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Non-Abelian gauge theories provide the most accurate description of fundamental interactions,
showing remarkable agreement with experimental data in cosmology and particle physics. Highly
precise predictions can be made using standard techniques, both in the continuum and in the lat-
tice frameworks. However, classical methods have limitations, particularly when attempting to
extrapolate the continuum limit from the study of lattice gauge theories. Complementing classical
computations or combining them with quantum computational methods, to improve the predic-
tions towards the continuum limit with current quantum resources, is a formidable open challenge.
In this paper, we propose a resource-efficient method to compute the running of the coupling in
non-Abelian gauge theories beyond one spatial dimension. We first represent the Hamiltonian on
periodic lattices in terms of loop variables and conjugate loop electric fields, exploiting the Gauss
law to retain the gauge-independent ones. Then, we identify a local basis for small and large loops
variationally to minimize the truncation error while computing the running of the coupling on small
tori. Our method enables computations at arbitrary values of the bare coupling and lattice spacing
with current quantum computers, simulators and tensor-network calculations, in regimes otherwise
inaccessible.

I. INTRODUCTION

Recent progress in analog and digital quantum simu-
lators [1–5] of condensed matter models [6] has spurred
renewed interest [7–20] in Hamiltonian lattice gauge the-
ory (LGT) [21]. These simulators can reproduce the real-
time evolution of a target model and handle fermions, ei-
ther by exploiting the fermionic constituents of ancillary
quantum systems or by means of a polynomial number of
quantum gates. This capability allows them to avoid the
infamous “sign problem” [22–25], which hinders real-time
and high-fermion-density Monte Carlo computations for
Lagrangian LGTs in Euclidean space. In one spatial di-
mension (1D), experimental implementations of valuable
toy models of low-dimensional LGTs with different quan-
tum platforms have achieved remarkable success [26–38].
Proposals for two-dimensional (2D) systems have also
shown promise, encompassing the simulation of emerging
gauge theories in condensed matter systems [29, 39–42]
and U(1) gauge theories relevant to particle physics [43–
45]. A first proof of principle experiment has been very
recently realized with qudits [46], showcasing the grow-
ing potential of quantum simulations and computations.
However, we are still far from performing full-scale quan-
tum computations, such as scattering processes on quan-
tum processors [47, 48], in real-world gauge theories, like
quantum chromodynamics (QCD). This challenge is fur-
ther complicated by the matter content of the Standard
Model [49, 50] and the huge energy scales involved in par-
ticle collisions [51]. Even before including these aspects,
pure non-Abelian LGTs in 2D and 3D already exceed
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the capabilities of current quantum hardware [52–54]. To
bridge this gap, we propose here a resource-efficient ap-
proach to simulate non-Abelian LGTs in higher dimen-
sions.

For continuous gauge groups, the local Hilbert space
associated with a single gauge degree of freedom, which
is a link in the usual Wilson formulation [55], is infinite
dimensional because the electric field is unbounded. To
engineer a feasible quantum simulator, the link degrees
of freedom must be truncated to a finite Hilbert space in
a chosen basis. The most common choice is the electric
basis, where the basis states are eigenvalues of the elec-
tric field squares. Here the electric interactions and the
Gauss laws, i.e., the local conservation laws defining the
gauge symmetry, are diagonal. The truncation of the lo-
cal Hilbert space in this basis led to quantum link models
[56–58], finite spin models interesting per se as emerging
gauge theories in condensed matter, like quantum spin
ice [59]. However, in particle physics, one must take the
continuum limit, which requires considering, beyond 1D,
the regime where the magnetic interactions dominate,
that is, the weak coupling regime. Since magnetic in-
teractions are completely off-diagonal in the electric ba-
sis, this truncation scheme becomes increasingly costly
– to keep the same precision at smaller couplings, one
must retain more and more states, making it impracti-
cal for current quantum hardware or for tensor-network
algorithms. In this regime, it would be more convenient
to use the basis where the link operators are diagonal,
ensuring that the magnetic part of the Hamiltonian is
diagonal as well. However, in this basis the Gauss law
is not diagonal, which means that truncations inherently
break gauge symmetry.

In this work we reformulate the Hamiltonian of non-
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FIG. 1. (a) Arbitrary periodic lattice represented as the surface of a torus in the three-dimensional space. The fundamental
degrees of freedom after the change of variables to the loop (or dual) degrees of freedom are the plaquettes (red square) and
the two large loops wrapping the torus (blue circles). (b) Unfolded minimal torus, i.e., the single periodic plaquette, identified
by four sites (•) and eight links (−). In the dual formulation, the physical states of the pure gauge theory are represented by
three independent plaquettes (red loops) and two large loops (blue loops). (c) Cartoon picture of the basis for the physical
states of the lattice gauge theory on the minimal torus. Every fundamental degree of freedom is associated to a free parameter
gI , I = 1, . . . , 5, that we determine variationally (d) by minimizing the expectation value of the dual Hamiltonian in the local
parameters space. (e) Expectation values of the plaquette operator ⟨□⟩ can be computed for all values of the coupling constant
β = (2g2)−1 with a small number of states. Fast convergence is also appreciated in the energy of the ground state (f).

Abelian gauge theories directly in terms of a specific set
of gauge invariant loops degrees of freedom. We sep-
arate the dual Hamiltonian into a local part – equiva-
lent to the sum of single plaquette Hamiltonians – and
non-local terms [60]. In order to deal with the infinite-
dimensional local Hilbert space, we propose a truncation
scheme based on the eigenbasis of the local Hamiltonian.
We boost this approach by implementing a physically
motivated variational procedure to select the optimal
truncation basis. We benchmark our approach by de-
termining the running of the coupling — the expectation
value of the plaquette operator ⟨□⟩ at different couplings
[61] — of SU(2) LGT on a minimal torus in 2D. We
demonstrate a percent level precision in the determina-
tion of the ground state energy and ⟨□⟩ by retaining a
number of states available in current quantum computa-
tion and simulation experiments [46]. Our approach is
summarized graphically in Fig. 1.

We first reformulate the Kogut–Susskind (KS) SU(N)
Hamiltonian on a torus in terms of loop variables and
conjugate loop electric fields, by means of canonical
transformations on the initial links and electric fields –
a procedure already introduced in [62] and applied on
lattices with open boundary conditions. Through the
explicit resolution of all Gauss laws, we write the dual
Hamiltonian for physical states only on lattices with pe-
riodic boundary conditions (PBC), to minimize boundary
effects, and no constraints left over. We write explicitly
the reformulation for the minimal torus and generalize
it for arbitrary lattice sizes. The dualization introduces
non-localities in the electric part, while it simplifies the

magnetic part of the Hamiltonian. The Hilbert space of
the selected loop variables, i.e., the dual degrees of free-
dom, naturally fits the basis where magnetic interactions
are diagonal. We highlight that this is not equivalent to
the dualization of the theory in the space of all possible
loops: the gauge fixing procedure prevents the problem
of the over-completeness of the loop basis, avoiding the
presence of the Mandelstam constraints [63]. We exem-
plify the basis of the local Hamiltonian using a specific set
of coordinates in the gauge group, and then construct a
complete basis by taking the tensor product of local bases
[60]. This procedure enables an optimized representation
that adapts to different coupling regimes. While previous
studies have explored the digitization of the link degree of
freedom through the discretization of the group manifold
[64], the use of a variationally optimized local eigenba-
sis allows us to reduce significantly computational costs,
while retaining high accuracy. Moreover, since the cor-
responding matrix elements can be efficiently computed
using classical methods, the overall resource requirements
for both classical and quantum computations are signifi-
cantly reduced. The computational efficiency of this basis
construction, in terms of retained resources, is exempli-
fied in Table I.
While there are alternative approaches to the electric

basis that require finite resources (for a review of avail-
able reformulation in 1D see [65]), they are different from
the one presented here and have not been used to com-
pute the running of the coupling in non-Abelian gauge
theories. There are proposals to approximate the KS
Hamiltonian for continuous gauge groups with the one for
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β
Standard truncation

(electric basis)
Reformulation

(interpolating basis)
Variational

(interpolating basis)

0.01 1 1 1
1 2744 64 64

100 >2744 125 1

TABLE I. Computational cost for different approaches. We estimate the number of states required to reach a 1% accuracy in
the ground state energy of the minimal torus for the pure SU(2) LGT (see Sec. V) for different basis and truncations. The
three columns refer to the standard electric representation (leftmost column), our approach using the single plaquette basis,
described in Sec. III (central column), and our optimized local basis (rightmost column), in which the values of the local
couplings are variationally determined through the strategy described in Sec. VC.

discrete groups [66–69], and to combine it with improved
Hamiltonians [54] to enhance the weak coupling behav-
ior, or with deformations of the algebra through quan-
tum groups [70]. Alternatively, employing the electric
basis, Ref. [71] proposes to achieve the continuum limit
by using quantum link models with one extra dimen-
sion and performing dimensional renormalization. Sev-
eral works push forward the dual formulation of Abelian
[43, 45, 72, 73] and non-Abelian gauge theories for dis-
crete [74–78] and continuous [79–86] gauge groups to sim-
plify the form of the Hamiltonian and achieve an expo-
nential reduction of quantum resources needed for sim-
ulation. Refs. [43, 45] employ this formulation to com-
pute the running of the coupling in 2D quantum electro-
dynamics, while [87] proposes the simulation of SU(2)
Schwinger-like model in d = 1.

The paper is organized as follows. In Sec. II, we re-
mind the properties of SU(N) lattice gauge theories and
define the fundamental variables and the KS Hamilto-
nian. In Sec. III, we present our dualization procedure
and the encoded Hamiltonian and detail them for the
minimal torus (for details on generic tori see Appendix
E). In Sec. IV, we discuss the general features of the
dual Hamiltonian dynamics. We then consider the spe-
cific case of SU(2) in Sec. V, where we show how to opti-
mally choose the local basis through a variational proce-
dure, and compute the expectation value of the running
of the coupling in the variational ground state. We dis-
cuss our results and the perspectives they open in Sec.
VI. In the Appendices we present all the numerical and
computational details, and the generalization to larger
tori of arbitrary sizes.

II. SU(N) LATTICE GAUGE THEORIES

Throughout this paper, we consider the Hamiltonian
formulation of a pure SU(N) non-Abelian LGT, on a
square lattice Σ of size Nx × Ny with PBC. Each site
of the lattice is denoted by n = (nx, ny), where nµ ∈
{0, . . . , Nµ−1} and µ ∈ {x̂, ŷ}. In the KS formulation of
LGTs [21], the gauge fields reside on the links of the lat-
tice and provide the parallel transport of the color charge.
The link variables are denoted by Uµ(n) ∈ SU(N), as
shown in Fig. 2(a), where the site n and direction µ
are used to identify them within the lattice. Under local

transformations Ω(n) ∈ SU(N), the gauge field trans-
forms as

Uµ(n)→ Ω(n+ µ)Uµ(n)Ω
†(n). (1)

The gauge transformation in Eq. (1) is realized by two in-
dependent su(N) algebras associated to each link. These
are the left and right electric fields, Ea

L(R),µ, which are

conjugate to the gauge field and satisfy the commutation
relations

[Ea
L,µ(n), Uµ(n)] = −T aUµ(n), (2)

[Ea
R,µ(n+ µ̂), Uµ(n)] = Uµ(n)T

a, (3)

where the group generators T a satisfy the defining com-
mutation relations [T a, T b] = ifabcT c (see Appendix A).
By introducing the contraction of the electric fields with
the group generators, i.e., EL(R),µ(n) = Ea

L(R),µ(n)T
a,

where repeated indices are summed over, the left and
right electric fields are related through

ER,µ(n+ µ̂) = −U†
µ(n)EL,µ(n)Uµ(n), (4)

and thus satisfy Tr E2
µ(n) = Tr E2

L,µ(n) = Tr E2
R,µ(n),

i.e., they have equal quadratic Casimir operators. In
components, Eq. (4) can be written by introducing the
orthogonal matrix Rab ∈ SO(N2 − 1) such that

Ea
R,µ(n+ µ̂) = −Rab(U)Eb

L,µ(n),

Rab(U) ≡ 2Tr[U†T aUT b], (5)

where repeated indices are implicitly summed over. This
is nothing but the link in the adjoint representation of
SU(N), satisfying the orthogonality condition RacRbc =
δab1.
The Gauss laws, for every site n ∈ Σ, can be written

as

Ga(n) =
∑

µ=x̂,ŷ

[Ea
L(n) + Ea

R(n)] = 0, (6)

using the sign convention introduced in Eqs. (2), (3) and
(4).
Ultimately, the dynamics of the theory is ruled by the

KS Hamiltonian [21], given by

H = HE +HB

= g2
∑
n,µ

Tr E2
µ(n) +

1

2g2

∑
P

Tr[2− (UP + U†
P )], (7)
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FIG. 2. (a) Basic canonical transformation to join two consec-
utive links, U(A) and U(B), connecting A → B and B → C,
respectively. From U(A) and U(B) with conjugate electric
fields reported in the left-hand side of the graphical equality,
two new links U(B) and U(AC) are introduced, which are
still mutually independent. Here and in the following, we use
green (red) dots to represent left (right) electric fields. (b)
Graphical representation of all the canonical transformations
performed in the main text. The left panel shows the initial
Kogut–Susskind links. Blue letters represent physical sites,
while orange letters are repeated to explain the lattice peri-
odicity. The central panel shows the results of the first set of
canonical transformations, i.e., five links and the three inde-
pendent plaquettes, and for the sake of simplicity we report
only the nomenclature for the plaquettes. The right panel is
the final outcome after the second set of canonical transforma-
tions, i.e., five closed loops (three plaquettes, two large loops)
and three open strings ending in the reference point D. (c)
Extension of canonical transformation to a larger torus. The
left panel shows the initial links, while in the right panel we
report the independent plaquettes (red loops) and the large
loops Lx,y (blue loops).

where g is the coupling constant and UP are the so-
called plaquette operators, defined as the Wilson loops
along the individual plaquettes, i.e. UP ≡ Ux̂(n)Uŷ(n+

x̂)U†
x̂(n + ŷ)U†

ŷ (n). The first term in the Hamiltonian
sums the electric energy contribution of each link in the
lattice, while the second term incorporates the magnetic
energy of all plaquettes.

III. DUALIZATION AND ENCODING FOR THE
MINIMAL TORUS

We now present the reformulation of non-Abelian
SU(N) LGTs in terms of physical independent degrees of
freedom and detail it for the minimal torus, i.e., the single
plaquette with PBC, for which Nx = Ny = 2. We stress
that, as depicted in Fig. 2(b), the single periodic bound-
ary plaquette contains four physical sites and eight links:

four bulk links and four boundary links. The extension to
arbitrary tori of size Nx×Ny is presented in Appendix E.
Our computations generalize the dualization procedures
known both in the Abelian case with PBC [43] and the
non-Abelian case with open boundaries [62, 64]. As a
result of having periodic lattices, we are able to elim-
inate residual constraints and reduce finite-size effects,
which are essential aspects for practical quantum simu-
lations and computations. While these differences may
appear technical with respect to the case of open bound-
ary conditions, they require careful consideration as they
significantly impact the reformulation of the theory.
As introduced in Sec. II, the initial degrees of free-

dom are the left and right electric fields Ea
L,R(n) and

the conjugate SU(N) link variables Uµ(n). The main
idea behind the reformulation is to realize the change of
variables

{Ea
L,R(n),Uµ(n)} →

{EaL,R(n),W(n)} ⊕ {Ea
L,R(n),T(n)},

(8)

where the first set on the right-hand side contains
closed strings (loops) W(n), and conjugate electric fields
EaL,R(n), while the second one contains open strings

T(n) and their conjugate electric fields Ea
L,R(n). The

{EaL,R(n),W(n)} are the new physical variables, while

the set {Ea
L,R(n),T(n)} decouples from the physical one

in the dynamics of the theory [43, 62, 88, 89]. In the re-
mainder of the Section we summarize the main steps to
realize Eq. (8), leading to Eqs. (12) and Eqs. (13), (14),
(15), (16) for the inverse relations of links and conju-
gate electric fields, respectively. We point out, whenever
is needed, how we solve the main complications related
to the non-Abelian nature of the gauge group. The full
dualization procedure, including all the technical details
and intermediate steps, is reported in Appendix B.
The first step to perform concretely the dualization of

Eq. (8) is the introduction of canonical transformations
(CTs) for the links and electric fields [89]. As showed
in Fig. 2(a), starting from two consecutive links U(A),
U(B) the new independent links are defined as

U(B) = U(B), U(AC) = U(A)U(B) (9)

and the conjugate left electric fields are respectively given
by

EL(B) = ER(B)+EL(B), EL(AC) = EL(A). (10)

The corresponding right electric fields are obtained by
parallel transport of the EL along the new independent
paths, according to the relation

ER,µ(n+ µ) = −U†
µ(n)EL,µ(n)Uµ(n), (11)

which holds for a general path U with attached electric
fields EL,R, generalizing Eq. (4). We emphasize that
such CTs preserve the canonical commutation relations
in Eqs. (2), (3) and provide a linear map for the realiza-
tion of Eq. (8).
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As a second step, we construct the elementary loops
Wn in Fig. 1(b) by applying iteratively the CTs to the
initial degrees of freedom. By looking at the left panel of
Fig. 2(b), in the original formulation we have eight KS
link variables, with three independent Gauss laws, i.e.
G(n) = 0 for n = A,B,C, since the Gauss law in D is
not independent due to the topology of the torus (the to-
tal electric flux on a compact manifold is zero). We have
then five independent links. In the dual formulation, in
analogy with the Abelian case [43], we end up in three
plaquette loopsWA,B,C , as due to the PBC the loopWD

is given by the product of the other three (the magnetic
flux through a compact manifold is zero), and two loops
wrapping the lattice, that we label Lx̂,ŷ, as depicted in
the central and right panels of Fig. 2(b). Since the fun-
damental CT in Eq. (9) preserves the number of links,
after the whole procedure we have three open strings left,
to be chosen accordingly in our iterative applications of
CTs, as we have a certain freedom to recombine the final
unpaired links. By taking into account the three Gauss
laws for the electric fields conjugate to the plaquette and
loop variables, we end up in five independent loop vari-
ables.

After the whole procedure, we are left with linear in-
vertible relations between the KS variables and the dual
ones, essentially realizing Eq. (8). We summarize here
the final form of the inverse relations for the links

Ux̂(A) =WAL†
x̂(C)WC , Uŷ(C) = L†

ŷ(A)W †
B,

Uŷ(B) =W †
C , Uŷ(D) = L†

ŷ(A), (12)

Ux̂(D) = L†
x̂(C), Ux̂(C) = Ux̂(B) = Uŷ(A) = 1G

and their conjugate electric fields

EL,x̂(A) = EL(A), ER,ŷ(B) = EL(B),

ER,ŷ(C) = EL(C) + Lx̂(C)ER(A)L†
x̂(C) (13)

ER,ŷ(A) = (EL)L,ŷ(A) + ER(B),

ER,x̂(C) = (EL)L,x̂(C)− Lx̂(C)ER(A)L†
x̂(C), (14)

EL,x̂(C) = −L†
ŷ(A)ER(B)Lŷ(A)− EL(C)− (EL)L,x̂(C),

EL,x̂(B) = −ER(C)− EL(B), (15)

EL,ŷ(A) =− ER(C)− (EL)L,ŷ(A)− EL(A)

− EL(B)− ER(B), (16)

as a function of the dual variables.
The same procedure can be repeated for larger tori,

as exemplified in Fig. 2(c). The net result, after the

resolution of the Gauss law, is the same as for the
minimal torus, i.e., a set of independent plaquettes
and two large loops wrapping the lattice. We refer to
Appendix E for the complete derivation of the dual
degrees of freedom.

IV. LOOP HAMILTONIAN DYNAMICS

The dynamics of the single periodic plaquette is ruled
by the KS Hamiltonian in Eq. (7). We now express it
in terms of the dual variables and obtain the encoded
Hamiltonian that describes the loops dynamics. We dis-
cuss separately the features of the magnetic and electric
contributions.

In the dual basis, the magnetic part of the Hamilto-
nian HB is the simplest, as Tr UP = Tr Wn in terms
of the plaquette operators, where the plaquettes P are
related to the sites n = A,B,C,D as indicated in Fig.
2(b). The independent loops are WA,B,C , while for the
remaining site n = D we have the relation

W †
D =WAWBWC

due to the topology of the torus. The magnetic contri-
bution is then

HB =
1

2g2
Tr

[
4−

∑
n

Wn −
∏
n

Wn

]
+H.c., (17)

where n runs over the independent plaquettes. All terms
in the magnetic contribution turn out to be noninter-
acting, except for plaquette WD, as expected from the
dualization procedure on the minimal torus [90].

On the other hand, the electric term is now describ-
ing interactions and can be obtained by the squares of
the inverse relations for the electric fields. In doing this
operation, we take advantage of the property

Tr E2
µ(n) =

1

2
Ea

L,µ(n)E
a
L,µ(n) =

1

2
Ea

R,µ(n+µ̂)E
a
R,µ(n+µ̂),

meaning that we can use either the left or right compo-
nents of the electric fields to compute this Hamiltonian
contribution. We can identify two different electric con-
tributions, namely

HE = HE,loc +HE,non-loc,

where the subscripts stand for local and non-local, re-
spectively. Their explicit expressions as a function of the
loop electric fields are

HE,loc = g2[2E2L(A) + 2E2L(C) + 3E2L(B) + (EL)
2
L,ŷ(A) + (EL)

2
L,x̂(C)], (18)
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HE,non-loc = g2[(EL)L,x̂(C)EL(C) + (EL)L,ŷ(A)EL(A) + EL(C)R[L†
x̂(C)]ER(A)

+ (EL)R,x̂(C)ER(B) + EL(C)R[Lŷ(A)]ER(B)

+ (EL)L,x̂(C)R[Lŷ(A)]ER(B) + 2ER(C)EL(B) + ER(C)EL(A)

+ ER(C)ER(B) + ER(C)(EL)L,ŷ(A) + EL(A)EL(B) + EL(A)ER(B)

+ EL(B)ER(B) + EL(B)(EL)L,ŷ(A) + ER(B)(EL)L,ŷ(A)]. (19)

The local contribution involves the squares of all the new
independent loop electric fields, with coefficients related
to the chosen sequence of CTs. The non-local terms in-
stead are of the form

EL,R(N)PEL,R(M)P† = EL,R(N)R(P)EL,R(M)

≡ EaL,R(N)Rab(P)EbL,R(M),

where the path P connects the site N to M . After
the explicit resolution of the Gauss laws, these non-local
terms are expected, and connect electric fields in differ-
ent points of the lattice through the parallel transports
R(P). As for the coefficients of the local terms, the form
of the paths P is not unique and is related to the set of
employed CTs.

Due to the resolution of the Gauss laws according to
the scheme of Fig. 2(b), the dual Hamiltonian H =
HB+HE,loc+HE,non-loc is not manifestly symmetric un-
der the exchange of the two large loops Lx̂, Lŷ and of the
plaquette loops WA, WB. This is because the origin of
the just mentioned loops is not placed symmetrically with
respect to the diagonal line A→ C → A, as can be seen
from the rightmost panel of Fig. 2(b). Finally, we notice
that [H, (EL)L,x̂(C)] ̸= 0 and [H, (EL)L,ŷ(A)] ̸= 0 (see
Appendix D for the computational details), implying that
the large loops are not constants of motion. This feature
distinguishes non-Abelian SU(N) LGTs from pure U(1)
Abelian LGT, where the large loops commute with the
encoded Hamiltonian [43]. In the latter case the commu-
tation occurs because the gauge field of a commutative
gauge group is not charged. In the present non-Abelian
case, the gauge field itself is charged, leading to non-zero
values for the commutators.

V. THE CASE OF SU(2)

Even if our reformulation in terms of closed loops ap-
plies to SU(N) LGTs, from now on we focus on the sim-
plest of such groups, i.e., the rotation group G = SU(2).
As we are going to show in the remainder of the paper,
in this simple but still far from trivial case we can work
out explicitly the group basis structure and deal with the
single periodic plaquette problem in an efficient way.

We parametrize the elements of SU(2) using the axis-
angle coordinates, i.e., by specifying the rotation axis
through a unit vector n̂(θ, ϕ) and the angle ω of rotation
around it. This allows for the identification of the frame
of coordinates Ω = (ω, θ, ϕ) in the 3D space. We refer

to the references [64, 91, 92] for clear and pedagogical
explanations of this and other representations of the ro-
tation group. For the present purposes, we summarize
the relevant properties of the axis-angle representation
in Appendix F.
Given the representation of the basis states as group

elements, the first point we address is the identification of
a suitable basis for the dual Hamiltonian, which we refer
to as the local basis. On top of this, the main idea be-
hind our approach is a variational determination of the
basis coefficients to interpolate between the regions of
the phase diagram dominated by electric and magnetic
interactions, respectively, as pictorially depicted in Fig.
1(c-d). With this procedure, we are able to extract the
running coupling efficiently for all values of the bare cou-
pling constant.

A. The local basis

The dual Hamiltonian lends itself to be treated in the
position representation, where the basis states are the
eigenstates of the loop operators L ∈ W, rather than in
the electric basis. As a further consideration, the primary
limitation of the electric basis is its reduced efficiency
in the weak coupling limit, where the magnetic Hamil-
tonian dominates, and the lowest-energy eigenstates in-
volve sums over a high number of irreducible representa-
tions. We then consider L2(G, dµ(g)) as the Hilbert space
of a single loop, that is, the square integrable functions
over the Lie group SU(2) with respect to the invariant
Haar measure dµ(g). Employing the axis-angle coordi-
nates to parametrize group elements (see Appendix F),
a general state of the system |ψ(Ω)⟩ is written as the
superposition

|ψ(Ω)⟩ =
∫

dµ(Ω) ψ(Ω)|g(Ω)⟩,

with orthogonal basis states |g⟩ ∈ SU(2), satisfying the
relation

⟨ψ(Ω)|ψ′(Ω)⟩ =
∫
dµ(Ω) ψ∗(Ω)ψ′(Ω). (20)

As a first step, we identify the proper basis for the re-
formulated Hamiltonian as composed by the eigenstates
of the local Hamiltonian

Hloc =
1

2g2

∑
n̸=D

Tr[2− (Wn +W †
n)] +HE,loc (21)
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in the group basis. The local Hamiltonian can be written
as sum of single plaquette Hamiltonians

H0,n(gi) ≡
1

2g2i
Tr[2− (Wn +W †

n)] + 2g2i E2(n)

for n = A,B,C, plus the electric contributions of the
two large loops, without the associated magnetic terms.
We notice that, as suggested from Eq. (18), the coeffi-
cients of the various H0,n(gi) depend on the loop Wn,
and are generically different from each other [93].

In the axis-angle coordinates, the single plaquette
Hamiltonian has the form

H0,n(gi) =
2

g2i

(
1− cos

ω

2

)
+ 2g2i

[
L2

sin2 ω
2

− 4

(
∂2

∂ω2
+ cot

ω

2

∂

∂ω

)]
. (22)

Since the square loop electric field operator contains L2,
it becomes very useful to expand the (θ, ϕ)-angular part
in terms of spherical harmonics, using the mixed basis
expansion introduced in Ref. [64]

ψ(Ω) = N (ω)
∑
ℓ,m

cℓ,mYℓ,m(θ, ϕ)uℓ,m(ω),

N (ω) =
1

2 sin ω
2

(23)

whereN (ω) is a factor to ensure the proper normalization
of the wave function ψ(Ω), coefficients cℓ,m and reduced
function uℓ,m(ω) at fixed values of ℓ,m, with respect to
the group measure. Within this representation, the single
plaquette eigenproblem H0,n(gi)|ψ(Ω)⟩ = ϵ|ψ(Ω)⟩ be-
comes a differential equation in the angular coordinate
ω. We introduce the reduced wave function

uℓ,m(ω) = Rℓ,m(ω)N−1(ω) = 2Rℓ,m(ω) sin

(
ω

2

)
dictated by Eq. (23), allowing for the rewriting of the
Schroedinger equation as

−u′′ℓ,m(ω) +
1

4

[
ℓ(ℓ+ 1)

sin2 ω/2
+

1

g4

(
1− cos

ω

2

)
− 1

]
uℓ,m(ω)

= ϵ̃uℓ,m(ω), ϵ̃ ≡ ϵ

8g2
. (24)

This is a central motion problem on the 3D sphere, with
central potential given by the magnetic Hamiltonian. At
fixed value of ℓ, the eigenfunction uℓ,m(ω) has degener-
acy 2ℓ+1, due to the azimuthal quantum number m. To
label the eigenstates of Eq. (24), we introduce the ket
|αℓ, ℓ,m⟩. This involves the angular momentum quan-
tum numbers ℓ,m and an integer index αℓ denoting the
state of the reduced wave function uα(ω) at fixed ℓ. For
example, α0 = 0 denotes the ground state of ℓ = 0,
α0 = 1 the first excited state, and so on and so forth.

By taking into account that Eq. (21) can be written
as the sum

Hloc =H0,A(g) +H0,B(
√

3/2g) +H0,C(g)

+ g2[(EL)
2
L,ŷ(A) + (EL)

2
L,x̂(C)], (25)

the local basis for the minimal torus is the tensor product
of the basis obtained through the solutions of Eq. (24)
for the various contributions to Eq. (25). We note that

the factor of
√

3/2 comes from the specific CTs employed
in the dualization procedure. Regarding the large loops,
from Eq. (25) it is clear that their contributions to Hloc

can be also interpreted as H0,L(g →∞), i.e., they do not
have the magnetic contribution. Consequently, the right
basis to describe them locally would be the electric one.
While previous studies have explored the digitization of
the link degree of freedom through the discretization of
the group coordinate ω [64], following previous works on
U(1) [43, 45], we instead use the eigenbasis of the local
Hamiltonian. Since this eigenbasis and the related ma-
trix elements can be efficiently computed classically, the
required resources for both classical and quantum com-
putation are significantly reduced.
To lighten the notation, we introduce more compact

labels for the mixed basis states, using a Fock enumera-
tion of the tensor product states. In the following, loops
are ordered as (WA,WB,WC ,Lx̂,Lŷ). By denoting the
ket associated to each local basis state with |αℓi , ℓi,mi⟩gi ,
where we added a subscript for the coupling gi, we write
the tensor product explicitly as

5⊗
i=1

|αℓi , ℓi,mi⟩gi ≡ |I1(g1), I2(g2), I3(g3), I4(g4), I5(g5)⟩ ,

(26)
where Ik(gk) is an integer number labeling the state of
the k-th loop variable at value gk of the local coupling
in Eq. (21), and is related to the mixed-basis quantum
number as

|I(gk)⟩ = |αℓk , ℓk,mk⟩gk . (27)

The mapping between the integer I and the mixed basis
quantum numbers takes into account the angular mo-
mentum degeneracy, and enumerates the states in as-
cending order in ϵ̃. To further clarify the notation, let
us consider the example case of Lmax = 5 states for each
loop variable, i.e., values of I ∈ {0, . . . , 4}. For the local
basis, we write

|0⟩
|1⟩
|2⟩
|3⟩
|4⟩

 ↔


|00, 0, 0⟩
|01, 1,−1⟩
|01, 1, 0⟩
|01, 1, 1⟩
|10, 0, 0⟩

 (28)

and the full basis has size L5
max = 55. Using this label-

ing, it is easier to reconstruct the quantum numbers of a
given basis element. For example, |0, 2, 1, 2, 4⟩ is a short
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notation for

|00, 0, 0⟩ ⊗ |01, 1, 0⟩ ⊗ |01, 1,−1⟩ ⊗ |01, 1, 0⟩ ⊗ |10, 0, 0⟩ .
(29)

B. The non-local Hamiltonian matrix elements

After identifying the local basis, which is physically
determined by the single plaquette problem, we need to
compute the matrix elements of the full Hamiltonian de-
rived from our resource-efficient reformulation. In addi-
tion to the local terms discussed in the current Section,
the primary challenge lies in the non-local terms present
in both the magnetic and electric Hamiltonians.

In this Subsection, we briefly analyze the action of the
left loop electric field and loop operators on states writ-
ten in mixed-angle representation. Given that we can
express both of these operators in terms of scalars and
vectors under rotations generated by the orbital angular
momentum L, we can apply the Wigner–Eckart theorem
to compute a generic matrix element involving them [64].
This theorem states that, for any spherical tensor Tk of
rank k, general matrix elements can be written as

⟨{α′}, ℓ′,m′|T (q)
k |{α}, ℓ,m⟩ =⟨{α′}, ℓ′||Tk||{α}, ℓ⟩

· ⟨ℓ′m′|ℓm, kq⟩ , (30)

where {α, α′} are non-rotational quantum numbers, and
the superscript q labels the component of the spherical
tensor [92]. In the case of Hnon-loc, only scalar or vector
operators are involved (k = 0, 1) and the only additional
quantum number we have to consider is the label αℓ,
specifying the reduced wave function uαℓ

(ω). The com-
putational details of the matrix elements are reported in
Appendix G, H, I and J.

In the remainder of this Section, we numerically com-
pute the matrix element of the dual Hamiltonian for the
minimal torus in the local basis outlined in Eq. (26).
However, since this basis has infinite elements, we need
to truncate it and retain only a finite number of states
for each loop. If we keep Lmax states for each H0(gi), by
taking into account also the degeneracy of 2ℓ+1 at fixed
orbital quantum number ℓ, the square matrix associated
to the minimal torus has size L5

max × L5
max.

C. The variational principle and optimal choice of
truncated local basis

In the previous Section VA, we discussed the trun-
cation of the gauge degrees of freedom according to the
local Hamiltonian described by Eq. (21). In particular,
the explicit expression in Eq. (25) suggests the values of
the couplings gi to be used for each plaquette, thereby
determining the local eigenstates and, consequently, the
Hilbert space to which we truncate. It is important to
point out that the ground state obtained in this way is

only the state of minimum energy within the truncated
space. While this approach represents a significant im-
provement over other truncation schemes, such as the
electric [67, 94] or magnetic representations [75, 95], fur-
ther enhancement can be achieved by the variational op-
timization of the couplings gi. Such optimization is mo-
tivated by the presence of non-local terms in the Hamil-
tonian, as evident from both the magnetic and electric
contributions given by Eqs. (17) and (19), respectively.
In search of the optimized ansatz, we adopt the fol-

lowing procedure. First, the initial values for the local
couplings gi are taken to be those suggested by the refor-
mulated local Hamiltonian, namely (g1, g2, g3, g4, g5) =

(g,
√

3
2g, g,∞,∞) ≡ g0, as detailed in Eq. (25). We then

compute variationally the values of the local coupling to
get the optimal local basis |I1(g1), . . . , I5(g5)⟩ ≡ |I(gI)⟩,
for any value of the bare coupling g. This amounts to
evaluate the energy functional

E(β, gI) = ⟨Ψ(gI)|Hdual |Ψ(gI)⟩ (31)

in the parameter space of the local couplings, where we
introduced β ≡ (2g2)−1 to write the bare coupling and
avoid confusion with the local couplings gi. As just
stated, the initial ansatz for the ground state Ψ(gI) is
evaluated in the corresponding initial values g0. The
ground state energy of the system is estimated as

E0(β) = min
gI

E(β, gI), (32)

where the minimization is performed by keeping Lmax

states for each loop. Thanks to the variational principle
[92], with this computation we obtain an upper bound
estimate for the ground state energy, which turns out to
be exact in the limit Lmax → ∞, when the complete
local basis is considered without truncation. As a first
simplification and working hypothesis, in all the cases
considered in this Section we retain one state for the large
loops and Lmax states for each plaquette [96].
For any considered value of β ∈ [10−2, 102], we ap-

ply this scheme in two steps: in the first step, only the
plaquette local couplings (g1, g2, g3) are left free, while
those of the large loops are fixed at the initial values
(g4, g5) = (∞,∞). The minimization process iteratively
determines the optimal couplings (g1, g2, g3) through Eq.
(32); in the second step, the plaquette local couplings
are held fixed at the optimal values while the large loops
are variationally optimized. Both iterations continue un-
til the required precision in the energy and couplings is
achieved (see Appendix L for more details).
We plot in Fig. 3(a-b) the results of the first opti-

mization step. We show the relative displacement of the
values of (β1, β2, β3) = (1/2g21 , 3/4g

2
2 , 1/2g

2
3) determined

through the variational procedure for the local coupling
of the plaquettes with respect to their bare values. We
observe that in the strong coupling regime, when β → 0,
the deviations from the initial ansatz of the local cou-
plings are small, while in the weak coupling limit β →∞



9

FIG. 3. (a-b) Plot of the distance between local couplings (β1, β2, β3) = (1/2g21 , 3/4g
2
2 , 1/2g

2
3), determined through variational

optimization, and the bare coupling β = (2g2)−1, as a function of the bare coupling β for the different values of truncations
Lmax = 1, 4 (left and right subplots, respectively). Instabilities in the data points are associated to the numerical minimization.
(c) Energies of the variationally determined ground states as a function of the bare coupling β for the different values of
truncations Lmax = 1, 4, 5. (d) Relative energy difference ∆E0/E0 = (E0(g0) − E0(gV ))/E0(gV ) between the initial ansatz
g0 and the optimal couplings as a function of the bare coupling β for the different values of truncations Lmax = 1, 4, 5. The
data shows the absence of energy reduction for strong couplings, which explains the numerical instabilities of panels (a-b) for
β ≲ 1. (e) Energies of both variationally determined ground states and ground states in the electric representation as a function
of the bare coupling β for the different values of truncations Lmax = 1, 4, 5. We observe that the electric representation is
efficient in the strong coupling regime, while it is increasingly worse towards weak coupling. In contrast, our approach efficiently
interpolates between strong and weak coupling regimes. (f) Relative energy differences δE/E between consecutive values of
the truncation Lmax as a function of the bare coupling β. (g) Infidelities 1−FGS between consecutive values of the truncation
Lmax as a function of the bare coupling β.

the variational basis is different from the one suggested
from the dual formulation. This observation is indepen-
dent from the chosen truncation Lmax, and signals the
renormalization of the local couplings with respect to the
bare ones as long as we approach the weak coupling limit.

Alongside this, we plot the ground state energies E0

as a function of β in Fig. 3(c). Consistently with the

previous observation, we observe no real difference be-
tween the initial ansatz g0 and the optimal couplings in
the strong coupling regime, while in the weak coupling
regime the ground state is lower. This behavior is even
more evident in Fig. 3(d), where we show the relative
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energy difference

∆E0

E0
≡ E0(g0)− E0(gV )

E0(gV )
(33)

as a function of β. The absence of energy reduction at
strong coupling explains the numerical instability found
in Fig. 3 (a-b) for β ≲ 1. Indeed, even if in that re-
gion the variational optimization produces a significant
exploration of parameter space, this only leads to a neg-
ligible lowering of the relative energy difference. We then
compare, in Fig. 3(e), the ground state energies obtained
with variational optimization to those in the electric rep-
resentation, with the same truncation Lmax. Our varia-
tional protocol effectively interpolates between the strong
and weak coupling regimes. As a common feature for the
different truncations, the relative energy difference is very
small deep in the strong coupling limit, where β ≈ 10−2,
and increase as long as we go towards the weak coupling
regime, with a maximum for β ≈ 1. Around this value,
we have the maximal competition between the electric
and magnetic Hamiltonians.

As a final comment, according to the variational princi-
ple, when the truncation parameter Lmax is increased the
ground state energy is lowered towards its exact value,
obtaining a strictly decreasing sequence for any value of
the bare coupling. In Fig. 3(f) we show the energy dif-
ference

δE = |E0,Lmax
(β, gi)− E0,L′

max
(β, gi)|, (34)

for two consecutive values of the truncations
Lmax, L′

max, to have indications about the energy
precisions at every step of the variational procedure. At
the same time we check the infidelity of the ground state
wave function, defined as

1−FGS = 1− |⟨ψ0,Lmax(β, gi)|ψ0,L′
max

(β, gi)⟩|2 (35)

with the same convention on the truncation values, and
plot it in Fig. 3(g). As expected, the infidelity is smaller
if a larger number of states is included, and peaks around
β ≈ O(1), i.e., the value above which the plaquette local
basis is significantly more efficient with respect to the
electric one.

We now comment on the second step of our proce-
dure, corresponding to the variational determination of
the large loops local couplings, once the plaquette ones
are fixed to their optimal values. In the explored region
of the coupling, β ∈ [10−2, 102], we find that the ground-
state energy displays a plateau for g4,5 ≫ g when only
one state per large loop is retained. We conclude that,
for practical purposes, it is convenient to disregard the
second iteration step and keep g4,5 constant and large.

D. Running coupling computation

In this Section we estimate the expectation value of
the plaquette operator, i.e., the local observable related

to the magnetic contribution HB , which is a key quantity
in the study of LGTs. Indeed, its dependence on g−2 can
be related to the running of the coupling [43, 44, 97, 98].
This last quantity refers to the dependence of the cou-
pling constant on the specific energy scale at which is
probed, and arises from quantum fluctuations effects.
Its complete understanding is of absolute importance for
several aspects, from the interpretation of experimental
results of collider experiments to the theoretical under-
standing of fundamental interactions. However, due to
limitations of Monte Carlo methods in the weak coupling
limit [99, 100], the extrapolation of the running coupling
towards the continuum limit stands as an open problem
in LGTs.
Given the ground state |ψ0⟩ obtained with the varia-

tional procedure of Section VC, we compute the expec-
tation value

⟨□⟩ ≡ g2

2Nplaq
⟨ψ0|HB |ψ0⟩, (36)

where Nplaq is the number of plaquettes.
We plot in Fig. 4(a) the results obtained for dif-

ferent values of truncations Lmax. We observe that,
even for the smallest truncation, the computation with
the variationally optimized ground states leads to bet-
ter precision at all values of the bare couplings β. In
particular, the first increase in truncation size, i.e.,
Lmax = 1 → L′

max = 4, leads to a relative difference
(⟨□⟩L′

max
− ⟨□⟩Lmax)/⟨□⟩L′

max
at most of 5% in the run-

ning coupling, which is further reduced to 1% when in-
creasing the truncation size from Lmax = 4→ L′

max = 5,
see Fig. 4(d). The comparison with the initial ansatz for
the variational procedure, i.e., the non-optimized dual
basis of Eq. (25), is showed in Fig. 4(b), and highlights
the improvement in the region around β ≈ O(1) when
increasingly more states are included in the local basis.
This behavior is a further sign that our variational pro-
cedure is interpolating between the strong (electric) and
weak (magnetic) regimes of the bare couplings. Lastly,
we compare in Fig. 4(c) the variational computation
of ⟨□⟩ with the results obtained using the electric ba-
sis, showing definitely that this interpolation is done ef-
ficiently. Given the bounded nature of ⟨□⟩ we provide
further discussion of the plaquette operator in Appendix
K.

VI. CONCLUSIONS AND OUTLOOK

In this paper, we have developed an efficient scheme
for the classical and quantum simulation of non-Abelian
LGTs beyond 1D that works in all regimes of the cou-
plings and allows to approach the continuum limit with
finite resources. The key ingredients of our scheme are:

• the derivation of an encoded Hamiltonian for
the gauge invariant degrees of freedom, small
(plaquettes) and large loops, on periodic lattices;
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FIG. 4. (a) Expectation values of the plaquette operator ⟨□⟩ on the variationally determined ground states as a function of

the bare coupling β, for the different values of truncations Lmax = 1, 4, 5. (b) Relative difference ∆⟨□⟩
⟨□⟩ ≡ ⟨□⟩(g0)−⟨□⟩(gV )

⟨□⟩(gV )

in the expectation values of the plaquette operator between the initial ansatz g0 and the optimal couplings as a function
of the bare coupling β, for the different values of truncations Lmax = 1, 4, 5. As observed for the energy (see Fig. 3), the
variational approach is more advantageous for smaller Lmax. (c) Expectation values of the plaquette operator ⟨□⟩ on both
the variationally determined ground states and ground states in the electric representation as a function of the bare coupling
β, for the different values of truncations Lmax = 1, 4, 5. (d) Relative differences in the expectation value of the plaquette
operator δ⟨□⟩/⟨□⟩ ≡ (⟨□⟩L′

max
− ⟨□⟩Lmax)/⟨□⟩L′

max
between consecutive values of the truncation Lmax as a function of the

bare coupling β.

• the semi-analytical variational identification of an
optimal coupling-dependent basis for the loops to
minimize the truncation error.

We have demonstrated the effectiveness of our scheme by
determining the encoded Hamiltonian of SU(N) gauge
theories without charges on 2D arbitrary tori and the
running of the coupling for SU(2) gauge theory on a min-
imal torus. With only five states per plaquette, we have
achieved a percent-level precision in computing both the
ground state and the average value of the plaquette op-
erator ⟨□⟩ for all the values of the bare coupling g.

Our scheme enables a proof-of-principle experimental
demonstration of continuum limit computations for non-
Abelian gauge theories on current quantum hardware [46]
and opens the door to several promising directions. One
can use ⟨□⟩(g) as the physical observable to define the

renormalized coupling constant [61] gR at a given lattice
spacing (subtraction scale) a0. As outlined in [98], the
function g = g(gR, a) can be determined using a step scal-
ing approach that combines Hamiltonian computations –
feasible at very weak coupling – with large-scale Monte
Carlo simulations. Recent results for pure U(1) gauge
theory [101] suggest that meaningful matching can be
achieved for 6 × 6 lattices with open boundaries. The
application of our scheme can potentially reduce the lat-
tice size, due to the faster convergence with PBC, and
it performs better even with lower truncations, thanks
to the applied variational algorithm for the basis choice.
Our construction is also applicable to the U(1) gauge
theory: it generalizes previous results [43, 45] and can,
in fact, improve them, as indicated by preliminary calcu-
lations using exact diagonalization. We plan to complete
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this comparison and also to study the performance with
variational quantum circuits based on qudit architectures
using Rydberg atoms [74, 102] or trapped ions [46]. Us-
ing qudits is indeed the most natural choice to represent
finite truncations of higher-dimensional gauge fields, and
the current state-of-the-art high fidelities of qudit gates
allow for concrete proposals on the aforementioned plat-
forms. Furthermore, in our proposal, the preparation of
the ground state could be practically realized through
a variational quantum eigensolver [103, 104], with addi-
tional variational parameters related to the local basis
optimizations. In this respect, the simultaneous varia-
tional optimization of both the state (circuit) and the
dual Hamiltonian (basis choice) can be performed with-
out additional overhead, using the same measurements
budget [30].

Another important application regards tensor network
computations. Combining this methodology with the
proposed resource efficient formulation has the potential
to optimize the computational efficiency and accuracy
of classical simulations in gauge theories. In this con-
text, the local coupling dependent variational ansatz for
the ground state can also be used to develop quantum-
inspired classical spin networks for Abelian and non-
Abelian LGTs, enabling the computation of expectation
values of observables towards the continuum limit, such
as the running coupling or the shear viscosity [105], for
arbitrary tori of small sizes. To this end, it is important
to understand how the non-local electric terms in the
dual Hamiltonian behave as a function of the distance.
To be more concrete, one should study the long-distance
behavior of the ratio between the norm ||HE,non-loc|| and
the first energy gap, which is of order g2. If the ratio
decays to a finite value, the long-range tails can be ne-
glected and they can be treated as next-to-nearest neigh-
bor tunnelings in the corresponding spin network. While
this truncation becomes exact in the limit g2 → 0 [88],
a general proof of this statement is, to the best of our
knowledge, missing in the literature, and will be object
of future in-depth study. Characterizing the scaling be-
havior of this ratio is crucial to address the more the-
oretical question of the density of entanglement needed
to accurately describe the corresponding continuum field
theory. Regarding the scalability, a general formulation
of the local basis problem in terms of the eigenstates of
the reduced density matrix of the complete (not trun-

cated) problem can be done [106], but it would be rather
unpractical as it requires the knowledge of the full basis.
Finally, even if we performed numerical computations

in the case of SU(2) in two spatial dimensions, our
method is general and can be applied to any SU(N)
LGT, in particular to SU(3) LGT in three spatial dimen-
sions. Indeed, the sequence of canonical transformations
can be performed in the same way, with differences com-
ing from the counting of fluxes when periodic boundary
conditions are imposed, changing the number of indepen-
dent closed surfaces [90]. The construction of the local
basis always reduces to a (N−1)-dimensional differential
equation, associated to a motion in a potential for any N .
Another important extension is the inclusion of matter,
which will be object of future works. A first target is rep-
resented by SU(2) LGTs with dynamical charges in two
dimensions, whose minimal realization requires resources
already available [46].
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Appendix A: SU(N) continuum Yang-Mills action

In this work we consider lattice field theories with local symmetry associated to the compact Lie group SU(N). Its
corresponding Lie algebra, su(N), is spanned by a set of N2− 1 generators T a, and we choose to work in the defining
representation of the group, such that

[T a, T b] = ifabcT c, Tr(T aT b) =
1

2
δab, (A1)
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where fabc are the structure constants of the group, completely anti-symmetric in the internal indices a, b, c, and
we fixed the normalization of the generators according to the standard convention [49, 50, 107]. When N = 2 we
can identify the generators with the Pauli matrices T a = σa/2, while for N = 3 they are the Gell-Mann matrices
T a = λa/2.
In the continuum, the gauge potential Aµ = Aa

µT
a transforms as

A′
µ(x) = Ω(x)Aµ(x)Ω(x)

−1 − i[∂µΩ(x)]Ω(x)−1, (A2)

where Ω(x) ∈ SU(N) is a local gauge transformation. We also introduce the field strength tensor, defined in terms of
the gauge potential as

Fµν(A) = ∂µAν − ∂νAµ − i[Aµ, Aν ], (A3)

which is gauge covariant, i.e., such that Fµν(A
′) = Ω(x)Fµν(A)Ω(x)

−1. In the absence of matter, we can describe the
dynamics of the gauge theory by means of the Yang-Mills (YM) action [108]

S = − 1

2g2

∫
dx Tr(FµνF

µν) (A4)

alongside the Gauss law constraint, which enforces local gauge invariance. The YM action can be regularized on
the lattice in two ways: the first one involves the discretization of the continuum Lagrangian in Eq. (A4), and goes
under the name of Lagrangian formalism of LGTs [100, 109]. Alternatively, as considered in the main text, the
Hamiltonian formalism can be adopted [21], where spatial dimensions are discretized while time remains continuous.
In this formulation, the states of the theory are constrained to satisfy the Gauss law.

Appendix B: Dualization of the single periodic plaquette

In this Appendix we report the detailed derivation of the dualization and encoding of degrees of freedom for the case
of the minimal torus, following the steps depicted in Fig. 2. We use the canonical transformations (CTs) introduced
in [89], and build an iterative procedure to pass from links to loops and open strings that works in a square lattice with
PBC, realizing a one-to-one mapping preserving the number of degrees of freedom. To make cleaner the procedure,
we split the CTs in two groups: the first one is associated to the definition of independent plaquette operators, while
the second to the large loops Lx̂,ŷ and the open strings.

1. First set of transformations: plaquette loop operators

After the first set of CTs, we are left with the strings in the central panel of Fig. 2(b). In terms of the original link
variables, we have

WA = Ux̂(A)Uŷ(B)U†
x̂(D)U†

ŷ (A), (B1)

WB = U†
ŷ (C)Ux̂(C)Uŷ(D)U†

x̂(B), (B2)

WC = U†
ŷ (B)Ux̂(B)Uŷ(A)U†

x̂(C), (B3)

with conjugate electric fields

EL(A) = EL,x̂(A), ER(A) = −W †
AEL(A)WA, (B4)

EL(B) = ER,ŷ(B), ER(B) = −W †
BEL(B)WB, (B5)

EL(C) = ER,ŷ(C)− U†
ŷ (B)ER,x̂(B)Uŷ(B), ER(C) = −W †

CEL(C)WC . (B6)

We observe that we need to define the origin of the two plaquette loopsWB, WC in the top left corner, instead than
in the bottom left one as happens for WA. This does not happen if open boundaries are considered: here, when four
plaquettes are considered, there are four links more, associated to the physical boundaries of the lattice, and every
plaquette loop can be closed using the same convention [62, 88, 89]. In the periodic case, to avoid inconsistencies and
use the same basic CT, we keep the same orientation and adopt different origins. As a final comment, there are five
remaining links, according to the central panel of Fig. 2(b), with redefined canonical electric fields. As we are going
to show, they are recombined to obtain the two large loops and three open strings.
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2. Second set of transformations: large loop and open strings operators

We keep using the transformation rules in Eqs. (9), (10) to merge the remaining links into large loops wrapping
the minimal torus in both the spatial directions. The final result of the CTs is showed in the right panel Fig. 2(b).
The two loops are wrapping the lattice horizontally (Lx̂(C)) and vertically (Lŷ(A)), and are defined as

Lx̂(C) = U†
x̂(D)U†

x̂(C), Lŷ(A) = U†
ŷ (D)U†

ŷ (A). (B7)

The canonical electric fields are [110]

(EL)L,x̂(C) =R,x̂ (C)− U†
ŷ (B)U†

x̂(A)EL(A)Ux̂(A)Uŷ(B), (B8)

(EL)L,ŷ(A) = ER,ŷ(A)− U†
x̂(B)ER(B)Ux̂(B), (B9)

The remaining three open strings are defined as

T (B) = Ux̂(B)Uŷ(C), Ūx̂(C) = Ux̂(C), Ūŷ(A) = Uŷ(A), (B10)

with canonical electric fields

(Eτ )L,x̂(B) = EL,x̂(B) + EL,ŷ(B) + ER,x̂(B)− ER(B), (B11)

ĒL,x̂(C) =EL,ŷ(C) + EL,x̂(C)− L†
x̂(C)U†

ŷ (B)U†
x̂(A)EL(A)Ux̂(A)Uŷ(B)Lx̂(C) (B12)

− ER(C) + L†
x̂(C)ER,x̂(C)Lx̂(C),

ĒL,ŷ(A) =− U†
x̂(B)(Eτ )L,x̂(B)Ux̂(B) + Uŷ(A)U†

x̂(C)Uŷ(C)EL(B)U†
ŷ (C)Ux̂(C)U†

ŷ (A) (B13)

− Uŷ(A)EL,ŷ(D)U†
ŷ (A) + EL,ŷ(A)− ER(A)− U†

x̂(B)Uŷ(B)EL(C)U†
ŷ (B)Ux̂(B).

In the obtained expressions we recognize the initial Kogut–Susskind electric fields

I ≡ {EL,x̂(A), ER,ŷ(A), EL,ŷ(A), ER,ŷ(B), EL,x̂(B), ER,ŷ(C), ER,x̂(C), EL,x̂(C)}, (B14)

and all the others can be expressed by means of their parallel transports [111]. The one-to-one mapping of degrees of
freedom is now complete:

I ←→ {EL(A), (EL)L,ŷ(A), ĒL,ŷ(A), EL(B), (Eτ )L,x̂(B), EL(C), (EL)L,x̂(C), ĒL,x̂(C)}. (B15)

The choice of the open strings is done to not have new independent electric fields in D. For this reason, this can be
thought as the reference point in the minimal torus.

Moreover, from the above expressions of the electric fields we notice that the inversion relations are immediate, as
any independent electric field in the initial and final sets of variables appears with unit coefficient in the formulas.
The dual loop variables, obtained through CTs, satisfy the canonical commutation relations. Explicitly, this means
to have

[EaL(n),Wij(m)] = −δmn[T
aW(n)]ij , (B16)

[EaR(n),Wij(m)] = δmn[W(n)T a]ij (B17)

for any E ∈ I attached to its loop W(n). We have as well that

[EaL,R(n), EbL,R(m)] = ifabcEcL,R(n)δmn, (B18)

that is, the loop and open string electric fields satisfy the SU(N) Lie algebra.
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3. Explicit resolution of the Gauss law

We solve the independent Gauss laws in favor of the loop electric fields, to get rid of the open strings ending in
the reference point. Since the change of variables has been done using CTs, which are linear in the electric fields, the
reformulated local constraints are the sums of the new electric fields attached to a given lattice point. In terms of the
loop electric fields, they read

G(A) ≡ EL(A) + ER(A) + (EL)L,ŷ(A) + (EL)R,ŷ(A) + ĒL,ŷ(A) = 0, (B19)

G(B) ≡ EL(B) + ER(B) + (Eτ )L,x̂(B) = 0, (B20)

G(C) ≡ EL(C) + ER(C) + (EL)L,x̂(C) + (EL)R,x̂(C) + ĒL,x̂(C) = 0, (B21)

while the Gauss law at the reference point is

G(D) ≡ ĒR,ŷ(D) + (Eτ )R,ŷ(D) + ĒR,x̂(D) = 0 (B22)

and is not independent from the others, as its computation can be reconduced to the definition of ĒL,ŷ(A). We refer
to Appendix C for all the computations and checks regarding the dualized local constraints.

We explicitly solve the three Gauss laws in Eq. (B19), (B20) and (B21) to eliminate the electric fields of the open
strings, i.e.,

ĒL,ŷ(A) = −[EL(A) + ER(A) + (EL)L,ŷ(A) + (EL)R,ŷ(A)], (B23)

(Eτ )L,x̂(B) = −[EL(B) + ER(B)], (B24)

ĒL,x̂(C) = −[EL(C) + ER(C) + (EL)L,x̂(C) + (EL)R,x̂(C)]. (B25)

As a last step to obtain the physical variables, we use the gauge freedom to set the open strings to the identity in the
gauge group. This allows us to write the Hamiltonian and the wave functions only as a functions of the loops. If we
label with W the set of closed loops, and with S the set of open strings,

{WA,Lŷ(A),WB,WC ,Lx̂(C)︸ ︷︷ ︸
≡W

, Ūŷ(A), T (B), Ūx̂(C)︸ ︷︷ ︸
≡S

} =W ⊕S, (B26)

we act with proper gauge transformations to fix T = 1G , ∀ T ∈ S. On the basis states of the system, which we
generically label as

|ψ⟩ = |W1, . . .Wn, T1, . . . , Tm⟩, Wi ∈ W, Ti ∈ S, (B27)

we use a product of gauge transformations ΘTi
(n) such that

|W1, . . .Wn, T1, . . . , Tm⟩ → |ψ′⟩ = |W ′
1, . . .W ′

n, 1G , . . . ,1G⟩, (B28)

where W ′
i are the corresponding gauge transformed loops. This procedure is general, and holds for any dimension of

the sets W, S [64]. For the minimal torus, the above product of gauge transformations is

G = eiθ
aĒa

L,ŷ(A)eiθ
a(Ea

τ )L,x̂(B)eiθ
aĒa

L,x̂(C). (B29)

This open strings gauge fixing is compatible with the procedure outlined by Creutz [112], as we can define a discon-
nected maximal tree gauge made by all the open strings T ∈ S. As it can be verified from the right plot of Fig. 2(b),
the open strings form a maximal tree, i.e., a set of disconnected links such that no more links can be added without
forming a closed loop [113]. Therefore, all of them can be fixed to an arbitrary element of the gauge group, which we
choose to be the identity.
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4. Final form of the inverse relations

We insert Eqs. (B23), (B24) and (B25) into the expressions for the dual variables and invert the relations to isolate
the set of electric fields identified in Eq. (B14). Due to the explicit resolution of the gauge symmetry, we express the
eight KS electric fields as a function of five loop electric fields. This dualization and encoding procedure is performed
as well for the links, allowing us to express them solely in terms of the set W introduced in Eq. (B26) by taking into
account the gauge fixing of the open strings. The obtained expressions are the Eqs. (12), (13), (14), (15) and (16)
reported in the main text.

Appendix C: Verifying the dual Gauss laws

In this Appendix we explicitly verify that the dual electric fields E ∈ I satisfy Eqs. (B19), (B20), (B21) and (B22).

1. Gauss law in A

We have that

G(A) = EL,x̂(A) + ER(A) + ER,ŷ(A)− U†
x̂(B)ER(B)Ux̂(B) + (EL)R,ŷ(A)

+ EL,ŷ(A)− U†
x̂(B)[EL,x̂(B) + EL,ŷ(B) + ER,x̂(B)− ER(B)]Ux̂(B)

+ Uŷ(A)U†
x̂(C)Uŷ(C)EL(B)U†

ŷ (C)Ux̂(C)U†
ŷ (A)− Uŷ(A)EL,ŷ(D)U†

ŷ (A)

− ER(A)− U†
x̂(B)Uŷ(B)EL(C)U†

ŷ (B)Ux̂(B).

(C1)

Some of the terms cancel out directly, in particular we have that −U†
x̂(B)EL,x̂(B)Ux̂(B) = ER,x̂(A) and all the

four electric fields in A sum to zero, due to the Gauss law for the KS electric fields. By using EL,ŷ(D) =

−Uŷ(D)[(EL)L,ŷ(A) + U†
x̂(B)ER(B)Ux̂(B)]U†

ŷ (D) we can write

G(A) = (EL)R,ŷ(A)− U†
x̂(B)[EL,ŷ(B) + ER,x̂(B)]Ux̂(B)

+ Uŷ(A)Uŷ(D)[(EL)L,ŷ(A) + U†
x̂(B)ER(B)Ux̂(B)]U†

ŷ (D)U†
ŷ (A)

+ Uŷ(A)U†
x̂(C)Uŷ(C)EL(B)U†

ŷ (C)Ux̂(C)U†
ŷ (A)− U†

x̂(B)Uŷ(B)EL(C)U†
ŷ (B)Ux̂(B).

(C2)

We make use of (EL)R,ŷ(A) = −Uŷ(A)Uŷ(D)(EL)L,ŷ(A)U†
ŷ (D)U†

ŷ (A) to simplify these two terms. Moreover, from

the definition ER(B) = −W †
BEL(B)WB, we observe that the path

WBUx̂(B)U†
ŷ (D)U†

ŷ (A) = U†
ŷ (C)Ux̂(C)U†

ŷ (A) (C3)

and we are left with

G(A) = −U†
x̂(B)[EL,ŷ(B) + ER,x̂(B)]Ux̂(B)− U†

x̂(B)Uŷ(B)EL(C)U†
ŷ (B)Ux̂(B), (C4)

which is identically zero, by using ER,x̂(B) = −U†
x̂(A)EL(A)Ux̂(A) and EL,ŷ(B) = −Uŷ(B)EL(C)U†

ŷ (B) +

U†
x̂(A)EL(A)Ux̂(A).

2. Gauss law in B

This is the easiest case, since it already follows from the definitions of the dual electric fields that

G(B) = ER,ŷ(B) + EL,x̂(B) + EL,ŷ(B) + ER,x̂(B) = 0. (C5)
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3. Gauss law in C

By using the definitions of loop electric fields we have

G(C) = ER,ŷ(C)− U†
ŷ (B)ER,x̂(B)Uŷ(B) + ER(C)− U†

ŷ (B)U†
x̂(A)EL(A)Ux̂(A)Uŷ(B)

+ ER,x̂(C) + (EL)R,x̂(C) + EL,ŷ(C) + EL,x̂(C)− ER(C)

+ L†
x̂(C)ER,x̂(C)Lx̂(C)− L†

x̂(C)U†
ŷ (B)U†

x̂(A)EL(A)Ux̂(A)Uŷ(B)Lx̂(C).

(C6)

Since ER,x̂(B) = −U†
x̂(A)EL(A)Ux̂(A), we observe that the second and fourth terms of the right-hand side in the

first line cancel out, as well as the two equal and opposite ER(C). Moreover, we recognize that

(EL)R,x̂(C) = −L†
x̂(C)ER,x̂(C)Lx̂(C) + L†

x̂(C)U†
ŷ (B)U†

x̂(A)EL(A)Ux̂(A)Uŷ(B)Lx̂(C), (C7)

simplifying then with the entire last line. We are left finally with the Gauss law in terms of the initial variables, i.e.

G(C) = ER,ŷ(C) + ER,x̂(C) + EL,ŷ(C) + EL,x̂(C) = 0. (C8)

4. Gauss law in D

This computation depends on the other Gauss laws and loop electric fields definitions. Indeed we have

G(D) = −U†
ŷ (A)ĒL,ŷ(A)Uŷ(A)− U†

x̂(C)ĒL,x̂(C)Ux̂(C)− U†
ŷ (A)U†

x̂(B)(Eτ )L,x̂(B)Ux̂(B)Uŷ(A), (C9)

and multiplying on the left by Uŷ(A) and on the right by U†
ŷ (A) we reduce to the computation of ĒL,ŷ(A). What

we have to check is that

ĒL,ŷ(A) = −U†
x̂(B)(Eτ )L,x̂(B)Ux̂(B)− Uŷ(A)U†

x̂(C)ĒL,x̂(C)Ux̂(C)U†
ŷ (A). (C10)

Since the first term in the right-hand side is already present in the definition of ĒL,ŷ(A), we expand the second term
by using the definition of ĒL,x̂(C). We get

Uŷ(A)U†
x̂(C)ĒL,x̂(C)Ux̂(C)U†

ŷ (A) =− Uŷ(A)U†
x̂(C)[EL,ŷ(C) + EL,x̂(C)

− L†
x̂(C)U†

ŷ (B)U†
x̂(A)EL(A)Ux̂(A)Uŷ(B)Lx̂(C)

− ER(C) + L†
x̂(C)ER,x̂(C)Lx̂(C)]Ux̂(C)U†

ŷ (A),

(C11)

which has five terms to be computed. Separately, for each of them, we have

−Uŷ(A)U†
x̂(C)EL,ŷ(C)Ux̂(C)U†

ŷ (A) = Uŷ(A)U†
x̂(C)Uŷ(C)EL(B)U†

ŷ (C)Ux̂(C)U†
ŷ (A), (C12)

−Uŷ(A)U†
x̂(C)EL,x̂(C)Ux̂(C)U†

ŷ (A) = Uŷ(A)ER,x̂(D)U†
ŷ (A), (C13)

Uŷ(A)U†
x̂(C)L†

x̂(C)U†
ŷ (B)U†

x̂(A)EL(A)Ux̂(A)Uŷ(B)Lx̂(C)Ux̂(C)U†
ŷ (A) = −ER(A), (C14)

Uŷ(A)U†
x̂(C)ER(C)Ux̂(C)U†

ŷ (A) = −U†
x̂(B)Uŷ(B)EL(C)U†

ŷ (B)Ux̂(B), (C15)

−Uŷ(A)U†
x̂(C)L†

x̂(C)ER,x̂(C)Lx̂(C)Ux̂(C)U†
ŷ (A) = Uŷ(A)EL,x̂(D)U†

ŷ (A), (C16)

where we simplified the paths Uŷ(A)U†
x̂(C)L†

x̂(C)U†
ŷ (B)U†

x̂(A) = W †
A, WCUx̂(C)U†

ŷ (A) = U†
ŷ (B)Ux̂(B) and

Lx̂(C)Ux̂(C)U†
ŷ (A) = U†

x̂(D)U†
ŷ (A).

By summing up Eqs. (C13) and (C16), and using in the intermediate step the Gauss law in D for the KS electric
fields, we have

Uŷ(A)[EL,x̂(D) + ER,x̂(D)]U†
ŷ (A) =− Uŷ(A)[EL,ŷ(D) + ER,ŷ(D)]U†

ŷ (A)

= EL,ŷ(A)− Uŷ(A)EL,ŷ(D)U†
ŷ (A).

(C17)

Finally, if we sum Eqs. (C12)-(C16) with the first term in the right-hand side of Eq. (C10), we get exactly the
definition of ĒL,ŷ(A), meaning that the Gauss law G(D) holds in terms of the dual variables.
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Appendix D: Symmetries of the dual Hamiltonian

We compute the commutator of the dual Hamiltonian with the loop electric fields (EL)L,ŷ(A) and (EL)L,x̂(C), to
show explicitly that the strings Lŷ(A), Lx̂(C) can not be considered as constants of motion.
We perform all the steps only for Lŷ(A), and write the other one directly, since it is almost identical. First of all

we observe that [H, (EL)L,ŷ(A)] = [HE , (EL)L,ŷ(A)], as the magnetic Hamiltonian does not contain the large loops.
We consider separately the local and non-local electric contributions, respectively. For the first one we have

[HE,loc, (EL)L,ŷ(A)] = g2[(EL)
2
L,ŷ(A), (EL)L,ŷ(A)], (D1)

and using the property [A2, B] = {A, [A,B]} together with the group algebra in Eq. (B18) we get

[HE,loc, (E
b
L)L,ŷ(A)] = ig2fabc{(Ea

L)L,ŷ(A), (Ec
L)L,ŷ(A)}, (D2)

where we explicitly wrote down the internal indices a, b, c of the SU(N) gauge group. We immediately observe that
this contribution is zero, since the structure constants are completely antisymmetric in the group indices, and they
are contracted with a commutator, which is a symmetric object. We therefore conclude that [HE,loc, (E

b
L)L,ŷ(A)] = 0.

Regarding the commutator with the non-local electric Hamiltonian, things get more complicated due to the presence
of parallel transporters. The only surviving terms are

[HE,non-loc, (EL)L,ŷ(A)] = g2[FA[EL,R](EL)L,ŷ(A) + EL(C)R[Lŷ(A)]ER(B)

+ (EL)L,x̂(C)R[Lŷ(A)]ER(B), (EL)L,ŷ(A)], (D3)

where FA[EL,R] ≡ EL(A) + ER(C) + EL(B) + ER(B). The terms not involving the parallel transport simplifies
through Eq. (B18), and do not vanish since F [EL,R] ̸= 0. The terms with the parallel transport can be reduced to the
computation of [Rab[Lŷ(A)], (EL)cL,ŷ(A)], which is non-vanishing in general if the group indices are not contracted

[64].
The non-local electric Hamiltonian is the only contribution to the full commutator, therefore we conclude that

[H, (EL)L,ŷ(A)] ̸= 0, (D4)

meaning that the vertical loop Lŷ(A) is not a constant of motion.
The computation for the horizontal loop Lx̂(C) can be done on the same lines. The magnetic and local electric

Hamiltonians trivially commute with the conjugate electric field (EL)cL,x̂(C). The non-trivial contribution comes from
the non-local electric part, which is

[HE,non-loc, (EL)L,x̂(C)] = g2[FC [EL,R](EL)L,x̂(C) + EL(C)R[L†
x̂(C)]ER(A), (EL)L,x̂(C)], (D5)

where FC [EL,R] ≡ EL(C) +R[Lŷ(A)]ER(B). The same considerations of the vertical large loop apply here, and we
conclude that

[H, (EL)L,x̂(C)] ̸= 0. (D6)

Appendix E: Generalization to arbitrary periodic square lattices

We present the extension of the reformulation to an arbitrary square lattice of size Nx×Ny. Since the mathematical
expressions of the loop electric fields get more involved, we omit them and refer only to the graphical construction of
the loop variables. However, the CTs are essentially iterations of Eqs. (9), (10), and the dual electric fields can be
reconstructed from the sequence of CTs by summing and parallel transporting accordingly the link electric fields.

To understand the general structure of CTs for a general torus, we show how to extend the single periodic plaquette
along the vertical and horizontal directions. The combination of these two operational blocks leads to the dualization
for the Nx ×Ny periodic lattice.

1. Vertical extension

We firstly count the degrees of freedom: initially, we have 12 links and 5 independent Gauss laws (Fig. 5, left
panel). After the CTs, we have 5 plaquettes, 2 large loops wrapping the lattice and a set of 5 open strings. All of the
final degrees of freedom are physical and independent.
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ℒ ො𝑥(𝑬)

FIG. 5. Graphical representation of canonical transformations to obtain five independent plaquettes Wn (left plot) and two
large loops Lx̂,ŷ (right plot). In the final lattices, we report only the reference site F .

𝐹

𝐴 𝐵

𝐷 𝐶

𝐹 𝐸

𝒯1(𝑭)

𝒯2(𝑭)

𝒯5(𝑭)

𝒯4(𝑭)

𝒯3(𝑭)

FIG. 6. Graphical representation of canonical transformations to obtain five open strings Ti(F ). In the final lattice, we report
only the reference site F .

We proceed by applying consecutive CTs, starting from the bottom left site A and following the lattice sites as
for the single periodic plaquette. Graphically, the three sets of CTs are reported in Figs. 5, 6. As a counting of
operations, we have 3 CTs for each plaquette, 2 CTs for Lŷ(A), a single one for Lx̂(E) and 4 CTs to get the open
strings Ti(F ), for a total of 22 CTs.

By looking at Fig. 5, we adopt the usual links order for the leftmost plaquette column, while for all the others we
choose the origin in correspondence of the top left site of the square. For the reference site F , we do not have an
independent plaquette due to the PBCs. Regarding the large loops, they are centered in A (bottom left corner) and
E (top right corner), with the same orientation as in the single plaquette case. Finally, in Fig. 6 we show how to
transform all the remaining links into open strings ending in the reference point F , which is our dependent point, i.e.,
the Gauss law G(F ) is written in terms of the independent ones. The number of strings is equal to the number of
independent Gauss laws, and we can use this freedom to fix them to the identity in the gauge group. As commented
in the main text, this corresponds to the choice of a particular maximal tree gauge associated to our prescription
[60, 112].

2. Horizontal extension

The same counting of degrees of freedom done for the vertical extension applies here, and we just summarize the
sets of CTs in Fig. 7. The strategy is the same: we apply iteratively single CTs to get independent plaquettes and
large loops, and then build open strings ending in the reference point F in Fig. 7.

3. Full extension

Given the extension of Subsecs. E 1 and E2, we generalize the single periodic plaquette to an arbitrary Nx × Ny

torus Σ. We set the notation for the lattice sites graphically in Fig. 8. In the standard formulation, we have 2NxNy

links and NxNy−1 independent Gauss laws, for a total of NxNy+1 independent degrees of freedom. Once performed
the full set of CTs, we end up in NxNy − 1 plaquettes, i.e. a plaquette per lattice site except for the reference site
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𝐹

𝐹

𝐹

FIG. 7. Graphical representation of the change of variables for the horizontal extension. In the top lattice on the right, we
show in red the plaquette and large loop closed strings, while in the bottom lattice we show, always in red, the open strings
ending in the reference point. In all the lattices, we report only the reference site F .

𝑁𝑥

𝑁𝑦

(0, 𝑁𝑦 − 1)

𝑛𝑥 , 𝑛𝑦 ∈ Σ

FIG. 8. Unfolded torus Σ in the two-dimensional plane, of size Nx × Ny. A generic lattice site (nx, ny) ∈ Σ if nx,y =
0, . . . , Nx,y − 1. In red we report the reference site N = (0, Ny − 1) using this enumeration.

N = (0, Ny − 1), and 2 large loops wrapping the lattice, for a total of NxNy + 1 physical independent degrees of
freedom. The number of open strings can be obtained from the property that the single CT preserves the number of
initial links. Therefore, from the counting of the loops, the number of open strings is 2NxNy−(NxNy+1) = NxNy−1,
i.e., exactly the number of independent Gauss law constraints.

In summary, if we call with W the set of closed loops and S the set of open strings, after the CTs we end up in

{Uµ(n)}n∈Σ → W ⊕S, |W| = NxNy + 1, |S| = NxNy − 1. (E1)

Only the loop electric fields are the physical ones, i.e., those that appear in the Hamiltonian and rule the dynamics
of the theory after the explicit resolution of the Gauss laws, in complete analogy with the single periodic plaquette.
Also in this case the number of CTs can be computed depending on the torus sizes [114].

The graphical reformulated degrees of freedom are reported in Fig. 9. Besides the physical set W, we observe that
the most intricate part resides in the set of open strings S. All of them end in the reference point N , and their
number is Nx +Ny − 2 (orange strings in Fig. 9) plus NxNy −Nx −Ny + 1 (blue strings in Fig. 9). The expected
total is |S| = NxNy − 1, coincident with the number of independent Gauss laws. We set Ti ∈ S to the group identity
using the gauge freedom, analogously to the single periodic plaquette case.
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ℒ ො𝑦

ℒ ො𝑥

FIG. 9. Graphical representation of reformulated degrees of freedom, the set W and S. Left plot: we show the plaquettes (red
strings) and the large loops (blue strings), and we refer to the dots as their origin. We observe that the leftmost column has
standard plaquette definition, while for all the others we have to change origin to consistently complete the CTs. Right plot:
vertical and horizontal open strings (in orange), and low-right corner-like strings (in blue).

Appendix F: Axis-angle coordinates and Haar measure of SU(2)

We give here a brief reminder on SU(2) axis-angle coordinates and representations of the operators needed in the
main text. In this coordinate frame, group elements |g⟩ ∈ SU(2) are interpreted as 3D rotations of angle ω and
around a given axis n̂, acting on the group generators [64, 91]. In spherical coordinates Ω = (ω, θ, ϕ), we have

n̂ =

cosϕ sin θ
sinϕ sin θ

cos θ

 , θ ∈ [0, π], ϕ ∈ [0, 2π], ω ∈ [0, 2π]. (F1)

The fundamental, or defining, representation j = 1/2 is a 2× 2 matrix, whose explicit expression is

D
1
2 (Ω) ≡ D(Ω) =

cos ω
2 − i sin ω

2 cos θ −i sin ω
2 sin θe−iϕ

−i sin ω
2 sin θeiϕ cos ω

2 + i sin ω
2 cos θ

 . (F2)

We also remind that the Haar measure in these coordinates is

dµ(Ω) = 4 sin2
ω

2
sin θ dω dθ dϕ, (F3)

and the volume of the group is |G| = 16π2.
Concerning the representation of left and right electric operators, they are differential operators defined as

EL,R(Ω) = −Σ± L, (F4)

where L is the angular momentum differential operator

Lx = i

(
sinϕ

∂

∂θ
+ cot θ cosϕ

∂

∂ϕ

)
, Ly = i

(
− cosϕ

∂

∂θ
+ cot θ sinϕ

∂

∂ϕ

)
, Lz = −i ∂

∂ϕ
(F5)

and Σ has components

Σx = 2i sin θ cosϕ
∂

∂ω
+ i cot

ω

2

(
cos θ cosϕ

∂

∂θ
− csc θ sinϕ

∂

∂ϕ

)
, (F6)

Σy = 2i sin θ sinϕ
∂

∂ω
+ i cot

ω

2

(
cos θ sinϕ

∂

∂θ
+ csc θ cosϕ

∂

∂ϕ

)
, (F7)

Σz = 2i cos θ
∂

∂ω
− i cot ω

2
sin θ

∂

∂θ
. (F8)
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Consequently, we have the square electric operator

E2(Ω) =
L̂2

sin2 ω
2

− 4

[
∂2

∂ω2
+ cot

ω

2

∂

∂ω

]
. (F9)

Regarding the loop operators in the group basis, they can be represented using the unitary matrices Dj
mm′(g)

associated to a specific irreducible representation (irrep) of SU(2) [67, 115]. Therefore, in general, the loop operator
in the j-irrep is

W j
mm′(i) =

∫
dµ(gi) D

j
mm′(gi)|gi⟩⟨gi|, (F10)

being i the loop index of Li ∈ W. The loop operators are diagonal in the group basis. In the whole manuscript we
always fix j = 1/2 and consider the loop operators in the defining representation.

Appendix G: Left loop electric operator reduced matrix elements

We compute the reduced matrix element of the left loop electric field by decomposing it into the spherical vectors
of L and Σ. For the first one we fix mI = 1, mJ = 0 and compute it for the q = 1 component, i.e. L+, as

⟨αℓI ℓI ||L||αℓJ ℓJ⟩ =
⟨αℓI , ℓI , 1|L+|αℓJ , ℓJ , 0⟩

⟨ℓI1|ℓJ0, 11⟩
. (G1)

Explicitly this is

⟨αℓI , ℓI , 1|L|αℓJ , ℓJ , 0⟩ =
∫

dω u∗αℓI
(ω)uαℓJ

(ω)Y ∗
ℓI1(θ, ϕ)L

+YℓJ0(θ, ϕ) sin θdθdϕ, (G2)

and by taking into account that L+YℓJ0(θ, ϕ) =
√
ℓJ(ℓJ + 1)YℓJ1(θ, ϕ) we get ⟨αℓI , ℓI , 1|L+|αℓJ , ℓJ , 0⟩ =

δℓI ,ℓJ
√
ℓJ(ℓJ + 1). Considering also that ⟨ℓI1|ℓJ0, 11⟩ = −1/

√
2, the reduced matrix element is

⟨αℓI ℓI ||L||αℓJ ℓJ⟩ = −
√
2ℓJ(ℓJ + 1)δℓI ,ℓJ . (G3)

We proceed equally for the spherical vector of Σ, and here we fix mI = mJ = 0 and q = 0, computing the reduced
matrix element as

⟨αℓI ℓI ||Σ||αℓJ ℓJ⟩ =
⟨αℓI , ℓI , 0|Σ0|αℓJ , ℓJ , 0⟩

⟨ℓI0|ℓJ0, 10⟩
. (G4)

In the integral representation, the numerator on the right-hand side is

⟨αℓI , ℓI , 0|Σ0|αℓJ , ℓJ , 0⟩ =i
∫

dω u∗αℓI
(ω)Y ∗

ℓI0(θ, ϕ)

[
2 cos θ

(
∂

∂ω
− 1

2
cot

ω

2

)
− cot

ω

2
sin θ

∂

∂θ

]
× YℓJ0(θ, ϕ)uαℓJ

(ω) sin θdθdϕ, (G5)

and we have the properties of spherical harmonics [91]

cos θ YℓJ0(θ, ϕ) =
ℓJ + 1√

(2ℓJ + 1)(2ℓJ + 3)
YℓJ+1,0(θ, ϕ) +

ℓJ√
(2ℓJ − 1)(2ℓJ + 1)

YℓJ−1,0(θ, ϕ), (G6)

sin θ
∂YℓJ0(θ, ϕ)

∂θ
= ℓJ(ℓJ + 1)

[
YℓJ+1,0(θ, ϕ)√

(2ℓJ + 1)(2ℓJ + 3)
− YℓJ−1,0(θ, ϕ)√

(2ℓJ + 1)(2ℓJ − 1)

]
. (G7)

Using the normalization of the spherical harmonics with respect to the angular measure dΩ ≡ sin θdθdϕ, we end up
in

⟨αℓI , ℓI , 0|Σ0|αℓJ , ℓJ , 0⟩ =i
∫

dω u∗αℓI
(ω)

[
2(ℓJ + 1)√

(2ℓJ + 1)(2ℓJ + 3)

(
∂

∂ω
− ℓJ + 1

2
cot

ω

2

)
δℓJ+1,ℓI

+
2ℓJ√

(2ℓJ + 1)(2ℓJ − 1)

(
∂

∂ω
+
ℓJ
2

cot
ω

2

)
δℓJ−1,ℓI

]
uαℓJ

(ω). (G8)
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The involved Clebsch–Gordan coefficients

⟨ℓJ + 1, 0|ℓJ0, 10⟩ =
ℓJ + 1√

(ℓJ + 1)(2ℓJ + 1)
, ⟨ℓJ − 1, 0|ℓJ0, 10⟩ = −

ℓJ√
ℓJ(2ℓJ + 1)

, (G9)

lead to the simplification

2(ℓJ + 1)√
(2ℓJ + 1)(2ℓJ + 3)

· 1

⟨ℓJ + 1, 0|ℓJ0, 10⟩
= 2

√
ℓJ + 1

2(ℓJ + 1) + 1
, (G10)

2ℓJ√
(2ℓJ + 1)(2ℓJ − 1)

· 1

⟨ℓJ − 1, 0|ℓJ0, 10⟩
= −2

√
ℓJ

2ℓJ − 1
. (G11)

Finally, the reduced matrix element can be written as

⟨αℓI ℓI ||Σ||αℓJ ℓJ⟩ =2i

∫
dω u∗αℓI

(ω)

[√
ℓJ + 1

2(ℓJ + 1) + 1

(
∂

∂ω
− ℓJ + 1

2
cot

ω

2

)
δℓJ+1,ℓI

−
√

ℓJ
2ℓJ − 1

(
∂

∂ω
+
ℓJ
2

cot
ω

2

)
δℓJ−1,ℓI

]
uαℓJ

(ω). (G12)

The reduced element of the left loop electric field is the sum of the two Eqs. (G3), (G12) with the relative signs
dictated by the definition of Eq. (F4).

Appendix H: Left-right loop electric operators product matrix elements

In the dual Hamiltonian we need to evaluate the scalar term EaL(B)EaR(B). Since this is the only term with product
of left and right electric fields, we omit the site index B to lighten the notation. Starting from the definition of left
and right electric fields in Eq. (F4), and given that [L,Σ] = 0, we have

EaLEaR = Σ2 − L2. (H1)

As L2Yℓm(θ, ϕ) = ℓ(ℓ+ 1)Yℓm(θ, ϕ) by definition, we need to evaluate the action of Σ2 on a given state |αℓ, ℓ,m⟩. In
axis-angle coordinates, we can write

Σ2 = − cot2
ω

2

(
cot θ

∂

∂θ
+

∂2

∂θ2
+ csc2 θ

∂

∂ϕ2

)
− 2

sin2 ω
2

(
sinω

∂

∂ω
− (cosω − 1)

∂2

∂ω2

)
≡ Σ2

A(Ω) +Σ2
B(ω) (H2)

and evaluate each contribution separately. For Σ2
A we recognize that

cot θ
∂

∂θ
+

∂2

∂θ2
+ csc2 θ

∂

∂ϕ2
=

1

sin θ

∂

∂θ

(
sin θ

∂

∂θ

)
+ csc2 θ

∂

∂ϕ2
≡ −L2(θ, ϕ), (H3)

therefore we get immediately

⟨αℓI , ℓI ,mI |Σ2
A|αℓJ , ℓJ ,mJ⟩ = δℓI ,ℓJ δmI ,mJ

ℓJ(ℓJ + 1)

∫
dω u∗αℓI

(ω) cot2
ω

2
uαℓJ

(ω). (H4)

Regarding Σ2
B , since it depends only on the axis coordinate ω, we can directly evaluate the integral, obtaining

⟨αℓI , ℓI ,mI |Σ2
B |αℓJ , ℓJ ,mJ⟩ = −δℓI ,ℓJ δmI ,mJ

∫
dω u∗αℓI

(ω)

(
1 + 4

∂2

∂ω2

)
uαℓJ

(ω). (H5)

We consequently get

⟨αℓI , ℓI ,mI |EaLEaR|αℓJ , ℓJ ,mJ⟩ = −δℓI ,ℓJ δmI ,mJ

[
ℓJ(ℓJ + 1)

+

∫
dω u∗αℓI

(ω)

(
1 + 4

∂2

∂ω2
− ℓJ(ℓJ + 1) cot2

ω

2

)
uαℓJ

(ω)

]
. (H6)
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Appendix I: Loop operator reduced matrix elements

We report here the computation of the loop operator reduced matrix elements, for the application of the Wigner–
Eckart theorem. To this end, we decompose the loop operator as [64]

W ≡ S1 +W aT a, S ≡ TrW

2
, W a ≡ 2Tr[T aW ], (I1)

where T a = σa/2. The scalar part S is straightforward to compute from Eq. (F2), and equals to

⟨αℓI , ℓI ,mI |S|αℓJ , ℓJ ,mJ⟩ = δℓI ,ℓJ δmI ,mJ

∫
dω u∗αℓI

(ω) cos
ω

2
uαℓJ

(ω). (I2)

Concerning the vector part, we focus on the q = 0 spherical component of W a, i.e.,

2Tr(T zW ) = Tr(σzW ) = −2i cos θ sin ω
2

(I3)

and use the independence of the reduced matrix elements on the azimuthal quantum number to fix mI = mJ = 0.
We then evaluate

⟨αℓI ℓI ||2Tr(TW )||αℓJ ℓJ⟩ =
⟨αℓI , ℓI , 0|Tr(σzW )|αℓJ , ℓJ , 0⟩

⟨ℓI0|ℓJ0, 10⟩
. (I4)

The numerator on the right-hand side can be written immediately by writing explicitly the value cos θ YℓJ ,0(θ, ϕ),
using Eq. (G6), as

⟨αℓI , ℓI , 0|Tr(σzW )|αℓJ , ℓJ , 0⟩ =− 2i

∫
dω u∗αℓI

(ω) sin
ω

2
uαℓJ

(ω)

[
ℓJ + 1√

(2ℓJ + 1)(2ℓJ + 3)
δℓJ+1,ℓI

+
ℓJ√

(2ℓJ + 1)(2ℓJ − 1)
δℓJ−1,ℓI

]
. (I5)

The reduced matrix element is obtained as the ratio of this last expression to the corresponding Clebsch–Gordan
coefficients. By simplifying as in Eqs. (G10), (G11), we get

⟨αℓI ℓI ||2Tr(TW )||αℓJ ℓJ⟩ =− 2i

∫
dω u∗αℓI

(ω) sin
ω

2
uαℓJ

(ω)

[√
ℓJ + 1

2(ℓJ + 1) + 1
δℓJ+1,ℓI

−
√

ℓJ
2ℓJ − 1

δℓJ−1,ℓI

]
. (I6)

Finally, the total matrix element is given by summing Eqs. (I2) and (I6), weighted with the proper Clebsch–Gordan
coefficient in light of the Wigner–Eckart theorem.

Appendix J: Parallel transport decomposition

We show how to write the parallel transport Rba(W ) = 2Tr[W †T bWT a] of a generic loop W in terms of scalar and
vector components. If we decompose the loop operator W as in Eq. (I1) we have, in the specific case of SU(2), that

Rba(W ) =
1

2
Tr

[
S∗Sσbσa +

1

2

(
S∗W dσbσdσa + S(W ∗)cσcσbσa

)
+

1

4
(W ∗)cW dσcσbσdσa

]
. (J1)

Due to the properties of the Pauli matrices

Tr[σbσa] = 2δba, Tr[σbσdσa] = 2iϵbda, Tr[σcσbσdσa] = 2(δcbδda − δcdδba + δcaδbd), (J2)

we obtain

Rba(W ) = S∗Sδba +
i

2
ϵcba[W ∗S − S∗W ]c +

1

4
[(W ∗)bW a − (W ∗)cW cδba + (W ∗)aW b], (J3)
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where repeated indices are summed over. By noticing that S = S∗ = cos(ω/2), (W ∗ − W )c = −2Im(W c) and
(W ∗)cW c = 4 sin2(ω/2), we can rewrite everything more compactly as

Rba(W ) = cosω δba +
1

4
[(W ∗)bW a + (W ∗)aW b]− i cos ω

2
Im(W c)ϵcba. (J4)

In axis-angle coordinates we can write explicitly the last two contributions as three-dimensional matrices

1

4
[(W ∗)bW a + (W ∗)aW b] = 2 sin2

ω

2

 sin2 θ cos2 ϕ sin2 θ cosϕ sinϕ sin θ cos θ cosϕ
sin2 θ cosϕ sinϕ sin2 θ sin2 ϕ sin θ cos θ sinϕ
sin θ cos θ cosϕ sin θ cos θ sinϕ cos2 θ

 ≡ 2 sin2
ω

2
Rab

S , (J5)

−i cos ω
2
Im(W c)ϵcba = i sinω

 0 − cos θ sin θ sinϕ
cos θ 0 − sin θ cosϕ

− sin θ sinϕ sin θ cosϕ 0

 ≡ i sinωRab
A (J6)

In the computation of matrix elements of the parallel transports in Eq. (J4), the following integral appears

⟨αℓI , ℓI ,mI |Rba(W )|αℓJ , ℓJ ,mJ⟩ ∋
∫

Y ∗
ℓImI

fab(θ, ϕ)YℓJ ,mJ
sin θdθdϕ, (J7)

where fab(θ, ϕ) is a combination of the matrix elements written above, i.e., a linear combination of trigonometric
functions. To compute this, we write fab(θ, ϕ) using spherical harmonics, expressing the integrand as the product of
three spherical harmonics, and then use the relation [92]

YℓmYℓJmJ
=

ℓ+ℓJ∑
L=|ℓ−ℓJ |

L∑
M=−L

√
(2ℓ+ 1)(2ℓJ + 1)

4π(2L+ 1)
⟨ℓ, 0, ℓJ , 0|L, 0⟩⟨ℓ,m, ℓJ ,mJ |L,M⟩ YLM (J8)

to decompose the product of two spherical harmonics. In this way, the integral reduces to the normalization con-
dition on the spherical harmonics, giving rise to selection rules in the angular momentum quantum numbers. For
completeness, we report the expressions of the matrices in Eqs. (J5), (J6), in terms of spherical harmonics

Rab
S =


√

2π
15 (Y2,2 + Y2,−2) +

1
3 (1− 2

√
π
5Y2,0) i

√
2π
15 (Y2,−2 − Y2,2)

√
2π
15 (Y2,−1 − Y2,1)

i
√

2π
15 (Y2,−2 − Y2,2) 1

3 (1− 2
√

π
5Y2,0)−

√
2π
15 (Y2,2 + Y2,−2) i

√
2π
15 (Y2,1 + Y2,−1)√

2π
15 (Y2,−1 − Y2,1) i

√
2π
15 (Y2,1 + Y2,−1)

1
3 (1 + 4

√
π
5Y2,0)

 ,

(J9)

Rab
A =


0 −2

√
π
3Y1,0 i

√
2π
3 (Y1,1 + Y1,−1)

2
√

π
3Y1,0 0

√
2π
3 (Y1,−1 − Y1,1)

−i
√

2π
3 (Y1,1 + Y1,−1) −

√
2π
3 (Y1,−1 − Y1,1) 0

 . (J10)

Appendix K: Additional discussion on the plaquette operator

In this Appendix we present additional data regarding the determination of the plaquette operator. Due to the
renormalization of the coupling, in order to extract continuum-limit results from a LGT it is important to employ a
truncation scheme that is efficient for all values of the coupling constants. Therefore, it has been our goal to assess
the performance of the variationally optimized basis in all the range of coupling strengths. For this reason, in Fig.

4d) we have decided to show the relative difference in the determination of the plaquette operator, ∆⟨□⟩
⟨□⟩ . However,

due to the bounded nature of ⟨□⟩ itself, it is also interesting to observe the absolute error in the determination of
the plaquette expectation value. We report it, for completeness, in Fig. 10. Since the plaquette expectation value

vanishes for β →∞ the computation of ∆⟨□⟩
⟨□⟩ is demanding truncation-wise and especially sensitive to the numerical

precision of the computation. Since in Fig. 4d) this quantity is shown to behave smoothly towards weak coupling, we
can deduce that the truncation performs well in the determination of the plaquette ⟨□⟩ and that the difference ∆⟨□⟩
is not plagued by numerical errors in the computed range of the coupling strength.
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FIG. 10. (a) Absolute difference ∆⟨□⟩ ≡ ⟨□⟩(g0) − ⟨□⟩(gV ) in the expectation values of the plaquette operator between
the initial ansatz g0 and the optimal couplings as a function of the bare coupling β, for the different values of truncations
Lmax = 1, 4, 5. (b) Absolute difference in the expectation value of the plaquette operator δ⟨□⟩ ≡ ⟨□⟩L′

max
− ⟨□⟩Lmax between

consecutive values of the truncation Lmax as a function of the bare coupling β.

Appendix L: Numerical implementation

Numerical data has been obtained using exact diagonalization (ED). All the numerical work was done with Math-
ematica [116]. The local eigenstates were obtained with a finite element method with a precision δ = 10−2. All
Hamiltonian matrix elements were obtained through numerical integration. The methods “DoubleExponential” and
“SymbolicPreprocessing” were found to give the best performance for the types of integrals involved in this model.
To find the optimal choice for the local basis, the minimization of the energy was performed using an interior point
method [117]. Convergence was assumed when the relative difference in the energy δE/E ≤ 10−4.
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[97] S. Booth, M. Göckeler, R. Horsley, A. Irving, B. Joo, S. Pickles, D. Pleiter, P. Rakow, G. Schierholz, Z. Sroczynski, and
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