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Any local unitary 3d N = 4 superconformal field theory (SCFT) has a corresponding

“universal” relevant deformation that takes it to a gapped phase. This deformation preserves

all continuous internal symmetries, S, and therefore also preserves any ’t Hooft anomalies

supported purely in S. We describe the resulting phase diagram in the case of SCFTs

that arise as the endpoints of renormalization group flows from 3d N = 4 Abelian gauge

theories with any number of U(1) gauge group factors and arbitrary integer charges for

the matter fields. We argue that the universal deformations take these QFTs to Abelian

fractional quantum Hall states in the infrared (IR), and we explain how to match ’t Hooft

anomalies between the non-topological ultraviolet theories and the IR topological quantum

field theories (TQFTs). Along the way, we give a proof that 3d N = 4 mirror symmetry

of our Abelian gauge theories descends to a duality of these TQFTs. Finally, using our

anomaly matching discussion, we describe how to connect, via the renormalization group,

abstract local unitary 3d N = 4 SCFTs with certain ’t Hooft anomalies for their internal

symmetries to IR phases (partially) described by Abelian spin Chern-Simons theories.
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1. Introduction

The genesis of this paper was a journal club one of us gave which then led to a series of

questions.1 Our starting point is the fact that many of the simplest 3d N = 4 SUSY gauge

theories have ’t Hooft anomalies for their continuous flavor symmetries [2, 3]. By anomaly

matching, the same holds for their infrared (IR) fixed point superconformal field theories

(SCFTs). Another important fact is that all local unitary 3d N = 4 SCFTs can be gapped

by turning on the following type of relevant SUSY-preserving deformation [4]

δS ∼

∫
d3x m εαβεabεȧḃQ

aȧ
α Q

bḃ
β J +O(m2) , (1.1)

1The talk was partly based on work to appear [1].
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Fig. 1: A junction of continuous zero-form symmetry defects (corresponding to group

elements, g, h, and gh) descended from the UV gauge theory / SCFT with an insertion of

a line v (in red) from the IR TQFT leads to symmetry fractionalization and a non-trivial

action of the symmetry on the IR lines.

where J is the scaling-dimension-one primary of the multiplet that contains the traceless

EM tensor, Tµν , and other currents related to it by supersymmetry.2 After turning on the

deformation in (1.1), we may flow to a non-trivial TQFT. However, unlike the TQFTs

one associates with twisted SUSY theories, the TQFTs produced by (1.1) are unitary3

and often semi-simple. Hence, they are typically finite (i.e., built from a finite number

of simple Wilson lines satisfying finite fusion rules) and rigid (they do not admit any

continuous deformations). In fact, we will argue below that this picture is generally what

we expect from the F -theorem (provided the UV starting point has finite F ). In the case of

SCFTs arising from theories with ’t Hooft anomalies for their continuous flavor symmetries,

the deformation in (1.1) must preserve these symmetries (the stress tensor commutes with

all continuous flavor symmetries4) and ’t Hooft anomalies. These observations immediately

lead to the following question:

Q1: How do rigid and finite TQFTs resulting from (1.1) know about the continuous SCFT

flavor symmetries and their ’t Hooft anomalies? In particular, how does anomaly

matching work in the TQFT?

Of particular interest to us is the phase diagram of these SCFTs and their deformations,

2Given its universality in local theories, (1.1) is referred to as the “universal” mass deformation in [4] .
3Here we are assuming the starting SCFT is unitary; if the starting SCFT is non-unitary, the IR theory

may potentially be gapless.
4The deformation in (1.1) also preserves the so(4)R ∼= su(2)C ⊕ su(2)H R symmetry of the theory.
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as well as the interplay of these deformations with infrared dualities5 and 3d N = 4 mirror

symmetry [6] in particular. Since it is quite difficult to deform strongly coupled 3d N = 4

SCFTs directly, it is convenient to first ask whether an ancestor deformation can be defined

in the case of theories with UV Lagrangian descriptions:6

Q2: In the cases where the SCFTs in question arise via RG flows from UV Lagrangians,

can we make sense of an ancestor of (1.1) in the non-conformal UV?

As a final motivation for our present work, we note that semi-simple but non-unitary

TQFTs obtained from the topological twists of two 3d N = 4 mirror families of rank-0

theories have recently been discovered to be related to level-rank dualities [8, 9], and it is

therefore natural to ask whether similar phenomena arise for the TQFTs obtained from

the deformation in (1.1):

Q3: Can we write down the phase diagrams for 3d N = 4 SCFTs deformed by (1.1)

(including the ancestor deformation)? More modestly, can we write down these phase

diagrams in the case of SCFTs arising from 3d N = 4 Abelian gauge theories using

mirror symmetry [6, 10] as a guide?

The purpose of this paper is to argue the following:

A1: The answer to the first question turns out to be familiar from the physics of the

fractional quantum Hall effect (FQHE). The answer can also be arrived at by thinking

in terms of defects [11]. The main point is the following: due to the continuous nature

of the flavor symmetries in question, they cannot permute the lines of the IR TQFT.

However, we can insert lines of the IR TQFT at junctions of continuous symmetry

defects (as in Fig. 1). This maneuver leads to a notion of symmetry fractionalization

that allows us to reproduce the UV ’t Hooft anomalies in the IR TQFT and, in many

cases, assign a Hall conductance to the IR phase (e.g., see [12]).

For example, in the case of 3d N = 4 SQED with Nf flavors of charge 1, we have

a mixed ’t Hooft anomaly between the U(1)T symmetry (with Noether current ⋆F )

and the PSU(Nf ) flavor symmetry.7 In the IR we show that, up to the action of

5See [5] for a study of closely related questions in cases with less supersymmetry.
6Such descriptions might, for sufficiently rich Lagrangians and RG flows, universally be available in 3d [7].
7Therefore, our TQFT anomaly matching computation shows that the gapped phase carries some infor-

mation about both the Coulomb and Higgs branches of the UV theory (since these moduli spaces have an

action of U(1)T and PSU(Nf ) on them respectively).
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TA

TB

mA < 0 mA > 0mA = 0

gA,a

T̂A,−
∼= T̂B,+ T̂A,+

∼= T̂B,−

Fig. 2: Our conjectured phase diagram, as a function of gauge couplings and the universal

mass deformation, for an Abelian 3d N = 4 gauge theory, TA, with some arbitrary number

of U(1) gauge group factors and arbitrary number of integer charge hypermultiplets (we

assume throughout that there are no decoupled U(1) factors). Here the vertical direction

represents flowing in the N = 4 gauge coupling(s), gA,a (a = 1, · · · , Nc runs over the

individual U(1) gauge group factors). The horizontal direction corresponds to the universal

mass deformation, mA. We argue that there is a single second-order phase transition, at

mA = 0, which is also described by the IR of a dual UV gauge theory, T̂B (with mB = 0).

We argue that the TQFTs on either side of mA = 0, T̂A,± are dual to those on either side

of mB = 0, T̂B,∓, thereby providing evidence for the above phase diagram.
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invertible (accidental) discrete symmetries, this ’t Hooft anomaly can be reproduced

via a unique fractionalization class in the TQFT (all different fractionalization classes

related by these discrete symmetries lead to the same Hall conductance).8

Extending these anomaly matching ideas, we also comment on some properties of

TQFTs arising from universal deformations of more abstract and general local unitary

3d N = 4 SCFTs.

A2: In the non-conformal UV regime of a 3d N = 4 gauge theory that flows to an SCFT,

we would like to think of the ancestor of the deformation in (1.1) as a deformation

that preserves 3d N = 4 SUSY but gives flavor and so(4)R-preserving (see footnote

4) masses to all the degrees of freedom. Already in the simple (though admittedly

special) case of a free vector multiplet, this desire leads to a puzzle. In this theory,

the only way to give mass to the gauge field is a Chern-Simons (CS) term. However,

the lore is that such terms are not compatible with N = 4 SUSY. Indeed, while

N = 4 BF terms are well known (by coupling vector multiplets to twisted vector

multiplets) [13], the status of SUSY completions of standard CS terms is somewhat

less known (although see the example in Appendix E.1 of [14]).

In the case of pure Abelian gauge theories (without matter), we explicitly show such

terms are indeed allowed, thereby extending the analysis of Gaiotto and Witten for

the case of Chern-Simons-matter theories [15] (see also [16]) with vanishing kinetic

terms. As a particularly simple example, we argue that, in the case of N = 4 super-

Maxwell theory, such a CS term deforms the supersymmetry algebra as follows9

{
Qaȧ

α , Q
bḃ
β

}
= εabεȧḃP(αβ) −

g2k

8π
εαβ

(
εabRȧḃ

C − εȧḃRab
H

)
, (1.2)

where RC (RH) are the su(2)C (su(2)H) R-symmetry currents, g is the gauge coupling,

and k is the CS level. This theory flows to a pure U(1)k CS theory in the deep IR.10

The algebra (1.2) is essentially the same one that arises under the deformation in

(1.1) [4] {
Qaȧ

α , Q
bḃ
β

}
= εabεȧḃP(αβ) +mεαβ

(
εabRȧḃ

C − εȧḃRab
H

)
, (1.3)

8The mixed ’t Hooft anomaly requires Nf > 1 in order to have a non-trivial PSU(Nf) factor. We will

comment on the Nf = 1 case separately.
9We also comment on generalizations of this discussion to arbitrary Abelian theories in the non-conformal

UV.
10In general, even when k is even, there will be a transparent fermion present; we will comment on this

fact in more detail in the body of the paper.
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where, in (1.2), m = −g2k/8π.

In what follows, we are interested in Abelian 3d N = 4 gauge theories with matter

and the SCFTs that arise from them via flows in the gauge coupling(s). As we will

describe in more detail in our answer to Q3, our prescription for the UV ancestor of

the universal deformation in these theories involves a mix of tree-level (in the matter)

and one-loop (in the gauge multiplets) physics.

A3: We will argue that our theories of interest have simple phase diagrams of the type

depicted in Fig. 2. In the UV, we have two mirror pairs of gauge theories (TA and

TB) that, in the absence of mass deformations, flow to a common IR SCFT. Then,

if we turn on the relevant deformation in (1.1), we get two dual spin TQFTs (in a

sense that includes and generalizes standard level-rank dualities)

CS(K̂A) ↔ CS(K̂B) . (1.4)

Here, K̂A (K̂B) is the K-matrix corresponding to the IR CS theory with action11

SCS(K) =
i

4π

∫
d3x~aT ·K · d~a . (1.5)

Up to stacking with an SPT we will describe in the main text, the entries in the

K matrix are generated at 1-loop by integrating out matter fields. In particular, K

captures the graph that specifies T as an Abelian gauge theory (see Fig. 3). The K

matrices are sensitive to the sign of the universal masses, mA,B, that we turn on. In

particular, the signs of the K matrices change when the signs of the universal masses

change. Moreover, as we will discuss in the main text, mA ∼ −mB have opposite

signs.

In order to make the notion of 1-loop CS terms precise, we must in fact give masses

to the fields in the non-conformal UV gauge theory (in the deep IR, where the gauge

coupling is strong, there is no notion of a loop expansion). In other words, to carry

out the computation leading to (1.5), we take the limit |m| ≫ g2I for all gauge

couplings, gI . In this limit, mirror symmetry does not operate (it is an IR duality),

and, as described in A2, we must make sense of a non-conformal version of (1.1).

For a general Abelian gauge theory, our proposal is as follows. We set all UV CS

terms to zero and then integrate out the matter fields in TA with mass |mA| ≫ g2A,a

11Note that the factor of i in front of the CS terms arises because we are working in Euclidean signature.
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(the gA,a are the gauge couplings of TA) at tree level

δS ∼

∫
d3xmA εαβεabεȧḃQ

aȧ
α Q

bḃ
β Jmatter +O(m2

A) , (1.6)

where Jmatter is the primary of the stress tensor multiplet of the (weakly coupled) UV

matter fields. This procedure breaks N = 4 supersymmetry, and upon integrating

out the matter fields, we generate an effective theory of fields from Abelian N = 4

vector multiplets with one-loop CS terms (in addition to kinetic terms for the vector

multiplets)

δS ∼
i

4π

∫
d3x~aT ·KA · d~a+ · · · , (1.7)

where the ellipses includes a completion we describe in the main text. We expect

this completion preserves a generalization of the deformed N = 4 algebra in (1.2) as

we lower |m|g−2
Aa
. Thus, as we lower |m|g−2

Aa
, the deformed SUSY algebra is emergent,

and we can think of the combined tree-level (1.6) and one-loop (1.7) deformations

as comprising the UV analog of the universal deformation (1.1).12 In particular, we

associate the algebra in (1.2) with the deformed SCFT algebra of (1.1) (in other

words, we believe there is no phase transition between the IR SCFT deformed as in

(1.1) and the phase governed by (1.2)).

We then flow to the IR and find the dual theories in (1.4) when deforming TB by

|mB| ≫ g2B,i (with opposite sign mB). The fact that these dualities hold is strong

evidence that there is no further phase transition as we lower |mA| relative to g2Ai

beyond the second-order one at zero universal mass.13

The plan of this paper is as follows. In the next section, we review basic properties of 3d

N = 4 SUSY with a special emphasis on mirror symmetry in the context of Abelian gauge

12Another proposal would be to take the non-conformal UV stress tensor multiplet and deform the UV

theory by it. We do not expect this approach to give rise to a phase diagram qualitatively different from ours

(since we expect this deformation to also give mass to all the fields in the theory). Note that, in the somewhat

simpler case of Chern-Simons-matter theories, [17] considers a deformation essentially equivalent to ours (in

their case, the gauge degrees of freedom are already, in some sense, topological and so do not “contribute”

to the EM tensor; therefore, we can also think of their deformation as being equivalent to deforming by the

full UV stress tensor). See also [18] for other contexts where deformations by stress tensor multiplets played

an imporant role.
13We prove the dualities in (1.4) for the case of general Abelian gauge theories with no one-form symmetry.

We then argue how this proof generalizes to the case with one-form symmetry and explicitly check our

argument in infinitely many examples.
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theories. We also explain more precisely our proposal for a UV ancestor of the universal

mass deformation. Then, in Sec. 3 we describe the phase diagram for the universal mass

deformation of any N = 4 Abelian gauge theory with compact gauge group and no 1-form

symmetry. Along the way, we exhibit duality of all corresponding mirror IR TQFT pairs.

Moreover, in Sec. 3.1 we explain our answer to Q1 and highlight how anomaly matching

for continuous symmetries works in 3d N = 4 SQED and its dual. In Sec. 4 we generalize

our results to N = 4 Abelian gauge theory with 1-form symmetry. Together with Sec.

3, this material constitutes our answers to Q2 and Q3. Then, in Sec. 5, we revisit and

generalize aspects of our anomaly matching discussion from Sec. 3.1 and explain how any

local 3d N = 4 SCFT with certain anomalies for a U(1) × PSU(N) symmetry can be

deformed to a theory that includes an IR TQFT with a factor described by an Abelian

Chern-Simons theory. We conclude with a discussion of open questions.

2. 3d N = 4 (deformed) supersymmetry, mirror symmetry, and the universal

mass

We are mainly interested in theories with 3d N = 4 SUSY, although there are close non-

SUSY (and N < 4 SUSY) analogs for many of our statements. In this section, we very

briefly review some relevant facts about 3d N = 4 QFTs.

The main focus of our work is on understanding what happens when we turn the

universal deformation in (1.1) on in a local unitary 3d N = 4 SCFT. To understand this

deformation at a somewhat more technical level, we note that J in (1.1) is the scaling

dimension-one primary for the multiplet that contains the EM tensor of a local 3d N = 4

SCFT (see [4, 19] for a full list of 3d N = 4 multiplets and deformations). At linear order

in m, this universal deformation involves the action of two Poincaré supercharges, Qaȧ
α

(rendering the linear deformation scaling dimension two), which transform as follows under

the symmetries of such a theory

Qaȧ
α ∈ (2, 2, 2) of su(2)C ⊕ su(2)H ⊕ su(2) . (2.1)

In this expression, the first two groups on the RHS form the so(4)R R symmetry. Typically,

a 3d N = 4 SCFT also has additional continuous bosonic flavor symmetries that commute

with the supercharges (but the above symmetries are universal). The universal deformation

preserves all these flavor symmetries and also the bosonic symmetries appearing in (2.1).

Intuitively, if we turn on a relevant deformation proportional to an operator in the EM

tensor multiplet, we expect all degrees of freedom in the theory to obtain a mass (since,

8



in a Lagrangian theory, all fields “contribute” to the EM tensor14). At the level of the

supersymmetry algebra, turning on the deformation in (1.1) (along with various higher-

order in m deformations needed to preserve SUSY) results in the following deformation of

the N = 4 algebra [4]

{
Qaȧ

α , Q
bḃ
β

}
= εabεȧḃP(αβ) −→

{
Qaȧ

α , Q
bḃ
β

}
= εabεȧḃP(αβ) +mεαβ

(
εabRȧḃ

C − εȧḃRab
H

)
. (2.2)

Then, the abstract arguments in [4,14] show that an IR theory with such a deformed SUSY

algebra is necessarily gapped. We expect this gapped theory to be typically described by

a non-trivial TQFT that is sensitive to the sign of the universal mass.

In practice, understanding the universal mass deformation directly in an SCFT is dif-

ficult (except for the case of collections of free hypermultiplets and other closely related

theories), because most such theories are usually strongly coupled. A somewhat more prac-

tical approach is to understand how to describe an analog of the universal mass deformation

in a UV N = 4 gauge theory that flows to an SCFT in the IR. The UV matter degrees of

freedom of such a theory sit inside hypermultiplets

ρa,i ∈ (1, 2, 1) , ψȧ,i
α ∈ (2, 1, 2) , (2.3)

where ȧ and a are su(2)C and su(2)H R symmetry spinor indices respectively, α is an su(2)

spinor index, and i is an index for a representation, πG, of the UV gauge group under which

the matter fields in question transform. The gauge bosons sit inside vector multiplets

Φ(ȧḃ),A ∈ (3, 1, 1) , λaȧ,Aα ∈ (2, 2, 2) , FA
(αβ) ∈ (1, 1, 3) , D(ab),A ∈ (1, 3, 1) , (2.4)

where a, ȧ, b, and ḃ are R symmetry indices, α and β are su(2) indices, and A is an adjoint

index of the gauge group. The vector multiplets then couple to the matter fields via the

supersymmetric completions of the linear couplings of gauge fields to matter, δL ⊃ AA
µJ

µ
A+

· · · (where we must also include the usual seagull terms to maintain gauge invariance).

However, there are various issues that arise in the UV gauge theory regime: the QFTs

are not conformal (and so it is unclear if SUSY can even be preserved under an ancestor

of the universal deformation), and the UV gauge theory description is not unique (i.e.,

many distinct UV gauge theories may flow to the same IR SCFT). We will deal with the

first issue in the next section. The second issue presents an opportunity, because it gives

us consistency conditions for the TQFTs arising from the universal deformation of the IR

14As a simple illustration, we explicitly demonstrate (2.2) in the case of the SCFT corresponding to the

free massless hypermultiplet (see Appendix A.1).
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SCFT, and it also helps explain how to fit the deformed IR SCFT into a broader phase

diagram.

Mirror symmetry [6] is a canonical source of non-uniqueness in the UV Lagrangian

description. Very roughly, mirror symmetry is an IR equivalence between two distinct UV

gauge theories that flow to the same SCFT at long distances. This duality exchanges

1. su(2)C and su(2)H

2. Higgs branches of vacua and Coulomb branches of vacua.15

3. Flavor symmetries (and corresponding mass parameters) that act on the Higgs branch

and flavor symmetries (and corresponding mass parameters) that act on the Coulomb

branch.16

For us, a particularly important (and almost tautological) additional entry is the following:

4. The stress tensor multiplet must be mapped to itself. This statement is compatible

with the fact that the primary, J , is neutral under the R symmetry. The correspond-

ing universal mass deformation is then mapped to itself up to a sign (we will return

to discuss this sign below).

Much of our discussion in subsequent sections will focus on the case of 3d N = 4 Abelian

gauge theories. In this context, we have a U(1)Nc gauge group with Nf hypermultiplets.

We can encode the corresponding charges of the hypermultiplets in the Nc × Nf integer

matrix, qai, with a = 1, · · · , Nc labelling the gauge group and i = 1, · · ·Nf labelling the

hypermultiplets. We take the corresponding graph (see Fig. 3) to be connected (since we

15This exchange follows from the fact that these moduli spaces of vacua are always parameterized by

expectation values of su(2)H -charged and su(2)C -neutral matter operators and su(2)H -neutral and su(2)C -

charged vector multiplet / (dressed) monopole operators respectively (this statement holds in all known

theories and is conjectured to hold in all local unitary N = 4 QFTs). More precisely, the Higgs and Coulomb

branches, XH and XC respectively, arise as XH,C := Spec(CH,C), where CH,C are the corresponding chiral

rings of half-BPS operators having the charge assignments described in this footnote.
16In many theories, this fact can be related to the discussion in footnote 15 via the swapping of scaling

dimension one primaries transforming as (3,1) irreps under su(2)C⊕su(2)H with those transforming as (1,3)

(since the resulting multiplets host Noether currents for the corresponding flavor symmetries). A particularly

simple example of this phenomenon is the supersymmetric completion of the exchange of the “topological”

U(1) symmetry (with ⋆F Noether current) and an Abelian symmetry acting on mirror matter fields in

Lagrangian theories.
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Fig. 3: A generic graph corresponding to one of the Abelian gauge theories we study on

the left and a quiver gauge theory that we also study on the right (we need only analyze

connected graphs). In the generic theory, circles represent U(1) gauge group factors, while

black vertices denote hypermultiplets charged under up to Nc different U(1) gauge groups.

The lines connecting black dots and circles represent charges (each corresponding to an

entry in a matrix, qai, with i = 1, · · · , Nf running over hypermultiplets, and a = 1, · · · , Nc

running over gauge groups). The white boxes represent flavor symmetries (although the

flavor charges are subject to a constraint that the gauge / flavor matrix, q ∈ GL(Nf ,Z)).

On the right we have the special case of a quiver theory. In this case, all matter is

fundamental or bifundamental and black dots become superfluous. Instead, each U(1)

factor corresponds to a circle and edges correspond to (bi)fundamental hypermultiplets.

Squares again correspond to flavor nodes (subject to the same q ∈ GL(Nf ,Z) constraint

as in the general case).

can, without loss of generality, focus on “irreducible” theories) and so Nc ≤ Nf . However,

we are motivated to complete this matrix into an Nf ×Nf integer matrix17

q =

(
q

q̂

)
, (2.5)

where q̂αi is an (Nf − Nc) × Nf matrix of U(1) flavor charges. By construction, q is

invertible and therefore has non-zero determinant. An additional physical input that we

will demand in the next section (but then relax in the subsequent one) is that det(q) = ±1

(i.e., q ∈ GL(Nf ,Z)). This condition rules out the existence of 1-form symmetry.18

17This matrix is natural because we are effectively constructing a vector space involving Nf independent

charge vectors (the N = 4 gauge couplings do not furnish constraints).
18We may understand this statement as follows. We have one-form symmetry if at least a U(1) subgroup of

the gauge group has hypermultiplets with charges niq
′ with ni, 2 ≤ q′ ∈ Z (in this case, there is a non-trivial

11



In Abelian theories, the action of mirror symmetry on the corresponding Lagrangians

takes a relatively simple form [10, 20]. Indeed, one finds a U(1)Nf−Nc gauge theory with

q → q̃ =

(
˜̂q

q̃

)
, q̃ = q−1,T , (2.6)

where q̃ is the (Nf −Nc)×Nf matrix of mirror gauge charges (here ˜̂q is an Nc×Nf matrix

of flavor charges). As an aside, we therefore also see that when det(q) = ±1, not only do

we have the absence of 1-form symmetry, but we also find that the mirror gauge charges

are integers.

Both the U(1)Nc gauge theory corresponding to (2.5) and the U(1)Nf−Nc gauge theory

corresponding to (2.6) are believed to flow to the same IR SCFT. At this fixed point,

we would like to turn on the universal deformation (1.1) in both duality frames and flow

to dual TQFTs. In addition to being of independent physical interest, such a flow may

provide further evidence that the original duality between non-topological QFTs is correct.

However, the IR theories in question are typically strongly coupled, and so it is difficult

to study their behavior under the universal deformation. Instead, we will turn on a UV

ancestor of the universal deformation. This deformation should preserve the R symmetry

and flavor symmetry while giving mass to all the fields in the problem. This discussion

also presumes that the UV theory has the full N = 4 R symmetry (e.g., this means that

we do not have any FI parameters or flavor mass terms turned on).

For free hypermultiplets, such a deformation is simple enough to arrange. We have

S =

∫
d3x

(
∂µρ̃a∂µρa − iψ̃ȧγµ∂µψȧ +m2ρ̃aρa + imψ̃ȧψȧ

)
. (2.7)

It is straightforward to check (see Appendix A.1) that the deformed algebra in this case

matches that in (1.3).

For the free vector multiplet, the situation is somewhat more subtle. In order to generate

a mass for the gauge boson, we must turn on a CS term. We claim that, even for a single

U(1) gauge field, we can complete this deformation into an N = 4-invariant Lagrangian as

follows

S =

∫
d3x
( 1

g2

(
F µνFµν −DµΦȧḃDµΦȧḃ + iλαaḃ(γµDµλ)αaḃ −DabDab

)

+
ik

4π
εµνρF

µνAρ −
ik

4π
λβaḃλβaḃ −

k2g2

16π2
ΦȧḃΦȧḃ

)
.

(2.8)

Zq′ < U(1) one-form symmetry remaining). Then, |det(q)| ≥ q′ > 1.
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As we show in Appendix A.2, (2.8) leads to a theory with a deformed N = 4 algebra with

universal mass m = −kg2

8π
as in (1.2). In the next subsection, we study how to define an

ancestor of the universal mass deformation in gauge theories with matter.

2.1. The universal mass deformation in Abelian gauge theories

Given the above discussion, we would like to understand how to make sense of the universal

deformation in the UV of more general Abelian gauge theories with matter. The ancestor

of the universal deformation should give all matter fields the same mass, m. Therefore,

prior to gauging, we should have

Smatter =
∑

i

∫
d3x

(
∂µρ̃ai∂µρai − iψ̃ȧiγµ∂µψȧi +m2

Aρ̃
aiρai + imAψ̃

ȧiψȧi

)
, (2.9)

where i runs over the matter hypermultiplets. Similarly, in the gauge sector we could try

to arrange for a common universal mass. For example, we could consider

Sgauge =
∑

c

∫
d3x
[ 1
g2c

(
F µν
c Fcµν −DµΦȧḃ

c DµΦcȧḃ + iλαaḃc (γµDµλc)αaḃ −Dab
c Dcab

)

+
ikc
4π
εµνρF

µν
c Aρ

c −
ik

4π
λβaḃc λcβaḃ −

k2g2

16π2
Φȧḃ

c Φcȧḃ

]
,

(2.10)

where c runs over the different gauge sectors (so each kcg
2
c = kg2 is independent of c).

Clearly, the gauge and matter sectors each preserve a generally different (diagonal)

SUSY algebra of the form (1.3) (one involves m = mA, and the other involves m = −kg2

8π
).

For these algebras to be compatible, we should set mA = −kg2

8π
Then, by coupling the gauge

multiplets in (2.10) to the matter fields in (2.9), we get a gauge theory that preserves the

deformed algebra (see Appendix A.3 for further details)

{
Qaȧ

α , Q
bḃ
β

}
= εabεȧḃP(αβ) −→

{
Qaȧ

α , Q
bḃ
β

}
= εabεȧḃP(αβ)+mAεαβ

(
εabRȧḃ

C − εȧḃRab
H

)
. (2.11)

However, the above theory is peculiar. First, by setting mA = −kg2

8π
, we see that, up to

a discrete coupling (the CS level), there is a single continuous deformation parameter in

the UV. On the other hand, we expect the UV ancestor of the IR universal deformation

to furnish a second continuous deformation parameter (in addition to the gauge coupling)

since it corresponds to a distinct continuous deformation of the IR SCFT. Second, as

commented in [4], without invoking some non-analytic properties of the S matrix (perhaps

as in [21]), the above theory looks somewhat puzzling from the point of view of [22].

We can avoid both of the above complications simply by relaxing the requirement that

the UV ancestor of the universal deformation preserves SUSY in the UV and instead allow

13



it (and the corresponding deformed algebra) to be emergent in the IR (see Footnote 12

for a discussion of other qualitatively similar possibilities). Which value of the UV CS

parameter should we choose? Since the universal deformation of the IR SCFT is a single

continuous deformation (with no associated discrete parameters), the most natural map to

the UV is for us to take kc = 0 and take the CS terms to be those induced at one loop by

integrating out the massive matter.

In other words, we start from the UV degrees of freedom as in (2.9) and take (2.10)

with kc = 0. Coupling the gauge fields to the matter fields, we go to the regime |mA| ≫ g2c ,

and integrate out the matter at one loop to obtain the symmetric K matrix of CS couplings

(KA)ab = sign(mA)

Nf∑

i=1

qaiqbi ⇒ KA = sign(mA)qq
T . (2.12)

More generally, we should consider the extended symmetric N̂A × N̂A K matrix

K̂A = KA ⊕ΠA , (2.13)

where ΠA is a diagonal matrix with entries ±1. Here ΠA corresponds to stacking with a

U(1)nA

1 ⊠ U(1)ℓa−1 SPT.

In the deep IR, we find the following TQFT, T̂A
19

SIR =
i

4π

∫
d3x~aT K̂Ad~a . (2.14)

If KA has even diagonal entries, then the extension KA → K̂A corresponds to tensoring

in a transparent fermion (an SVec factor in the category theory language) that turns the

non-spin TQFT into a spin TQFT.20 This extension of the K matrix also shifts the central

charge of the TQFT (which will be important in our discussion of TQFT dualities). If

the theory is already a spin TQFT, taking KA → K̂A does not add a transparent fermion,

but it does still shift the central charge.21 Note that, in writing (2.14), we have neglected

19Note that in Fig. 2 we included two TQFTs, T̂A,±, in the phase diagrams. In the context of our present

discussion, this refinement corresponds to explicitly keeping track of the two possible signs for mA in (2.12)

(which we emphasize correspond to generically different TQFTs, although they are dual in certain cases).

However, for simplicity, we will drop the “±” subscript in what follows and keep track of the sign of mA

implicitly.
20Since our starting points are supersymmetric, we expect the IR TQFTs we generate to be spin TQFTs.
21This statement holds because each time we tensor in a U(1)±1 factor to a spin TQFT, we also condense

a diagonal A = (1, 1) + (f, f) algebra (where (f, f) is a product of transparent fermions from the original

theory and the added U(1)±1).
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various couplings involving background fields (including the gravitational CS term). We

will return to some of these terms when we consider anomaly matching in the next section.

To better understand some of these statements, let us consider the line operators of the

spin TQFT, T̂A (see [23] for a recent review)

ℓ~α(C) := exp

(
i~αT ·

∫

C

~a

)
, (2.15)

where the charge vectors live in equivalences classes, [~α] ∈ ZN̂A/ ∼. More precisely, we

work in an N̂A-dimensional integer lattice modulo the equivalence relation

[~α] = [~β] ⇔ ~α = ~β + K̂A~γ . (2.16)

Here ~γ is any N̂A-dimensional integer vector satisfying
∑

i

(K̂A)iiγi ∈ 2Z . (2.17)

We say a vector satisfying (2.17) is “K̂A even.” This condition ensures that we obtain

2| det K̂A| = 2| detKA| lines, which is the number we expect for a spin TQFT. In particular,

if the TQFT with K matrix KA is already a spin TQFT, (2.17) ensures that the extension

KA → K̂A does not give rise to any additional lines (see also footnote 21). On the other

hand, if KA is a non-spin TQFT (which is equivalent to KA having all even diagonal

entries), then (2.17) ensures that we add in an additional transparent fermion and all

tensor products of that fermion with lines in the theory defined by KA. In other words,

we extend our non-spin TQFT to a spin TQFT and double the number of lines.

From the above discussion we also conclude that the OPE of lines is Abelian

ℓ~α × ℓ~β = ℓ~γ , (2.18)

and forms an irreducible representation of the group (ZN̂A/K̂AZ
N̂A)× Z2. In addition, we

can use the K̂A matrix to compute the braiding of lines

S(~α, ~β) =
1√

| det K̂A|
exp

(
2πi~αT K̂−1

A
~β
)
, (2.19)

and their self-statistics / topological spin

θ(~α) = exp
(
πi~αT K̂−1

A ~α
)
. (2.20)

Note that the topological spin does not depend on the choice of element in the equivalence

class. To understand this statement, consider

θ(~α+ K̂A~γ) = exp
(
πi(~α + K̂A~γ)

T K̂−1
A (~α + K̂A~γ)

)
= exp

(
πi~αT K̂−1

A ~α + πi~γT K̂A~γ + 2πi~γT ~α
)
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= exp
(
πi~αT K̂−1

A ~α + πi
∑

i

(K̂A)ii(γi)
2
)
. (2.21)

Due to the condition (2.17) and the fact that γi − γ2i ∈ 2Z, we have
∑

i K̂A(γi)
2 ∈ 2Z.

Therefore

θ(~α + K̂A~γ) = θ(~α) ,
∑

i

(K̂A)iiγi ∈ 2Z , (2.22)

as claimed.

From (2.20) and the Abelian fusion rules, we can construct any observable for the TQFT

built from the lines (e.g., including the fusion rules in (2.18) via the Verlinde formula). As

a final aside, note that these quantities also show that extending KA → K̂A does not tensor

in any new lines with non-trivial braiding.

Let us now consider the mirror theory and ask what the “dual” to the UV ancestor of

the universal deformation is. To answer this question, we replace the hypermultiplets and

gauge fields in (2.9) and (2.10) with mirror hypermultiplets and gauge fields. Since mirror

symmetry exchanges su(2)C ↔ su(2)H , and recalling that the algebra in (1.1) is odd under

this exchange, we should take

mB ∼ −mA . (2.23)

In particular, the masses should have opposite sign, because this deformation controls the

tree-level masses of su(2)H-charged primaries in the mirror theory.22 Proceeding as in the

discussion leading to (2.12), we have

(KB)mn = −sign(mA)

Nf∑

i=1

q̃miq̃ni ⇒ KB = −sign(mA)q̃q̃
T . (2.24)

In general, we also should enlarge the KB matrix as follows

K̂B = KB ⊕ΠB , (2.25)

where ΠB is a diagonal matrix with entries ±1 that corresponds to stacking the effective

theory with a U(1)nB

1 ⊠U(1)ℓB−1 SPT. Clearly, ΠA,B should be chosen so that the IR TQFTs

on both sides of the mirror duality have the same central charge (i.e., their signatures should

match) and are both spin TQFTs. In the deep IR, we find a mirror TQFT described by

SIR =
i

4π

∫
d3x~̃aT K̂Bd~̃a , (2.26)

22The sign flip also has interesting consequences. In particular, when the SCFTs are self-mirror symmetric,

the resulting IR TQFTs turn out to be time-reversal invariant [24].
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where ~̃a is the vector of dual gauge fields. We can then repeat the discussion in (2.15),

(2.16), (2.17), (2.18), (2.19), and (2.20) with K̂A replaced by K̂B.

According to our general discussion, all observables in the TQFTs described by (2.14)

and (2.26) should match. This is a highly non-trivial and systematic check of the mirror

symmetry duality between the original gauge theories and of our phase diagram.

In the next section, we will discuss the case of arbitrary Abelian gauge theories with

unimodular charge matrices (i.e., det(q) = ±1) and show that the dual TQFTs do indeed

match. Then, in the subsequent section, we will relax this condition. In particular, we will

consider theories where we discretely gauge Coulomb branch (topological) symmetries of

TA and matter symmetries of the mirror theory, TB.
23

3. TQFTs from universal-mass-deformed Abelian gauge theories without 1-form

symmetry

We begin our discussion with the simplest class of N = 4 Abelian gauge theories without

1-form symmetry: U(1) SQED with Nf flavors of charge +1.24 For Nf > 1, these theories

are believed to flow to interacting SCFTs, while, for Nf = 1, the theory is believed to flow

to a free twisted hypermultiplet.

By our discussion in Section 2, to understand the universal deformation at the IR fixed

point, we instead deform the UV SQED theory by adding large mass, |mA| ≫ g2, for the

matter fields. In this case, the gauge charge matrix is given by q1i = 1, and the one-loop

K-matrix we find via (2.12) and (2.13) is therefore

K̂A = sign(mA)Nf ⊕ΠA , (3.1)

with ΠA a diagonal matrix of ±1 entries. In the deep IR, we then find the spin TQFT,

T̂A, given by

S =
i

4π

∫
d3x~aT K̂Ad~a . (3.2)

23One can also consider theories in which we discretely gauge both Coulomb and Higgs branch symmetries.

For simplicity, we do not carry out this analysis here.
24More generally, we can consider U(1) SQED with hypermultiplets of co-prime charges and obtain a

theory without 1-form symmetry. This example also shows that the condition det(q) = ±1 is sufficient but

not necessary for the absence of 1-form symmetry (e.g., take Nf = 2 and assign U(1) flavor charges +1

and −1 to gauge charge 2 and gauge charge 3 hypermultiplets respectively). However, we will argue that

any U(1)Nc gauge theory with integer gauge charged hypermultiplets and without 1-form symmetry can be

completed to a theory with unimodular q (in the example of this footnote, instead assign flavor charges +1

to both hypermultiplets).
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Nf − 1

Fig. 4: The quiver for the mirror dual of 3d N = 4 SQED with Nf flavors. It is a

U(1)Nf−1 quiver gauge theory with (bi)fundamental hypermultiplets emanating from the

gauge nodes.

At the level of line operators, this theory is equivalent to U(1)sign(mA)Nf
spin CS theory for

odd Nf and U(1)sign(mA)Nf
⊠ 〈1, f〉 for even Nf (this is again a spin TQFT, although the

first factor in the stacking is a non-spin CS theory). Here 〈1, f〉 is a theory whose lines

are generated by a transparent fermion, f , satisfying f × f = 1 is the trivial bosonic line.

Next, let us consider the mirror theory described in Fig. 4. It consists of a U(1)Nf−1

theory with Nf hypermultiplets. The gauge charge matrix in this case is

qaj = δaj − δa(j+1) , (3.3)

and the corresponding K matrix is

K̂B = −sign(mA)FSU(Nf ) ⊕ΠB , (3.4)

where FSU(Nf ) is the Cartan matrix of SU(Nf ). Therefore, in the deep IR we find the

TQFT

S =
i

4π

∫
d3x~aT K̂Bd~a . (3.5)

At the level of line operators, this theory is equivalent to SU(N)−sign(mA) ⊠ 〈1, f〉. This

TQFT is again a spin CS theory (although the first factor is a non-spin CS theory) and, it

is well-known to be dual to the TQFT in (3.1). This “level-rank” duality is often written

in a rather imprecise form as

SU(Nf )±1 ↔ U(1)∓Nf
, (3.6)

but should in fact be supplemented by transparent fermion lines in order for the duality to

hold for general Nf (see [25] for a more precise statement with a larger set of background

fields turned on).

Let us make a few comments:

• It is instructive to consider the simple case of Nf = 1 which flows to a single

twisted hypermultiplet in the deep IR (these degrees of freedom correspond to a
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BPS monopole operator of scaling dimension 1/2 transforming as the (2, 1) irrep of

the R symmetry). The dual theory is a free hypermultiplet (which also has scaling

dimension 1/2 but transforms in the (1, 2) irrep of the R symmetry). From the dis-

cussion in Appendix A.1, one can check that the universal deformation of the twisted

hypermultiplet with mass m gives the same algebra as that arising from turning on

a universal mass −m for an untwisted hyper. Therefore, the IR universal mass de-

formation has opposite sign from its UV ancestor (and the same sign as the mirror

deformation).

• In our proposal for the UV ancestor of the universal deformation in Section 2, we

set the CS term to zero. Suppose instead we turn on a UV CS term, k 6= 0, in the

SQED theory. Then, in the Nf = 1 example, we see that the phase diagram must be

more complicated for generic k. Indeed, in this case, KA = k + sign(mA). Therefore,

for generic k, either the IR TQFT contains anyons with non-trivial braiding, or there

is no IR CS term at all.25 In the latter case, we have a massless gauge field. On the

other hand, turning on the universal mass in the free hypermultiplet gives mass to

all the degrees of freedom, and it cannot generate anyons with non-trivial braiding.

• More generally, our above discussion suggests that the N = 4 gauge coupling / uni-

versal mass phase diagram takes a particularly simple form (see Fig. 2): we do not

expect any phase transitions as we vary mA relative to the gauge coupling (and sim-

ilarly for mB relative to the dual gauge couplings), because the gapped phases from

turning on the UV ancestors of the universal mass deformations in each mirror frame

give TQFTs that match (and mirror symmetry is an IR duality).

In the next section, we add some additional details to our IR descriptions above using

the fact that SQED with Nf > 1 has mixed ’t Hooft anomalies for its Coulomb branch

and Higgs branch symmetries [2, 3]. As we will see, this discussion also allows us to say

something about more general abstract local 3d N = 4 SCFTs and their phase diagrams.

25Consider mA > 0. Then, we find an IR theory with trivial braiding if and only if k = 0 or k = −2

(similarly, if mA < 0, we find a theory with trivial braiding if and only if k = 0 or k = 2). The case with

k 6= 0 is unnatural for the reasons explained in the previous section (it is an additional discrete deformation

of the UV theory, and we expect the UV ancestor of the universal mass to correspond to a single continuous

deformation).
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3.1. Anomaly matching in the IR TQFT and Symmetry Fractionalization

As we have mentioned above, one interesting fact about N = 4 SQED with Nf > 1 flavors

of charge 1 is that there is a mixed ’t Hooft anomaly involving the FC
∼= U(1) (Coulomb

branch) topological symmetry and the FH
∼= PSU(Nf) (Higgs branch) flavor symmetry

(this latter symmetry is the one that acts on gauge-invariant operators built out of the

hypermultiplets).26 The anomaly is characterized by the 4d SPT phase [2, 3]

A4 = exp

(
2πi

Nf

∫
(cC1 mod Nf ) ∪ ωH

2

)
, (3.7)

where cC1 is the first Chern class of the U(1) bundle, and ωH
2 is the second Stiefel-Whitney

class that parametrizes obstructions of lifting a PSU(Nf) bundle to an SU(Nf ) bundle.27

To arrive at the anomaly in (3.7), we can consider the “structure” group formed by the

G ∼= U(1) gauge group and the universal cover of the Higgs branch flavor symmetry group,

FH
∼= SU(Nf ) [2, 3]

S ∼=
U(1)× SU(Nf )

E ∼= ZNf

, (3.9)

where E ∼= 〈h〉 is generated by the diagonal element

h = (exp(2πi/Nf), exp(2πi/Nf)1Nf
) . (3.10)

Then, the mixed U(1) × PSU(Nf) anomaly can be detected via gauge-PSU(Nf) vortex

lines that end on associated “fractional” 1/4-BPS monopole operators and correspond to

co-characters

φ : U(1) → S , (3.11)

that do not lift to co-characters φ′ : U(1) → U(1)× SU(Nf ). The φ co-characters take the

form [3]

φ : exp(iθ) 7→
(
exp(imθ), diag

(
exp(im1θ), · · · , exp(imNf

θ)
))

, m = n−
ℓ

Nf

, mj = nj−
ℓ

Nf

,

(3.12)

26In [3], Coulomb branch and Higgs branch symmetries are more generally referred to as “type A” and

“type B” symmetries respectively.
27Recall that we have a short exact sequence

1 −→ ZNf
−→ SU(Nf ) −→ PSU(Nf) −→ 1 . (3.8)
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where

n, nj ∈ Z , ℓ ∈ {0, 1, · · · , Nf − 1} ,
∑

j

nj = ℓ . (3.13)

Clearly, when ℓ 6= 0, we find co-characters that do not lift to co-characters of type φ′.

The corresponding monopole operators have fractional magnetic charge, m ∈ Q. This

fact means that we must also introduce an Nf -fold cover of FC , FC , that the fractional

monopole operators transform under

1 −→ ZC
∼= ZNf

−→ FC −→ FC −→ 1 , (3.14)

where the full structure group of the theory factorizes as S̃ ∼= S × FC. The associated

obstruction class (of lifting FC bundles to FC bundles) is ωC
2 = cC1 mod Nf .

To explicitly detect the anomaly, we note that

∫

D2

ωH
2 = ℓ ∈ E ∼= ZNf

, (3.15)

where D2 denotes a small disk intersecting the gauge-PSU(Nf) vortex line transversally.

The 1/4-BPS monopole that the vortex line ends on defines a homomorphism

γ : ZH → ẐC , (3.16)

(see Fig. 16 of [2]) that corresponds to the mixed ’t Hooft anomaly in (3.7).

Given the non-vanishing ’t Hooft anomaly in (3.7), it is interesting to ask how the IR

TQFT we found in (3.1) and (3.2) reproduces this anomaly. At an even more basic level,

we would like to understand how these continuous symmetries are realized in the rigid IR

phase.28

One way to answer this question is the following (see [12] for further details of the

general procedure described below). Since the IR TQFT, T̂A
∼= T̂B, is rigid and has a finite

number of lines (made up of the U(1)Nf
lines and their products with a transparent fermion

line when Nf is even), these lines cannot be permuted by the continuous symmetry. Instead,

the lines can be acted on by various projective phases arising from the microscopic degrees

of freedom carrying fractional charges / projective representations under U(1)× PSU(Nf)

(as discussed around (3.12)). These projective phases give rise to the ’t Hooft anomaly.

When we go to the covering groups described in (3.8) and (3.14), we see that FC×FH
∼=

U(1) × SU(Nf ) no longer acts projectively and hence has a completely trivial and non-

anomalous action on the IR TQFT (we will assume that any other obstructions for lifting

28Note that the same phenomenon occurs in fractional quantum Hall systems.
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symmetries in fermionic phases also vanish). As a result, we can gauge the FC × FH

symmetry and obtain the theory

T̂A ⊠ (FC)−σ̃C
H
⊠ (FH)−σ̃H

H
, (3.17)

where the final two factors in (3.17) are CS theories with the corresponding gauge groups

and levels indicated. Now, if the mixed ’t Hooft anomalies for FC×FH had vanished (which

we know from (3.7) is not the case), we would have been able to condense a diagonal

Abelian one-form symmetry, K ∼= ZNf
× ZNf

, to obtain the theory gotten from T̂A by

gauging FC × FH

T̃A := (T̂A ⊠ (FC)−σ̃C
H
⊠ (FH)−σ̃H

H
)/K , (3.18)

where the 1-form symmetry is implemented via homomorphisms

v : K → A ≤ T̂A , s : K → AC ⊠AH ≤ (FC)−σ̃C
H
⊠ (FH)−σ̃H

H
. (3.19)

The targets of these homomorphisms are described as follows: A is a subcategory of lines

of T̂A while AC and AH are Abelian subcategories of lines in the second and third factors

of (3.17) respectively. Given the product structure of the symmetry group, we have the

following naturally projected homomorphisms

sC : K|(ZNf
,0) → (FC)−σ̃C

H
, sH : K|(0,ZNf

) → (FH)−σ̃H
H
. (3.20)

In the case of the (FH)−σ̃H
H

theory, the map s (sH) takes elements of K (K|(0,ZNf
)) to

Abelian lines corresponding to the center, ZH
∼= ZNf

. As we have emphasized above, the

T̃A TQFT exists if and only if the original FC × FH symmetry is non-anomalous (which,

in our particular case of interest, is not the case).

Since the symmetries we are gauging are bosonic, the anyons implementing K are

bosonic

θv(kC ,kH )θs(kC ,kH) = θv(kC ,kH)θsC(kC)θsH(kH ) = 1 , ∀(kC , kH) ∈ K , (3.21)

where θv(kC ,kH) is the topological spin of anyon v(kC , kH) ∈ T̂A, θsC(kC) is the topological

spin of the anyon sC(kC) ∈ (FC)−σ̃C
H
, and θsH(kH ) is the topological spin of the anyon

sH(kH) ∈ (FH)−σ̃H
H
. In order to be condensable, these lines must also have trivial mutual

braiding

Mv(kC ,kH )v(k′
C
,k′

H
)Ms(kC ,kH)s(k′

C
,k′

H
) = Mv(kC ,kH)v(k′

C
,k′

H
)MsC(kC)sC(k′

C
)MsH(kH )sH (k′

H
)

= 1 , ∀(kC , kH), (k
′
C, k

′
H) ∈ K , (3.22)

where

Mab :=
Sab

S0b
, (3.23)
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and Sab is the modular S matrix.

Clearly, some of the conditions on the absence of one-form anomalies in (3.21) or (3.22)

must be violated in order for us to find the zero-form anomaly (3.7). This link between the

anomalies is summarized in a 4d SPT relation between (3.7) and an SPT for the one-form

symmetry corresponding to K [12]

A4[AC , AH ] = exp (iSK−SPT(BC [µC [AC ]], BH [µH [AH ]])) . (3.24)

This expression requires some unpacking. First, AC (AH) are one-form background gauge

fields for FC (FH), BC (BH) are two-form background gauge fields corresponding to the

two ZNf
factors in K (let us call them KC and KH so that K ∼= KC × KH), and µC

(µH) are elements of H2(BFC , KC) (H
2(BFH , KH)) corresponding to the group extensions

(3.14) and (3.8). Second, the one-form gauge fields AC (AH) induce pullbacks µC [AC ] ∈

H2(X,KC) (µH [AH ] ∈ H2(X,KH)), where X is the three manifold our theory is defined

on. These objects are precisely the obstruction classes we discussed from the microscopic

UV perspective earlier in this section. Finally, the exponential on the RHS of (3.24) is

given by the action of the K-SPT

SK−SPT(BC [µC [AC ]], BH [µH [AH ]]) = 2π

∫
h[v(BC , BH)] , (3.25)

where h : A → U(1) is the quadratic form that gives the spin of the lines in A.

Let us now study how the clash between the conditions in (3.21) and (3.22) leads

us to match (3.7) via (3.24). More simply, these conditions can be summarised via the

independent relations

θv(1,0)θsC(1) = 1 , θv(0,1)θsH (1) = 1 , Mv(1,0)v(0,1) = 1 . (3.26)

Here v(1, 0) and v(0, 1) are the lines in T̂A that determine the fractionalization patterns

for FC and FH (in [12], these lines are referred to as “visons”). Indeed, lines a ∈ T̂A must

carry charges qCa and qHa satisfying

exp
(
2πiqCa

)
=Mav(1,0) , exp

(
2πiqHa

)
=Mav(0,1) . (3.27)

We can write the conditions in (3.26) in terms of Hall responses

θv(1,0)θsC(1) = exp

(
2πi

2Nf

(n2
1 −Nfσ

C
H)

)
= 1 , θv(0,1)θsH (1) = exp

(
2πi

2Nf

(n2
2 − (Nf − 1)σH

H )

)
= 1 ,

Mv(1,0)v(0,1) = exp

(
2πi

Nf

n1n2

)
= 1 , (3.28)
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where σC
H and σH

H are effective CS terms / Hall responses for FC and FH respectively.29

The conditions in (3.28) are tantamount, via (3.24), to the vanishing of the following phase

for some choices of Hall conductances σC
H and σH

H (subject to σC
HNf , σ

H
H ∈ Z; see Footnote

29)

exp
( 2πi

2Nf

(n2
1 −Nfσ

C
H)

∫
P(µC [AC ]) +

2πi

2Nf

(n2
2 − (Nf − 1)σH

H )

∫
P(µH [AH ])

+
2πi

Nf

n1n2

∫
µC [AC ] ∪ µH [AH ]

)
= 1 , (3.29)

where P(· · · ) is the Pontryagin square. It is easy to check that we can always choose σC
H and

σH
H such that the first two terms in the above phase vanish (this statement corresponds to

the fact that there are no separate U(1) and PSU(Nf ) anomalies allowed cohomologically

[12]). However, for generic choices of n1 and n2, the third phase is non-vanishing and gives

rise to the anomaly

A4 = exp
(2πi
Nf

n1n2

∫
µC[AC ] ∪ µH [AH ]

)
. (3.30)

In particular, the UV anomaly in (3.7) can be reproduced from the braiding of v(1, 0) and

v(0, 1) provided that

n1n2 = 1 mod Nf . (3.31)

Note that such a choice of n1 and n2 is always possible. For even Nf , we can choose n1 = 1

and n2 = 1−Nf , while, for odd Nf , we can choose n1 = Nf + 1 and n2 = 1−Nf .

Let us make a few comments on the anomaly matching we’ve just discussed:

• The choice of n1 and n2 in (3.31) is somewhat arbitrary. Indeed, since the anomaly is

fixed by a braiding phase, it is clear that there is an ambiguity related to the action

of the zero-form symmetries in T̂A. These symmetries preserve the S matrix (and all

observables in the theory). For generic Nf , we expect most of these symmetries to be

accidental since they would otherwise mix different vortex sectors in the microscopic

theory.

29To arrive at the first two conditions in (3.28), we have chosen particular one-form symmetry generators

sC(1) and sH(1). For example, consider the (FC)−σ̃C
H

CS theory. Since FC is an Nf -fold cover of F̃C ,

σ̃C
H = N2

fσ
C
H . Then, one choice of generator of ZNf

1-form symmetry is xNfσ
C
H with topological spin θ

x
NfσC

H
=

exp(−iπσC
H) (clearly, a consistency condition is that Nfσ

C
H ∈ Z). The first equation in (3.28) is then the

condition that the fractional Hall response is determined by the FC charge of the vison: qv(1,0) = σC
H mod Z.
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• Note that for Nf odd, we cannot choose n1 = 1 or n2 = 1. The reason is that the

corresponding line has order 2Nf instead of Nf (its N th
f power is the transparent

fermion).

• We will use the above results to study discrete gauging of T̂A and the UV presence of

one-form symmetry in Section 4. We will also see in Section 5 that a generalization

of the above logic, combined with structure theorems for (super) MTCs, can be used

to show that, under relatively broad conditions, local 3d N = 4 SCFTs certain mixed

type A symmetry / type B symmetry ’t Hooft anomalies can always be deformed to

gapped theories that include a decoupled Abelian TQFT.

3.2. More general theories

In the previous section, we showed that turning on the UV ancestors of the universal mass

deformations of 3d N = 4 SQED with Nf charge-one hypermultiplets and of its mirror dual

resulted in dual TQFTs. We argued that this matching suggests that the phase diagrams

of these theories as a function of the gauge coupling(s) and the universal mass each contain

a single (second-order) phase transition at m = 0 and strong gauge coupling(s).

In this section, we wish to discuss more general 3d N = 4 Abelian gauge theories. Like

the SQED case considered previously, we will restrict our analysis to theories that have

no 1-form symmetry (we will return to cases with 1-form symmetry in Sec. 4) and only

integer gauge and flavor charges.30 The absence of 1-form symmetry means that the gauge

groups act faithfully on the matter content (i.e., there are no subgroups—continuous or

discrete—of the U(1)Nc gauge group that leave the matter fields invariant).

Clearly, any unimodular matrix q ∈ GL(Nf ,Z) in (2.5) will furnish an example of

a theory without 1-form symmetry and a faithful gauge group action. Moreover, this

condition is preserved under mirror symmetry (by (2.6)) and so the mirror will also lack

1-form symmetry.31

Let us make a few comments:

• We can find integer flavor charges (i.e., q̂ is an integer matrix) for any Abelian gauge

theory with integer gauge charges (i.e., q is an integer matrix) and no 1-form sym-

30As described in the previous section, fractional charges arise from certain vortices / monopoles and the

fractionalized degrees of freedom they flow to in the IR.
31One could imagine emergent 1-form symmetry in the SCFT these theories both flow to in the IR (when

we turn on the N = 4 gauge coupling). In such a case, it is not a priori clear that the UV one-form symmetry

would have to match.
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metry such that q ∈ GL(Nf ,Z). In this sense, our Abelian gauge theories without

one-form symmetry are general.

To derive this statement, suppose there were a gauge theory without one-form sym-

metry that could not be completed to such a q. By Theorem 1 in [26], such a q has

a Smith normal form, qS, with at least one entry n > 1

qS = UqV , (3.32)

where U ∈ GL(Nc,Z) and V ∈ GL(Nf ,Z). As a result, Uq = qSV
−1 has a row with

all entries a multiple of n. Since U is a GL(Nc,Z) redefinition of the gauge fields, we

see that the theory has (at least) a Zn one-form symmetry. This is a contradiction.

• SQED with charge-one fields is clearly in our class of theories. More explicitly, we

have

q =




1 1 1 · · · 1

0 −1 −1 · · · −1

0 0 −1 · · · −1

· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·

0 0 0 · · · −1




,

q̃ =




1 0 0 · · · 0 0

1 −1 0 · · · 0 0

0 1 −1 · · · 0 0

· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·

0 0 0 · · · 1 −1




. (3.33)

• Our class of theories includes quiver gauge theories, but it also includes infinitely

many non-quiver theories (see Fig. 3).

Since the data from the charge matrices partially determines the IR TQFTs, let us

derive a few useful relations among the charge matrices that follow from the action of

mirror symmetry described around (2.5) and (2.6) and reproduced here

q =

(
q

q̂

)
→ q̃ =

(
˜̂q

q̃

)
, q̃ = q−1,T . (3.34)

To that end, consider the following quantities

qT q̃ = qT ˜̂q + q̂T q̃ , q̃qT =

(
˜̂qqT ˜̂qq̂T

q̃qT q̃q̂T

)
. (3.35)
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From (3.34), it is easy to see that qT q̃ = q̃qT = 1Nf
. As a result

qT ˜̂q + q̂T q̃ = 1Nf
, q̃qT = 0 , ˜̂qq̂T = 0 , ˜̂qqT = 1Nc

, q̃q̂T = 1Nf−Nc
. (3.36)

We now take this class of theories, turn on the UV deformations subject to mA ∼

−mB, compute the one-loop K̂A and K̂B matrices via (2.13) and (2.25), and flow to the

corresponding IR TQFTs T̂A (2.14) and T̂B (2.26). We will prove that T̂A
∼= T̂B.

However, it is useful to first describe precisely what we mean by an equivalence between

two Abelian spin TQFTs described by K matrices K̂A and K̂B. Clearly, we require a

topological-spin-preserving homomorphism from the theory described by K̂A to the theory

described by K̂B. In other words, we require a linear map f : T̂A → T̂B that preserves

fusion and topological spin

f(a× b) = f(a)× f(b) , θ(a) = θ(f(a)) , ∀a ∈ T̂A . (3.37)

In fact, for K̂A and K̂B to give rise to dual theories, we actually want an isomorphism

between the corresponding theories. Therefore, we want homomorphisms f : T̂A → T̂B and

f ′ : T̂B → T̂A such that their compositions f ◦ f ′ = idB and f ′ ◦ f = idA are identity maps.

Let us ask what these identity maps look like when lifted to our integral lattice defined

by the K matrices. Clearly, such maps must send [~α] → [~α]. At the level of elements of

the equivalence class, we require

~α 7→ ~α +K~γ ,
∑

i

Kiiγi ∈ 2Z , ∀~α ∈ Zn , (3.38)

where K = K̂A,B. This map is linear, so it should be implemented by a matrix, F , such

that ~γ = X~α, and

F~α = ~α +K~γ = ~α +KX~α . (3.39)

Therefore

F = 1+KX , (3.40)

subject to ∑

i

Kii(X~α)i =
∑

i,j

KiiXijαj ∈ 2Z , ∀α ∈ Zn . (3.41)

This requirement leads to the condition

∑

i

KiiXij ∈ 2Z , ∀j . (3.42)
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It is easy to check that F subject to (3.42) preserves topological spins.32 Therefore, f ◦ f ′

and f ′ ◦ f lifted to the integral lattice are described by (3.40) with K = K̂B and K = K̂A

respectively.

More generally, we need to lift f and f ′ themselves to the integral lattice. Let us focus

explicitly on f (f ′ is constructed in an analogous manner). Since we require the map to

be linear, it should be implemented by a matrix:

f : [~α1] 7→ [~α2] , ~α1 + K̂A~γ1 7→ ~α2 + K̂B~γ2 . (3.46)

Therefore, we have an N̂B × N̂A matrix Γ satisfying

Γ(~α1 + K̂A~γ1) = ~α2 + K̂B~γ2 . (3.47)

Similarly, for f ′ we have an N̂A × N̂B matrix Γ′ implementing

Γ′(~α′
2 + K̂B~γ

′
2) = ~α′

1 + K̂A~γ
′
1 . (3.48)

Their compositions are identity maps with lifts given by

Γ′Γ = 1+ K̂AY , ΓΓ′ = 1+ K̂BX , (3.49)

subject to ∑

i

(K̂B)iiXij ∈ 2Z , ∀j ,
∑

i

(K̂A)aaYab ∈ 2Z , ∀b . (3.50)

Indeed one can check that

Γ′Γ(~α1 + K̂A~γ1) = (1+ K̂AX)(~α1 + K̂A~γ1) = ~α1 + K̂A~γ1 + K̂AX(~α1 + K̂A~γ1)

= ~α1 + K̂A~γ
′
1 . (3.51)

32To see this explicitly, note that the topological spins are preserved if

FTK−1F −K−1 = P, Pii ∈ 2Z ∀i . (3.43)

Substituting in our definition of F , we have

(1 +XTK)K−1(1 +KX)−K−1 = XTKX +XT +X = P . (3.44)

We need only check that P ′ = XTKX has even diagonal entries. To see this, note that

P ′

ii =
∑

j,k

XjiXkiKjk = 2
∑

j<k

XjiXkiKjk +
∑

j

X2
jiKjj . (3.45)

Now, since X2
ji −Xji ∈ 2Z, (3.42) then implies the result and P has even diagonal entries.
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If ~γ1 is K̂A even, then ~γ′1 is also K̂A even. Therefore Γ′Γ is indeed an integral lattice lift

of the identity map (similar comments apply to ΓΓ′).

Now, for duality to hold, we must also preserve the self-statistics of lines: θ(f ′(~α2)) =

θ(~α2) and θ(f(~α1)) = θ(~α1). This requirement is equivalent to

Γ′T K̂−1
A Γ′ − K̂−1

B = P ′ , P ′
ii ∈ 2Z , ∀i ,

ΓT K̂−1
B Γ− K̂−1

A = P , Paa ∈ 2Z , ∀a . (3.52)

In summary, we find the following duality conditions at the level of the integral lattice:

1. ΓΓ′ acts as an integral lift of the identity

ΓΓ′ = 1+ K̂BX ,
∑

i

(K̂B)iiXij ∈ 2Z , ∀j . (3.53)

2. Γ′Γ acts as an integral lift of the identity

Γ′Γ = 1+ K̂AY ,
∑

i

(K̂A)aaYab ∈ 2Z , ∀a . (3.54)

3. Γ′ preserves topological spins

Γ′T K̂−1
A Γ′ − K̂−1

B = P ′ , P ′
ii ∈ 2Z , ∀i . (3.55)

4. Γ preserves topological spins

ΓT K̂−1
B Γ− K̂−1

A = P , Paa ∈ 2Z , ∀a . (3.56)

In fact, not all of these statements are independent. For example, (4) follows from (3)

and (2). Indeed, from (3) we get

ΓTΓ′T K̂−1
A Γ′Γ− ΓT K̂−1

B Γ = ΓTP ′Γ . (3.57)

Using (2), this equality is equivalent to

ΓTP ′Γ = (1 + K̂AX)T K̂−1
A (1 + K̂AX)− ΓT K̂−1

B Γ

= XT K̂AX + K̂−1
A +X +XT − ΓT K̂−1

B Γ . (3.58)

therefore

ΓT K̂−1
B Γ− K̂−1

A = P , P = XT K̂AX +X +XT − ΓT P̂ ′Γ . (3.59)
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The diagonal elements of P are

Pii = 2Xii −
∑

jk

ΓjiΓkiP
′
jk +

∑

jk

XjiXki(K̂A)jk (3.60)

= 2Xii + 2
∑

j<k

ΓjiΓkiP
′
jk + 2

∑

j<k

XjiXki(K̂A)jk +
∑

j

ΓjiΓjiP
′
jj +

∑

j

XjiXji(K̂A)jj .

Therefore (using the fact that the P ′
ii are even from (3))

Pii mod 2 =
∑

j

XjiXji(K̂A)jj mod 2 = 0 . (3.61)

As a result, the duality conditions reduce to (1), (2), and (3). Note that (1) cannot be

removed, because we can consider the case that K̂B is block diagonal, and one block is

given by K̂A. Then (2) and (3) can be satisfied, but obviously the duality does not generally

hold between the theories described by K̂A and K̂B.

It is also easy to see from (3.61) that the evenness conditions in (1) and (2) can be

obtained from the evenness conditions in (3) and (4). Therefore, we can also show duality

by proving (1)-(4), where the evenness conditions are only imposed on (3) and (4). We

will soon see that this alternate approach will prove simpler.

Our strategy will be to first prove (1)-(4) without the evenness conditions directly from

the UV gauge theory data. Stacking with appropriate factors of U(1)±1 will then give the

desired evenness result in (3) and (4) and, by the above discussion, a proof of duality.

To that end, we begin by constructing the following matrices built from the UV data:

P = qT (qqT )−1q , P̃ = q̃T (q̃q̃T )−1q̃ . (3.62)

Using (3.36), it is easy to check that these matrices are projectors satisfying

P2 = P , P̃2 = P̃ , P̃P = PP̃ = 0 , P + P̃ = 1 . (3.63)

Taking the last equation in (3.63) and multiplying on the left by q̂ and on the right by q̂T ,

we obtain

Γ′TK−1
A Γ′ −K−1

B = sign(mA)q̂q̂
T = P ′ , Γ′ = qq̂T . (3.64)

where we have used (3.36) and substituted the expressions for the 1-loop K matrices in

(2.12) and (2.24). This is duality criterion (3) for the 1-loop K matrices (without the

evenness condition).

Now, multiplying the last equation in (3.63) on the left by ˜̂q and on the right by ˜̂qT ,

we obtain

ΓTK−1
B Γ−K−1

A = −sign(mA)˜̂q ˜̂q
T = P , Γ = q̃ ˜̂qT . (3.65)
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This is duality criterion (4) for the 1-loop K matrices (again, without the evenness condi-

tion). Now, we can use the definition of Γ and Γ′ to obtain

ΓΓ′ = q̃ ˜̂qT qq̂T = q̃(1Nf
− q̃T q̂)q̂T = 1Nf−Nc

− q̃q̃T q̂q̂T = 1−KBP
′ , (3.66)

where we have used (3.36). This is duality condition (1) for the 1-loop K matrices (again,

without the evenness condition). Finally, we derive

Γ′Γ = qq̂T q̃ ˜̂qT = q(1Nf
− qT ˜̂q)˜̂qT = 1Nf−Nc

− qqT ˜̂q ˜̂qT = 1+KAP , (3.67)

which is duality condition (2) for the 1-loop K matrices (again, without the evenness

condition). Therefore, we have explicitly shown the duality conditions (1)-(4) modulo the

evenness conditions.

Now we would like to stack with U(1)±1 factors and establish the T̂A
∼= T̂B duality by

showing that we can satisfy the evenness conditions for (3) and (4) for the extended K

matrices (2.13) and (2.25) which we rewrite as

K̂B =

(
KB 0

0 ΠB

)
, K̂A =

(
KA 0

0 ΠA

)
, (3.68)

where ΠA,B are diagonal matrices of ±1 that can be used to match the central charge. In

fact, without loss of generality, we can choose ΠA,B to be proportional to the identity and

with rA = rank(ΠA) ≥ rank(ΠB) = rB, and so we have

K̂B =

(
KB 0

0 1B

)
, K̂A =

(
KA 0

0 1A

)
. (3.69)

Now, construct two matrices

Γ̂′ =

(
Γ′ 0

JA SA

)
, Γ̂ =

(
Γ 0

JB SB

)
. (3.70)

Here SA and SB are, respectively, rA× rB and rB × rA matrices in Smith normal form with

all invariants equal to one. Then, we can easily compute

Γ̂′T K̂−1
A Γ̂′ =

(
Γ′T JT

A

0 ST
A

)(
K−1

A 0

0 1A

)(
Γ′ 0

JA SA

)
=

(
Γ′T JT

A

0 ST
A

)(
K−1

A Γ′ 0

JA SA

)

=

(
Γ′TK−1

A Γ′ + JT
AJA JT

ASA

ST
AJA ST

ASA

)
=

(
K−1

B + P ′ + JT
AJA JT

ASA

ST
AJA ST

ASA

)
(3.71)

= K̂−1
B +

(
P ′ + JT

AJA JT
ASA

ST
AJA 0

)
= K̂−1

B + P̂ ′ .
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Now, (P̂ ′)ii = P ′
ii + (JT

AJA)ii, and (P̂ ′)ii = 0 for the remaining rB entries. Clearly P̂ ′ can

be brought to have only even diagonals. Similar statements hold under the interchange of

K̂A ↔ K̂B and Γ̂′ ↔ Γ̂. Therefore, by stacking an SPT we have proven that (3) and (4)

hold including the relevant evenness conditions.

Finally, we can also show that

Γ̂′Γ̂ =

(
Γ′ 0

JA SA

)(
Γ 0

JB SB

)
=

(
Γ′Γ 0

JAΓ + SAJB SASB

)
=

(
1+KAP 0

JAΓ + SAJB SASB

)

=

(
1+KAP 0

JAΓ + SAJB SASB

)
= 1+

(
KAP 0

JAΓ + SAJB SASB − 1

)

= 1+

(
KA 0

0 1A

)(
P 0

JAΓ + SAJB SASB − 1

)
= 1+ K̂AP̂ . (3.72)

The matrix SASB − 1 requires some explanation. If rA = rB, this matrix vanishes. But,

in principle, we can have rA > rB (recall that, without loss of generality, we assumed that

rA ≥ rB). In this case, the rA × rA matrix has vanishing first rB diagonal entries with

the remaining rA − rB diagonal entries equal to −1. Therefore, we establish (2) without

the evenness condition. We can similarly establish (1) without the evenness condition.

However, as we discussed previously, since we have established (3) and (4) with the evenness

condition, (1) and (2) also must hold with the evenness condition. As a result, we have

proven the duality.

Let us make some comments:

• We have established that, in any 3d N = 4 Abelian gauge theory (which we argued

we can always complete to a theory with gauge / flavor charge matrix in GL(Nf ,Z)),

we have a duality of TQFTs when we turn on the UV ancestor of the universal mass

deformation. This argument strongly suggests that the phase diagram of all Abelian

theories without one-form symmetry (with charges completed in the way we have

described) takes the simple form in Fig. 2.

• It seems likely that from our one-loop integrating out of matter, we can produce

any positive or negative semidefinite K matrices (physically this is because we are

allowed to integrate out arbitrarily complicated matter content for fixed number of

gauge fields participating in the TQFT). It would be interesting to understand if

dualities then let us explore all possible Abelian spin topological phases (perhaps the

fact that our flavor/gauge charge matrices are valued in GL(N,Z) will play a role).

• In the next section, we will discretely gauge subgroups of the topological Coulomb
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branch symmetry to produce theories with 1-form symmetry and extend our results

further.

4. Universal masses and TQFTs from Abelian gauge theories with 1-form sym-

metry

In this section, we study 3d N = 4 Abelian gauge theories with one-form symmetry. Our

strategy (building on [3]) is to gauge discrete subgroups of the topological / Coulomb

branch symmetry appearing in the previous section. In other words, we gauge

GT
∼= Zn1

× Zn2
× · · · × ZnNc

< FNc

C
∼= U(1)Nc , (4.1)

where the global symmetries on the righthand side are those generated by the ⋆Fa currents

corresponding to each of the U(1) gauge groups (a = 1, · · · , Nc runs over the gauge groups).

Gauging GT produces a dual 1-form symmetry

G̃1
∼= Zn1

× Zn2
× · · · × ZnNc

. (4.2)

Note that G̃1 will often form a Higgs branch / type B 2-group symmetry with (part of)

the Higgs branch 0-form symmetry [2, 3].33 We can re-interpret the resulting theories as

arising from taking the gauge charges in each corresponding row of a q appearing in the

previous section and multiplying by the corresponding na
34

qai → naqai . (4.3)

Since our original class of theories included the most general q matrices with Smith normal

form consisting of all invariants equal to 1, we see that the class of theories we are consid-

ering here consists of the most general q matrices with arbitrary Smith normal form. In

other words, the class of theories we consider here are the most general integer charge 3d

N = 4 Abelian gauge theories with compact gauge group and standard supermultiplets.35

33For example, a 2-group can be generated when we gauge a discrete subgroup of a 0-form symmetry that

participates in a mixed anomaly with another 0-form symmetry (which may include an emergent symmetry

in the deep IR; these emergent symmetries should have a consistent description in the resulting IR TQFT

after turning on the universal deformation). See also the discussion in [27].
34This discussion follows from the arguments in [28].
35The 1-form symmetries (and 2-groups) in quiver theories of this type have been studied in [3, 29].
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These theories are mirror-dual to ones in which we couple finite Abelian Dijkgraaf-Witten

theories to dual (Higgs branch) flavor symmetries (see [30] for a related discussion).36

The main idea behind our analysis is the following. Discretely gauging symmetries of

the RG flows in the previous section does not change the local dynamics of the QFTs in

question. Therefore, we do not expect this procedure to change the number of second-

order phase transitions. The main difference is that this process can (and does) change

the nature of the IR TQFTs (along with global properties of the SCFTs governing the

second-order phase transitions).37 However, if we discretely gauge dual TQFTs, we still

have a duality between the resulting theories. Therefore, we do not expect this procedure

to change the nature of the phase diagram (beyond changing topological properties of the

resulting theories). To illustrate this intuition explicitly, we implement the discrete gauging

procedure on both sides of the SQED mirror duality discussed in the previous section.

4.1. Explicit computation in SQED and its mirror

In this section, we explicitly consider 3d N = 4 SQED with Nf hypermultiplets of charge

1 and its mirror. To that end, recall from (3.33) that the relevant charge matrices are

q =




1 1 1 · · · 1

0 −1 −1 · · · −1

0 0 −1 · · · −1

· · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·

0 0 0 · · · −1




,

q̃ =




1 0 0 · · · 0 0

1 −1 0 · · · 0 0

0 1 −1 · · · 0 0

· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·

0 0 0 · · · 1 −1




. (4.4)

Let us now gauge a discrete Zn < FC subgroup of the SQED topological symmetry. As

follows from (4.2), the resulting theory has a G̃1
∼= Zn 1-form symmetry. This QFT can

36Wilson lines in these theories that end on matter fields furnish the one-form symmetry of the dual theory,

while the remaining lines are rendered non-topological. Therefore, unlike in the previous section, both mirror

dual pairs have UV one-form symmetry. In the flow to the IR SCFT (i.e., without turning on the universal

mass), our results suggest that there is no emergent one-form symmetry. Of course, after turning on the

universal mass, there is emergent Abelian one-form symmetry (in the next section we will comment on the

emergence of such one-form symmetries in more general SCFTs).
37Intuitively this statement is clear, because we are including one-form symmetry lines directly in the UV.
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be reinterpreted as SQED with Nf hypermultiplets of charge n > 1. If we deform the UV

theory with large universal mass, mA, for the matter fields (as in the case of Sec. 3 for

n = 1), we find a non-trivial extension of the n = 1 TQFT

T̂A
∼= U(1)sign(mA)Nfn

2 ⊠ SVec . (4.5)

What happens in the mirror theory? Here we are gauging a Zn subgroup of the U(1)

flavor (Higgs branch) symmetry. This procedure amounts to coupling a Zn Dijkgraaf-

Witten theory to the hypermultiplet corresponding to the first column of q̃ (see (4.4)).

This hypermultiplet transforms electrically with Zn charge +1.38 As a result, when we

integrate out the matter fields, our (Nf − 1)× (Nf − 1) KB matrix in the case of n = 1 is

extended to the following (Nf + 1)× (Nf + 1) matrix

KB = −sign(mA)




0 n 0 0 0 · · · 0 0

n 1 1 0 0 · · · 0 0

0 1 2 −1 0 · · · 0 0

0 0 −1 2 −1 · · · 0 0

· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·

0 0 0 0 0 0 · · · −1 2




. (4.6)

The upper left 2 × 2 matrix is the K matrix for the ω = 1 ∈ H3(Zn, U(1)) twisted Zn

Dijkgraaf-Witten theory. The twist comes from integrating out the Zn-charged hypermulti-

plet (as can be seen from a one-loop Feynman diagram computation with electric Dijkgraaf-

Witten external gauge fields; see also [31]). The (2, 3) and (3, 2) entries arise from 1-loop

diagrams with one external electric gauge field and the a = 2 gauge field. The rest of the

KB matrix is identical to that of the n = 1 theory, because the Dijkgraaf-Witten theory

does not couple to matter charged under other parts of the gauge group.39

38Therefore Wilson lines of Zn can end on charged fields, and only the Wilson lines of the Dijkgraaf-Witten

theory remain topological in the UV.
39This matrix is of course not unique. For example, if we start from the different UV SL(Nf ,Z) q̃ matrix

in (3.31) of [20], we find

KB = −sign(mA)




0 n 0 0 0 · · · 0 0

n 1 −1 −1 −1 · · · −1 −1

0 −1 2 1 1 · · · 1 1

0 −1 1 2 1 · · · 1 1

· · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · · ·

0 −1 1 1 1 · · · 1 2




, (4.7)

which is dual to (4.6).
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It is straightforward to check that

T̂A
∼= T̂B , (4.8)

where we have extended the KA and KB matrices to K̂A and K̂B respectively. This state-

ment is non-trivial evidence that our general expectation is correct: the discrete gauging

of the theories in Sec. 3 only changes the IR TQFTs via various extensions (and does not

add new second-order phase transitions). The conjectured phase diagram takes the form

shown in Fig. 2.

5. General results on universal deformations of local 3d N = 4 SCFTs

One interesting (and obviously very difficult) open question regarding (S)CFTs is to un-

derstand the conditions under which they can be connected to Lagrangian QFTs via an

RG flow. One often thinks about this question from the perspective of starting with some

weakly coupled fields in the UV and asking if the theory can flow to an (S)CFT in the

deep IR (e.g., as in the case of the SCFTs arising in this paper at the IR endpoints of

RG flows from Abelian 3d N = 4 gauge theories). But it is also interesting to ask when

(S)CFTs can be connected to Lagrangian theories in the deep IR.

This latter phenomenon occurs in SCFTs when one has a moduli space of supersym-

metric vacua (see also [32] for a potentially more general discussion). Indeed, turning on

generic expectation values for SCFT operators parameterizing the moduli space often takes

one to a Lagrangian theory consisting of the dilaton multiplet for spontaneous breaking of

conformal symmetry along with other free fields. More general flows may take one to a

decoupled dilaton multiplet stacked with a non-Lagrangian IR SCFT (e.g., as in the case

of tensor branch RG flows from the su(N) 6d (2, 0) SCFT to the su(N − 1) (2, 0) theory

when N > 2).

In this section, we would instead like to start from an abstract local 3d N = 4 SCFT

that may or may not have a moduli space of vacua. Instead, we assume that it has a

U(1) × PSU(N) symmetry (which, for simplicity, does not form part of a 2-group) with

anomaly

A4 = exp

(
2πiq

N

∫
(cC1 mod N) ∪ ωH

2

)
, (5.1)

that only depends on the extension class. So as not to complicate matters, we will also

assume that N is prime. We expect extensions of our discussion to hold for more general

N (and also for more general symmetries).
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Note that the anomaly for SQED described in (3.7) is of the form (5.1) with N = Nf

and q = 1. Here we write N instead of Nf to remind the reader that we have in mind an

abstract local 3d N = 4 SCFT that, a priori, may not be related in any way to SQED in

the UV (and hence there is no notion of a “number of flavors”). Our claim is the following:

Claim: Any local unitary40 3d N = 4 SCFT with a U(1)× PSU(N) symmetry (where N

is prime) and an anomaly of the form (5.1) can be continuously deformed to an IR TQFT

that contains an Abelian factor:

T̂IR
∼= TAb ⊠ T , (5.2)

where TAb is an Abelian spin TQFT, and T is a general spin TQFT over which the anomaly

(5.1) trivializes.

Since TAb is an Abelian TQFT, it can be described by an Abelian Chern-Simons theory.41

Hence, we learn that

Claim′: Any local unitary 3d N = 4 SCFT with a U(1) × PSU(N) symmetry (where N

is prime) and an anomaly of the form (5.1) can be continuously deformed to an IR QFT

that contains a decoupled factor described by a Lagrangian.

In order to establish the above claims, we note that the universal mass deformation,

present in any local 3d N = 4 SCFT, preserves all continuous internal symmetries. As we

have discussed at great length above, turning it on takes the theory to a gapped phase [4]

(if the UV theory is unitary). In particular, the IR is a spin TQFT. Assuming this TQFT

is finite (which we believe to be true by unitarity and the F -theorem42), it is described by

a super modular tensor category (SMTC). This is a category of lines with non-degenerate

braiding except for a trivial line and a transparent fermion; these simple objects (we will

use objects and lines interchangeably in what follows) generate a subcategory of transparent

lines that is referred to in the category theory literature as “SVec.” This SVec subcategory

is the Müger center of the SMTC (the subcategory of objects that have trivial braiding

with all objects in the category).

40As an aside, it is interesting to note that locality (and unitarity) also plays an important role in the

representation theoretical analysis of somewhat related phenomena in [7].
41It is an open question whether all non-Abelian (spin) TQFTs can also be described by Lagrangians.
42Note that topological degrees of freedom contribute to F . Therefore, as long as the SCFT has finite

F = FUV , we conjecture that the IR is always a finite unitary (and, we believe, semisimple) TQFT (it must

satisfy FIR < FUV by the F -theorem).
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In this setting, we can prove the following theorem that establishes the above claims:

Theorem: Let C be an SMTC with a ’t Hooft anomalous global symmetry G = U(1) ×

PSU(N) (where N is prime) with the obstruction given as in (5.1). Then, C contains a

decoupled Abelian spin-TQFT, B, such that C = B ⊠SVec CC(B), and G is non-anomalous

over CC(B).

Before giving a proof, let us unpack some of the notation in the statement of the theorem.

The notation X ⊠sVec Y for SMTCs X and Y means that we take the Deligne (tensor)

product of the two theories and condense the algebra A = (1, 1) + (f, f), where (1, 1) ∈

X ⊠ Y is the identity line, and (f, f) ∈ X ⊠ Y is the product of the transparent fermions

in X and Y .43 In other words, we have the SMTC

X ⊠sVec Y ∼= (X ⊠ Y )/A , A = (1, 1) + (f, f) . (5.3)

In fact, we already made similar (though more telegraphic) comments in footnote 21. The

last notation to unpack in the statement of the theorem is CX(Y ) (where Y ≤ X is a

subcategory): it is the subcategory of lines in X that braid trivially with all lines in Y .

Given this groundwork, we are ready to prove the theorem.

Proof: Recall from our discussion around (3.24) that the anomaly for a continuous global

0-form symmetry acting on a TQFT (in this case the associated SMTC, C) is realized

via a 1-form anomaly for visons in the pointed (i.e., Abelian) subcategory, Inv
(
C
)
(this

aspect of our discussion did not depend on the particular TQFT or the associated C we

were studying in that section). For G = U(1) × PSU(N), the corresponding obstruction

is realized by a homomorphism, ν : ZN × ZN → Inv(C), and visons, ν(1, 0) and ν(0, 1),

satisfying the braiding relation

Mν(1,0),ν(0,1) = exp

(
2πiq

N

)
. (5.4)

In our previous discussion we had q = 1, but taking more general q satisfying gcd(q, N) = 1

will not affect our discussion drastically (note that, since we assume N is prime, any q will

do).

Clearly, (5.4) implies that ν(1, 0) and ν(0, 1) must be Abelian objects of order N (i.e.,

ν(1, 0)N = ν(0, 1)N = 1). Let us denote the image of ν ≤ Inv(C) as Im(ν). Since ν is

43The basic reason for condensing A is so that we do not have more than one transparent fermion (and

hence so that we do not have a non-trivial transparent boson).

38



a homomorphism, Im(ν) is closed and forms a pointed braided fusion subcategory of C,

which we denote as Im(ν) ∼= B0 ≤ C. Note that B̃ ∼= B0 ⊠ SVec is also a closed fusion

subcategory. Here C is a super-modular category, and so

CC(C) ∼= SVec ∼= 〈1, f〉 , (5.5)

where 1 is the trivial object (i.e., the trivial line), and f is the transparent fermion.

By Theorem 7.9 of [33], to complete our proof we need only show that B̃ or some subcat-

egory thereof is super-modular. This statement is equivalent to showing that C
B̃
(B̃) = SVec

or showing the same statement for some subcategory of B̃.

To that end, let us assume that B0 has a subcategory, A < B0, of invertible and

non-trivial transparent bosons. First, note that this assumption allows us to build B0 as

an extension of D := B0/A by A (in other words, we can gauge an appropriate 0-form

symmetry dual to A in D to produce B0)

1 A B0 D 1 . (5.6)

In fact, this statement also holds for B,

1 A⊠ SVec B0 ⊠ SVec D 1 . (5.7)

Now, since ν is a homomorphism from ZN ×ZN , and the visons have order N , Im(ν) =

B0 must have ZN × Zp fusion rules, where N/p ∈ Z. Therefore, p = 1 or p = N .

Let us first suppose p = 1. From (5.4), we see that

Mν(1,0)n,ν(0,1) = exp

(
2πiqn

N

)
6= 1 , ∀n ∈ {1, · · · , N − 1} . (5.8)

Clearly, there cannot be a non-trivial transparent boson, b ∈ B0, because otherwise b =

ν(1, 0)n for some n 6= 0 mod N , but the braiding in (5.8) is always non-trivial.

Next, suppose p = N . If there is a non-trivial transparent boson, b, then b must have

order N or N2 (since N is prime). Clearly (5.8) forbids b from having order N2 since then

B0
∼= Rep(ZN × ZN) would have trivial braiding. Therefore, b must have order N . From

(5.8), we know that

Mbν(1,0)n ,ν(0,1) =Mb,ν(0,1)Mν(1,0)n,ν(0,1) = exp

(
2πiqn

N

)
6= 1 , (5.9)

for all n ∈ {1, · · · , N − 1}. This logic shows that b 6= ν(1, 0)n for any n. Similarly, we can

show that b 6= ν(0, 1)n for any n. As a result, we must have that b = ν(1, 0)n1ν(0, 1)n2 for

n1,2 6= 0 mod N . Therefore

1 = Mb,ν(1,0)m1 ν(0,1)m2 =Mν(1,0)n1 ,ν(1,0)m1Mν(0,1)n2 ,ν(0,1)m2Mν(1,0)n1 ,ν(0,1)m2Mν(0,1)n2 ,ν(1,0)m1
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= Mν(1,0)n1 ,ν(1,0)m1Mν(0,1)n2 ,ν(0,1)m2 exp

(
2πiq

N
(n1m2 + n2m1)

)
, (5.10)

for any m1,2 ∈ {0, · · · , N}. Let us set m2 = 0. Then, we conclude that

1 =Mν(1,0)n1 ,ν(1,0)m1 exp

(
2πin2m1q

N

)
. (5.11)

But this result implies that the subcategory generated by ν(1, 0), B0,ν(1,0), is modular and

B̃ > B ∼= B0,ν(1,0) ⊠ SVec is supermodular. From Theorem 7.9 of [33], we are done. �

Clearly, it would be interesting to broaden the above analysis to more general groups

to see what one can say about connections between Lagrangian theories and general local

3d N = 4 SCFTs.

6. Discussion

In this paper, we have examined how mirror symmetry descends to TQFT dualities under

turning on universal mass deformations of Abelian 3d N = 4 theories (and their corre-

sponding IR SCFTs). Along the way we made contact with the physics of quantum Hall

conductance and ’t Hooft anomaly matching. Clearly, there are many interesting extensions

of what we have discussed here. Among them are the following:

• It would be interesting to study the universal deformation and the resulting phase

diagram in more general QFTs like non-Abelian 3d N = 4 gauge theories and the

resulting SCFTs. There, the action of mirror symmetry is more subtle. Another

interesting direction would be to study this deformation in the context of Chern-

Simons-matter theories (e.g., see [17]). In this case, the analysis of the universal

deformation and the resulting IR TQFT may potentially be simpler, since the gauge

degrees of freedom are already approximately topological in the SCFT (although less

seems to be known about mirror symmetry in this context).

• It could be useful to more fully incorporate 2-groups and other more general symmetry

structures (e.g., as described in [34]) into our analysis (see comments below (4.2) and

in footnote 33).

• It would be interesting to understand if 2d domain walls separating phases of theories

with different signs of the universal deformation encode important universal features

of the corresponding SCFTs.
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• There may be more to say about the relationship between the TQFTs studied here

and those obtained from topological twisting. As we mentioned in the main text,

the former typically lead to semi-simple unitary TQFTs, whereas the latter are typi-

cally non-unitary and non semi-simple, except in rank-0 when they are in fact semi-

simple [8, 35, 36]. The reduction of mirror symmetry to level-rank types of dualities

observed here as well as in the twists of families of rank-0 deserves further scrutiny.

There is also growing evidence that large classes of MTCs (both unitary and non-

unitary) may be recovered from 3d supersymmetric gauge theories, perhaps via the

3d-3d correspondence (see for instance [36–38]), a fact that may well be related to

our study.

• Clearly, it would be interesting to generalize Section 5 and understand the relation

between abstract local universal 3d N = 4 SCFTs, their ’t Hoof anomalies, and IR

Abelian spin CS theories more broadly. Some of these abstract studies may also shed

light on the symmetry structure of rank 0 SCFTs, where there are no associated

moduli spaces.

• Finally, it would be interesting to understand the degree to which what we have

discussed here depends on supersymmetry (at various points in our discussion SUSY

was broken). Results in [39] suggest that many of the phenomena discussed here are

much more general (indeed, this might be one interpretation of the simplicity of our

phase diagram).

We hope to return to some of these questions soon.
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Appendix A. Lagrangian theories with the deformed N = 4 algebra

In this appendix, we discuss a few examples of Lagrangian theories which are invariant

under the 3d N = 4 algebra

{
Qαaȧ, Qβbḃ

}
= εabεȧḃP(αβ) +mεαβ

(
εab(RC)ȧḃ − εȧḃ(RH)ab

)
. (A.1)

Before getting into the details, let us first introduce our conventions (mainly following

[40]). We will work in Euclidean signature and use ε to raise / lower all su(2) indices. For

example,

ψβ = εβαψα , ψβ = εβαψ
α , ε12 = −ε12 = 1 , ψ2 = −ψ1 , ψ1 = ψ2 . (A.2)

We will sometimes suppress su(2) spinor indices using the convention ψχ = χψ = ψαχα.

The gamma matrices are defined by (γµ)α
β = (σµ)α

β which are the standard Pauli matrices

σ1, σ2, σ3. For convenience, we also introduce

∂αβ := ∂βα = γµαβ∂µ , γµαβ = (γµ)α
κǫβκ . (A.3)

More explicitly, the γµαβ matrices are

γ1αβ =

(
−1 0

0 1

)
, γ2αβ =

(
i 0

0 i

)
, γ3αβ =

(
0 1

1 0

)
. (A.4)

A.1. The free hypermultiplet

The simplest example of an SCFT is the free massless hypermultiplet. Turning on the

universal deformation in this theory, we find

S =

∫
d3x

(
∂µρ̃a∂µρa − iψ̃ȧγµ∂µψȧ +m2ρ̃aρa +miψ̃ȧψȧ

)
. (A.5)

It is easy to check that this theory is invariant under the following SUSY transformations

(see also [41] for a discussion in momentum basis)

[Qαaȧ, ρc] = εacψαȧ ,
{
Qβbḃ, ψγḋ

}
= εḃḋ(i∂βγ +miεβγ)ρb . (A.6)

These transformations give rise to the following on-shell SUSY algebra (which is compatible

with (A.1))

[
{
Qαaȧ, Qβbḃ

}
, ρd] = εabεȧḃPαβρd −mεαβεȧḃ[(RH)ab, ρd] ,

[
{
Qαaȧ, Qβbḃ

}
, ψγ

ḋ
] = εabεȧḃPαβψ

γ

ḋ
+mεαβεab[(RC)ȧḃ, ψ

γ

ḋ
] , (A.7)
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where Pαβ = −i∂αβ , and

[(RH)ab, ρd] = i(εadρb + εbdρa) , [(RC)ȧḃ, ψ
β

ḋ
] = i(εȧḋρ

β

ḃ
+ εḃḋρ

β
ȧ) . (A.8)

The supersymmetry algebra and transformation rules for ρ̃ and ψ̃ are given analogously.

Let us explicitly verify the second line of (A.7). To that end, note that the fermionic

equations of motion are

(∂αβ +mǫαβ)ψ
β = ∂αβψ

β +mψα = 0 . (A.9)

Then we have

ǫγα(∂ργ −mǫργ)(∂αβ +mǫαβ)ψ
β = ǫρβ(−∂

2 +m2)ψβ = 0 , (A.10)

which leads to the on-shell condition p2 + m2 = 0 in momentum space. Meanwhile, the

equations of motions for scalars are given by (−∂2 + m2)ρd = 0. This means the scalars

and fermions have the same masses, as expected from supersymmetry.

From (A.9), one can show

∂αβψγ + ∂γβψα = 2∂αγψβ −mεαβψγ −mεγβψα . (A.11)

With this simple groundwork, we can derive the second line of (A.7), while the first

line is straightforward. From (A.6), we have

[Qαaȧ, {Qβbḃ, ψγḋ}] = ǫḃḋ(i∂βγ + imǫβγ)[Qαaȧ, ρb] = iǫḃḋ(∂βγ +mǫβγ)ǫabψαȧ , (A.12)

and so

[Qαaȧ, {Qβbḃ, ψγḋ}] + [Qβbḃ, {Qαaȧ, ψγḋ}] = iǫab

[
ǫḃḋ(∂βγ +mǫβγ)ψαȧ − αȧ↔ βḃ

]
. (A.13)

Now, we can use the following formula

Fαβ = −
1

2
Fγ

γεαβ + F(αβ) , F(αβ) =
1

2
(Fαβ + Fβα) , (A.14)

to simplify the terms in the bracket of (A.13):

εḃḋεβγψαȧ − αȧ↔ βḃ = −εḃȧεγ(βψα)ḋ − εαβψγ(ȧεḃ)ḋ ,

εḃḋ∂βγψαȧ − αȧ↔ βḃ = εḃȧ∂γ(βψα)ḋ + εαβ∂γ
ηψη(ȧεḃ)ḋ

= εḃȧ∂αβψγḋ +mεḃȧεγ(αψβ)ḋ −mεαβψγ(ȧεḃ)ḋ . (A.15)

Here we used (A.11) and (A.9). Adding together these pieces, we obtain
(
εḃḋ(∂βγ +mεβγ)ψαȧ − αȧ↔ βḃ

)
= εḃȧ∂αβψγḋ − 2mεαβψγ(ȧεḃ)ḋ . (A.16)

Therefore, we find
[{
Qαaȧ, Qβbḃ

}
, ψγ

ḋ

]
= iεab

[
εḃȧ∂αβψγḋ−2mεαβψγ(ȧεḃ)ḋ

]
= −iεabεȧḃ∂αβψ

γ

ḋ
−2imεabεαβψγ(ȧεḃ)ḋ ,

(A.17)

which gives the desired result (A.7).
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A.2. 3d N = 4 Maxwell-Chern-Simons

In this section, we discuss the free N = 4 U(1) gauge theory and a version of the universal

deformation in this QFT that gives rise to so(4)R-preserving masses for all the degrees of

freedom. This deformation is nothing but a CS term, which induces a mass for the gauge

field and corresponding mass terms for its superpartners44

S = g−2

∫
d3x

[
F µνFµν − ∂µΦȧḃ∂µΦȧḃ + iλαaḃ(γµ)α

β∂µλβaḃ −DabDab

− 2imεµνρF
µνAρ + 2imλβaḃλβaḃ − 4m2ΦȧḃΦȧḃ

]

=

∫
d3x

[
g−2
(
F µνFµν − ∂µΦȧḃ∂µΦȧḃ + iλαaḃ(γµ)α

β∂µλβaḃ −DabDab

)

+ i
k

4π
εµνρF

µνAρ − i
k

4π
λβaḃλβaḃ −

k2g2

16π2
ΦȧḃΦȧḃ

]
,

(A.18)

where Fµν = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ, while the universal mass, m, and Chern-Simons level k ∈ Z are

related as follows

m = −
kg2

8π
. (A.19)

One can check that (A.18) is invariant under the following transformations

[Qαcċ, Aµ] =
i

2
(γµ)

β
α λβcċ ,

[Qαcċ,Φȧḃ] =
1

2
(εȧċλαcḃ + εḃċλαcȧ) ,

[Qβfḟ , λαaḃ] =
i

2
(γρ)αβ εafεḃḟε

µνρFµν + εαβεḃḟDaf + i(γρ)αβ εaf ∂ρΦḟ ḃ + 2im(εαβεafΦḟ ḃ) ,

[Qαdḋ, Dcf ] = −
i

2
∂µ

(
εcd(γ

µ) β
α λβfḋ + εfd(γ

µ) β
α λβcḋ

)
− im

(
εcdλαfḋ + εfdλαcḋ

)
. (A.20)

Through some straightforward but tedious algebra, it is possible to show that

[
{Qαaȧ, Qβbḃ}, Aµ

]
= −iεabεȧḃ∂αβAµ + ∂µΛαaȧ,βbḃ ,[

{Qαaȧ, Qβbḃ},Φḋė

]
= −iεabεȧḃ∂αβΦḋė +miεαβεab (εḃḋΦȧė + εȧḋΦḃė + εḃėΦḋȧ + εȧėΦḋḃ) ,[

{Qαaȧ, Qβbḃ}, λκcċ
]

= −iεabεȧḃ∂αβλκcċ +miεαβεab(εȧċλκcḃ + εḃċλκcȧ)−miεαβεȧḃ(εacλκbċ + εbcλκaċ) ,[
{Qαaȧ, Qβbḃ}, Dcf

]
= −iεabεȧḃ∂αβDcf −miεαβεȧḃ (εbcDaf + εacDbf + εbfDca + εafDcb) , (A.21)

44It may be somewhat surprising that this procedure results in an N = 4 theory. Unlike the examples

considered in [15], here we consider a CS term in the presence of a standard gauge-kinetic term. Together,

these two terms deform the SUSY algebra and hence allow us to be compatible with the discussion in footnote

4 of that paper. See also the related Lagrangian appearing in appendix E.1 of [14].
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where Λαaȧ,βbḃ = −εαβεabΦȧḃ is a gauge transformation parameter. Since the non-trivial

R-symmetries act as (we only show the non-trivial ones)

[(RC)ȧḃ,Φḋė] = i(εḃḋΦȧė + εȧḋΦḃė + εḃėΦḋȧ + εȧėΦḋḃ) ,

[(RC)ȧḃ, λκcċ] = i(εȧċλκcḃ + εḃċλκcȧ) ,

[(RH)ab, λκcċ] = i(εȧċλκcḃ + εḃċλκcȧ) ,

[(RH)ab, Dcf ] = i(εbcDaf + εacDbf + εbfDca + εafDcb) . (A.22)

we see that this resulting supersymmetry algebra is indeed given by (A.1), up to a gauge

transformation.

More generally, we can imagine a U(1)N Maxwell-Chern-Simons theory (such theories

are relevant in all the examples in the main text, since all of our theories either contain

multiple U(1) gauge groups or are mirror dual to theories that do) and their supersymmetric

completions. In this case, we can generalize (A.18) as follows

S =

∫
d3x

[
~F µν ·G−1 · ~Fµν − ∂µ~Φȧḃ ·G−1 · ∂µ~Φȧḃ + i~λαaḃ ·G−1 · (γµ∂µ~λ)αaḃ −

~Dab ·G−1 · ~Dab

+
i

4π
εµνρ ~F

µν ·K · ~Aρ −
i

4π
~λβbḃ ·K · ~λβbḃ −

1

16π2
~Φḃċ ·K2G2 · ~Φḃċ

]
, (A.23)

where each field has multiple components forming a vector and the dot is just the matrix

multiplication. In (A.23), we have defined a symmetric matrix of inverse gauge couplings,

G−1, and a symmetric integral CS level matrix, K. Here we have the relation

K = −8πG−1M . (A.24)

Note that, since the K matrix is symmetric, we have

KT = −8πMT (G−1)T = −8πMG−1 = K = −8πG−1M . (A.25)

In other words, M commutes with G−1 and hence G.45 Through a similar set of manipu-

lations as in the N = 1 case, we can show that the theory is invariant under the obvious

generalization of (A.21). In this case, the SUSY algebra is

{Qαaȧ, Qβbḃ}ij = εabεȧḃPαβδij +Mij

(
εαβεab(RC)ȧḃ − εαβεȧḃ(RH)ab

)
. (A.26)

45As a result, all the matrices M,K,G are diagonal in a proper basis.
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A.3. Interacting theories

At least classically, we can define interacting 3d N = 4 theories invariant under (A.1) that

couple vector multiplets and hypermultiplets. The main point is that the universal mass

parameters of the gauge and matter sectors should agree so that a common supersymmetry

Algebra is preserved.

For example, taking the vector multiplet action in (A.18), we can couple these degrees

of freedom to a hypermultiplet as follows

LHM = Dµρ̃aDµρa − iψ̃ȧγµDµψȧ + iρ̃aD b
a ρb −

1

2
ρ̃aΦȧḃΦȧḃρa − iψ̃ȧΦ ḃ

ȧ ψḃ + iρ̃aλ ḃ
a ψḃ + iψ̃ȧλb ȧρb

+m2ρ̃aρa + imψ̃ȧψȧ . (A.27)

where Dµ are covariant derivatives. Related Lagrangians have appeared in [14] (see also

the discussion in [42]).
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arXiv:1206.3033 [hep-th]✦ C. Córdova & T. T. Dumitrescu, “Candidate phases for

SU(2) adjoint QCD4 with two flavors from N = 2 supersymmetric Yang-Mills theory”,

SciPost Phys. 16, 139 (2024), arXiv:1806.09592 [hep-th]

[19] C. Cordova, T. T. Dumitrescu & K. Intriligator, “Multiplets of Superconformal Sym-

metry in Diverse Dimensions”, JHEP 1903, 163 (2019), arXiv:1612.00809 [hep-th]

[20] M. Bullimore, T. Dimofte & D. Gaiotto, “The Coulomb Branch of 3d N = 4 Theories”,

Commun. Math. Phys. 354, 671 (2017), arXiv:1503.04817 [hep-th]

[21] B. Gabai, J. Sandor & X. Yin, “Anyon scattering from lightcone Hamiltonian:

the singlet channel”, JHEP 2209, 145 (2022), arXiv:2205.09144 [hep-th]✦ S. Jain,

M. Mandlik, S. Minwalla, T. Takimi, S. R. Wadia & S. Yokoyama, “Unitarity, Crossing

Symmetry and Duality of the S-matrix in large N Chern-Simons theories with fundamen-

tal matter”, JHEP 1504, 129 (2015), arXiv:1404.6373 [hep-th]

[22] R. Haag, J. T. Lopuszanski & M. Sohnius, “All Possible Generators of Supersymmetries

of the s Matrix”, Nucl. Phys. B 88, 257 (1975)

[23] D. Delmastro & J. Gomis, “Symmetries of Abelian Chern-Simons Theories and Arith-

metic”, JHEP 2103, 006 (2021), arXiv:1904.12884 [hep-th]

[24] H. Jiang, “Time-reversal invariant TQFTs from self-mirror symmetric SCFTs”, to ap-

pear ,

48

http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.74.084014
http://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0509235
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2010)097
http://arxiv.org/abs/0804.2907
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2023)170
http://arxiv.org/abs/2209.13984
http://dx.doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2008/07/091
http://arxiv.org/abs/0805.3662
http://dx.doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.84.045005
http://arxiv.org/abs/1105.2885
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2014)026
http://arxiv.org/abs/1206.3033
http://dx.doi.org/10.21468/SciPostPhys.16.5.139
http://arxiv.org/abs/1806.09592
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2019)163
http://arxiv.org/abs/1612.00809
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00220-017-2903-0
http://arxiv.org/abs/1503.04817
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2022)145
http://arxiv.org/abs/2205.09144
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP04(2015)129
http://arxiv.org/abs/1404.6373
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0550-3213(75)90279-5
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2021)006
http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.12884


[25] P.-S. Hsin & N. Seiberg, “Level/rank Duality and Chern-Simons-Matter Theories”,

JHEP 1609, 095 (2016), arXiv:1607.07457 [hep-th]

[26] X. Zhan, “Completion of a partial integral matrix to a unimodular matrix”, Linear al-

gebra and its applications 414, 373 (2006)
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