in its directional phase are asymptoti-
cally smaller. This asymptotically slow directional mix-
ing of the U(1) order parameter was demonstrated in

the low-temperature BKT phase. The low-temperature
U(1) order parameter therefore arbitrarily chooses some
well-defined direction in the thermodynamic limit – as
in spontaneous symmetry breaking. This resolved the
third paradox and predicted negligible phase fluctuations
compared to the expected norm in arbitrarily large ex-
perimental systems. This low-temperature phase stabi-
lization should be detectable via the Josephson current
across a single Josephson junction formed from two nodes
of superconducting film, the mean of the phase vectors
measured at the nodes of a 2D Josephson-junction array,
the magnetization vector in XY magnetic films [with a
six-fold crystal field [34]] and the orientational order pa-
rameter in the hexatic phase of colloidal films [12, 13].

This review paper expanded on the above concepts to
elucidate fully the intimate connection between the topo-
logical nature of the BKT transition and its recently char-
acterized symmetry-breaking properties. Supplemental
global-twist dynamics tunnel through the U(1) sombrero
potential via high-energy global topological defects in the
emergent electric field. These dynamics guarantee both
topological ergodicity and U(1) symmetry at all nonzero
temperatures (on timescales that do not diverge with sys-
tem size, in both cases) demonstrating that topological
order/nonergodicity induces broken U(1) symmetry at
low temperature [46]. The field theory is the bridge con-
necting the two concepts because it splits the topological-
defect field into its local and global components. This
complete theoretical framework connects the pioneering
topological framework of the first vanguard of BKT the-
ory [8, 9, 32–34, 37, 38] with the broad and diverse array
of experimental measurements that are consistent with
low-temperature broken symmetry [17, 18, 20–30].

This also has consequences for experimental measure-
ments at the transition itself. A corollary of the low-
temperature broken symmetry is a flattening of the
probability distribution of the U(1) order parameter
as the system transitions between its symmetric and
symmetry-broken phases (c.f., the order-parameter dis-
tributions in figure 5). For systems with local Brown-
ian dynamics, the resultant small configurational free-
energy gradients should therefore provoke a critical slow-
ing down at the transition. This is a likely expla-
nation of the strongly nonergodic/autocorrelated elec-
trical resistance recently measured at the transition
in various superconducting films [23] because i) large
condensate-phase differences (over long distances) induce
resistance, and ii) increasingly large regions of symmetry-
broken condensate-phase coherence (persisting on signifi-
cant timescales) are a necessary precursor to the system-
spanning symmetry-broken condensate-phase coherence
of the low-temperature phase. We suggest that this
critical slowing down should also be detectable across
the broad and diverse array of BKT experimental sys-
tems [17, 18, 20–30]. Indeed, this is supported by the
Metropolis simulation results presented in figures 2 and
7 of Archambault, Bramwell & Holdsworth [39]. The
former indicates a flattening of the order-parameter dis-
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tribution near the transition, while the estimated mag-
netic susceptibility presented in the latter is very noisy
near the transition, suggesting that local Metropolis sim-
ulations exhibit very slow dynamics in this region. The
present paper is therefore likely to provide a platform
connecting the topological character of the BKT transi-
tion with strongly correlated dynamics on long exper-
imental timescales. It will also be interesting to ex-
plore the poor Metropolis exploration of the heavy tail of
the asymmetric ∥m∥ distribution [39] suggested by fig-
ures 5(a)-(b). In analogy with Swendsen–Wang/Wolff
simulations [52, 78] circumventing critical slowing down
in the 2D Ising model, the constant-speed dynamics
of event-chain Monte Carlo are likely to circumvent
the above challenges of slow Metropolis dynamics along
low-gradient directions of the configurational free-energy
landscape – certainly those due to the continuous spin-
wave fluctuations. This hypothesis is supported by the
superdiffusive dynamics of the location of the 2DXY
active spin [79], and we conjecture that it is partic-
ularly strong for the asymmetric-velocity process pre-
sented here, as this appears to maintain ballistic-style dy-
namics on long timescales. Indeed, it will also be interest-
ing to explore whether this process leads to faster direc-
tional mixing (than its symmetric-velocity counterpart)
in the symmetry-broken phase. Moreover, surmount-
ing critical slowing down would be consistent with the√
N speed-up of lifted (relative to standard) Metropolis–

Hastings simulations of the Curie–Weiss model at its
phase transition [80], as the limiting process of this al-
gorithm is a similar piecewise deterministic Markov pro-
cess from Bayesian computation. This motivates further
questions regarding the speed of piecewise deterministic
Markov processes at phase transitions across statistical
physics and computational statistics. Furthermore, the
foundational formulation of broken ergodicity as some
asymptotically slow mixing was strongly influenced by
Bayesian computation, demonstrating the power of cross-
pollination of knowledge [53].
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Appendix A: Code and simulation data

Code is freely available on GitHub at
https://github.com/michaelfaulkner/super-aLby,
commit hash 0ec5116 (Ising simulations) and
https://github.com/michaelfaulkner/xy-type-models,
commit hash 0adf8e7 (lattice-electrolyte and XY sim-
ulations). All published data can be reproduced using
these applications (as outlined in each README). The
simulation data used to make figures 5-8 are available
at the University of Bristol data repository, data.bris, at
https://doi.org/10.5523/bris.3ov1rl6xtshwv2iuixrbs6f39q.
Those used to make figures 14-17 will be made available
after peer review. Simulations for figures 5, 6 and 8(a)
started from randomized configurations. Others started
from cold or ‘inherited’ configurations, as outlined in
the relevant README and configuration files. All
non-visible error bars are smaller than the marker size.

Appendix B: Polarization

The relationship in equation (42) is seen by splitting
the sum of the x component of the emergent electric field
into separate sums over all x components that enter a
particular strip of plaquettes of width a that wrap around
the torus in the y direction:

L2Ēx = a2
∑
r∈D

Ex

(
r+

a

2
ex

)

= a

L−3a/2∑
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[
Ex

(
x+

a

2
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−Ex
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a
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[Ex (L, y)−Ex (a, y)] + a
(
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a

2

) L−a/2∑
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Ex (a, y)

= − Ja2
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x

L−a/2∑
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ρ(x, y) + a
(
L+

a

2

) L−a/2∑
y=a/2

Ex (a, y) , (B1)

and similarly for Ēy. Appendix C: Some additional discrete vector
calculus

It is useful to consider the divergence and curl of the
lattice (emergent) electric field

https://github.com/michaelfaulkner/super-aLby
https://github.com/michaelfaulkner/super-aLby/commit/0ec5116ad97ab771d26741eea8ca439b4e8e674e
https://github.com/michaelfaulkner/xy-type-models
https://github.com/michaelfaulkner/xy-type-models/commit/0adf8e722ac849e616458fbbc6975b26e9bb8841
https://data.bris.ac.uk/data/
https://doi.org/10.5523/bris.3ov1rl6xtshwv2iuixrbs6f39q
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E(r) = −∇̃ϕ(r) + Ē+ ∇̂×Q(r), (C1)

as defined in equation (34). The harmonic mode Ē is

spatially constant, so that ∇̂ · Ē = 0 and ∇̃ × Ē = 0.
Since

∇̂ · ∇̂×Q(r) = εijk∇̂i∇̂jQk

(
r+

a

2
ek

)
= 0, (C2)

it then follows that the divergence of the lattice electric
field is

∇̂ ·E(r) = −∇̂ · ∇̃ϕ(r) = −∇2ϕ(r). (C3)

Similarly, since[
∇̃× ∇̃ϕ(r)

]
i
= εijk∇̃j∇̃kϕ(r) = 0 (C4)

for all i ∈ {x, y, z}, it follows that the curl of the lattice
electric field is

∇̃×E(r) = ∇̃× ∇̂×Q(r). (C5)

Moreover,[
∇̃× ∇̂×Q(r)

]
i
= εijk∇̃j

[
∇̂×Q(r)

]
k

(C6)

= εijkεklm∇̃j∇̂lQm

(
r+

a

2
em

)
= ∇̂i

(
∇̃ ·Q(r)

)
−∇2Qi

(
r+

a

2
ei

)
for all i ∈ {x, y, z} (using ∇̂i∇̃j = ∇̂j∇̃i). Since we

have chosen Q(r) = [0, 0, Q(r)]T and ∇̃ ·Q(r) = 0 ∀r for
all such vector fields on a 2D lattice, it then follows that

∇̃×E(r) = −∇2Q(r)ez. (C7)

This is enforced by the second Dirac object in both equa-
tion (50) and equation (53).

It is also helpful to show that starting from equa-
tion (C7) implies that the rotational component of E(r)

is [∇̂yQ(r),−∇̂xQ(r)]T , as required. For any 2D vector

field E(r) with rotational component ∇̂×Q′(r) described
by some Q′(r) = [Q′

x(r+ aex/2), Q
′
y(r+ aey/2), Q

′
z(r+

aez/2)]
T on a 2D lattice, ∇̃ × E(r) = ∇̂

(
∇̃ ·Q′(r)

)
−

∇2Q′(r) in general [see equation (C6)]. On a 2D lattice,
equation (C7) then implies that

∇2Q′
z

(
r+

a

2
ez

)
= ∇2Q(r), (C8)

∇̃y

[
∇̂×Q′(r)

]
z
= 0 (C9)

and

∇̃x

[
∇̂×Q′(r)

]
z
= 0. (C10)

In equation (C8) we used ∇̂z

(
∇̃ ·Q′(r)

)
= 0 on a 2D

lattice, while equation (C9) is a result of the x component
of equation (C7):

0 =∇̂x

(
∇̃ ·Q′(r)

)
−∇2Q′

x

(
r+

a

2
ex

)
=∇̂x

(
∇̃xQ

′
x

(
r+

a

2
ex

)
+ ∇̃yQ

′
y

(
r+

a

2
ey

))
−∇2Q′

x

(
r+

a

2
ex

)
=∇̂x∇̃yQ

′
y

(
r+

a

2
ey

)
− ∇̂y∇̃yQ

′
x

(
r+

a

2
ex

)
=∇̃y

[
∇̂×Q′(r)

]
z
, (C11)

and analogously for equation (C10) [in the second line, we

used ∇̃ ·Q′(r) = ∇̃xQ
′
x (r+ aex/2) + ∇̃yQ

′
y (r+ aey/2)

on a 2D lattice]. Since ∇̂zQ
′
x/y(r + aex/y/2) = 0 on a

2D lattice and equation (C8) ⇒ ∇̂x/yQ
′
z (r+ aez/2) =

∇̂x/yQ(r) up to some arbitrary constant, it then follows
that [

∇̂×Q′(r)
]
x
= ∇̂yQ(r) (C12)

and [
∇̂×Q′(r)

]
y
= −∇̂xQ(r). (C13)

In addition, equation (C9)/(C10) implies that[
∇̂×Q′(r)

]
z

is a function only of x/y, implying

that [
∇̂×Q′(r)

]
z
= const. (C14)

Equations (C12)-(C14) imply that equation (C7) enforces
the required properties in the rotational component of
the (emergent) electric field E in equations (50) and (53).
Moreover, equations (C12)-(C14) also imply that equa-
tion (C7) enforces

exp
(
−ζ∥∇̂×Q′(r)∥2

)
∝ exp

(
−ζ∥∇̂Q(r)∥2

)
(C15)

for any fixed ζ ∈ R, as required to transform (respec-
tively) the Boltzmann distributions in equations (50) and
(53) to those in equations (51) and (54). Indeed, our arbi-

trary choice of Q(r) = [0, 0, Q(r)]T gives
[
∇̂×Q(r)

]
z
=

0 on a 2D lattice, and therefore

∥∇̂×Q(r)∥2 = ∥∇̂Q(r)∥2. (C16)

Appendix D: Lattice Green’s function

To solve the lattice Green’s function defined by
a2∇2

rG(r, r′) = −I [r = r′] ∀ r, r′ ∈ D in equation (41),
we define the k-space lattice Green’s function

G̃r′(k) :=
∑
r

e−ik·rG(r, r′). (D1)
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Since
∑

k e
ik·(r−r′)/N = I [r = r′], we may now write∑

k

eik·(r−r′) =− a2∇2
r

∑
k

eik·rG̃r′(k)

= 2
∑
k

[2− cos(kxa)− cos(kya)]

× eik·rG̃r′(k), (D2)

which is solved by

G̃r′(k) =

{
exp(−ik·r′)

2[2−cos(kxa)−cos(kya)]
∀k ̸= 0,

0 fork = 0.
(D3)

We note again that we chose to set the k = 0 mode in
equation (D3) to zero but we could choose any real num-
ber as this k = 0 mode does not appear in the potential
for a charge-neutral system.

Appendix E: Villain model

Expressing the generalized lattice-field electrolyte in
terms of spin-like fields demonstrates [44, 45] the
equivalence with Villain’s approximation to the 2DXY
model [33]. We redefine ∆φ such that its µ ∈ {x, y}
component is defined as

[∆φ]µ

(
r+

a

2
eµ

)
:= φ(r⊕aeµ)−φ(r)+qŝ(r⊕aeµ, r)

(E1)

with {φ(r) ∈ [−π, π) : r ∈ D′} and {ŝ(r ⊕ aeµ, r) ∈ Z :
r ∈ D′}. We then make the identification

E(r) ≡ 1

ϵ0a

 [∆φ]y(r+ aex/2)

−[∆φ]x(r+ aey/2)

 . (E2)

The movement of a positive charge q from site r to
site r ⊕ aex/y corresponds to a unit decrease/increase
in ŝ(r ⊕ aex/y/2 ⊕ aey/x/2, r ⊕ aex/y/2 ⊖ aey/x/2) [see

figure 13(a)] 11. A clockwise electric-flux rotation of ∆/ϵ0
around some spin site r0 ∈ D′ corresponds to a de-
crease ∆ in φ(r0). To ensure that φ(r0) remains within
[−π, π), the operation φ(r0) 7→ [φ(r0) + π] mod (2π)−π
is then applied; if this operation has an effect [i.e., if
φ(r0) /∈ [−π, π) between the φ rotation and the op-
eration] each of the four ŝ field components associated
with r0 are updated by ±1 such that the new charge
configuration equals the charge configuration before the
φ rotation. This modulo operation is required because
φ(r) ∈ [−π, π) for all r ∈ D′. The field rotation is de-
picted in figure 13(b) where the φ component is repre-
sented by a spin-like arrow to emphasize the analogies
with the XY models. The Boltzmann distribution in
equation (53) then becomes that of the Villain model:

πMaggs ({φ(r), ŝ(r, r′)}) ∝ exp

−βJ

2

∑
⟨r,r′⟩

|φ(r)− φ(r′) + 2πŝ(r, r′)|2
 . (E3)
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