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Abstract

Recent work has shown that certain integrable and conformal field theories in two dimensions can

be given a higher-dimensional origin from holomorphic Chern-Simons in six dimensions. Along

with anti-self-dual Yang-Mills and four-dimensional Chern-Simons, this gives rise to a diamond

correspondence of theories. In this work we extend this framework to incorporate models realised

through gaugings. As well as describing a higher-dimensional origin of coset CFTs, by choosing

the details of the reduction from higher dimensions, we obtain rich classes of two-dimensional inte-

grable models including homogeneous sine-Gordon models and generalisations that are new to the

literature.
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§1 Introduction

Quantum field theories (QFTs) in two dimensions have both direct applications in condensed matter systems and

as the worldsheet theories of strings, and can provide a tractable sandpit for the study of quantum field theory

more generally. Special examples are provided by conformal field theories (CFTs) and integrable field theories

(IFTs), for which powerful infinite-dimensional symmetries enable us to exactly determine certain key properties

and observables.

One longstanding goal has been to provide a constructive origin of these integrable systems from some putative

parent theory, perhaps in higher dimensions. For instance, Ward suggested [War85] that all integrable equations

may arise as reductions of the 4d anti-self-dual Yang-Mills (ASDYM) equation. Given a choice of complex structure

on ℝ
4, the ASDYM equation are

F 2,0 = 0 = Fzw , (1.1)

F 0,2 = 0 = Fz̄w̄ , (1.2)

$ ∧ F 1,1 = 0 = Fzz̄ + Fww̄ , (1.3)

where$ is the Kähler form. There are (at the very least) two senses in which ASDYM can be viewed as an integrable

theory in its own right. First is that the ASDYM equations can be exactly solved by the ADHM construction

[Ati+78]. Second is that these equations admit a zero curvature formulation in terms of a Lax pair of differential

operators:

L = ∇z − �∇w̄ , M = ∇w + �∇z̄ , [L,M] = 0 ∀ � ⟺ F = − ⋆ F .

Accordingly, in this work, we will denote four-dimensional QFTs whose equations of motion can be recast as the

anti-self duality of some connection as IFT4.

A prominent example in this class of theories is the 4d Wess-Zumino-Witten model (WZW4) [Don85; NS90;

NS92; Los+96], which arises as a partial gauge fixing of the ASDYM equation. Up to a gauge transformation, one

may parameterise a generic connection that solves equations (1.1) and (1.2) asA = −)̄gg−1, where the group-valued

field g becomes the fundamental field of WZW4. The remaining ASDYM equation (1.3) becomes$∧)()̄gg−1) = 0,

which is the equation of motion of WZW4, also known as Yang’s equation. The more well-known WZW2 also arises

as a reduction of WZW4, and Yang’s equation reduces to the familiar holomorphic conservation law characterising

this CFT2. Another example is found by solving equations (1.1) and (1.3), leaving equation (1.2) as the dynamical

equation of motion. In this case, the IFT4 is known as the LMP model [LM87; Par92], which gives the pseudo-dual

of the principal chiral model after reduction.

Alternatively, motivated by the similarity between Reidemeister moves in knot theory and the Yang-Baxter

equation that underpins integrability, Witten suggested [Wit89] that integrable models might have a description in

terms of Chern-Simons theory. The realisation of this idea came some years later, with Costello’s understanding

[Cos13; Cos14] that the gauge theory description should combine the topological nature of Chern-Simons theory

with the holomorphic nature of the spectral parameter characterising IFTs. The theory proposed in [Cos13; Cos14]

was extended and developed in a sequence of papers [CWY18a; CWY18b; CY19] describing a Chern-Simons

theory, which we denote by CS4, defined over a four-manifold Σ × C with the action

SCS4
[A] =

1

2�i ∫Σ×C ! ∧ Tr
(
A ∧ dA +

2

3
A ∧ A ∧ A

)
. (1.4)

Here, ! is a meromorphic differential on the complex curve C , which we will take to be C = ℂℙ
1. Specifying

boundary conditions at the poles of!, the dynamics can be ‘localised’ to take place onΣ, which is identified with the

space-time of the IFT2, and the curve C is associated to spectral parameter of the Lax connection of the integrable

model (see [Lac22] for a pedagogical introduction).
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hCS6

CS4 IFT4

IFT2 / CFT2

Figure 1.1: The diamond correspondence of integrable avatars, in which wavy arrows indicate a descent by

reduction and straight arrows involve localisation i.e. integration over ℂℙ1.

An elegant origin of both the CS4 and the ASDYM descriptions was provided in the work of Bittleston and

Skinner [BS23] in terms of a six-dimensional holomorphic Chern-Simons theory (hCS6), first proposed in [Cos20;

Cos21]. The theory is defined over (the Euclidean slice of) Penrose’s twistor space [Pen67] with the action func-

tional

ShCS6
[] =

1

2�i ∫ℙT Ω ∧ Tr
( ∧ )̄ +

2

3
 ∧ ∧)

, (1.5)

in which Ω is some meromorphic (3, 0) form. This action is supplemented by a choice of boundary conditions at

the poles of Ω. The various lower-dimensional descriptions follow from exploiting the fibration structure ℂℙ
1
↪

ℙT ↠ ℝ
4. Reducing along two directions within ℝ

4, hCS6 descends to CS4. Alternatively, one may instead first

choose to localise over ℂℙ1, and this leads to IFT4 of the ASDYM description. Indeed, the integrability properties

of ASDYM are fundamentally tied to this twistorial origin and evidence suggests that at a quantum level this twistor

space is the natural arena to consider [Cos21; BSS23]. Applying the reduction along ℝ
4 to this IFT4 produces an

IFT2 which may also be recovered by localising the CS4 description. In this way, we have a diamond correspondence

of theories illustrated in Figure 1.1. Other recent work on hCS6 includes [Pen21; Cos21; Col+24].

Given an IFT2 or CFT2 it is sometimes possible to obtain another I/CFT2 via gauging. Perhaps the most famous

example is the GKO G∕H coset CFTs [GKO85], which can be given a Lagrangian description by taking a WZW2

CFT on G and gauging a (vectorially acting) H subgroup [GK88; Kar+89; BCR90; Wit92]. This motivates the

core question of this work:

How can the diamond correspondence be gauged?

Resolving this question dramatically expands the scope of theories that can be given a higher-dimensional avatar.

A significant clue is given by the rather remarkable Polyakov-Wiegmann (PW) identity, which shows that the G∕H

gauged WZW model is actually equivalent to the difference of a G WZW model and an H WZW model. This

points towards a general resolution that integrable gauged models might be obtained as differences of ungauged

models. This is less obvious than it might first seem; it was noted in [Los+96] that for a PW identity to apply for

WZW4 one requires that the gauging is performed by connections with field strength restricted to be type (1, 1). The

six-dimensional origin of such a constraint is rather intriguing and will be elucidated in this paper. In the context of

CS4, Stedman recently proposed [Ste21] considering the difference of CS4 to give rise to gaugings of IFT2. We will

recover this construction as a reduction of hCS6 theory in the present work, as well as uncovering some additional

novelties in the CS4 description.

At the top of the diamond, we will consider a theory of two-connections ∈ Ω1(ℙT )⊗g and  ∈ Ω1(ℙT )⊗h

for a subalgebra h ⊂ g. The action of this theory is

SghCS6
= ShCS6

[] − ShCS6
[] + Sint [,] , (1.6)

4



in which the term Sint couples the two gauge fields. We will develop this story by means of two explicit examples:

choosing Ω to have two double poles, we will study the diamond relevant to the gauged WZW theory; and with Ω

containing a single fourth-order pole we will study the gauged LMP model. This seemingly simple setup gives rise

to a rich story whose results we will now summarise:

1. Our investigations indicate that general gaugings of the WZW4 model break integrability in four dimensions.

Integrability is preserved if the gauge field B is constrained to satisfy two of the three anti-self-dual Yang-

Mills equations, namely F 2,0[B] = 0 and F 0,2[B] = 0.

2. The two gauge fields and of ghCS6 source various degrees of freedom in the gauged WZW4. In particular,

as well as the fundamental field g and the 4d gauge field B, auxiliary degrees enter as Lagrange multipliers

for F 2,0[B] = 0 and F 0,2[B] = 0.

3. Reducing by two dimensions, we recover a variety of IFT2 including the special case of gauged WZW2. In

general, we find a coupled model between a gauged IFT2 and a Hitchin system [Hit87] involving the gauge

field B and a pair of adjoint scalar fields. These scalars may source a potential for the gauged WZW2 in which

case we recover the complex sine-Gordon model and more broadly the homogeneous sine-Gordon models

[Fer+97]. At the special point associated to the 2d PCM, Lagrange multipliers ensure that the gauge field is

flat and hence trivial — this is essential as the gauged PCM is not generically integrable.

4. We also use this formalism to perform an integrable gauging of the LMP model. Just as in the gauging of

WZW4, the field strength of the gauge field must be constrained to obey two of the anti-self-dual Yang-Mills

equations, this time F 2,0[B] = 0 and $ ∧ F 1,1[B] = 0. It is noteworthy that the two equations which are

enforced by Lagrange multipliers agree with the two equations that are identically solved in the ungauged

case. This is true for both the WZW4 and the LMP model. In addition, we show that the gauged LMP model

obeys a PW-like identity such that it may be expressed the difference of an LMP model on g and h.

Let us outline the structure of this paper. We begin in section §2 with a review of the diamond correspondence

of theories for the ungauged WZW model. In section §3, we introduce the gauging of this diamond concentrating

in particular on the right hand side. We recover the gauged IFT4 and demonstrate that its equations of motion

may be rewritten as ASDYM. The wide array of IFT2 are explored in section §4 where we also show that they

are integrable and provide the associated Lax connection. Following the gauging of the WZW4, section §5 fleshes

out the left hand side of the diamond, connecting to four-dimensional Chern-Simons by first reducing, and then to

IFT2 by localisation. Section §6 describes the diamond in the context of the gauged LMP theory. We conclude

with a brief outlook in section §7. Although the subject matter necessarily entails a degree of technical complexity

we have endeavoured to keep the main presentation streamlined and complement this with a number of technical

appendices.

§2 The ungauged WZW diamond

In this section, we briefly describe the diamond correspondence of theories in which the two-dimensional theory is

the WZW2 CFT. This is a summary of some analysis first presented in [BS23] which will serve to fix conventions

and recapitulate key steps relevant to later sections.
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2.1 hCS6 with double poles

We begin at the top of the diamond with 6d holomorphic Chern-Simons theory (hCS6) whose fundamental field is

an algebra-valued connection  ∈ Ω0,1(ℙT )⊗ g. The six-dimensional action is given by

ShCS6
[] =

1

2�i ∫ℙT Ω ∧ Tr
( ∧ )̄ +

2

3
 ∧ ∧)

, (2.1)

in which we have introduced a meromorphic (3, 0)-form Ω. As a real manifold, there is an isomorphism ℙT ≅

ℝ
4 × ℂℙ

1 and we will introduce coordinates xaȧ ∈ ℝ
4 and �a ∈ ℂℙ

1. In these coordinates, the meromorphic

(3, 0)-form (which has two double poles at �a, �a ∈ ℂℙ
1) is given by6

Ω =
1

2
Φ(�) �ȧḃ �adx

aȧ ∧ �bdx
bḃ ∧ ⟨�d�⟩ , Φ =

⟨��⟩2

⟨��⟩2⟨��⟩2
. (2.2)

The poles of Ω in ℂℙ
1 play the role of boundaries in hCS6 because total derivatives pick up a contribution from

)̄Ω which is a distribution with support at these poles. To ensure a well defined variational principal, we impose

boundary conditions on the gauge field at these poles given by

|�=� = 0 , |�=� = 0 . (2.3)

Turning to the symmetries of this model, the theory is invariant under gauge transformations acting as

̂ ∶  ↦ ()̂ = ̂−1̂ + ̂−1)̄̂ , (2.4)

so long as they preserve the boundary conditions. This amounts to restrictions on the allowed transformations at

the poles of Ω which are given by

�a)aȧ̂|�=� = 0 , �a)aȧ̂|�=� = 0 . (2.5)

2.2 Localisation of hCS6 with double poles to WZW4

Surprisingly, all of the physical degrees of freedom in hCS6 can be captured by a four-dimensional integrable field

theory (IFT4). This field theory is derived by localising the hCS6 action, integrating out the ℂℙ1 and landing on a

theory on ℝ
4. For the choice of meromorphic (3, 0)-formΩ and boundary conditions given above, this 4d theory is

WZW4. This localisation is possible because of the substantial gauge symmetry in Chern-Simons theories. Indeed,

the dynamical fields arise precisely where this gauge symmetry is broken, namely at the poles ofΩ. Fields capturing

these degrees of freedom are known as ‘edge modes’ which enter via the field redefinition

 = (′)ĝ = ĝ−1′ĝ + ĝ−1)̄ĝ . (2.6)

Expressing the action ShCS6
[] in terms of the fields ′ and ĝ one obtains

ShCS6
[] = ShCS6

[′] +
1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧ Tr
(′ ∧ )̄ĝĝ−1

)

−
1

6�i ∫ℙT×[0,1] )̄Ω ∧ Tr
(
ĝ−1dĝ ∧ ĝ−1dĝ ∧ ĝ−1dĝ

)
,

(2.7)

where, with a slight abuse of notation, we are also denoting by ĝ a smooth homotopy to a constant map in the last

term (such abuse will be perpetuated later without further comment). Notably, the edge mode ĝ only appears in

this action against the 4-form )̄Ω which is a distribution with support at the poles of Ω. This means that the action

only depends on ĝ through its value (and ℂℙ
1-derivative) at the poles of Ω which we will denote by

ĝ|�=� = g , ĝ−1)0ĝ|�=� = u , ĝ|�=� = g̃ , ĝ−1)0ĝ|�=� = ũ . (2.8)

6Spinor contractions are defined to be ⟨��⟩ = �ab�a�b, see appendix A for further details of spinor conventions.
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Let us consider the symmetries of the theory in this new parameterisation. The gauge transformation (2.4) acts

trivially on ′ whilst ĝ transforms with a right-action as

̂ ∶ ′
↦ ′ , ĝ ↦ ĝ̂ . (2.9)

In addition, the new parameterisation has introduced a redundancy (which we dub an internal gauge symmetry)

acting as

̌ ∶ ′
↦ ̌−1′̌ + ̌−1)̄̌ , ĝ ↦ ̌−1ĝ . (2.10)

We can exploit these symmetries to impose gauge fixing conditions on the fields ′ and ĝ. Let us fix ′ such that

it has no ℂℙ
1-leg, and fix the value of ĝ at � = � to the identity.7 The surviving edge mode at the other pole

g = ĝ|�=� will become the fundamental field of the WZW4.

Returning to the action (2.7), the first term is a genuine six-dimensional bulk term which we eliminate by going

on-shell. The bulk equation of motion imposes holomorphicity of ′, which may be solved in terms of a series of

ℂℙ
1-independent components A′

aȧ
as

′ = �aA′
aȧē

ȧ , ēȧ =
�̂adx

aȧ

⟨��̂⟩ . (2.11)

In this expression, ēȧ is a basis (0, 1)-form on twistor space introduced in appendix B. This completely specifies the

ℂℙ
1-dependence of ′, and the boundary conditions eq. (2.3) may be solved to determine A′

aȧ
in terms of g,

A′
aȧ = −

�a�
b

⟨��⟩ )bȧgg
−1 . (2.12)

From these components, we can construct a 4d connection A′ = A′
aȧ
dxaȧ, and this parameterisation of A′ in terms

of g is known in the literature as Yang’s parameterisation (g being called Yang’s matrix). This solution for ′ may

now be substituted into the action and the integral over ℂℙ1 can be computed explicitly. The second and third term

of (2.7) localise to a four-dimensional action, and the detailed manipulations are presented in appendix D. We land

on the WZW4 theory defined by

SWZW4
=

1

2 ∫
ℝ4

Tr
(
g−1dg ∧ ⋆g−1dg

)
+ ∫

ℝ4×[0,1]

!�,� ∧ WZ[g] . (2.13)

In the second term, we have introduced a 2-form defined by

!�,� =
1

⟨��⟩ �a�b �ȧḃ dx
aȧ ∧ dxbḃ , (2.14)

and the WZ 3-form

WZ[g] =
1

3
Tr
(
g̃−1dg̃ ∧ g̃−1dg̃ ∧ g̃−1dg̃

)
, (2.15)

defined, as is usual, using a suitable extension g̃ of g. The equation of motions of this theory are given by

0 = d
(
⋆ − !�,�∧

)
dgg−1 ⇔ �ȧḃ�a)aȧ

(
�b)bḃgg

−1
)
= 0 . (2.16)

The six-dimensional gauge transformations (constrained by boundary conditions) descend to semi-local sym-

metries of this action (L = ̂|� and R = ̂|�) which act as

g → −1
L

⋅ g ⋅ R , �a)aȧR = 0 , �a)aȧL = 0 . (2.17)

Of particular interest is the case where � = �̂ (i.e. the poles of Ω are antipodal on ℂℙ
1) in which case !�,�̂ = $

is proportional to the Kähler form on ℝ
4. Here, we are referring to the Kähler form with respect to the complex

structure � which is defined8 by the point � ∈ ℂℙ
1. In this case, the semi-local symmetries can be interpreted as

a holomorphic left-action and anti-holomorphic right-action (akin to the two-dimensional WZW current algebra).

7At this point, we may further fix the ℂℙ
1-derivative of ĝ at both � = � and � = � to zero. However, such terms drop out of the action in

this ungauged case anyway without specifying this fixing.

8Recall that ℝ4 is a hyper-Kähler manifold which has a ℂℙ
1’s worth of complex structures, see appendix A, eq. (A.8) .
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2.3 Interpretation as ADSYM

A 4d Yang-Mills connectionA′ with curvatureF [A′] = dA′+A′∧A′ is said to be anti-self dual if it obeysF = −⋆F .

After converting to bi-spinor notation, the anti-self-dual Yang-Mills (ASDYM) equations can be expressed as

�a�bFaȧbḃ = 0 , ∀�a ∈ ℂℙ
1 . (2.18)

This contains three independent equations which can be extracted by introducing some basis spinors �a and �a

satisfying ⟨��⟩ ≠ 0. The three independent equations are then expressed in terms of contractions with these basis

spinors as

�a�bFaȧbḃ = 0 , (2.19)

�a�bFaȧbḃ = 0 , (2.20)

(�a�b + �a�b)Faȧbḃ = 0 . (2.21)

The six-dimensional origin of WZW4 (and indeed all such constructed IFT4) ensures that the connection A′ intro-

duced in the previous section satisfies the ASDYM equation when evaluated on solutions to the WZW4 equation

of motion. This follows from the six-dimensional equation Ω∧ [′] = 0 which encodes both the holomorphicity

of ′ and eq. (2.18). To see this explicitly for WZW4 where the connection A′ in given by eq. (2.12), we note that

the �-contracted eq. (2.20) holds because ⟨��⟩ = 0, and the �-contracted eq. (2.19) holds due to the Maurer-Cartan

identity. The remaining eq. (2.21) yields the equation of motion of WZW4 (2.16).

2.4 Reduction of WZW4 to WZW2

Next, we will apply a two-dimensional reduction to WZW4 specified by two vector fields Vi on ℝ
4 with i = 1, 2.

The idea of reduction is to restrict to field configurations which are invariant under the flow of these vector fields.

The two-dimensional dynamics of the reduced theory will be specified by the LagrangianIFT2
= (V1∧V2)∨IFT4

where IFT4
is the Lagrangian density of the parent theory and we denote the contraction of a vector field V with

a differential form X by V ∨X.

Let us introduce a pair of unit norm spinors a and �ȧ and define the basis of 1-forms on ℝ
4

dz = a�ȧdx
aȧ , dz̄ = ̂a�̂ȧdx

aȧ , dw = a�̂ȧdx
aȧ , dw̄ = −̂a�ȧdx

aȧ . (2.22)

These are adapted to the complex structure  defined by a ∈ ℂℙ
1. We choose to reduce along the vector fields

dual to dz and dz̄ by demanding that )zg = )z̄g = 0.9 Then, contracting the WZW4 Lagrangian with these vector

fields results in the two-dimensional action of a principal chiral model (PCM) plus Wess-Zumino (WZ) term:

SPCM+kWZ2
[g] =

1

2 ∫Σ Tr
(
g−1dg ∧ ⋆g−1dg

)
+

ik

3 ∫Σ×[0,1] Tr(ĝ−1dĝ ∧ ĝ−1dĝ ∧ ĝ−1dĝ) . (2.23)

In this action, the relative coefficient between the WZ-term and the PCM term is given by

k =
� + �

� − �
, � =

⟨�⟩
⟨�̂⟩ , � =

⟨�⟩
⟨�̂⟩ . (2.24)

Varying the basis spinor a in these expressions changes the choice of reduction vector fields and interpolates

between a family of two-dimensional theories. The WZW2 CFT limit is obtained when k → 1 with �� held fixed.

This can be achieved by starting at the Kähler point in 4d, with �a = �̂a, and choosing the reduction to be aligned

with the complex structure, i.e. setting a = �a. An alternative reduction which turns off the WZ term is achieved

by setting � = −�.

9In this case for reality we have IFT2
= i()z ∧ )z̄) ∨ IFT4

.
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For general choices of reduction, the four-dimensional semi-local symmetries descend to a global GL × GR

symmetry; this is because, for example, the conditions �a)aȧR = 0 and )zR = )z̄R = 0 generically contain four

independent constraints leaving only constant solutions. However, when the reduction is taken to the CFT point,

this system of four constraints is not linearly independent, and chiral symmetries emerge satisfying )wR = 0 (and

vice versa for L).

Lax connection. A virtue of this approach is that a gℂ-valued Lax connection for the dynamics of the resultant

IFT2 may be derived from the 4d connection A′:

ℒw̄ =
1

⟨�̂⟩ �̂
ȧ�a()aȧ + A′

aȧ) = )w̄ +
(� − �)

(� − �)
)w̄gg

−1 ,

ℒw =
1

⟨�⟩ �
ȧ�a()aȧ + A′

aȧ) = )w +
�(� − �)

�(� − �)
)wgg

−1 ,

(2.25)

where the spectral parameter is given as � =
⟨�⟩
⟨�̂⟩ . Flatness of this connection for all values of � invokes the field

equation of the PCM + WZ theory

�)w̄()wgg
−1) − �)w()w̄gg

−1) = 0 ⇔ d(⋆− ik)dgg−1 = 0 . (2.26)

Notice that in the CFT limit k → 1 with � → ∞, � → 0 the Lax connection becomes chiral and spectral parameter

independent.

2.5 Reduction of hCS6 to CS4

Instead of first integrating over ℂℙ1 and then reducing to two dimensions, one could instead directly apply the

reduction to hCS6. This produces CS4 with action

SCS4
[A] =

1

2�i ∫Σ×ℂℙ1
! ∧ Tr

(
A ∧ dA +

2

3
A ∧ A ∧ A

)
. (2.27)

Here Σ is the ℝ2 ⊂ ℝ
4 with coordinates by w, w̄, and the meromorphic 1-form ! is given by

! = i()z ∧ )z̄) ∨ Ω . (2.28)

A crucial feature here is that this contraction introduces zeroes in ! to complement its poles, as required by the

Riemann-Roch theorem. For the case at hand, ! is given explicitly by

! = i
⟨��⟩2⟨�⟩⟨�̂⟩
⟨��⟩2⟨��⟩2

⟨�d�⟩ , (2.29)

and the zeros are introduced at the points �a = a, ̂a. The details of the reduction show that, whilst our six-

dimensional gauge field was regular, the connectionA entering in CS4 develops poles at the zeros of!. In particular,

the component Aw will have a simple pole at �a = a and Aw̄ will have a simple pole at �a = ̂a. The four-

dimensional Chern-Simons connection is subject to the same boundary conditions as its parent, namely it vanishes

at the points � and � in ℂℙ
1. Subsequent localisation of CS4 then gives the same PCM+WZ theory derived by

reducing WZW4.

§3 The gauged WZW diamond

We now come to the main results of this paper. In this section, we will construct a diamond correspondence of

theories which realises the gauged WZW2 model, i.e. the G∕H coset CFT.
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3.1 Gauged WZW Models

First let us review the gauging of the WZW model and the crucial Polyakov-Wiegmann identity. Letting G be a Lie

group and g ∈ C∞(Σ, G) a smooth G-valued field, the WZW2 action is10

SWZW2
[g] =

1

2 ∫Σ Trg
(
g−1dg ∧ ⋆g−1dg

)
+

1

3 ∫Σ×[0,1] Trg(ĝ
−1dĝ ∧ ĝ−1dĝ ∧ ĝ−1dĝ) . (3.1)

Gauging a vectorial H-action of the principal chiral model term is straightforward. We introduce an h-valued

connection B ∈ Ω1(Σ)⊗ h transforming as

l ∈ C∞(Σ, H) ∶ B ↦ l
−1Bl + l

−1dl , g ↦ l
−1gl , (3.2)

with field strengthF [B] = dB+B∧B. The principal chiral term is then gauged by replacing the exterior derivatives

with covariant derivatives dg → Dg = dg+[B, g]. Less trivially, the gauge completion of the WZ 3-form is [Wit92;

FS94a; FS94b; FM05]

gWZ[g, B] = WZ[g] + dTrg(g
−1dg ∧ B + dgg−1 ∧ B + g−1Bg ∧ B) . (3.3)

Adding these two pieces together gives the gauged WZW2 action,

SgWZW2
[g, B] = SWZW2

[g]+∫Σ Trg(g
−1dg∧(1−⋆)B+dgg−1 ∧(1+⋆)B+B∧⋆B+g−1Bg∧(1−⋆)B) . (3.4)

Notice that chiral couplings between currents and gauge fields emerge from combinations of the PCM and WZ

contributions. A remarkable feature,

WZ[g1g2] = WZ[g1] + WZ[g2] + dTrg
(
dg2g

−1
2

∧ g−1
1
dg1

)
, (3.5)

ensures that (3.4) can instead be cast as a difference of two WZW2 models. To see this we choose a parameterisation

of the gauge field B in terms of two smooth H-valued fields

B =
1 + ⋆

2
a−1da +

1 − ⋆

2
b−1db , a, b ∈ C∞(Σ, H) . (3.6)

In two dimensions, this is not a restriction on the field content of the gauge field, but simply a way of parameterising

the two independent components of B. With such a parameterisation, if we then further define g̃ = agb−1 ∈

C∞(Σ, G) and ℎ̃ = ab−1 ∈ C∞(Σ, H) the gauged model (3.4) can be written as the difference of two WZW2

models:

SgWZW2
[g, B] = SWZW2

[g̃] − SWZW2
[ℎ̃] . (3.7)

This is known as the Polyakov-Wiegmann (PW) identity [PW83].

3.2 Gauging of the WZW4 model

Let us now consider the four-dimensional WZW4 model, given by eq. (2.13). The gauging procedure follows in

the exact same manner, producing an analogous gauged WZW4 action,

S
(�,�)

gWZW4
[g, B] =

1

2 ∫
ℝ4

Tr(g−1∇g ∧ ⋆g−1∇g) + ∫
ℝ4×[0,1]

!�� ∧ gWZ[g, B] . (3.8)

Here, we denote the covariant derivative by∇g = dg+[B, g]. A critical difference between two and four dimensions

is the applicability of the PW identity, as was pointed out by [Los+96]. In two dimensions, this mapping relies on

the relation (3.6). To extend it to four dimensions, we consider the operator on 1-forms

�,� (�) = −i ⋆ (!�,� ∧ �) . (3.9)

10To minimise factors of imaginary units we momentarily adopt Lorentzian signature. Schematically, we have SLorentz = iSEuclid|⋆→i⋆.
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One may check that  2
�,�

= −id, so that we can introduce useful projectors

P =
1

2
(id − i ) P̄ =

1

2
(id + i ) , (3.10)

which furnish a range of identities detailed in appendix C. With these in mind, we can write a four-dimensional

analogue to (3.6),

B = P
(
a−1da

)
+ P̄

(
b−1db

)
a, b ∈ C∞(ℝ4, H) . (3.11)

With this parameterisation of the gauge field, it is indeed possible to use the composite fields g̃ = agb−1 ∈

C∞(ℝ4, G) and ℎ̃ = ab−1 ∈ C∞(ℝ4, H) to express the gauged WZW4 action in a fashion akin to eq. (3.7) as

S
(�,�)

gWZW4
[g, B] = S

(�,�)

WZW4
[g̃] − S

(�,�)

WZW4
[ℎ̃] . (3.12)

However, unlike in two dimensions, this parameterisation of the gauge field eq. (3.11) is not generic. It implies a

restriction on the connection, namely that its curvature satisfies

�a�bFaȧbḃ[B] = 0 , �a�bFaȧbḃ[B] = 0 . (3.13)

This can be thought of as analogue to imposing that F be strictly a (1, 1)-form (which indeed this becomes when

� = �̂ and the WZW4 is taken at the Kähler point). It is noteworthy that these constraints on the background gauge

field agree with two of the three ASDYM equations; the same two equations that were identically satisfied by the

Yang parameterisation of the connectionA′. In the forthcoming analysis, we will see how this arises from the hCS6

construction.

3.3 A six-dimensional origin

We now turn to the six-dimensional holomorphic Chern-Simons theory on twistor space that will descend to the

above gauged WZW models in two and four dimensions. Given the factorisation of gWZW2 to the difference of

WZW2 models, a natural candidate here is to consider simply the difference of hCS6 theories to generalize the six-

dimensional action introduced in [Cos20; BS23; Pen21; Cos21]. Indeed, a similar idea was proposed by [Ste21]

in the construction of 2d coset models from the difference of CS4 theories. However, how this should work in six

dimensions is less clear as the factorisation of gWZW4 requires the curvature of the gauge field to be constrained.

The fundamental fields of our theory are two connections  ∈ Ω0,1(ℙT )⊗ g and  ∈ Ω0,1(ℙT ) ⊗ h, which

appear in the six-dimensional action

SghCS6
[,] = ShCS6

[] − ShCS6
[] − 1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧ Tr
( ∧ ) , (3.14)

where the functional ShCS6
is defined in eq. (2.1). As well as the bulk hCS6 functionals, we have also included

a coupling term between the two connections which contributes on the support of )̄Ω, i.e. at the poles of Ω. We

will shortly provide a motivation for this boundary term related to the boundary conditions we will impose on the

theory.

This definition is slightly imprecise; strictly speaking, the inner product denoted by ‘Tr’ should be defined

separately for each algebra, i.e. Trg and Trh. In the coupling term, where  enters inside Trg, we should first act

on  with some Lie algebra homomorphism from h to g, and in principle this homomorphism could be chosen

differently at each pole of Ω. We discuss more general gaugings, beyond the vectorial gauging hereby considered,

in appendix E.

To complete the specification of the theory, we must supply boundary conditions which ensure the vanishing

of the boundary term in the variation of (3.14),

�SghCS6

|||bdry
=

1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧ Tr
(
(� + �) ∧ ( − )) . (3.15)
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Since )̄Ω only has support at the poles of Ω, the integral over ℂℙ1 may be computed explicitly in this term. As well

as contributions proportional to delta-functions on ℂℙ
1, this will also include ℂℙ

1-derivatives of delta-functions

since the poles in Ω are second order. Using the localisation formula in the appendix D, we find

�SghCS6

|||bdry
= −∫

ℝ4

[
�a�bΣ

ab

⟨��⟩ ∧ Tr
(
(� + �) ∧ ( − ))

+
1

2
�a�bΣ

ab ∧ )0Tr
(
(� + �) ∧ ( − ))

]
+ � ↔ � .

(3.16)

In this expression, we introduce a basis for the self-dual 2-forms defined by Σab = "ȧḃdx
aȧ ∧ dxbḃ. Let us also

introduce an orthogonal decomposition of g such that

g = h⊕ k , Tr
(
X ⋅ Y

)
= Tr

(
Xh

⋅ Y h
)
+ Tr

(
Xk

⋅ Y k
)
. (3.17)

To attain the vanishing of the boundary variation, we consider the boundary conditions

k|||�,� = 0 , h|||�,� = |||�,� , )0h|||�,� = )0|||�,� . (3.18)

This completes our definition of the gauged hCS6 theory.

One might choose to think of the boundary term in the variation as being a potential for a ‘symplectic’ form11

12

Θ = �SghCS6

|||bdry
, Ω = �Θ = −

1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧
(

Trg
(
� ∧ �)

− Trh
(
� ∧ �)) , (3.19)

such that our boundary conditions define a Lagrangian (i.e. maximal isotropic) subspace. We should like to really

interpret this as a symplectic form on an appropriate space of fields defined over ℝ4. Evaluating the integral over

ℂℙ
1 and writing Ω = Ω − Ω, this symplectic form is given by

Ω = ∫
ℝ4

[
�a�bΣ

ab

⟨��⟩ ∧ Trg
(
� ∧ �)|||� +

1

2
�a�bΣ

ab ∧ )0Trg
(
� ∧ �)|||�

]
+ � ↔ � , (3.20)

with an analogous expression for Ω. Because our boundary conditions are identical at each pole, we concentrate

now only on the contributions associated to the pole at �. The symplectic form is not sensitive to the entire field

configuration  ∈ Ω1(ℙT )⊗ g, but rather to the evaluation of  at the poles and its first derivatives,

⃗ =
(|� , )0|�

)
. (3.21)

This data may be interpreted as defining a 1-form (more precisely a (0, 1)-form with respect to the complex structure

defined by �) on ℝ
4 valued in the algebra13 g⃗ = g⋉ ℝ

dim(G). With this in mind, it is more accurate to say that the

contribution from the pole at �a = �a in Ω is a symplectic form on the space of configurations

(⃗, ⃗) ∈ Ω0,1(ℝ4)⊗
(
g⃗⊕ h⃗

)
. (3.22)

This symplectic form may be succinctly written by introducing an inner product on the algebra g⃗ ⊕ h⃗, and our

boundary conditions describe an isotropic subspace with respect to this inner product.14

11Precedent in the literature dictates that we denote the symplectic form as Ω; we trust that context serves to disambiguate from the meromor-

phic differential Ω.

12This is slightly loose as the 2-form is degenerate, so properly speaking we should restrict to symplectic leaves.

13The dimension of g⃗ is 2 dim(G), so it must be isomorphic to ℝ
dim(G) ⊕ℝ

dim(G) as a vector space. The Lie algebra structure may be derived

by considering consecutive infinitesimal gauge transformations. In the CS4 literature, these structures have been studied under the name ‘defect

Lie algebra’ [BSV22; LV21].

14This need not be the case, as our boundary conditions could generically intertwine constraints on the algebra and spacetime components,

meaning they could not be captured by a subspace of the algebra alone. They would always, however, define an isotropic subspace of Ω0,1(ℝ4)⊗
(
g⃗⊕ h⃗

)
by definition. Examples of this more general type of boundary condition can be found in [Col+24].
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To be explicit we associate ℝ
dimG with the dual g∗ and denote the natural pairing of the algebra and its dual

with ⦇∙, ∙⦈. We let X⃗ = (x, x̃) ∈ g⃗ such that bracket on g⃗ is defined by

[X⃗, Y⃗ ]g⃗ = ([x, y], ad∗xỹ − ad∗yx̃) , (3.23)

where the co-adjoint action is ⦇x, ad∗yx̃⦈ = ⦇[x, y], x̃⦈. We equip g⃗ with the inner product

⟨X⃗, Y⃗ ⟩g⃗ =
⟨��̂⟩

⟨��⟩⟨��̂⟩ Trg(x ⋅ y) +
1

2

(
⦇x, ỹ⦈ + ⦇y, x̃⦈

)
, (3.24)

such that the relevant contribution to the symplectic form is given by

Ω = ∫
ℝ4

�� ∧ ⟨�⃗ , �⃗⟩g⃗ . (3.25)

where �� = �a�bΣ
ab is the (2, 0)-form defined by the complex structure associated to � ∈ ℂℙ

1.

In a similar fashion we will let U⃗ = (u, ũ) and V⃗ = (v, ṽ) be elements of h⃗ which is equipped with a bracket and

pairing via the same recipe. We consider the commuting direct sum g⃗⊕ h⃗ equipped with pairing and bracket

⟨⟨(X⃗, U⃗ ) , (Y⃗ , V⃗ )⟩⟩ = ⟨X⃗, Y⃗ ⟩g⃗ − ⟨U⃗ , V⃗ ⟩
h⃗
, [[(X⃗, U⃗ ) , (Y⃗ , V⃗ )]] =

(
[X⃗ , Y⃗ ]g⃗ , [U⃗ , V⃗ ]

h⃗

)
, (3.26)

such that the total symplectic form coming from the pole at � is just

Ω = ∫
ℝ4

�� ∧ ⟨⟨(�⃗, �⃗) , (�⃗, �⃗)⟩⟩ . (3.27)

Then, our boundary conditions can be expressed as
(⃗, ⃗) ∈ Ω0,1(ℝ4)⊗L where we introduce a subspace

L =
{
(X⃗, U⃗ ) ∈ g⃗⊕ h⃗ ∣ x = u , P ∗

h
x̃ = ũ

}
, (3.28)

in which P ∗
h

is the dual to the projector Ph into the subgroup i.e. ⦇x, P ∗
h
x̃⦈ = ⦇Phx, x̃⦈. As L is defined by

dim g + dim h constraints, it is half-dimensional and it is also isotropic with respect to ⟨⟨⋅ , ⋅⟩⟩, hence defining a

Lagrangian subspace. Moreover, assuming that G∕H is reductive, L is a subalgebra15. Pre-empting the following

section, this analysis indicates that there will be a residual h⃗ gauge symmetry associated to the pole at �, and

similarly at �.

We can make one further observation16 of the role of the boundary contribution from a symplectic perspective

that is best illustrated by a finite-dimensional analogy. Recall that the cotangent bundle  = T ∗X is a symplectic

manifold; if we let {xi} be local coordinates on X and {�i} the components of a 1-form � = �idx
i ∈ T ∗

xX, then

p = (xi, �i) provide local coordinates for  in terms of which the canonical symplectic form is Ω = d�i ∧ dxi.

The tautological potential (which admits a coordinate free definition in terms of the projection � ∶ T ∗X → X)

for this is given by Θ = �idx
i. The zero section, i.e. points p = (xi, �i = 0) of T ∗X is a Lagrangian and notice

that Θ vanishes trivially here. Now Weinstein’s tubular neighbourhood theorem ensures that in the vicinity of a

Lagrangian L, any symplectic manifold  locally looks like T ∗L with L given by the zero section. In the case at

hand, our boundary conditions are of the schematic form � =  −  = 0, and the effect of including the specific

boundary contribution to the Lagrangian ensures that the resultant symplectic potential is the tautological one.

To close this section, let us comment that at the special point for which �a = �̂a, one of the terms in the inner

product eq. (3.24) vanishes. This allows for a larger class of admissible boundary conditions, even for the ungauged

model, including the examples

|||�̂ = 0 , )0|||� = 0 or )0|||�̂ = 0 , )0|||� = 0 . (3.29)

We leave these for future development.

15If g = h + k is not assumed to be reductive then the stabiliser of L consists of elements of the form

stabL =
{
(X⃗, U⃗ ) ∈ g⃗⊕ h⃗ ∣ x = u , P ∗

h
x̃ = ũ , [u, k] = 0 , ([h, k], ũ) = 0

}
.

16We thank A. Arvanitakis for this suggestion.
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3.4 Localisation to gWZW4

The localisation procedure follows in a similar fashion to the ungauged model. However, given that there are now

two gauge fields  and , some care is required to account for degrees of freedom and residual symmetries.

We introduce a new pair of connections ′ ∈ Ω0,1(ℙT )⊗ g and ′ ∈ Ω0,1(ℙT )⊗ h, along with group valued

fields ĝ ∈ C∞(ℙT , G) and ℎ̂ ∈ C∞(ℙT , H) related to the original gauge fields by

 = ĝ−1′ĝ + ĝ−1)̄ĝ ≡ ′ĝ ,

 = ℎ̂−1′ℎ̂ + ℎ̂−1)̄ℎ̂ ≡ ′ℎ̂ .
(3.30)

The redundancy in this parameterisation is given by the action of ̌ ∈ C∞(ℙT , G) and �̌ ∈ C∞(ℙT , H):

′
↦ ̌−1′̌ + ̌−1)̄̌ , ĝ ↦ ̌−1ĝ , (3.31)

′
↦ �̌−1′�̌ + �̌−1)̄�̌ , ℎ̂ ↦ �̌−1ℎ̂ , (3.32)

which leave  and  invariant. As before, this is partially used to fix away the ℂℙ1 legs

′
0
= ′

0
= 0 . (3.33)

The localisation procedure will produce a four-dimensional boundary theory with fields given by the evaluations

of ĝ, ℎ̂ and their ℂℙ1-derivatives at the poles � and � of Ω. Since the ℂℙ1-derivatives will have an important role,

we give them names,

û = ĝ−1)0ĝ , v̂ = ℎ̂−1)0ℎ̂ . (3.34)

After fixing (3.33), we note that there is still some remaining symmetry given by internal gauge transformations

(3.31) and (3.32) which are ℂℙ1-independent. We use this residual symmetry to fix the values

ĝ|� = id , ℎ̂|� = id . (3.35)

On the other hand, the action (3.14) is invariant under gauge transformations acting on  and  which preserve the

boundary conditions (3.18). These are given by smooth maps ̂ ∈ C∞(ℙT , G) and �̂ ∈ C∞(ℙT , H) satisfying17

̂|�,� = �̂|�,� , )0̂|�,� = )0�̂|�,� . (3.36)

The induced action of these gauge transformations on the new field content is

′
↦ ′ , ĝ ↦ ĝ̂ , û ↦ ̂−1û̂ + ̂−1)0̂ (3.37)

′
↦ ′ , ℎ̂ ↦ ℎ̂�̂ , v̂ ↦ �̂−1v̂�̂ + �̂−1)0�̂ . (3.38)

We want to use this symmetry to further fix degrees of freedom. Note that whereas the right action on the fields

ĝ and ℎ̂ at � is entirely unconstrained, we would like the action at � to preserve the gauge fixing condition (3.35).

This is achieved by performing both an internal and external gauge transformation simultaneously, and requiring

̂|� = ̌ and �̂|� = �̌. This results in an induced left action on the fields ĝ and ℎ̂ at �. In summary, introducing

some notation for simplicity, we have our boundary degrees of freedom

ĝ|� ∶= g , ĝ|� = id , û|� ∶= u , û|� ∶= ũ (3.39)

ℎ̂|� ∶= ℎ , ℎ̂|� = id , v̂|� ∶= v , v̂|� ∶= ṽ , (3.40)

and boundary gauge transformations

̂|� = �̂|� ∶= r , ̂−1)0̂|� = �̂−1)0�̂|� ∶= � , (3.41)

̂|� = �̂|� ∶= l
−1 , ̂−1)0̂|� = �̂−1)0�̂|� ∶= �̃ , (3.42)

17This requires that G∕H is reductive meaning [h, k] ⊂ k.
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which act on the boundary fields as

g ↦ lgr , u ↦ r−1ur + � , ũ ↦ lũl−1 + �̃ (3.43)

ℎ ↦ lℎr , v ↦ r−1vr + � , ṽ ↦ lṽl−1 + �̃ . (3.44)

with l, r ∈ C∞(ℝ4, H) and �, �̃ ∈ C∞(ℝ4, h). Based on our expectation of a gauge theory containing a G-valued

field and a vectorial H-gauge symmetry, we use the above symmetries to fix

ℎ = id , v = ṽ = 0 . (3.45)

We are thus left with a residual symmetry r = l−1 acting as

g ↦ lgl−1 , u ↦ lul−1 , ũ ↦ lũl−1 , B ↦ lBl−1 − dll−1 , (3.46)

which will become the gauge symmetry of our 4d theory.

We now proceed with the localisation of the six-dimensional action. As with the ungauged model, the first step

is to write the action in terms of ′,′ and ĝ, ℎ̂. Given that the localisation formula (D.9) introduces at most one

)0 derivative, all dependence on ℎ̂ will drop due to our gauge fixing choices (3.40) and (3.45). Hence, there will be

no contribution from ShCS6
[] to the four-dimensional action. As per eq. (2.7) we find that the bulk equations (i.e.

contributions to the variation of the action that are not localised to the poles of Ω) enforce )̄0′
ȧ
= )̄0′

ȧ
= 0. This

implies that the components ′
ȧ
,′

ȧ
are holomorphic, which (combined with the fact that they have homogeneous

weight 1) allows us to deduce that

′
ȧ = �aA′

aȧ , ′
ȧ = �aB′

aȧ , (3.47)

in which A′
aȧ
, B′

aȧ
are ℂℙ

1-independent. Imposing this bulk equation, and the gauge fixings described above, the

remaining contributions in (3.14) are given by

SghCS6
[,] = 1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧ Tr
(′ ∧ )̄ĝĝ−1 − (ĝ−1′ĝ + ĝ−1)̄ĝ) ∧ ′

)

−
1

6�i ∫ℙT×[0,1] )̄Ω ∧ Tr
(
ĝ−1dĝ ∧ ĝ−1dĝ ∧ ĝ−1dĝ

)
.

(3.48)

In the ungauged model, the next step was to solve the boundary conditions for ′ in terms of ĝ. Here, the

boundary conditions do not fully determine A′
aȧ
, B′

aȧ
and instead relate them as18

A′
aȧ = B′

aȧ + Θaȧ ∶= B′
aȧ −

1

⟨��⟩ �a�
b∇bȧgg

−1 , (3.50)

where the covariant derivative is given by ∇aȧgg
−1 = )aȧgg

−1+B′
aȧ
−AdgB

′
aȧ

. Equation (3.50) allows us to express

(3.48) entirely in terms of ′, Θ = �aΘaȧē
ȧ and ĝ. Many of the terms combine to produce a gauged Wess-Zumino

Lagrangian contribution (eq. (3.3)) with the result

SghCS6
[,] = 1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧ Tr
(
Θ ∧

(
∇ĝĝ−1 − ′

) )
−

1

2�i ∫ℙT×[0,1] )̄Ω ∧ gWZ[ĝ,′] . (3.51)

Given that both Baȧ and Θaȧ are ℂℙ1-independent, we have that

∫
ℙT

)̄Ω ∧ Tr(Θ ∧ ′) = 0 , (3.52)

18The boundary conditions on the ℂℙ
1 derivatives of the gauge fields impose

�a

⟨��⟩
(
∇aȧgg

−1
)h

= −�a∇aȧũ
h ,

�a

⟨��⟩
(
g−1∇aȧg

)h
= −�a∇aȧu

h , (3.49)

however we will not invoke these since they will follow as equations of motion of the 4d theory due to the addition of the boundary term in the

gauged hCS6 action (3.14). For more details see appendix E.
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with cancelling contributions from the two end points of the integral. Hence we are left with a manifestly covariant

result

SghCS6
[,] = 1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧ Tr
(
Θ ∧

(
∇ĝĝ−1

)
− gWZ[ĝ,′]

)
. (3.53)

Application of the localisation formula in the appendix (D.13) yields the four-dimensional action

SIFT4
=
1

2 ∫
ℝ4

Tr
(
∇gg−1 ∧ ⋆∇gg−1

)
+ ∫

ℝ4×[0,1]

!�,� ∧ gWZ[g, B
′]

− ∫
ℝ4

�� ∧ Tr(u ⋅ F [B′]) + �� ∧ Tr(ũ ⋅ F [B′]) .

(3.54)

At this point only the h-components of u and ũ contribute to the action, and so henceforth, to ease notation and

without loss of generality, we set their k-components to zero.

Something rather elegant has occurred; we have found the localisation of the six-dimensional theory returns not

only the gauging of the WZW4 model, but also residual edge modes serving as Lagrange multipliers that constrain

the field strength to obey exactly those conditions of eq. (3.13) which ensure the theory can be written as the differ-

ence of WZW4 models. The constraints F 2,0 = 0 and F 0,2 = 0 have also been imposed by Lagrange multipliers in

the context of 5d Kähler Chern-Simons theory [NS90; NS92]. This theory bears a similar relationship to WZW4

as 3d Chern-Simons theory bears to WZW2. This poses a natural question: what is the direct relationship between

this 5d Kähler Chern-Simons theory and 6d holomorphic Chern-Simons theory? We suspect the mechanism here

is rather similar to that which relates CS4 and CS3 [Yam19]; we comment further on this in the outlook.

3.5 Equations of motion and ASDYM

Making use of the projectors previously introduced in eq. (3.10), the equations of motion then read

�B′ ∶ 0 = P̄∇gg−1|h − Pg−1∇g|h + ⋆
(
�� ∧ ∇u + �� ∧ ∇ũ

)
,

�g ∶ 0 = ∇ ⋆ ∇gg−1 − !�,� ∧ ∇(∇gg−1) + 2!�,� ∧ F [B′] ,

�u ∶ 0 = �� ∧ F [B′] ,

�ũ ∶ 0 = �� ∧ F [B′] .

(3.55)

We can exploit the projectors to extract from the B′ equation of motion the two independent contributions:

�B′ ∶
0 = P̄

(
∇gg−1|h + ⋆(�� ∧ ∇ũ)

)

0 = P
(
g−1∇g|h − ⋆(�� ∧ ∇u)

) . (3.56)

In fact, these are exactly the conditions that arise from the ℂℙ
1 derivative components of the boundary condition

)0h|�,� = )0|�,� .

Making use of the identity

∇(!�� ∧ ⋆(�� ∧ ∇ũ)) = ∇(�� ∧ ∇ũ) = �� ∧ F [B′] ⋅ ũ , (3.57)

we obtain an on-shell integrability condition for the first of eq. (3.56), namely that

∇(!�� ∧ P̄ (∇gg−1|h)) = 0 . (3.58)

Hence, using the projection of the �g equation of motion into h, we have that !�,� ∧ F [B′] = 0 follows on-shell.

Let us turn back to the ASDYM equations which we can recast as

�� ∧ F = 0 , �� ∧ F = 0 , !�,� ∧ F = 0 . (3.59)
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In differential form notation, the solution of the boundary condition eq. (3.50) can be written as

A′ = B′ − P̄ (∇gg−1) . (3.60)

By virtue of the identities obeyed by the projectors, eq. (C.3), and the covariant Maurer-Cartan identity obeyed by

R∇ = ∇gg−1,

∇R∇ − R∇ ∧ R∇ = (1 − Adg)F [B′] , (3.61)

one can readily establish

�� ∧ F [A′] = �� ∧ F [B′] , (3.62)

�� ∧ F [A′] = �� ∧ AdgF [B′] , (3.63)

2!�� ∧ F [A′] = 2!�� ∧ F [B′] + 2!�� ∧ ∇P̄ (R∇) (3.64)

= 2!�� ∧ F [B′] − ∇(⋆∇gg−1) + !�� ∧ ∇(∇gg−1) . (3.65)

Hence we conclude that the �g, �u, �ũ equations of motion are equivalent to the ASDYM equations for the connec-

tion A′. Demanding that the B′ connection is also ASD requires in addition that !�,� ∧ F [B′] = 0, and as shown

above this is indeed a consequence of the B′ equations of motion.

3.6 Constraining then reducing

We now proceed to the bottom of the diamond by reduction of the IFT4. In this section, we shall first implement the

constraints imposed by the Lagrange multipliers u, ũ in the 4d theory and then reduce. While not the most general

reduction, this will allow us to directly recover the gauged WZW coset CFT. In section 4, we will investigate more

general reductions, in particular what happens if we reduce without first imposing constraints.

Imposing the reduction ansatz that )z = )z̄ = 0 in the complex coordinates of eq. (2.22), we have that the

solution to the constraints B = P (a−1da) + P̄ (b−1db) becomes

B′ = B′
aȧ
dxaȧ =

1

� − �

(
�b−1)wb − �a−1)wa

)
dw −

1

� − �

(
�b−1)w̄b − �a−1)w̄a

)
dw̄

+
1

� − �

(
b−1)w̄b − a−1)w̄a

)
dz +

��

� − �

(
b−1)wb − a−1)wa

)
dz̄ .

(3.66)

For simplicity, let us first consider the Kähler point and align the reduction to the complex structure (implemented

simply by taking � → 0 and � → ∞). In this scenario, the reduction ansatz enforces that B′
z = 0 and B′

z̄
= 0

with the remaining components of B′ parameterising a generic two-dimensional gauge field. Effectively, we can

simply ignore the constraints altogether but impose B′
z = 0 and B′

z̄
= 0 as part of the specification of a reduction

ansatz. This could be interpreted as demanding Dz = Dz̄ = 0 acting on fields. In this case it is immediate that the

4d gauged WZW reduces to a 2d gauged WZW.

Away from the Kähler point and aligned reduction, i.e. not fixing � and �, one must keep account of contribu-

tions coming from B′
z and B′

z̄
. We can still view B′

w and B′
w̄

components of eq. (3.66) as a parametrisation of a

generic 2d gauge field, but there is no way in which we can view the B′
z andB′

z̄
as a local combination of theB′

w and

B′
w̄

. We forced to work with the variables a and b rather than a 2d gauge field. Fortunately, however, the reduction

can still be performed immediately if we use the composite fields g̃ = agb−1 and ℎ̃ = ab−1. These composite

variables are invariant under the h-gauge symmetry, but a new would-be-affine symmetry emerges under a → la,

b → br−1 with �b)bḃr = �b)bḃl = 0. These leave B′, g, ℎ invariant but act as g̃ → lg̃r and ℎ̃ → lℎ̃r. At the

Kähler point and aligned reduction, these symmetries descend to affine symmetries, but in general descend only to

global transformations. Recall that the 4d gWZW becomes

S
(�,�)

gWZW4
[g, B′] = S

(�,�)

WZW4
[g̃] − S

(�,�)

WZW4
[ℎ̃] . (3.67)
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It is then immediate that this reduces to the difference of PCM+WZ theories of eq. (2.23) with WZ coefficient k:

SIFT2
[g̃, ℎ̃] = SPCM+kWZ2

[g̃] − SPCM+kWZ2
[ℎ̃] . (3.68)

Away from the CFT point, k = 1, this cannot be recast in terms of a deformation of the gauged WZW expressed

as a local function of B′, g.

Lax formulation. To obtain the Lax of the resultant IFT2 we first note that the four-dimensional gauge fields,

upon solving the constraints on B′, are gauge equivalent to

A′
aȧ = −

1

⟨��⟩ �a�
b)bȧg̃g̃

−1 , B′
aȧ = −

1

⟨��⟩ �a�
b)bȧℎ̃ℎ̃

−1 .

Thus, we may simply follow the construction of the Lax from the ungauged model of eq. (2.25), with the connection

A′ producing a Lax for the SPCM+kWZ2
[g̃] and the B′ producing one for SPCM+kWZ2

[ℎ̃].

§4 More General IFT2 from IFT4: Reducing then Constraining

In the previous section, we reduced from the gauged WZW4 model to an IFT2, but prior to reduction we enforced

the constraints imposed by the Lagrange multiplier fields. These constraints determine implicit relations between

the components of the gauge field as per eq. (3.66). In the simplest case, where we work at the Kähler point and

align the reduction directions with the complex structure, the constraints enforce B′
z = B′

z̄
= 0. However, if we do

not impose the constraints in 4d, the standard reduction ansatz would only require that B′
z and B′

z̄
are functionally

independent of z and z̄, a weaker condition.

In this section, we shall explore the consequences of reducing without first constraining. Denoting the reduction

with ⇝ we anticipate that the lower-dimensional description will include additional fields as19

B′
w(w, w̄, z, z̄) ⇝ Bw(w, w̄) , B′

w̄(w, w̄, z, z̄) ⇝ Bw̄(w, w̄) ,

B′
z(w, w̄, z, z̄) ⇝ Φ̄(w, w̄) , B′

z̄(w, w̄, z, z̄) ⇝ Φ(w, w̄) ,
(4.1)

where Φ and Φ̄ will be adjoint scalars in the lower-dimensional theory (sometimes called Higgs fields in the litera-

ture). These will enter explicitly in the lower-dimensional theory through the reduction of covariant derivatives

∇zgg
−1

⇝ Φ̄ − gΦ̄g−1 , ∇z̄gg
−1

⇝ Φ − gΦg−1 . (4.2)

On-shell the 4d gauge field B′ is ASD and couples to matter in the gWZW4 model. It is well-known that the reduc-

tion of an ASDYM connection leads to the Hitchin system, and we shall see this feature in the lower-dimensional

dynamics below.

The two-dimensional Lagrangian that arises from reducing eq. (3.54) without first constraining is20

LIFT2
=

1

2
Tr
(
g−1Dwgg

−1Dw̄g
)
+

1

2

� + �

� − �
LgWZ + Tr

(
ΦΦ̄ +

�

� − �
ΦAdgΦ̄ −

�

� − �
ΦAd−1g Φ̄

)

+
1

� − �
Tr
(
Φ (g−1Dw̄g +Dw̄gg

−1) + �� Φ̄ (g−1Dwg +Dwgg
−1)

)

+ Tr
(
ũ(Fw̄w − �−1Dw̄Φ − �DwΦ̄ − [Φ̄,Φ])

)
+ Tr

(
u(Fw̄w − �−1Dw̄Φ − �DwΦ̄ − [Φ̄,Φ])

)
,

(4.3)

19Note, we are dropping the prime on the 2d gauge field B.

202d Lagrangians are defined as SIFT2
= 2i ∫

ℝ2 dw ∧ dw̄LIFT2
. We denote

LgWZ = LWZ(g) + Tr
(
(g−1)wg + )wgg

−1)Bw̄ − (g−1)w̄g + )w̄gg
−1)Bw + BwAdgBw̄ − BwAd−1g Bw̄

)
,

where ∫ dw ∧ dw̄ LWZ(g) = ∫
ℝ2×[0,1]

WZ(ĝ) =
1

3
∫
ℝ2×[0,1]

Tr
(
ĝ1dĝ ∧ ĝ1dĝ ∧ ĝ1dĝ

)
.
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where we denote the 2d covariant derivative as D = d + adB and note that we have rescaled ũ →
ũ

⟨�⟩⟨�̂⟩ and

u →
u

⟨�⟩⟨�̂⟩ . The fields of the IFT2 are g ∈ G and Bw,w̄,Φ, Φ̄, u, ũ ∈ h. In addition to the overall coupling, the

IFT2 eq. (4.3) only depends on a single parameter. This can be seen by introducing21

k =
� + �

� − �
, k

′ = −
2
√
��

� − �
, k

2 − k
′2 = 1 , (4.4)

rescaling Φ →

√
�� Φ and Φ̄ →

1√
��

Φ̄, and defining X− = k′−1(u + ũ) and X̃+ = k′−1(u − ũ). The Lagrangian

eq. (4.3) can be rewritten as

LIFT2
=

1

2
Tr
(
g−1Dwgg

−1Dw̄g
)
+

k

2
LgWZ + Tr

(
ΦΦ̄ + ΦVw̄ + Φ̄Vw

)

+ Tr
(
X−(k′(Fw̄w − [Φ̄,Φ]) + k(DwΦ̄ +Dw̄Φ))

)
+ Tr

(
X̃+(DwΦ̄ −Dw̄Φ)

)
,

(4.5)

where

 = 1 −
k + 1

2
Adg +

k − 1

2
Ad−1g , Vw,w̄ = −

k′

2
(g−1Dw,w̄g +Dw,w̄gg

−1) . (4.6)

Note that the CFT points k = 1 or k = −1 correspond to taking a → �̂a or a → �a, i.e. when the zeroes of the

twist function coincide with the poles.

By construction, as the reduction of gWZW4, the equations of motion of this theory are equivalent to the zero

curvature of Lax connections, whose components are given by the dw and dw̄ legs of the 4d gauge fields. Explicitly,

these Lax connections are given by

(A)
w = )w + Bw −

k + 1

2
Kw −

1

�

(
Φ +

k′

2
Kw

)
,

(A)
w̄

= )w̄ + Bw̄ +
k − 1

2
Kw̄ + �

(
Φ̄ +

k′

2
Kw̄

)
,

(4.7)

(B)
w = )w + Bw −

1

�
Φ , (B)

w̄
= )w̄ + Bw̄ + �Φ̄ , (4.8)

where we have also redefined the spectral parameter � →

√
�� � compared to section 2.4 and we have introduced

the currents

Kw = Dwgg
−1 +

k − 1

k′
(1 − Adg)Φ , Kw̄ = Dw̄gg

−1 −
k + 1

k′
(1 − Adg)Φ̄ . (4.9)

4.1 Lax formulation

Before analysing the Lagrangian eq. (4.5) in more detail, let us show explicitly that its equations of motion are

indeed equivalent to the zero-curvature condition for the Lax connections eq. (4.7) and eq. (4.8). The equations of

motion that follow from the Lagrangian eq. (4.5) varying X̃+, X− and g are

�X̃+ ∶ + ≡ DwΦ̄ −Dw̄Φ = 0 ,

�X− ∶ − ≡ k
′
(
Fw̄w − [Φ̄,Φ]

)
+ k

(
DwΦ̄ +Dw̄Φ) = 0 ,

�gg−1 ∶ g ≡ k − 1

2

(
DwKw̄ +

k + 1

k′
[Φ̄, Kw]

)
−

k + 1

2

(
Dw̄Kw −

k − 1

k′
[Φ, Kw̄]

)

+
k

k′
− −

1

k′

(
DwΦ̄ +Dw̄Φ

)
= 0 .

(4.10)

We also have the Bianchi identity following from the zero-curvature of the Maurer-Cartan form dgg−1

 ≡ DwKw̄ +
k + 1

k′
[Φ̄, Kw] −Dw̄Kw +

k − 1

k′
[Φ, Kw̄] + [Kw̄, Kw] +

1

k′
(1 − Adg)(− + +) = 0 . (4.11)

21Here, we have implicitly assumed that �� ≥ 0, which implies that |k| ≥ 1. The other regime of interest, �� ≤ 0 and |k| ≤ 1 is related by

an analytic continuation k′
→ −ik′ .
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The zero curvature of the A-Lax eq. (4.7) gives rise to three equations that are linear combinations of the

equations of motion eq. (4.10) and the Bianchi identity eq. (4.11):

0 =
k − 1

2
′ − g + k

k′
− −

1

k′
+ ,

0 = k
′2′ − 2kg + 2k′− ,

0 =
k + 1

2
′ − g + k

k′
− +

1

k′
+ ,

(4.12)

where we have defined ′ ≡  −
1

k′ (1 − Adg)(− + +). On the other hand, the zero curvature of the B-Lax (4.8)

defines the Hitchin system:

0 = Dw̄Φ , 0 = Fw̄w − [Φ̄,Φ] , 0 = DwΦ̄ , (4.13)

which can be rewritten as the three equations ± = 0 and 0 ≡ DwΦ̄ + Dw̄Φ = 0. Therefore, the two Lax

connections give rise to five independent equations, which are linear combinations of the equations of motion (4.10),

the Bianchi identity (4.11), and the additional equation 0 = 0.

To recover this final equation from the equations of motion, let us consider the variational equations for Bw,

Bw̄, Φ̄ and Φ

�Bw ∶ B ≡ k
′Dw̄X

− − [Φ̄, X̃+ + kX−] +
k − 1

2
PhKw̄ +

k + 1

2
PhAd−1g Kw̄ −

k + 1

k′
Ph(1 − Ad−1g )Φ̄ = 0 ,

�Bw̄ ∶ B̄ ≡ k
′DwX

− − [Φ, X̃+ − kX−] +
k + 1

2
PhKw +

k − 1

2
PhAd−1g Kw −

k − 1

k′
Ph(1 − Ad−1g )Φ = 0 ,

�Φ ∶ Φ ≡ Dw̄(X̃
+ − kX−) + k

′[Φ̄, X−] −
k′

2
Ph(1 + Ad−1g )Kw̄ + Ph(1 − Ad−1g )Φ̄ = 0 ,

�Φ̄ ∶ Φ̄ ≡ Dw(X̃
+ + kX−) + k

′[Φ, X−] +
k′

2
Ph(1 + Ad−1g )Kw − Ph(1 − Ad−1g )Φ = 0 .

(4.14)

These can be understood as a first-order system of equations for X̃+ and X−. Consistency of the system implies

that they should satisfy the integrability conditions [Dw̄, Dw]X̃
+ = [Fw̄w, X̃

+] and [Dw̄, Dw]X
− = [Fw̄w, X

−].

We find that

k
′[Dw̄, Dw]X

− − k
′[Fw̄w, X

−] = [X+, +] + [X−, −] + Ph(1 − Ad−1
g
)g + kPhAd−1

g
 , (4.15)

hence, using the Bianchi identity (4.11), this vanishes on the equations of motion for X̃+, X− and g (4.10). On the

other hand, we have

k
′[Dw̄, Dw]X̃

+−k
′[Fw̄w, X̃

+] = [X+, −]+[X−, +]+ 2k

k′
−− 2

k′
0−Ph(1+Ad−1g )g+kPhAd−1g  . (4.16)

Here we see that in addition to the Bianchi identity (4.11) and equations of motion (4.10), we also require 0 = 0,

recovering the final equation from the Lax system.

4.2 Relation to known models

As we will shortly see, if we take H to be abelian, the Lagrangian (4.5) can be related to known models, including

the homogeneous sine-Gordon models and the PCM plus WZ term. However, for non-abelianH (4.5) has not been

considered before, and defines a new integrable field theory in two dimensions. Moreover, by integrating out Φ, Φ̄

and the gauge field Bw,w̄, it leads to an integrable sigma model for the fields g, X̃+ and X−. We leave the study of

these models for future work.

To recover a sigma model from the Lagrangian (4.5) for abelian H , in addition to integrating out Bw and Bw̄,

we have two options. The first is to integrate out Φ and Φ̄. The second is to solve the constraint imposed by the
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Lagrange multiplier X̃+. For abelian H the Lagrangian (4.5) simplifies to

Lab
IFT2

=
1

2
Tr
(
g−1Dwgg

−1Dw̄g
)
+

k

2
LgWZ + Tr

(
ΦΦ̄ + ΦVw̄ + Φ̄Vw

)

+ Tr
(
(X−(k′Fw̄w + k()wΦ̄ + )w̄Φ))

)
+ Tr

(
X̃+()wΦ̄ − )w̄Φ)

)
.

(4.17)

This takes the form of the first-order action in the Buscher procedure, and it follows that the two sigma models will

be T-dual to each other with dual fields X+ and X̃+. Explicitly the Lagrangians, before integrating out Bw and Bw̄,

are

LX̃
IFT2

=
1

2
Tr
(
g−1Dwgg

−1Dw̄g
)
+

k

2
LgWZ + k

′Tr
(
X−Fw̄w

)

+ Tr
(
()wX̃

+ − Vw + k)wX
−)−1()w̄X̃

+ + Vw̄ − k)w̄X
−)
)
,

(4.18)

and

LX
IFT2

=
1

2
Tr
(
g−1Dwgg

−1Dw̄g
)
+

k

2
LgWZ + k

′Tr
(
X−Fw̄w

)

+
1

4
Tr
(
)wX

+)w̄X+ + 2)wX
+(Vw̄ − k)w̄X

−) + 2)w̄X
+(Vw − k)wX

−)
)
,

(4.19)

where in the second we have locally solved the constraint imposed by the Lagrange multiplier X̃+ by setting

Φ =
1

2
)wX

+ , Φ̄ =
1

2
)w̄X

+ , X+ ∈ h . (4.20)

As mentioned above, the first approach can also be straightforwardly applied for non-abelian H . Generalising

the second approach is more subtle. The constraint imposed by the Lagrange multiplier X̃+ in the Lagrangian (4.5)

implies that

DwΦ̄ −Dw̄Φ = 0. (4.21)

Typically the full solution to this equation would be expressed in terms of path-ordered exponentials of Bw and Bw̄.

To avoid non-local expressions, we can restrict Φ and Φ̄ to be valued in the centre of h, denoted (h). Note that

this is not a restriction if H is abelian. With this restriction, the Lagrangian (4.5) again simplifies to (4.17), and the

constraint (4.21) then becomes )wΦ̄ − )w̄Φ = 0, which we can again locally solve by (4.20) now with X+ ∈ (h),
similarly leading to the Lagrangian (4.19).

Relation to PCM plus WZ term. TakingH to be abelian, we can relate the Lagrangian (4.17) to that of the PCM

+ WZ term for G ×H through a combination of T-dualities and field redefinitions. We start by parametrising

g = e
1

2
�ge

1

2
� , � ∈ h , (4.22)

and setting )w̄,w� → 2Cw,w̄. We also integrate by parts and set )wX
−

→ 2Ψ and )w̄X
−

→ 2Ψ̄. To maintain

equivalence with the Lagrangian that we started with, we add Tr
(
�̃()wCw̄ − )w̄Cw)

)
+ Tr

(
X̃−()wΨ̄ − )w̄Ψ)

)
, i.e.,

the Lagrange multipliers �̃ and X̃− locally impose Cw,w̄ =
1

2
)w̄,w� , Ψ =

1

2
)wX

− and Ψ̄ =
1

2
)w̄X

−. We can then

redefine the fields as22

Bw → Bw −
k

k′
Φ , Cw → Cw −

1

k′
Φ , Ψ → Ψ +

k

k′2
Φ ,

Bw̄ → Bw̄ +
k

k′
Φ̄ , Cw̄ → Cw̄ −

1

k′
Φ̄ , Ψ̄ → Ψ̄ +

k

k′2
Φ̄ ,

X̃+
→

1

k′
X̃+ −

k

k′
X̃− +

1

k′
�̃ , X̃−

→ k
′X̃− , �̃ → �̃ .

(4.23)

22To arrive at this field redefinition, we first look for the shifts of Bw,w̄, Cw,w̄, Ψ and Ψ̄ that decouple Φ and Φ̄ from all other fields apart

from X̃+. Since both Cw and Cw̄ transform in the same way, as do Ψ and Ψ̄, we can then easily compute the transformation of �̃, X̃− and

X̃+ by demanding that the triplet of terms Tr
(
�̃Fww̄(C) + X̃−Fww̄(Ψ) + X̃+Fww̄(Φ)

)
is invariant up to a simple rescaling, i.e., it becomes

Tr
(
�̃Fww̄(C) + k′X̃−Fww̄(Ψ) +

1

k′ X̃
+Fww̄(Φ)

)
.
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Doing so, we arrive at the following Lagrangian

Lab
IFT2

=
1

2
Tr
(
g−1)wgg

−1)w̄g
)
+

k

2
LWZ(g)

+
1 − k

2
Tr
(
g−1)wg(Cw̄ − Bw̄) + )w̄gg

−1(Cw + Bw) + (Cw + Bw)Adg(Cw̄ − Bw̄)
)

+
1 + k

2
Tr
(
g−1)w̄g(Cw − Bw) + )wgg

−1(Cw̄ + Bw̄) + (Cw − Bw)Ad−1g (Cw̄ + Bw̄)
)

+ Tr
(
BwBw̄ + CwCw̄ + kCwBw̄ − kBwCw̄

)

+ Tr
(
�̃()wCw̄ − )w̄Cw)

)
+ k

′Tr
(
X̃−()wΨ̄ − )w̄Ψ)

)
+ 2k′Tr

(
ΨBw̄ − Bw, Ψ̄

)

+
1

k′
Tr
(
X̃+()wΦ̄ − )w̄Φ)

)
−

2

k′2
Tr
(
ΦΦ̄

)
.

(4.24)

The final steps are to integrate out �̃ , Ψ and Ψ̄, and Φ and Φ̄, leading us to set

Cw,w̄ =
1

2
)w,w̄�, Bw,w̄ = −

1

2
)w,w̄X̃

−, Φ = −
k′

2
)wX̃

+, Φ̄ =
k′

2
)w̄X̃

+. (4.25)

Redefining g → e−
1

2
(�+X̃−)ge−

1

2
(�−X̃−)

, we find the difference of the PCM plus WZ term Lagrangians for G and H

LPCM+kWZ2
=

1

2
Tr
(
g−1)wgg

−1)w̄g
)
+

k

2
LWZ(g) −

1

2
Tr
(
)wX̃

+)w̄X̃
+
)
, (4.26)

where we recall that for abelian H the WZ term vanishes.

To summarise, starting from the sigma model (4.19) we T-dualise in � , X+ and X−, we then perform a GL(3)

transformation on the dual coordinates, and finally T-dualise back in � to recover (4.26), the difference of the PCM

plus WZ term Lagrangians for G and H . This relation may have been anticipated since this is the model we would

expect to find starting from the ghCS6 action (3.14) and instead imposing the boundary conditions|�,� = |�,� =

0.

k → 1 limit. As we have seen, thek → 1 limit is special since if we first constrain and then reduce we recover the

gauged WZW coset CFT. By first reducing and then constraining, we can recover massive integrable perturbations

of these theories. We consider the setup whereΦ and Φ̄ are restricted to lie in (h) and solve the constraint imposed

by the Lagrange multiplier X̃+ by (4.20). Taking k → 1 the Lagrangian (4.19) simplifies further to

LIFT2
=

1

2
Tr
(
g−1Dwgg

−1Dw̄g
)
+

1

2
LgWZ

+
1

4
Tr
(
)wX

+(1 − Adg))w̄X
+ − 2)wX

+)w̄X
− − 2)w̄X

+)wX
−
)
,

(4.27)

This is reminiscent of a sigma model for a pp-wave background, with the kinetic terms for the transverse fields

described by the gauged WZW model for the coset G∕H , except that the would-be light-cone coordinates X+ and

X− have dim(h) components. Nevertheless, we still have the key property that the equation of motion for X− is

)w)w̄X
+ = 0, whose general solution is X+ = Y (w) + Ȳ (w̄). Substituting into the Lagrangian (4.27) we find

LIFT2
=

1

2
Tr
(
g−1Dwgg

−1Dw̄g
)
+

1

2
LgWZ +

1

4
Tr
(
Y ′Ȳ ′ − Y ′Adg Ȳ

′
)
. (4.28)

In the special case that Y = wΛ and Ȳ = w̄Λ̄ this is the gauged WZW model for the coset G∕H deformed by a

massive potential V = Tr(ΛAdgΛ̄) − Tr(ΛΛ̄) as studied in [Par94]. Taking the limit k → 1 directly at the level of

the Lax connection given by eq. (4.7), keeping track of the definitions of the currents Kw, Kw̄ which depend on k,

we find

w → )w + Bw −Dwgg
−1 +

1

2�
Λ , w̄ = )w̄ + Bw̄ −

�

2
AdgΛ̄ , (4.29)

recovering the Lax given in [Par94; Fer+97].
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When G is compact and H = U (1)rkG , Λ and Λ̄ can be chosen such that these models have a positive-definite

kinetic term and a mass gap. These are known as the homogeneous sine-Gordon models [Fer+97]. For G = SU (2)

and H = U (1) the homogeneous sine-Gordon model becomes the complex sine-Gordon model after integrating

out the gauge fields Bw and Bw̄. Note that if (h) is one-dimensional and Y (w) and Ȳ (w̄) are both non-constant

then we can always use the classical conformal symmetry to reach Y = wΛ and Y ′ = w̄Λ, hence recovering a

constant potential. For higher-dimensional (h), this is not the case.

4.3 Example: SL(2)∕U (1)V

To illustrate the features of this construction, let us consider the example of SL(2)∕U (1)V for which the 2d gauged

WZW describes the trumpet CFT. To be explicit we use sl(2) generators

T1 =

(
1 0

0 −1

)
, T2 =

(
0 1

1 0

)
, T3 =

(
0 1

−1 0

)
, (4.30)

and parametrise the group element as

g =

(
cos(�) sinh(�) + cosh(�) cos(�) sin(�) sinh(�) + cosh(�) sin(�)

sin(�) sinh(�) − cosh(�) sin(�) cosh(�) cos(�) − cos(�) sinh(�)

)
. (4.31)

We choose the U (1) vector action generated by T3 such that

�g = �[g, T3] ⇒ �� = �� = 0 , �� = �, (4.32)

hence we gauge fix by setting � = 0. The analysis here is simplified by the observation that there is no WZ term

since there are no 3-forms on the two-dimensional target space.

The CFT point. For orientation, we first work at the CFT point corresponding to k = 1. Recall from the

discussion in §3, that first constraining in 4d and then reducing, enforces Φ̄ = Φ = 0 and the Lagrange multiplier

sector vanishes. This gives the conventional gauged WZW model described by a target space geometry

ds2 = d�2 + coth2 � d�2 . (4.33)

Let us now consider the IFT2 that results from taking the same reduction that would lead to the CFT, but now in

our reduction ansatz set Φ =
m

2
T3 and Φ̄ = −

m

2
T3. The Lagrangian that follows is

LCsG = )w�)w̄� + coth2 � )w�)w̄� − m2 sinh2 � . (4.34)

This theory is well known as the complex sinh-Gordon model, a special case of the integrable massive deformations

of G∕H gauged WZW models known as the homogeneous sine-Gordon models [Par94; Fer+97].

Unconstrained reduction: integrating out Φ, Φ̄ and Bw,w̄. We now turn to the more general story, away from

the CFT point, by considering the reduction without first imposing constraints. Taking the IFT2 (4.17) and integrat-

ing out Φ, Φ̄ and the gauge field Bw,w̄ while retaining X− and X̃+, results in the sigma model with target space

metric and B-field

ds2 = d�2 + coth2 � d�2 + csch2�
(
dX̃+2 − dX−2

)

B2 =  ∧ dX̃+ ,  = kcsch2� dX− + k
′ coth2 � d� .

(4.35)

23



Unconstrained reduction: the dual. On the other hand, if we solve the constraint imposed by the Lagrange

multiplier X̃+ setting Φ =
1

2
)wX

+ and Φ̄ =
1

2
)w̄X

+, we find the sigma model with target space geometry

ds2 = d�2 + coth2 � d�2 − csch2� dX−2 + sinh2 � (dX+ + )2 ,
B2 = 0 .

(4.36)

This can of course be recognised as the T-dual of (4.35) along X̃+. In the limit k → 1 (4.36) becomes the pp-wave

background

ds2 = d�2 + coth2 � d�2 + sinh2 � dX+2 + 2dX+dX− ,

B2 = 0 ,
(4.37)

and if we light-cone gauge fix, X+ = m(w−w̄), in the associated sigma model we recover the complex sinh-Gordon

Lagrangian (4.34) as expected.

Relation to PCM plus WZ term. Finally we demonstrate a relation between the models above and the PCM plus

WZ term. Let us start with the metric and B-field for the PCM plus WZ term for G = GL(2)

ds2 = dX̃+2 + d�2 − cosh2 �d�2 + sinh2 �dX̃−2 ,

B = k cosh2 � d� ∧ dX̃− .
(4.38)

Note that dB = k sinh 2� d�∧d� ∧ dX̃−, which is proportional to the volume for SL(2). We first T-dualise � → �̃ ,

and then perform the following field redefinition

X̃+
→ k

′X̃+ +
k

k′
X̃− − �̃ , X̃−

→
1

k′
X̃− . (4.39)

It is straightforward to check that this is the inverse transformation to (4.23). Finally, T-dualising back, X̃+
→ X+,

X̃−
→ X− and �̃ → � , we precisely recover the background (4.36), demonstrating that it can be understood as a

generalised TsT transformation of the PCM plus WZ term.

4.4 The LMP limit

The PCM plus WZ term admits a limit in which it becomes the 2d analogue of the LMP model, otherwise known

as the pseudodual of the PCM [ZM78], see, e.g. [HLT19]. It is possible to generalise this limit to the gauged

model (4.5) by setting g = exp("U ), k = "−1l, X̃+
→ "2X̃+, X−

→ "3X− − "PhU rescaling the Lagrangian by

"−2, and taking " → 0. Implementing this limit in (4.5) we find

LLMP
IFT2

=
1

2
Tr
(
DwUDw̄U + [Φ, U ][Φ̄, U ]

)
−

l

6
Tr
(
(DwU + [Φ, U ][U, (Dw̄U − [Φ̄, U ]]

)

+ lTr
(
X−(Fw̄w − [Φ̄,Φ] +DwΦ̄ +Dw̄Φ)

)
+ Tr

(
(X̃+(DwΦ̄ −Dw̄Φ)

)

+
1

2l
Tr
(
U (Fw̄w − [Φ̄,Φ] −DwΦ̄ −Dw̄Φ)

)
.

(4.40)

Similarly we can take the limit in the Lax connections (4.7) and (4.8). The B-Lax (4.8) is unchanged, while the

A-Lax (4.7) becomes

(A)
w = )w + Bw −

l

2
KLMP

w −
1

�

(
Φ +

l

2
KLMP

w

)
,

(A)
w̄

= )w̄ + Bw̄ +
l

2
KLMP

w̄ + �
(
Φ̄ +

l

2
KLMP

w̄

)
,

(4.41)

where

KLMP
w = DwU + [Φ, U ] , KLMP

w̄ = Dw̄U − [Φ̄, U ] . (4.42)

As we will see in §6 this model can also be found directly from 6d hCS and 4d CS by considering a twist function

with a single fourth-order pole.
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As in the gauged WZW case, we can again find an integrable sigma model from (4.40) by integrating out Φ, Φ̄

and the gauge field Bw,w̄. For abelian H we can also construct the dual model by solving the constraint imposed

by the Lagrange multiplier X̃+ and integrating out Bw and Bw̄. For SL(2)∕U (1)V the resulting backgrounds can

be found by taking the LMP limit

� → "� −
1

6
"3��2 , � → "� −

1

3
"3�2� , (ds2, B2) → "−2(ds2, B2) , k → "−1l ,

X−
→ "3X− − "� , X̃+

→ "2X̃+ , X+
→ X+ , " → 0 ,

(4.43)

in eqs. (4.35) and (4.36). This limit breaks the manifest global symmetry given by shifts of the coordinate � . This

is in agreement with the fact that the Lagrangian (4.40) is not invariant under U → U + H0 (H0 ∈ h), while its

gauged WZW counterpart (4.5) is invariant under g → ℎ0gℎ0 (ℎ0 ∈ H) for abelian H .

Curiously, we can actually take a simplified LMP limit

� → "� , � → "� , (ds2, B2) → "−2(ds2, B2) , k → "−1l ,

X−
→ "3X− − "� , X̃+

→ "2X̃+ , X+
→ X+ , " → 0 ,

(4.44)

in the backgrounds (4.35) and (4.36) that preserves this global symmetry. Taking this limit in eq. (4.35) we find

ds2 = d�2 + d�2 +
1

�2
dX̃+2 +

2

�2
dX−d� ,

B2 =  ∧ dX̃+ ,  =
l

�2
dX− +

(
l −

1

2l�2

)
d� ,

(4.45)

while the limit of eq. (4.36) is

ds2 = d�2 + d�2 + �2(dX̃+ + )2 + 2

�2
dX−d� ,

B2 = 0 .

(4.46)

As for the gauged WZW case these two backgrounds above can also be constructed as a generalised TsT transfor-

mation of the background for the LMP model on GL(2)

ds2 = dX̃+2 + d�2 − d�2 + �2dX̃−2 ,

B2 = l�2d� ∧ dX̃− .
(4.47)

Explicitly, if we first T-dualise � → �̃ , then perform the following field redefinition

X̃+
→ lX̃+ +

1

2l2
X̃− − �̃ , X̃−

→
1

l
X̃− , �̃ → �̃ −

1

2l2
X̃− , (4.48)

and finally T-dualise back,23 X̃+
→ X+, X̃−

→ X− and �̃ → � , we recover the background (4.45).

§5 Reduction to gCS4 and localisation

Having discussed the right hand side of the diamond, we briefly describe the left hand side that follows from first

reducing to obtain a gauged 4d Chern-Simons theory on ℝ
2 × ℂℙ

1 and then integrating over ℂℙ1 to localise to a

two-dimensional field theory on ℝ
2. We show that the resulting IFT2 matches (4.3).

We recall the six-dimensional coupled action

SghCS6
[,] = ShCS6

[] − ShCS6
[] − 1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧ Tr ( ∧ ) . (5.1)

23Note that here the order of T-dualities matters. In particular, we cannot first T-dualise �̃ after the coordinate redefinition since it turns out

to be a null coordinate.
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We note that the three terms in the action are invariant under the transformations  ↦ ̂ = + �̇
a
eȧ + �

0
e0 and

 ↦ ̂ =  + �̇
a
eȧ + �

0
e0, given that both Ω and )̄Ω are top forms in the holomorphic directions. By choosing

� and � appropriately, we can ensure that neither ̂ nor ̂ have dz or dz̄ legs, so

̂ = ̂wdw + ̂w̄dw̄ +0ē
0 with ̂w = −

[�]

⟨�⟩ , ̂w̄ = −
[�̂]

⟨�̂⟩ , (5.2)

̂ = ̂wdw + ̂w̄dw̄ + 0ē
0 with ̂w = −

[�]
⟨�⟩ , ̂w̄ = −

[�̂]
⟨�̂⟩ . (5.3)

To perform the reduction we follow the procedure outlined in §2.4. Namely, we contract the six-dimensional

Lagrangian of (5.1) with the vector fields )z and )z̄, and restrict to gauge connections which are invariant under the

flow of these vector fields. Thus, since the shifted gauge fields ̂ and ̂ manifestly have no dz or dz̄ legs, and we

are restricting to field configurations satisfying L)z
̂ = L)z

̂ = L)z̄
̂ = L)z̄

̂ = 0, the contraction by )z and )z̄

only hits Ω in the first two terms, and )̄Ω in the third. In particular, we find

()z ∧ )z̄) ∨ Ω =
⟨��⟩2
2

⟨�⟩⟨�̂⟩
⟨��⟩2⟨��⟩2

e0 , ()z ∧ )z̄) ∨ )̄Ω = −
⟨��⟩2
2

)̄0

( ⟨�⟩⟨�̂⟩
⟨��⟩2⟨��⟩2

)
e0 ∧ ē0 . (5.4)

Hence, the six-dimensional action reduces to a four-dimensional coupled Chern-Simons action

SgCS4
[Â, B̂] = ∫X ! ∧ CS[Â] − ∫X ! ∧ CS[B̂] −

1

2�i ∫X )̄! ∧ ⟨Â, B̂⟩ , (5.5)

where X = ℂℙ
1 × ℝ

2,

! =
⟨��⟩2
2

⟨�⟩⟨�̂⟩
⟨��⟩2⟨��⟩2

e0 , (5.6)

and Â and B̂ are the restrictions of ̂ and ̂ to X. Similarly, the boundary conditions (3.18) descend to analogous

boundary conditions on Â and B̂. The action (5.5) has been considered before in [Ste21], albeit not with the choice

of ! hereby discussed.

With the gauged 4d Chern-Simons action at hand, we may now localize. The procedure is entirely analogous

to the one depicted in §3.4 so we shall omit some of the details. We begin by reparametrising our four-dimensional

gauge fields Â and B̂ in terms of a new pair of connections Â′, B̂′ and smooth functions ĝ ∈ C∞(X,G) and

ℎ̂ ∈ C∞(X,H). We use the redundancy in the reparametrisation to fix Â′
0
= B̂′

0
= 0. The boundary degrees of

freedom of the resulting IFT2 will be a priori be given by the evaluation of ĝ, ℎ̂, û and v̂ at � and �. However, as

in the 6d setting, we have some residual symmetry we can use to fix ĝ|� = id, ℎ̂|�,� = id, and similarly, v̂|�,� = 0.

We are thus left with

ĝ|� ∶= g , û|� ∶= u , û|� = ũ . (5.7)

In terms of these variables, the bulk equations of motion of gCS4 theory imply

)̄0Â
′
i = 0 , )̄0B̂

′
i = 0 , (5.8)

away from the zeroes of !, namely  and ̂ . The on-shell gCS4 action can be thus written as

SgCS4
[Â′, B̂′] =

1

2�i ∫X )̄! ∧ Tr
(
Â′ ∧ )̄ĝĝ−1 − (ĝ−1Â′ĝ + ĝ−1)̄ĝ) ∧ B̂′

)

−
1

6�i ∫X×[0,1]

)̄! ∧ Tr
(
ĝ−1dĝ ∧ ĝ−1dĝ ∧ ĝ−1dĝ

)
.

(5.9)

To obtain the IFT2 we begin by looking at the bulk equations of motion (5.8). Liouville’s theorem shows that the

only bounded, holomorphic functions on ℂℙ
1 are constant functions. We are after something a little more general

than this, however, as we do not require the components of our gauge field to be bounded at the zeroes of !. Indeed,
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we allow the w-component to have a pole at � ∼  and the w̄-component to have a pole at � ∼ ̂ . With this analytic

structure in mind, we can parameterise the solution of the bulk equation for B̂′ by

B̂′
w = Bw +

⟨�̂⟩
⟨�⟩ Φ , B̂′

w̄ = Bw̄ −
⟨�⟩
⟨�̂⟩ Φ̄ , (5.10)

where we have conveniently used the field variables introduced in (4.1) to ease comparison with (4.3) after locali-

sation to the IFT2. In particular, under �-independent gauge transformations Bw, Bw̄ have the transformation of 2d

gauge fields, whilst Φ and Φ̄ transform as adjoint scalars.

Note that in the singular piece of these solutions, we have chosen to align the zero of each with the pole of the

other. Notice that this choice is also completely general, since moving the zeros in the singular pieces amounts to

field redefinitions between Bw and Φ, respectively, Bw̄ and Φ̄. This is convenient since the flatness condition on

B̂′ reproduces Hitchin’s equations,

Fww̄[B̂
′] = Fww̄[B] − [Φ, Φ̄] −

⟨�⟩
⟨�̂⟩ DwΦ̄ −

⟨�̂⟩
⟨�⟩ DwΦ . (5.11)

On the other hand, for the Â′ gauge field a convenient choice of parameterisation when solving the bulk equation

of motion (5.8) is

Â′
i =

⟨��⟩
⟨�⟩

⟨�⟩
⟨��⟩ Ui +

⟨��⟩
⟨�⟩

⟨�⟩
⟨��⟩ Vi , i = w, w̄ . (5.12)

This parametrisation, in which we have chosen the coefficients such that one term vanishes at � ∼ � while the other

vanishes at � ∼ �, is adapted to the boundary conditions which can be solved for Ui and Vi to yield

Â′
w = B̂′

w −
⟨��⟩
⟨�⟩

⟨�⟩
⟨��⟩

(
Dwgg

−1 +
⟨�̂⟩
⟨�⟩ (1 − Adg)Φ

)

Â′
w̄ = B̂′

w̄ −
⟨��⟩
⟨�̂⟩

⟨�̂⟩
⟨��⟩

(
Dw̄gg

−1 −
⟨�⟩
⟨�̂⟩ (1 − Adg)Φ̄

)
.

(5.13)

Replacing (5.10) and (5.13) in (5.9) and integrating24 along ℂℙ
1 we recover the IFT2 given in (4.3).

§6 Gauged LMP action

In the previous sections, we analysed a ghCS6 setup where the meromorphic (3, 0)-form Ω had two double poles,

showing that such a theory leads to a gauged WZW4 upon localisation to ℝ
4. To highlight some of the universal

features of this procedure, we will now focus on another example in which the meromorphic (3, 0)-form will have

a single fourth order pole. Such a configuration of the ungauged hCS6 was shown in [Bit22] to lead to the LMP

action for ASDYM [LM87], [Par92].

6.1 LMP action from hCS6

Let us start by reviewing the ungauged localisation of hCS6 with a fourth order pole. We start with the action and

(3, 0)-form defined by

ShCS6
[] =

1

2�i ∫ℙT Ω ∧ CS() , Ω = k
e0 ∧ eȧ ∧ eȧ

⟨��⟩4
. (6.1)

24To do so, we use the localisation formula in homogeneous coordinates

1

2�i ∫X )̄! ∧Q = −
1

2 ∫
ℝ2

[ ⟨�⟩⟨�̂⟩ + ⟨�̂⟩⟨�⟩
⟨��⟩ Q|� + ⟨�⟩⟨�̂⟩()0Q)|�

]
+ � ↔ � . (5.14)

for any Q ∈ Ω2(X).
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As is usual in hCS6, we must impose boundary conditions on the gauge field  to ensure the vanishing of the

boundary variation

�ShCS6

|||bdry
=

1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧ tr(� ∧) . (6.2)

Evaluating the above integral is achieved by making use of the localisation formula (see appendix D)

1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧Q =
k

6 ∫
ℝ4

�a�bΣ
ab ∧ )3

0
Q
|||� . (6.3)

Then, one finds that the boundary variation vanishes if we impose the boundary conditions

|�=� = 0 and )0|�=� = 0 . (6.4)

Admissible gauge transformations. We now check which residual gauge symmetries survive with the preceding

choice of boundary conditions. We proceed in a familiar fashion, introducing a new parameterisation of our gauge

field  as

 = ĝ−1′ĝ + ĝ−1)̄ĝ , ′
0
= 0 . (6.5)

This parameterisation has both external and internal gauge symmetries which act as

External ̂ ∶  ↦ ̂ , ′
↦ ′ , ĝ ↦ ĝ̂ ,

Internal ̌ ∶  ↦  , ′
↦ ′̌ , ĝ ↦ ̌−1ĝ .

(6.6)

The internal gauge transformations must satisfy )̄0̌ = 0 to preserve the condition ′
0
= 0. These transformations

leave the value of  invariant and as such they are fully compatible with the boundary conditions. We will use

the internal gauge symmetry to fix ĝ|�=� = id. The story for the external gauge symmetries is slightly different,

under external gauge transformations  ↦ ̂ and so the value of  at the poles is not generically invariant.

As such we must proceed with caution: we require our boundary conditions to be invariant under external gauge

transformations, imposing constraints on the admissible symmetries at � = �. This limits the amount of symmetry

available for gauge fixing. The gauge transformation of the first boundary condition reads

̂ |�=� =
(
̂−1̂ + ̂−1)̄̂

)
|�=� = 0 ⟹ −1�a)aȧ = 0 , (6.7)

where we have defined

̂|�=� =  .

Here, we have derived the fact that at � = � we restrict our gauge transformations such that they are holomorphic on

ℝ
4 with respect to the complex structure given by the point � = �. Another way of stating this is that our admissible

external gauge symmetries on ℙT localise to semi-local symmetries in the effective theory on ℝ
4. However this

restriction is derived from only one half of the boundary conditions. Introducing the notation

�̂ ∶= ̂−1)0̂ ,

the gauge transformation of the second boundary condition reads

)0̂ |�=� = )0
(
̂−1̂ + ̂−1)̄̂

)
|�=� = 0 ,

=
([

̂−1 ̂, �̂
]
+ ̂−1)0̂ + )̄�̂ +

[
̂−1)̄̂ , �̂

]
+ ̂−1)ȧ̂ ēȧ

)
|�=� .

(6.8)

Imposing the original boundary conditions we arrive at the constraint equation

�a)aȧ� + −1�̂a)aȧ = 0 , (6.9)

where we have used ⟨��̂⟩ = 1 and defined

�̂|�=� = � .
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One solution is that the external gauge transformations are global symmetries of the localised effective theory

d
ℝ4 = 0, and � is holomorphic on ℝ

4 with respect to choice of complex structure given by the point � ∈ ℂℙ
1.

Tentatively, our localised theory should have 4 degrees of freedom, known as ‘edge modes’,

u ∶= (g, u1, u2, u3) . (6.10)

where

g = ĝ|�=� , u
1 ∶= ĝ−1)0ĝ|�=� , u

2 ∶= ĝ−1)2
0
ĝ|�=� , u

3 ∶= ĝ−1)3
0
ĝ|�=� . (6.11)

However, some of these fields are spurious and can be gauged fixed away using the admissible gauge symmetries.

We have already used the internal gauge symmetry to fix g = id.. Furthermore, the second and third )0-derivatives

of the external gauge transformations are unconstrained by the boundary conditions, so they can be used to gauge

fix u2 = u3 = 0. This leaves us with one dynamical degree of freedom in the localised theory on ℝ
4, namely

u1 ∶ ℝ
4
→ g which we will now denote by u for brevity. In conclusion, after gauge fixing we have

u = (id, u, 0, 0) . (6.12)

Solving the boundary conditions. Using the boundary conditions, we will solve for ′ in the parametrisation

(6.5) in terms of the edge modes. The first boundary condition tells us

′|�=� = 0 ⇒ �aAaȧ = 0 ⇒ Aaȧ = �aCȧ . (6.13)

Then, the second boundary condition equation is written as

)0′|�=� + )̄u = 0 , (6.14)

which allows us to conclude that

C�̇ = �a)��̇u . (6.15)

We now have all the ingredients to localise the hCS6 action to ℝ
4.

Localisation to ℝ
4. We can write the action (6.1) in the new variables as

S =
1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧ Tr(′ ∧ )̄ĝĝ−1) −
1

6�i ∫ℙT×[0,1] )̄Ω ∧ Tr
(
(ĝ−1dĝ)3

)
, (6.16)

where in the second term we have extended ℙT to the 7-manifold ℙT × [0, 1], whose boundary is a disjoint union

of two copies of ℙT . We have also extended our fields via a smooth homotopy ĝ → ĝ(t) so that ĝ(0) = id and

ĝ(1) = ĝ. Applying the localisation formula (6.3) and the choice of gauge fixing (6.12), we arrive at the spacetime

action

SLMP[u] =
k

3 ∫
ℝ4

1

2
Tr(du ∧ ⋆du) +

1

3
�a�bΣ

ab ∧ Tr( u [du, du] ) . (6.17)

We identify the action (6.17) as the LMP model for ASDYM. Upon performing reduction to ℝ
2 the above action

becomes the pseudo-dual of the PCM [LV23].

6.2 Gauged LMP action from ghCS6

In the previous subsection, we derived the LMP action from hCS6. Next, we shall consider the same fourth order

pole structure for gauged hCS6. The starting point is to calculate the boundary variation and make a choice of

isotropic subspace such that it vanishes.
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Boundary conditions. Starting from the action

SghCS6
[,] = ShCS6

[] − ShCS6
[] − 1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧ Tr
( ∧ ) , (6.18)

the boundary variation is given by

�SghCS6

|||bdry
=

1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧ Tr
(
� ∧ ( − ) − � ∧ ( −)

)
. (6.19)

Following in a parallel fashion to the hCS6 case, one finds a suitable choice of boundary conditions is given by

|�=� = |�=� , )0|�=� = )0|�=� , )2
0
h|�=� = )2

0
|�=� , )3

0
h|�=� = )3

0
|�=� . (6.20)

Gauge fixing. Gauge fixing will once again prove dividends in completing the localisation calculation, as such,

we will consider the set of admissible gauge transformations respecting our boundary conditions. Performing a

gauge transformation on the first boundary condition, one arrives at

(
̂−1̂ + ̂−1)̄̂

)
|�=� =

(
�̂−1�̂ + �̂−1)̄�̂

)
|�=� , (6.21)

from which one concludes that the admissible gauge transformations must obey ̂|� = �̂|� . Running through

systematically, the second boundary condition requires

([
̂−1 ̂ + ̂−1)̄̂ , �̂

]
+ ̂−1)0̂ + )̄�̂ + ̂−1)ȧ̂ ēȧ

)
|�=�

=
([

�̂−1 �̂ + �̂−1)̄�̂, N̂
]
+ �̂−1)0�̂ + )̄N̂ + �̂−1)ȧ�̂ ēȧ

)
|�=� ,

(6.22)

where we have denoted �̂ = ̂−1)0̂ and N̂ = �̂−1)0�̂. Making use of the original boundary condition and the

constraint ̂|� = �̂|� , we conclude that admissible gauge transformations must also obey �̂|�=� = N̂|�=� . In a

similar fashion, from the third boundary condition we conclude that �̂
(2)

h
|� = N̂(2)|� where �̂(2) ∶= ̂−1)2

0
̂ and

N̂(2) ∶= �̂−1)2
0
�̂. Finally, from the fourth boundary condition we find �̂

(3)

h
|� = N̂(3)|� where �̂(3) ∶= ̂−1)3

0
̂ and

N̂(3) ∶= �̂−1)3
0
�̂.

Armed with the admissible gauge symmetries of our theory, we set ourselves the task of gauge fixing our degrees

of freedom. Naively, we would think there are 8 degrees of freedom in our theory,

u ∶=
(
g, u, u2, u3

)
,

v ∶=
(
ℎ, v1, v2, v3

)
.

(6.23)

First, one considers the internal gauge symmetries of  and  which one can use to set both g and ℎ to the identity.

Next, one should note that the H-valued external gauge transformations of  parameterised by �̂ are unconstrained

at the point � = �. As such, one can gauge fix vi = 0 for i = 1, 2, 3. Now, as our external gauge transformations

of  parameterised by ̂ are constrained to coincide with �̂ at � = �, and we have used these symmetries in our

choice of gauge fixing, we find that we are unable to gauge fix ui. As such, each of these degrees of freedoms will

appear as fields in our effective theory on ℝ
4. In summary, after gauge fixing one has,

u =
(
id, u, u2, u3

)
,

v = (id, 0, 0, 0) .
(6.24)

Solving the boundary conditions. The first boundary condition reads

(
ĝ−1′ĝ + ĝ−1)̄ĝ

)
|�=� = (ℎ̂−1′ℎ̂ + ℎ̂−1)̄ℎ̂)|�=� . (6.25)

Given our choice of gauge fixing (6.24) and the explicit solutions e.g. ′
ȧ
= �aAaȧ, this implies

′|�=� = ′|�=� ⇒ �aAaȧ = �aBaȧ ⇒ Aaȧ = Baȧ − �aQȧ . (6.26)
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We can then use the second boundary condition to solve for Qȧ,

)0|�=� = )0|�=� , ⟹ Qȧ = −�a
([
Baȧ, u

]
+ )aȧu

)
= −�a∇aȧu . (6.27)

These two boundary conditions are sufficient to solve for Aaȧ in terms of the other degrees of freedom,

Aaȧ = Baȧ + �a�
b∇bȧu . (6.28)

Localisation to ℝ
4. Writing the action (6.18) in terms of the new field variables, one can see the only terms that

will contribute to the effective action given our choice of gauge (6.24) will be

SghCS6
=

1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧ Tr(′ ∧ )̄ĝĝ−1 − ĝ−1′ĝ ∧ ′ − ĝ−1)̄ĝ ∧ ′) −
1

6�i ∫ℙT×[0,1] )̄Ω ∧ Tr
(
(ĝ−1dĝ)3

)
.

(6.29)

The localisation calculation of the gauged model is slightly more involved than the ungauged case due to the addi-

tional degrees of freedom appearing. However, as seen in the calculations in previous sections we expect u2 and

u3 to appear only as Lagrange multipliers, in particular imposing self-duality type constraints for our gauge field

B. With this tenet in mind, one can show that the 4d theory is given by

SgLMP[u, B] = k∫
ℝ4

vol4
1

2
Tr (∇aȧ

u∇aȧu) +
1

3
�ȧḃ Tr (u

[
�a∇aȧu, �

b∇bḃu
]
) + u �ȧḃ�̂a�̂bFaȧbḃ(B)

+
1

2
u
2�ȧḃ

(
�a�̂b + �̂a�b

)
Faȧbḃ(B) + ũ

3�ȧḃ�a�bFaȧbḃ(B) ,

(6.30)

where we have performed a field redefinition u3 → ũ3 ∶=
1

6
(u3 + 2

[
u, u2

]
). Upon reducing along a particular ℝ2

subgroup, and appropriately performing redefinitions of our fields and parameters, one finds that the gauged LMP

action matches the two-dimensional action eq. (4.40).

Implementing the Lagrange multipliers. In section 2.3 we reviewed how solutions to the ASDYM can be for-

mulated in terms of a Yang’s matrix after a partial gauge fixing of the ASD connection. In this section we will look

to integrate out our Lagrange multiplier fields present in the action eq. (6.30) by solving the self duality constraints

they impose in a similar vein. Indeed, one may understand the LMP equations of motion as the remaining ASDYM

equation after these two constraints have been solved. This is analogous to the statement that the WZW4 equation

of motion is the remaining ASDYM equation for Yang’s matrix.

The equation of motion found by varying ũ3 is an integrability condition along the 2-plane defined by �a, and

it maybe be solved by

�ȧḃ�a�bFaȧbḃ(B) = 0 ⟹ �aBaȧ = ℎ−1�a)aȧℎ , (6.31)

where ℎ ∈ C∞(ℝ4)⊗H . It is helpful to parameterise the remaining degrees of freedom in Baȧ in terms of a new

field Cȧ, defined by the relation

Baȧ = ℎ−1)aȧℎ − �a ℎ
−1Cȧℎ . (6.32)

Then, the u2 equation of motion becomes

�ȧḃ
(
�a�̂b + �̂a�b

)
Faȧbḃ(B) = 0 ⟺ �ȧḃ�a)aȧCḃ = 0 . (6.33)

This may be solved explicitly by Cȧ = �a)aȧf for f ∈ C∞(ℝ4)⊗ h, such that the gauge field B is given by

Baȧ = ℎ−1)aȧℎ + ℎ−1Xaȧℎ , where Xaȧ = −�a�
b)bȧf . (6.34)

Reinserting this expression into the action eq. (6.30), the resulting theory may be written as a difference of two

LMP actions. This can be done by performing a field redefinition ℎuℎ−1 = v − f , for v ∈ C∞(ℝ4)⊗ g, such that
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one arrives at the action

SgLMP[u, B] = k∫
ℝ4

1

2
Tr(dv ∧ ⋆dv)+

1

3
�a�bΣ

ab ∧ Tr(v [dv, dv])

− k∫
ℝ4

1

2
Tr(df ∧ ⋆df ) +

1

3
�a�bΣ

ab ∧ Tr(f [df, df ]) .

(6.35)

This demonstrates the conclusion

SgLMP[u, B] = SLMP[v] − SLMP[f ] . (6.36)

§7 Outlook

The construction presented in this work has led us to new integrable field theories in both four and two dimensions.

We conclude by highlighting a number of interesting future directions prompted by these results.

Motivated by the observation that the gauged WZW model on the coset G∕H in two dimensions can be written

as the difference of WZW models for the groups G and H , we took the difference of two hCS6 theories as our

starting point. The boundary conditions (3.18) led us to add a boundary term resulting in the action (3.14). It

is worth highlighting that the boundary variation vanishes on the boundary conditions (3.18) whether or not the

boundary term is included, and the contribution of the boundary term to the IFT4 vanishes if we invoke all the

boundary conditions. However, while the algebraic boundary conditions, k|�,� = 0 and h|�,� = �,� can be

straightforwardly solved, this is not the case for the differential one )0h|�,� = )0�,� . Therefore, we relaxed

this condition meaning that the contribution of the boundary term no longer vanishes. Remarkably, for the specific

boundary term added in (3.14), the constraints implied by the differential boundary condition now follow as on-shell

equations of motion, leading to fully consistent IFT4 and IFT2.

There are compelling reasons to follow this strategy, including that the symplectic potential becomes tautologi-

cal upon including the boundary term. However, it remains to understand why the differential boundary condition

can be consistently dropped for this particular choice of boundary term, and a systematic interpretation of this is an

open question. To address this, it would be appropriate to pursue a more formal study, complementing a homotopic

analysis (along the lines done for CS4 in [BSV22]) with a symplectic/Hamiltonian study of the 6d holomorphic

Chern-Simons theory (similar to [Vic21] in the context of CS4).

A second arena for formal development is the connection between 6d holomorphic Chern-Simons and five-

dimensional Kähler Chern-Simons (KCS5) theory [NS90; NS92]. This should mirror the relationship between CS4

and CS3 theories described by Yamazaki [Yam19]. To make this suggestion precise in the present context one may

consider a Kaluza-Klein expansion around the U (1) rotation in the ℂℙ1 that leaves fixed the location of the double

poles, retaining the transverse coordinate as part of the bulk five-manifold of KCS5. The details of this are left for

future study.

It would also be interesting to explore the new integrable IFT4 and IFT2 that we have constructed. G∕H coset

CFTs in two dimensions have a rich spectrum of paraferminonic operators [BCR90; BCH91]. It would be very

interesting to establish the lift or analogue of these objects in the context of the IFT4. The natural framework for

this is likely to involve the study of co-dimension one defects and associated higher-form symmetries.

For abelian H we find IFT2 that, in the k → 1 limit, are related to massive integrable perturbations of the

G∕H gauged WZW models known as homogeneous sine-Gordon models [Par94; Fer+97]. These include the sine-

Gordon and complex sine-Gordon models as special cases, two of the most well-understood IFT2. There is nothing

in our construction that prohibits non-abelian H and it would be instructive to study the resulting models in more

detail.

An important class of IFT2 are the symmetric space sigma models. These can be constructed either by restricting

fields to parameterise G∕H directly or by gauging a left action of H on the PCM. These theories have been realised
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in CS4 through branch cut defects [CY19] and recently in hCS6 [CW24]. One might explore the realisation the

gauging construction of such models within the current framework, and generalise to ℤ4 graded semi-symmetric

spaces (relevant for applications of CS4 to string worldsheet theories [CS20; BP24]).

When G∕H is a symmetric space, an alternative class of massive integrable perturbations of the G∕H gauged

WZW model are known as the symmetric space sine-Gordon models [BPS96; Fer+97]. In the landscape of

IFT2 these are related to the � → 0 limit [HMS14; HT15] of the �-deformation of the symmetric space sigma

model [Sfe14]. Note that k → 1 and � → 0 both correspond to conformal limits and it would be instructive

to explore the relation between the two constructions. More generally, it would be interesting to generalise the

construction in this work to deformed models, in particular splitting one or both double poles in the meromorphic

(3,0)-formΩ into simple poles, or dual models, for example considering the alternative boundary conditions (3.29).

Finally, recently novel approaches to constructing IFT3 using higher Chern-Simons theory in 5d has been ex-

plored in [SV24; CL24]. Given that there is an overlap between the models that can be obtained from these construc-

tions and from hCS6, or more precisely its reduction to five dimensions, CS5 on the mini-twistor correspondence

space ℙℕ [BS23], it would be exciting to understand the link between the two, and investigate the existence of

categorical generalisations of hCS6.
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§A Spinor and Differential Form Conventions

We work on ℝ
4 and define coordinates in bispinor notation by

xaȧ =
1√
2

(
x0 + ix1 x2 + ix3

−x2 + ix3 x0 − ix1

)
. (A.1)

We fix orientation such that ⋆1 = vol4 = dx0 ∧ dx1 ∧ dx2 ∧ dx3. For 1-forms � = �aȧdx
aȧ and � = �aȧdx

aȧ we

have

⋆2� = −� , � ∧ ⋆� = − ⋆ � ∧ � = vol4�
ab�ȧḃ�aȧ�bḃ , d ⋆ � = vol4�

ab�ȧḃ)aȧ�bḃ . (A.2)

Contraction of spinors is given by

⟨��⟩ = �1�2 − �2�1 = �a�a (A.3)

and raising is achieved by

�a = �ab�b �12 = −�21 = −1 . (A.4)

We define �12 = +1 such that �ab�bc = �ac . The (quaternionic) conjugation of a spinor �a = (�1, �2) is defined to

be �̂a = (−�̄2, �̄1). Identical definitions hold for the anti-chiral spinors with dotted indices and contraction denoted

with square brackets though these don’t enter in this work.

33



A basis for self dual two forms is given by

Σab = �ȧḃdx
aȧ ∧ dxbḃ , (A.5)

from which given any two spinors we can define self dual forms

Σ�,� = �a�bΣ
ab = �a�b�ȧḃdx

aȧ ∧ dxbḃ , ⋆Σ�,� = Σ�,� . (A.6)

As they will play key roles let we denote

!�,� =
1

⟨��⟩ Σ�,� , �� = Σ�,� , �� = Σ�,� . (A.7)

ℝ
4 is equipped with a Hyper Kähler structure and has a ℂℙ1’s worth of complex structures. We can compactly

express the corresponding complex structure to a spinor a as

 = −i(a)aȧ)⊗ (̂bdx
bȧ) − i(̂a)aȧ)⊗ (bdx

bȧ) , (A.8)

to which adapted complex coordinates are given by

dz = a�ȧdx
aȧ , dz̄ = ̂a�̂ȧdx

aȧ , dw = a�̂ȧdx
aȧ , dw̄ = −̂a�ȧdx

aȧ . (A.9)

With these coordinates we have that

�� = −2⟨�⟩2dw̄ ∧ dz̄ − 2⟨�⟩⟨�̂⟩(dz ∧ dz̄ + dw ∧ dw̄) − 2⟨�̂⟩2dw ∧ dz (A.10)

!�,� = −2
⟨�̂⟩⟨�̂⟩
⟨��⟩ dw ∧ dz − 2

⟨�⟩⟨�⟩
⟨��⟩ dw̄ ∧ dz̄ −

⟨�⟩⟨�̂⟩ + ⟨�̂⟩⟨�⟩
⟨��⟩ (dz ∧ dz̄ + dw ∧ dw̄) (A.11)

Notice that if we align the spinor � to  and � to ̂ then !,̂ is (proportional to) the corresponding Kähler form $

of type (1, 1) and � is a holomorphic (2, 0)-form and �̂ is (0, 2)-form.

§B Twistor Space

In this work we will be working on the Euclidean slice of Penrose’s twistor space, ℙT E. Starting from the twistor

space of complexified Minkowski space,

ℙT = ℂℙ3∕ℂℙ1 = {Z� = (!ȧ, �a)}|�a ≠ 0 , Z� ∼ rZ� r ∈ ℂ
×} , (B.1)

we obtain ℙT E by making a choice of reality conditions, in particular by selecting the slice of ℙT invariant under

the anti-holomorphic (quartic)-involution acting on the holomorphic coordinates as Z�
↦ Ẑ� = (!̂ȧ, �̂a). This

choice of reality conditions induces a double fibration and we find that in particular Euclidean twistor space can be

viewed as the holomorphic vector bundle ℙT E ≅ (1)⊕ (1) → ℂℙ
1, where the holomorphic coordinates along

the fibre direction are given by the incidence relations !ȧ = xaȧ�a. With this we choose a basis of (1, 0)-forms and

(0, 1)-forms

e0 = ⟨�d�⟩ , eȧ = �adx
aȧ ,

ē0 =
⟨�̂d�̂⟩
⟨��̂⟩2

, ēȧ =
�̂adx

ȧa

⟨��̂⟩ .
(B.2)

and their dual vector fields

)0 =
�̂a

⟨��̂⟩
)

)�a
, )ȧ = −

�̂a)aȧ
⟨��̂⟩ ,

)̄0 = −⟨��̂⟩�a
)

)�̂a
, )̄ȧ = �a)aȧ .

(B.3)

It is important to note that this basis of 1-forms, and their duals, enjoy the structure equations,

)̄eȧ = e0 ∧ ēȧ , )ēȧ = eȧ ∧ ē0 ,

[)̄0 , )ȧ] = )̄ȧ , [)̄ȧ , )0] = )ȧ .
(B.4)
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B.1 Homogeneous and Inhomogeneous Coordinates

Homogeneous coordinates onℂℙ1 will be denoted by �a = (�1, �2) which are defined up to the equivalence relation

�a ∼ s �a for any non-zero s ∈ ℂ
∗. These have the advantage of being globally defined on ℂℙ

1 but can lead to

technical challenges in certain calculations. It can also be useful to work with inhomogeneous coordinates on two

patches covering ℂℙ
1 ≅ S2. Introducing an arbitrary spinor a which satisfies ⟨̂⟩ = 1, the two patches covering

ℂℙ
1 will be defined by

U1 = {�a ∣ ⟨�̂⟩ ≠ 0} , U2 = {�a ∣ ⟨�⟩ ≠ 0} . (B.5)

Inhomogeneous coordinates may be defined on each patch by

� =
⟨�⟩
⟨�̂⟩ , � =

⟨�̂⟩
⟨�⟩ , � = �−1 . (B.6)

In this section, we will restrict our attention to U1 and the inhomogeneous coordinate � , knowing that an analogous

discussion may be had on the other patch. The complex conjugate of the inhomogeneous coordinate � is

�̄ = −
⟨�̂̂⟩
⟨�̂⟩ . (B.7)

Forms and vector fields on ℂℙ
1 written in these coordinates are related to one another by

d� =
e0

⟨�̂⟩2
, d�̄ =

⟨��̂⟩2

⟨�̂⟩2
ē0 ,

)� = ⟨�̂⟩2)0 , )�̄ =
⟨�̂⟩2

⟨��̂⟩2
)̄0 .

(B.8)

It is also helpful to defined a weight zero basis of (1, 0)-forms on ℝ
4 ⊂ ℙT by

�ȧ =
eȧ

⟨�̂⟩ = dxaȧ a + � dxaȧ ̂a . (B.9)

Likewise the weight zero basis of (0, 1)-forms on ℝ
4 ⊂ ℙT are defined by

�̄ȧ = ⟨�̂⟩ ēȧ = 1

1 + ��̄

(
dxaȧ ̂a − �̄ dxaȧ a

)
. (B.10)

Given a point on ℂℙ
1 defined by �a in homogeneous coordinates, we denote the corresponding point in the inho-

mogeneous coordinate � by

� =
⟨�⟩
⟨�̂⟩ = �|�a∼�a . (B.11)

We also have the relationship
⟨��⟩

⟨�̂⟩⟨̂�⟩ = (� − �) . (B.12)

§C Projector Technology

We consider the operator on 1-forms on ℝ
4 given by

�,� (�) = −i ⋆ (!�,� ∧ �) ,  2
�,�

= −id , (C.1)

which allows us to define projectors

P =
1

2
(id − i ) P̄ =

1

2
(id + i ) . (C.2)

This is suggestive of a complex structure and indeed if we take � =  and � = ̂ then,̂ is the complex structure

(e.q. (A.8). The projectors P and P̄ project onto (1, 0) and (0, 1) components thus realising the Dolbeault complex.
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These projectors enjoy a range of identities that we deploy in calculation:

P̄ (⋆(�� ∧ �)) = 0 , P (⋆(�� ∧ �)) = 0 , �� ∧ P̄ (�) = 0 , �� ∧ P (�) = 0 , (C.3)

!�,� ∧ P̄ (�) = − ⋆ P̄ (�) , !�,�P (�) = ⋆P (�) (C.4)

!�,� ∧ P̄ (�) ∧ � = ! ∧ � ∧ P (�) , !�,� ∧ P̄ (�) ∧ P̄ (�) = 0 . (C.5)

To move between form and component notation is useful to observe that

P (�)aȧ = −
1

⟨��⟩ �a�
b�bȧ , P̄ (�)aȧ =

1

⟨��⟩ �a�
b�bȧ . (C.6)

Further relations, used for processing the ℂℙ1 derivative boundary conditions, are

�a�aȧē
ȧ|� = 2 ⋆ (�� ∧ a) , �a�aȧē

ȧ|� = −⟨��⟩P (�) , (C.7)

�a�aȧē
ȧ|� = 2 ⋆ (�� ∧ a) , �a�aȧē

ȧ|� = ⟨��⟩P̄ (�) . (C.8)

As an application of this projector technology let us consider the (ungauged) WZW4 model for which the

equation of motion can be cast in terms of the right-invariant Maurer Cartan formR = dgg−1 that obeys dR = R∧R

as

d ⋆ P̄ (R) =
1

2
d (⋆ − !�,�∧) dgg

−1 = 0 . (C.9)

We consider now a Yang-Mills connection A = −P̄ (X). The equations for this to be anti-self dual are

��F [A] = 0 , ��F [A] = 0 , !�,� ∧ F [A] = 0 . (C.10)

The first of these vanishes identically by virtue of the fact that �� ∧ A = 0. Since �� ∧ A = −�� ∧X, the second

provides a Bianchi identity

��F [A] = −�� ∧ (dX −X ∧X) (C.11)

and hence solved with X = R. The final equation returns the desired equation of motion as

!�,� ∧ F [A] = −d(!�,� ∧ P̄ (R)) + !�,� ∧ P̄ (R) ∧ P̄ (R) = d ⋆ P̄ (R) . (C.12)

At the Kähler point � = �̂ = ̂ , we can simply cast the ASDYM equations as

F 2,0 = 0 , F 0,2 = 0 , $ ∧ F 1,1 = 0 . (C.13)

In this case, the connection is given by A = −)̄gg−1 is of type (0, 1), hence F 2,0 = 0 automatically, F 0,2 = 0 is

zero by Bianchi identity and the equation of motion of WZW4 is

$ ∧ )()̄gg−1) = 0 . (C.14)

§D Derivation of Localisation Formulae

In this work we are required to evaluate integrals of the form

I =
1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧Q , Q ∈ Ω0,2(ℙT ) . (D.1)

In this appendix, we will derive general formulae for these integrals for the cases in which Ω has either two double

poles or a single fourth order pole as used in the paper. To compute these integrals efficiently we will move to

inhomogeneous coordinates and make use of the identity

)�̄

(
1

� − �

)
= −2�i �2(� − �) , ∫

ℂℙ
1
d� ∧ d�̄ �2(� − �) f (�) = f (�) . (D.2)
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D.1 Two double poles

We consider the (3, 0)-form given by

Ω =
1

2

⟨��⟩2

⟨��⟩2⟨��⟩2
e0 ∧ eȧ ∧ eȧ =

1

2

(� − �)2

(� − �)2(� − �)2
d� ∧ �ȧ ∧ �ȧ . (D.3)

Substituting this into our integral gives

I = −
1

2

1

2�i ∫ℙT d� ∧ d�̄ )�̄

(
(� − �)2

(� − �)2(� − �)2

)
∧ �ȧ ∧ �ȧ ∧Q . (D.4)

Then, using the identity (D.2) gives

I = −
(� − �)2

2 ∫
ℙT

d� ∧ d�̄

[
)��(� − �)

(� − �)2
+

)��(� − �)

(� − �)2

]
∧ �ȧ ∧ �ȧ ∧Q . (D.5)

Since the integral is symmetric under � ↔ �, we will only compute the first term explicitly. Integration by parts

and evaluating the integral over ℂℙ1 gives

I =
(� − �)2

2 ∫
ℝ4

)�

(
�ȧ ∧ �ȧ ∧Q

(� − �)2

)||||�
+ � ↔ � . (D.6)

We will first distribute the )� derivative, leaving the 2-form Q completely general, resulting in

I =
(� − �)2

2 ∫
ℝ4

[
−2

(� − �)3
�ȧ ∧ �ȧ ∧Q +

2

(� − �)2
̂adx

aȧ ∧ �ȧ ∧Q

+
�ȧ ∧ �ȧ

(� − �)2
∧ )�Q

]||||�
+ � ↔ � .

(D.7)

The overall factor of (� − �)2 outside the integral cancels with the denominators in the integrand. We will also

make use of (B.12) to return to spinor notation, and introduce self-dual 2-forms defined by Σab = "ȧḃdx
aȧ ∧ dxbḃ.

I =
1

2 ∫
ℝ4

[
−2⟨̂�⟩
⟨��⟩⟨�̂⟩ �a�bΣ

ab ∧Q|� +
2

⟨�̂⟩ ̂a�bΣ
ab ∧Q|�

+ �a�bΣ
ab ∧

)�Q

⟨�̂⟩2
||||�

]
+ � ↔ � .

(D.8)

Expanding �a in the basis formed by ̂a and �a, we see that one component of the first term cancels the entire

second term, and only a term proportional to �a�bΣ
ab survives. In the third term of the action, we recognise the

combination )0 acting on Q and make this replacement. In conclusion, we have the general formula

1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧Q = ∫
ℝ4

[
�a�bΣ

ab

⟨��⟩ ∧Q|� +
1

2
�a�bΣ

ab ∧ ()0Q)|�
]

+ � ↔ � , (D.9)

or in differential form notation

1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧Q = ∫
ℝ4

[
!�,� ∧Q|� +

1

2
�� ∧ ()0Q)|�

]
+ � ↔ � . (D.10)

It is also helpful to specialise to 2-forms of the form Q = �a�bQaȧbḃē
ȧ ∧ ēḃ which we will often encounter in

practice. In this case, we may make use of the identity

eċ ∧ eċ ∧ ēȧ ∧ ēḃ = −2 vol4 "
ȧḃ . (D.11)

and its generalisation valid for any spinors �a and �a

�a�bΣ
ab ∧ ēȧ ∧ ēḃ = −2 vol4

⟨��̂⟩⟨��̂⟩
⟨��̂⟩2

"ȧḃ . (D.12)
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Using these identities on the above formula in the case Q = �a�bQaȧbḃē
ȧ ∧ ēḃ gives

1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧Q = −∫
ℝ4

vol4

[
"ȧḃ(�a�b + �a�b)

⟨��⟩ Qaȧbḃ|� + "ȧḃ�a�b()0Qaȧbḃ)|�
]

+ � ↔ � . (D.13)

One final specialism is the case when Qaȧbḃ = XaȧYbḃ, in which case the answer can be recast again in differential

form notation as

1

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧Q = ∫
ℝ4

[
!�,� ∧X ∧ Y |� +

1

2
��)0 ∧ (X ∧ Y )|�

]
+ � ↔ � . (D.14)

To apply these formulae we need the following ℂℙ1 derivatives :

)0(dĝĝ
−1) = ĝdûĝ−1 , (D.15)

)0(ĝ
−1dĝ) = dû + [ĝ−1dĝ, û] , (D.16)

)0(A) = )0(B) = 0 , (D.17)

)0(ĝ
−1Aĝ) = [ĝ−1Aĝ, û] , (D.18)

)0
1

3
Tr(ĝ−1dg)3 = d Tr(û(ĝ−1dg)2) , (D.19)

in which used the definition û = ĝ−1)0ĝ.

D.2 Fourth order Pole

In section 6, we considered a different (3, 0)-form given by

Ω = k
e0 ∧ eȧ ∧ eȧ

⟨��⟩4
=

k′

⟨̂�⟩4
d� ∧ �ȧ ∧ �ȧ

(� − �)4
. (D.20)

Substituting this into the general integral expression above gives

I = −
k

⟨̂�⟩4
1

2�i ∫ℙT d� ∧ d�̄ )�̄

(
1

(� − �)4

)
∧ �ȧ ∧ �ȧ ∧Q . (D.21)

Then, using the identity (D.2), we find

I = −
k

6⟨̂�⟩4 ∫ℙT d� ∧ d�̄
(
)3
�
�(� − �)

)
∧ �ȧ ∧ �ȧ ∧Q . (D.22)

Applying integration by parts and completing the integral over ℂℙ1 gives

I =
k

6⟨̂�⟩4 ∫ℝ4

)3
�

(
�ȧ ∧ �ȧ ∧Q

)|||� . (D.23)

In order to distribute this over the argument, it is helpful to have the identities

�a
|||� =

�adx
aȧ

⟨̂�⟩ , )��
a|||� = ̂adx

aȧ , )2
�
�a
|||� = 0 . (D.24)

Then, distributing the three )� -derivatives gives

I =
k

6⟨̂�⟩4 ∫
ℝ4

[
�a�bΣ

ab

⟨�̂⟩2
∧ )3

�
Q
|||� + 6

�âbΣ
ab

⟨�̂⟩ ∧ )2
�
Q
|||� + 6 ̂âbΣ

ab ∧ )�Q
|||�

]
. (D.25)

Converting this expression back into homogeneous coordinates (and making use of the fact that Q was a (0, 2)-form

on twistor space meaning �̂adx
aȧ ∧Q|� = 0), this integral becomes

I =
k

6 ∫
ℝ4

�a�bΣ
ab ∧ )3

0
Q
|||� . (D.26)

38



§E Localisation Derivation with General Gaugings

In this appendix we describe in more detail the derivation of the gauged WZW4 model from the gauged hCS6 theory

and the application of the localisation formulae above. We shall do this in a more general manner, allowing the

gauging of an H subgroup that acts as

g ↦ ��(l)g��(l
−1) , B ↦ lBl−1 − dll−1 , l ∈ H ⊂ G , (E.1)

in which �i ∶ H → G are group homomorphisms (algebra homomorphisms will be denoted with the same symbol).

The covariant derivative is then given by

∇gg−1 = dgg−1 + B� − gB�g
−1

↦ ��(l)(∇gg
−1)��(l

−1) , (E.2)

in which we ease notation by setting Bi = �i(B).

The starting point is the six-dimensional theory

SghCS6
[,] = ShCS6

[] − ShCS6
[] + Sbdy[,] , (E.3)

in which we specify a boundary interaction term

Sbdy[,] = −
q

2�i ∫ℙT )̄Ω ∧ Trg ( ∧ �()) . (E.4)

Here we have introduced a parameter q, which will ultimately be set to one, to keep track of the contributions from

this boundary term. To specify this term we include an algebra homomorphism � which only needs to be defined

piecewise on the components of the support of )Ω. We could choose to dispense the higher-dimensional covariance

and simply add different boundary terms specified only at the location of the poles but it is convenient to formally

consider � to be a defined as a piecewise map that takes values �|�=�,� = ��,� .

To define a six-dimensional theory requires imposing conditions that ensure the vanishing of the boundary term

∫
ℙT

)̄Ω ∧
(
Trg (� ∧ ( − q�()) + q�(�) ∧) − Trh(� ∧ )) . (E.5)

We are required to cancel a term involving the inner product on the algebra h with one on g, which can be achieved

demanding

Trg(�(x)�(y))|�,� = Trh(xy) ∀x, y ∈ h . (E.6)

Note that as a consequence this implies

Trg(��(x)��(y)) = Trh(xy) = Trg(��(x)��(y)) , (E.7)

which is the anomaly-free condition allowing for the construction of a gauge-invariant extension to the WZW model

for the gauge symmetry (E.1). With this condition the boundary term produced by variation is given by

∫
ℙT

)̄Ω ∧
(
Trg

(
� ∧ ( − q�()) + q�(�) ∧ ( − q−1 ∧ �()))) , (E.8)

and is set to zero by the conditions

k|||�,� = 0 , h|||�,� = �()|||�,� , )0h|||�,� = �()0)|||�,� . (E.9)

It is noteworthy that if we impose all of these conditions from the outset, the contribution from the explicit boundary

term Sbdy[,] would vanish. However, from a four-dimensional perspective the boundary conditions on )0()

lead to differential constraints on the fundamental fields and it is not clear that one should, or could, naively invoke
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them to produce a Lagrangian description. Instead what we shall do is only impose the conditions k|||�,� = 0

and h|||�,� = �()|||�,� , which can be solved algebraically and substituted into the Lagrangian without concern.

Doing this one finds that Sbdy[,] does contribute, and when q = 1 in particular, it provides a gauge invariant

completion of the action. The boundary conditions that we have not imposed have not been forgotten, instead

when q = 1 they are recovered as on-shell equations in this four-dimensional theory. This provides an alternative

view of the procedure; the explicit boundary term is serving to implement the constraints arising from )0h|||�,� =

�()0)|||�,� at the Lagrangian level. We can see this explicitly by observing that if we just impose k|||�,� = 0 and

h|||�,� = �()|||�,� then

(
� ∧ ( − q�()) + q�(�) ∧ − �(�) ∧ �())|�,� = 0 ,

)0

(
� ∧ ( − q�()) + q�(�) ∧ − �(�) ∧ �())|�,�
= (1 − q)�()0 − �()0)) ∧ �()|�,� + (1 + q)�(�) ∧ ()0 − �()0))|�,� .

(E.10)

Therefore, for q = 1 we see that the boundary equation of motion for  is precisely )0h|||�,� = �()0)|||�,� .

The localisation proceeds as follows. First, we change parametrisation  = ′ĝ and  = ′ℎ̂ fixing some

redundancy by demanding ′ and ′ have no ℂℙ1 legs. Second, we fix some of the residual symmetry preserved

by the boundary conditions to set ĝ|� = ℎ̂|�,� = id and )0ℎ̂|�,� = 0. The remaining fields are ĝ|� = g, ĝ−1)0ĝ|� = u,

ĝ−1)0ĝ|� = ũ and the four-dimensional gauge fields A and B that arise from ′ and ′ once their holomorphicity

is imposed.

We may now directly apply the localisation formulae (D.14) to show that the hCS terms localise (without

imposing any boundary conditions) to give

ShCS[] ≃∫
ℝ4

!�,� ∧ Trg(A
g ∧ g−1dg) − !�,� ∧ WZ[g]

+
1

2
�� ∧ Trg(A

g ∧ du) +
1

2
�� ∧ Trg(A ∧ dũ) ,

(E.11)

while ShCS[] yields zero in this gauge. Let us first consider the terms involving !�,� . Since the gauge completion

of the WZ term is

gWZ[g, B] = WZ[g] + Trg
(
g−1dg ∧ B� + dgg−1 ∧ B� + g−1B�gB�

)
, (E.12)

we may express them (trace left implicit) as

!�,� ∧
(
Ag ∧ g−1dg − WZ[g]

)

=!�,� ∧
(
Ag ∧ g−1dg − gWZ[g, B] + g−1dg ∧ B� + dgg−1B� + g−1B�gB�

)

=!�,� ∧
(
(Ag − B�) ∧ g−1∇g − gWZ[g, B] + Ag ∧ B� − A ∧ B�

)
.

(E.13)

To proceed we invoke the algebraic boundary conditions of eq. (E.9), which in differential form notation become

A = B� − P̄ (∇gg−1) ⇔ Ag = P (g−1∇g) + B� . (E.14)

such that

!�,� ∧
(
Ag ∧ g−1dg − WZ[g]

)

=!�,� ∧
(
P (g−1∇g) ∧ g−1∇g − gWZ[g, B] + Ag ∧ B� − A ∧ B�

)

= −
1

2
g−1∇g ∧ ⋆(g−1∇g) − !�,� ∧

(gWZ[g, B] − Ag ∧ B� + A ∧ B�

)
.

(E.15)
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Here in the last line we made use of the identity!∧P (�)∧� = −
1

2
�∧⋆� for a 1-form �. To treat the terms involving

�� and �� we may combine the algebraic boundary conditions with the properties �� ∧ P (X) = �� ∧ P̄ (X) = 0

such that �a ∧ Ag = ��B� and �� ∧ A = ��B� . In summary we find

ShCS[] ≃ ∫
ℝ4

−
1

2
Trg

(
g−1∇g ∧ ⋆g−1∇g

)
− !�,� ∧

(gWZ[g, B] + Trg(A ∧ B� − AgB�)
)

+
1

2
�� ∧ Tr(B� ∧ du) +

1

2
�� ∧ Tr(B� ∧ dũ) .

(E.16)

The localisation of the explicit boundary term yields, after using �a ∧ Ag = ��B� ,

Sbdy[,] ≃ − q ∫
ℝ4

!�,� ∧ Trg(A
gB� − AB�)

+
1

2
�� ∧ Trg((du+ [B�, u])B�) +

1

2
�� ∧ Trg((dũ + [B� , ũ])B�) .

(E.17)

The significance of the boundary term now becomes clear, as it serves to ensure manifest gauge invariance.

When q = 1 the terms !�,� ∧ Tr(AgB� −AB�) directly cancel. The contributions of the entire localised action that

are wedged against �� sum to

�� ∧ Trg
(
(1 − q) du ∧ B� + 2q uF [B]� − 2q d(B�u)

)
. (E.18)

We can see that for q = 1 we find a gauge-invariant field strength together with a total derivative term that we

discard. The terms wedged against �� give a similar contribution. Hence the fully localised action becomes

S ≃∫
ℝ4

−
1

2
Trg

(
g−1∇g ∧ ⋆g−1∇g

)
− !�,� ∧ gWZ[g, B]

+ �� ∧ Trg(uF [B]�) + �� ∧ Trg(ũF [B]� ) .

(E.19)

Noting that the components of u and ũ in complement of h decouple we can view u and ũ as h-valued and write

S ≃∫
ℝ4

−
1

2
Trg

(
g−1∇g ∧ ⋆g−1∇g

)
− !�,� ∧ gWZ[g, B]

+ �� ∧ Trh(uF [B]) + �� ∧ Trh(ũF [B]) .

(E.20)
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