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Abstract

We study the Coulomb-branch sector of 3D N = 4 gauge theories with half-hypermultiplets
in general pseudoreal representations R (“noncotangent” theories). This yields (short) quan-
tization of the Coulomb branch and correlators of the Coulomb branch operators captured
by the 1d topological sector. This is done by extending the hemisphere partition function
approach to noncotangent matter. In this setting one must first cancel the parity anomaly,
and overcome an obstacle that (2,2) boundary conditions for half-hypers are generically
incompatible with gauge symmetry. Using the Dirichlet boundary conditions for the gauge
fields and a careful treatment of half-hypermultiplet boundary data, we describe the resulting
shift /difference operators implementing monopole insertions (including bubbling effects) on
HS?, and use the HS? partition function as a natural module on which the Coulomb-branch
operator algebra A¢ is represented. As applications we derive generators and relations of
A¢ for SU(2) theories with general matter (including half-integer spin representations), an-
alyze theories with Coulomb branch y* = z(z* — 1), compute the Coulomb branch of an A,
quiver with Spin-% half-hypers, and check consistency of a general monopole-antimonopole
two-point function.
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1 Introduction

Three-dimensional theories with A/ = 4 supersymmetry host a large body of exactly solvable
structure. This includes moduli spaces of vacua |1] (in particular, Higgs and Coulomb
branches), various dualities, including 3D mirror symmetry [2-4] and symplectic duality [56],
and supersymmetric partition functions and correlation functions [7-H11]. The Coulomb
branch is especially subtle: unlike the (purely classical) Higgs branch |12], it is shaped by
strong quantum effects [1,4},/13-15], and in a Lagrangian description it is naturally probed
by disorder defects—the monopole operators [16-19]. Defining and controlling QFT in the
presence of disorder operators is intrinsically harder than for ordinary local (order) operators,
and often involves strong-coupling phenomena.

For that reason, a proper description of Coulomb branches appeared relatively recently.
Motivated in part by earlier physical insights such as the monopole formula [20], it was
pioneered in the mathematical literature [21-23]. A more physics-transparent viewpoint was
later developed via abelianization [24] and via supersymmetric localization [10}/11] (which
ultimately justifies abelianization). These approaches, however, primarily addressed 3D N =
4 Lagrangian theories of cotangent type, namely theories whose hypermultiplet matter is a
cotangent bundle T*R (equivalently, half-hypermultiplets in R®R, or full hypermultiplets in
R). In contrast, in noncotangent theories the matter consists of half-hypermultiplets valued
in a general pseudoreal representation R that is not of the form T*R. Their Coulomb
branches remained less accessible, until a recent mathematical work [25]. The goal of this
paper is to generalize the localization-based techniques of [10,11] to the noncotangent setting.

Once we allow a general pseudoreal R, two new issues arise that are absent when
R = R @ R. The first is the Zy-anomaly, i.e. the 3D parity anomaly [26/28]. For full
hypermultiplets this anomaly cancels automatically, but for general R it need not. In non-
supersymmetric 3D gauge theory one can cancel the parity anomaly by adding a Chern—
Simons (CS) counterterm, but in an A = 4 theory such a term typically breaks N' = 4 down
to N = 3 [29,[30]. We therefore restrict attention to non-anomalous theories, in which the
matter in R cannot generate half-integral CS terms at low energies (see Section . The
anomaly cancellation condition can also be phrased (see [25, Appendix B]) as the vanishing
of the map m4G — m4Sp(R), where G — Sp(R) is the given representation written so as
to exhibit the quaternionic structure required by eight supercharges. This is the familiar
condition for canceling Witten’s SU(2) anomaly in 4D [31]: a theory suffering from the 4D
SU(2) anomaly formally reduces to a 3D theory with a parity anomaly. Because of this

relation, the parity anomaly of half-hypermultiplets is sometimes informally referred to as



Witten’s anomaly, even though the former is a 3D effect and the latter is intrinsically 4D
and makes the theory inconsistent. (Unlike Witten’s anomaly, the parity anomaly can be
canceled by counterterms; in our N/ = 4 setting such counterterms would typically reduce
supersymmetry. )

The second subtlety becomes manifest when we study (2,2) boundary conditions [6,32,
33]. For (half-)hypers such boundary conditions require choosing a splitting R = I @ L*,
where L and " are transversal Lagrangian subspaces. For full hypers, R = R ® R provides
a natural splitting compatible with gauge symmetry. By contrast, the defining feature of a
genuine half-hypermultiplet is precisely that no such G-invariant Lagrangian splitting exists.
Thus half-hypermultiplets do not admit G-invariant (2,2) boundary conditions. This is a
problem for Neumann boundary conditions on the gauge fields, since those must preserve
gauge symmetry along the boundary.E] Dirichlet boundary conditions on the gauge fields,
however, are compatible with explicitly breaking G at the boundary (where it becomes a
global symmetry). Since the methods of |10,/11] rely on (2,2) boundary conditions but use
only Dirichlet boundary conditions for the gauge fields, we can proceed, though we will need
some care in deriving the analog of the gluing formula relating the S® and HS? partition

functions.

Technical overview

Let us briefly review the approach to Coulomb branches developed in [10,|11] and explain
what must be modified for noncotangent theories. In loc. cit., the Coulomb sector A¢ is
accessed through supersymmetric localization on the hemisphere HS® with (2,2) boundary
COHditiOl’lSEI The localization is done with respect to the supercharge Q¢ (compatible with
the boundary conditions) that squares to a U(1); rotation of HS® plusa U(1)y C SU(2)x R-
symmetry transformation. The fixed locus of U(1) ; on the full sphere is a circle S* C S3, and
on the hemisphere, it is an interval (half-circle) HS' C HS? (see Figure. The cohomology
of Q¢ contains local Coulomb branch operators inserted along this S* or HS*. At one point
0 € S, they form the Coulomb branch chiral ring (in one complex structure), however, as
we move along the S', they undergo a nontrivial SU(2)¢ rotation. Such twisted Coulomb
branch operators form a one-dimensional topological sector, first defined in a flat space SCF'T

in [37,[38]. The algebra A¢ of these local operators gives a short quantization [39-42] of the

'One can contemplate resolving this issue by imposing boundary conditions in a gauge-fixed theory, but
we then expect the problematic boundary conditions to violate BRST symmetry or be otherwise inconsistent.

2Hemisphere partition functions have been long known to be useful in 2D physics [34-36], but now we
also learn about their usefulness in 3D, like in the current paper and earlier references.



Coulomb branch, with %, the inverse radius of S3, being the quantization parameter. The
commutative limit of A¢g, which means the flat space limit » — 0o, recovers the coordinate
ring C[X¢] of the Coulomb branch.

The localization allows to compute hemisphere partition function decorated by the inser-
tions of twisted Coulomb branch operators along the HS!' € HS3. One can further recover
the SCFT correlators by gluing in the second hemisphere to get the full S® with insertions as
in Figure , which is well-defined in a “good” or “ugly” theory [15]. However, our hemisphere
construction provides the algebra A¢ and its representation on the hemisphere independently
of the “good/ugly/bad” status of the theory, which makes it especially powerful.

The (2,2) boundary conditions on the vector multiplet on HS® are parameterized in
terms of (0, B), where o € t is a Cartan-valued real boundary mass (boundary value of
the vector multiplet scalar), and B € AY C t is a coweight representing magnetic flux
through the boundary (recall that non-abelian magnetic fluxes live in the coweight lattice
AY, which is the weight lattice of Langlands or GNO dual group [43]), see eqn. (4.15)). For
the half-hypermultiplets, the boundary conditions are labeled by the Lagrangian splitting
R = L ® LY, see eqn. (4.17). The resulting hemisphere partition function is called a

hemisphere wavefunction, and it depends on (o, B) and L:
Zyss(o, B;L) € Fun(t x AY,C), (1.1)

where we intentionally leave the precise function space implicit. In fact, it is smooth in real

variable o (but has poles for complex o). The empty hemisphere partition function is:

HwE]L \/%F (% —w - 0)

HaeA \/%F(l —ia-0)

ZHss(O',B;]L) 2(5370 (12)
Here A is the set of all nonzero roots of G, and we also abuse the notations by denoting the
set of weights in L. C R by the same symbol L.

In this formalism, monopole operator insertions act on Zygs (o, B; L) by shift/difference
operators in (o, B), and one obtains an explicit action of A¢ on the space of hemisphere

wavefunctions. In this way we generate an Ag-module as
M:ACszs(O',B;L>. (13)

We define the algebra Aes through its action on M, so this representation is faithful by

definition, i.e. the relations satisfied in the module M are precisely the relations in A¢g. This



is reasonable because correlators in the protected 1D Coulomb-branch sector are recovered
from this representation, and relations “under the correlators” is what defines the operator
algebra in QFT.

We will find two types of generators in A¢: scalars that act on Zygs diagonally, simply
multiplying it by & = % (0 + %B), and BPS monopoles that behave as shift operators, shift-
ing B by the monopole’s charge, and also shifting o according to the BPS conditions. Mag-
netic monopoles have charges labeled by cocharacters Hom(U(1),G)/G = Hom(U(1),T) /W,
where 7" C G is the maximal torus and W is the Weyl group of G. Thus general non-
abelian monopoles have charges labeled by the Weyl group orbits in the lattice of coweights
Hom(U(1),T). Given such an orbit Wb C Hom(U(1),T'), where b is one reference coweight
(say, the dominant one), the corresponding nonabelian monopole operator can be written
as a sum of abelianized monopoles M over ' € Wb. For many purposes, M" behave as
monopoles for the gauge group given by the maximal torus T'. This is, roughly, the core idea
of abelianization: Solve everything with respect to the maximal torus, and then recover the
non-abelian answer by summing over the Weyl orbits. One subtlety this leaves, however, is
the possibility of monopole bubbling, which we will address in a moment.

The general expression for the abelianized monopole operator M? is:

» _ Polynomial in (IDG,b.(%'aUJraB)’ (1.4)

~ Polynomial in ®

where polynomials in the numerator and denominator come from the one-loop determinants

500-+05) represents the necessary shift of the variables (o, B).

on the hemisphere, and e_b'(
The precise expressions are given in (in fact, there are two representations of these
operators, corresponding to the two endpoints of the half-circle HS', as explained there).
Denominators in the expression for M® only appear in non-abelian theories, capturing
the effects of W-bosons. These denominators also cause some trouble: if we simply take the
Weyl-averaged monopole operators » .y, M Y (as well as the dressed monopoles and Weyl-
invariant polynomials in @), they will not close into an algebra with polynomial relations.
The denominators involving ® will appear in relations, which is not good: A¢ is supposed
to be a quantization of the ring C[X¢] of global functions, and no denominators should be
present in the relations. The way out of it comes from addressing another important subtlety.
The BPS equations in a non-abelian theory [11, eqn. 2.11] restrict us to T' C G (i.e.,
enforce abelianization) almost everywhere. Close to the monopole, however, they look like
the Bogomol'ny equations (see [44] for the 4D case) and allow “solutions at infinity” (of the

filed space), in which dynamical monopoles screen the external singular monopoles [45-47],



and this screening happens in an infinitesimal neighborhood of the monopole operator. The
screening effect is a non-abelian phenomenon somewhat analogous to Nekrasov’s instanton
partition function [48] (to which it is related via Kronheimer’s correspondence [49]). How-
ever, when it happens in the infinitesimal neighborhood, it violates the “abelianness” by an
arbitrarily small amount in a way that remains consistent with the SUSY localization. As
a result, the correct physical monopoles may be represented not just by the Weyl-average
of M", but rather of M® + > Z,,,(®)M", where one sums over the possible monopole
charges v to which the monopole b can be screened (v’s associated to b, in the terminol-
ogy of [45]). Such a screening phenomenon is known as the monopole bubbling, and it
attracts some interest in the literature. The direct analysis of bubbling contributions is
rather hard |44} 50-52], and an approach inspired by String Theory was used [53-57|, with
further applications (including Coulomb branches) in [58460]. For us, the important point
is that the bubbling coefficients Z,_,,(®) may be rational functions in ®, so they also have
denominators. Moreover, these denominators perfectly conspire in such a way that the com-
bined operators M®+ " Z,,,(®)M?, after Weyl-averaging, close into the algebra with only
polynomial relations. No denominators appear in the final answer, as is necessary. In fact,
we formulate it as a hypothesis, the polynomiality hypothesis, which is an assumption under

which we work:

Ac is generated by Weyl-invariant polynomials P(®) and dressed bubbled monopoles,

subject to polynomial relations.

The algebraic structure is so tightly knit that this hypothesis alone almost uniquely fixed
the bubbling coefficients. We argue that the only freedom in bubbling coefficients not fixed
by this hypothesis is the possibility to shift them by polynomials. More generally, it is the
freedom of operator mixing, i.e. the choice of basis in the space of local operators. We observe

empirical evidence for the following polynomiality conjecture [11]:

Polynomiality hypothesis fixes all the bubbling coefficients,
up to the polynomial shifts Z;_,,(®) — Z,_,(P) + P(P).

We can always resolve the operator mixing, so we can equivalently state it as follows:

Assuming the polynomiality hypothesis, we can find a basis of generators,

in which the bubbling coefficients are known.




This basis may differ from the monopole operators defined via singularity in the path integral,
but it allows to fully compute Ago. The polynomiality conjecture was explicitly proven for
theories with full hypermultiplets and (products of) simple gauge groups of rank at most
two in |11]. In the current work, we will extend this to half-hypers and gauge group SU(2)
(including products of many copies of SU(2)). One curious observation we make is that the
preservation of polynomiality hypothesis, i.e., the cancellation of poles, crucially depends on
the cancellation of Zy anomaly. In the end, we get an explicit set of generators and relations
in A¢, as well as the possibility to compute correlators by applying the gluing formula.

We would like to also mention a few recent papers on Coulomb branches: [61] explicitly
mentions the cancellation of poles, [62] describes spaces of vacua in terms raviolo vertex
algebras [63], and [64] revisits derivation of the BFN Coulomb branch from physics.

The rest of this paper is structured as follows. In Section [2] we review the structure of
3D N = 4 theories with half-hypermultiplets. We describe them both in A/ = 2 language
and as the real locus of theories with full hypermultiplets, explain the cancellation of Z,
(parity) anomaly, and provide actions and supersymmetry transformations for theories with
half-hypers on S3.

In Section 3] we review the Higgs- and Coulomb-branch protected sectors and the results
of [9H11]. On the Higgs side we extend the discussion to half-hypermultiplets (this is straight-
forward), while on the Coulomb side we give additional background for the constructions
of |10L|11].

In Section , we extend the gluing formula of [65,66] to the case of half-hypers, overcoming
some apparent obstacles. In Section 5], we describe the hemisphere partition function and the
resulting shift /difference operators. We also discuss monopole bubbling and the associated
algebraic consistency conditions.

Finally, in Section [6] we illustrate the formalism in a range of examples. We first derive
generators and relations for Aq in SU(2) gauge theory with general matter content (including
at least one matter representation of half-integer SU(2) spin). We then analyze the class of
SU(2) theories whose Coulomb branch is y? = z(z*—1) (the “Dy” geometry, which is regular
at the origin and has two isolated A; singularities). In particular, in an SU(2) theory with a
single spin—% half-hypermultiplet, these A; singularities must support 3D N' = 4 SCFTs with
Ay Coulomb branch and no Higgs branch. As a final application we compute the Coulomb
branch of an A,, quiver with SU(2) at each node, bifundamental hypers on each edge, and
one flavor of spin—% half-hyper attached to each gauge node, as illustrated in Figure . After

that we conclude with some additional general facts and open problems.



2 3d N =4 Theories with Half-Hypermultiplets on S*

In this section, we review the construction of 3d N' = 4 supersymmetric Lagrangians involv-
ing half-hypermultiplets coupled to vectormultiplets on S®. The easiest way to construct
such theories is to start with full hypermultiplets and impose a reality condition on the

hypermultiplet fields, as we elaborate below.

2.1 General N = 4 Theories and their N/ = 2 Description

A general 3d N = 4 gauge theory is characterized by the following data: a compact gauge
group G, a pseudoreal (also called quaternionic) hermitian representation R of G, and a set
of mass and Fayet-Iliopoulos (FI) parameters. By pseudoreal representation R we mean a
complex representation that admits a pseudoreal structure p. The latter is equivalent to
having a G-invariant symplectic structure on R that establishes an isomorphism of R with
its dual representation (which is identified with the complex conjugate representation via

the invariant hermitian structure),

p:R— R,
pop=—1, (anti-involution) (2.1)
where p: R — R is the conjugate map. The property pop = —1 prevents us from imposing

a reality condition on R (unlike in the case of real structure). Thus general half-hypers are
valued in a symplectic representation (R, p) defined by the homomorphism G — USp(R).
It is often illuminating to view such a theory through the lens of 3d ' = 2 subalgebra.

From this perspective, the theory consists of:

e An N = 2 vectormultiplet with gauge group G.

An N = 2 chiral multiplet ® transforming in the adjoint representation of G.

A set of N’ = 2 chiral multiplets ¢ transforming in a pseudoreal representation R of G.

e A superpotential written in terms of the pseudoreal structure as:

1 ..
W = §p”qj(<1>q)i. (2.2)

Here 4, j are gauge indices, and p* is the symplectic structure on R (antisymmetric in

i,7). This superpotential is necessary for N' = 4 supersymmetry.



The full hypermultiplet corresponds to R = R@® R, where R is some complex representation

of GG. In this case,
0 1
= 2.3
p (_ . 0) (2.3)

is the block-diagonal matrix that swaps R wiht R.

The N = 2 vectormultiplet together with the adjoint chiral ® form the N = 4 vector-
multiplet. We may introduce a triplet of mass parameters by turning on scalar vevs in the
background vectormultiplets for flavor symmetries. The vev for scalar ¢ in the background
N = 2 vectormultiplet is called real mass, while the vev for background @ is called complex
mass. Similarly, we may turn on a triplet of FI parameters (associated with background

twisted vectormultiplets), whenever the gauge group has non-trivial center.

2.2 Half-Hypermultiplets from Reality Conditions

A theory with half-hypermultiplets may also be constructed by starting with full hypermul-
tiplets and imposing the symplectic reality condition. Consider an N/ = 4 theory with gauge
group G and full hypermultiplets H transforming in a pseudoreal representation R of G.

The components of hypermultiplets are:

H = (qaaaaawadaqzad)' (24)

Here a = 1,2 is the SU(2)y R-symmetry index, @ = 1,2 is the SU(2)¢c R-symmetry index,
and o = 1,2 is the spinor index. The scalar fields ¢, and fermions 1, take values in the
representation R, while ¢* and {/;m-z are valued in the complex conjugate (and isomorphic)

representation R. In the full hypermultiplet, we only require that ¢ is conjugate to g:

(CZa)* = aay (25)

as well as, in Minkowski signature only, that {/jaa = (aa)*. In Euclidean signature, @Z and v
are independent variables. No further reality conditions are needed.

Now let us cut the field content of H in half, to construct the half-hypers in R. Let p be
the invariant antisymmetric form defining the pseudoreal structure on R, satisfying p? = —1.

While one cannot impose the reality condition on R alone, the presence of the R-symmetry



index a makes it possible to impose the following additional reality constraint on the bosons:

q" =" pa, (2.6)

where €% is the antisymmetric tensor with 2 = 1. By supersymmetry, this also forces a

condition on the fermionic fields:

Vo = pYa- (2.7)

These conditions are compatible with the SUSY and R-symmetry transformations and halve
the number of degrees of freedom, yielding the irreducible half-hypermultiplet.

In the N' = 2 language, we take the chiral multiplet ¢ in the complex representation R,
and impose that the chiral in R is related to ¢ by ¢ = pg, so the N' = 4 superpotential is:

W= %(/)Q)@CI- (2.8)

The factor of 1/2 is included to ensure that when R = R & R, one recovers the standard
superpotential W = g®q for a full hypermultiplet with chirals ¢ € R and § € R.

2.3 The Z; anomaly

An important aspect of 3D physics that becomes relevant in the presence of half-hypermultiplets
is the parity anomaly [26-28|, which we also refer to as the Zs anomaly. The Z, anomaly is
caused by spinor fields coupled to gauge fields. As a half-hyper consists of a chiral multiplet
valued in the symplectic representation R of GG, the fermionic kinetic term %i(pwd)ﬁwa, or
after integration by parts, —i(pis) D1, is simply a Dirac fermion in R. Integrating it out

may produce Chern-Simons (CS) terms. If we give 1) a real mass M, it generates a CS level:

1
kepr = §Sign(M)77R, where the Dynkin index is defined by Trg(T*T?) = nrd®, (2.9)

1

where we assume the normalization in which k.yy = 1 corresponds to the form 5~

to define the CS action.

Traq; used

If only gauge fields in the maximal torus 7' C G were activated, for each weight w in R,
the corresponding component ¢§w) would couple to the gauge field A™) = (w, A). Integrating
it out produces the half-integral Chern-Simons term %WMW [ A®dA®™) [26-28]. Summing

over weights w of R gives the Weyl-invariant symmetric bilinear form S“%(M) Do W ® w

10



on the Cartan subalgebra, whose invariant extension to g is Si%(M) Trr, leading to the CS

action:
Sign(M)/2

e / Trr (AdA + gA[A, A]) : (2.10)

which indeed has level %Sign(M )nwr in the normalization explained above.

The Z, anomaly is the half-integrality, i.e. keyr mod 1. It does not depend on Sign(M),
so the parity anomaly cancellation is the condition that nr is even. It is automatically
satisfied for full hypers, since they have R = R ® R, and ngr = 2nz. In general, the Z,
anomaly cancellation is the property of form B given by the pullback of Tr under g — sp(R):

B(X,Y) = Trr(XY), (2.11)

namely, that it is divisible by 2. It was proven in [25, Proposition 4.1.2] that the Z, anomaly

cancellation is equivalent to the homomorphism
7T4G — ’/T4Sp(R) (212)

being trivial. This is also the cancellation condition for Witten’s SU(2) anomaly in a 4D
theory with chiral matter R [31]. In fact, a 4D theory with Witten’s Z, anomaly reduces to
the 3D theory afflicted by the parity anomaly. Both are seen as failure of gauge-invariance
under a large gauge transformation. One important difference is that the 4D anomaly renders
a theory inconsistent, while the 3D anomaly can be canceled by the CS counterterm. This,
of course, breaks parity, hence the name parity anomaly (which is a clash between gauge-
invariance and parity). We do not care about parity in this paper, so why not just cancel
by the CS term? A problem is that a supercymmetric extension of CS term only admits
N = 3 SUSY [29,30]. Sometimes enhancement to N' = 4 happens in the IR [67], but
generically, it is not expected. Thus, in a generic anomalous theory, we cannot preserve
both gauge invariance and N' = 4 SUSY (and parity, of course). While one may explore
the possibility of SUSY enhancement, we will require manifest N = 4 SUSY, and therefore
proceed assuming that the Z, anomaly cancels, i.e., that ng is even (or is trivial).

2.4 Actions and Supersymmetry on S°

In practice, it is easy to work directly in the N' = 4 component formalism. We borrow the
action for full hypermultiplets coupled to vectormultiplets on S? from [9]. To get half-hypers,
we substitute the reality conditions (2.6) and (2.7) into full hypermultiplet action.

11



The resulting action for gauged half-hypers in the pseudoreal representation R is:
1 3 ow.a . a 3 a . a b
Staitnyper[H, V] = 5 [ @'23/g | pD"q" Dyga — i) P + 154" 0o + i(pg*) Do’ o

_%(an)‘bdb@ab% — () Bolypy + i ((pqa)Aai’% + (pw"‘)k”aqz)ﬂ . (213)

Here, the covariant derivative D,, acts on ¢, in the representation R, and p acts on the gauge
indices. The fermionic path integral for full hypermultiplets on S? is performed over v
and QZ@ independently. However, after the half-hyper halving , the remaining fermionic
integration is over 1, alone. Note that we chose to include the factor of % in front of the
action to ensure that for R = R ® R, we recover the full hypermultiplet from [9].

The supersymmetry transformations for the half-hypermultiplet are obtained from the

full hyper by applying the same halving conditions:
0eq” = €My, Oets = i7" €0 D" + i6L40" — i€acP’aq”. (2.14)

The transformations for ¢* and @Zd are not independent but are determined by , .
The closure of the supersymmetry algebra on the half-hypermultiplet follows from the
closure for the full hyper, with the halving conditions being preserved by the algebra. We
generally follow the conventions of [10,|11] where the full hypermultiplet case was analyzed.
In particular, the non-conformal supersymmetry algebra on S®, su(2|1), @ su(2|1),, and its
central extension by real mass and FI parameters, are unchanged from the full hyper case.
The SUSY transformations are parameterized in terms of &,;, the conformal Killing spinors
on S?, transforming in (2,2, 2) of SU(2)y x SU(2)¢ x SU(2)g, where SU(2)r = Spin(3) is

the spacetime symmetry, and obeying:

1
Vugad = ’Yufém vuf{w = _4_727u§aa7 (2'15)

where v, = €}0,, p=1,2,3, and 0, are Pauli matrices, while e}, determine the local frame.
To be more precise, the solutions to these equations give the full 3D N = 4 superconformal
algebra osp(4]|4) preserved by the free half-hypers on S3, whereas the presence of vector-
multiplets and/or mass deformations breaks it down to su(2[1), @ su(2|1), C osp(4]4). The

latter embedding is parameterized in terms of two 2 X 2 matrices:

ho € su(2)y, hY € su(2)e, (2.16)

12



allowing to write the constraint on conformal Killing spinors that determines the non-
conformal (or massive) SUSY algebra:
?

bua = 5 ha" &l (2.17)

The conventions adopted in previous works [9-/11] use the following choice of h, h in terms

of the Pauli matrices:
h=—0% h=-0" (2.18)

Now we write the vectormultiplet action and the FI term (for a U(1) factor of the gauge

group), which are independent of the matter content and thus take the same form as in [9]:

1 iy . o
SymV] = —— [ dPay/gTr (F’“’FW — DFOUD, D, + iN DN — D Deg — i N, Py
9ym
Lo zeyrab ad L abgab Lo b ayra ab L i
— 1[@ i @417, Y] — 5h h* Naa Ny, + ;(ha Dy*)(h*; @) — ﬁcb D,
(2.19)
1. i
Spi[V] = i¢ / d*z\/g (habDb“ — —hal-fbba) : (2.20)
T
The vectormultiplet SUSY transformations are:
i
Se A = 56 uMab (2.21)
i v c . [ =
O¢hap = =5 " Uplai i — DaEy = 17"Ea" Dy Py + 209385
+ éfad'[q’i,c, ®.1, (2.22)
0@ = £y » | (2.23)
8¢ Doy = =Dy (€Y Moye) — 20€(, Mye + i€ M), By - (2.24)

The flavor symmetry group is given by the normalizer of the image of the gauge group

G inside the symplectic group associated with the pseudoreal representation G — Sp(R):
Gy = No(Sp(R)). (2.25)

Finally, we can turn on the background vectormultiplet V. in the Cartan t; C g; of the
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flavor group, with the constant background values subject to the following constraint:

2i(Pr.g.)4€0e = (Do.g)a’€y = 0, (2.26)

ensuring d¢Ap . = 0. Using (2.17)), this is written as:

1 R _.
(q)b.g.)ci,habgbdhaé + (Db.g.)acéci) = 07 (227>

-
which has a unique solution in terms of m € t;:

; 74 m
((I)b-g)ai) =—-m hal}? (Db.g.)ab = _hab- (228)

r

This gives the real mass deformations.lﬂ In our conventions, this gives (Pp 4 )15 = m.

3 Protected sectors

As studied in [9H11], special supercharges Qp, Q¢ € su(2|1), ® su(2|1), define the Higgs and
Coulomb branch “protected sectors”. Namely, supersymmetric localization with respect to
Qpn (respectively, Q¢ ) computes correlation functions of the Higgs (respectively, Coulomb)
branch operators in the cohomology of Qp (respectively, Qc). The data of such correlation
functions constitutes the protected sector encoded in an algebra Apy (respectively, Ac),
equipped with a twisted trace. The algebras Ag and Aq are short quantizations [39] of the
Higgs and Coulomb branches (later called “sphere quantization” [68]).

More precisely, we need equivariant cohomology, because Qy and Q¢ are not nilpotent:

~

(Qu)? = =(P: + Re + ir(),

(Qc)? = —(P; + Ry +irm), (3.1)

T I A Y

where we work in the spherical coordinates (6,7, ) on S* used in [9], and P, is the operator
that rotates the 7 angle. Here Ry = %habRb“ and Ro = %B%Ri’d are the Cartan generators
of SU(2)y and SU(2)¢, related to the generators of u(1), @ u(1), C su(2|1), @ su(2|1), via
Ry = Ry + Rc and R, = Ry — R¢. Finally, Eand m are FI and mass central charges, which

act on states charged under the topological and flavor symmetries, respectively. The local

3In flat space, SU(2)c-triplet of masses and SU(2)y-triplet of FI parameters exist, but only one linear
combination of masses/FI parameters, which we call the real mass/FI parameter, is allowed on S3.
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operators in the equivariant cohomology of Qg must be annihilated by Q% which is achieved
by placing them at the fixed point locus of 9, and making sure that they are annihilated by
Re + irf (which is true for the Higgs branch operators). Same is true for Q¢, in which case
we are dealing with the Coulomb branch operators annihilated by Ry + irm.

The fixed point locus of 9, is a great circle Sé C S? parameterized by ¢. The cohomology
of @y and Q¢ (on local observables) are spanned by the “twisted-translated” local operators
inserted along S;: The twisted-translated Higgs branch operators for Qp, and the twisted-

translated Coulomb branch operators for Qc.

S3

o =-n/2

Figure 1: Along the fixed circle S}o C 53, one can insert the twisted-translated Higgs or
Coulomb branch operators to compute the protected correlation functions.

3.1 The Higgs sector

The twisted-translated (half-)hypermultiplet letters are:

Q(p) = qi cos g + o sin g, Qly) =q Cosg + Gy sin g, (3.2)

and general twisted-translated Higgs branch operators are constructed as gauge-invariant
words built from these letters. In the case of half-hypers described as hypers in R subject

to the reality condition, we have ¢ = —¢® = pq; and g3 = ¢* = pqgs, hence

Q= Q. (3.3)

and we only have one independent variable, the R-valued scalar Q).

After the supersymmetric localization using Qp, the effective 1D description of corre-
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lators along S; emerges. In [9] this problem was fully solved for the full hypermultiplets,
where a gauged topological quantum mechanics was identified as the exact 1D description.
Equivalently, it is a topological quantum mechanics coupled to the matrix model, with the
matrix variable ¢ € t C g. That answer extends to the half-hypermultiplets in the obvious
way, and here is why.

The approach in [9] was to first localize the vectormultiplets, and then the hypers. After
the first step, one is left with an abelian vectormultiplet background labeled by 0 € t C g
(that is integrated over) and a one-loop determinant of the vectormultiplets. After that, the
half-hypers are only coupled to the abelian vectormultiplet in the maximal torus T' C G.

Notably, the abelian group 7' = U(1)" does not admit pseudoreal representations. In
fact, the pseudoreal representation R of G, after restricting to T', breaks into a sum of one-
dimensional complex representations. (For example, the 2 of SU(2) becomes C,; & C_;4
as a representation of U(1) C SU(2).) The half-hypermultiplet in R becomes a collection
of abelian full hypermultiplets when the gauge group is restricted to 7' C G. Thus, after
the vectormultiplet localization, the next step is to localize a bunch of full hypermultiplets
coupled to the abelian gauge fields. This was already done in [9], so we have the answer.

The 1D sector is described by the path integral of gauged quantum mechanics:

Sip = 27T7“/dg0 QpD,Q, (3.4)

or after gauge-fixing the 1D gauge field, one has the equivalent form of the answer as:
1
7 = W /da det }4; (2sinh 7o) /DQ@‘S"[Q], (3.5)
¢

where

S,[Q] = 4nr / de [3Qp0,Q + 3Qp(o + mr)Q — 2mi( - 7], (3.6)

and we included the contributions of masses and FI terms.

Thus the answer for the 1D theory is, basically, identical to the one derived in [9], except
we let () be valued in R and take @ = p (), instead of it being an independent variable.
The symplectic structure p of R thus naturally becomes the symplectic structure in the first
order action (3.6).

This answer can then be used to study the Higgs sector, which is not our main goal here.
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3.2 The Coulomb sector

The Coulomb sector description given in [10}/11] for the case of full hypers is very different.
Instead of an explicit 1D action, the answer is formulated in terms of a certain algebra of
difference (or shift) operators, its module, and an inner product on the module. More pre-
cisely, the algebra A itself (the “quantized Coulomb branch”) is simply the algebra of such
difference operators, whereas the twisted trace on A¢ (that allows to compute correlation
functions) is encoded in the structure of module with the inner product.

Let us briefly recall the details. Firstly, the operators in the Qc-cohomology are Coulomb
branch chiral ring operators that undergo a U(1)¢ rotation as we travel around the S'. They

are constructed from two building blocks: the twisted-translated vector multiplet scalar,

i 1 eip/2
(I)((P) = @abv Ub, V= E <€is0/2> , (37)

and the twisted-translated BPS monopole operator M,(p), a point-like source of mag-
netic flux. These are the GNO monopoles [43] constructed by embedding the singular
Dirac’s U(1) monopole into the non-abelian group G. Such embeddings are labeled by
the cocharacters Hom(U (1), G)/G = Hom(U (1), T)/W, or the GNO charges. An element of
Hom(U(1),T)/W, seen as a map of algebras R — t, sends 1 + b subject to €™ =1 (so b
is a coweight), up to the action of Weyl group. So cocharacters correspond to W-orbits in
the lattice of coweights AV C t. A bare monopole operator associated to a given cocharacter
is a sum over the corresponding Weyl orbit, in which a summand labeled by the coweight
b € AV from the W-orbit is a local disorder operator characterized by the following singular

behavior of the gauge and scalar fields:

«F ~ b%, By = — (D) ~ —ﬁe—w, Byy ~ 0. (3.8)
Here y* are Riemann normal coordinates centered at the monopole. The singular behavior
of scalars in is, of course, dictated by supersymmetry [17], and the explicit factor of
e~ reflects the name “twisted-translated” [10].

More generally, the monopole may be dressed by some polynomial in ®(¢), subject to the
appropriate gauge-invariance condition. The monopole singularity breaks the gauge group
at the insertion point down to the subgroup G, C G, so the dressing factor P(®) must only
be Gy-invariant. Thus general Coulomb branch operators are dressed monopoles (including

those of GNO charge 0, which are just ad(G)-invariant polynomials in ®).
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We see that the construction of Coulomb branch operators only depends on the gauge
group G, not the matter content. We are interested in their correlation functions on Si, C 53,
which, of course, depend on the matter content. The solution to this problem in the case of

full hypermultiplet matter was given in [10/11], where a general Coulomb branch operator

>N P@ )M, (3.9)

v<b weWw

is represented by

where we pick a dominant coweight b (each Weyl orbit contains precisely one such coweight),
as well as its “associated” coweights v < b corresponding to the bubbling phenomenon [45]
(“associated” means that v appears in the highest-weight irrep of highest weight b), and for
each v < b, we sum over its Weyl orbit, with the summand being the dressed monopole
P(®Y)M™" where M™" is determined by the singularity (with b replaced by w - v).
Here M" is a certain difference operator given in [11], which we do not write yet, but it
will be given later in this paper for the case of half-hypermultiplet matter. As for &, it
was represented as a multiplication operator, such as & = % (0 + %B), acting on functions of
coweight B € AV and o € t. The latter functions, in fact, form a module on which the algebra
Ac of difference operators acts. We think of elements of this module as wavefunctions in

variables (o, B) equipped with the inner product (the “gluing formula”):

(f,9) = > /d"a,uaB f(o,B)g(0, B), (3.10)

BeAY

IWI

where p(o, B) is a certain “gluing” measure. Again, we do not give a formula for u(co, B)
now, since we will derive it later for the case of general matter.

An important ingredient in [10,/11] was this gluing formula, which identifies the S* parti-
tion function as the inner product of two hemisphere partition functions. Each hemisphere
HS? was represented by certain “wavefunction” (o, B), equal to the hemisphere partition
function with special boundary conditions labeled by ¢, B. The insertions of monopole op-
erators inside the hemisphere were represented by the difference/shift operators sketched
earlier acting on the hemisphere partition function (o, B). This procedure is depicted on
the Figure[2], and in the following chapters, we will elaborate and generalize it in the presence

of half-hypermultiplet matter.
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Figure 2: Each hemisphere partition function is viewed as a “wavefunction”, and the gluing
operation — as an inner product (3.10). The insertions of twisted-translated Coulomb branch
operators are represented via certain shift operators acting on the hemisphere wavefunction.

4 Supersymmetric Gluing Formula

4.1 Why the old approach requires an upgrade

We would like to generalize the gluing formula of [10,[11], expressing the S* partition func-
tion as an inner product of two hemispheres. The previous approach was to zoom in on
the infinitesimal neighborhood of the equator S? C S3, where we approximately view the
geometry as a local segment of S? x R. To S?, one associates the field-theoretic phase
space P[S?], which is an infinite-dimensional space in which the classical time evolution
is described by the first order equations (Hamiltonian equations of motion). Quantum-
mechanically, this formally leads to the infinite-dimensional version of Schrodinger equation
on “wave functionals”, which only depend on half of the canonical coordinates/momenta
that Poisson-commute. The gluing in [65,66] is identified as an integral over such a half of
variables, which can be seen as an integral over the Lagrangian submanifold of P[S?]. Tt is
of course infinite-dimensional and looks like a path integral for a 2D theory along S?. By
carefully choosing the Lagrangian submanifold in P[S?], one could ensure that this 2D path
integral had N' = (2,2) SUSY, which then afforded the application of localization techniques.

For 3D A = 4 vector multiplet, the Lagrangian submanifold in P[S?] was chosen such
that the integral over it looked like an integral over a 2D N = (2,2) vector multiplet on
S?. Basically, the 2D variables were the pullback of the 3D gauge field to S? and its 2D
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N = (2,2) SUSY completion. For 3D N = 4 hypermultiplets, however, the preservation
of 2D N = (2,2) SUSY in the gluing integral required a choice of holomorphic-Lagrangian
splitting of the matter representation. For the full hypermultiplets, the splitting

R=R&R (4.1)

already does the job, as it is holomorphic-Lagrangian in the complex structure I (in which
the V' = 2 chiral multiplets are valued in R and R,) and, obviously, gauge-invariant. With
such a choice, we had a well-defined N = (2,2) supersymmetric gluing.

For half-hypers, however, no such gauge-invariant Lagrangian splitting exists. Indeed,
if we were able to find a G-invariant splitting R = L @ L+, we would simply get full
hypermultiplets in L. This poses the main challenge of the generalization, and we must
come up with a different method to circumvent this challenge. The vectormultiplet gluing
(if we somehow separate the gauge sector from the matter sector) is not affected by this
problem, since its form does not depend on the matter content. Thus, roughly, we want to
first perform the gluing for the vectormultiplets, and then deal with the half-hypers. The
vectormultiplet gluing involves gauge-fixing along the S2, after which the lack of gauge-
invariant splitting R = L. @ L' is no longer an issue. After fixing gauge, the splitting no
longer must be gauge-invariant, and we can pick a non-gauge-invariant one. Now we would

like to make this argument more precise.

4.2 The cutting interface

We would like to add a supersymmetric interface on the equator S? C S* that implements
the cutting-and-gluing. We do it for the gauge sector first, and then include the matter. We
continue using spherical coordinates (6, 7, ¢) on S, with the equator at § = 7/2, and regard
(7, ¢) as coordinates on S

Like in [10], we identify a 2D N = (2,2) vector multiplet by restricting the 3D N = 4
vectormultiplet to the equator S? and identify the submultiplet closed under the A" = (2,2)
subalgebrd] A Q-exact Yang-Mills term built solely from the fields of this 2D vector multi-
plet localizes the equatorial degrees of freedom and enforces the matching of vectormultiplet
data across the two hemispheres.

In flat space, the choice of 2D N = (2, 2) subalgebra is associated with the choice of vector
and axial R-symmetry, U(1)y x U(1)4 C SU(2)g x SU(2)¢. The latter choice is continuous,

4While circle reduction preserves all SUSY, restriction to a subspace can at most preserve half of SUSY.
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SU2)u ., SU2)c
UDu UL’
U(1)c is the vector R-symmetry. In particular, the sphere SU(2)¢/U(1)¢ (the twistor sphere

X

parameterized by up to an additional Z, that determines whether U(1)y or
of the Coulomb branch) determines which linear combination of scalars ®,; is chosen as a
real scalar o, and which — as a complex scalar ¢. Associated with such a choice, one can split
the 3D N = 4 vector multiplet in two ways. One is the familiar 3D N = 2 decomposition
into a vector (A,,0,...) and an adjoint chiral multiplet (¢,...). Another is a decomposition
in terms of 2D N = (2,2) multiplets, splitting the 3D coordinates (in Euclidean signature)
as (z=12 x1). In this language, there is a pair (V,S) of a (2,2) vectormultiplet and a (2, 2)
adjoint chiral multipet on Rilvxg, with the infinite-dimensional gauge group Maps(R,1, G), as
explained in |6, Appendix A]. Here V' contains the 2D gauge field A; and the complex scalar
¢, while S starts with A, 4 ¢0. These multiplets are especially convenient for constructing
(2,2) boundary conditions at z+ = 0, since V and S each close under the off-shell 2D
N = (2,2) SUSY, and for each variable in V', the canonically conjugate one belongs to S.
In |6, Appendix A], these multiplets were identified in flat space.

On 83, the SU(2)g x SU(2)¢ is already broken to U(1)y x U(1)¢, so the identification
of N'= (2,2) along the equator involves no continuous choices. Up to automorphisms, only

a discrete (Zy) choice is left, leading to the two subalgebras known as:
su(2|1)a C su(2]1), @ su(2[1),, su(2|1)p C su(2]1), ® su(2|1),, (4.2)
where su(2|1)4 contains U(1)y and su(2|1) has U(1)¢ as the R-symmetry.

Field content on the interface

Like in [10], we choose to work with the su(2|1)4 subalgebra, since it contains Q¢, and

the corresponding Coulomb branch localization formula in 2D [69}/70] is well-suited for our

. ) Dij—Pss - Byj+Psy -
purposes. With our conventions, —15—= is the real scalar and —5—* —i®;, — the complex

scalar. The precise identification of multiplets on the equator S? C S? is as follows:

e A 2D N = (2,2) vector multiplet contains fields
(Ais ¢ A, Ae, D), i=1,2,

where A; is the pullback of the gauge field to S2. The complex scalar ¢, the auxiliary
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field D, and the fermions A, \ are expressed in terms of the 3D fields as:

b= tity, b=TUIT2 o gy (4.3
D= —% + %(D‘f{l + D) + ml@, (4.4)
A= 5 (s — idas + 3 — ig1), (4.5)
X = 5 O idas — a3y +ig1) (46)

Here D7} denotes the on-shell value of the 3D auxiliary field, i.e., we assume that Dy,

has been integrated out in the bulk. This on-shell value is:

i on on (1)12 92 A A . 92
§(D11 + D5y) = - T3 [ Ty + pgaT o] — 2C3; (4.7)
so that the 2D auxiliary field is:
ig* A g0 Dy — Dy

e A2d N = (2,2) adjoint chiral multiplet with scalar A, + iw, whose precise

form is not relevant.

Interface-localization term

We then proceed to add a localizing term along the equator,

e_tf52 d%z QCV7 (4.9)

where t — oo restricts us to the localization locus. Schematically, if we have a field A in the
bulk (such as the gauge field), denoting its equator restriction as a = A| g2, We may write

the functional integration over A on S® as follows:

/DA(...) :/Da/A’:aDA(...), (4.10)

where the outer integral is over the filed @ on S?, and the inner integral is over A on S? subject

—t f52 Lige(a,da,...)

to the condition A| = a. Now as we perform the localization via a term e on

S2. we write a = ag + \/%b, where aq is on the localization locus. This is useful when the
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localization locus is finite-dimensional, so the integral over aq is ordinary, not functional.

This leads to the following approximation:

/Da/ DA(...) :,/dao/pbe—fszd%bﬂb/ DA(...), (4.11)
A‘:a A|=ao+%

which becomes exact in the ¢ — 400 limit. Here A is the general operator describing

quadratic action for the fluctuation field b. In the end we obtain:

) 1
da /Dbe‘fs?dxbm’/ DA(. .. Hﬂ>/da / DA(...). (4.12
/ 0 Al=ag+ 2 () "Vdet A A|=ao Lo )

After these steps, we essentially have performed the cutting and gluing: the answer looks

like two hemisphere path integrals subject to A’ = ag, glued together via the ay integration,
with the one-loop determinant on S? playing the role of gluing measure.

This is the procedure of [66] reformulated in a slightly different way. Let us first do
such cutting-and-gluing for the vectormultiplets, using the 2D A = (2,2) vector multiplet
identified above. We apply the Coulomb branch localization formula of [69,70], just like was
done for the case of full hypers in [10]. The path integral over 2D N = (2, 2) vectors localizes
(after gauge-fixing) to the integral over the Cartan subalgebra t C g and the sum over the
coweights B € AV (magnetic fluxes through S?), leading to the following presentation of the
3D path integral:

| /
———— [ d"o Zym(o, B D|3D fields|(. .. ), 4.13
Z |W(HB)| t ( ) conditions on S2 [ ]( ) ( )

BeAV
where W(Hp) is the Weyl group of the subgroup Hg C G preserved by the flux B, the

vectormultiplet one-loop determinant on S? is a product over positive roots:

Zyw(o,B) = [] (=1)*" [(a- B/2)* + (a-0)?] | (4.14)

aEAT

and the integral over 3D fields subject to the “conditions on S’ means the same set of

boundary condition as in [10}/11]:

B, . 1 B o
A‘SQ = E(sme — 1)dr, 2—2,(@11 + @22)‘52 =35 CDiQ’SQ = D =0,

Az —i03Xsi) |0 = 0, (Ags +i03A4)| o = 0. (4.15)
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Crucially, after this step, the gauge freedom is completely fixed along S?. The remaining
gauge transformations are constant along S?, i.e., for each (o, B) the gauge symmetry be-
comes global symmetry Gy along S?, where Gy is the centralizer of o and B. Generic o, B
will break G to the maximal torus, so Gy = T, while at ¢ = B = 0, the full group is restored,
but only as a global symmetry Gy = G.

Now we can address the half-hypermultiplet matter. Since we no longer have any gauge
redundancies on S?, nothing stops us from splitting the half-hypermultiplets (restricted to

S?) into the holomorphic Lagrangian subspaces:
R=LoL" (4.16)

More specifically, we think of . and L+ as dual weight subspaces for the maximal torus 7.
Indeed, (B, o) give an abelian background, so we may restrict the pseudoreal representation
R of G to the maximal torus 7. This turns half-hypermultiplets into full hypermultiplets
with respect to the abelian group 7'

Example. The simplest example of the above phenomenon can be seen for the fundamental
of SU(2), which is a pseudoreal representation. A fundamental half-hypermultiplet contains
two scalar fields, corresponding to the weights i% of SU(2). After restriction to the maximal
torus U(1) C SU(2), these two weights become two separate representations of U(1) of
charges +1, forming a full hypermultiplet with respect to U(1).

Thus we can perform the cutting-and-gluing (through the similar insertion of a localizing
interface on S? C §%) for abelian hypermultiplets charged in LL. This leads to the following

boundary conditions along S? derived in [10]:

1 ~ ~
¢i)e =0, (DML + 5 (P45 — @QQ)QL) =0, @F—o})|e=0 @ +o305 )| =0,

2
(4.17)
and an additional one-loop determinant resulting from the localization along S:
1 T(}+iw-o+ 28
Zhyp(O', B7L> - H(_l)i(‘w'B‘_w-B) (2 wee 2 ) (418)

F(l—iw-a—i-@).

welL 2

The notation ¢ = ¢'+igy refers to the components valued in L, and JJLL —to the components

valued in L*.
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Thus in the end we obtain the final gluing formula:

1 . (+) (-)
Zss= Y m/{d o (o, B,L)Z, 20, B, L) Z}; 45 (o, B, L), (4.19)

BEAcoch

where the gluing measure is
M(U, BvL) = va<0', B)Zhyp(O',B,L>, (42())

and it explicitly depends on the choice of holomorphic Lagrangian IL. Here Zf;s)g (o, B,LL) and
Zl(q_gg, (0, B,L) mean the two hemisphere partition functions, with the boundary conditions
described above that: (1) fix the magnetic flux B through the boundary; (2) fix the scalar
®i5 to be o/r along the boundary; (3) impose the L-dependent (2,2) boundary conditions

on the hypermultiplets.

Dependence on L. We expect that the final answer, namely, the S? partition function
and the collection of correlators, do not depend on the choice of 1L, which we verify below

and in the Appendix.

5 Shift /Difference operators

Now we need to determine the remaining ingredients: The hemisphere partition function or
“wavefunction” Z(o, B) and the shift operators acting on it that represent the insertions of

Coulomb branch operators on HS3.

5.1 HS? partition function

The HS? partition function with the boundary conditions described above is computed like
in [10,/11]. First we localize 3D N = 4 vector multiplets using the Yang-Mills action as a Qc-
exact deformation. In the absence of monopole insertions, the latter sets all vectormultiplet

fields to zero, except for the Cartan-valued constant vevs:

o o
Gy =—, Diy=Dy=—i—. 5.1
=0 11 22 ZT’Z (5.1)

While on the full S? the answer is then written in terms of the integral over o € t, on HS?

the boundary conditions fix ®j5 = o/r, so no integration is left. The one-loop determinant
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for vectormultiplets on an empty HS® was computed in [11]:

v 2T
Zvec(o_a B) = 5B,0 H T

A (1 —ia-o0)

(5.2)

where 0p captures the fact that the hemisphere is empty, so there is no magnetic flux
through the boundary. Next we localize the half-hypers. They are only coupled to the
abelian background o € t, so it does not matter that they are half-hypers. Just like earlier,
the half-hypers in R restricted to the maximal torus 1" C G look like full hypers. Then R
may be split into T-invariant subspaces: L. @ L+. The abelian hemisphere partition function
was computed in [10], and the answer for empty HS? is:

't —iw-o
Ziyp(0, B,L) =00 [ | M. (5.3)

well v 2

Thus the product Zye.(o, B) Zny, (0, B, L) computes the hemisphere partition function, with
the N/ = (2,2) Dirichlet boundary conditions on the vectormultiplet labeled by (o, B), and
the N/ = (2,2) boundary conditions on the half-hypers labeled by the Lagrangian splitting
R = L®L*. The Dirichlet boundary conditions on gauge fields reduce the gauge symmetry
to a global symmetry G along the boundary, which may be further broken to a subgroup by
the vevs (o, B) and the splitting R = L & L.

The empty hemisphere is not enough, we also need an HS? partition function with a
monopole operator of charge b inserted at the pole. Computing it can be quite a grueling
task, but luckily, all the hard work was done in [10,/11]. The localization (or BPS) equations
consist of a group of equations on the vectormultiplet fields and those on the hypermultiplet
fields. When we do the Coulomb branch localization (i.e., localization with respect to Qc¢),
the hypermultiplet BPS equations only have a zero solution, whether we insert a monopole
or not. Interesting things happen in the vectormultiplet sector.

The full set of localization equations on the vectormultiplet fileds can be found in |11} eqn.
2.11]. With the monopole singularity imposed, the solutions to these equations include
non-trivial profiles for the gauge field and the vectormultiplet scalar ®;;, while the scalar
®i, = 2 remains constant (and hypermultiplets simply fluctuate on top of such a vectormul-
tiplet background). One solution to these equations is the abelian solution described in |11}
eqn. 2.12]. Seeing the monopole charge (cocharacter) as an element of Hom(U(1),T)/W,
this cocharacter is represented by a Weyl orbit Wb, where b € t is a dominant coweight
determining a T-cocharacter ¢¥* € Hom(U(1),T). As explained in detail in [11], after the
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localization the path integral reduces to a sum ) ,,,,, where for each 0’ we have a singularity
(3.8) and the corresponding solution |11} eq. 2.12]:

b’ s in6
by = . . Ar=2 R 41)dn (54)
21/ cos? § 4 sin? @ cos? ¢ 2 \ /1 —sin?@sin? ¢

where the sings + correspond to the two patches covering the monopole configuration on
HS3. Notice that all these fields, in addition to

Oiy = irDyy = irDyy = 2, (5.5)
T

take values in the Cartan subalgebra t C g, so one simply has to compute the one-loop
determinants on the abelian vectormultiplet background again. This is straightforward: The
vectormultiplet contribution is copied from |11], and the half-hypers coupled to the abelian
background forget that they are charged under GG, acting as if they were full hypermultiplets
in the representation I @ L+ of the maximal torus 7' C G. Thus, we simply read off the

answer from [10,/11]:

1 1+|lw-B| .

[loca omiemml L+ |- Bl/2 —ia - o)

2mrla-Bl/2

Zyss(b;o,B,L) = Z [phase] X 0y
b EWD

> Zy(V;0,B,L). (5.6)

b'eEWb

Here the denominator is the one-loop determinant of the vectormultipets, and the numerator
— of the hypermultiplets (which is the same as in |11} eq. 2.15], with R replaced by ). The
answer in ([5.6)) includes an unknown phase factor, which could not be reliably determined
from the one-loop determinant computation in [10]. It was fixed there to be [phase| = 1 from
the consistency conditions, namely, the requirement that the monopole-antimonopole two-
point function had the expected dependence on the monopole charge. However, that answer
was only sensible for a fixed assignment of hypermultiplet charges. In a theory of full hypers,
one may notice a symmetry: you can flip the sign of some hypermultiplet charges, or in the
non-abelian case replace representation R by its dual R, without changing the Lagrangian!
The answer [10, eqn. 3.42], however, is not invariant under such a flip, possibly acquiring a
minus sign. Thus, in order to account for this sign, we must allow in the possibility that
[phase] = £1. Thus, borrowing the arguments from [10], the undetermined factor in
is not really a phase, but just a sign. This sign should be adjusted in such a way that the

27



Coulomb branch answers (the algebra A¢ and the correlators, when possible to compute)
are invariant under replacing some of the matter representations by their conjugates. In our

case, this sign will be adjusted so that the answer does not depend on L.

Monopole bubbling. The BPS equations [11, eq. 2.11] close to the monopole insertion

(in fact, close to the S; at ¢ = 7) include the Bogomoly equation F' = xDu, where u =
Re(tan gei‘péii). The nonabelian Bogomolny equations with the monopole singularity (say,
inserted at the origin), besides the obvious abelian solution described above, admit bubbling
solutions, as reviewed earlier. The monopole singularity b gets screened to a smaller magnetic
charge v < b (where v is a weight in the representation of the Langlands dual group “G
of highest dominant weight b). Importantly, the moduli space of solutions to Bogomolny
equations has a limit in which the “screening radius”, behind which the monopole appears
to carry a smaller magnetic flux v < b, goes to zero. In this limit, the screening takes place
in the infinitesimal neighborhood of the monopole, outside of which the solution looks like
the abelian solution described above.

Localization via the super Yang-Mills kinetic term requires the vectormultiplet BPS back-
ground to be abelian (due to the potential —[®%;, &) [(IDi’d, @dé]). Naively, this seems to
forbid the bubbling solutions. However, the localization is done via the term e *>YM in the
limit ¢ — oo, and at every finite ¢, we may mildly violate the BPS equations, so long as the
functional Syy; deviates from 0 by terms of order o(t~!). The bubbling solutions are of this
kind: they fail to be abelian in a tiny neighborhood of the monopole singularity, leading to
an arbitrarily small Syy. Thus, they contribute in the localization procedure. In the limit
t — o0, this gives additional localization loci, where the BPS solution looks like the abelian
solution of smaller charge v < b. The one-loop determinant on such a background is the
same, possibly with additional effects captured by the “bubbling factor” Zy(b' — v'; 0, B,L).

Thus the full hemisphere partition function is:

Zyss(bio, B,L) = Y Zo(t;0,BL)+ Y > Zo(t - v'i0, B, L) Zy(v';0, B,L). (5.7)

b'ewbd v<b b'eEWb
v eEWv

These bubbling factors were subject of increased interest in the recent decade, as we reviewed
in the Introduction. We do not attempt to extend our localization techniques to compute
them. Instead, we follow the approach of [11], where it was argued that the bubbling factors

can be bootstrapped from the algebraic consistency of Ac.
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5.2 Shift/Difference operators

The insertions of Coulomb branch operators (along HS' C HS?) can be represented by
certain operators acting on the hemisphere partition function. Furthermore, since the half-
circle HS" has two endpoints, those are the two “entries” through which a Coulomb branch
operator O can be added to HS!, leading to the two “versions” of it: an operator Oy

representing the insertion at ¢ = 0 and Og representing the insertion at ¢ = 7

Figure 3: A twisted-translated Coulomb branch operator O(y) entering the hemisphere
through the N endpoint of HS!, that is O(0), is represented by an operator Oy acting on
the hemisphere partition function, while O(7) is represented by Os.

Using these definitions, we can immediately derive @ and ®z by relying on our boundary

conditions:
1 1 1
Oy = D(0) = 5 (2015 + i + Pis)| =~ (o + 5B ),
1 1 1
Cs = O(7) = 5(2P45 — By — D), = ~lo—3B) (5.8)

As for the operators M, and MY representing monopoles, their form was derived in [10}/11]
using several conditions: (1) for any O, the operators Oy and Og commute (it does not
make a difference whether you first insert an operator at point N or at S); (2) when acting
on an empty hemisphere, OS)OE\?) . (’)](\7)20(0; o,BL) = (’)g”)(’)(sn_l) o Ogl)ZO(O; o, B,L),
as moving the local operators from ¢ = 0 to ¢ = 7 reverses the order in which they
act on the hemisphere; (3) naturally, we must have Zy(b; o, B, L) = M%Zy(0; 0, B,L), i.e.,
MY}, adds a monopole operator that can be moved to the tip of the hemisphere, yielding
the configuration that computes Zy(b; o, B,L). These arguments were carefully spelled out
in |10, Section 5.1.1], and then generalized to the non-ableian case in [11]. We see that,

essentially, nothing changes in the case of theories with half-hypers, except the expression
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Zy(b; 0, B,1L) now involves L. Thus, we immediately conclude:

(=1)w+ g .
oer e G+ O8) iy, 4 (10,400)
_q)(ab) )
[Loea R (irac- ‘I)N)(a.b)+

() Kt S B
e (5 +irw - P i
[Toer =z (3 5) . ¢ (30:-05) (5.9)

_1)(mab)p
[oca S (ira - ®5) o,

MY, = [sign] x

MY = [sign] x

where [sign] represents the sign ambiguity, the leftover of the undetermined phase in ([5.6))
discussed after (5.6). We also use notations: (z) = (x+|z|)/2, and (x), = ['(z+n)/T(z) =
v(r+1)...(z+n—1). The operator e 9% is a shift operator that, because of

G_blaB(SB’O = 5B—b,0 = 5371;, (510)

reflects the fact that both M$ and M2 add a magnetic flux b to the hemisphere. The operator

+1b8

e o shifts o by j:%b in the argument of the hemisphere wavefunction. Collecting the total

power of r, we get the familiar formula for monopole scaling dimension:

A,,:%(Zyw-b\—Zm-by):iZyw-by—%Zya-by, (5.11)

weL aEA weR aceA

where the second expression is written in terms of the full pseudoreal representation R to
emphasize that the answer is independent of the splitting R = . @ LL-. Here we used the
fact that in every pair of weights (w, —w), one must belong to I and the other — to L+,
as the symplectic pairing of such weights is non-zero, so they cannot belong to the same

Lagrangian subspace.

The sign. To fix the unknown [sign] in , we must require that the two-point function
represented by My"M%Z(0;0, B,L) = MiMg*Zy(0;0, B,LL) is invariant under the “flip-
ping” of charges, which also means that it is independent of IL: choosing L. amounts to
picking, for each pair of weights (w, —w), whether we add w or —w to LL (i.e., in the abelian-
ized description, choosing the sign of T-charge of each abelian hypermultiplet). One choice
that works for us is:

fsign] = (—1)2(Zwerv?), (5.12)

which is indeed just a sign if the theory is non-anomalous.
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General dressed monopoles, including the bubbling terms, are represented as:

[P(@)M'] = >~ POVMN*+ Y > P(ON)Z(b" — v';0, B,L)MN"" (5.13)
wew wew U<VI\J}
v eEWw

Here both XV and w - X mean the same thing: the action of the Weyl group element w on
X € t. The formula (5.13)) is written in the “N” representation, but it equally well may be
written in the “S” representation (and the precise form of the bubbling factors Z, may be

different for the two representations).

5.3 Algebraic consistency, or polynomiality and mixing

One key idea in the nonabelian story of [11] was the hypothesis of polynomiality, leading to
the conjecture of polynomiality verified there for theories with gauge groups of rank < 2.
As explained in the Introduction, the hypothesis of polynomiality states that the Coulomb
branch algebra Ac only has polynomial relations. This prohibits any denominators from
appearing, which is quite non-trivial, since the shift operators have denominators, and
imposes strong constraints on the form of bubbling coefficients.

The conjecture of polynomiality states that this condition fully determines the form of
bubbling coefficients up to the choice of basis in the space of local operators (the mixing
ambiguity). In a flat space CFT, operators of the same scaling dimension can mix. In a
theory with dimensionful scale, the operators of different scaling dimension can mix too, the
difference being compensated by the power of a dimensionful parameter (the UV scale, the
IR scale, or some coupling). In our case the relevant parameter is the radius r of the sphere.

The operators may mix with those of lower dimension, the difference compensated by 7:

1
O - OA + Z m@A/, (514)

AT<A

where O has dimension A. The “mixing” here is not a physical phenomenon, but rather
an artifact of description. For a randomly constructed operator, the mixing is most certainly
present and must be resolved via the Gram-Schmidt procedure, as was done, e.g., in [9).
While the basis of operators of definite dimension is often preferred, it may certainly
happen that in the process of solving the theory, other bases also play role. This is the case for
us: The basis that simplifies the bubbling coefficients helps a lot. Roughly, we constrain the
bubbling coefficients using the polynomiality hypothesis and up to the freedom of operator
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mixing. The remarkable feature is that this fully determines the bubbling coefficients, hence
solves the theory. After that, if needed, we can, of course, diagonalize the two-point functions

to recover the CFT data. Let us describe this in slightly more detail.

Theories with minuscule monopoles. The monopole charges are Weyl orbits in AV,
the weight lattice of the dual group “G. Pick the dominant weight b € AV, consider the G-
module Ry of highest weight b. The monopole of charge b can only bubble to monopoles whose
charges also belong to R, [44,45], except those in the Weyl orbit Wb. When the full set of
weights in Ry, coincides with the Weyl orbit Wb—such representations are called minuscule—
there is no bubbling. Such monopoles are represented by > M Whether a theory
admits minuscule monopoles or not is a condition on the global form of GG. Oftentimes, the
minuscule monopoles actually generate the whole algebra A¢, and we are done (even though
the higher-charge monopoles bubble). The basic example is G = U(N), as *G = U(N), and
its N-dimensional representation is minuscule. Coulomb branches of theories with G = U(N)
(and unitary quivers) were the first well-understood examples [24]. Another basic example is
G = SO(3): for LG = SU(2), the two-dimensional representation is minuscule, as its weights
form a single Weyl orbit. This monopole does not bubble, and furthermore, M* 4+ M~! and
O(M' — M) generate the whole algebra, so the Coulomb branch sector is again solved
without ever analyzing the bubbling. But in any case, neither G = U(N) nor G = SO(3)
admit any pseudoreal representations, so such theories only have full hypers, and all the

answers can be found in [11].

True bubbling. Now we will study theories that have half-hypermultiplets and whose
minimal monopoles bubble. The main example is G = SU(2), which has both properties.
Indeed, “G' = SO(3), and its minimal representation is three-dimensional, whose weights
{—2,0,2} split into two Weyl orbits, {—2,2} and {0}. The monopole characterized by the
orbit {—2,2} may bubble into the charge-zero monopole, i.e., exhibit a complete screening.

This is reflected in the fact that the correct abelianized monopole is:

—

M? = M? + Z(®), (5.15)

where Z(®) = Zy(2 — 0,0, B,L) is the bubbling term which is a function of ® only.
Let us repeat the argument of [11]. Shifting M? (or rather its Weyl-average M2+ M ~2) by
the lower-dimension operators of monopole charge zero, such as (Weyl-invariant) polynomials

P(®), we change the form of Z(®), i.e. the functional form of Z(®) depends on the choice
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of basis of operators. Consider the bubbled minimal monopole and its dressed version:

M? = M? + M7+ Z(®) + Z(—9),
[DM?] = B(M? — M%)+ (Z(®) — Z(—d)). (5.16)

A monopole of the same charge dressed by a general polynomial F(®) = f(®?)+ g(®?)® can
be written as [F(®)M?] = f(®?) - M? 4 g(®?) - [.M?], and monopoles of higher charge can
be obtained by taking products. Thus M?, [®M?] and ®? generate the whole Ac. However,
M? and [®M?] include the unknown function Z(®). In order to resolve this issue, we pick

a different set of generators: ®2, X and Y, where
X = M? 4+ P (9?), Y = [OM?] + Py(d?), (5.17)

with some unknown polynomials P, and P, that account for the mixing ambiguity. We are
about to argue that, while the form of Z(®), P,(®), and P»(®P) remain undetermined, there
exist unique choices of P, and P, such that X and Y admit explicit expressions. Thus we
will use ®2, X, Y as generators, yielding an explicit description of Ac.

The monopole shift operators (written in the N representation) are:

(D@ 1
)HwE]L Tl (§+erq))(2w)+ 205 —id,

M2 = (=1 (ZweLw + 5.18
=1) 5 (ir® + 1)ird ’ (5.18)
— (*2"1’)-&- 1 .
. e, S (3 +irw®) |
M72 _ (_1)( ZweLw)+ €L 1‘ |. <2 : )( 2w) + 6263+280. (519)
= (ir® —1)ird
Compute the following commutators of shift operators:
41 4
X®? - 9°X = ——y — —X
r r
4 4q
+ S (Z(®) + Z(=0) + P(9%) + — (9(Z(D) - Z(=2) + Po(®%) . (5:20)
4q 4
VP — 0 = ——°X — —Y
r r
4 47
+ = (DZ(D) = Z(=0)) + B(8%) + — 0 (Z(®) + Z(~0) + P (2%) . (5.21)
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Polynomiality hypothesis tells us that the right hand side is polynomial. In particular:

(Z(®) + Z(~@) + P(®%) + 1 (B(Z(®) — Z(~®)) + B(97)) = iAg(®?),  (5.22)

(B(Z(®) — Z(—D)) + Po(D%)) +i®* (Z(P) + Z(—®) + P1(D?)) =iA:1(P*)  (5.23)

S|=3 =

are polynomials in ®*. From the first equation, we fix P,(®?) such that Ay(®?) = 0:

Po®?) + B(Z(®) ~ Z(~®)) = * (2(2) + Z(~) + P1(#7)). (5.24)
Then the second equation becomes:
(%2 + @2) (Z(®) + Z(—D) + P(D%)) = Ai(D?) (5.25)

Since we can always write A;(®?) = ¢+ (72 + ®*)B(®?), we can clearly choose P;(9?) in

such a way that A;(®) = c is a constant, so:

2(®)+2(=9) + A(®) = g
Py(@?) + B(Z(D) — Z(—)) = %ﬁ (5.26)
Thus we fix the expression for X and Y uniquely, up to a single constant c:
X=M M2y
P2+ &’
Y = (M? - M) ;@2 i T (5.27)

Is the algebra Aq defined for every ¢? No, as it turns out, the polynomiality hypothesis
further constrains c. For that, use the shift operators ([5.18]) to compute the following:

_1)2]w]|
2 211 (Gt el ? (% + irw®) (—ou) (2 — 2w+ irw®) (2w
XY —YX +2XX = (—1)ZwerwlZ22weL r2lvl 12 -2 +
i =1 (B + 1)
—1)2|w]| . .
5w 2 e S (G + irwd®) guy, (3 + 20 +irw®) owy, 20
_<_1) weL " + —_— PR
O(P - 1)? r(®2+ %)

(5.28)

The right-hand side should be a Weyl-invariant polynomial in ®. In particular, all the poles
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must cancel. For G = SU(2), the weights are valued in %Z: Those in Z belong to the integer-
spin representations that are real, while those in Z + % belong to pseudoreal representations

(which must be present if we want to have half-hypers). Let us introduce:

> fwl = A, (5.29)

well

Notice that 24 mod 2 is precisely the Z; anomaly discussed in Section 2.3] With this

notation, [], (;gj‘wl = (ﬁ)jA. Now note the following equality:
1 . Qs (1
— — 2w + irwd = (=) | = —irwd (5.30)
2 2
(2w)+ (2w)+

which is verified using the definition (z), = z(x +1)...(z +n — 1). We apply this relation
to (5.28)), use (—1)W++(=2w)+ — (_1)24 and express the right hand side of (5.28) as:
21 c?

[X(@) = (~1)*"(-2)] + TP (5.31)

2
r2Ad

where we introduced:

Hwel(% - 2'7“11](1))(210”(% + 2w — irw®) (—ow),

@1 1) ;s = (=1)Zwevl (532)

X(®) = s x

This shows that when (—1)?4 =1 (i.e. the Z, anomaly is zero), the pole at ® = 0 cancels
in (5.31)). Curiously, for (—1)?4 = —1, this pole cannot vanish and the polynomiality fails.

This is what goes wrong with our formalism when the Z, anomaly is present:

‘In anomalous theory, the hypothesis of polynomiality fails.

The expression (5.31)) also has apparent poles at & = i%, which both must cancel. To

extract the pole at ® = —%, we set & = —% + x and only keep the terms that contribute to
the pole:
95 [wer (3 — w — irwz) (2w)s (A 4+w- irw:t:)(_m)+ 2 2 (5.33)
r2A (—%—{—I)JIQ r (%_x)gxg' .

Notice that (3 — w — irwz)s, = (3 — w — irwz) (3 —irwz) ... (w — 1 —irwz), so collecting

the first with the last factors, the next-to-first with the next-to-last, and so on, gives us
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IL [— (5+i— ’w)2 - r2w2x2} that only depends on 2. Thus in the numerator, we can
simply set z = 0 (all other terms are O(z?) and do not contribute to pole). Expanding the

rest in %, we collect the following polar terms:

r r? s  4s 1 1
weL (2w)+ (—2w)+

clearly implying that

4s 1 1 4s 1
2 _ _
c _r2A|| <§—w)(2) (§+w>_ =3 ||(§—|w|) : (5.35)
w) + (—2w)4 2|w]

well

Analyzing the pole at & = :: gives the same result. If a theory has at least one half-integral

weight, then the above expression clearly vanishes:
1
LH<Z+§>#@:>0:O. (5.36)

In particular, a theory with genuine half-hypermultiplets must contain pseudoreal represen-
tations, i.e. those of half-integer SU(2) spin. For such theories, ¢ = 0. When all the weights
are integers, we get a non-trivial ¢ above, and the sign of ¢ can be fixed with the trick used
in [11] (start with the U(2) gauge group, construct the monopole and gauge U(1)op)-
More generally, assume that the matter, besides being charged under SU(2), is coupled
to some other group G’, global or gauge. Consider a representation s ® R’ of SU(2) x G,
where s is an SU(2) irrep of spin s. When s € Z+ %, it is pseudoreal and we can describe this
as follows: There are N half-hypers in s, with global symmetry SO(N) and G' C SO(N).
Then choose a Lagrangian in s ® R’ simply as L ® R’, where L. C s is Lagrangian, and any
weight (w,w') € L ® R’ comes together with (w, —w’). The other case is s € Z, so s is real
and R’ must be pseudoreal. In this case choose s ® ' as a Lagrangian, where ' € R’ is
Lagrangian. In either case, introduce a scalar ® (dynamical of background) that couples
to w’. Then the expressions for M? and M2 in involve products over (w,w’), an we
replace each w® by w® + w'®’. Pretty much the same analysis goes through, leading to the
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necessity of pole cancellation in:

25 [Ty coael (5 + irw® + irw'®') (_ow), (5 — 2w + irwd + irw' ) (2w,

r2|w]
(P + 1)
_25 [T, %(% + irw® + irw'®’) 9w, (5 + 2w + irw® + irw' ) (_ow), . 2 2
P(P — )2 r (@24_%2)2
(5.37)

Since (w,w") is paired either with (w, —w’) or (—w,w’), we again show that the ® = 0 pole
cancels, while the cancellation of ® = :I:% poles leads to the similar result, if the anomaly

cancellation condition (—1)24 = 1 holds:

4(—1) Zwer vl 1 ,
A2 = —— H 5 lw| + irw'®’ - (5.38)

(w,w’)

One can also easily see (since every (w,w’) is paired with (—w,w’) or (w,—w’)) that this

expression is a total square, so that ¢ is a polynomial in ®’.

6 Examples

Now we have all the tools to handle a few examples of theories with half-hypermultiplets, in

which we are able to fully solve the Coulomb branch sector.

6.1 General SU(2) with half-hypers

In a theory with gauge group SU(2) and at least one half-integer spin representation (which
includes all examples with the half-hypers), as we have seen above, ¢ = 0. All the Coulomb
branch operators are built from ®? (as ® + —® under the Weyl group), where we take

b =0y = %(O‘ + %B), and the two minimal Weyl-invariant monopoles:

X=M+M72
Y = ®(M? — M™?). (6.1)

We can check that for by,by > 0, MM = M®+b2 and MM~ = M7 thus
M* = (M?*)™ and M 2" = (M~2)". This proves that X, Y and ®? are enough to generate

everything: X™ will contain M?"® 4+ M~2" plus lower-dimensional terms, while Y X" ! will
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contain ®(M?" — M~2") plus lower-dimensional terms. From these, we construct the basis

of the algebra of shift operators (viewed as a complex vector space):
Basis: ®*"X" m >0, n>0, and ®*"YX" m >0, n>0. (6.2)

Let us determine the relations that allow to write any element as a linear combination of

these. Two relations are commutators that are independent of the precise matter content:

43 4

X0 — 92X = ——Y — =X, (6.3)
r r
4i 4
VP — %Y = —Z8°X — — Y. (6.4)
r r
One relation is a commutator that depends on the matter content:
2 o 1
XY —YX =——X"+ —p(?), (6.5)
r r
p(®) = 4i(M>*M 2 + M2M?) + 2r&(M 2M?* — M*M~?), (6.6)
where the matter-dependent piece p(®) evaluates to:
(@) = 2 luc DO 1 Mucr (3 Tirfwl®)p,  Tlue (3 —irlwl®) (6.7)
= 7243 3 (1+ird)? (1—ird)? o

which is clearly a polynomial in ®?: the poles at ® = j:}; cancel because a non-anomalous
theory with half-hypers has at least two half-integral weights w € IL; and the pole at & =0
cancels due to the symmetry under ® — —®, which also shows that it is a function of ®2.

The final and most important relation allows to decrease the power of Y in any expression:

0

Y? = @22 - ?ZYX + (D) (6.8)
"

W(®) = —202(M2M~2 + M~2M?) — ~&(M~2M? — M2M~?), (6.9)

r

where again the matter-dependent part u(®) is a certain polynomial in ®?:

_ 2 [Tyer (1)@ [Toer (5 + ir]w]@)‘m [Toer (5 ir!w[@)pw‘

#®) p2A=2 (1 +ird)? (1—ird)? (6.10)
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It is instructive to take the commutative limit » — oo, in which p(®) vanishes and p(®)

becomes (using that A € Z):

lim (@) = (—=@%)* s [ [ (1) [w|**! = —a(®?)*". (6.11)
welL

Thus we obtain commuting variables X, Y, Z = ®2 subject to the relation:
V?=7X?—az4 (6.12)

We can always set o = 1 by rescaling X and Y, obtaining the usual form of the D 4 singularity,
where, recall, A =
with Ny full fundamental hypers and N, adjoint ones, where it was found that A = N;+2N,,

wer, || A special case of this result was obtained in [11] for a theory

indeed matching our answer.

6.2 Theories with the D; Coulomb branch

Whenever ) . |w| = 2, we get the Coulomb branch that after rescaling the variables
looks like % = zx? — z, which, formally, is a D, singularity. The latter is not on the list of
singularities: it is not even singular at the origin. Instead, it has two isolated A; singularities
at x = +1, y = z = 0, reflecting that at the level of Dynkin diagrams, Dy = A; U A;.

There are three non-anomalous SU(2) gauge theories with A = 2: (1) theory with a
single spin-2 half-hyper; (2) theory with two full fundamental (spin-3) hypers mentioned
in [11,/71,72]; (3) theory with a single adjoint full hyper. All of these are “bad” theories,
have isomorphic Coulomb branches, yet different Higgs branches. Only the first theory
contains a genuine half-hyper, while the other two consist of full hypers and are amenable
to the older methods. Note that the last theory actually has /' = 8 (more on that below).

6.2.1 SU(2) with spin-% half-hyper

First consider an SU(2) gauge theory with one half-hypermultiplet in a spin—% (i.e., four-

dimensional) irrep. This is the simplest example with a half-hyper (since a single spin—% is
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anomalous). There are four ways to pick the weights spanning the Lagrangian subspace:

]L’++ :{ ) }a (613)
1 3
= 14
{2, ° (6.1
13
L_, = 1
1 3
_={—,—=} 1
-3 2} (6.16)
All four cases, referred to as ++, +—, —+ and ——, lead to the same answers. We find:

(14 3ird)(3 + 3ird)(5 + 3ird) 20 1 2,

s M? = Mi=s——— 6.17
i 16ir® ’ (ir® — Dird" (6.17)
| T _ 3(1 = 3ir®)(5 — 3ird) 2
_M2:_ T8<1> M 2:— Taq) ].
* 2ird” 8ird o (6.18)
3(1+ 3ir®)(5 + 3ird) _u 1
—+ M? = Poe M2 = v 1
* Sird cr ~ 2" (6.19)
1 2 _ (1 —3ird)(3 —3ird®)(5 — 3ird) =
M2~ %O A2 »% (6.20
(ir® + 1)ir<I>€ ’ 16ir® ‘ (6:20)
The three commutation relations specialize to:
49 4
X®% - °X = ——Y — —X, (6.21)
r r
) 4
Y®2 - 9%y = ——Z<I>2X -5Y, (6.22)
2 27
XY —YX = ——ZXQ +5- : (6.23)
T
And the Y? relation reads:
21 27 15
Y?=32X?2 — YX — Z@Q + (6.24)

completing the description of Aq as a free associative algebra generated by X,Y, 7 = ®?2,

modulo the relations (6.24)-(6.23)):

Ac = C(X,Y, 8 /((6.24), (6.21), (6.22), (6.23)). (6.25)

While Y has dimension 1 and ®? is a dimension 2 operator, X has dimension 0, indicative

of the “bad” theory. In the commutative limit » — oo, we recover the Coulomb branch as a
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variety determined by:
27

Y?2=7X?— ZZ. (6.26)
This surface, though formally a D, singularity, is smooth at the origin X =Y =2 =0
(indeed, there is no such thing as Dj singularity). It has two isolated A; singularities (and

no other singular points) at:

X:i?’Tﬁ, Y =2=0. (6.27)

These singularities must support some SCF'T, however, notably, they do not represent
intersection with the Higgs branch, for in this example, there is no Higgs branch, since the

hyper-Kahler quotient is trivial:
Mo =C*///SU((2) = 0. (6.28)

The SCFT at either singularity must have the Coulomb branch isomorphic to the A; singular-
ity and no Higgs branch. It could be a Z, gauging of a twisted hyper, or some non-Lagrangian
3D N =4 SCFT (in the spirit of [73][74]).

6.2.2 SU(2) with two fundamental hypers

The third and final theory with the “Dy” Coulomb branch is an SU(2) theory with two
fundamental full hypers, which was discussed in |71, Section 4.2] and [72, Section 7.3.1].
Here again the bubbling coefficient ¢ = 0, and the relations between X = M? + M~2
Y = ®(M? — M~?) and ®? are:

XP? - 9?°X = —ﬁy — ix, (6.29)
r r2
4i 4
YP2 - 9%y = — §2X — Y, (6.30)
r r2
iy .
XY VX =-2x24 21 (6.31)
T T
2 | 1
Y2 = ¢2X? - 72YX -0 (6.32)

The commutative limit, Y? = ZX? — Z—ILZ , is, up to rescaling, our familiar complex surface.
The full non-commutative algebra Ac, though, is yet again different.

As for the Higgs branch, the hyper-Kahler quotient C®///SU(2) is, in fact, a disjoint
union of two A; cones. A way to think about it is as follows. Two fundamental hypermulti-

plets is the same as four fundamental half-hypermultiplets, manifesting a flavor group SO(4).
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Thus SU(2), x SU(2)_ acts on the half-hypers, and one finds that the Higgs branch is given
by the nilpotent cone in su(2), @ su(2)_, which is A; U A;. Though from the viewpoint of
the hyper-Kahler quotient, it appears like these cones touch at the tip, it is clear from the
physical picture that the quantum reality is different: they are attached to the two singu-
lar points on the Coulomb branch. Thus, both SCFTs sitting at the singular points have
Mpy = Mx = A, singularity, consistent with the results of [71] and |72 Section 7.3.1], who
used their methods to identify SCET at the singularity as the IR limit of SQED, (i.e., U(1)
with two charge-one flavors). This is in contract to our spin—% example, where singularities
do no represent intersection with the Higgs branch and support an undetermined SCFT. It

would be interesting to develop methods for determining the latter.

6.2.3 SU(2) with full adjoint hypermultiplet

An SU(2) gauge theory with a single adjoint full hyper has a nonzero bubbling term with
¢ = ;. To fix the sign of ¢, we may either view this as a U(2) gauge theory (in which
the b = 1 monopole is minuscule), in which the topological U(1),, is gauged, or, even
more transparently: Notice that the matter content with only integral weights (such as the
adjoint matter) allows for the gauge group SO(3). The SU(2) and SO(3) gauge theories are
of course related to each other by gauging the Zy symmetry. The SO(3) theory allows for the
b = 1 monopoles (which again are minuscule and do not bubble), so we have x = M+ M1,

=®(M'— M) and

: 1
wd -+
2,77 0s

M = 6.33
ird ’ (6.33)
wrd — 3
Vil Y 6.34
rd c ( )
By computing 2% = M? + M2 + 4)2 12 + 2, we see that indeed this fixes the sign, ¢ = —#.
We first compute relations in the SO(3) theory:
21 1
2®? — 2p = ——Zy -5 (6.35)
2 1
yd* — %y = — 2% — —y, (6.36)
r r
4q
Ty — yr = —3932 + —Z (6.37)
r r’
' 1
y? = % — 49? — ;yw + 5 (6.38)
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In the SU(2) theory, we instead have X = x? —2, Y = yx as the elementary monopoles, and

the relations are:

49 4

X2 - P?X = ——Y — — X, (6.39)
r r? .

Yo - oy — — gy %Y — 2—3 (6.40)
T r r

XY —vX = -2 x + &7 (6.41)

T T
2i 1 2
V2= @2X? 40 - VX 4+ X+ o (6.42)

r 72 72

We see that the commutative limits of the SU(2) and SO(3) theories give the same complex
surface y* = zx? — 42 (not even rescalings are required), which is related to the existence of

the following automorphism:

2

(x,y,2) = (x° — 2,yz, 2). (6.43)

At the same time, the noncommutative algebras are different: We constructed AgU(Q) as a
proper inclusion in Ago(?’) :

As for the rest of vacua, this theory has no pure Higgs branch. Instead, the Higgs and
Coulomb branches are unified into the mixed moduli space, which is typical for enhanced
SUSY (indeed, this example has N' = 8). What we have found so far (the “Coulomb branch”)
is a slice of the moduli space where the hypermultiplet scalars vanish, () = @ = 0. If we
include (@, @), we find the total moduli space of the 3D N/ = 8 SU(2) super Yang-Mills,
which is known to be C*/Z, [75,/76]. If we denote coordinates on C* as (m, ®,Q, Q), with
the identification (m,@,Q,é) ~ (=m,—d,—Q, —@), then by choosing z = e™ + m™",
y=®(em —e ™), z= P2 we indeed get y* = zz* — 4z inside the total C*/Z,.

6.3 Quiver of SU(2) groups

Another example we briefly consider is a linear quiver of SU(2) groups, with n gauge nodes,
bifundamentals connecting adjacent SU(2) nodes, and one flavor of spin—g half-hyper at-
tached to each node, see Figure [l Thanks to the presence of this flavor, the bubbling

coeflicients ¢; (which are associated to each node) all vanish.
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3/2 3/2 3/2 3/2

Figure 4: Quiver of SU(2) groups with half-hyper flavors connected by the dashed lines.

Thus we have:

X; = M? + M2, (6.44)
Y= @i( M7 — M), (6.45)

where the shift operators are:

1 /1 r i 1 ar i 1 i 1 i
M? = - (5 + E(I)i + 5‘1%’1) (5 + 5@2‘ - 5@@1) <§ + 5‘1%’ + Eq)zdrl) (5 + E(I)i - Eq)z'ﬂ)

r
(B E0) (450, .,
(Z’I“(I)Z + ].)ZT'(DZ ’

(6.46)
1 /1 ar 1 1 ar wr 1 ar 18 1 ar 18
M72= (2@ =Py ) [z — =B — =By | (= — = + =D, B -~
r4(2 2% 1)(2 2 2 1)(2 2% “)(2 2 2 “)
1 ;
et e, (6.47)

" ird, — D)ird,

One can then derive all the relations precisely in the same way. We only derive the commu-

tative limit of the Coulomb branch, written in terms of X, Y; and Z; = ®%:

27
1024
Here we set Zy = Z,,1 = 0. This system of equation is an answer to the Coulomb branch,
but we could of course extract much more (the quantum ring A¢c and the correlators, since

this is a good theory).

7 Outlook

In this work, we completed the program of [9-11] by constructing the quantized Coulomb
branch A¢ of a general Lagrangian 3D N = 4 gauge theory that has half-hypermultiplets

(i.e., a noncotangent theory). When the theory is good, we also have the trace map on the
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algebra:

1
(O € Ac) — (Znss|O|Zpss) = W Z d"o u(o, B)Zyss(o, B,L)OZyss(0, B, L),
BeAv 7t

(7.1)
where Zpgs is the empty hemisphere partition function (1.2)), (o, B) is the gluing measure
defined in , and O is the shift operator representing an element of Ao. This map
allows to compute correlation functions in the topological quantum mechanics associated to
the Coulomb sector, which requires nontrivial integration over o. However, we get the algebra
Agc itself (the quantized Coulomb branch) essentially for free, without any integration.

In the answer provided in the main body of the paper, we ignored masses and FI param-
eters, however, they can be easily incorporated. To include masses, one simply replaces w - ®
by w - ® + M inside the Pochhammer symbols in the numerators of shift operators. This
will have the effect of deforming the Coulomb branch by complex masses. The FI terms are
a bit trickier since they lift the Coulomb branch. As explained in [10, Section 5.1.2], the
FI terms introduce explicit (-dependence ¢"**? into the monopole operator, and they also
multiply the gluing measure by e 87 ¢

There are still some problems left to solve in this area. A few notable ones:
1. Proving the polynomiality conjecture in general.

2. Developing more efficient techniques for extracting the answers from our formalism, in

particular, the bubbling coefficients and the generators and relations of A¢.

3. Developing tools for extracting the data of SCFT at the singularity of moduli space.
Our example of SU(2) with one spin-3 half-hyper is an interesting test case. This
theory is quite rigid: it has no mass deformations in the UV. Its Coulomb branch has
two A; singularities supporting some SCFT (which has A; Coulomb branch and no
Higgs branch). At present, we do not know how to extract this SCFT, and the tools
of [71},72,|77,|78] do not seem to apply. This is analogous to how Argyres-Douglas

theories appear in 4D at the special singular loci of the Coulomb branch.
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A Correlators

The goal of this appendix is to show that the monopole-antimonopole correlation function

is independent of the choice of Lagrangian splitting. We wish to compute

24 g2 1 24 (-2
<M M >— |W|ZS3 ngAv tdaﬂ(aa B7L)ZH53M M ZHSS(U’ B’L) (Al)

We will restrict, as with the rest of these examples, to SU(2), but for now we are leaving
the choice of matter content of the theory general. Any choice of Lagrangian splitting for a
given set of half-hypermultiplets will ’split’ the weights into L. and LL*. For a given theory,

we can define LL as
_ I Iy, I I
L= {wl s W =Wyt L —w (A.2)

with weights w; of multiplicity /; and negative weights —w; with multiplicity I;. The weights
are indexed by k,[ as they can, in principle, be different numbers, but in many cases (in-
creasing with the complexity of the theory), these numbers are equal. These multiplicities

are constrained by the relations

where Z; is the multiplicity of a given |w;|, i.e, the multiplicity if all of a given w; were
positive (or negative). The repeated index refers to selecting a weight w; and its reflection

—w;. With this notation, we are then free to partition the multiset L in the following way:

Lt = {w{l, ...,w,ﬁ’“}, L™= {—w{i, . —wllll} ) (A.4)

This groups all positive weights of IL together as well as their reflections in two distinct sets.
Together with the constraints on I} and I, this guarantees that the intersection L™ N L~ is

empty. This is useful, primarily, because we may re-express the sum of weights in terms of

A= Z lw| = Z Liw; — Z L), (A.5)

wel wellt+ w’ €L~

these two sets:

46



with the minus sign included to account for the minus sign in the definition of the elements

of ™. We can further re-express the shift operators in this new language

2 ( 1)Zwk [kwk 2wk ! [k 21'(9
M > —roe A6
T rA2(ir® 4 1) (ird) qﬁ ]Ho ( + 1rwp P + j) e (A.6)

) <—1>*Z e oy,
M~ =5 ) I;IL_ ]HO (- — irw,® + j> er o, (A7)

In these expressions, the pre-factor contains the contribution from the sign function written
in terms of L™ and L™, 1respectivelylf|7 as well as the explicitly evaluated vector-multiplet
denominators. The product then selects a particular weight in L™ and its multiplicity and
then expands the Pochhammer symbol I; times. We observe that such an expression of the
shift operators is possible on account of the observation that in only combinations of
wb appear together— either depending on the absolute value of wb (which corresponds to
A in the expression, as it is agnostic of the sign of the weights) or only contributing if wb
is positive. Passing to the antimonopole from the monopole shift operator flips the accessed
weights in L.

Now we may begin to compute the monopole-antimonopole two point function. To reori-
ent, our ultimate goal is to show that this two point function does not depend on the choice of
L. The inspiration for the re-expression of the following above shift operators is that, in their
expression, not every weight from I contributes. This is the sign of Lagrangian splitting—
when the choice of sign in IL ”skips over” negatively charged weights in the monopole shift
operator and instead places them in the antimonopole shift operator. In other words, the
individual shift operators do depend on Lagrangian splitting. We observe, however, that the
product of two oppositely charged shift operators (like what enters in the two-point function)
need not depend on Lagrangian splitting.

For the hemisphere partition function and gluing measure, no redefinition is necessary,
and this can be seen from the definition of and [£.20] respectively. From their form, it
can be seen that it does not care which elements of LL it runs over— for them, the choice of
Lagrangian splitting is truly arbitrary. Thus, we need only show that the dependence on L™

and IL™ drop out of the correlator.

®The set symbols have been left out of the sign functions for notational convenience.
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The following terms survive flux conservation:
(MPM™2) = (M2 M~2) + (M~2M?). (A.8)

Focusing on the first term on the right-hand side of , we first act M2 on the hemisphere

partition function HS?, followed by M?, which yields a correlator of the following form

-1 sinh?(mo)

(M2M™2) = ;Tzsg /thV(a)R(U)H (el (A.9)

Here, 7 is the size of L, namely

k
I=) L+) I (A.10)
=1

for each positive and negative weight. It also depends on two functions V(o) and R(o),

whose forms are

Z Ikwk—z / I w,
== A1l
V(o) r rA=4 io(1+i0)?(io + 2) ( )
and
2w —1 1 I —2w; —1 1 i
R(o) = ( H H (5 + irwg® —|—j) ) ( H (5 — irw,® +j) ) (A.12)
wipELt =0 wjel— j=0

Let us address first. The rightmost factor in the two-point function is the ultimate
fate of the gluing measure and the hemisphere partition functions— with the numerator
coming from the vector-multiplet contribution, and the denominator the half-hypermultiplet
content. It depends on the absolute value of a given weight, and therefore obviously does
not depend on Lagrangian splitting. Turning to We see that the only dependence on
L™ and L™ is in the sign function. But due to the relation , this too is independent
of Lagrangian splitting. We conclude that V(o) does not depend on Lagrangian splitting.
Finally, we look at We need to show that this generates every possible term from L.
To see this, we note that because Lt and L~ partition L, their union forms all of L. One
can observe that R(c) runs over every element of L™ and L™, and thus doesn’t care about
the Lagrangian splitting. We conclude that the correlator is then independent of the choice

of Lagrangian splitting.
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