arXiv:hep-th/0612077 v1 11 Dec 2006

hep-th/0612077

Superconformal R-charges and dyon multiplicities in N = 2 gauge theories

Adam Ritz

Department of Physics and Astronomy, University of Victoria, Victoria, BC, V8P 5C2 Canada

Abstract

N = (2, 2) theories in 1+1D exhibit a direct correspondence between the R-charges of chiral operators at a conformal point and the multiplicities of BPS kinks in a massive deformation, as shown by Cecotti and Vafa. We obtain an analogous relation in 3+1D for N = 2 gauge theories that are massive perturbations of Argyres-Douglas fixed points, utilizing the geometric engineering approach to N = 2 vacua within IIB string theory. In this case the scaling dimensions of a certain subset of chiral operators at the UV fixed point are related to the multiplicities of BPS dyons. When the Argyres-Douglas SCFT is realized at the root of a baryonic Higgs branch, this translation from 1+1D to 3+1D can be understood physically from the relation between the bulk dynamics and the N = (2, 2) worldsheet dynamics of vortices in the baryonic Higgs phase. Under a relevant perturbation, the BPS kink multiplicity on the vortex worldsheet translates to that of the bulk dyonic states. The latter viewpoint suggests the 3+1D version of the Cecotti-Vafa relation may hold more generally, and simple tests provide evidence in favor of this for more generic choices of the baryonic root.

December 2006

1. Introduction

The modern Wilsonian interpretation of quantum field theory, with its emphasis on conformal fixed points and the renormalization group (RG) flows which connect them, naturally leads on to questions concerning the general classification of this RG structure. In generic quantum field theories in 3+1D, making progress in this direction appears a daunting problem, as in practice we still have relatively little knowledge of the basic configuration space, namely the space of allowed conformal fixed points. The addition of supersymmetry naturally assists in this regard, and recent developments such as a-maximization [1] have allowed significant progress to be made in terms of understanding the properties of N = 1 superconformal points, and some of the flows that connect them [2].

In the more restricted context of field theories in 1+1D, the situation is more clear cut. There are general schemes for classifying fixed points and also powerful constraints, such as the Zamolodchikov c-theorem [3], which constrain the allowed RG flows between them. The situation with N = (2, 2) supersymmetric theories is under even greater control, to the extent that general classification theorems [4] have been discussed for the full space of quantum field theories, conformal or otherwise. One aspect of this control is the elucidation of some interesting relations between properties of superconformal field theories (SCFTs) and certain features of the non-conformal theories to which the CFTs flow under relevant perturbations. In the context of N = (2, 2) theories, one of the most interesting was obtained by Cecotti and Vafa [4]. It can be written in the form,

evals(M) = exp [ 2πi ( q_k − ĉ 2 )] , (1)

where the monodromy matrix M on the left-hand side, to be discussed further below, is determined by the BPS soliton spectrum in the massive deformation of a UV SCFT, while the right-hand side is given by the R-charges q_k of operators in the chiral ring of the undeformed SCFT, and the corresponding central charge ĉ. In this sense it is a nontrivial UV-IR relation, albeit a special one that relates protected BPS quantities in a supersymmetric theory.

It is tantalizing to think that similar relations may exist in 3+1D. In general, given the significantly richer phase structure and space of allowed relevant deformations, this seems a forlorn hope, but we will argue that in certain cases such constraints must hold, and indeed that the UV-IR relation retains essentially the same interpretation. The specific example we have in mind concerns N = 2 gauge theories that are massive deformations of specific Argyres-Douglas SCFTs [5]. In particular, we will argue that the simplest proof of (1) in 1+1D, for Landau-Ginzburg theories [4], can actually be translated quite directly to the 3+1D theory by making use of the geometric engineering approach to N = 2 vacua in IIB string theory [6, 7, 8, 9]. The superpotential of the Landau-Ginzburg model emerges from the geometry of a local Calabi-Yau singularity, and the associated holomorphic structure required for this particular proof of (1) in 1+1D can be translated to the 3+1D N = 2 gauge theory realized at low energy in this background.

The appearance of the analogue Landau-Ginzburg system in the construction outlined above can be given a clear physical interpretation if this SCFT is realized at the root of the baryonic Higgs branch in N = 2 SCQD with gauge group U(N) and N_f = N fundamental hypermultiplets, In particular, in recent years a very precise correspondence between the dynamics of these theories and the N = (2, 2) worldsheet dynamics of BPS vortices has been developed, where the vortices in question are present within the theory in the baryonic Higgs phase itself [10, 11, 12, 13, 14]. In the interior of the vortex, a U(1) subgroup of the unbroken gauge symmetry at the root of the baryonic branch is restored, and it is in this sense that the vortices capture certain features of the full quantum gauge dynamics in the Coulomb phase of the theory. Indeed, beyond providing a precise window to the quantum vacuum structure on the Coulomb branch, there is also an exact map between a subset of BPS states; in particular confined monopoles in the bulk of the Higgs phase translate to BPS kinks in the worldsheet vortex dynamics [15]. In this context, if the baryonic root is tuned near to an Argyres-Douglas point, it has recently been shown that the worldsheet dynamics of the vortex is a Landau-Ginzburg system, specifically a perturbed minimal model [16]. This dynamics precisely realizes the analogue 1+1D system appearing in the geometric engineering construction. Thus, this correspondence allows for a direct translation of (1), interpreted now as a relation within the worldsheet theory of the vortex, to the physics of the bulk gauge theory in 3+1D at the root of the baryonic Higgs branch. In detail, this mapping applies only to the special case where the baryonic root is a massive perturbation of an Argyres-Douglas SCFT, and does not immediately generalize to more generic examples. Nonetheless, the existence of a more general proof of (1) in 1+1D [4] and the general correspondence between vortex dynamics and the bulk gauge theory, suggests that the translation to 3+1D should have more general validity. Indeed some exploratory checks appear to confirm that the relation does hold for more generic choices of the baryonic root.

We will begin in §2 by first discussing the geometric engineering approach to N = 2 gauge theories, and specifically the regime near an Argyres-Douglas point as considered by Shapere and Vafa [9], which allows the 1+1D proof of (1) to be lifted to the bulk theory via the identification of an analogue Landau-Ginzburg superpotential in the complex structure of the geometry. In §3, we turn to the interpretation of this mapping from 1+1D to 3+1D, and describe how the dynamics of vortices in SQCD, recently discussed by Tong [16], provides a physical realization of the analogue Landau-Ginzburg system. This point of view also suggests that (1) may have more general validity in 3+1D and we find that anecdotally it does hold for a more general choice of the baryonic root, where both the bulk and worldsheet physics is somewhat different. We summarize in §4 with some additional remarks and possible generalizations.

2. Perturbed Argyres-Douglas points and BPS states

In testing a relation such as (1) in 3+1D, we require first of all a convenient technique to determine the multiplet structure of BPS states. In N = 2 gauge theories, computing the degeneracies of BPS monopoles and dyons is a rather nontrivial problem in general, and has not been studied in detail away from the weak coupling regime, with the exception of a few special cases with, for example, an SU(2) gauge group. Fortunately, we are concerned here only with those states that become massless at the conformal point, which is therefore a subset of the full BPS spectrum, that which is massive, but light, in a region of the Coulomb branch near the Argyres-Douglas point. The geometric engineering approach to

N = 2 theories within IIB string theory provides a very convenient framework for this analysis [9] as it maps the problem directly to the analogous one of counting BPS states in an analogue 1+1D theory.

The basic geometry in this case is a noncompact Calabi-Yau 3-fold specified by the hypersurface P (x_i) = 0 in C^4 , where

P = F (x, y) + z^2 + w^2, (2)

and F (x, y) is a quasi-homogeneous function of x and y describing a Riemann surface Σ, which is just the Seiberg-Witten curve of the gauge theory [17],

Σ : F (x, y) = 0. (3)

The holomorphic 3-form is given by Ω = ∏ i dx_i dP , (4)

which determines the mass of particles in the effective low-energy gauge theory realized as D-branes wrapping cycles in the geometry. In particular for D3-branes wrapping supersymmetric 3-cycles C, one finds BPS states with central charge Z = ∫ C Ω. (5)

We will be interested in Calabi-Yau 3-folds with singularities which realize a special class of perturbed Argyres-Douglas points in the gauge theory. To this end we can specify

F (x, y) = y^2 + (W^′(x))^2, (6)

where W is a polynomial of degree N + 1, W(x, g_j ) = 1 N + 1 x^{N+1} + N∑ j=2 g_j N + 1 − j x^{N+1−j} . (7)

The interacting superconformal point arises in the infrared when g_j = 0, for all j, where additional cycles vanish in the geometry leading to a certain subset of the BPS dyon states,^1 realized as wrapped D3-branes, becoming massless at this point.

2.1 R-charges and the chiral ring

The existence of mutually nonlocal massless degrees of freedom at the conformal point implies that there is no straightforward local Lagrangian description and the Argyres-Douglas fixed points, despite their extended N = 2 supersymmetry, are still quite poorly understood. Fortunately, for our purposes it will be sufficient to know the scaling dimensions of the chiral

1 These states in general carry topological and global charges, and we will refer to them generically as “dyons”.

primary operators dual to the perturbations g_j. This information is BPS-protected and fixed by the chiral ring relations, which are determined by the local structure of the geometry near the conformal point. Indeed, for the present case, this data was determined in [18, 9] using the approach pioneered in [19]. The basic idea is that in the infrared SCFT a U(1)_R symmetry must necessarily be restored, and this symmetry must be visible in the Seiberg- Witten curve. The chiral primaries corresponding to deformations along the Coulomb branch have vanishing SU(2)_R spin and so have dimension D = R/2 in terms of the conformal U(1)_R charge. To retain the required U(1) scaling symmetry of the curve which is present at the conformal points, where D[y] = ND[x], one observes from (7) that we require D[g_j] = jD[x], while D[x] can be normalized using the fact that D[Ω] = 1 from (5). One obtains [9],

D[g_j] = j N + 1 , j = 2, . . . N. (8) The chiral operators O_j dual to these perturbations then have D[O_j] = 2 − D[g_j] [19, 9] as follows from the dimension of the superpotential.

2.2 BPS states and the Cecotti-Vafa relation

The relevant BPS states in this geometry were discussed in [9], and are given by D3-branes wrapping supersymmetric 3-cycles. One constructs the required cycles as 2-spheres, a real subspace of y^2 + z^2 + w^2 = −(W^′(x))^2, fibered over a real curve in the x-plane [6]. The latter curve begins and ends at extremal points of W(x) where the radius of the S^2 goes to zero. A possible basis of 3-cycles is then given by choosing the 2N − 1 intervals between the zeros of (W^′(x))^2 in a sequence. The intersection of the 3-cycles then gives the Dynkin diagram of A_{2N−1}. For these cycles to be supersymmetric, there is the additional condition that along a given path between two zeros of W^′(x) the phase of ∫ S^2 Ω should be constant [9], which

ensures that the BPS mass inequality is saturated. This reduced one-form on the x-plane is precisely the Seiberg-Witten differential, and in general takes the form [6], λ_{SW} = ∫ S^2

Ω = x dt t , (9)

where 2t = y + (W^′(x) + M), with M a dimensionful constant, that can be interpreted as setting a fixed scale in the geometry that will be used shortly to consider a scaling limit near the singularity. Denoting the zeros of W^′(x) as x = e_i, for i = 1, . . . , N, the central charge which determines the mass of the BPS states takes the form, Z_{ij} = ∫_{ej} e_i x dt t = ∫_{ej} e_i xW^{′′}(x) W^′(x) + M dx. (10) We can now go further and take a scaling limit near the Argyres-Douglas point, corresponding to x/M → 0, and after a constant rescaling of x and g_i we find, Z_{ij} = ∫_{ej} e_i λ_{SW} −→ ∫_{ej} e_i W^′(x)dx = W(e_j ) − W(e_i). (11)

We conclude that the constant-phase condition for the integrand in (11) can be restated as ∫_{x(t)} x(0) dW(x) = αt, where α is a constant and t ∈ [0, 1] parametrizes the real path between

the zeros of W^′(x). In other words W(x) must follow a straight line between two extrema in the x-plane, W(x(t)) = W(e_i) + t(W(e_j ) − W(e_i)), (12)

which we recognize as precisely the condition for a BPS kink trajectory within the Landau- Ginzburg model with superpotential W(x) [20], which in this case is a perturbation of the A_{N−1} minimal model.

At this point it becomes clear that counting BPS solitons in this setup is entirely equivalent to the problem of counting BPS kinks in the perturbed minimal model,^2 and more precisely the approach used by Cecotti and Vafa [4] for performing the latter calculation translates directly to this theory. The answer in both cases is therefore the same and it is rather remarkable that the same technique may be used to perform the calculation, at least in this special example. It is worth emphasizing that the manipulations of the Seiberg-Witten differential leading to (22) are rather particular to this case, and would not apply to a more generic point on the Coulomb branch.^3

The answer one obtains for the BPS multiplicity in fact depends on the precise form of the deformation parameters g_i, due to the presence of marginal stability curves across which the BPS spectrum can jump. To briefly summarize the results [4], note that near each critical point W(e_i) one can define a vanishing cycle Δ_i in the space of fields, specified by a fixed value of W(t). In the Landau-Ginzburg system, this is the set of all possible solutions to the linearized Bogomol’nyi equation about the vacuum W(e_i), but naturally arises here as the set of vanishing cycles associated with the singularity in the full Calabi-Yau geometry.

As shown in [4], the CFIV index [22] counting the number of BPS multiplets between two vacua is given by μ_{ij} = Δ_i ∘ Δ_j, (13)

where the product is the intersection number of the two cycles. An important aspect of the arguments demonstrating this relation in [4] is that the changes in the BPS spectrum that occur on crossing a marginal stability curve translates directly into the Picard-Lefschetz monodromy that the intersection number can undergo with changes in parameters. The index also carries a phase associated in 1+1D with the (fractional) fermion number of the state, exp(2πi(f_i − f_j )), where in the present case [23, 22],

f_j = − 1 2π Arg(W^{′′}(e_j )). (14)

In particular, since the Kähler metric is real, f_j is just the phase of the fermion mass (more generally the phase of the determinant of the mass matrix) in the j-vacuum. It is natural to suspect a similar interpretation in 3+1D, where dyon solutions do in general exhibit charge fractionalization at generic points on the Coulomb branch [24]. We will return to this point again below.

2 This correspondence was noted in passing in [9].

3 The simplification of λ_{SW} in this limit near the Argyres-Douglas point appears related to a recent discussion of Strebel differentials in N = 2 gauge theories [21].

From the index, we can build the monodromy matrix in 3+1D,

M_{4D} = S^{−T} S with S_{ij} = δ_{ij} − μ_{ij}, for i ≤ j, (15)

given a deformation leading to a convex vacuum polygon in the W-plane. It is the eigenvalues of this matrix which provide the link between the UV and IR properties of the theory. From the discussion above it is clear that these eigenvalues are determined on the one hand by the index counting BPS states in the massive deformation.

On the other hand, the ensuing topological stability of the index allows for an alternative derivation of the eigenvalues of the monodromy matrix, by collapsing all the critical values of W to a point. i.e turning off all the mass deformations. In this conformal limit W is quasi-homogeneous and the eigenvalues of M can be obtained from a basis of forms dual to the space of vanishing cycles Δ_i, as described in [4]. In the present case, where W is a function of just one holomorphic variable, we have the set of 1-forms ω_k = ϕ_kdx, where ϕ_k is a monomial basis for the chiral ring with R-charge (or equivalently degree) q_k. Up to changes of basis, these R-charges are equivalent to (twice) the scaling dimensions in (8), as the latter were inferred directly from W in the same way. Writing ω_k = ϕ_kdx = α_kdW , which is well-defined away from the critical points, the functions α_k form a basis for the dual-space to the cycles Δ_i. Now on a circular path around a given vacuum W(e_k) in the W-plane, x rotates by a phase of 2πq_k. Consequently we may read off the phase by which α_k rotates which gives directly the corresponding eigenvalue of M [4].

The result of equating both calculations is the Cecotti-Vafa relation [4],

evals(M_{4D}) = exp [ 2πi ( q_k − c^′ 2 )] , (16)

where in this case c^′ = 1 − 2/(N + 1). Our primary observation here is that, since the derivation is purely geometrical, its interpretation translates directly from the analogue 1+1D system with superpotential W to 3+1D, given the appropriate identification of the BPS states. We have just described how the data on the left-hand side, namely the BPS spectra of dyons, maps directly from that of the kink spectrum in a massive deformation of the A_{N−1} model in 1+1D. In turn, the spectrum of UV R-charges determined directly from the geometry of the CY-fold near the Argyres-Douglas point is specified by the superpotential W and consequently by the chiral ring of the 1+1D model. However, an important distinction is that we have only considered a subset of all possible deformations of the Seiberg-Witten curve. Due to the identification in (6), we are only considering half the allowed deformations, namely those that do not disturb the factorized form of the curve, and identifiable with ‘normalizable’ (i.e. mass) perturbations [9], which therefore keep the vevs fixed. We should also note that while c^′ can be identified with the central charge of the A_{N−1} minimal model, it is not the full central charge of the string theory on the CY, as the 1+1D analogue only captures certain parts of the geometry, and the complex dimensions parametrized by z and w decouple. This reflects the fact that we are not considering all possible BPS states here but only those that become light specifically at the conformal point. In the next section, we will provide a physical rationale for the appearance of this analogue 1+1D theory within this construction.

⟨ϕ_a⟩

⟨B⟩ SCFT v^N

Figure 1: A schematic view of the vacuum structure, comprising a slice through the Coulomb branch

parametrized by ϕ_a, a = 1, . . . , N, which for ϕ_a = m_a + O(Λ) connects to a baryonic Higgs branch parametrized by the baryon vev B, and the classical vacuum at ⟨B⟩ = v^N admits BPS vortex solutions. The vacuum probed by the interior of a given vortex is a point on the Coulomb branch at the baryonic root and at the quantum level, for a suitable choice of m_a ∼ O(Λ), the baryonic root can be tuned to an Argyres-Douglas SCFT.

3. Interpretation via the vortex worldsheet and generalizations

The direct translation of the Cecotti-Vafa relation from 1+1D to 3+1D discussed above can actually be given a natural physical interpretation if we realize the Argyres-Douglas SCFT at the root of a baryonic Higgs branch. The 1+1D theory that appears as an analogue system in the previous section then arises directly, describing the worldsheet dynamics of BPS vortices which are present in the baryonic phase. This viewpoint also implies that the Cecotti-Vafa relation may have more general validity in 3+1D beyond the special case discussed in §2. In this section, we will expand on this point of view and also provide some anecdotal evidence supporting the general validity of the Cecotti-Vafa relation in theories of this type.

3.1 Argyres-Douglas SCFT at the baryonic root

N = 2 SQCD with gauge group U(N) and N_f = N fundamental hypermultiplets (Q, Q̃) exhibits a rather complex vacuum structure, comprising a Coulomb branch parametrized, for example, by the vev of the adjoint scalar Φ in the vector multiplet, with components ϕ_a, a = 1, . . . , N, and various Higgs branches parametrized by the vevs of the squark multiplets Q^a_i and Q̃^i_a. The Higgs branches connect to the Coulomb branch at special points determined by the mass parameters m_i of the squarks. The vacuum branch relevant here is the baryonic branch parametrized by a gauge invariant baryon vev, B = ϵ_{a1 ..aN} Q^{a1}_1 . . . Q^{aN}_N . This baryonic branch connects to the Coulomb branch at the baryonic root, given classically by ϕ_a = m_a, which generically is characterized by the presence of additional massless quark hypermultiplets, but is not otherwise special. However, if the mass parameters m_a are tuned appropriately, then at the quantum level one finds that additional monopole multiplets also become massless at this point. The mutually nonlocal massless degrees of freedom signify an interacting Argyres-Douglas SCFT. A schematic outline of this subset of the moduli space is shown in Fig. 1.

To make contact with the discussion in §2, recall that for N_f = N the Seiberg-Witten curve takes the form [25, 26, 27],

y^2 = N∏ a=1 (x − ϕ_a)^2 − 4Λ^N N∏ k=1 (x − m_k). (17)

Specializing to the baryonic root, where ∏ a(x − ϕ_a) = ∏ k(x − m_k) + Λ^N [28, 32, 33], this curve degenerates and one finds that N quark hypermultiplets become massless, allowing for the baryon vev to be turned on. The degenerate curve can be written as,

y^2 = (W^′(x))^2, with W^′ = N∏ k=1 (x − m_k) − Λ^N , (18)

which is precisely of the form (7), with the deformation parameters g_i re-expressed in terms of the hypermultiplet masses m_k, such that g_1 = ∑ k m_k = 0. Moreover, as recently discussed in [16], further tuning to the special point g_j = 0, j = 2, . . . , N (i.e. m_k = − exp(2πik/N)Λ for N-odd and m_k = − exp(2πi(k + 1/2)/N)Λ for N-even), leads in addition to a fully degenerate curve y^2 = x^{2N} and an interacting SCFT in the infrared.

Having realized the conformal point, and small deformations thereof, in this setting we can now make use of the known correspondence between the worldsheet dynamics of vortices on the baryonic branch, where ⟨B⟩ = v^N with v a Fayet-Iliopoulos term, and the bulk dynamics at the baryonic root [10, 11, 12, 13, 16] to reinterpret the results of §2. As shown schematically in Fig. 1, while vortices exist only in the theory on the baryonic branch for v ≠ 0, in the center of the vortex a U(1) subgroup of the Coulomb phase gauge symmetry at the baryonic root is restored. It is in this sense that the vortex acts as a probe of the theory at special points in the Coulomb phase [16], i.e. in this case at an Argyres-Douglas SCFT.

3.2 The A_{N−1} worldsheet theory

Vortices living on the baryonic Higgs branch are known to inherit a nontrivial dynamical structure on the worldsheet from the fact that they spontaneously break some of the residual flavor symmetry of the theory. In the simplest scenario relevant to the above discussion, this endows the vortex with a set of bosonic moduli parametrizing the coset C P^{N−1} =U(N)/(U(N − 1)× U(1)) interpreted as Goldstone modes [10, 11]. Since these states are BPS within the N = 2 theory, this bosonic structure is completed to a N = (2, 2) supersymmetric sigma model. There are in addition further modes associated with the breaking of translational invariance in the directions transverse to the vortex, but these will play no role here.

At the quantum level, the effective superpotential ~W for the N = (2, 2) C P^{N−1} theory can be written in terms of a twisted scalar Σ and twisted masses m̃_k, where^4 ∂ ~W ∂Σ = ln N∏ k=1 ( Σ − m̃_k Λ̃ ) , (19)

4 The branch structure in this expression reflects shifts in the θ-parameter (giving the phase of Λ̃), and in 1+1D the ambiguity is fixed by minimizing the electric potential associated with θ when moving to this effective description [29, 30, 31, 32].

so that the vacuum constraint ~W^′(Σ) = 0, leading generically to N massive vacua, matches the singular point W^′(x) = 0 for the bulk curve (18), given the identifications x ↔ Σ, Λ ↔ Λ̃ and m_k ↔ m̃_k, between the chiral fields and mass scales. Thus the worldsheet dynamics captures the vacuum structure at the baryonic root, as specified by the Seiberg-Witten curve, and indeed the central charge for (a subset of) the bulk dyon states can be written in a form precisely matching that for the BPS kinks which interpolate between the N vacua of the worldsheet theory [32], Z_{ij} = ∫_{ej} e_i ~W^′(x)dx = ~W(e_j ) − ~W(e_i), (20)

where e_i are the zeros of W^′ and thus also of ~W^′.

In general the functions W and ~W are not directly related, except through the structure of their extremal points. However, a more precise correspondence does arise if we take a scaling limit and tune the baryonic root close to an Argyres-Douglas point. Indeed, the N massive vacua of this theory all merge at a critical point ⟨Σ⟩ = 0 when the twisted mass parameters m̃_k, identified with the quark mass parameters in the bulk theory m̃_k = m_k, are set to the conformal point [34, 16]. Generically, the theory has BPS kinks interpolating between the N vacua, and these all become massless at this special point, where ∂ ~W ∂Σ | | | |_{crit}

= ln ( 1 + Σ^N Λ̃N ) −→ Σ^N Λ̃N + · · · . (21)

Consequently, as recently observed by Tong [16], taking the scaling limit near the critical point Σ/Λ̃ → 0 and retaining only the leading term (in analogy with the corresponding limit taken in (11)), one finds on rescaling Σ and parametrizing the relevant mass deformations in terms of ν̃_j ,

~W(Σ) −→ W(x = Σ, ν̃_j ) ∼ Σ^{N+1} N + 1 + N∑ j=2 ν̃_j N + 1 − j Σ^{N−j+1} + · · · , (22)

which exactly matches the perturbed bulk curve and the analogue superpotential in (7). For ν̃_j = 0 this is the superpotential of a theory which flows in the infrared to the N = (2, 2) A_{N−1} minimal model with normalized central charge ĉ = 1−2/(N +1) [35]. Since D[Σ] = 1/(N +1) at this point, as follows from (22), we may read off the dimensions of the perturbations ν̃_j finding D[ν̃_j ] = j/(N + 1) in precise agreement with the bulk SCFT [16], while from (20) we also see that the central charges exactly match the bulk prediction (11) in this limit. Note that the monodromy structure for BPS states in C P^{N−1} with twisted masses [31, 32] has been truncated in this limit, as the central charge (20) will now exhibit only a finite number of branches in the parameter space {ν̃_j }. However, this is precisely the truncation we would expect on limiting our attention to the states which are light in the vicinity of the critical point. We conclude that, in this particular case, we can make a precise identification between the analogue 1+1D Landau-Ginzburg theory emerging from the geometry in §2 and the worldsheet dynamics of vortices in the baryonic Higgs phase.

This point of view also suggests that the limiting procedure implicit in the right-arrow symbol in (22) (and thus also in (11)) implies a precise order of operations, namely that one first tunes to the A_{N−1} critical point and then perturbs by turning on ν̃_j ; it is not clear that the same RG trajectory is recovered if these operations are performed in the reverse order. Indeed the C P^{N−1} model is not a relevant perturbation of this CFT, as there are additional irrelevant operators that have been dropped in (22). Thus the perturbations of the critical point, introduced in this limit, need not be related trivially to the original twisted mass perturbations of the C P^{N−1} model.

For completeness, we can also consider the analogous limit in the mirror description of the C P^{N−1} model, namely the Â_{N−1} affine-Toda theory with superpotential [36],

~W_M (X_i) = Λ̃ (_{N−1} ∑ i=1 e^{Xi} + N−1∏ i=1 e^{−Xi} ) + N−1∑ i=1 (m̃_i − m̃_N )X_i. (23)

The conformal point arises for the same choice of twisted masses, where the vacuum takes the form ⟨X_k⟩ = 2πik/N, and in this case one may verify directly that only a single massless state arises (a point that was an implicit assumption above in assuming the validity of (19)). We can write the effective superpotential for this light mode, ~Σ, by perturbing near the conformal point, e^{Xi} = ⟨e^{Xi} ⟩ + ~Σ/Λ, obtaining (up to a constant), ~W_M (~Σ) −→ − 1 N + 1 ~ΣN+1 Λ̃N + · · · , (24)

consistent with the conformal limit of the C P^{N−1} superpotential. This is in agreement with the fact that the A_{N−1} minimal model is self-mirror, up to a trivial Z_{N+1} orbifold action [36], and provides a nice consistency check on the validity of the effective description near the conformal point.

3.3 Generalization to the generic baryonic root

With this physical viewpoint in mind, identifying the analogue 1+1D model with the worldsheet theory on vortices present in the Higgs phase, its natural to enquire whether the correspondence may be more far-reaching. In particular, Cecotti and Vafa were able to prove the relation (1) in a far wider class of theories than just those with a Landau-Ginzburg realization, and it seems reasonable to ask whether it similarly has a greater scope in 3+1D. One obvious candidate concerns a more generic parameter choice for the baryonic root in the N_f = N theory, where the correspondence between bulk and vortex worldsheet dynamics implies a direct relation between the BPS spectra. We will now comment briefly on the possibility that the Cecotti-Vafa relation also extends to 3+1D in this more generic case.

As discussed above, the worldsheet theory for a generic choice of the baryonic root is an N = (2, 2) sigma model with target space C P^{N−1} , arising from the broken flavor symmetries. If we consider the simplest case with twisted mass parameters set to zero, namely a point well inside the marginal stability curve discussed in [32, 34], the theory has N massive vacua at the quantum level, and the BPS spectrum comprises kinks which interpolate between these vacua. The degeneracies of these 1/2-BPS multiplets are known and, for kinks interpolating between vacua which differ in phase by 2πk/N units, are given by μ_{ii+k} = (−1)^{k−1} ( N k ) =⇒ evals(M_{2D}) = (−1)^{N−1}, (25)

where M_{2D} is the corresponding monodromy matrix in 1+1D defined as in (15). The eigenvalues are then N-fold degenerate.

The UV R-charges of generators of the chiral ring are known in this case to be given by the dimensions of the harmonic forms of C P^{N−1} [4],

q_k = k, for k = 0, . . . , N − 1. (26)

and we can write evals(M_2) = exp(2πi(q_k − ĉ/2)) where ĉ = (N − 1) is the normalized central charge. This exhibits one of the standard examples of the Cecotti-Vafa relation for sigma models with Z_N symmetry.

Moving to the bulk theory, the BPS kinks are interpreted in the Higgs phase as monopoles, and so we expect the spectra of these two sets of states to match. This has indeed been verified at the semiclassical level at the root of the baryonic Higgs branch [33]. At this point, the relevant subset of the BPS monopole spectrum is given by a set of bound states of the fundamental monopole with the N quark flavors. At the classical level, this is visible as a set of N fermionic flavor zero modes inherited by the monopole solution so that, within semiclassical quantization, if the ‘bare’ monopole solution is denoted |0⟩, the bound states are obtained by acting with the appropriate fermionic creation operators, corresponding to each fermionic zero mode, ρ^†_{λ1} · · · ρ^†_{λk} |0⟩. Although this analysis is not strictly valid when the quark mass parameters are set to zero, if we extrapolate to this case we find multiplets that lie in the k^{th} antisymmetric representation of the SU(N) flavor symmetry, leading precisely to the result (25) for the multiplicity of BPS states in the sector with k flavor zero modes, with the same result for the monodromy matrix M_{4D}. Nonetheless, one should bear in mind that the above analysis is semiclassical and, although the index is a BPS-protected quantity, could be invalidated at the quantum level through the presence of marginal stability curves. However, the fact that the result matches the expectation (25) in this case suggests that no restructuring of this kind occurs for this particular choice of parameters.

We may therefore ask whether the ensuing prediction for the spectrum of R-charges, q_k = k for k = 1, . . . , N − 1, for operators in the chiral ring matches with expectations. The UV limit is simply the classical limit of the asymptotically free theory, where the Rsymmetry is restored. The generators of the chiral ring are given by N = 2 completions of tr(Φ^k), tr(Q̃Φ^kQ), and baryonic operators in the case with N_f = N that we consider here [37, 38]. In the classical limit we will ignore the operators associated with the gauge multiplet, tr(W_αW^αΦ^k), which are in any case presumably part of the N = 2 completion of tr(Φ^k). Furthermore, since we are interested only in those deformations which keep the theory at the root of the baryonic Higgs branch, as determined by the classical superpotential W = tr[Q̃(Φ − m)Q], we can limit our attention to the generators tr(Φ^k). Note that mesonic and baryonic perturbations affect only the mass and localization scale of the vortex in this case. Limiting our attention to this reduced subset of the chiral ring, we have the kinematic constraint, rank(Φ) ≤ N, and so we can take a basis of such operators to be,

{tr(Φ^1), tr(Φ^2), . . . , tr(Φ^N )}. (27)

In the UV limit, with SU(2)_R spin equal to zero, these operators have U(1)_R charge Q_j = [tr(Φ^j )]_R = 2j, for j = 1, . . . , N. Interpreting Q_j = q_j + q̃_j in terms of the (1+1D) leftand right- chiral U(1) charges [39] in the N = (2, 2) superalgebra (with q_j = q̃_j for the nonchiral C P^{N−1} model), we see that this exactly matches the spectrum of R-charges for the UV chiral-ring generators in the C P^{N−1} model.

The arguments of the preceding section, providing a more direct link between the BPS structure and chiral rings in 1+1D and 3+1D do not extend straightforwardly to this example. For a start, the C P^{N−1} model is not of Landau-Ginzburg type (even in its mirror formulation as an affine-Toda theory, where the superpotential goes to zero in the UV), and so one must rely on the more general proof by Cecotti and Vafa of the UV-IR correspondence on the vortex worldsheet [4]. Given the apparent success of this anecdotal test of the Cecotti-Vafa relation in the more general setting discussed above, it would be interesting to see if this worldsheet structure also maps in some way to the bulk 3+1D theory.

4. Concluding remarks

We have discussed a particular UV-IR relation in the context of RG flows in N = 2 gauge theories, and more specifically gave arguments that the Cecotti-Vafa relation between conformal scaling dimensions and BPS soliton multiplicities in 1+1D translates directly to an analogous correspondence in 3+1D. An important aspect of this was the role played by vortex dynamics in the gauge theory, which seems to provide the link between the natural 1+1D setting for the Cecotti-Vafa relation and its four-dimensional realization. We will conclude in this section with a few remarks on further aspects of the correspondence and possible generalizations.

One point touched on briefly in passing concerns the fractional fermion number, which appears as the phase of the CFIV index counting BPS states in 1+1D, and it is natural to ask whether it has a similar interpretation in the bulk. The natural point of contact is the fractional quark charge of dyonic states, given by 2πΔS_i = Im(∂Z_{kl}/∂m_i) for the i^{th} flavor [40, 41, 42], which is analogous to the Witten effect shifting the electric charge [24], and indeed is equivalent at the baryonic root. For a given extremal point e_k, we have the comparison,

S_i(e_k) = − 1 2π Arg [ 1 e_k − m_i ] ←→ f_k = − 1 2π Arg(W^{′′}(e_k)) = − 1 2π Arg [ ∑ i 1 e_k − m_i ] , (28) suggesting that the worldsheet fermion number (14) is identified with an appropriately defined sum over the fractional quark charges. One should bear in mind that the quark states which become massless at the baryonic root are not visible on the worldsheet and these charges must be decoupled in a relation such as (28). Consequently, in the simplest case with N = 2 where there is just a single quark charge S, we find in the semiclassical limit for real m = m_1 − m_2, Δf = ΔS = ±1/2, in agreement with [34, 32] reproducing the half integer fermion number of both fundamental monopoles and C P^1 kinks.

This viewpoint suggests a possible reinterpretation of charge fractionalization in 3+1D. In particular, on introducing spatial boundaries in 1+1D, one can view the fermion fractionalization of kinks as arising from part of the integral fermion number residing at the boundaries [43]. This has a physical bulk interpretation in this case.^5 In particular, spatial boundaries on the vortex worldsheet arise directly if we consider a configuration on the Higgs branch where the vortex lies between two domain walls [44]. The dyon central charge is independent of the Fayet-Iliopoulos term and thus this effective dimensional reduction of the magnetic flux can be achieved without affecting charge fractionalization which depends only on quantum corrections to the central charge. Consequently, we might expect the residual non-integer fermion number to reside on the bounding domain walls in this case, and it would be interesting to explore this further.

Concerning the generality of relations such as (1) and (28), the initial motivation for this study was the question of whether the Cecotti-Vafa relation had any analogues in the context of N = 1 gauge theories in 3+1D [2], where the structure of SCFTs has recently been elucidated in some detail using new techniques such as a-maximization [1] to pin down the spectrum of R-charges and scaling dimensions. While it is clear that such a correspondence must be somewhat different to the N = 2 examples discussed here, conjecturally relating chiral charges to BPS domain wall multiplicities, it would be interesting to explore whether soft breaking to N = 1 can shed further light on this.

In this regard, it is also natural to wonder about a direct field-theoretic derivation of relation (1) in 3+1D. Despite the correspondence apparent within geometric engineering, discussed in §2, the general proof of the Cecotti-Vafa relation in 1+1D does not at first sight appear to have a natural physical rationale in 3+1D. It would be particularly interesting were a purely four-dimensional field-theoretic perspective to be placed on the Cecotti-Vafa relation, not least because it may be that many other aspects of the ensuing classification program [4] can be translated to N = 2 gauge theories in a similar way.

Acknowledgements

I’d like to thank M. Shifman, D. Tong, and A. Vainshtein for very helpful discussions and comments on the manuscript. This work was supported in part by NSERC, Canada.

References

[1] K. Intriligator and B. Wecht, Nucl. Phys. B 667, 183 (2003) [arXiv:hep-th/0304128].

[2] K. Intriligator and B. Wecht, Nucl. Phys. B 677, 223 (2004) [arXiv:hep-th/0309201].

[3] A. B. Zamolodchikov, JETP Lett. 43, 730 (1986) [Pisma Zh. Eksp. Teor. Fiz. 43, 565 (1986)].

5 I’d like to thank A. Vainshtein for helpful discussions on this point.

[4] S. Cecotti and C. Vafa, Commun. Math. Phys. 158, 569 (1993) [arXiv:hep-th/9211097]. [5] P. C. Argyres and M. R. Douglas, Nucl. Phys. B 448, 93 (1995) [arXiv:hep-th/9505062]. [6] A. Klemm, W. Lerche, P. Mayr, C. Vafa and N. P. Warner, Nucl. Phys. B 477, 746 (1996) [arXiv:hep-th/9604034].

[7] S. H. Katz, A. Klemm and C. Vafa, Nucl. Phys. B 497, 173 (1997) [arXiv:hepth/9609239].

[8] W. Lerche, Nucl. Phys. Proc. Suppl. 55B, 83 (1997) [Fortsch. Phys. 45, 293 (1997)] [arXiv:hep-th/9611190].

[9] A. D. Shapere and C. Vafa, arXiv:hep-th/9910182.

[10] A. Hanany and D. Tong, JHEP 0307, 037 (2003) [arXiv:hep-th/0306150]; [11] R. Auzzi, S. Bolognesi, J. Evslin, K. Konishi and A. Yung, Nucl. Phys. B 673, 187 (2003) [arXiv:hep-th/0307287];

[12] M. Shifman and A. Yung, Phys. Rev. D 70, 045004 (2004) [arXiv:hep-th/0403149]; [13] A. Hanany and D. Tong, JHEP 0404, 066 (2004) [arXiv:hep-th/0403158]. [14] M. Eto, Y. Isozumi, M. Nitta, K. Ohashi and N. Sakai, J. Phys. A 39, R315 (2006) [arXiv:hep-th/0602170].

[15] D. Tong, Phys. Rev. D 69, 065003 (2004) [arXiv:hep-th/0307302]. [16] D. Tong, arXiv:hep-th/0610214.

[17] N. Seiberg and E. Witten, Nucl. Phys. B 426, 19 (1994) [Erratum-ibid. B 430, 485 (1994)] [arXiv:hep-th/9407087].

[18] T. Eguchi, K. Hori, K. Ito and S. K. Yang, Nucl. Phys. B 471, 430 (1996) [arXiv:hepth/9603002].

[19] P. C. Argyres, M. Ronen Plesser, N. Seiberg and E. Witten, Nucl. Phys. B 461, 71 (1996) [arXiv:hep-th/9511154].

[20] P. Fendley, S. D. Mathur, C. Vafa and N. P. Warner, Phys. Lett. B 243, 257 (1990). [21] S. K. Ashok, F. Cachazo and E. Dell’Aquila, arXiv:hep-th/0610080. [22] S. Cecotti, P. Fendley, K. A. Intriligator and C. Vafa, Nucl. Phys. B 386, 405 (1992) [arXiv:hep-th/9204102].

[23] P. Fendley and K. A. Intriligator, Nucl. Phys. B 380, 265 (1992) [arXiv:hep-th/9202011]. [24] E. Witten, Phys. Lett. B 86, 283 (1979).

[25] A. Hanany and Y. Oz, Nucl. Phys. B 452, 283 (1995) [arXiv:hep-th/9505075].

[26] P. C. Argyres, M. R. Plesser and A. D. Shapere, Phys. Rev. Lett. 75, 1699 (1995) [arXiv:hep-th/9505100].

[27] E. Witten, Nucl. Phys. B 500, 3 (1997) [arXiv:hep-th/9703166]. [28] P. C. Argyres, M. R. Plesser and N. Seiberg, Nucl. Phys. B 471, 159 (1996) [arXiv:hepth/9603042].

[29] S. R. Coleman, Annals Phys. 101, 239 (1976).

[30] E. Witten, Nucl. Phys. B 403, 159 (1993) [arXiv:hep-th/9301042]. [31] A. Hanany and K. Hori, Nucl. Phys. B 513, 119 (1998) [arXiv:hep-th/9707192]. [32] N. Dorey, JHEP 9811, 005 (1998) [arXiv:hep-th/9806056].

[33] N. Dorey, T. J. Hollowood and D. Tong, JHEP 9905, 006 (1999) [arXiv:hepth/9902134].

[34] M. Shifman, A. Vainshtein and R. Zwicky, J. Phys. A 39, 13005 (2006) [arXiv:hepth/0602004].

[35] E. Witten, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 9, 4783 (1994) [arXiv:hep-th/9304026]. [36] K. Hori and C. Vafa, arXiv:hep-th/0002222. [37] N. Seiberg, JHEP 0301, 061 (2003) [arXiv:hep-th/0212225].

[38] F. Cachazo, N. Seiberg and E. Witten, JHEP 0304, 018 (2003) [arXiv:hep-th/0303207]. [39] A. Giveon, D. Kutasov and O. Pelc, JHEP 9910, 035 (1999) [arXiv:hep-th/9907178]. [40] F. Ferrari, Phys. Rev. Lett. 78, 795 (1997) [arXiv:hep-th/9609101]. [41] T. J. Hollowood, Nucl. Phys. B 517, 161 (1998) [arXiv:hep-th/9705041]. [42] G. Carlino, K. Konishi and H. Terao, JHEP 9804, 003 (1998) [arXiv:hep-th/9801027]; [43] M. A. Shifman, A. I. Vainshtein and M. B. Voloshin, Phys. Rev. D 59, 045016 (1999) [arXiv:hep-th/9810068].

[44] M. Shifman and A. Yung, Phys. Rev. D 67, 125007 (2003) [arXiv:hep-th/0212293].