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1 Introduction and summary

The study in Refs. [2, 13] pointed out the possibility that the axial U(1) rotation of the
fermion field with fractional angles, although it suffers from the ordinary axial U(1) anomaly,
may be understood as a generalized form of the symmetry [4] (see Refs. [5-17] for reviews),
the non-invertible symmetry |2, 13, 8-27]. In Ref. [1], the present authors studied how the
symmetry operator of the axial U(1) non-invertible symmetry acts on the (non-genuine)
't Hooft line operator by modeling the axial anomaly by the axion and employing the mod-
ified Villain lattice formulation of U(1) gauge theory [28] (see also Ref. [29]), which allows
a straightforward introduction of the dual U(1) gauge field. In Ref. [1], it was concluded
that the sweep of the symmetry operator over the 't Hooft line operator does not leave any
effect. This conclusion appears inequivalent with the phenomenon concluded in Refs. [2, 3]
that the sweep leaves non-trivial traces. Although we believe that under assumptions made
in Ref. [1], our conclusion is correct, the argument in Ref. [1] might be somewhat compli-
cated and, in particular, it appears that the conclusion depends crucially on a miraculous
cancellation between the effect of the dressing factor in the 't Hooft line and the would-be

Witten effect [30] arising from the axion topological coupling.

In this paper, we present an alternative and much simpler derivation of the conclusion
in Ref. [1], although the basic assumptions are common. Considering the basic importance of
this issue in possible applications of the axial U(1) non-invertible symmetry, especially in the
form of the selection rules, we believe that it is useful to do this. In this paper, we show that
the conclusion in Ref. [1] can be derived from the following observation: The (non-genuine)
't Hooft line operator considered in Ref. [1] can be realized by a background 2-cocycle gauge
field, which couples to the (non-conserved) electric 2-cocycle current f. Since this coupling
is not influenced by the axial transformation on the axion field, ¢ — ¢ + «, the symmetry
operator does not cause any effect on the 't Hooft line. This simple observation explains
the above miraculous cancellation. Also, we hope that the present simple argument gives
an idea that our conclusion, although it is shown by employing a particular lattice action,
is quite insensitive on the details of the lattice action one adopts. The extension of the
present argument to the case of the action of the 1-form non-invertible symmetry in the
axion QED [24, 25], the action of the 1-form non-invertible symmetry operator on the axion

string, would be an interesting problem

L Since the (non-genuine) gauge invariant axion string can be represented by a background 1-cochain gauge
field introduced in the kinetic term of the axion as we will see in Sect. 2.5l and the 1-form non-invertible
symmetry is associated with the shift of the gauge potential, repeating a similar argument as that in the



2 The action of the axial U(1) non-invertible symmetry operator

2.1 Lattice action

We take the lattice action of Ref. [1] (Eq. (2.24) there) as an explicit starting point
for our argument. It is based on the modified Villain formulation of the U(1) lattice gauge
theory [28]. After the integration by parts on the periodic hypercubic lattice I', the lattice

action can be written a

S = Z{i?fU*iji&Uészu—20¢U*a¢+i5€UX—ie—22 [@¢U(CS) —4W2¢UP2(Z)}}.
her <90 2 ST
(2.1)
In this expression,
fri=0da+2nz, (2.2)

is the U(1) field strength 2-cochain (a € R is the U(1) gauge potential 1-cochain, 0 is the
coboundary operator and z € Z is an integer 2-cochain field). @ € R is a 1-cochain Lagrange
multiplier field and the integration over a imposes the Bianchi identity dz = 0; a can be
regarded as the dual U(1) gauge potential. For the axion scalar field ¢, 0¢ is the combination
defined by

0p := ¢ + 27l (2.3)

where ¢ € R is a 0-cochain and ¢ € Z is an integer 1-cochain field. y € R in Eq. (1)) is
another 2-cochain auxiliary field which imposes the another Bianchi identity d¢ = 0. The
lattice U(1) Chern-Simons form (CS) is defined by [32]H

(CS):=aU f+2rzUa+ 2mwa U dz. (2.5)

present paper, we expect that the sweep of the symmetry operator over the axion string does not leave any
effect.

2We denote the hypercube, the cube, the plaquette, and the link on I' by A, ¢, p, and I, respectively.
The p-cochain, the cup product U, and the coboundary operator § on I' are, roughly speaking, lattice
analogues of the p-form, the wedge product A, and the exterior derivative d on T, respectively. For precise
definitions of the p-cochain, the cup product, the higher cup product U;, the coboundary operator and
the “Hodge dual” * on the hypercubic lattice, see Refs. [31, [32]. On the cup product, the coboundary
operator ¢ satisfies the Leibniz rule, §(a U ) = daU B + (—1)Pa U8, where « is a p-cochain. The cup
product is not commutative on the cochain level but the commutator is expressed by the higher cup as
(—D)PBUa=aUpB+ (-1)PT§(a U B) — da Uy B — (—1)Pa Uy §8], where 3 is a g-cochain.

3 The motivation for this definition may be understood as follows: In the present lattice formulation, f U f
is not a total divergence. One can make this total divergence up to 872Z by adding terms containing 6z as

fUf—dmaUdz +2mf Uy 6z = §(CS) + 472 Pa(2). (2.4)

That is, under the Bianchi identity §z = 0, the 6 term defined by (0/872)f U f = (6/87%)[5(CS) + 472 Py(2)]
is manifestly topological and changes by 27Z under 6 — 6 4 2.



Finally, the Pontryagin square is defined by
Py(z) :=zUz+ 2 U 2. (2.6)

In the modified Villain formulation [28], the lattice action and observables must be

invariant under the following three gauge transformations: The Z(}) gauge transformation,
a — a+2mm, z— z—om, (2.7)

where m € Z is a 1-cochain. The Z(®) gauge transformation,
» — ¢+ 27k, 0 — 10— ok, (2.8)

where k € Z is a 0-cochain. The R(®) gauge transformation,
a— a+0A, z— 2, (2.9)

where A € R is a 0-cochain. The first two gauge invariances remove redundancies in the above
description of the lattice U(1) gauge theory with a 27 periodic scalar field. The last one is
the ordinary local U(1) gauge symmetry.

In the above form of the lattice action (Z1]), the invariance under the Z) gauge trans-
formation (Z8) is manifest, because d¢ in Eq. (Z3) is a manifestly Z(©) gauge invariant
combination. It can be seen that [1] the lattice action (2Z1) is invariant also under other two

gauge transformations@ provided that we set the transformation laws of the auxiliary fields

4 One finds that, under the Z(") gauge transformation (7)),
(CS) — (CS) — 2m6(m U a) + 87%m U z — 4w26(m Uy 2) + 4n26m Uy z — 4n25m Um,
Py(z) = Po(z) —20m Uz — §(dm Uy 2) + dm U dm, (2.10)
and therefore, up to surface terms,
[06 U (CS) —dn¢ U Pa(2)]
— [0¢ U (CS) — 4n*¢ U Po(2)] + 81°¢p Um U 6z — 4r*50 Um U a + 8n°Z. (2.11)

Under the R() gauge transformation 3), up to surface terms,
[06 U (CS) — 4n¢ U Py(2)]

— [0¢ U (CS) — 4n¢ U Pa(2)]
+4AT (PUIN =210 UN) Udz+2m00 U [AUda+2n AUz +2zUXN+ AU; 02)]. (2.12)



as, under the Z(M) gauge transformation,

2
a—a+e2pUm, X%x—%mUa, (2.13)
and, under the R() gauge transformation,
e? e?
d—>&+2—(¢U5)\—27r€U)\), X—>X+4—[)\U5a+27r()\UZ+ZU)\+)\U1 6z2)].
T ™

(2.14)

2.2t Hooft line operator as a defect boundary

We introduce the 't Hooft line operator in the present system as follows. We couple a
background 2-cochain gauge field B € Z to the electric 2-cochain current, xf. For this, we
change the kinetic term of the gauge field in Eq. (210) as f Uxf — (f — 27B) U(f — 27 B)

and correspondingly define

2
sB .— Z{%(f—QWB)U*(f—QﬂB)—i—iELU(Fz—i—%8¢U*@¢+i5€UX
90
hel’

e2
—igs [0¢ U (CS) — dn?p U Py(2)] } (2.15)

The Poincaré dual of B defines a 2-dimensional surface (i.e., defect) R. If 6B # 0, the
surface R has the boundary vy, 9R = =, along which § B # 0. Then the gauge coupling (Z.15)

defines a 't Hooft line operator along . Having these facts in mind, we set
B = —qd2[R], (2.16)

where q is an integer (magnetic charge) and d3[R]| is the 2-cochain delta function whose

support is R. This implies that
0B = —qdz[], (2.17)

where d3[7] is the 3-cochain delta function along ~.

In the present axion QED, xf is not conserved under the equation of motion, d x f # 0,
and thus the partition function is not invariant under the 1-form gauge transformation on B,
B — B + dw. Correspondingly, the Poincare dual of B, the surface R is not topological, i.e.,
the partition function with the Boltzmann weight e=S" depends on a precise shape of R.
Nevertheless, we may still introduce such a defect and define a (non-genuine) 't Hooft line

operator. Note that, since the combination (f —27B) U *(f — 27 B) is manifestly invariant



under the gauge transformations in Eqs. (217)—(29), the above method defines an object
invariant under those gauge transformationsH

If we change the variable z in S? ([2I5) as z — z + B, we may remove the background
gauge field B in the gauge kinetic term. Instead, the other parts in the action (2.I5) produce
new factors. Under the shift z — 2 + B, we find that the Boltzmann weight changes as

5" 5 ST (y), (2.18)

where the 't Hooft line operator Ty () is given by

. ~ e2 e2
_exp[—zz<(a—%¢Ua) U(FB—F%(quf—ZMUa)UB
o2
T 4_{¢U (6 (fU1 B) =276z U1 B +21B Uy 02 + 21 P (B)]
7r

+ 21l U0 (aUy B) — da Uy B]})

2 2

:exp{—iz {(d—;gﬁUa) U(SB+2€—W(¢Uf—27TEUa)uB—Z—Wagzsu(fulB)]}.
(2.19)

In the last equality, we have used the constraints 0z = —6B and 0¢ = (H imposed under
the integration over a and y and the relations, BUB =0BU; B= BU; B =0, which
follow from the explicit form of B in Eq. (2.I6]). Although we also have the factor
exp|—ime? 3", . LU (2 Uy B)], this is unity when the U(1) charge e is an even integerﬁ
and can be neglected. The expression (219) with Eq. (2I6), up to the last gauge invariant
factor exp[i Y-, cp(e?/4m)0¢ U (f Uy B)] H coincides with the 't Hooft line operator studied
in Ref. [1] (Eq. (2.26) there). We thus observe that the non-genuine gauge invariant 't Hooft

® The continuum counterpart of Eq. (2] possesses an electric Ze2 0-form symmetry [33,34] and one can
consider a genuine 't Hooft line operator with a fractional magnetic charge as the boundary of the correspond-
ing symmetry operator. Such a fractionally-charged magnetic monopole worldline cannot be considered in
the present lattice formulation with the integer z. One would have to consider the “excision method” [35] to
incorporate such a fractionally-charged 't Hooft line; the excision method has not completely been developed
for 4D gauge theory.

6 One can further introduce the axion string for which 6¢ # 0 along a 2-surface by the method in Sect.
Then the resulting hybrid system of the 't Hooft line and the axion string is defined gauge invariantly.

" We assume this condition throughout this paper as Ref. [1].

8 This gauge invariant factor does not affect the argument in Ref. [1].



line operator in Ref. [1], which possesses an integer magnetic charg&@ can be realized as the
defect introduced as Eqs. (215]) and (216)) 10

2.8  Auxial U(1) Ward-Takahashi identity
Next, we define the expectation value in the sub-sector b

- _qB
(--F ::/D[a]D[(b]D[ﬁ]D[X]e ST (2.21)
Note that the gauge fields (a and z) are not yet integrated in this expression. We then

consider a constant shift of the integration variable ¢ in a 4-dimensional region V4 C T,

+ f e Vy,
by QO forreVs (2.22)

10} otherwise.

We assume that V; contains the 2-surface R in Eq. (2.I6) as Fig. [l This shift of the axion

Fig. 1

field corresponds to the axial U(1) rotation of the rotation angle a. We assume that the oper-
ator - - - in Eq. (2.2])) is invariant under this shift. Under Eq. (2.22), the lattice action (2Z.15])

9 We believe that this is also the case for the 't Hooft line operator in Refs. |2,3] as indicated in Egs. (2.28)

and (2.29) of Ref. [2] and Eq. (28) of Ref. [3].
10Tt can be seen that our 't Hooft line operator, although it possesses an associated surface operator, is a

charged object of the magnetic U(1) symmetry in the present system.
'We assume that, divided by the gauge volumes, the integration measure is defined by

J paiepinpig =T [/ aao] il [ asto)] Il L?J I [aw)]. e

ler



changes by

i e
SB — SB - 50[ Z |:*j5 - ﬂ CS :| - 62 Z P2 3 (223)
c€OVy heVy

where j5 is the axial U(1) 1-cochain current,
g5 1= —2ip20p. (2.24)

Since the integration measure (Z20) has an invariant meaning under Eq. ([ZZII) we have
the identity,

<...>SB:<exp %oz > {*j5——CS:|—QQZP2 > R —

ceOVy heVy S

(2.25)
Note that, as we have explicitly indicated here, the integration over the auxiliary field a
in Eq. (221 imposes the constraint 6z = 0

2.4 Final steps

We now assume that in Eq. (225]) the boundary of V4 consists of two 3-surfaces,
OVy = M5 U (—Ms). (2.26)

See Fig. Ml We then substitute - - - in Eq. (2:28) by

exp —a > {*35— — CS)} . (2.27)

cEM3
This is possible, because it can be seen that xj5 on M3 is invariant under Eq. (2:22]). Thus,
we have
B

<exp S {m—— s)(2) >

ceEMs3 s

B
= exp —%aez Z Py(2) <eXp —« Z {*]5 - — CS)] > : dz=0. (2.28)

heVy ceMY

12 That is, we may start with the measure [™* dg¢(s) for s € V4 instead of Eq. (Z20) because of the Z(©)
gauge invariance.

13 Under 6z = 0, Py(z) is simply z U 2.

7'r+oz



Finally, we set
27p

N
where p and N are coprime integers and define the symmetry operator of the axial U(1)

a= (2.29)

non-invertible symmetry by [1, 136]

: 2
imp ‘ e
Uzﬂ—p/N(Mg) = eXp W Z |:*]5 — 4—71_2(68):| ZM3 [Z], (230)
ceEM3s
where Zj4,[2] is the partition function of a lattice 3D TQFT. In Refs. [1, 136], an explicit
form of Z)4,[2] on the lattice is given by a level N BF theory. The basic property of Zuy,[2],

for the configuration (2:20)) is, for éz = 0 [36],

Zp,l2] = exp —e2 > Pa(z)| Zpglel- (2.31)
heVy
Combining Eqgs. (228) and (2:31)), we thus have for the symmetry operator (2.30),
B
<U27Tp/N M3 > = <U27Tp/N M >> : (232)

We may integrate both sides of Eq. (2.32)) by a and z to yield the full expectation value.
Then, we may shift the integration variable z by z — z 4+ B to make the presence of the
't Hooft line explicit. Recalling the relation (2.I8]), we have

<U27Tp/N M3 > <U27Tp/N M )T (’Y>>7 (233)

where the full expectation value is defined b
(-++) = [ DlaDED@DDIAD e - (239

We note that the shift z — z + B does not affect the symmetry operators in Eq. (2:32),
because the defect B does not have the support on the 3D boundaries M3 and M} on which
the symmetry operators are defined. Equation (Z33) and Fig. [[l show that the sweep of the
non-invertible symmetry operator over the 't Hooft line operator leaves no effect.

Let us summarize the essential elements in our argument. First, we assumed that the

non-genuine but gauge invariant 't Hooft line operator with an integer magnetic charge can

14 We understand

/ DlaD[:] =[] [ / daﬂﬂ 11

ler V- perl

{ j;i ] . (2.34)

2(p)=—o0



be realized by the defect B (2.10) introduced in the gauge field kinetic term. Next, we assume
that the 4D topological part in the axial anomaly P5(z) with the fractional coefficient can
be represented by a 3D TQFT as in Eq. (2.31); this enables one to define the symmetry
operator as Eq. (2.30). Then, we have the relation (233). As far as these assumptions are
fulfilled, the above conclusion follows almost independently of the details of the lattice action

(i.e., possible modifications of j5, (CS), P(z), and the gauge transformation laws).

2.5 Axion string

For the axion string, the argument is quite parallel. We introduce a 2D defect o by the
substitution, 0¢ — 0¢ — 2w C', in the scalar kinetic term as

2
5S¢ = Z{%fU*f—l—i&U(Sz—i— %(8¢—2WC)U*(6¢—2WC) + 60U x
her © 90
e?
—igs [0 U (CS) — dn2p U Py(2)] }, (2.36)
where, assuming o = JV3, we set
C .= —q§1[V3], oC = —q§2[a], (2.37)

where 61 [V3] is the 1-cochain delta function whose support is V3. Under the change of variable,
{ — {+ C, we have
eS¢ e84 (0), (2.38)

where the axion string operator Sq(o) is given by

. e? — ¢
Sq(o) :exp{—zhez;(FCU {X—FEaUa} —H’;ECU(fUa—i-QﬂaUz)}, (2.39)

where we have used 6z = 0, which is imposed under the integration over a. This expression
with Eq. (237) precisely coincides with that of the axion string operator in Ref. [1].

We then introduce the expectation value,
c ~ -s¢
()¢ = [ DlaDleiDgDige s (2.40)

Then, under the shift (222]),
) C
c _ i 4 e 9
(--)g = <exp 3¢ Z [*jg, - 4—7T2(CS)] —e Z Py(z) > , (2.41)
cEVy heVy 5

where we have noted that although the axial U(1) 1-cochain current is modified as j5 —

—2iu? (0¢ — 2mC¢) in the presence of the background C, since we assume that the support

10



of C, V3, does not touch upon the boundary of the 3D region 0V4, we can neglect this
modification in Eq. (Z41]). Then, repeating the same argument as that for the 't Hooft line

operator, we have
(U (M) > = (Unpep/n (M )>C. (2.42)

and, in the full expectation value (Z:33]), after the shift of the integration variable ¢ — ¢ + C,

we have
<U27Tp/N Mg > <U27rp/N M )S (O’)> . (243)

Again, the sweep of the symmetry operator over the axion string does not leave any effect.
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