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Abstract: We apply the positivity bootstrap approach to SU(3) lattice Yang-Mills (YM)

theory, extending previous studies of large N and SU(2) theories by incorporating multiple-

trace Wilson loop operators. By utilizing Hermitian and reflection positivity conditions,

alongside Schwinger-Dyson (SD) loop equations, we compute rigorous bounds for the expec-

tation values of plaquette Wilson loops in 2D, 3D, and 4D YM theories. Our results exhibit

clear convergence and are consistent with known analytic or numerical results. To enhance

the approach, we introduce a novel twist-reflection positivity condition, which we prove to be

exact in 2D YM theory. Additionally, we propose a dimensional-reduction truncation, where

Wilson loop operators are effectively restricted to a lower-dimensional subplane, significantly

simplifying computations. SD equations for double-trace Wilson loops are also derived in

detail. Our findings suggest that the positivity bootstrap method is broadly applicable to

higher-rank gauge theories beyond single-trace cases, providing a solid foundation for further

non-perturbative investigations of gauge theories using positivity-based methods.ar
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1 Introduction

Understanding the strong coupling dynamics of non-Abelian gauge theories remains one of the

most challenging problems in theoretical physics. Among these theories, Quantum Chromody-

namics (QCD) is particularly significant, as it describes the strong interaction, a fundamental

pillar of the Standard Model. While the lattice gauge theory approach based on numerical

simulation has proven to be the most effective non-perturbative framework for studying QCD,

it remains a fundamental problem to understand it by other means [1]. Notable achieve-

ments have been made for solving exactly certain four-dimensional gauge theories, such as

the Seiberg-Witten solution for N = 2 supersymmetric gauge theories [2], the integrability

of planar N = 4 super-Yang-Mills theory [3], and the bootstrap method for conformal field

theories [4].

A novel bootstrap method incorporating positivity constraints and loop equations for

lattice gauge theories was introduced by Anderson and Kruzenski in 2016 [5]. In contrast to

other powerful non-perturbative methods, this approach does not require special symmetries

(such as supersymmetry, conformal symmetry, or integrability). Instead, it relies solely on

the universal unitarity principles alongside Schwinger-Dyson equations which can be derived

from fundamental actions. Moreover, it applies to general spacetime dimensions, making it a

promising framework for exploring realistic gauge theories.

Important improvements to [5] were made in the recent work of Kazakov and Zheng in

[6, 7], where reflection positivity constraints and symmetry reductions were incorporated. A

further key observation in [7] is the reduction of operators in finite rank gauge theories: in the

SU(N) Yang-Mills (YM) theory, all multiple-trace operators can be reduced to those with at

most (N − 1) traces. For SU(2), this reduction simplifies analyses to single-trace operators,

facilitating an efficient bootstrap approach as demonstrated in [7]. The abelian U(1) lattice

gauge theory was also considered in [8].1

Extending these methods to higher-rank gauge theories presents significant challenges. In

particular, SU(3) Yang-Mills theory plays a crucial role for two reasons: first, it is the smallest

case requiring multi-trace operators beyond the single-trace sector; second, it directly connects

to QCD, the theory governing the strong interaction in nature. In this work, we present the

first concrete application of the positivity bootstrap method to SU(3) Yang-Mills theory.

This study makes several advancements, summarized as follows:

• Considering multiple-trace operators is significantly more complicated than focusing

solely on single-trace operators. We address the complexities of incorporating both

double- and triple-trace operators, tackling technical challenges related to loop repre-

sentations, loop equations, and the construction of positivity matrices.

1The similar bootstrap strategy has been applied in other contexts, including random matrix models [9, 10],

lattice Ising models [11, 12], quantum mechanics systems [13–27], as well as evaluating Feynman integral [28].

Similar ideas appeared also in studying quantum many-body systems, see e.g. [29–37].
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• We introduce a new positivity condition that incorporates a twisted symmetry mapping,

which we refer to as twist-reflection positivity. We prove that this positivity condition

is strictly valid in two-dimensional lattice Yang-Mills theory. We also demonstrate it

imposes very stringent new constraints.

• We propose a new dimensional-truncation strategy for Wilson loop operators, demon-

strating that in a d-dimensional lattice theory, it is beneficial to consider operators

within an effectively (d−1)-dimensional subspace. This strategy significantly simplifies

computations while preserving essential physical characteristics.

Despite the increased complexity introduced by multiple-trace operators, our SU(3) re-

sults yield bounds similar to those obtained for SU(2). This suggests that the positivity

bootstrap method is broadly applicable to more general higher-rank gauge theories. Com-

pared to traditional lattice gauge theory methods, which rely purely on numerical simulations,

the bootstrap method offers a fundamentally different perspective: it directly incorporates

positivity (i.e., unitarity) constraints and uses detailed knowledge of loop variables—their

shape, structure, and dynamics. This new approach is expected to provide new insights into

non-perturbative gauge theories and offer promising avenues for exploring hadronic physics

and strong interactions.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review the basic

setup of the positivity bootstrap method. Section 3 explains the positivity conditions, with

an emphasis on the novel twist-reflection positivity. In Section 4, we consider loop equations

including the double-trace loop equations and the SU(3) reduction relations. Section 5 ex-

plain the strategy of the selection of path operators in constructing the positivity matrices.

Section 6 and 7 present the details of bootstrap constructions and results in 2D, 3D, and

4D YM respectively. Section 8 provides a summary and outlook. We also provide several

appendices discussing loop representation and symmetry decomposition, SU(3) identities, as

well as perturbative expansions in both strong- and weak-coupling regimes.

2 Setup and strategy

In this section, we first review the setup of the lattice gauge theory and the Wilson loop

operators. Then we describe the bootstrap strategy based on the positivity conditions and

loop equations, which will be elaborated on in later sections.

2.1 Lattice YM theory and Wilson loops

Lattice gauge theory provides a non-perturbative framework to study quantum chromody-

namics (QCD) by discretizing spacetime into a grid [38]. We will work with the standard

cubic Euclidean lattice in d dimensions

Γd = {x : x = a

d
∑

µ=1

nµ µ̂, nµ ∈ Z} . (2.1)
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Figure 1. A Wilson loop on a 2D square lattice.

Here, nµ are integers representing the coordinates along each axis, and µ̂ are unit vectors

in the respective directions. The lattice spacing a sets the scale of discretization. We will

consider d = 2, 3, 4 cases. To each edge connecting neighboring points x and x+ µ̂, we assign

an SU(N) matrix Uµ(x). These matrices represent gauge fields in the discrete framework and

are called link variables. The Hermitian conjugate of a link variable is to reverse the direction

of the link, thus the link variable from the site x+ µ̂ to x is denoted as U †
µ(x):

U †
µ(x) = U−µ(x+ µ̂) . (2.2)

The link variables transform under gauge symmetry as

Uµ(x) → Ω(x)Uµ(x)Ω
†(x+ µ̂) , (2.3)

where Ω(x) is also an element of SU(N). A gauge invariant operator can be formed by taking

the trace of products of link variables that form a closed path on the lattice. Such operators

are called Wilson loops. The simplest example is a plaquette:

tr(UP ) = tr
[

Uµ(x)Uν(x+ µ̂)U †
µ(x+ ν̂)U †

ν(x)
]

=

Uµ

Uν

U †
µ

U †
ν

, (2.4)

which is the most basic loops one can form on the cubic lattice. A more complicated loop

that spans multiple plaquettes is given in Figure 1. We define the length of a Wilson loop as

the number of its link variables, so the plaquette has length 4 and the loop in Figure 1 is of

length 20.

The dynamics of the lattice YM theory are governed by the Wilson action [38]:

S = −
N

2λ

∑

P

tr(UP + U †
P ) , (2.5)
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where the sum is over all plaquette (with only one orientation) on the lattice. In the continuum

limit a → 0, the lattice action can reproduce the usual YM action and λ is related to the ’t

Hooft coupling λ = g2N in the continuum limit.

The partition function is defined by the path integral:

Z =

∫

DUe−S =

∫

∏

x,µ

dUµ(x)e
+ N

2λ

∑
P tr(UP+U

†
P
) . (2.6)

The vacuum expectation value for an operator O is then given as

〈O〉 = Z−1

∫

DUe−SO = Z−1

∫

∏

x,µ

dUµ(x)e
+ N

2λ

∑
P tr(UP+U

†
P
)O . (2.7)

Next we describe the bootstrap approach to compute the expectation value of Wilson loop

operators.

2.2 Positivity bootstrap

The bootstrap method is an approach that constrains the expectation values of physical

quantities by combining physical constraints with mathematical optimization techniques. In

quantum field theories, certain correlation functions are required to satisfy positivity con-

ditions. For Wilson loops, these positivity constraints (Hermitian and reflection positivity)

manifest as positive semi-definite matrices involving their expectation values. Additionally,

Wilson loops obey Schwinger-Dyson equations derived from the dynamics of the theory, im-

posing further algebraic constraints.

Finding bounds on Wilson loop expectations with these constraints naturally translates

into a semi-definite programming (SDP) problem:2 positivity conditions impose convex con-

straints, loop equations impose further equality constraints, and SDP solvers yield rigorous

upper and lower bounds on Wilson loop expectation values. The strategy can be schematically

summarized as:

Positivity conditions

Loop equations

}

Semi-definite
===========⇒
programming

Constraining the value

of Wilson loops

We will refer to this bootstrap approach as positivity bootstrap, emphasizing the central role

of Hermitian and reflection positivity conditions in this approach.

To illustrate the method, consider a simple case in two-dimensional SU(2) Yang-Mills

theory with four Wilson loops:

w1 = , w2 = , w3 = , w4 = . (2.8)

2Advanced SDP techniques have been widely applied in conformal bootstrap, see [39–41] for recent devel-

opments and introductions to SDP solvers.
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Figure 2. SDP bounds for plaquette in 2d YM.

The positivity conditions for these loops can be expressed as:














1 w1 w1 w1 w1

w1 1 w4 w2 w3

w1 w4 1 w3 w2

w1 w2 w3 1 w4

w1 w3 w2 w4 1















� 0 ,







1 w1 w1

w1 w2 w3

w1 w3 w2






� 0 , (2.9)

where the first matrix corresponds to Hermitian positivity and the second one is due to

reflection positivity. Additionally, these loops satisfy a linear relation (for SU(2) YM):

3

2
λw1 + w3 − w2 + w4 − 1 = 0 , (2.10)

given by the Schwinger-Dyson equation among these Wilson loops. These constraints will be

explained and derived in detail in Section 3 and Section 4.

Solving the constraints (2.9) and (2.10) yields bounds on the plaquette expectation value

w1, as shown in Figure 2(a). In this simple example, the obtained bounds are relatively loose.

However, by incorporating more loop variables, one can construct larger constraining systems

which can give much stringent bounds, such as in Figure 2(b). We will present more examples

in Section 6−7.

Finally, the positivity matrix can be decomposed into smaller matrices by leveraging

lattice symmetries, as discussed in [6, 7]. This reduction significantly improves computational

efficiency and is reviewed in Appendix A.

3 Positivity conditions

Wilson loop observables in quantum field theories obey certain positivity conditions that

play a crucial role in constraining their behavior and ensuring unitarity. Two major types

of positivity conditions are Hermitian Positivity (HP) and Reflection Positivity (RP). In this

section, we delve into these concepts and introduce a novel twist-reflection positivity.
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Figure 3. Two paths sharing the same endpoints (red dots) can be sewn to form a Wilson loop. The

figure on the right-hand side figure is a 3D lattice example in which both endpoints coincide.

3.1 Hermitian positivity

The Hermitian Positivity (HP) is due to the positivity property of path integral that, for any

functional f(U), the expectation value of 〈|f(U)|2〉 must be non-negative:

〈|f(U)|2〉 =

∫

DU e−S |f(U)|2 ≥ 0 . (3.1)

To form a positive condition for Wilson loops, one notes that for any matrix U with compo-

nents uij , i, j = 1, ...N :

tr(U †U) =

N
∑

i,j=1

|uij |
2 ≥ 0 . (3.2)

Now, consider U as a linear combination of a set of Wilson line operators (with two open

endpoints) Pa, a = 1, ...,M :

U =

M
∑

a=1

caPa , (3.3)

where ca are arbitrary real coefficients. The Hermitian condition requires

〈tr(U †U)〉 =
∑

a,b

cacb〈tr(P
†
aPb)〉 ≥ 0 . (3.4)

This necessitates the matrix A to be positive semi-definite, namely

A < 0, Aab := 〈tr(P †
aPb)〉 . (3.5)

Note that in order to have the matrix elements Aab as gauge-invariant Wilson loop variables,

all the Wilson line operators Pa should share the same endpoints, so that they can be sewn

to form a closed loop, as shown in Figure 3. We will also refer to Pa as path operators.

As a concrete example, consider the following five path operators:

O =
{

, , , ,
}

, (3.6)

where ‘ ’ represents the identity matrix, and both endpoints for all path operators are located

at the origin of the lattice. One can obtain its Hermitian conjugate operators by simply

flipping the arrow directions

O† =
{

, , , ,
}

. (3.7)
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Sewing the above two sets of operators, one obtains the Hermitian positivity matrix as

















































1

1

1

1

1

� 0 , (3.8)

which contains four independent Wilson loop variables as given in (2.8). This matrix corre-

sponds precisely to the first matrix given in (2.9).

3.2 Reflection positivity

Another more non-trivial type of positivity is the so-called Reflection Positivity (RP). Reflec-

tion positivity was first introduced by Osterwalder and Schrader in early 1970s as a key aspect

to bridge the gap between an Euclidean field theory and a Minkowski quantum field theory

[42, 43]. It requires that the correlation functions of a Euclidean theory remain positive un-

der (Euclidean) time reflection. Through analytic continuation to the Minkowski signature,

reflection positivity ensures the unitarity property. This concept also plays an important role

in statistical mechanical models [44, 45].

Below we first review the reflection positivity in lattice gauge theory [46, 47], focusing

on the construction of reflection-positivity matrices. We will also introduce a new type of

reflection positivity based on a twist reflection. Without loss of generality, we will consider a

3-dimensional lattice, and the three directions are along x, y, z-axises respectively.

3.2.1 Standard RP

Mathematically, reflection positivity is related to the property that the path integral may be

factorized as two parts and rewritten as a modular square

∫

DU e−S ≃
∣

∣

∣

∫

DU+ e−S+f(U+)
∣

∣

∣

2
≥ 0 . (3.9)

The key is thus to factorize the path integral in a proper way.

Consider the three-dimensional lattice with coordinates (x, y, z). We divide the lattice

into two regions by introducing a mirror plane π, which reflects points across this plane. For

simplicity, we begin by considering the mirror plane π : x = 0, which divides the lattice into

three parts as shown in Figure 4:

• U+: The region where x > 0 (positive side of the mirror plane).
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U
−

U+

U0

π

Figure 4. Reflection positivity with mirror plane π : x = 0.

• U−: The region where x < 0 (negative side of the mirror plane).

• U0: The region where x = 0 (the mirror plane π).

The reflection operation R maps points in U+ to U− and vice versa. Specifically, for a point

(x, y, z), its reflection is given by:

R(x, y, z) = (−x, y, z) . (3.10)

The mirror plane remains invariant under this reflection. We can decompose the path integral

as
∫

DU e−S =

∫

DU+DU−DU0 e
−SU+

−SU+∪U0
−SU−

−SU−∪U0
−SU0

=

∫

DU0 e
−SU0

∣

∣

∣

∫

DU+ e−SU+
−SU+∪U0

∣

∣

∣

2
. (3.11)

To construct reflection-positive observables, we introduce the Θ-operation, which com-

bines reflection R with complex conjugation. For a given path operator P , its reflected

counterpart is defined as:

Θ[P ] = R[P ]† , (3.12)

To form a Wilson loop, we consider a path P (U+, U0) in the region x ≥ 0 with both endpoints

located at the mirror plane (with x = 0). Thus, the combined operator P (U+, U0)Θ[P (U+, U0)]

can form a Wilson loop, as shown in Figure 4. Moreover, one has the following positivity

condition for such a Wilson loop as
∫

DU e−S P (U+, U0)Θ[P (U+, U0)] =

∫

DU0 e
−SU0

∣

∣

∣

∫

DU+ e−SU+
−SU+∪U0 P (U+, U0)

∣

∣

∣

2
≥ 0 .

(3.13)

Note that we have used the hermitian positivity for the U0 integration. Similar to the dis-

cussion in the Hermitian positivity, one can consider a linear combination of path operators

U =
∑

a caPa and obtain a positive semi-definite matrix A:

〈tr(Θ[U ]U)〉 ≥ 0, ∀ca ⇒ A < 0, Aab := 〈tr(Θ[Pa]Pb)〉 . (3.14)
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π

(a) Mirror plane π : x = a/2.

π

(b) Mirror plane π : x = y.

Figure 5. Other two types of reflection.

As an example, consider the following three path operator

O+ =
{

, ,
}

∣

∣

x>0
. (3.15)

Their reflected counterparts under Θ are

OR
+ =

{

, ,
}

∣

∣

x60
. (3.16)

Sewing the above two sets of operators, one can construct a reflection positive matrix as





















1

� 0 , (3.17)

which gives precisely the second positivity matrix given in (2.9).

Reflection positivity can be generalized in a similar way by considering different mirror

planes, such as shown in Figure 5.

3.2.2 Twist RP

In the above reflection positivity condition, we have considered a mirror plane that maps one

side of the lattice space to another side. Here, we consider a new type of reflection operation:

Rt(x, y, z) = (−x,−y, z) . (3.18)

We will call this a twist reflection, see Figure 6.3

3This may be interpreted as combining the time reversal with a spatial parity transformation, which could

be also referred to as PT-reflection. For simplicity and without loss of generality, we change parity only for

one spacial direction y; one can certainly consider {x, y, z} to {−x,−y,−z} as well which can be analyzed in

a similar way.
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U
−

U+

U0
−

U0+

Figure 6. Twist reflection.

Following Figure 6, we can divide the full lattice into four parts:

U+ : x > 0 , U− : x < 0 , U0+ : x = 0, y > 0 , U0− : x = 0, y < 0 . (3.19)

Under the reflection operation, U+ maps to U−, U0+ maps to U0− , and vice verse:

U+ ↔ U− , U0+ ↔ U0− . (3.20)

It is important to note that there is no reflection-invariant U0 plane as in the previous case.

The path integral can be decomposed as

∫

DU e−S =

∫

DU+DU−DU0+DU0− e
−SU0

−SU+
−SU−

−SU+∪U0+
−SU−∪U0−

−SU+∪U0−
−SU−∪U0+ .

(3.21)

However, unlike the previous case, due to the following mixing terms in the action

−SU+∪U0+
− SU−∪U0−

− SU+∪U0−
− SU−∪U0+

, (3.22)

it is no longer possible to rewrite the path integral as a module square.

Interestingly, in the two-dimensional case, we can prove that this is still possible. In 2D,

one can choose a gauge condition such that

U0+ = U0− = 1 . (3.23)

Note that U0± form only a line in 2D, this gauge condition is easy to achieve as a sub-

condition of gauge choices such as maximal-tree or temporal gauge, see e.g. [48]. However,

in 3 (or higher) dimensions, U0+ = U0− will be 2 (or higher) dimensional lattice plane, where

no such gauge condition exists.

Introducing the Θt operation

Θt[U({x, y, z})] = U †({−x,−y, z}) , (3.24)
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U
−

U+

U0
−

U0+

Figure 7. Twist reflection. The red and green plaquettes are those causing troubles in high-

dimensional cases.

and considering a path P (U+, U0) where both endpoints are at the origin, we have positivity

condition for the integrand P (U+, U0)Θt[P (U+, U0)] as
∫

DU e−S P (U+)Θt[P (U+)] =
∣

∣

∣

∫

DU+ e−SU+ P (U+)
∣

∣

∣

2
≥ 0 . (3.25)

As an example, consider the following three path operator

O+ =
{

, ,
}

. (3.26)

Their twist-reflected counterparts under Θt are

ORt
+ =

{

, ,
}

. (3.27)

Sewing the above two sets of operators, we construct a twist-reflection positive matrix as





































1

� 0 . (3.28)

As we will see in Section 6, this condition imposes powerful new constraints in 2D YM.

Unfortunately, for three or higher dimensions, the twist-reflection positivity condition is

no longer true: there is no gauge choice (3.23), and the path integral (3.21) can no longer be

put in the module square form of (3.25). Indeed, applying this condition in the bootstrap

construction in 3D and 4D yields inconsistency.
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We would like to conclude with a comment on the continuous limit. One can note that

the problematic terms in (3.22) are associated with the plaquettes that are attached to the

x = 0 plane, namely, the single layer of plaquettes that is at x = 0, as shown in Figure 7.

If we take the lattice spacing a → 0, this layer of plaquettes may be approximately on the

x = 0 plane. Then we have
∫

DU e−S ≃

∫

DU+DU−DU0+DU0− e
−SU0

−SU+
−SU−

−SU0+
−SU0− , (3.29)

which is factorizable as module square. With the integrand P (U+, U0)Θt[P (U+, U0)], we have
∫

DU e−S P (U+, U0+)Θt[P (U+, U0+)] (3.30)

≃
∣

∣

∣

∫

DU+DU0+ e
−SU+

−SU0+ P (U+, U0+)
∣

∣

∣

2
≥ 0 .

This argument is not mathematically exact, but it seems to imply that in the continuum

limit, the twist reflection could play a useful role. Moreover, for the lattice theory, we may

expect that, if the loop operator P (U+, U0+) has a scale much larger than |a|, or is far away

from x = 0, the positivity might be ‘approximately’ true.

4 Loop equations

Wilson loops satisfy Schwinger-Dyson (SD) equations which are the quantum version of the

Euler-Lagrangian equation, which is often called Makeenko-Migdal equations [49, 50]. In this

section, we give a detailed derivation of the equations for Wilson loop operators in lattice YM

theory, following closely the notation in [5]. We start with
∫

DU δǫ(µ)

[

e−S W ab
x (µ, Cµ)

]

= 0 , (4.1)

where W ab
x (µ, Cµ) is a Wilson line with both endpoints at position x, µ := Uµ(x) is the first

link and Cµ is the remaining path. Here a, b are fundamental color indices with a, b = 1, . . . , N .

The variation δǫ is with respect to the link Uµ, and there are two contributions

−〈W ab
x δǫS〉+ 〈δǫW

ab
x 〉 = 0 . (4.2)

An infinitesimal variation of the link Uµ is

U ′
µ = (1 + iǫ)Uµ , U ′†

µ = U †
µ(1− iǫ) , (4.3)

where ǫ is Hermitian and traceless

ǫ† = ǫ , tr(ǫ) = 0 , (4.4)

and one has

δǫU
ab
µ = iǫacU cb

µ , δǫU
†,ab
µ = −iU †,ac

µ ǫcb . (4.5)
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The variation of the action is

δǫS = −
N

2λ

∑

±ν 6=µ

[

iǫcdW dc
x (µνµ̄ν̄)− iǫcdW dc

x (νµν̄µ̄)
]

, (4.6)

where we abbreviate Uµ, Uν as µ, ν, etc, and for the second term, we have used the relation

(U †
ν̄U

†
µ̄U

†
νU

†
µ(x))

dcǫcd = ǫcd(Uν(x)UµUν̄Uµ̄)
dc . (4.7)

The variation of W ab
x (µ, Cµ) is

δǫW
ab
x (µ, Cµ) = iǫacW cb

x (µ, Cµ) +

n+
∑

j+=1

W ac
x,x+

iǫcdW db
x+,x −

n−
∑

j−=1

W ac
x,x−

iǫcdW db
x−,x . (4.8)

The second and third terms are the contribution of links that overlap with µ. There are two

types of such overlapping links: n+ counts the number of links that not only overlap with µ

but also have the same direction, with x+ as the starting point, while n− counts the links

that overlap with µ but have opposite direction, with x− as the ending point. They can be

illustrated as following figures:

~x µ

~x+

W~x,~x+

W~x+,~x

~x µ

~x
−

W~x
−
,~x W~x,~x

−

. (4.9)

Inserting (4.6) and (4.8) into (4.2), we obtain the equation

〈

N

2λ

∑

±ν 6=µ

[

iǫcdW dc
x (µνµ̄ν̄)− iǫcdW dc

x (νµν̄µ̄)
]

W ab
x (4.10)

+ iǫadW db
x (µ, Cµ) +

n+
∑

j+=1

W ac
x,x+

iǫcdW db
x+,x −

n−
∑

j−=1

W ac
x,x−

iǫcdW db
x−,x

〉

= 0 .

Next, we apply the relation

ǫcdMdc = 0 ⇒ Mdc = δcd
1

N
Maa , (4.11)

where the matrix ǫ is Hermitian and traceless while the matrixM is a general matrix satisfying

– 14 –



the LHS equation. Applying (4.11) to (4.10), we get
〈

N

2λ

∑

±ν 6=µ

[

W dc
x (µνµ̄ν̄)−W dc

x (νµν̄µ̄)
]

W ab
x (µ, Cµ) (4.12)

+ δacW db
x (µ, Cµ) +

n+
∑

j+=1

W ac
x,x+

W db
x+,x −

n−
∑

j−=1

W ac
x,x−

W db
x−,x

〉

=

〈

δcd

{

1

2λ

∑

±ν 6=µ

[

Wx(µνµ̄ν̄)−Wx(νµν̄µ̄)
]

W ab
x (µ, Cµ)

+
1

N

[

W ab
x (µ, Cµ) +

n+
∑

j+=1

W ab
x (µ, Cµ)−

n−
∑

j−=1

W ab
x (µ, Cµ)

]

}

〉

.

Multiplying both sides by δacδbd and performing contraction of color indices, we obtain the

equation for Wilson loops:
〈

N

2λ

∑

±ν 6=µ

[

W (µνµ̄ν̄C)−W (νµν̄µ̄C)
]

+N W (C) (4.13)

+

n+
∑

j+=1

Wx(Cx,x+
)Wx(Cx+,x)−

n−
∑

j−=1

Wx(Cx,x−)Wx(Cx−,x)

〉

=

〈

1

2λ

∑

±ν 6=µ

[

Wx(µνµ̄ν̄)−Wx(νµν̄µ̄)
]

Wx(C) +
1

N
(1 + n+ − n−)W (C)

〉

.

Note that the product of two loops gives double-trace operators. We stress that for multiple-

trace loops, it is important to keep the information of the relative position of the loops. Here,

we indicate the starting position of the loop by the subscript x in Wx(C).

We can illustrate the various terms in (4.13) by the following figures. The variation of

the action generates the first term on the LHS and the first term on the RHS:

δεS :

N

2λ(

(

1

2λ(

(

. (4.14)

The double-trace terms in the second line of (4.13) are the contribution of overlapping links:

δεW :

n+
x

x+

n
−

x

x
−

. (4.15)
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Normalization. It is convenient to work with the normalized Wilson loop w(C) as

w(C) =
1

N
W (C) , w(tr(1)) = 1 . (4.16)

In particular, the identity loop is normalized to be 1. The loop equation (4.13) can be

rewritten as

N2
∑

±ν 6=µ

[

〈w(µνµ̄ν̄C)〉 − 〈w(νµν̄µ̄C)〉
]

(4.17)

+ 2λ
[

N2 − (1 + n+ − n−)
]

〈w(C)〉

+ 2λN2

[ n+
∑

j+=1

〈

wx(Cx,x+
)wx(Cx+,x)

〉

−

n−
∑

j−=1

〈

wx(Cx,x−)wx(Cx−,x)
〉

]

−N2
∑

±ν 6=µ

[

〈

wx(µνµ̄ν̄)wx(C)
〉

−
〈

wx(νµν̄µ̄)wx(C)
〉

]

= 0 .

In practice, we can combine the original µ link into the sum in n+, and (4.17) can be given

as

∑

±ν 6=µ

[

〈w(µνµ̄ν̄C)〉 − 〈w(νµν̄µ̄C)〉
]

−
2λ

N2
(ň+ − n−)〈w(C)〉

+ 2λ

[ ň+
∑

j+=1

〈

wx(Cx,x+
)wx(Cx+,x)

〉

−

n−
∑

j−=1

〈

wx(Cx,x−)wx(Cx−,x)
〉

]

−
∑

±ν 6=µ

[

〈

wx(µνµ̄ν̄)wx(C)
〉

−
〈

wx(νµν̄µ̄)wx(C)
〉

]

= 0 .

(4.18)

Note that ň+ counts all edges that are at the same position and have the same direction as µ

(including µ itself), while n− counts all edges that are at the same position but have opposite

direction as µ.

Let us apply (4.18) for two examples in 2D YM. The simplest example of SDE is for the

plaquette:

ǫ
2D
=⇒

(

− + − 1
)

+ 2λ

(

1−
1

N2

)

(4.19)

−
(

− + −
)

= 0 .

Another example that involves a pair of overlapping edges (ň+ = 2) is

ǫ
2D
=⇒

(

− + −
)

+ 2λ

(

1−
2

N2

)

(4.20)

−
(

− + −
)

+ 2λ
( )

= 0 .
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Below we consider three special cases, the N = ∞, N = 2, and N = 3 cases. The

equations for the first two cases can be reduced such that they contain only single-trace

operators. For the SU(3) case, one also needs to consider new equations for double-trace

operators.

4.1 Large N theory

In the large N limit, we simplify the equation by ignoring all O(1/N) corrections. Applying

the large N factorization property [51]

〈w(Cxx′)w(Cx′x)〉 = 〈w(Cxx′)〉〈w(Cx′x)〉+O(1/N2) , (4.21)

and keep only the terms at leading N order in (4.18), we have the large N SDE
∑

±ν 6=µ

[

〈w(µνµ̄ν̄C)〉 − 〈w(νµν̄µ̄C)〉
]

(4.22)

+ 2λ

[ ň+
∑

j+=1

〈

w(Cx,x+
)〉〈w(Cx+,x)

〉

−

n−
∑

j−=1

〈

w(Cx,x−)〉〈w(Cx− ,x)
〉

]

−
∑

±ν 6=µ

[

〈

w(µνµ̄ν̄)〉〈w(C)
〉

−
〈

w(νµν̄µ̄)〉〈w(C)
〉

]

= 0 .

Note that the last line cancels so we have the final form as

∑

±ν 6=µ

[

〈w(µνµ̄ν̄C)〉 − 〈w(νµν̄µ̄C)〉
]

+ 2λ

[ ň+
∑

j+=1

〈

w(Cx,x+
)〉〈w(Cx+,x)

〉

−

n−
∑

j−=1

〈

w(Cx,x−)〉〈w(Cx− ,x)
〉

]

= 0 .

(4.23)

Recall that ň+ counts all edges that are at the same position and have the same direction as

µ, including µ itself.

In large N theory, the previous two examples of (4.19) and (4.20) are simplified as

ǫ
2D
=⇒

large-N
2λ + − + − 1 = 0 , (4.24)

ǫ
2D
=⇒

large-N
2 − 2 + 2λ

[

+
( )2

]

= 0 . (4.25)

4.2 SU(2) theory

As mentioned before, for the SU(2) theory, all loops can be reduced to single-trace loops

[7, 52]. For the double-trace loop C = C1,x ⊗ C2,x, we have (see Appendix B)

2w(C1,x)w(C2,x) = w(C1,xC2,x) + w(C1,x C̄2,x) . (4.26)

Using (4.26), we can reduce all double-trace loops in (4.18) into single-trace loops. The final

SDE for SU(2) theory is given as
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∑

±ν 6=µ

[

w(µνµ̄ν̄C)−w(νµν̄µ̄C)
]

+ λ

[

1

2
(ň+ − n−)w(C) +

ň+
∑

j+=1

w(Cxx+
C̄x+x)−

n−
∑

j−=1

w(Cxx−C̄x−x)

]

= 0.

(4.27)

Note that ň+ counts all edges that are at the same position and have the same the direction

as µ, including µ itself.

In 2D SU(2) theory, the previous two examples of (4.19) and (4.20) are simplified as

ǫ
2D
=⇒
SU(2)

3

2
λ + − + − 1 = 0 , (4.28)

ǫ
2D
=⇒
SU(2)

2 − 2 + λ
(

2 +
)

= 0 .

The first equation (4.28) is precisely the one we give before in (2.10).

4.3 SU(3) theory

In the case of SU(3) theory, double-trace operators cannot be reduced to single-trace operators

and should therefore be treated as independent entities. In this context, we can set N = 3 in

(4.18) to obtain the SU(3) equation:

∑

±ν 6=µ

[

〈w(µνµ̄ν̄C)〉 − 〈w(νµν̄µ̄C)〉
]

−
2

9
λ(ň+ − n−)〈w(C)〉

+ 2λ

[ ň+
∑

j+=1

〈

wx(Cx,x+
)wx(Cx+,x)

〉

−

n−
∑

j−=1

〈

wx(Cx,x−)wx(Cx−,x)
〉

]

−
∑

±ν 6=µ

[

〈

wx(µνµ̄ν̄)wx(C)
〉

−
〈

wx(νµν̄µ̄)wx(C)
〉

]

= 0 .

(4.29)

Note that ň+ counts all links that are positioned the same and have the same direction as µ,

including µ itself.

The above discussion applies to the SDE for single-trace operators. However, in SU(3),

one must also consider the SDE for double-trace operators. Let us consider the SDE for

a double-trace operator wx(C1)wy(C2). We vary with respect to the edge Uµ(x) that is in

wx(C1). The derivation follows the same steps as in (4.18) but with a key new element: one

must consider the edges in C2 that overlap with Uµ(x) in C1.

The resulting SDE for the double-trace operator is:
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∑

±ν 6=µ

[

〈wx(µνµ̄ν̄C1)wy(C2)〉 − 〈wx(νµν̄µ̄C1)wy(C2)〉
]

−
2λ

9
(ň1,+ − n1,− + n2,+ − n2,−)〈wx(C1)wy(C2)〉

+
2λ

9

[ n2,+
∑

j+=1

〈

w(C1,xC2,x+
)
〉

−

n2,−
∑

j−=1

〈

w(C1,xC2,x−)
〉

]

(4.30)

+ 2λ

[ ň1,+
∑

j+=1

〈

wx(C1,x,x+
)wx(C1,x+,x)wy(C2)

〉

−

n1,−
∑

j−=1

〈

wx(C1,x,x−)wx(C1,x−,x)wy(C2)
〉

]

−
∑

±ν 6=µ

[

〈

wx(µνµ̄ν̄)wx(C1)wy(C2)
〉

−
〈

wx(νµν̄µ̄)wx(C1)wy(C2)
〉

]

= 0 .

In this equation, ň1,+ counts edges in C1 that match the position and direction of µ (including

µ itself), while n2,+ does the same for C2. Similarly, ni,− counts edges in Ci that share the

same position but have operator direction of µ. Note that the third line in the equation

involves only single-trace operators. They arise from the ‘sewing’ of C1 and C2 upon the

overlapping edges in C2 (counted by n2,±), as illustrated by the following diagrams:

n2,+
x

x+

x

x+
n2,−

x

x
−

x

x
−

. (4.31)

The previous two examples of (4.19) and (4.20) in SU(3) theory are given by simply

setting N = 3. Below we give two more examples of (4.30) for double-trace loops. The first

one is

ǫ
2D
=⇒
SU(3)

(

− + −
)

+ 2λ

(

1−
1

9

)

( )

−
(

− + −
)

= 0 . (4.32)

The second one involves overlapping edges corresponding to ň1,+ = n2,+ = 1:

ǫ
2D
=⇒
SU(3)

(

− + −

)

+ 2λ

(

1−
2

9

)

−

(

− + −

)

+
2λ

9
= 0 . (4.33)

We can see that the above two equations generate triple-trace loops. In SU(3) theory, the

triple-trace operators can be reduced to single- and double-trace operators using (see Ap-
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pendix B)

w(C1)w(C2)w(C3) = −
1

9

[

w(C1 C2C3) + w(C3 C2C1)
]

(4.34)

+
1

3

[

w(C1)w(C2 C3) + w(C2)w(C3 C1) + w(C3)w(C1 C2)
]

+
1

3
w(C̄1 C2)w(C̄1 C3)−

1

9
w(C̄1 C2 C̄1 C3) .

For example,

SU(3)
= −

2

9
−

1

9
+

1

3

(

+ 2
)

+
1

3
, (4.35)

where the first two Wilson loops are the single-trace operators and the other three are double-

trace operators. For special triple- and double-trace loops consisting of identical loops, we

have the following reduction formulae:

SU(3)
= +

1

9
−

1

9
,

SU(3)
=

1

3
+

2

3
. (4.36)

Further discussion of SU(3) relations is given in Appendix B.

Backtrack equations.

In the above discussion of SD equations, we consider variations on edges belonging to Wilson

loops. There is another generalized class of SD equations known as backtrack equations, see

[5–7]. They can be derived by varyin the edges along a backtrack path. A simple example is

ǫ

2D
=⇒
SU(3)

(

−
)

−
(

−
)

+

(

−

)

−

(

−

)

= 0 . (4.37)

Finding a complete set of backtrack equations for a large number of Wilson loops, espe-

cially in 4D SU(3) theory, is typically non-trivial. In practice, one approach is to first generate

Wilson loops with various backtrack path insertions (up to a certain truncation of length),

and then apply variations on the edges within the backtrack paths. For the purposes of this

study, we will generate backtrack SD equations by inserting only length-2 backtrace paths in

the loops, such as in (4.37). We leave a systematic and efficient algorithm for deriving the

full set of loop equations to future work.

5 Path selection

To practically solve the SDP problem, a truncation of Wilson loop variables is necessary. In

this section, before going to the explicit constructions, we discuss the strategy of choosing

paths. We first introduce a dimensional reduction method for path selection, and then we

explain the choice of paths for SU(3) theory.
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Length of loops 4 6 8 10 12 14 16

# of 2D loops 1 1 7 15 95 465 3,217

# of 3D loops 0 2 11 117 1,657 27,012 488,300

# of 4D loops 0 0 7 106 3,304 109,304 3,849,514

Table 1. Number of independent loops in various dimensions. These loop counts are kinematically

independent, meaning they are distinct geometrical shapes before any loop equations are applied. In

counting 3D loops, we exclude those that can be embedded in a 2D subspace, since such loops are

already counted as 2D loops. Similarly, in 4D counting, loops that can be embedded in 2D or 3D

subspaces are excluded.

5.1 Dimension reduction: plane-type paths

A natural way of truncation is to restrict path or loop operators to a maximum length.

Table 1 lists the number of independent loop configurations of length up to 16 across different

dimensions. In practice, these loops can be represented using the letter notation introduced in

Appendix A, with a canonical form chosen modulo cyclic permutations, lattice symmetries,

and conjugation.4 We can see that, even with a length truncation, the number of loop

variables grows rapidly. A similar growth occurs for the number of independent loops after

using loop equations, as shown in explicit examples in later sections. Such large set of loop

variables poses several challenges for the SDP construction. First, constructing positivity

matrices and determining the complete set of loop equations is itself demanding. Second,

the increased size of matrices and the larger number of independent SDP variables greatly

complicate the task of solving the SDP system.

Therefore, a critical aspect of the positivity bootstrap construction is to carefully select

the subset of paths used in building the positivity matrices. One strategy, used in [7], is to use

SD equations to generate longer paths from shorter ones, a method we also adopt. However, in

3D and 4D theories, the complexity still increases rapidly, necessitating additional reduction

techniques.

We introduce a simplification by choosing paths and loops in a one-dimensional reduced

subspace. Consider the two-dimensional case. In this case, we focus on the loops confined

within a one-dimensional strip, such as

{

, , , , , , . . .
}

. (5.1)

These loops extend only along the horizontal ‘x’ direction while being restricted to the vertical

‘y’ range of 0 ≤ y ≤ 1.5 We call such loops ladder-type loops. The same choice applies to the

path operators that are used to construct positivity matrices, corresponding to ladder-type

4The numbers reported here are kinematically independent, meaning loop equations are not applied. By

incorporating the full set of loop equations, one can instead construct a dynamically independent loop basis

for a given length, where the constraints imposed by the loop equations are taken into account.
5This effectively ‘reduces’ the lattice dimension by one. Note, however, there remains a finite thickness

along the ’y’ direction distinguishing this setup from a genuinely lower dimensional theory.
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Length of loops 4 6 8 10 12 14 16 18 20

# of general loops 1 1 7 15 95 465 3,217 21,762 159,974

# of ladder-type loops 1 1 3 5 13 32 90 268 867

Table 2. Number of ladder-type loops is significantly smaller than general-type loops in 2D.

x

z

y

Sub-plane

Figure 8. Sub-plane for 3d lattice.

paths. In the letter representation (see Appendix A) of ladder-type paths and loops, the ‘b’

and ‘-b’ letters appear consecutively like

{. . . ,b, . . . , -b, . . . ,b, . . . , -b, . . . ,b, . . . , -b, . . .} , (5.2)

where . . . consist of other letters.

Reducing loops to ladder-type ones is a significant simplification. As shown in Table 2, the

number of ladder-type loops is considerably smaller than the general-type loops. Additionally,

ladder-type loops have the property of forming a closed subset: they can be generated by

sewing ladder-type paths and are closed under SD equations that vary only on ‘b’ and ‘-b’

edges.

Similar reduction can be applied to 3D and 4D lattice theory. For example, in the 3D

case, we consider dimension-reduced paths confined within a sub-plane extended along two

directions, such as the x and z directions, as illustrated in Figure 8. We will refer to these

paths in the sub-plane as plane-type paths for both 3D and 4D theories.

Explicit examples of paths with this truncation will be given in Section 6−7. We mention

that the symmetry properties are also changed for the ladder- or plane-type paths. Since they

are confined to a (d−1)-dimensional subplane, they have the smaller (d−1)-dimensional lattice

symmetry rather than the full d-dimensional one, see Appendix A.

5.2 Choice of path in SU(3)

For the SU(2) and large N theories, the path operators can be chosen as simple connected

paths. By sewing such paths, one gets positivity matrices whose elements are single-trace
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Wilson loops. On the other hand, for SU(3) gauge theory, double-trace operators are inde-

pendent and must be explicitly included in the analysis. To achieve this, we extend our choice

of paths to include combinations of a Wilson line and a Wilson loop.

For example, consider the ladder-type path (up to length 4) in 2D, we have the following

9 paths:

O =
{

, , , , , , , ,
}

, (5.3)

where ‘ ’ represents the identity matrix. There are two types of paths in (5.3). The first five

paths such as are simply connected paths and will be called simple path. On the other

hand, the remaining four paths, such as , are not simple paths but a combination of an

identity path and a plaquette loop:

= ( )⊗ ( ) , (5.4)

where the relative position of the path and the loop is indicated by the LHS. In the next sec-

tion, we will consider more general paths, such as combining a length-4 path and a plaquette

as
{

,
}

. (5.5)

We will refer to these paths, which are combinations of a simple path and a Wilson loop, as

composite paths.

As an example, we give the reflection positivity matrix with respect to the paths

O+ =
{

, , , ,
}

∣

∣

x>0
. (5.6)

The reflected paths (with mirror plane x ↔ −x) are

OR
+ =

{

, , , ,
}

∣

∣

x60
. (5.7)

Sewing the paths (5.6) and (5.7), we obtain the positivity matrix

















































1

� 0 . (5.8)

Note that we get double-trace loops as matrix elements by sewing composite paths. Sewing

more general composite paths like (5.5) will give triple-trace loops.
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It is also possible to consider other complex paths, for example, by combining pairs of

simple paths. However, we find that such constructions impose weaker constraints. The most

effective choice is to use the composite paths introduced above, which we will focus on in this

work. Finally, we mention that throughout the paper, we will focus on the set of paths where

both endpoints coincide.

6 Bootstrap 2D YM

We begin by applying the bootstrap method to 2D YM in this section. The 2D lattice

gauge theory can be reduced to a matrix model characterized by one plaquette. The general

partition functions of 2D SU(N) theories can be computed as [53]6

Z =
∞
∑

n=−∞

det(Ii−j+n(N/λ)) , 1 6 i, j 6 N , (6.1)

where In is a modified Bessel function of the first kind. The expectation value of the plaquette

is given by

〈tr(UP )〉 = 〈W1〉 = −

(

λ

N

)2

∂λ log(Z) . (6.2)

We will compare the analytic results with the bootstrap bounds.

Although our primary goal is the SU(3) theory, we will always begin with the simpler

SU(2) case which involves only simple paths and single-trace operators. As we will see, the

SU(3) case can be built upon the SU(2) construction by incorporating composite paths.

6.1 2D SU(2)

Let us start with the simplest 2D SU(2) case. To clearly demonstrate the convergence of the

bounds, we will consider several different choices of paths with increasing complexity, i.e., by

including a greater number of paths.

Path choice 1. We first consider the following set of simple path configurations:

{

, , , , ,
}

. (6.3)

From these initial path configurations, we apply two operations to generate a complete set of

paths (here we consider only ladder-type paths as discussed in Section 5.1): (1) the symmetry

operation, which corresponds to a Z2 symmetry for the ladder-type paths, and (2) the conju-

gation operation, which involves adding an arrow in both opposite directions. For example,

6See early closed form for 2D SU(2) plaquette in [54]. Analytic results of large N 2D YM were studied in

[55–57].
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starting with the length-4 square-type path, we obtain four independent paths by symmetry

and conjugation:7

=⇒
{

, , ,
}

. (6.4)

In total, from the configuration of (6.3) we generate 19 ladder-type paths.

By sewing the paths we get positivity matrices. We will consider two positivity matrices,

the Hermitian positivity and the reflection positivity with x = 0 as the mirror line. They

have dimension 19 (Hermitian) and dimension 6 (reflection), respectively. After the symmetry

decomposition as reviewed in Appendix A, we obtain a set of decomposed smaller matrices,

with dimensions as

dim(M) : {19}H ∪ {6}R
sym.
=⇒

decom.
{6, 4, 4, 5}H ∪ {3, 3}R , (6.5)

where the subscript H and R refer to Hermitian and Reflection, respectively.

The matrix elements are single-trace Wilson loops, represented as sequences of letters

as explained in Appendix A. These loops can have multiple representations due to cyclic

permutations, lattice symmetries, and conjugation (see Appendix A for further details). We

select a canonical representation for the Wilson loops. In the case considered here, we identify

24 independent loop variables, modulo lattice symmetry and conjugation. This number is also

the number of loops that we referred to in the figures.

The loop equations, discussed in Section 4, introduce additional dynamical relations

among these loops. In this case, we obtain a set of 12 loop equations. These equations

impose 12 linear constraints on the 24 loop variables, reducing the number of independent

variables to 12 in the positivity matrices.8

As outlined in Section 2.2, we are now ready to compute the bounds on the Wilson

loop expectation values. The SDP problem for this example can be efficiently solved using

SemidefiniteOptimization function with default setting in Mathematica [58]. The resulting

bounds for the plaquette are shown in Figure 9(a). Notably, even for this simple setup, the

lower bound is already very close to the analytic result.

Path choice 2. To improve the upper bound, we consider adding two more path configu-

rations into (6.3):

{

,
}

. (6.6)

After applying symmetry and conjugation, they give 8 more ladder-type paths.

7We refer to the path on the LHS as a path configuration and the generated paths via symmetry and

conjugation as the real paths. Since path configurations have a number significantly smaller than that of the

generated paths, it provides a more efficient representation of path information.
8In general, a set of loop equations may be not fully independent with each other, see the Path choice 3

case below and the footnote 9.
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(a) Path choice 1.
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(b) Path choice 2.
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(c) Path choice 3.
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Figure 9. Upper and lower bounds for the SU(2) plaquette expectation value in 2D YM. The three

numbers displayed in each subfigure represent: (i) the number of paths, which equals the dimension

of the Hermitian positive matrix (before symmetry decomposition); (ii) the number of loops, cor-

responding to the configuration-independent Wilson loops in the positivity matrices, accounting for

lattice symmetries and conjugation; and (iii) the number of equations, referring to the set of indepen-

dent loop equations. Hence, the number of independent loop variables in the positivity matrices is

calculated as (# loop - # eqn).

After applying symmetry decomposition, the dimensions of reduced positivity matrices

are

dim(M) : {27}H ∪ {10}R
sym.
=⇒

decom.
{8, 6, 6, 7}H ∪ {5, 5}R . (6.7)

The number of involved loop variables in the positivity matrices is 52, modulo lattice

symmetry and conjugation. Additionally, we obtain 20 loop equations which are independent

of each other. This reduces the number of loop variables to 32 in the positivity matrices.

Solving SDP using Mathematica, we obtain the bounds as shown in Figure 9(b). The change

of the lower bound is negligible, but the upper bound receives a notable improvement.

Path choice 3. In the above two cases, we consider only the ladder-type path. In this

choice, we extend the paths to general-type paths. After applying full 2D lattice symmetry

(which is D3 group) and conjugation for the path configurations in (6.3) and (6.6), we obtain
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Figure 10. Positivity bounds with twist reflection condition for SU(2) YM in 2D.

81 general-type paths. The dimensions of positivity matrices after symmetry decomposition

are reduced to

dim(M) : {81}H ∪ {34}R
sym.
=⇒

decom.
{8, 3, 6, 4, 10, 3, 7, 4, 6, 10}H ∪ {9, 8, 8, 9}R . (6.8)

The number of involved loop variables is 164, modulo lattice symmetry and conjugation. In

this case, we obtain 84 loop equations, providing 74 independent constraints. Namely, only

74 loop equations are independent ones.9 Solving SDP, we obtain the bounds as shown in

Figure 9(c).

We observe that the upper bound receives a further significant improvement, while the

change of the lower bound is negligible. This implies that to improve the upper bound, it is

good to consider the path with full 2D symmetry.

Twist-reflection positivity. We consider the twist-reflection positivity condition that was

introduced in Section 3.2.2. It turns out that with this new constraint, we can obtain a very

tight upper bound. Using the simple path choice 1, the dimensions of matrices are

dim(M) : {19}H ∪ {6}R ∪ {6}Rt

sym.
=⇒

decom.
{6, 4, 4, 5}H ∪ {3, 3}R ∪ {3, 3}Rt , (6.9)

where Rt represents the set of new matrices from the twist-reflection positivity. The final

bounds are shown in Figure 10, which are remarkably close to the analytic results. We will

find that similar bounds can be obtained for SU(3) theory.

6.2 2D SU(3)

In the SU(3) case, double-trace Wilson loops arise as independent operators, making it crucial

to account for their effects. To address this, we will extend the path choices in the previous

subsection by including composite paths, as introduced in Section 5.2.

9As we show in this case, the loop equations are generally not independent of each other. In the remaining

sections, we will mainly refer to the number of independent loop equations, and it is this number quoted in

the SDP figures such as in Figure 9(c).
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Path choice 1. Apart from the simple path configurations in SU(2) case (6.3), we add

composite paths, as introduced in Section 5.2. One set is
{

, , , ,
}

, (6.10)

which are combinations of an identity path (represented by ‘ ’ ) and the Wilson loop con-

figurations formed from (6.3). Another set is the length-4 path combined with a length-4

plaquette or a length-8 Wilson loop:
{

, , ,

}

. (6.11)

Applying symmetry and conjugation, we obtain 50 new ladder-type composite paths. Note

that one should take into account the relative directions of the path and loop in a composite

path. In total, there are 69 paths.

We then construct the Hermitian and reflection positivity matrices from the 69 paths.

After symmetry decomposition, the dimensions of positivity matrices are reduced to

dim(M) : {69}H ∪ {20}R
sym.
=⇒

decom.
{19, 16, 16, 18}H ∪ {10, 10}R . (6.12)

Note that sewing composite paths generates both double- and triple-trace Wilson loops as

matrix elements. For the triple-trace Wilson loops, we apply the reduction formula (4.34)

to express them in terms of double- and single-trace loops. The number of independent

single- and double-trace loop variables (accounting for symmetry and conjugation) is 239.

We also consider the Schwinger-Dyson equations and SU(3) relations for these variables (see

Section 4), leading to a total of 145 loop equations.10 Solving SDP we obtain the bounds

shown in Figure 11(a). As in the SU(2) case, the lower bound is very close to the analytic

result.

Path choice 2. To improve the upper bound, together with the paths (6.3), (6.6), (6.10)

and (6.11), we add four more composite path configurations:
{

, , ,
}

, (6.13)

After applying symmetry and conjugation, there are in total of 117 paths, and we construct

positivity matrices from them.

The dimensions of reduced positivity matrices are

dim(M) : {117}H ∪ {36}R
sym.
=⇒

decom.
{31, 28, 28, 30}H ∪ {18, 18}R . (6.14)

The number of involved loop variables is 1563, subject to 663 loop equations. Solving SDP

using Mathematica, we obtain the bounds as shown in Figure 11(b). The change of the lower

bound is negligible, while the upper bound has a notable improvement.

10As noted at the end of Section 4, in this work we do not attempt to construct a complete set of loop

equations but applying a truncation strategy for deriving backtrack equations. In practice, we find that this

truncation provides a good approximation as including additional backtrack equations generally does not

significantly improve the bounds.
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(a) Path choice 1.
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(b) Path choice 2.
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(c) Path choice 3.
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Figure 11. SU(3) in 2D.

Path choice 3. We consider further the general-type paths beyond ladder-type restriciton.

Following the path choice 2 that combines path configurations (6.3), (6.6), (6.10), (6.11), and

(6.13), we apply full 2D symmetry and conjugation which give 385 general-type paths. The

dimensions of reduced positivity matrices are

dim(M) : {385}H ∪{148}R
sym.
=⇒

decom.
{31, 18, 28, 20, 48, 18, 30, 20, 28, 48}H ∪{38, 36, 36, 38}R .

(6.15)

The number of involved loop variables is 16298, subject to 5068 loop equations. This rep-

resents a significant increase in complexity compared to the previous ladder-type reduction,

where the number of variables was smaller by an order of magnitude.

In this example, we employ MOSEK [59] to solve the constraints due to the relatively

large number of variables involved. With a single thread in MOSEK running on an Apple

M3 Max chip, each data point is computed in about 5 minutes using approximately 5 GB of

memory.11 The final bounds are shown in Figure 11(c). We observe that the upper bound

receives a significant improvement, while the change of the lower bound is negligible. The

11To establish a consistent benchmark, all computations we mention below were performed with one thread

in MOSEK on the same hardware (MacBook Pro with Apple M3 Max), and we maintained a precision of 10−5

throughout. Increasing the number of threads can reduce computational time, while it also results in higher
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Figure 12. Positivity bounds with twisted PR condition for SU(3) YM in 2D.

results of choice 2 and choice 3 suggest that to improve the upper bound, one can increase

the path size and also consider the full lattice symmetry.

Twist RP. We now impose the twist-reflection condition. With this additional constraint,

we obtain a significantly tighter upper bound. Using the same path choice as in choice 1, the

matrix dimensions are

dim(M) : {69}H∪{20}R∪{20}Rt

sym.
=⇒

decom.
{19, 16, 16, 18}H ∪{10, 10}R∪{10, 10}Rt , (6.16)

where Rt represents the matrices arising from twist-reflection positivity. The resulting bounds

are shown in Figure 12. We can see that, as in the SU(2) case, the bounds are remarkably

close to the analytic results, deviating by only a few thousandths.

Our study of 2D SU(2) and SU(3) theories reveals useful patterns that can guide the

construction of 3D and 4D theories. Notably, the behavior of the upper and lower bounds

depends on the choice of paths. The results suggest a strategy for computing the lower and

upper bound separately:

• For the lower bound, one can focus on the ladder-type paths, increase the loop length

without extending the scale.

• For the upper bound, one can consider the paths with full lattice symmetry and include

large-scale paths.

However, since the twist-reflection positivity does not hold in higher-dimensional theories, we

will not consider this condition further.

memory usage.
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7 Bootstrap 3D and 4D YM

Next, we turn to the more challenging 3D and 4D YM theory. Our construction will largely

follow that of the 2D case, so we will be brief, focusing on presenting the main data and

results.

As the spacetime dimension increases, the number of path or loop variables grows rapidly.

Therefore, it is crucial to keep a relatively small size of operator system. In this work, our

primary goal is to give a proof of principle that the bootstrap strategy works in practice. We

will demonstrate this by employing a ‘relatively’ small set of paths, without attempting to

obtain the optimal bounds.

Since the high dimensional theories are not solvable in closed form, we compare the

obtained bounds with the results of the strong and weak coupling expansions as well as

Monte Carlo simulation results, and we find complete consistency between the results. The

strong and weak coupling expansions are reviewed in Appendix C.

As in the 2D case, we first consider the SU(2) theory, followed by the SU(3) construction.

We will consider three positivity matrices: Hermitian positivity and two reflection positivities,

with x = 0 (denoted R1) and x = z (denoted R2) as the mirror planes.

7.1 3D SU(2)

Path choice 1. We consider the following set of plane-type path configurations as

(7.1)

which are generated by applying SD equation on a plaquette path. Here, the vertical direction

is the y direction, or equivalently, the edge ‘b’ direction; and we apply SDE only on the ‘b’

edges to generate the plane-type paths. After applying symmetry and conjugation for the 8

configurations in (7.1), and also including the identity matrix as a path, we have in total of

85 plane-type paths.

By sewing the paths we construct the three positivity matrices with dimensions given by

dim(M) : {85}H ∪ {46}R1
∪ {30}R2

, (7.2)

where R1 and R2 denote the reflection positivities with x = 0 and x = z mirror planes

respectively. After symmetry decomposition, the reduced positivity matrices have dimensions:

dim(M) : {9, 3, 4, 7, 10, 6, 4, 3, 7, 11}H ∪ {13, 10, 12, 11}R1
∪ {8, 7, 7, 8}R2

. (7.3)

The number of involved loop variables is 150, subject to 36 loop equations. Solving SDP

using Mathematica, we obtain the bounds as shown in Figure 13(a).
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Path choice 2. The bounds can have a notable improvement by simply adding following

length-6 path configurations:

. (7.4)

After applying symmetry and conjugation, they give 32 more ladder-type paths. There are

in total of 181 paths.

By sewing the paths we construct the three positivity matrices with dimensions given by

dim(M) : {181}H ∪ {94}R1
∪ {58}R2

. (7.5)

After symmetry decomposition, the dimensions of reduced matrices are

dim(M) : {16, 8, 11, 12, 22, 11, 11, 8, 14, 23}H ∪ {25, 22, 24, 23}R1
∪ {16, 13, 13, 16}R2

. (7.6)

The number of involved loop variables is 508, subject to 101 loop equations. Solving SDP

using Mathematica, we obtain the bounds as shown in Figure 13(b). We can see a good

improvement for the upper bound and also for the lower bound at weak coupling.

Path choice 3. Our next goal is to improve the lower bound. As implied in the 2D case,

we can consider paths with longer lengths, without increasing the scale. Together with the

previous choice (7.1) and (7.4), we add the following path configurations:

• Acting SDE on the length-6 paths in (7.1), we get four more length-8 path configura-

tions.

. (7.7)

• To get length-10 and length-12 type paths, we choose to act SDE on the four types

of length-8 paths in (7.1). Moreover, we act only on the ‘b’ edges that are located at

the origin. In this way, we get 15 types of length-10 and 14 types of length-12 path

configurations.12

After applying symmetry and conjugation, there are in total of 661 paths.

The three positivity matrices have dimensions:

dim(M) : {661}H ∪ {276}R1
∪ {124}R2

, (7.8)

and the reduced positivity matrices have dimensions:

dim(M) : {50, 34, 38, 45, 82, 44, 38, 34, 48, 83}H ∪{71, 67, 70, 68}R1
∪{33, 29, 29, 33}R2

. (7.9)

12It is straightforward exercise to produce these configuration by using SD equations and we will not present

them here.
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(a) Path choice 1.
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(b) Path choice 2.
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(c) Path choice 3 and 4.
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(d) Combined plots.

Figure 13. SDP bounds for SU(2) plaquette in 3D. Red curves are weak and strong coupling expansion

(see Appendix C), and the red dots are the MC data [60].

The number of involved loop variables is 6339, subject to 2189 loop equations.

Using MOSEK, each data point is computed in about 40 seconds using 1 GB of memory.

We obtain the lower bound as shown in Figure 13(c). We see that the lower bound has a

good match with both the weak and strong coupling expansion.

Path choice 4. We now present an improved upper bound. As implied in the 2D case,

we extend the Choice 3 to general-type paths, by combining (7.1), (7.4) and (7.7), along

with the length-10 type paths mentioned below (7.7). After applying full 3D symmetry and

conjugation, we obtain a total of 2137 paths.

The three positivity matrices have dimensions:

dim(M) : {2137}H ∪ {916}R1
∪ {404}R2

, (7.10)

and the dimensions of reduced positivity matrices are

dim(M) : {29, 23, 21, 18, 51, 39, 71, 66, 68, 61, 22, 27, 18, 21, 49, 39, 68, 62, 71, 67}H (7.11)

∪ {64, 51, 56, 59, 114, 57, 57, 52, 62, 115}R1
∪ {54, 51, 49, 48, 48, 49, 53, 52}R2

.
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The number of involved loop variables is 19560, constrained by 5229 loop equations.

Using MOSEK, each data point is computed in approximately 1000 seconds and requires

about 10 GB of memory. The resulting upper bound is presented in Figure 13(c), which has a

notable improvement compared to Choice 3 with plane-type truncation. However, the lower

bound in Choice 4 is less restrictive than that in Choice 3, even though Choice 4 involves a

larger SDP system and is more time-consuming to solve. This difference supports our strategy

of optimizing lower and upper bounds by selecting different paths.13

7.2 3D SU(3)

To study the SU(3) theory, we generalize the choice of simple paths in SU(2) by including

composite paths.

Path choice 1. The simple paths are the same as obtained from (7.1). To unify the setup,

these simple paths may be taken as a special class of composite paths that are combined with

a trivial ‘identity’ loop, and we denote them as

(pathL≤8)⊗ (loopL=0) , (7.12)

which contain 85 paths after applying symmetry and conjugation.

To introduce new composite paths, we consider following two classes. The first class is

to combine length-4 paths with length-4 loops, which is denoted as

(pathL=4)⊗ (loopL=4) . (7.13)

They can be obtained by applying symmetry and conjugation to the following composite path

configurations:

. (7.14)

This gives in total of 64 = 8× 8 composite paths.

The second class is the combination of the length-0 path (the identity matrix) and Wilson

loops given by taking the trace of the simple paths from (7.1):

(pathL=0)⊗ (loopL≤8) , (7.15)

which give 84 paths. In total there are 233 = 85 + 64 + 84 paths.

As in the SU(2) case, we construct three positivity matrices with dimensions given by

dim(M) : {233}H ∪ {128}R1
∪ {76}R2

. (7.16)

13The bounds for 3D SU(2) plaquette were also investigated in [7] using a length-truncation strategy. In

that case, they achieved a tighter bound with 93561 independent SDP variables and a set of matrices of size

about 200, which are a substantially larger system than ours. Since our truncation is a subset of the choice in

[7], our bounds is weaker but reasonably close to their results. As our primary focus is to extend the analysis

to SU(3) and four dimensions, we do not pursue to further improve the bounds here.
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(a) Path choice 1.
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(b) Path choice 2.
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(c) Path choice 3 and 4.
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(d) Combined all plots.

Figure 14. SDP bounds for SU(3) plaquette in 3D. Red curves are weak and strong coupling expansion

(see Appendix C), and the red dots are the MC data [60].

The dimensions of matrices after symmetry decomposition are

dim(M) : {23, 8, 10, 20, 28, 18, 10, 8, 20, 30}H ∪ {36, 28, 34, 30}R1
∪ {20, 18, 18, 20}R2

. (7.17)

The number of involved loop variables is 855, subject to 174 loop equations.14 Solving SDP

using Mathematica, we obtain the bounds as given in Figure 14(a).

Path choice 2. The simple paths are the same as SU(2) case by combining (7.1) and (7.4),

Similarly, we can denote these simple paths as

(pathL≤8)⊗ (loopL=0) . (7.18)

The composite paths contain length-4 paths times length-4 loops which is the same as in the

choice 1, together with the length-0 path combined with length-8 loops:

(pathL=4)⊗ (loopL=4) , (pathL=0)⊗ (loopL≤8) . (7.19)

14In the counting of loops variables, we reduce all triple-trace loops into independent double and single-trace

loops by using SU(3) reduction formulae.
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In total, there are 425 = 181 + 64 + 180 paths.

The three positivity matrices have dimensions:

dim(M) : {425}H ∪ {224}R1
∪ {132}R2

, (7.20)

and the reduced positivity matrices have dimensions as

dim(M) : {37, 18, 24, 30, 52, 28, 24, 18, 34, 54}H ∪ {60, 52, 58, 54}R1
∪ {36, 30, 30, 36}R2

.

(7.21)

The number of involved loop variables is 2131, subject to 353 loop equations.

Solving SDP using Mathematica, we obtain the bounds as shown in Figure 14(b). We see

a notable improvement for the upper bound and also the lower bound in the weak coupling.

Path choice 3. The simple paths are the same as in previous choice 3 in SU(2), which

includes up to length-12 paths. We take the simple paths as

(pathL≤12)⊗ (loopL=0) . (7.22)

We add new composite paths. One class is the length-8 paths in (7.1) combined with length-4

plaquette loops:

(pathL≤8)⊗ (loopL=4) , (7.23)

which gives 672 = 84 × 8 paths. Another class of composite paths is the length-0 path

combined with loops up to length-8 (combining (7.1) and (7.7)):

(pathL=0)⊗ (loopL≤8) , (7.24)

which give 252 paths. In total, 1585 = 661 + 672 + 252 paths.

The three positivity matrices have dimensions:

dim(M) : {1585}H ∪ {674}R1
∪ {316}R2

, (7.25)

and the dimensions of symmetry-reduced positivity matrices are

dim(M) : {119, 81, 89, 110, 197, 108, 89, 81, 116, 199}H ∪ {174, 163, 172, 165}R1
∪ {83, 75, 75, 83}R2

.

(7.26)

The number of involved loop variables is 53752, subject to 7737 loop equations.

Applying MOSEK with a single thread takes about 2 hours and 50 GB of memory for

each data point. We obtain the lower bound as shown in Figure 14(c), which have a notable

improvement in particular at weak coupling.

– 36 –



Path choice 4. The simple paths are the same as in previous choice 4 in SU(2). We denote

the simple paths as

(pathL≤8)⊗ (loopL=0) . (7.27)

The new composite paths are length-4 paths combined with length-4 loops, and the length-0

path combined with length-8 loops:

(pathL≤4)⊗ (loopL≤4) , (pathL=0)⊗ (loopL≤8) , (7.28)

which gives 576 = 24×24 and 552 paths, respectively. In total, 1681 = 553+576+552 paths.

The three positivity matrices have dimensions:

dim(M) : {1681}H ∪ {824}R1
∪ {428}R2

, (7.29)

and the symmetry-reduced positivity matrices have dimensions:

dim(M) : {11, 5, 6, 3, 15, 9, 20, 18, 17, 13, 4, 9, 3, 6, 13, 9, 17, 14, 20, 19}H (7.30)

∪ {23, 13, 18, 18, 35, 16, 19, 14, 21, 36}R1
∪ {24, 21, 19, 18, 18, 19, 23, 22}R2

.

The number of involved loop variables is 14905, subject to 3855 loop equations.

Using MOSEK, each data point takes approximately 11 minutes and requires 5 GB

of memory. The resulting upper bound is shown in Figure 14(c), which shows a notable

improvement over Choice 2.

Our results of the 3D SU(3) YM theory demonstrate a clear convergence of the bounds as

the number of paths increases in forming a large constraining system. The resulting bounds

are fully consistent with the perturbation expansion results at both weak and strong coupling.

In particular, we observe that the upper bound is tighter at weak coupling, while the lower

bound is more restrictive at strong coupling. This feature will be more obvious in the 4D

case.

7.3 4D SU(2)

The 4D theory is much more challenging since the number of paths and loop variables increases

significantly. Therefore, it is crucial to keep a reasonably small set of paths.

Path choice 1. As in the 3D case, we first consider a simple set of path configurations

up to length 8, which are generated by applying SDE only on the ‘b’ edges of the plaquette.

They are the same as in (7.1). After applying 4D plane-type symmetry and conjugation,

these give a total of 211 plane-type paths. Note that the identity matrix is always included

as a path.

We construct three positivity matrices with dimensions given by

dim(M) : {211}H ∪ {144}R1
∪ {100}R2

. (7.31)

– 37 –



The dimensions of symmetry-reduced positivity matrices are

dim(M) : {9, 3, 11, 10, 4, 7, 3, 6, 4, 10, 11, 3, 7, 4}H (7.32)

∪ {17, 3, 4, 14, 17, 15, 4, 3, 14, 18}R1
∪ {19, 10, 14, 7, 17, 11, 15, 7}R2

.

The number of involved loop variables is 247, subject to 35 loop equations. Solving SDP

using Mathematica, we obtain the bounds as shown in Figure 15(a).

Path choice 2. We consider adding more length-6 path configurations by combining (7.1)

and (7.4). After applying symmetry and conjugation, there are in total of 499 paths. The

three positivity matrices with dimensions given by

dim(M) : {499}H ∪ {336}R1
∪ {224}R2

, (7.33)

and the symmetry-reduced matrices have dimensions:

dim(M) : {16, 8, 23, 22, 11, 19, 8, 11, 11, 22, 23, 8, 19, 11}H (7.34)

∪ {36, 8, 11, 31, 41, 32, 11, 8, 33, 42}R1
∪ {39, 22, 32, 19, 35, 23, 35, 19}R2

.

The number of involved loop variables is 1011, subject to 119 loop equations. Solving SDP

using Mathematica, we obtain the bounds as shown in Figure 15(b). A notable improvement

can be observed for the upper bound, as well as the lower bound at small coupling.

Path choice 3. Together with the previous choices, we add the following path configura-

tions:

• Acting SDE to the length-6 path configurations in (7.1), we obtain 6 new length-8 path

configurations. Four of these coincide with the 3D paths in (7.7), while the remaining

two are unique to the 4D case.

• To generate length-10 and length-12 type paths, we act SDE on the length-8 path

configurations in (7.1), restricting the operation to the ‘b’ edges located at the origin.

This procedure yields 18 length-10 and 16 length-12 type plane-type path configurations.

After incorporating symmetry and conjugation, there are in total of 2503 paths.

The three positivity matrices with dimensions given by

dim(M) : {2503}H ∪ {1442}R1
∪ {828}R2

, (7.35)

and the dimensions of the symmetry-reduced matrices are

dim(M) : {56, 41, 7, 7, 96, 14, 102, 58, 92, 55, 51, 44, 7, 7, 95, 14, 103, 55, 92, 58}H (7.36)

∪{128, 55, 58, 122, 179, 124, 58, 55, 124, 180}R1
∪ {126, 93, 112, 83, 122, 94, 115, 83}R2

.

The number of involved loop variables is 21009, subject to 5012 loop equations.

Using MOSEK, each data point is computed in about 30 minutes using 8.5 GB of memory.

Solving SDP we obtain the lower bound as shown in Figure 15(c). A notable improvement

can be seen compared to Figure 15(b).
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Figure 15. SDP bounds for SU(2) plaquette in 4D. Red curves are weak and strong coupling expansion

(see Appendix C), and the red dots are the MC data [61].

Path choice 4. Now we consider general-type paths to improve the upper bound. We

combine the previous choice (7.1) and (7.4), and also the 18 length-10 path configurations

considered in Choice 3. After applying full 4D symmetry and conjugation, we obtain a total

of 9169 paths. We see that the number of paths increases significantly comparing to the

planar-type truncation.

The three positivity matrices have dimensions:

dim(M) : {9169}H ∪ {5070}R1
∪ {2732}R2

, (7.37)

and the dimensions of reduced positivity matrices are

dim(M) : {29, 3, 3, 18, 6, 46, 9, 9, 62, 72, 30, 60, 27, 74, 66, 75, 69, 70, 134, 57, 22, 3, 3, 21, 6, 43,

9, 9, 66, 67, 27, 63, 30, 71, 69, 71, 66, 76, 134, 57}H (7.38)

∪{87, 72, 30, 27, 159, 57, 187, 136, 178, 128, 77, 79, 27, 30, 156, 57, 185, 129, 181, 137}R1

∪{117, 63, 68, 110, 177, 105, 59, 62, 102, 163, 105, 69, 64, 110, 175, 106, 62, 59, 107, 167}R2
.

There are 56093 loop variables, constrained by 10435 loop equations. We find that, the

Hermitian positivity matrices after the symmetry decomposition are very complicated, partly
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due to the complexity of the representations for the B4 group. In practice, we only use the

reflection positivity conditions to obtain the bounds.

Using MOSEK, each data point is computed in about 7 hours using 64 GB of memory.

Solving SDP we obtain the upper bound as shown in Figure 15(c). We see that there is a

good improvement compared to the choice 3 with ladder-type paths. On the other hand, the

lower bound in Choice 4 is less constraining than in Choice 3, despite its larger system size.

We find that the upper bound matches nicely with the weak coupling expansion, while

the lower bound provides a very good approximation at strong coupling.15

7.4 4D SU(3)

Finally, we consider the most challenging 4D SU(3) case.

Path choice 1. The simple paths are the same as in the SU(2) case. The composite

paths are length-4 paths combined with length-4 loops, and the length-0 path combined with

length-8 loops:

(pathL≤4)⊗ (loopL≤4) , (pathL=0)⊗ (loopL≤8) , (7.39)

which gives 144 = 12× 12 and 210 paths, respectively. In total, 565 = 211+144+210 paths.

As in the SU(2) case, we construct three positivity matrices with dimensions given by

dim(M) : {565}H ∪ {388}R1
∪ {264}R2

. (7.40)

The dimensions of symmetry-reduced matrices are

dim(M) : {23, 8, 30, 28, 10, 18, 8, 18, 10, 28, 30, 8, 18, 10}H (7.41)

∪ {46, 8, 10, 38, 46, 42, 10, 8, 38, 48}R1
∪ {50, 28, 36, 18, 46, 30, 38, 18}R2

.

The number of involved loop variables is 1385, subject to 195 loop equations.

Using MOSEK, it takes about 4 seconds for a data point. Solving SDP we obtain the

bounds as given in Figure 16(a).

Path choice 2. The simple paths are the same as in the SU(2) case. The new composite

paths are length-4 paths times length-4 loops, and the length-0 path times length-8 loops:

(pathL≤4)⊗ (loopL≤4) , (pathL=0)⊗ (loopL≤8) , (7.42)

in which the number of length-8 loops is 498. In total, 1141 = 499 + 144 + 498 paths.

The three positivity matrices with dimensions given by

dim(M) : {1141}H ∪ {772}R1
∪ {512}R2

, (7.43)

15As in the 3D SU(2) case, data points of tighter bounds (with significantly larger positivity matrices) for

4D SU(2) plaquette were presented in [7].
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Figure 16. SDP bounds for SU(3) plaquette in 4D. Red curves are weak and strong coupling expansion

(see Appendix C), and the red dots are the MC data [61].

and the symmetry-reduced matrices have dimensions as

dim(M) : {37, 18, 54, 52, 24, 42, 18, 28, 24, 52, 54, 18, 42, 24}H (7.44)

∪ {84, 18, 24, 72, 94, 76, 24, 18, 76, 96}R1
∪ {90, 52, 72, 42, 82, 54, 78, 42}R2

.

The number of involved loop variables is 3910, subject to 516 loop equations.

Using MOSEK, it takes about 30 seconds for a data point. Solving SDP we obtain the

bounds as shown in Figure 16(b).

Path choice 3. To avoid an explosion of the number of paths, we make a truncation for the

length-10 and length-12 paths compared to the SU(2) case. Consider first the simple paths.

We take the plaquette path as a seed, generating first the length-6 and length-8 paths via

SDE, then from the length-8 paths, we further generate length-10 and length-12 paths. The

strategy can be illustrated as

L = 6

Plaquette

L = 8 L = 10 L = 12

SDE

SDE

SDE

SDE

. (7.45)
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Here we restrict the paths to the plane type, and the SDE is also only applied to ‘b’ edges

located at the origin. We also include all other length-6 paths that appeared in choice 2. This

gives in total of 1543 simple paths.

For the composite paths, we consider the length-8 paths combined with length-4 loops,

(pathL≤8)⊗ (loopL≤4) , (7.46)

where the length-8 paths contain only those generated by SDE in (7.45). This gives 1368 =

144 × 12 paths. In total, we consider 2911 = 1543 + 1368 paths.

The three positivity matrices with dimensions given by

dim(M) : {2911}H ∪ {1714}R1
∪ {912}R2

, (7.47)

and the dimensions of matrices after symmetry decomposition is

dim(M) : {76, 47, 6, 6, 122, 12, 127, 62, 103, 59, 71, 50, 6, 6, 121, 12, 128, 59, 103, 62}H (7.48)

∪{161,59, 62, 151, 212, 157, 62, 59, 153, 213}R1
∪ {145, 109, 117, 85, 141, 110, 120, 85}R2

.

The number of involved loop variables is 32318, subject to 4604 loop equations.

Using MOSEK, each data point is computed in about 40 minutes using 18 GB of memory.

Solving SDP we obtain the lower bound as shown in Figure 16(c). We can see an obvious

improvement for the lower bound in particular at the weak coupling.

Path choice 4. In this final choice, we consider general-type paths to improve the upper

bound. The simple paths are the same as in the SU(2) case. The new composite paths are

length-4 paths times length-4 loops, and length-0 paths times length-8 loops:

(pathL≤4)⊗ (loopL≤4) , (pathL=0)⊗ (loopL≤8) , (7.49)

which gives 2304 = 48 × 48 and 1968 paths, respectively. In total, there are 6241 = 1969 +

2304 + 1968 paths.

We obtain the three positivity matrices with dimensions given by

dim(M) : {6241}H ∪ {3780}R1
∪ {2268}R2

. (7.50)

After full 4D symmetry decomposition, the dimensions of matrices are

dim(M) : {32, 1, 1, 11, 2, 42, 1, 1, 43, 63, 18, 38, 12, 62, 40, 58, 44, 42, 100, 30, 14, 16, (7.51)

30, 2, 2, 56, 54, 12, 44, 18, 56, 44, 44, 40, 60, 100, 30}H

∪ {84, 52, 18, 12, 136, 30, 150, 100, 134, 80, 60, 70, 12, 18, 130, 30, 146, 82, 140, 102}R1

∪ {120, 40, 56, 98, 152, 92, 38, 42, 88, 128, 88, 58, 42, 104, 148, 98, 42, 38, 96, 136}R2
.

The number of involved loop variables is 39893, subject to 6269 loop equations. We observe

a significant growth in the number of loop variables compared to the plane-type truncation.
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Furthermore, the Hermitian positivity matrices are particularly complicated, partly due to the

complexity of the representations for the B4 group. In practice, to solve the SDP efficiently,

we restrict ourselves to the reflection positivity conditions.

Using MOSEK, each data point requires approximately 2 hours of computation and 33

GB of memory The resulting upper bound is shown in Figure 16(c).

As in the previous cases, the above results for our most complicated 4D SU(3) case

also demonstrate a clear convergences of the bounds. In particular, from Figure 16(c) (and

similarly in Figure 16(b)), we observe that the upper bound is accurate for λ < 1, while the

lower bound holds well for λ > 2. We leave further comment to the discussion section below.

8 Discussion and outlook

In this study, we investigate the positivity bootstrap method in SU(3) lattice YM theory.

Unlike previously studied large N and SU(2) YM theories, which only involve single-trace op-

erators, the inclusion of double-trace contributions significantly increases the number of path

and loop variables, as well as the size of the positivity matrices. Despite these challenges, we

observe clear convergence of the bounds. Notably, using a similar set of path configurations,

the convergence behavior in SU(3) mirrors that of the SU(2) case, suggesting that the method

is applicable to more general gauge theories.

To simplify the construction, we introduce a dimension reduction strategy by considering

the plane-type paths and loops. This approach significantly reduces the system’s complexity

while maintaining good convergence properties. Moreover, our findings suggest that separat-

ing lower and upper bounds is beneficial, with plane-type paths being particularly effective for

improving the lower bound. We provide detailed descriptions of our construction, including

the specific choices of paths, the dimensions of the positivity matrices and loop variables, as

well as the resulting bounds. Derivations of loop equations in SU(3) theory, including those

for double-trace loops, are also presented.

Our studies span from the exactly solvable two-dimensional YM theory to the more

complex four-dimensional SU(3) case. A collection of plots for the bounds of the plaquette

expectation value is summarized in Figure 17. In all cases, we see a clear trend of convergence

as the dimension of the positivity matrices increases.

In the 2D case, we also introduce and prove a novel twist-reflection positivity condition,

which imposes remarkably strong constraints. Although this condition is not exactly satisfied

in higher dimensional theories, it may serve as a useful approximation, meriting further

exploration.

For 3D and 4D YM theories, our primary goal is to demonstrate a proof of principle

rather than achieve the optimal bounds. Enhancing the positivity bounds is a natural next

step, by incorporating more general paths and including a more comprehensive set of loop

equations. There are three key challenges: (1) how to select the most effective paths, (2)

how to derive the full set of loop equations efficiently, and (3) how to solve large-scale SDP
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Figure 17. A collection of plots for the bounds of plaquette expectation value in SU(2) and SU(3)

YM from 2D to 4D.

systems. These challenges are critical for advancing the bootstrap approach and should guide

future investigations.

A fundamental question is how the convergence properties evolve as more paths and

loops are included. Naturally, convergence properties vary significantly across dimensions, as

revealed in our study. In lower-dimensional theories (2D and 3D), relatively flat expectation

value curves indicate the potential for achieving tight bounds. In contrast, in 4D SU(3) theory,

the expectation value of the Wilson loop exhibits a notable transition when the coupling

parameter λ increases from 1 to 2. This behavior aligns with the expected first-order phase

transition for high N , as observed in lattice simulations [62, 63], which poses challenges for

maintaining tight bounds in this region. We find that upper bounds are more reliable before

the transition, while lower bounds are more effective beyond the transition, a pattern observed

in our 4D SU(3) results.

Besides the questions discussed above, there are many other directions to explore. Ex-

ploring more general types of Wilson loop operators could reveal deeper physical properties,

such as verifying the area law or extracting the glueball spectrum. Additionally, investigating

gauge theories with dynamical matter fields is an important next step, particularly in the

context of QCD. We hope to address these questions in future studies.
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A Letter representation and symmetry decomposition

A loop can be represented by a list of ordered letters, each letter representing an edge in

the lattice. This will be referred to as ‘letter representation’. In the most complicated 4-

dimensional lattice, we have eight types of edges

edges of 4-dimensional lattice : {a, -a,b, -b, c, -c,d, -d} , (A.1)

where ‘a,b,c,d’ represent four dimensions, and ‘-’ implies the flip of the direction. The 2- and

3-dimensional lattices are subspace of the 4-dimensional lattice. For example,

edges of 2-dimensional lattice : {a, -a,b, -b} . (A.2)

As some examples of the loops:

WL[a,b, -a, -b] : , WL[a, a,b,b, a, -b, -a, -a, -a, -b] : , (A.3)

WL[a, a,b, a,b, c, -a, -b, -c, -a, c, -a, -b, -c] : , (A.4)

where the first two are 2-dimensional loops and the last one is a 3-dimensional one. Similar

representation applies to Wilson lines, or equivalently, the path operators. It’s important to

note that Wilson loops are invariant under cyclic permutations of the letters, whereas the

order of letters in a path operator is unique.

Symmetry and conjugation in the letter representation. The symmetry operations

of a loop on the square lattice include rotation and reflection operators. For example, the

2-dimensional lattice has following the 8 symmetry operations:

{{a → a,b → b}, {a → b,b → a}, {a → a,b → -b}, {a → -a,b → b}, (A.5)

{a → b,b → -a}, {a → -b,b → a}, {a → -a,b → -b}, {a → -b,b → -a}} ,

which form the dihedral group D4 of 2-dimensional square lattice. It is straightforward to

generalize to 3- and 4-dimensional lattices, and one has

2D lattice: 8 operations ,

3D lattice: 48 operations ,

4D lattice: 384 operations ,
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where the number of symmetry operators increases significantly.

We comment that the expectation value of the Wilson loops operators is Hermitian

conjugation invariant, i.e.,

〈WL〉 = 〈WL†〉 , (A.6)

where hermitian conjugation of a given loop corresponds to reversing the order of the edges

and flipping the direction of all edges in the letter representation, for example:

WL[a,b, -a, -b]† = WL[b, a, -b, -a] . (A.7)

Symmetry decomposition. The symmetry decomposition of Wilson loop operators will

significantly reduce the size of the semi-positive definite matrix when the set of paths possess

symmetries. We briefly introduce this strategy, see also [6, 7].

More concretely, if the set of paths {Pi} is invariant under the actions of a certain group

G, which is equivalent to

〈(g ◦O)|(g ◦O)〉 = 〈O|O〉 , ∀g ∈ G , (A.8)

with O a general linear combination of Pi as O =
∑

i ciPi, the corresponding semi-positive

definite matrix M can be decomposed by the irreducible representation of group G as

M →
⊕

k

(Repk)
⊕mk , (A.9)

where with mk being the multiplicity of the k-th irreducible representation Repk. The di-

mension of the full matrix is

dim(M) =
∑

k

dkmk , (A.10)

where dk is the dimension of the k-th irreducible representation.

To reach this decomposition of M, one can introduce projection operators acting on paths

as

pαβ,k =
dk

dim(G)

∑

g∈G

r
(k)
αβ (g

−1) g , α, β = 1, . . . , dk , (A.11)

where dim(G) counts the number of group elements and r
(k)
αβ (g) are the matrix elements of

the k-th irreducible representation for g. It will project the set of paths into the basis of

different irreducible representations. GAP [64] is a convenient tool to obtain the irreducible

representation matrix. For convenience, the representation matrix given by GPA should be

transformed to a real matrix through a matrix similarity transformation.

Importantly, the dimension of the semi-positive definite matrix can be reduced to
∑

k mk

instead of
∑

k dkmk, due to the property of Invariant Semidefinite Programming [65]. More

precisely, it is enough to recover the constraints of the original matrix by selecting only one

projection operator for each irreducible representation, e.g., p11,k. See [7] for further details.

Finally, we comment on the symmetry group of paths. The symmetry group of any set

of paths {Pi} is always a subgroup of Bn × Z2, where Bn is the hyperoctahedral group as
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Dimension General path Plane-type Path

2 B2 × Z2 Z2 × Z2

3 B3 × Z2 B2 × Z2

4 B4 × Z2 B3 × Z2

Table 3. Symmetry groups: Glattice × Z2, where the Z2 is due to the conjugation invariance.

the symmetry of n-dimensional lattice and Z2 corresponds to the conjugation invariance of

loop operators. Specifically, for the plane-type paths introduced in Section 5.1, the maximal

symmetry group is the subgroup Bn−1 × Z2. We summarize the symmetry groups involved

in this paper in Table 3.

B SU(3) identities

In this appendix we provide various useful SU(3) identities based on the observation in [7].

The SU(3) matrix satisfies

1 = det(X) =
1

3!
ǫa1a2a3ǫb1b2b3X

b1
a1

X b2
a2

X b3
a3

, ∀X ∈ SU(3) . (B.1)

Expanding the RHS we have

tr(X)tr(X)tr(X) − 3tr(X)tr(XX) + 2tr(XXX) = 6 , ∀X ∈ SU(3) . (B.2)

For triple-trace products, using

δa1a2a3b1b2b3
X b1

a1
Y b2
a2

Z b3
a3

= δa1a2a3b1b2b3
X b1

a1
Y b2
a2

Z b3
a3

det(X†) , ∀X,Y,Z ∈ SU(3) , (B.3)

one can prove the following identity [7]

tr(X)tr(Y )tr(Z) = − tr(XY Z)− tr(ZY X) + tr(X)tr(Y Z) + tr(Y )tr(ZX) + tr(Z)tr(XY )

+ tr(X†Y )tr(X†Z)− tr(X†Y X†Z) , ∀X,Y,Z ∈ SU(3) , (B.4)

which can be used to reduce any triple-trace operator to a linear combination of double- and

single-trace operators.

A few special cases follow. Taking Y to be X or X† in (B.4), we have

tr(X)tr(X)tr(Z) = −2tr(XXZ) + 2tr(X)tr(XZ) + tr(Z)tr(XX) + 2tr(X†Z) , (B.5)

tr(X)tr(X†)tr(Z) = tr(Z) + tr(X)tr(X†Z) + tr(X†)tr(XZ) (B.6)

+ tr(X†X†)tr(X†Z)− tr(X†X†X†Z) , ∀X,Z ∈ SU(3) .

Further taking Z to be X in (B.5) and (B.6), we have

tr(X)tr(X)tr(X) = 3tr(XX)tr(X)− 2tr(XXX) + 6 , (B.7)

tr(X)tr(X)tr(X†) = tr(XX)tr(X†) + 2tr(X†X†) + 4tr(X) , ∀X ∈ SU(3) , (B.8)
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and taking Z to be the identity matrix in (B.5) and (B.6), we have

tr(X)tr(X) = tr(XX) + 2tr(X†) , (B.9)

tr(X)tr(X†) = tr(X†X†)tr(X†)− tr(X†X†X†) + 3

= tr(XX)tr(X) − tr(XXX) + 3 , ∀X ∈ SU(3) . (B.10)

Using (B.10), we can rewrite (B.7) as

tr(X)tr(X)tr(X) = 3tr(X)tr(X†) + tr(XXX) − 3 . (B.11)

The permutations for the last line of (B.4) implies that

tr(X†Y )tr(X†Z)− tr(X†Y X†Z) (B.12)

= tr(Y †X)tr(Y †Z)− tr(Y †XY †Z)

= tr(Z†X)tr(Z†Y )− tr(Z†XZ†Y ) , ∀X,Y,Z ∈ SU(3) .

We can further take Z to be identity matrix, which gives

tr(XY †)tr(Y †)− tr(XY †Y †) (B.13)

= tr(Y X†)tr(X†)− tr(Y X†X†)

= tr(X)tr(Y )− tr(XY ) , ∀X,Y ∈ SU(3) .

Reduction formula for SU(3) Wilson loops

The above relations can be directly applied to Wilson loops since link variables are group

elements. Below we summarize the relation for the Wilson loops that can be used directly in

the main text. Note that we have used the normalization condition (4.16).

The most general formula is

w(C1)w(C2)w(C3) = −
1

9

[

w(C1 C2C3) + w(C3 C2C1)
]

(B.14)

+
1

3

[

w(C1)w(C2 C3) + w(C2)w(C3 C1) + w(C3)w(C1 C2)
]

+
1

3
w(C̄1 C2)w(C̄1 C3)−

1

9
w(C̄1 C2 C̄1 C3) , (B.15)

where C̄i is the reverse of the Ci. We emphasize that in this formula all loops Ci should be

understood as starting from the same position x as Ci,x. If Ci are disconnected, one should

add certain backtrack paths so that they have the same contact point.

From the above relation, one can derive several other formulae as

w(C̄1C2)w(C̄1C3)−
1

3
w(C̄1C2C̄1C3) = w(C̄2C1)w(C̄2C3)−

1

3
w(C̄2C1C̄2C3) (B.16)

= w(C̄3C1)w(C̄3C2)−
1

3
w(C̄3C1C̄3C2) .

w(C1)w(C2)−
1

3
w(C1C2) = w(C1C̄2)w(C̄2)−

1

3
w(C1C̄2C̄2) (B.17)

= w(C2C̄1)w(C̄1)−
1

3
w(C2C̄1C̄1) .
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w(C)w(C)w(C) = w(C)w(C̄) +
1

9
w(CCC)−

1

9
, (B.18)

w(C)w(C) =
1

3
w(CC) +

2

3
w(C̄) , (B.19)

w(CC)w(C) = w(C)w(C̄) +
1

3
w(CCC)−

1

3
. (B.20)

SU(2) relations. For completeness, we also give the SU(2) relations. Using the SU(2)

matrix property, it is easy to find

tr(X)tr(Y ) = tr(XY ) + tr(XY †) = tr(XY ) + tr(X†Y ) , ∀X,Y ∈ SU(2) . (B.21)

Note that in SU(2) one has tr(X) = tr(X†). With the normalization condition (4.16), we

have

w(C1)w(C2) =
1

2
w(C1 C2) +

1

2
w(C1 C̄2) , (B.22)

w(C)w(C) =
1

2
w(CC) +

1

2
, (B.23)

where both loops Ci should be understood as starting from a same position x as Ci,x.

C Strong and weak coupling expansion

In this section, we review the strong and weak coupling expansion of the single plaquette

Wilson loop. They provide a good comparison of our bootstrap results. For convenience, we

collect them here and use the convention β = N2/λ.

Strong coupling expansion. The strong coupling expansion of free energy F for the

SU(2) and SU(3) theory was obtained in [54], see also the review in [53]. The expression of

the single plaquette Wilson loop can then be extracted from the free energy.

The core idea is evaluating the character expansion of the integrand kernel in the partition

functions as

exp(−S) ≡ exp

(

β
∑

p

χf(Wp)

)

=
∏

p

∑

r

β̃rχr(Wp) , (C.1)

where χr is the character of the irreducible representation r of the SU(N) group and β̃r are

the new expansion parameters (which will be defined below). For instance, the fundamental

representation r = f takes

χf(Wp) = d−1
f tr(Df(Wp)) ∼

tr(Wp)

N
, (C.2)
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where Df(Wp) is a unitary matrix as the fundamental representation matrix of the group

element Wp, and df = N is the representation dimension. The partial function Z for general

d > 2 dimensional cases is given as

log(Z)

d(d− 1)/2
= ln(β̃0) + (d− 2)

[

1

3
S6 + (2d− 5)S10 +O(β11)

]

, (C.3)

where Sn is defined by

Sn =
∑

r 6=0

(

β̃r/β̃0

)n

. (C.4)

For the gauge group SU(2), it is well-known that the irreducible representation is char-

acterized by the half-integer j = 0, 1/2, 1, · · · , and the expansion coefficients β̃r is given by

β̃j = I2j+1(β)/I1(β). The gauge group SU(3) is charactered by the two integer (λ, µ) and β̃r
is given by

β̃(λ,µ) =

∞
∑

n=−∞

det(Ilj+i−j+n(β/3)) , (C.5)

where 1 6 i, j 6 3 and l1 = λ + µ, l2 = µ, l3 = 0. For convenience, we give the concrete

results as follows

log(ZSU(2))

d(d− 1)/2
=
β2

8
−

β4

384
+

β6(3d − 5)

9216
+O(β8) , (C.6)

log(ZSU(3))

d(d− 1)/2
=
β2

36
+

β3

648
−

β5

93312
+

β6(16d− 113)

90699264
+O(β7) .

The expectation value of the plaquette Wilson loop can be extracted from the free energy

as

〈tr(UP )〉 = 〈W1〉 =
1

d(d − 1)/2

∂ logZ

∂β
. (C.7)

Weak coupling expansion. Below we list the perturbation expansion results for the pla-

quette at weak coupling that we used in the plot. In 3D YM theory, based on the traditional

Feynman diagram method, the results (up to four loops) were obtained in [66, 67] as

〈W1〉
3D SU(2)
weak =1− β−1 − 0.2326265(2)β−2 − 0.34214(1)β−3 +O(β−4) , (C.8)

〈W1〉
3D SU(3)
weak =1−

8

3
β−1 − 1.951315(1)β−2 − 6.8612(2)β−3 +O(β−4) , (C.9)

where we truncate the known results to three loops.

In the 4D YM theory, the analytical results up to three-loop result were calculated in

[68, 69]. The higher series expansions were obtained by numerical methods. In the SU(2)

theory, results up to of order O(β−16) were obtained based on the series expansion of density

of states [70]. In SU(3), the results up to of order O(β−35) were obtained in [71] by using the
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numerical stochastic perturbation theory. We give the concrete expressions, truncated as we

used in the plot, as follows:

〈W1〉
4D SU(2)
weak =1− 0.7498β−1 − 0.1511β−2 − 0.1427β−3 − 0.1747β−4 − 0.2435β−5 (C.10)

− 0.368β−6 − 0.5884β−7 − 0.98β−8 − 1.6839β−9 − 2.9652β−10 − 5.326β−11

− 9.7234β−12 − 17.995β−13 − 33.690β−14 − 63.702β−15 +O(β−16) ,

〈W1〉
4D SU(3)
weak =1− 2β−1 − 1.2208β−2 − 2.9621β−3 − 9.417β−4 − 34.39β−5 (C.11)

− 136.8β−6 − 577.4β−7 − 2545β−8 − 11590β−9 − 54160β−10 +O(β−11) .
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[36] J. Wang, J. Surace, I. Frérot, B. Legat, M.-O. Renou, V. Magron, and A. Aćın, Certifying
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