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We construct a generalized Yang-Mills (YM) theory with two real couplings, interpolating con-
tinuously between the Self-Dual Yang-Mills (SDYM) limit (also called Chalmers-Siegel theory) and
physical Yang-Mills theory. The kinetic coupling ϵ controls local fluctuations and anti-instanton
weight, while the topological coupling g controls the instanton weight. Both couplings are asymp-
totically free. We derive an exact all-order relation between the beta functions of the two couplings,
revealing a Renormalization Group invariant, a new dimensionless expansion parameter Λϵ/Λg into
the study of YM theory. In the SDYM limit, the vacuum is populated by a finite density of topolog-
ical defects, yet local correlators decay algebraically, consistent with a non-unitary conformal field
theory. We confirm this mechanism via compactification on arbitrary size R3 × S1, where the vac-
uum maps to a non-interacting ideal gas of monopole-instantons. As the kinetic coupling is turned
on, a mass gap and confinement scale emerge.

A. Introduction

Standard Yang-Mills theory (setting θ to zero) is a one-
parameter theory, and hence, by asymptotic freedom, a
one-scale theory. There are no other dimensionless pa-
rameters that we can add, and therefore, no known ex-
pansion parameters for finite rank gauge groups, render-
ing the theory analytically intractable.

However, the field strength in YM theory transforms in
a reducible representation of the Lorentz group, (1, 0)⊕
(0, 1). Hence, the field strength can be viewed as a chiral
pair, much like a Dirac fermion can be viewed as a pair
of chiral fermions. In this work, we begin by project-
ing out the anti-self-dual sector (negative helicity gluons
and anti-instantons). The resulting theory is Self-Dual
Yang-Mills (SDYM) [1], which has been studied exten-
sively in the context of perturbative QCD amplitudes [2–
13]. However, there exists virtually no literature on the
non-perturbative aspects of SDYM. SDYM is a very spe-
cial theory. Classically, its S-matrix is trivial and it pos-
sesses an infinite-dimensional symmetry [14–17]. Quan-
tum mechanically, it is saturated at one-loop order, which
Bardeen interpreted as integrability anomaly [2, 9]. The
theory is essentially a non-unitary, logarithmic conformal
field theory (CFT) [18–20]. Regardless, it is a useful tool
for amplitude studies.

In this work, we reintroduce the anti-self-dual sector
in a continuous manner, constructing a two-parameter
version of Yang-Mills theory that interpolates between
SDYM and pure YM.

B. From pure YM to SDYM

We start with the Euclidean formulation of YM theory,
with action:

SYM =
1

2g2

∫
d4xTrF 2 (1)

(Throughout, we abbreviate tensor contractions like
ξµνηµν as ξη.) At this stage, g is dimensionless physi-
cal coupling constant. Originally, Chalmers and Siegel
[1] obtained SDYM theory in two steps, first by chiral
(positive-helicity) truncation N = 4 Super Yang-Mills,
and then by elimination of all lower spin fields. For the
twistor space perspective, see [3, 21]. Below, we derive
the SDYM theory by projecting out anti-self dual sector
from pure YM, by inserting the constraint δ(F−) into
path integration that enforces anti-self-dual fields to van-
ish:

ZSD =

∫
DA exp[−SYM] δ(F−) . (2)

This naively implies the removal of, in Euclidean space,
all anti-instantons, and in Minkowski, all negative he-
licity gluons. In fact, analytic continuation tells us that
both perturbative and non-perturbative anti-selfdual sec-
tors are removed. Using the fact that Tr(F 2) =

2 Tr(F−)2 + Tr(FF̃ ), and a Lagrange multiplier field to
impose the constraint, we have

ZSD =

∫
DA

∫
DB exp

(
i

∫
TrBF−

)
× exp

(
− 1

g2

∫
Tr(F−)2 − 1

2g2

∫
TrFF̃

)
. (3)

Now, the interesting thing is, we can absorb Tr(F−)2

term by Tr(BF−) term by a field redefinition. We choose
B = −B̃, anti-selfdual, hence, we can write BF− = BF .
Then, the chiral half of partition function becomes:

ZSD =

∫
DADB exp

(
i

∫
Tr(BF−)− 1

2g2

∫
Tr(FF̃ )

)
.

(4)

The Lagrangian of the SDYM theory, for perturbative
purposes, can be written as: −iTr(BF ) as is used in
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literature. However, the full action of the self-dual the-
ory (4) must include the topological term Tr(FF̃ ). The
reason is, by our construction, SD-theory is a chiral half
of YM, and does not have a parity symmetry, therefore
Tr(FF̃ ) term is not forbidden (unlike pure YM at θ = 0).
In fact, even in a case it is not included in the action, it
must be generated perturbatively in the full theory [20].
We will see that it does.

In other words, Tr(FF̃ ) term, being topological, does
not alter perturbation theory, however, perturbation the-
ory alters Tr(FF̃ ). This is a phenomenon that does not
occur in pure YM, and it will be important in our full
construction.

In particular, the parameter g2 should now be inter-
preted as a topological coupling, since it appears only in
topological term. In fact, there is an exact-1 loop run-
ning of g2 if and only if the theory is considered in an
instanton background, as shown in an underappreciated
important work of Losev et.al.[20]. This is also confirmed
in a recent work of Bittleston and Costello [22], using
twistor theory and an index theorem. We also have an
independent confirmation of these results by calculating
path integral directly in an instanton background, where
we map the problem to NSVZ-type computation [23].

It is observed in [1] that if we deform the SD-action
with

∆S =

∫
g2

2
TrB2 (5)

the theory reduces back to pure YM theory. This is nat-
ural, because integrating out B, it transmutes to F−

(negative helicity gluon), whereas the already existing
A field in the theory is the positive helicity gluon. In
other words, the deformation (5) reintroduces the gluon
exactly symmetrically.

C. Generalized Yang-Mills

In the above section, the relation between SDYM and
YM is a digital one, one is either in one or the other
as in a binary. We want to generate an analog version
of this, where we introduce a deformation with a tun-
able coupling ϵ. This deformation, in a similar spirit, is
introduced by Witten to reincorporate negative helicity
gluons back into the self-dual theory [3]. In our work, we
introduce it to reincorporate anti-instantons into the the-
ory. Of course, the two are not unrelated. We are both
reincorporating in effect the full anti-selfdual sector of
the theory by doing so. However, different from earlier
works, we take this deformation as a stand-alone mas-
ter theory interpolating between SDYM and pure YM,
and study its remarkable structure associated with its
β-functions for ϵ (kinetic coupling) and g (topological
coupling), and non-perturbative aspects of the theory.
Most importantly, this construction introduce a new di-
mensionless expansion parameter into the study of YM
theory. We refer to the resulting two-coupling theory as

generalized Yang-Mills (GYM) theory and examine its
perturbative and non-perturbative properties below.

The partition function of the interpolating theory is:

ZGYM =

∫
DA exp

(
− 1

ϵ2

∫
Tr(F−)2 − 1

2g2

∫
TrFF̃

)
.

(6)

The resulting theory does not have parity symmetry, the
two helicity sectors are treated asymmetrically except for
ϵ = g. It interpolates between SDYM and YM:

lim
ϵ→0

ZGYM = ZSDYM, lim
ϵ
g→1

ZGYM = ZYM . (7)

Recall that ϵ = 0 is non-unitary, and indeed, our
GYM theory is non-unitary as well. However, we can
express the action of the theory (6) as 1

2ϵ2 Tr(F
2) +

(topological term). Thus, the difference between non-
unitary theory and pure YM is a topological (total
derivative) term. Therefore, the GYM theory has the
same perturbative structure as ordinary YM, but, non-
perturbatively, it is different, as we explain now.

In our construction, ϵ ̸= g generates a disparity be-
tween instantons and anti-instantons. Calculating in-
stanton and anti-instanton actions in GYM, we find

SI =
8π2

g2
,

SA =

(
2

ϵ2
− 1

g2

)
8π2 (8)

At ϵ = 0, anti-instanton action diverges, it decouples
from the dynamics. And we land on SDYM theory. At
ϵ2

g2 = 1, SA = SI , and the symmetry between SD and
anti-selfdual sector is restored, i.e., we we land on pure
YM theory with an exact parity symmetry. For ϵ >

√
2g,

anti-instanton action becomes negative, and this is the
regime of a instability. Therefore, sensible theories live
in the interval 0 ≤ ϵ ≤

√
2g.

D. β functions for kinetic and topological couplings

The first remarkable feature of GYM is the structure
of its beta functions. As already mentioned, ϵ is now the
standard perturbative coupling, while g is a topological
coupling. Both couplings run as a function of the renor-
malization group scale. Since g is topological, it does not
enter into standard perturbation theory, and the beta
function of ϵ is given by:

βϵ(g, ϵ) =
1

(4π)2
(
−β0ϵ

3 − β1ϵ
5 −O(ϵ7)

)
. (9)

Furthermore, the running of g is more interesting. Even
for ϵ = 0, g runs in an instanton background [20,
22]. This running is 1-loop exact, and is saturated by
zero mode counting and 1-loop fluctuation determinant.
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There are no further quantum fluctuations around in-
stantons at ϵ = 0. When ϵ > 0 is turned on, the crucial
point to realize is that the structures of cubic and quartic
fluctuations are dictated only by ϵ. Expanding the action
S[A] around the classical instanton solution Acl:

A = Acl + a (10)

and moving to a perturbative normalization of the action,
we have:

S[A] = S[Acl] + S2[a] + ϵS3[a] + ϵ2S4[a] + . . . (11)

where S[Acl] are the classical actions (8), S2[a] is (cou-
pling independent) fluctuation determinant, Sn[a] ≡
Sn[A

cl, a]. Cubic and quartic terms control the perturba-
tive fluctuations around instantons, starting at two-loop
order. The one-instanton effective action at two-loop or-
ders takes the form (tweaking results of [23, 24] according
to the above rules).

Γ1 =
8π2

g2
− β0 ln(µρ)− β1

ϵ2

16π2
ln(µρ) . (12)

The one-instanton effective action, Γ1, must be indepen-
dent of the arbitrary renormalization scale µ, µdΓ1

dµ = 0.
This results in β function of g.

βg(g, ϵ) =
1

(4π)2
(
−β0g

3 − β1g
3ϵ2 −O(g3ϵ4)

)
. (13)

Note that in the running of the topological coupling g,
the ϵ correction terms play the same role as the one-
loop anomalous dimension γ in the NSVZ formula—it’s
the perturbative correction to the instanton-derived beta
function [23].

It is also remarkable that

βg

g3
=

βϵ

ϵ3
= f(ϵ) (14)

where f(ϵ) = 1
(4π)2 (−β0 − β1ϵ

2 − β2ϵ
4 + · · · ). This

is an all-orders relation in our GYM theory. This es-
sentially means perturbation theory in instanton back-
ground yields the exact values β0, β1, .. that is known
from standard perturbative calculations, as it must.
Proof: Since an all-order relation is a significant re-
sult, we want to prove it rigorously. Our logic rests on
the perturbative non-renormalization of the topological
term. The non-renormalization holds in any renormaliza-
tion scheme that respects the topological quantum num-
ber (such as MS, background field method, perhaps in
lattice too [25]). First, rewrite the Lagrangian density
as:

L =
1

2ϵ2
Tr(F 2) +

(
1

2g2
− 1

2ϵ2

)
Tr(FF̃ ) . (15)

In perturbation theory, the term Tr(FF̃ ) is a total deriva-
tive, and its coefficient does not receive radiative correc-
tions at any order in perturbation theory. Consequently,

ΛgΛϵ μ

g2(μ)ϵ2(μ)

FIG. 1. The running of kinematic and topological couplings,
and associated strong scales.

the difference between the two couplings is RG invariant:

d

d lnµ

(
1

g2
− 1

ϵ2

)
= 0 . (16)

Performing the differentiation yields the exact relation
we found in (14).

Of course, these runnings imply the existence of two-
strong scales in GYM theory. One is the standard pertur-
bative strong scale Λϵ, and the other is the strong scale
for topological coupling Λg: At 1-loop level,

Λg = µ exp

[
− 8π2

g2(µ)β0

]
, Λϵ = µ exp

[
− 8π2

ϵ2(µ)β0

]
.

(17)

The crucial point is that in the ϵ → 0 limit, Λg remains
robust, actually it is 1-loop exact, while Λϵ → 0. This is
reflecting the behavior of the β function in SDYM theory.
For ϵ = g, the theory has an extra parity symmetry, and
the two couplings are identical. The theory reduces to
pure YM theory, with Λϵ = Λg, a one scale theory.

E. Scale anomaly

As we described, the theory develops two strong scales
for GYM theory. Hence, the scaling current, which is con-
served classically, is no longer conserved in the quantum
theory. The trace anomaly for GYM theory is sourced
by the running of both kinetic and topological couplings:

(Tµ
µ )GYM = 2

βϵ

ϵ3
Tr(F−)2 +

βg

g3
TrFF̃ (18)

= f(ϵ) TrF 2 . (19)

as per (6) and (14).
This result is consistent with both SDYM theory ϵ = 0,

and pure YM theory, with a crucial difference between
the two limits. Note that despite the fact that βϵ → 0 and
Λϵ → 0 in the ϵ → 0 limit, the effect of the perturbative
term does not die off in this limit. What matters is the
ratio βϵ/ϵ

3, which has a finite limit saturated at 1-loop,
given by 1

(4π)2 (−β0). Remarkably, this combines with
the running of the topological coupling to yield the exact
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1-loop result in SDYM theory:

(Tµ
µ )SD = − 1

(4π)2
β0 TrF

2 (1-loop exact). (20)

In the self-dual limit, the effective action for scale-
anomaly [9, 26, 27] generates the non-vanishing ratio-
nal one-loop amplitudes which constitute the first non-
trivial quantum corrections to the self-dual sector [8, 9].
Therefore, we interpret Bardeen’s integrability anomaly
[2] (which is 1-loop exact) as ϵ → 0 limit of (19). It
is continuously connected to the standard scale anomaly
in pure YM theory (which receives contributions to all
orders). We also remark that in the context of twistor
string theory one often seeks to cancel this anomaly (via
an axion field) to preserve quantum integrability [28, 29].
In the context of SDYM theory in 4d, it is a physical
property of the theory.

F. Is there a mass gap in SDYM on R3 ×S1 and R4?

We would like to know non-perturbative properties of
the SDYM theory (ϵ = 0). Do the properties such as the
mass gap and confinement of pure YM theory survive in
the SDYM theory on R4 or R3 × S1? We will show that
the answer is, no, despite the fact that the vacuum is
filled with a finite density of monopole-instantons. We
will show this explicitly on R3 × S1 (for any value of S1

size) and reliably extrapolate the answer to R4.
On R3 × S1, the first question to answer is whether

a gauge holonomy potential gets generated in SDYM.
The answer is no, and simple to see. Using the action
(6) in the background Φ = LA4 = diag(v1, . . . , vN ), one
can compute the holonomy potential as in [30, 31] for fi-
nite ϵ. Under the canonical normalization for the kinetic
term, the gauge holonomy is Ω = exp[iϵΦ], and the effec-
tive 1-loop potential takes the form (in theory with Nf

adjoint representation fermions with periodic boundary
conditions)

V(Ω) = 2(Nf − 1)

π2L4

∞∑
n=1

1

n4

∣∣tr(eiϵnΦ)∣∣2 (21)

Hence, regardless of whether the potential is center-
stabilizing (Nf > 1), or center-breaking (Nf = 0), or
marginal (Nf = 1) for finite ϵ, the potential in the SDYM
or SDQCD limit (ϵ → 0) is always flat, to all orders in
perturbation theory. Hence, the potential is zero (up to
an overall constant):

V(Ω) = 0 (22)

Due to the vanishing of the holonomy potential, the
gauge structure is generically reduced to U(1)N−1, there
are N types of monopole-instantons, and no anti-
monopoles [32, 33]. In the YM theory, we can use abelian
duality to write the Maxwell term as a kinetic term for
the gauge holonomy and dual photon scalars, z = ϕ− iσ,

where z is N − 1 component field [34–36], similar to
Polyakov model [37]. In Yang-Mills theory, at the clas-
sical level, monopole operator is holomorphic, and anti-
monopole is anti-holomorphic. However, this fact is usu-
ally ignored because ϕ acquires a perturbative mass quan-
tum mechanically (except for supersymmetric theories).

In SDYM, only self-dual monopoles are present. Their
effect in the effective action is captured by holomorphic
operators

Mj(x) = exp

[
−1

ϵ
αj · z(x)

]
, αj ∈ ∆aff (23)

The proliferation of monopoles generates a holomorphic
potential, obeying the constraint

∏
j Mj(x) = e−SI . The

holomorphic potential has N -critical points, at which
e−

1
ϵαj ·zcr,k(x) ≡ ζj,k = e−SI/N+i2πk/N , k = 0, . . . , N − 1,

which are the remnants of N -branch structure in the
SDYM limit. From now on, we restrict to a fixed
k. The density of the monopoles is controlled by ζ =
(1/L3) exp

[
−8π2/g2N

]
. We can write an effective ac-

tion around an arbitrary critical point as:

S =

∫
d3x

[
|∇z|2 − ζ

∑
αi∈∆aff

exp

[
−1

ϵ
αi · z(x)

]]
(24)

where the potential is holomorphic, since it is based on
self-dual configurations. We define the interacting par-
tition function Z relative to the free Gaussian partition
function Z0 (defined by the kinetic term |∇z|2). We ex-
pand the exponential potential term in powers of the fu-
gacity ζ:

Z

Z0
=

〈 ∏
αi∈∆aff

exp

∫
d3x ζ exp

[
−1

ϵ
αi · z(x)

]〉
0

. (25)

Expanding exponentials creates a sum over all
monopoles Mi(x). The crucial point is to realize
that the two-point function of the holomorphic field
is zero, ⟨za(x)zb(y)⟩0 = 0. For two BPS monopoles,
⟨e−αiz(x)e−αjz(y)⟩0 = 1, the 1/r interaction due to σ ex-
change cancels exactly the one due to ϕ exchange. This
implies that all interaction terms are trivial, monopoles
do not see each other. Summing over all monopoles, we
find:

ZSD = Z0 · eNζV (ideal gas) . (26)

The Coulomb gas representation of SDYM theory cor-
responds to a non-interacting ideal gas! The correlation
length is infinite because the system remains free and
massless, despite the vacuum being filled with monopoles.
Summing over all critical points of the holomorphic po-
tential, we find (restoring θ angle):

ZSD(θ) = Z0

∑
k

exp

[
NV

1

L3
e−

SI
N +i θ+2πk

N

]
(27)
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which is the contribution of self-dual configurations to
the vacuum energy density in semi-classical regime of YM
theory [34].

This conclusion holds for any size of R3 × S1. This is
because the monopole effective field theory is valid pro-
vided LNΛϵ ≲ 1. Since in SDYM, we have Λϵ = 0, due
to ϵ = 0, the condition LNΛϵ ≲ 1 is trivially satisfied.
Hence, the result holds for any size of R3 × S1. This is a
non-perturbative confirmation that SDYM theory on R4

remains a (non-unitary) CFT [20, 29].
Once an ϵ is turned on, GYM theory becomes trick-

ier due to the fact that the finite ϵ ≪ 1 theory prefers
spontaneous breaking of the center-symmetry for suffi-
ciently small R3×S1, where any non-trivial gauge holon-
omy background becomes unstable. However, the story
in SDQCD(adj) is conceptually very clean and elegant.
With ϵ ≪ 1, non-trivial holonomy background is al-
ways stable [31]. There are both monopoles, and anti-
monopoles, unsuppressed/suppressed respectively, and
the bion amplitudes are also suppressed. Their densities
in vacuum are:

Mi(x) ∼ exp

[
−SI

N

]
= exp

[
− 8π2

g2N

]
,

Mi(x) ∼ exp

[
−SAI

N

]
= exp

[
−
(

2

ϵ2
− 1

g2

)
8π2

N

]
,

Bi,i+1 = [MiMi+1] ∼ exp

[
−
(

2

ϵ2

)
8π2

N

]
. (28)

In the ϵ → 0 limit, only Mi(x) survives. They do not lead
to a mass gap and confinement (both because of holomor-
phy and fermionic zero modes). At ϵ ≪ 1, both players
are in the game, but with a disparity. But monopoles
and anti-monopoles won’t generate a mass gap by them-
selves, due to their fermi zero modes [35, 36, 38]. At sec-
ond order in semi-classics, magnetic bions (two-clusters
of monopoles without fermi zero modes) do generate a
mass gap, as well as confinement. In the generalized
QCD(adj), the mass gap is given by:

m2
ϵ =

1

L2
exp

[
−SI

N
− SAI

N

]
=

1

L2
exp

[
−16π2

ϵ2N

]
(29)

which is a quite curious result. Mass gap (square) is pro-
portional to the product of density of monopoles and den-
sity of anti-monopoles! This tends to zero in the ϵ → 0
limit where anti-monopole density vanish, and magnetic
bion formation is impossible. For generic ϵ < g, it should
be noted that this mass gap is exponentially smaller than
the mass gap in standard QCD(adj) on R3 × S1.

It remains to be seen if we can use this framework on
the mass gap and confinement problem in Yang-Mills the-
ory on R4, by perturbing the conformal theory at ϵ = 0,
and using techniques of Refs. [39, 40]. In particular, in
the generalized theory, the classical interactions take ex-
actly the same form as in ordinary Yang–Mills theory—
zero between like-chirality instantons and dipole–dipole–
like for opposite-chirality instantons—except that the
strength of the interactions are given by the factor 1/ϵ2

rather than 1/g2, while the density of instantons is con-
trolled by 1/g2.

G. Outlook

We have constructed a generalized Yang-Mills theory
establishing a rigorous bridge between the conformal and
the full confining dynamics. Our central result, the ex-
act relation βg/g

3 = βϵ/ϵ
3, reveals an RG invariant sepa-

rating the confinement scale from the topological charge
density of self-dual configurations. This framework re-
solves the characterization of the SDYM limit: the vac-
uum hosts a finite density of self-dual topological defects,
yet the fact that they are exactly non-interacting, does
not harm the structure of algebraic correlators—the hall-
mark of a non-unitary CFT. Turning on the kinetic cou-
pling disturbs this balance; hence, this formalism contin-
uously maps the transition from conformality to confine-
ment.

We are essentially proposing to study Yang-Mills the-
ory not as a perturbation of a free theory, but as a per-
turbation of a logarithmic CFT, the SDYM theory, for
which the vacuum is filled with instantons.
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