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Unifying Monopole and Center Vortex as the Semiclassical Confinement Mechanism
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Magnetic excitations play a crucial role in understanding the color confinement of 4d Yang-Mills
theory, and we have the monopole and the center vortex as plausible candidates to explain its
mechanism. Under suitable compactified setups of 4d Yang-Mills theory, we can achieve different
weakly-coupled descriptions of confinement phenomena: The monopole mechanism takes place on
R3×S1 with the double-trace deformation, and the center-vortex mechanism is effective on R2×T 2

with the ’t Hooft flux. We unify these two semiclassical descriptions by showing the explicit relation
between the monopole and center vortex.

INTRODUCTION

Understanding color confinement still lies in front of us
as a longstanding problem in particle and nuclear physics.
More than 15 years ago, there was an important finding
on this problem, which uncovers that qualitative aspects
of confinement are kept intact in a suitable deformation of
the 4d Yang-Mills (YM) theory on R3×S1 [1–3]. Starting
from the 4d YM Lagrangian with the center-stabilizing
potential, we can derive the 3d effective theory as the gas
of fundamental monopoles in an analytical manner, and
it allows us to access nonperturbative information of 4d
gauge theories using the weak-coupling description [1–7].

Recently, there has been another development for the
semiclassical description of the confinement phenomena
by considering the YM theory on R2 × T 2 with the
’t Hooft flux [8–12] (see [13–16] for related studies). We
can reduce the 4d YM theory to the 2d effective theory
described by the gas of center vortices, and this unveils
properties of confinement of the YM theory and chiral
symmetry breaking of quantum chromodynamics (QCD).

In both setups, the 4d instanton splits into N con-
stituents carrying color magnetic fields: On R3 ×S1, the
instanton consists of N distinct fundamental monopoles,
while on R2×T 2 with the ’t Hooft flux, the instanton de-
composes into N identical center vortices. Therefore, we
now have two distinct semiclassical theories of confine-
ment for 4d non-Abelian gauge theories. In the following
of this Letter, we unify these two semiclassical theories
of confinement after a brief review of each description.

CONFINEMENT ON R3 × S1 AND MONOPOLES

Let us put the 4d YM theory on R3×S1 ∋ (x⃗, x4) with
x4 ∼ x4 + L4, and we assume that L4 is much smaller
than the dynamical scale Λ, NL4Λ ≪ 1. The one-loop
effective potential [17] for the Wilson loop along the 4th
direction, P4(x⃗) = P exp(i

∮
a4(x⃗, x4)dx4), prefers the

center-broken vacua, P4 = e2πim/N1N (m = 1, . . . , N),
so we need to add a center-stabilizing potential to realize
the confinement phase in this setup [1–3]. To this end, we
add the double-trace deformation to the effective poten-

tial,
∑N−1

m=1 Jm|tr(Pm
4 )|2 with Jm > 0. Up to the gauge

transformation, the vacuum of this potential is given by
the SU(N) clock matrix,

P4 ∝ C = diag(1, ω, . . . , ωN−1), (1)

with ω = e2πi/N , and we work on this gauge fixing. As
a result, the low-energy gauge group of the 3d effective

theory becomes SU(N)
Higgs−−−→ U(1)N−1.

The 3d U(1) gauge field is equivalent to the compact
boson via Abelian duality. As a result, the 4d YM theory
on R3 × S1 with the double-trace deformation can be
described by the theory of dual photons σ⃗(x⃗), and it is
related to the U(1)N−1 field strength by

f⃗ =
g2

4πiL4
⋆ dσ⃗. (2)

The periodicity of the dual photon is given by the fun-
damental weight vectors µ⃗n for su(N):1

σ⃗(x⃗) ∼ σ⃗(x⃗) + 2πµ⃗n (n = 1, . . . , N − 1). (3)

We can show that the 4d instanton splits into N funda-
mental monopoles in this setup: N−1 of them are called
the Bogomolny–Prasad–Sommerfield (BPS) monopoles,
which carry the fractional topological charge 1/N and
the magnetic charge given by the simple roots α⃗n (n =
1, . . . , N − 1). They correspond to the ’t Hooft-Polyakov
monopoles [18, 19]. The last one [20–24] is called the
Kaluza–Klein (KK) monopole, which carries the frac-
tional topological charge 1/N and the magnetic charge
given by the Affine simple root, α⃗N = −α⃗1−· · ·− α⃗N−1.
With dual photons, these vertices take the form of

ζm eiα⃗n·σ⃗+iθ/N (n = 1, . . . , N), (4)

where θ is the vacuum angle and ζm = O(e−SI/N ) is
the monopole fugacity mainly controlled by the instanton

1 Our convention for the weight vectors is as follows: Take the
orthonormal basis {e⃗n}Nn=1 of RN , and the simple roots are given
by α⃗n = e⃗n− e⃗n+1 (n = 1, . . . , N−1). The fundamental weights

are µ⃗n = e⃗1 + · · ·+ e⃗n − n
N

∑N
k=1 e⃗k, so that µ⃗n · α⃗m = δnm.
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action SI = 8π2

g2 . The 3d effective Lagrangian is obtained
by their dilute gas approximation as in the case of the
Polyakov model [25], and we find [1–6]

L3d =
g2

16π2L4
|dσ⃗|2 −

N∑
n=1

2ζm cos

(
α⃗n · σ⃗ +

θ

N

)
. (5)

The monopole gas produces the nonperturbative mass
gap for dual photons, and this explains the area law for
the spatial Wilson loops.

CONFINEMENT ON R2 × T 2 AND VORTEX

We consider compactifying another direction and put
the 4d YM theory on R2 × T 2 ∋ (x, (x3, x4)) with x3 ∼
x3+L3 and x4 ∼ x4+L4. Along the T 2 direction, we take
the ’t Hooft twisted boundary condition [26], so that the
classical vacuum is given by the flat gauge field with non-
commuting holonomies, P3P4 = P4P3e

2πi/N . Unlike the
3d case, the classical vacuum is center symmetric without
introducing the double-trace deformation thanks to the
boundary condition, and it is given by the SU(N) shift
and clock matrices [8]: Up to gauge transformations,

P3 ∝ S, P4 ∝ C, (6)

where (S)ij = δi+1,j . The low-energy gauge group of the

2d effective theory becomes SU(N)
Higgs−−−→ ZN , and the

perturbative spectrum is already gapped.
In this setup, the 4d instanton splits into N identical

center vortices [27–30]. The center vortex carries the
fractional topological charge 1/N and has the nontrivial
commutation relation with the 2d Wilson loops. Due to
the perturbative mass gap, the center vortex has a fixed
size, which justifies the dilute gas approximation. The
partition function can be computed as [8]

Z2d =
∑
n,n

δn−n∈NZ

n!n!
(V ζve

iθ/N )n(V ζve
−iθ/N )n

=

N∑
k=1

exp

[
2V ζv cos

(
θ + 2πk

N

)]
, (7)

where ζv = O(e−SI/N ) is the center-vortex fugacity,
V is the volume of R2, and n and n represent num-
bers of vortex and anti-vortex, respectively. δn−n∈NZ =∑N

k=1 e
2πi
N k(n−n) is required to represent the integer-

quantization of the total topological charge, Qtop = n−n
N .

This produces the multi-branch structure of the θ vacua,
and the ground-state energy with the label k behaves as

Ek(θ) = −2ζv cos

(
θ + 2πk

N

)
. (8)

One can also derive the area law for the Wilson loops
inside R2 [8].

DERIVATION OF THE CENTER-VORTEX GAS
FROM THE MONOPOLE GAS

As we have seen, there are two distinct weakly-coupled
descriptions for the confinement of 4d YM theory in
compactified geometries: One of them is described by
monopoles on R3 × S1 and the other is by center vortex
on R2×T 2 with the ’t Hooft flux. Both are constituents of
the instanton, but they have different magnetic features.
For example, there are N different types of monopoles on
R3 × S1 and all of them contribute equally to the non-
perturbative potential, while we only have a single type
of vortex on R2 × T 2. We are going to unify these two
semiclassical confinement mechanisms.
We consider the case L3 ≫ L4 and add the double-

trace deformation for P4, so that the 3d effective the-
ory (5) is applicable. As the ’t Hooft flux is important to
achieve the 2d semiclassical description, we first clarify
how it affects dual photons.
4d YM theory enjoys the ZN 1-form symmetry [31],

denoted as Z[1]
N . The ’t Hooft flux corresponds to the

symmetry-twisted boundary condition of Z[1]
N , and it

plays the pivotal role to maintain the 4d ’t Hooft anoma-
lies in the 2d effective theories [8, 32–35]. When putting
the theory on R3×S1, the 4d 1-form symmetry becomes

(Z[1]
N )4d

R3×S1

−−−−→ (Z[1]
N )3d × (Z[0]

N )3d, (9)

where the 3d 1-form symmetry acts on the spatial loops
while the 0-form symmetry acts on P4, P4 7→ ωP4. To
realize R2 × T 2, we regard it as the compactification,

R3 ⇒ R2 × S1 ∋ (x, x3), and then the (Z[1]
N )4d-twisted

boundary condition on R2×T 2 should correspond to the

(Z[0]
N )3d-twisted boundary condition on R2 × S1 for (5).

The (Z[0]
N )3d transformation in (5) is realized as [36]

σ⃗ 7→ S−1σ⃗. (10)

To see this, we note that the symmetry transformation
P4 7→ ωP4 is equivalent to P4 → SP4S

−1 at the classical
vacuum (1). Thus, we can combine the 0-form symmetry
and the gauge transformation by the shift matrix S to
make the expectation value of P4 unchanged, but the
dual photon is now transformed by S. Therefore, the

(Z[0]
N )3d symmetry permutes the monopole vertices,

eiα⃗n·σ⃗+iθ/N 7→ eiα⃗n·S−1σ⃗+iθ/N = eiα⃗n+1·σ⃗+iθ/N . (11)

The effective Lagrangian (5) enjoys the ZN symmetry
because the BPS and KK monopoles equally contribute.
Now, it becomes evident that the ’t Hooft twisted

boundary condition in view of (5) is given by

σ⃗(x, x3 + L3) = S−1σ⃗(x, x3). (12)

This boundary condition eliminates the zero-modes, and
the dual photons get the perturbative gap of 2π/NL3,



3

reflecting the fact that the perturbative spectrum on R2×
T 2 with the ’t Hooft flux is gapped. The constant modes
of σ⃗ are restricted to the N distinct vacua,

σ⃗∗
k =

2πk

N
ρ⃗, (13)

where k = 0, 1, . . . , N − 1 and ρ⃗ = µ⃗1 + · · ·+ µ⃗N−1 is the
Weyl vector. Thus, the low-energy gauge group is further

reduced as U(1)N−1 Higgs−−−→ ZN . Let us point out that σ⃗ =
σ⃗∗
k are the saddle points of the monopole potential [2]:

The nonperturbative vacua of (5) at large L3 and the
classical vacua at small L3 are smoothly connected.
Let us retrieve the center-vortex gas partition function

from the monopole gas description. Note that the Weyl
vector satisfies α⃗n · ρ⃗ = 1 (modN) for n = 1, · · · , N
including the Affine root. For the classical vacua σ⃗ = σ⃗∗

k,
the BPS and KK monopoles become an identical vertex,

eiα⃗n·σ⃗+iθ/N ⇒ ei(2πk+θ)/N , (14)

and we identify it as the center-vortex vertex of the 2d
effective theory. When L3 (≫ L4) is much smaller than
the strong scale, we can reduce the path integral of σ⃗ to
the summation over the classical vacua σ⃗ = σ⃗∗

k, so the 3d
partition function becomes

Z3d =

∫
Dσ⃗ e−

∫
L3d ≈

∑
σ⃗=σ⃗∗

k

e−
∫
L3d

=
∑
k∈ZN

exp

[
2NV L3ζm cos

(
θ + 2πk

N

)]
. (15)

This reproduces the center-vortex gas formula (7) by set-
ting ζv = NL3ζm. This observation connects the two
semiclassical descriptions.

MONOPOLES BECOME THE CENTER VORTEX

In what follows, we examine the monopole vertex in
R2 × S1 microscopically and illustrate how different fun-
damental monopoles become the identical center vortex.
It is convenient to introduce the weight vectors for the
SU(N) defining representation,

ν⃗1 = µ⃗1, ν⃗2 = µ⃗1 − α⃗1, . . . , ν⃗N = µ⃗1 − α⃗1 − · · · − α⃗N−1,
(16)

and the Affine roots can be expressed as α⃗n = ν⃗n − ν⃗n+1

for n = 1, . . . , N . Then, we may regard the α⃗n-monopole
carries the incoming 2πν⃗n+1 magnetic flux and the out-
going 2πν⃗n magnetic flux. As the shift-twisted boundary
condition converts the 2πν⃗n magnetic flux to the 2πν⃗n+1

magnetic flux, we can consider a vortex-like configuration
of the monopole, where the magnetic flux forms a tube
along the S1 direction. This is schematically shown in
Fig. 1 (see also [37]). We shall show that this solves the
classical equation of motion in the dual-photon theory.

𝑥3 Ԧ𝜎 𝒙, 𝑥3 + 𝐿3
= 𝑆−1 Ԧ𝜎 𝒙, 𝑥3

Φ = 2𝜋 Ԧ𝜈𝑛+1

Φ = 2𝜋 Ԧ𝜈𝑛
monopole Ԧ𝛼𝑛

𝑥1

𝑥2

FIG. 1. Schematic illustration of the magnetic field emitted
from the monopole in the shift-twisted R2×S1 setup. Due to
the perturbative mass gap, the magnetic flux is squeezed into
the region |x| ≲ NL3

2π
, and the α⃗n-monopole carries the 2πν⃗n

outgoing flux and the 2πν⃗n+1 incoming flux along the S1 di-
rection. This becomes the center vortex of the 2d description.

For the α⃗n-monopole at (x, x3) = (0, x∗), the classical
equation of motion for σ⃗ becomes

∇2

(
g2

4πiL4
σ⃗

)
= 2πα⃗n δ(x)δ(x3 − x∗). (17)

Extending x3 ∈ R/L3Z to x3 ∈ R, the (Z[0]
N )3d-twisted

boundary condition (12) puts extra monopoles with per-
muting their magnetic charges as x3 is shifted by L3:

∇2

(
g2

4πiL4
σ⃗

)
= 2π

∑
k∈Z

α⃗n−k δ(x)δ(x3−x∗−kL3), (18)

where the index for α⃗n−k is understood in mod N . The
solution of (18) with σ⃗(x, x3) → 0 at |x| → ∞ is

g2

4πiL4
σ⃗ = −1

2

N−1∑
ℓ=0

ν⃗n−ℓ

∑
k∈Z

(
1√

|x|2 + (x3,ℓ −NkL3)2

− 1√
|x|2 + (x3,ℓ − L3 −NkL3)2

)
, (19)

where x3,ℓ = x3 − x∗ − ℓL3. We can see that σ⃗ =

O(e−
2π

NL3
|x|) as |x| → ∞, and thus the magnetic flux

emitted from the monopole is squeezed into the bounded
region |x| ≲ NL3

2π , which forms the vortex of 2d theory.
We can obtain the vortex magnetic flux by evaluating

the magnetic flux Φ⃗ for the constant x3 plane. Following
the definition (2), we have2

Φ⃗(x3) =

∫
R2

d2x
g2

4πiL4
∂x3 σ⃗(x, x3)

= π

N−1∑
ℓ=0

ν⃗n−ℓ

∑
k∈Z

[
sign(x3,ℓ −NkL3)

− sign(x3,ℓ − L3 −NkL3)
]
. (20)

2 There is a subtlety on interchanging the order of the sum and
integral. However, the additional term arising from this subtlety
eventually vanishes due to

∑N−1
ℓ=0 ν⃗ℓ = 0, so we just drop it here.
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When restricting our attention to the original domain
0 ≤ x3 < L, we find that

Φ⃗(x3) =

{
2πν⃗n (x∗ < x3 < L3),

2πν⃗n+1 (0 ≤ x3 < x∗).
(21)

This is exactly the vortex configuration shown in Fig. 1.
Now, x3 becomes the internal moduli of the vortex in
the 2d perspective, and there is no longer a distinction
between BPS and KK monopoles as they are permuted
by x3 7→ x3 +L3. This explains why we have the unique
type of the center vortex on R2×T 2 with the ’t Hooft flux
although there are N types of fundamental monopoles.
We conclude this section by showing that this vortex

configuration is actually the center vortex: The phase of
the Wilson loop is rotated by a center element depending
on the presence of this vortex. With the 3d U(1)N−1

gauge field a⃗, the SU(N) fundamental Wilson loop reads

W (C) =
1

N

N∑
ℓ′=1

exp

(
iν⃗ℓ′ ·

∫
C

a⃗

)
. (22)

We take C to be the loop inside R2 ⊂ R2 × S1, and we
describe it as the boundary of a surface, C = ∂Σ. Then,∫

C

a⃗ =

∫
Σ

da⃗ =

∫
Σ

g2

4πiL4
⋆ dσ⃗

=

{
2πν⃗n (vortex lies inside of C),
0 (vortex lies outside of C).

(23)

The label of ν⃗n depends on the x3 location of the surface
Σ, but it does not affect the following result. Note that
ν⃗n · ν⃗m = δnm− 1

N , and thus the phase of the Wilson loop
is determined as

W (C) =

{
e−2πi/N (vortex lies inside of C),

1 (vortex lies outside of C).
(24)

This is exactly the characterization of the center vortex.

CONCLUSION AND OUTLOOK

The liberation of magnetic objects is the key ingredient
to explain quark confinement, and magnetic monopoles
and center vortices are two promising candidates for such
excitations. This work has established a concrete con-
nection between monopoles and center vortices within
the analytically controllable semiclassical regime (Fig. 1),
and we unified the 3d monopole theory on R3 × S1 and
the 2d center-vortex theory on R2×T 2 with the ’t Hooft
flux. Our finding provides a proof of concept for the
renowned scenario [38–40] that the monopole serves as
the kink or endpoint of the center-vortex network.

The ideas presented in this Letter open up diverse di-
rections for future works, which would deepen our under-
standing of the confinement mechanism.

Firstly, we anticipate the fruitful interplay between the
monopole and center-vortex semiclassical frameworks.
For instance, the 3d monopole theory for adjoint QCD
is more developed than its 2d center-vortex descrip-
tion. Conversely, for QCD with fundamental quarks,
the monopole semiclassics cannot treat the non-Abelian
nature of chiral symmetry [41, 42], whereas the center-
vortex one respects the full chiral symmetry and also un-
covers properties of the η′ [8, 11]. Both frameworks can
offer valuable insights to each other.

Secondly, the analytic solution describing the center
vortex is not yet known, and this is a crucial missing
piece for the 2d center-vortex theory. In this Letter, the
explicit solution of the magnetic potential (19) has been
obtained by aligning the BPS and KKmonopoles and this
idea could enable us to construct an analytic solution of
the center vortex in the R2 × T 2 setup.

Lastly, we aspire this work will advance a unified com-
prehension of the center-vortex and dual superconductor
paradigms, and it would be valuable to re-examine the
monopole-versus-center-vortex discussion.
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