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Abstract

We study the Gauge/Bethe correspondence for two-dimensional N =
(2, 2) supersymmetric quiver gauge theories associated with toric Calabi-
Yau three-folds, whose BPS algebras have recently been identified as the
quiver Yangians. We start with the crystal representations of the quiver
Yangian, which are placed at each site of the spin chain. We then construct
integrable models by combining the single-site crystals into crystal chains
by a coproduct of the algebra, which we determine by a combination of
representation-theoretical and gauge-theoretical arguments. For non-chiral
quivers, we find that the Bethe ansatz equations for the crystal chain coin-
cide with the vacuum equation of the quiver gauge theory, thus confirming
the corresponding Gauge/Bethe correspondence. For more general chiral
quivers, however, we find obstructions to the R-matrices satisfying the
Yang-Baxter equations and the unitarity conditions, and hence to their
corresponding Gauge/Bethe correspondence. We also discuss trigonomet-
ric (quantum toroidal) versions of the quiver BPS algebras, which corre-
spond to three-dimensional N = 2 gauge theories and arrive at similar
conclusions. Our findings demonstrate that there are important subtleties
in the Gauge/Bethe correspondence, often overlooked in the literature.
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1 Introduction

The Gauge/Bethe correspondence [1, 2] claims interesting relations between in-
tegrable models and 2D/3D/4D supersymmetric gauge theories with four super-
charges. The vacua of the latter theory (compactified onto 2D for the 3D/4D
cases) are described by the extremization of the effective twisted superpotential
W(σ),

exp

(
∂W(σ)

∂σ

)
= 1 (1.1)

where σ collectively denotes scalars in the twisted vector multiplet. The non-
trivial statement is that the resulting gauge-theory vacuum equation can be
identified with the Bethe ansatz equations (BAE) for the associated integrable
model. Many examples of such developments have been worked out, and have led
to fascinating interactions between gauge theories, geometries and representation
theories, among others.1

Despite years of research on this subject, however, there remains a fundamen-
tal question regarding this correspondence—how general can the correspondence
(1.1) be?

In the literature, it is often assumed that the correspondence (1.1) works
in full generality, for any 2D N = (2, 2) supersymmetric gauge theory as well
as their 3D/4D cousins. Indeed, the vacuum equation (1.1), as derived from
supersymmetric gauge theory, is often automatically called the BAE, even when
the integrable model in question is unknown. We emphasize, however, that it is
actually rather non-trivial to verify this assumption explicitly—we need a general
algorithm to identify the associated integrable model from a given supersymmetric
gauge theory.

In fact, since there exists a zoo of 2D N = (2, 2) theories (and their 3D/4D
counterparts) with various matter contents, it is natural to imagine that we will
inevitably need new types of integrable models not discussed in the literature,
beyond those associated e.g. to representations of the standard Yangians Y(g)
associated with (affine) Lie (super)algebras g and their trigonometric/elliptic de-
formations. This means that any complete understanding of the Gauge/Bethe

1The literature on this topic is huge and it is unfortunately impossible to list all the relevant
references. As of this writing both of the foundational papers [1,2] have more than 200 citations.
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correspondence requires a systematic study of such new algebras and associated
integrable models.

In this paper, we tackle this question when the supersymmetric gauge theo-
ries in question are quiver gauge theories whose quivers and superpotentials are
associated with toric Calabi-Yau three-folds. The advantage of working with this
class of theories is that the associated BPS algebras have already been identified
as the quiver Yangians [3–5] and their trigonometric/elliptic counterparts [6–8],
whose generators and relations have been worked out very explicitly. Moreover,
a very general class of representations of the algebras have been constructed al-
ready [3, 5] in terms of the statistical-mechanics model of crystal melting [9, 10].
One can then construct spin chains from these representations, and work out the
BAE explicitly. If the resulting equations matches the vacuum equations of the
corresponding gauge theories, we have verified the Gauge/Bethe correspondence
for our theories.

In this paper we present two main results: one is a “yes-go” result and another
is a “no-go” result. Which case we end up on depends both on whether the quiver
is chiral or non-chiral (corresponding to whether the toric CY3 has compact four-
cycle or not, respectively) and on the “shift” of the quiver Yangians (as defined
in [5]).

The “yes-go” result applies to un-shifted quiver Yangians for non-chiral quiv-
ers, which are associated with toric CY3 without compact four-cycles and include
unshifted affine Yangian of g where g = glm|n or D(2, 1;α). The allowed represen-
tations are given by certain 2D crystals, which can be easily constructed (see [5])
based on the original 3D crystal representations of [3]. Within this class, we can
derive the Bethe ansatz equations and verify that the equation coincides with the
gauge-theory vacuum equations, as expected.

A surprise comes when we discuss shifted quiver Yangians for non-chiral quiv-
ers and all quiver Yangians for chiral quivers. From the viewpoint of BPS state
counting, we do not encounter any problem and we still have well-defined rep-
resentations from crystal melting. We find, however, that we will run into in-
consistencies in the Yang-Baxter equations if we follow the standard procedures
often assumed in the literature. Under certain assumptions, we find several no-
go arguments (from both the algebraic viewpoint and the gauge-theoretical one)
that rule out both shifted quiver Yangians for non-chiral quivers and all quiver
Yangians for chiral quivers. What these two problematic classes have in common
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is that in the mode expansions of their Cartan generators, there exist negative
modes (namely modes that multiplying positive powers of the spectral parame-
ter) — as long as the representations are not too trivial. While our argument
relies on some assumptions, we will clarify our assumptions and also present
representation-theoretical and gauge-theoretical motivations for the assumptions.

Finally, our discussion is not limited to the rational algebras (i.e. the quiver
Yangians), which correspond to 2D N = (2, 2) supersymmetric gauge theories
— we have also included the trigonometric versions of the algebra (namely the
quiver toroidal algebras), which correspond to 3D N = 2 supersymmetric quiver
gauge theories, and reached the same conclusion.

We believe that the results of our paper point out important subtleties in the
discussion of the Gauge/Bethe correspondence, which are often overlooked in the
literature.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we collect some
review material needed for understanding the rest of this paper. In Section 3
we discuss coproduct structures of the BPS algebras, which are needed for the
construction of the spin chain. In Section 4 we outline the gauge-theoretical argu-
ments for the Gauge/Bethe correspondence, which support some of the assump-
tions made in Section 3. In Section 5 we present arguments against the Gauge/-
Bethe correspondence for shifted quiver algebras and those for chiral quivers. In
Section 6 we derive the BAE for non-chiral quivers and derive the Gauge/Bethe
correspondence for these examples. While we focus on the rational cases of the
quiver Yangians in most of this paper, we discuss in Section 7 the trigonometric
cases of quantum toroidal quiver algebras, where we find similar “no-go” results
despite some important differences. We end in Section 8 with comments on fu-
ture directions. We have also included several appendices containing technical
computations.

2 Reviews

In this section, we will first review the quiver BPS algebras (Section 2.1) and
their crystal representations (Section 2.2). We then review some basic aspects of
integrable models, such as coproducts, R-matrices, and the Yang-Baxter equa-
tions, for the reader’s convenience and to fix our notations (Section 2.3). Finally,
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we briefly summarize the Gauge/Bethe correspondence for quiver gauge theories
in Section 2.4, which will be the motivation for the rest of this paper. Readers
familiar with the quiver Yangians (and/or integrable models) are encouraged to
skip Sections 2.1 and 2.2 (and/or Section 2.3).

2.1 Quiver BPS algebras

Quiver BPS algebras refer to the “algebras of BPS states” [11] of string/M/F
theory compactified on toric Calabi-Yau threefolds (toric CY3). The resulting
4D/5D/6D theory is a supersymmetric gauge theory, with the low energy effective
description of the BPS sectors given by 1D N = 4, 2D N = (2, 2), and 3D N = 2
quiver gauge theories, respectively. The BPS algebras are directly defined in
terms of the corresponding quiver data (together with the superpotential), hence
the name “quiver BPS algebras”. The trichotomy of string/M/F correspond to
the rational/trigonometric/elliptic versions of the quiver BPS algebras, which are
called quiver Yangian [3–5,12], toroidal quiver algebras [5,7,8], and elliptic quiver
algebras [5], respectively.

In this paper, we will mostly focus on the rational versions of quiver BPS al-
gebras, namely the quiver Yangians; the trigonometric cases, the toroidal quiver
algebras, will be discussed later in Section 7. In this section we list some def-
initions and relations associated with quiver BPS algebras, which we will use
throughout the paper. We will not provide original motivations and proofs for
this construction; the interested reader is referred to the original references [3–5].

Starting from a given toric Calabi-Yau three-fold (toric CY3), its correspond-
ing quiver–superpotential pair (Q,W ) can be obtained by e.g. the procedure of
“brane tiling” [13–17] and this is a one-to-many map in general. We will always
start with the quiver data (Q,W ). We will use lowercase letters a, b, · · · , to
label the quiver nodes and denote the set of quiver nodes as Q0; and we will use
uppercase letters I, J , · · · , to label the arrows of the quiver and denote their set
as Q1. If we need to stress that an arrow I flows from node a to node b we will
mark this arrow as

I : a→ b .
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We also define

{a→ b} : the set of all arrows pointing from node a to node b ,
|a→ b| : the total number of arrows pointing from node a to node b .

(2.1)

For a pair of nodes a, b ∈ Q0, we define their chirality as:

χab := |a→ b| − |b→ a| . (2.2)

A quiver is called non-chiral when χab = 0 for any pair of nodes a, b ∈ Q0;
otherwise the quiver is called chiral. A quiver that corresponds to a toric CY3

with (resp. without) compact four-cycles is chiral (resp. non-chiral).

To define the quiver BPS algebra, we need to enhance the quiver data (Q,W )
with an additional structure. To each arrow I ∈ Q1, we associate a complex-
valued equivariant parameter hI . In the case of a toric CY3, the set of parameters
hI are subjected to the loop and vertex constraints [3]:

loop constraints:
∑
I∈L

hI = 0, ∀L ,

vertex constraints:
∑
I:•→a

hI −
∑
J :a→•

hJ = 0, ∀a ∈ Q0 ,
(2.3)

where L are all the loops in the quiver lattice (see Section 2.2 and (2.10)). These
constraints leave among all hI only two independent parameters [3], which we
denote by h1 and h2, so that hI take values in an integral lattice parameterized
by h1,2:

hI = αIh1 + βIh2, αI , βI ∈ Z . (2.4)

These two parameters h1,2 correspond to the two equivariant parameters of the
torus action that preserves the holomorphic Calabi-Yau three-form.

A Chevalley basis for a quiver BPS algebra Y(Q,W ) consists of a triplet
of generators (e(a)(z), ψ(a)(z), f (a)(z)) for each a ∈ Q0, where z is the spectral
parameter. The generators ψ(a)(z) are Cartan generators, whereas e(a)(z) (resp.
f (a)(z)) are the raising (resp. lowering) operators.2 There are trigonometric and

2In the crystal representation, all crystal states are eigenstates of all the Cartan generators
ψ(a)(z), and e(a)(z) (resp. f (a)(z)) adds (resp. removes) an atom of color a to the existing crystal
state. To each node a ∈ Q0, we can assign a non-negative integer Na as its quiver dimension.
The generator e(a)(z) (resp. f (a)(z)) increases (resp. decreases) Na by 1, whereas ψ(a)(z) leaves
all Na invariant.
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elliptic versions of these algebras having non-trivial central elements such that
ψ(a)(z) are non-commutative among themselves. We will, however, not consider
those cases in this paper.

The algebra Y is a superalgebra in general. The Z2-grading (Bose/Fermi
statistics) of the generators e(a)(z) and f (a)(z) is defined as

|a| = (|a→ a|+ 1) mod 2 , (2.5)

while the generators ψ(a)(z) are always even (Bose statistics).

The quiver Yangian is defined by the commutation relations [3]:

ψ(a)(z)e(b)(w) ' ϕa⇐b (z − w) e(b)(w)ψ(a)(z) ,

ψ(a)(z)f (b)(w) ' ϕa⇐b (z − w)−1 f (b)(w)ψ(a)(z) ,

e(a)(z)e(b)(w) ∼ (−1)|a||b| ϕa⇐b(z − w)e(b)(w)e(a)(z) ,

f (a)(z)f (b)(w) ∼ (−1)|a||b| ϕa⇐b(z − w)−1f (b)(w)f (a)(z) ,[
e(a)(z) , f (b)(w)

}
∼ −δa,b

ψ(a) (z)− ψ(a) (w)

z − w
,

(2.6)

where the equality sign ' (∼) equates Taylor series on both sides up to terms of
the form znwm≥0 (znwm≥0 and zn≥0wm), [?, ?} is a super-commutator:

[X, Y } = XY − (−1)|X||Y |Y X , (2.7)

and the bond factor ϕ is defined as:

ϕa⇐b(u) := (−1)|b→a|χab

∏
I∈{a→b} (u+ hI)∏
J∈{b→a} (u− hJ)

. (2.8)

2.2 Crystal representations

The BPS algebras have crystal representations, where vectors are labeled by
(generically 3D) molten crystals. In this paper, we will need non-trivial tensor
products of the 2D subcrystal representations. For this, we will review the molten
crystals as descriptions of BPS states [9, 10], the 3D canonical crystal represen-
tations of BPS algebras [3], the 2D subcrystal representations [5], and finally the
naive tensor representations [4,6]. We will not attempt to give a thorough review
here, but refer the interested reader to these papers.
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2.2.1 Molten crystals as BPS states

The molten crystal construction appears in the counting problem for Donaldson-
Thomas invariants [18] for toric CY3’s [9, 19–24]. The effective low energy dy-
namics of D-branes wrapping a toric CY3 X is described by a 4D N = 1 quiver
gauge theory with gauge-matter content encoded in a pair of quiver Q and super-
potential W . The initial counting problem becomes a counting problem for BPS
states in this system, which can be identified with the equivariant cohomologies
of the quiver moduli spaces. Due to the localizing properties of the equivariant
cohomologies, the BPS wave-function can be approximated by a semi-classical ex-
pression localized to the classical vacua. The classical vacua of the quiver gauge
theory are given by the field configurations that satisfy a set of constraints com-
ing from the D-terms and the F -terms in the Lagrangian, as well as fixed-point
constraints coming from the equivariant action.

Let us denote the complex scalar fields constructed from the compactified
gauge holonomies associated to quiver nodes as Xa, a ∈ Q0, and complex scalars
in the chiral multiplets associated to quiver arrows as φI , I ∈ Q1. Then the
D-term and F -term can be summarized in the form of real and complex mo-
ment maps. The D-term constraint, the F -term constraint, and the fixed point
constraint are given by

µ
(a)
R := ra −

∑
I: •→a

φIφ
†
I +

∑
J : a→•

φ†JφJ = 0 ,

µ
(I)
C := ∂φIW = 0 ,

Ĝ(X) · φ(I: a→b) := Xbφ(I: a→b) − φ(I: a→b)Xa = 0 ,

(2.9)

where ra ∈ R are Fayet-Iliopoulos (FI) parameters of the model.

Classical vacua—solutions to (2.9)—in the cyclic BPS chamber (all ra > 0)
for framed quivers can be enumerated by molten crystals. The construction of a
molten crystal starts with a lattice construction. First we notice that the toric
CY3 pair of a quiver and a superpotential corresponds to a periodic quiver on
a torus or a quiver lattice L . For the simplest example of C3 this is a simple
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triangular lattice:

C3 :

(X,h1)

(Y,h2) (Z,h3)

W = TrX [Y , Z]

←→

h1

−h2

(2.10)

The nodes of the quiver lattice correspond to coherent sheaves on X , whereas the
arrows are the corresponding Ext-functors, and the superpotential is generated
by disk amplitudes [17, 25] (see also [26–28]). This whole construction is graded
by the toric action which locally rescales X as (x, y, z) 7→ (eh1x, eh2y, eh3z) while
preserving the volume form, which requires h1 + h2 + h3 = 0. Therefore, the
complex plane that the quiver lattice is embedded into can be naturally identified
with the equivariant weight plane parameterized by h1,2.

2.2.2 Canonical crystals and vacuum representations of BPS algebras

For a given (Q,W ) pair, a molten crystal in the original reference [9] consists of a
subsets of atoms that are removed (or “melted away”) from a special 3D crystal
following the “melting rule”. For the description and the reasoning of the melting
rule, see [9, 10].

This special 3D crystal gives rise to the vacuum representation of the BPS
algebra and can actually be used to bootstrap the BPS algebra itself; for this
bootstrap procedure, see [3] for the rational case and [6] for the trigonometric
and elliptic cases. A non-vacuum representation can then be constructed by
starting with a subcrystal of this special crystal and using the molten crystals
that are melted away from this subcrystal to span the corresponding represen-
tation. For the construction of these subcrystal representations see [5], where
we also named the special crystal that corresponds to the vacuum representation
canonical crystal.

Let us specify first a canonical quiver framing as consisting of a single framing
node f with dimension 1 and an arrow I0 connecting this node to any gauge quiver

11



node o. We denote the complex expectation value for the flavor field associated
with f as u and call it the spectral parameter. To describe solutions to (2.9) it is
useful to incorporate a language of path operators:

. . . · φI2 · φI1 · φI0 , (2.11)

so that I1, I2, · · · form a path in L starting with any point projected to node o.
These path operators are subjected to equivalence relations following from the
complex moment map and form a module of the quiver path algebra. Monomials
in this module are labeled by the endpoint of the path in the lattice and a discrete
R-charge, forming in this way a 3d lattice—a lift of L —actually a convex sub-
lattice since all the R-charges could be chosen to be positive. This sublattice was
named canonical crystal C0 in [5] (in order to distinguish it from its subcrystals).

Continuing the chemistry analogy we will call a point of the 3D lattice “atom”
and denote it as �. Any atom position can be projected to the weight lattice L .
We will denote the complex parameter for the position of � in L in the following
way:

h� := α�h1 + β�h2 ∈ C , (2.12)

where α�, β� are atom coordinates in L . Having an atom position in L , we can
project it further to a node of quiver Q. We call this projected node a ∈ Q0 the
color of the atom. When we want to emphasize that the atom � has color a we
denote the atom as a�.

The fixed points (2.9) correspond to subcrystals of C0 satisfying a melting
rule [9]—molten crystals. An empty crystal, an empty QFT without fields, is
also a valid crystal satisfying the melting rule. For a molten crystal K we could
point out sets of atoms that could be added/removed to/from K so that the
resulting crystal satisfies the melting rule again:

Add(K) := {� ∈ C0|K +� is molten} ,
Rem(K) := {� ∈ C0|K−� is molten} .

(2.13)

If a molten crystal K is given, it is simple to restore an explicit solution to
(2.9). Correspondingly, molten crystals K label classical vacua and BPS states of
a D-brane system on X and form a module for the BPS algebra Y.
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The generators of the algebra Y acts on the crystal states by [3]:3

ψ(a)(z) |K〉u = Ψ
(a)
K (z − u)× |K〉u ,

e(a)(z) |K〉u =
∑

a�∈Add(K)

[K→ K + a�]

z −
(
u+ h a�

) |K + a�〉u ,

f (a)(z) |K〉u =
∑

a�∈Rem(K)

[K→ K− a�]

z −
(
u+ h a�

) |K− a�〉u ,

(2.14)

where the eigenvalues of the Cartan generators Ψ
(a)
K are:

Ψ
(a)
K (z) = ϕa⇐f(z)

∏
b∈Q0

∏
b�∈K

ϕa⇐b
(
z − h b�

)
, (2.15)

with ϕa⇐f(z) describing the contribution from the ground state of the represen-
tation;4 and the matrix coefficients [K→ K± a�] satisfy the following relations

[K + a�1 → K + a�1 + b�2 → K + b�2] =

= (−1)|a||b|[K + a�1 → K→ K + b�2] ,

[K→ K + b�2 → K + a�1 + b�2]

[K→ K + a�1 → K + a�1 + b�2]
= (−1)|a||b|ϕa⇐b

(
h a�1
− h b�2

)
,

[K + a�1 + b�2 → K + b�2 → K]

[K + a�1 + b�2 → K + a�1 → K]
= (−1)|a||b|ϕa⇐b

(
h a�1
− h b�2

)
,

(−1)|a|+1[K→ K + a�→ K] = Res
t=h

a�
Ψ

(a)
K (t) ,

(2.16)

using the short hand notation:

[K1 → K2 → . . .→ Kk] := [K1 → K2] · . . . · [Kk−1 → Kk] . (2.17)

One solution of these matrix coefficients is [3]:

[K→ K + a�] = ±
√
−(−1)|a| Res

t=h
a�

Ψ
(a)
K (t) , [K→ K− a�] = ±

√
Res
t=h

a�
Ψ

(a)
K (t)

(2.18)
For the reasoning behind the signs and a way to fix the ±’s see Section 6 of [3]
and for an explicit solution of these signs see Appendix D of [6].

3Relative to [3], the spectral parameter z on the r.h.s. are shifted by the equivariant weight
u that is associated with the crystal representation.

4For the vacuum representation, ϕa⇐f(z) is simply 1
z (if we do not include any truncation

factors), whose single pole z = 0 corresponds to the leading atom of the canonical crystal.
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2.2.3 Subcrystals and crystal representations with reduced dimen-
sions

For our current paper, we will need crystal reprsentations that are defined using
certain 2D crystals, which can be viewed as subcrystals of the canonical crystals.
Let us now briefly review the construction of subcrystal representations, their
translation to the framing of the quiver, and their relation to the shift of the
quiver BPS algebras. For more detail, see [5]; for trigonometric version of the
story see [6, 8] and for the elliptic version see [6].

First of all, including other D-brane systems on X leads to a modification of
the canonical framing and a change to the shape of the crystal ]C that defines
the representation. Since such crystals ]C can be viewed as a subcrystal of the
original crystal of [3], we call their corresponding representations sub-crystal rep-
resentations, and they are non-vacuum representations, as opposed to the vacuum
representation defined by the original crystals (named canonical crystal in [5].

Once the shape of the subcrystal ]C is given,5 all the molten crystal states K
of this representations are determined: they can only grow within the boundary
of ]C. The actions of the quiver BPS algebras on these molten crystal states K
are again given by (2.14), with the only change being the ground state factor
ϕa⇐f(z) in the Cartan eigenvalues (2.15).

To determine ϕa⇐f(z) for a given subcrystal ]C, we can use the decomposition
procedure of [5]. The important observation is that any ]C can be constructed by
decomposing ]C in terms of positive and negative C0, placed at different positions.
The leading atoms of the positive C0’s are called starters, and those of the negative
C0’s are called either pausers or stoppers, depending whether they arise due to the
intersections of positive C0’s or they are introduced in order to stop the crystal
from growing. For a detailed explanation of this decomposition procedure, see
Section 3 of [5].

Once the sets of starter/pausers/stoppers of a subcrystal ]C are determined,6

5A priori, there is no restriction to the shape of ]C; however, we will only consider those
that correspond to irreducible representations of the (shifted) BPS algebras, e.g. we will not
consider disconnected ]C.

6The set of starters and stopper are given by the shape of ]C, whereas the set of pausers is
determined once the starters are given.
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we can immediately write down its ground state charge function [5]:

〈∅|ψ(a)(z)|∅〉 =

∏s
(a)
−
β=1(z − z

(a)
−β)∏s

(a)
+

α=1(z − z
(a)
+α)

=: ϕa⇐f(z) , a ∈ Q0 , (2.19)

where {z(a)
+α} corresponds to the set of the weights of all starters of color a, with

s
(a)
+ the size of this set, whereas {z(a)

−β} corresponds to the set of the weights of all
pausers (with multiplicity given by the order) and stoppers of color a, and with

s
(a)
− the size of this set. For the subcrystal ]C, one can the define a “shift” to

capture the net degree of the ground state charge function defined in (2.19):

sa ≡ s
(a)
+ − s

(a)
− , (2.20)

= (# starters−# stoppers−# pausers) of color a , (2.21)

for any a ∈ Q0 [5].7

This then translates into the framing of the quiver. For each subcrystal ]C,
the corresponding framing is still given by a single framing node f of dimension
1, however, the arrows between the framing node f and the gauge nodes acquire a
richer structure. Each factor in the denominator of (2.19) (namely each starter)

corresponds to an arrow α ∈ {f → a} with weight hα = z
(a)
+α, and each factor in

the numerator of (2.19) (namely each pauser or stopper) corresponds to an arrow

β ∈ {a→ f} with weight hβ = −z(a)
−β [5]:

ϕa⇐f(z) =

∏
I∈{a→f}

(z + hI)∏
J∈{f→a}

(z − hJ)
, a ∈ Q0 . (2.22)

Finally, once the arrows and their weights for the sets {f → a} and {a → f}
are determined, one can then add the appropriate correction terms to the super-
potential.

7If we include truncation factors such as (z + C) in the numerators of ground state charge
function, as done e.g. in [3,5,29,30] in order to study the truncations of these algebras, then this
definition becomes sa ≡ (# starters−# stoppers−# pausers−# truncation factors) of color a;
for more on truncations see Section 7 of [3] and Section 3.4 of [5]).
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In order to allow the subscrystal representations with non-zero shifts, one also
needs to allow shifts in the mode expansion of the Cartan generators:8

ψ(a)(z) =
∞∑

k=Sa

ψ
(a)
k

zk
, (2.23)

with

Sa =

{
sa non-chiral quivers

−∞ chiral quivers
(2.24)

For non-chiral quivers that correspond to toric CY3 without compact four-cycles,
Sa = sa are constant since the bond factors (2.8) are homogeneous. For chiral
quivers corresponding to toric CY3 with compact four-cycles, the bond factors
are non-homogeneous, therefore there is no bound on the modes in the expansion
(2.23); in other words, the information of the shifts sa defined for the subcrystal
]C representation via (2.20) are lost at the level of the mode expansions of the
Cartans (2.23) for the chiral quiver.

One can use the decomposition procedure of [5] to easily construct crystal
modules of Y supported on crystals of reduced dimensions. Starting from the
canonical crystal C0, by placing the stoppers immediately next to the starters,
one can obtain a subcrystal ]C with the shape of a 2D (namely one-atom thin)
layer of atoms or a 1D chain of atoms. For a 2D crystal, because we need to stop
the crystal from growing in the third direction, for each starter, we need (at least)
one stopper (possibly with different colors). Therefore the shift of a 2D crystal
cannot be positive. Similarly, for a 1D crystal, we can only have one starter, and
since we need to stop the crystal from growing in two directions, we also need (at
least) two associate stoppers (possibly with different color); therefore, the shift
of an 1D crystal is either −1 or −2 (depending on whether the 1D crystal is
infinitely long or not).

8Note that the convention of the mode expansion in (2.23) is slightly different from [5] (which
have k+ 1 + sa in the exponent of z). Namely, for [5], the difference between non-chiral quivers
and chiral quivers is captured by the summation range: N0 for non-chiral quivers and Z for
chiral ones. In this paper, it is more conveninent to use the convention (2.23) that capture both
non-chiral and chiral quivers (with no difference even in the summation range), since we will
need to contrast the non-chiral and chiral quivers. It is easy to convert to the convention of [5],
without changing any results of this paper.
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A simple yet dramatic example can be given in the same model of C3 pa-
rameterized by (x, y, z) (see Figure 1(a)). A D4 brane wrapping a divisor C2

plane spanned by, say, y and z, modifies the quiver framing and superpotential
(see Figure 1(b)). As a result the original molten crystals represented by plane
partitions and forming MacMahon modules are restricted to 2D layer integer par-
titions (see Figure 1(c)) forming Fock modules. One could go further and restrict
to 1D chains—vector representations.9

(Y,h2)

(X,h1) (Z,h3)

(I,0)

W=Tr(X[Y,Z])

(Y,h2)

(X,h1) (Z,h3)

(I,0) (J,−h1)

W=Tr(X[Y,Z]+XJI)

h3

h1
h2MacMahon

vector

Fock

(a) (b) (c)

Figure 1: (a) Quiver for C3, (b) quiver for C3 with D4 wrapping C2, (c) vector,
Fock and MacMahon modules

In applications to the integrable models, R-matrices and the BAE, the major-
ity of the literature [31–33] works with Fock representations, however MacMahon
R-matrix constructions are known [34]. From our analysis we see no apparent
contradiction in implementing 3D crystals in the R-matrix construction, however
on the level of the BAE we expect certain difficulites.

The most drastic difference between 3D and 2D crystals comes from the fact
that in a 3D crystal multiple atoms having distinct R-charge coordinate values
may be arranged over the same projection to the weight lattice (2.10), whereas
in a 2D slice distinct atoms �1 and �2 always have distinct weights:

in a 2D crystal h�1 6= h�2 if �1 6= �2 . (2.25)

9Note that the vector representation has negative shift s = −1.
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So in constructing a self-consisting set of BAE we expect the following diffi-
culties:

• First, since the Bethe vectors are anti-symmetric upon exchanging of Bethe
roots (see e.g. [35, Section 2]), when we have coincident Bethe roots, the
resulting Bethe vectors would vanish.

• 3D molten crystals count cohomologies of (in general) singular quiver vari-
eties (e.g. for C3 it is the moduli space of Hilbert schemes Hilbn(C3) [36]).
For 2D crystals there is a chance that the resulting quiver variety is smooth.
In particular, to cut out 2D subcrystals in the case of Y(ĝlm) one has to
modify the framing and superpotential in such a way that the resulting
effective QFT acquires a supersymmetry enhancement, and the resulting
quiver variety is a smooth Nakajima variety (see e.g. [37]). The singular-
ities of the quiver moduli spaces may break the Higgs-Coulomb duality,
which is needed in order to associate Bethe roots with vacua of a 2D theory
in the Bethe/gauge correspondence (see Section 2.4).

• In Section 4.2, we associate the locations of the atoms in the weight plane
(2.10) to the solutions to the BAE (namely the Bethe roots) in the large
volume limit. Bethe roots are further identified with the expectation values
of the scalars σ

(a)
i in classical vacua that contribute to the partition function

(4.2) as saddle points. However the integral contains a Vandermonde deter-

minant which becomes singular in the case of coincident σ
(a)
i ’s and serves

as a repelling term. The 3D crystal saddle points are unstable as a result.

We hope to return to these issues elsewhere.

2.2.4 Crystal chains and naive tensor representations

One of the first ingredients needed for the construction of the spin chain is a rep-
resentation of the BPS algebra. For our quiver BPS algebras Y, we can use the
crystal-melting representations of the algebra discussed in [3,5]. Here a represen-
tation F(]C) is labeled by the choice of a subcrystal ]C of the canonical crystal,
which in turn can be translated into the choice of the framed quiver. A more
generic quiver framing reduces to a collection of framings fi by a single framing
node with dimension 1 (see Figure 2).
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3

(u1,u2,u3)

1 (u4) 1

(u1)

1

(u2)

1

(u3)

1

(u4)

=

Figure 2: Multidimensional framing

The representation space is spanned by states

F(]C) :
{
|K, ]C〉u

}
, (2.26)

where u denotes the spectral parameter.

To construct spin chains we consider a representation F(]Ci) for each site i, and
consider the tensor product ⊗iF(]Ci) of the representations. The resulting crystal
can be represented by a composite crystal consisting of mutually independent
molten crystals Ki with centers-of-mass in respective ui in a common complex
plane of weights:

h1

h2

u1

K1

u2

K2

un

Kn

. . .
(2.27)

Each Ki grows within boundaries of ]Ci. We have chosen a parameterization of
complex scalar expectation values associated with fi and denote them as ui. Note
that we assume that those crystals do not interfere with each other, even if the
projections of the crystals onto the plane become large enough and overlap with
each other.

As it was proposed in [4] (see also [6]), such a geometric picture finds a natural
identification with a tensor product of representations associated with subcrystals
]Ci. We denote a vector in such a representation associated with a disjoint union
of molten crystals

⊔
i

Ki as

|K1,
]C1〉u1 ⊗ |K2,

]C2〉u2 ⊗ . . .⊗ |Kn,
]Cn〉un . (2.28)
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When concrete subcrystals ]Ci are irrelevant or apparent from the context, we
will omit these letters in the notation. We call this representation a crystal chain
by analogy with spin chains.

Following [6] we define a naive10 tensor product representation of the quiver
BPS algebra on a chain of crystals as

∆
(n)
0 (ψ(z))

n⊗
i=1

|Ki〉ui =
∏
i

ΨKi
(z − ui)×

⊗
i

|Ki〉ui ,

∆
(n)
0 (e(z))

n⊗
i=1

|Ki〉ui =
∑
i

∑
�∈Add(Ki)

∏
j<i

ΨKj
(ui + h� − uj)×

[Ki → Ki +�]

z − (ui + h�)
×

⊗
j<i

|Kj〉uj ⊗ |Ki +�〉ui ⊗
⊗
k>i

|Kk〉uk ,

∆
(n)
0 (f(z))

n⊗
i=1

|Ki〉ui =
∑
i

∑
�∈Rem(Ki)

∏
k>i

ΨKk
(ui + h� − uk)×

[Ki → Ki −�]

z − (ui + h�)
×

⊗
j<i

|Kj〉uj ⊗ |Ki −�〉ui ⊗
⊗
k>i

|Kk〉uk ,

(2.29)

where we have denoted the generators of the algebra a ∈ Y as ∆
(n)
0 (a) to indicate

that this is a representation on Y⊗n. In what follows we will often consider a chain
that consists of only two sites, and will denote the corresponding ∆

(2)
0 simply as

∆0. For later purposes it is useful to introduce short-hand notations for (2.29):

∆0e = e⊗ 1 + ψ
→
⊗ e ,

∆0f = 1⊗ f + f
←
⊗ ψ ,

∆0ψ = ψ ⊗ ψ .

(2.30)

10We call these representations “naive” since those invoke a simple generalization of matrix
coefficient structures (2.14) to crystal chains. The mutual atom exchange processes among
distinct crystals are not taken into account.
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2.3 Integrable models

2.3.1 R-matrices and Yang-Baxter equations

As can be seen in the example of (2.29), inside the tensor product the factors
may enter in a nonequivalent way: physically, when we bring the crystals together
and obtain a tensor product, it matters which crystal goes first and which goes
next into the tensor product. Tensor powers with an arbitrary ordering of factor
representations, however, are expected to be isomorphic representations of the
algebra. An isomorphism (intertwiner) between two-site chains with opposite
orderings is identified with an R-matrix:

R : Fu1 ⊗Fu2 −→ Fu2 ⊗Fu1 . (2.31)

Note that throughout this paper, the R-matrix (2.31) is defined to permute
the tensor factors as in (2.31), as opposed to the conventional definition (see
e.g. [38]) in which the R-matrix map Fu1 ⊗Fu2 to Fu1 ⊗Fu2 :

R(conv.) : Fu1 ⊗Fu2 −→ Fu1 ⊗Fu2 , (2.32)

which is related to our definition via

R
(ours)
12 = P12 ·R(conv.)

12 , (2.33)

where P12 is the permutation operator acting on the two factors in the tensor
product. The R-matrix defined as in (2.31) (i.e. with the permutation) is some-
times called the twisted R-matrix. In this paper, we use the twisted R-matrix
(2.31) instead of the conventional one (2.32) because in the context of the Gauge/-
Bethe correspondence, it is the former one that corresponds directly to the Janus
interface, see Section 4.3. Throughout this paper, we will omit the adjective
“twisted” in front of the R-matrix.

A priori, R is a function of the two spectral parameters, namely R = R(u1, u2).
However, throughout this paper, since the “center-of-mass coordinate” (u1+u2)/2
corresponds to the fugacity of the global U(1) flavor symmetry of underlying phys-
ical system, R becomes a function of u1 − u2. For the rational/trigonometric/el-
liptic case, R(u1, u2) is a rational function of (u1−u2)/sinh β(u1−u2)/θ(u1−u2).
For the physical origin of these three factors, see [6].
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For a tensor product it is simple to generalize this two-site R-matrix to an
R-matrix that permutes the two neighboring factors at position i and (i + 1) in
the tensor product:

Ri,i+1 : . . .⊗Fui−1
⊗Fui ⊗Fui+1

⊗Fui+2
⊗ . . . −→

. . .⊗Fui−1
⊗Fui+1

⊗Fui ⊗Fui+2
⊗ . . . ,

Ri,i+1 = . . .⊗ 1⊗R⊗ 1⊗ . . . .
(2.34)

In what follows we will often use a graphical language. In this language, the
tensor factors are depicted as straight strands flowing from the right to the left
and ordered according to the ordering in the tensor product, such that the first
element corresponds to the top strand. The matrix element of the operator R is
depicted as a simple braid by the following diagram:

u2〈K′2| ⊗ u1〈K ′1| R(u1 − u2) |K1〉u1 ⊗ |K2〉u2 =

s

(K1,u1)

(K2,u2)

(K′2,u2)

(K′1,u1)

(2.35)

where the adiabatic flow is directed from the right to the left.

Since an R-matrix permutes the factors in a tensor product, it should give
a representation of the permutation group; therefore we impose the following
constraints on its matrix elements.

1. The R-matrix R should satisfy the Yang-Baxter equations (YBE),

R12(u12)R13(u13)R23(u23) = R23(u23)R13(u13)R12(u12) (2.36)

with uij ≡ ui − uj. These equations can be represented by the following
graph:

u1

u2

u3

u3

u2

u1

=

u1

u2

u3

u3

u2

u1

=

u3

u2

u1

u1

u2

u3

,

(2.37)
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2. Furthermore, the R-matrix satisfies the unitarity constraint:

R12(u12)R21(u21) = 1 , (2.38)

which can be represented as

u1

u2

u1

u2
=

u1

u2

u1

u2
. (2.39)

2.3.2 Transfer matrices, Bethe vectors, and Bethe ansatz equations

Let us consider a tensor product of n crystal modules Fui associated with some
fixed framing f:

F := Fu1 ⊗Fu2 ⊗ . . .⊗Fun . (2.40)

To compute traces we introduce a grading operator acting on crystal repre-
sentations as:

s|K〉 =

(∏
a∈Q0

q|K
(a)|

a

)
|K〉 , (2.41)

for some fugacities |qa| < 1. This operator allows one to introduce the notion of
a character on a crystal representation, so that

Tr′ 1 = Tr s =
∑

K

q|K
(a)|

a (2.42)

represents a partition function associated with the crystal module—a generating
function for the corresponding Donaldson-Thomas invariants. One expects this
partition function to be convergent inside the unit ball |qa| < 1. In particular, for

the case of Y(ĝl1) there is a single color qa = q and we have the canonical results:

Tr′Fock 1 =
∏
k≥1

1

(1− qk)
, Tr′MacMahon 1 =

∏
k≥1

1

(1− qk)k
. (2.43)

Graphically we can denote the action of the s operator in the following way:

s = . (2.44)

23



The R-matrices only reshuffle atoms between crystals and intertwine the grad-
ing operator. As a result, we derive the following relation between the s-operators
and the R-matrices:

= . (2.45)

The transfer matrix

T (z) : F −→ F (2.46)

can then be constructed in the canonical way as an iterated braiding with an
auxiliary module Fz, whose strand we label as 0th:

Ts(z) : = TrFz (sFz ⊗ 1F ) R0n(z − un) . . . R01(z − u1) =

=
∑

K

un

u2
u1

un

u2
u1

(K,z)

(K,z)

.
(2.47)

Applying the YBE (2.37), the unitarity constraint (2.39), and the relation
(2.45), one can show that the transfer matrices with different values of the spectral
parameter commute:

[T (z1), T (z2)] = 0 . (2.48)

This is the hallmark for integrability since the expansion coefficients Ik of the
transfer matrix at z →∞:

T (z) =
I0

z
+
I1

z2
+
I2

z3
+ . . . (2.49)

form an infinite set of mutually commuting integrals of motion for the integrable
model in question.

A canonical way to solve this system is to use the Bethe vectors |B〉 to solve
the eigen-value problem for the transfer matrix:

T (z)|B〉 = Λ(z)|B〉 , (2.50)
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where the Bethe vector |B〉 is independent of z. In this procedure, the canonical
way of constructing the Bethe vectors (see e.g. [38,39]) is via the algebraic Bethe
ansatz, where |B〉 is generated from the lowest weight vector in the module F by
applying the off-diagonal R-matrix elements. The consistency condition of such
an ansatz with (2.50) leads to a set of equations on the spectral parameters of
the R-matrices, called the Bethe Ansatz Equations (BAE).

2.4 Gauge/Bethe correspondence

In this paper we will be interested in a 2D N = (2, 2) quiver gauge theory asso-
ciated with a toric CY3. (We will later in Section 7 discuss trigonometric models
associated with 3D N = 2 quiver gauge theories on S1.) As we have described
already, the gauge/matter content of this theory is defined by the quiver Q. To
each node a ∈ Q0, we associate a gauge group U(Na), where Na is the corre-
sponding dimension, and to each arrow I : a→ b, we associate a bi-fundamental
field with respect to U(Na)× U(Nb).

The twisted superpotential of the theory is given by

W(~σ) = i
∑
a∈Q0

Na∑
i=1

taσ
(a)
i +

∑
(I:a→b)∈Q1

Na∑
i=1

Nb∑
j=1

w
(
σ

(b)
j − σ

(a)
i − hI

)
,

w(σ) = σ (log σ − 1) .

(2.51)

on which we will comment further in Section 4.1. The vacuum equation (1.1) for
the twisted superpotential W is a set of algebraic equations

exp[∂
σ
(a)
i
W ] = 1 (2.52)

for the expectation values of the twisted chiral fields σ
(a)
i . After some algebra the

equations can be rewritten into the following form:
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1 = BAE
(a)
i (~σ, ~u,~q) := q−1

a

∏
1≤j≤Na
j 6=i

ϕa⇐a
(
σ

(a)
i − σ

(a)
j

)
×

×
∏
b∈Q0
b6=a

Nb∏
k=1

ϕa⇐b
(
σ

(a)
i − σ

(b)
k

)∏
f

ϕa⇐f
(
σ

(a)
i − uf

)
,

(2.53)

where the function ϕ is the bond factor defined in (2.8), the product in the last
term runs over all the 1-dimensional quiver framings (see Figure 2, for the bonding
of gauge and framing quiver nodes see (2.22)), and qa := eita . For the vacuum
configuration of σ’s equation (2.53) is satisfied for all a ∈ Q0, i = 1, . . . , Na.

Equations (2.53) have a form reminiscent of the Bethe ansatz equations. In-
deed the Gauge/Bethe correspondence [1, 2] states that the equations (2.53) can
be identified with the BAE of some integrable model. As emphasized in the in-
troduction, this is a highly non-trivial statement. The goal of this paper is to
check this statement for a large class of supersymmetric gauge theories associated
with toric Calabi-Yau three-folds.

3 Integrable models from quiver BPS algebras

In Section 2.2 we discussed crystal-melting representations of the quiver Yangians.
In crystal chain language, this represents a single site of the crystal chain. To
construct a crystal chain (and to further discuss the R-matrix and BAE) we need
to combine these representations into suitable tensor-product representations. As
we will explain further below, one of the systematic methods to achieve this is to
consider a coproduct in the algebra. It turns out, however, that it is non-trivial
to identify the coproduct relevant for our BAE.

In this section, we will explain how to define a non-trivial coproduct structure
for the quiver BPS algebras. We will focus on the rational case in this section,
and postpone the discussion of the trigonometric case to Section 7.

Our discussion in the following partly depends on QFT considerations. Since
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we have in mind readers with mixed backgrounds, in this section we will try
to make the presentation understandable without detailed knowledge of QFT,
and postpone the discussions from the gauge-theory viewpoints to Section 4.
Consequently, we will state a few assumptions in this section, which will be better
motivated further in Section 4. Note that even without going into the details
of the gauge-theory discussions in Section 4, the fact that we have successfully
reproduced BAE for unshifted quiver Yangians for non-chiral quivers in Section 6
provides strong evidence for the validity of our discussions. We will also provide
further motivations when we discuss the trigonometric case in Section 7.

3.1 Non-diagonal coproducts of quiver BPS algebras

Let us denote the quiver BPS algebra as Y. We are going to consider a crystal
chain associated with crystal-melting representations of this algebra, and further
discuss the Bethe ansatz equations.

As stated already, we are interested in coproducts of the algebra, since the
coproduct allows one to construct chains of crystals as tensor powers of old ones.
For some quiver BPS algebras the coproducts are already in the literature: for
example, toroidal quiver BPS algebras have a known coproduct, and in the ratio-
nal/Yangian case the simplest algebra—the affine Yangian Y(ĝl1)—is known to
have a coproduct.11 We also expect the quiver BPS algebra to have a coproduct—
an algebra homomorphism:

∆ : Y −→ Y ⊗ Y . (3.1)

When the coproduct ∆ satisfies the co-associativity condition

(∆⊗ 1) ◦∆ = (1⊗∆) ◦∆ , (3.2)

the iterated coproduct:

∆(n) : Y −→ Y⊗n ,

. . . ◦ (1⊗ 1⊗∆) ◦ (1⊗∆) ◦∆ ,
(3.3)

is actually independent of the order in which the products are taken.

11Proposals for coproducts for more exotic instances of algebras like Y(ĝln), Y(ŝlm|n), Y(ĝlm|n)
could be found in recent papers [40–42] respectively.
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Let us also consider a representation:

Rep : Y ⊗ Y −→ End (F ⊗ F) , (3.4)

where F are Y-modules associated with some subcrystals ]C1,2. We can now
evaluate the coproduct in the representation, to obtain a new structure ∆:

Y Y ⊗ Y End (F ⊗ F)
∆ Rep

∆=Rep ◦∆

(3.5)

In what follows we will say that a structure Σ ∈ End(F ⊗ F) factorizes if

∃ Σ ∈ Y ⊗ Y s.t. Σ = Rep ◦ Σ , (3.6)

otherwise we say Σ does not factorize.

The naive crystal chain representation (2.29) is a natural candidate for the
coproduct representation of the quiver BPS algebra, since ∆0 is an algebra ho-
momorphism by construction. However if we look closer at the structure of (2.29)
we will find that ∆0 does not factorize as in (3.5). Indeed, for example, ∆0e(z)
has an element that has a phase ΨK1(h� + u2 − u1), where K1 is the first crystal
in the crystal chain and h�+u2 is the coordinate of the added atom to crystal K2

in the weight plane. So there is no way to untangle operators from the first and
the second factor in the coproduct (see details in Appendix E). Thus we conclude
that ∆0 does not factorize.

In addition to this problem, we will later see that the R-matrix R(0) originating
from ∆0 does not give rise to the vacuum equation for gauge theories (see (3.21)
and (3.22)), and hence is not relevant for the Gauge/Bethe correspondence.

We therefore conclude that the coproduct ∆ relevant for the Gauge/Bethe
correspondence, when evaluated as ∆ : Y → End (F ⊗ F) on crystal chains, is
different from ∆0. Note that both ∆0 and ∆ are valid representations of Y on
a crystal chain consisting of two sites. It is not a simple task to invent a new
representation, therefore it seems to be natural to assume that ∆0 and ∆ are
isomorphic representations:
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Assumption 1. ∆0 and ∆ are isomorphic representations. In other words, we
have

∆ · U = U ·∆0 , (3.7)

where U is a function of the spectral parameters u1 and u2 that correspond to
the two factors F in the tensor product.

From a representation-theory perspective, one expects such a decomposition
of the coproduct from the Gauss decomposition of the universal R-matrix along
the lines of [43]. We will provide further motivations for this assumption in
Section 4.4.2.

Let us assign the following degrees for the generators in Y ⊗ Y:

deg (e⊗ 1) = −1, deg (f ⊗ 1) = +1, deg (ψ ⊗ 1) = 0 ;
deg (1⊗ e) = +1, deg (1⊗ f) = −1, deg (1⊗ ψ) = 0 .

(3.8)

If we order the vectors in F ⊗ F by the number of atoms in the second factor,
this grading corresponds to, in the matrix representation of the operator, how
far a nonzero matrix element is from the main diagonal. Having established the
grading we could employ a filtration on expressions in Y⊗2 = Y ⊗ Y. In what
follows we will say that some expression is defined modulo Y⊗2

k implying that we
consider an expansion up to degree k.

For physical reasons we discuss in Section 4.4.2, the matrix U is expected to
be lower -triangular. Since this is important for our subsequent discussions, let
us state this as an assumption:

Assumption 2. The matrix U is lower-triangular.

Since U gives a homomorphism of representations, all the eigenvalues of U are
equal to 1. Summarizing, one could reflect these facts about the map U in the
following expansion:

U = 1⊗ 1 +
∞∑
k=1

Sk, degSk = 2k . (3.9)
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Defining a truncated U matrix by:

Un ≡ 1⊗ 1 +
n∑
k=1

Sk , (3.10)

we have:

U−1 = U−1
n − Sn+1 mod Y⊗2

2n+4 . (3.11)

Using (3.7) and (2.30) we derive the following equations:

∆e = Un ·∆0e · U−1
n + [Sn+1, e⊗ 1] mod Y⊗2

2n+3 ,

∆f = Un ·∆0f · U−1
n + [Sn+1, 1⊗ f ] mod Y⊗2

2n+3 ,

∆ψ = Un ·∆0ψ · U−1
n + [Sn+1, ψ ⊗ ψ] mod Y⊗2

2n+4 .

(3.12)

Requiring that ∆ originates from a true coproduct ∆ (so that we can explicitly
factorize ∆ = Rep ◦∆) leads to a set of recurrence relations for Sn:

Un ·∆0e · U−1
n

∣∣∣
deg=2n+1

+ [Sn+1, e⊗ 1] factorizes ,

Un ·∆0f · U−1
n

∣∣∣
deg=2n+1

+ [Sn+1, 1⊗ f ] factorizes ,

Un ·∆0ψ · U−1
n

∣∣∣
deg=2n+2

+ [Sn+1, ψ ⊗ ψ] factorizes .

(3.13)

If we can find a solution to these equations such that the resulting ∆ is asso-
ciative, we have constructed a true coproduct structure on the quiver Yangians.
Let us write down the first few levels explicitly.

For level 1 we have:

ψ
→
⊗ e+ [S1, e⊗ 1] factorizes ,

f
←
⊗ ψ + [S1, 1⊗ f ] factorizes ,

[S1, ψ ⊗ ψ] factorizes .

(3.14)

For level 2 we have:[
S1, ψ

→
⊗ e
]

+ [e⊗ 1, S1]S1 + [S2, e⊗ 1] factorizes ,[
S1, f

←
⊗ ψ

]
+ [1⊗ f, S1]S1 + [S2, 1⊗ f ] factorizes ,

[ψ ⊗ ψ, S1]S1 + [S2, ψ ⊗ ψ] factorizes .

(3.15)
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It is simple to derive S1 satisfying these conditions for example from a QFT
consideration as in Section 4.4.5:

S1 |K1〉u1 ⊗ |K2〉u2 =
∑
a∈Q0

(−1)|a|+1
∑

a�1∈Rem(K1)

∑
a�2∈Add(K2)

[K→ K− a�1] [K′ → K′ +�′]
z + h� − h�′

|K−�〉x1 ⊗ |K′ +�′〉x2 .
(3.16)

While we have QFT motivations for this expression, we can state this as an
assumption for more mathematically-oriented readers:

Assumption 3. S1 (in the expansion (3.9) of U) is given by (3.16).

The computation of higher corrections Sk≥2 is rather involved. We compute all

the corrections Sk for the known coproduct structure for Y (ĝl1) in Appendix B,

and we compute S2 and the coproduct for Y (ĝlm|n) up to Y⊗2
5 terms in Ap-

pendix C.

If we apply the explicit form (3.16) of S1 we derive:12

∆e(z) = ∆1e(z)−
∑
k≥1

k−1∑
j=0

zk−1−jψ−k ⊗ ej modY⊗2
3 ,

∆f(z) = ∆1f(z)−
∑
k≥1

k−1∑
j=0

zk−1−jfj ⊗ ψ−k modY⊗2
3 ,

∆ψ(z) = ∆1ψ(z) modY⊗2
2 ,

(3.17)

where ∆1 is defined by

∆1e(z) = e(z)⊗ 1 + ψ(z)⊗ e(z) ∈ Y ⊗ Y ,

∆1f(z) = 1⊗ f(z) + f(z)⊗ ψ(z) ∈ Y ⊗ Y ,

∆1ψ(z) = ψ(z)⊗ ψ(z) ∈ Y ⊗ Y .

(3.18)

12Here we apply the canonical decomposition of a rational function:

f(z) :=

m∏
i=1

(z − pi)
n∏

j=1

(z − qj)
=

m−n∑
k=0

f−kz
k +

n∑
j=1

res
w=qj

f(w)

z − qj
, where f−k = − res

w=∞
f(w)/wk+1 .
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The expression for ∆1 is reminiscent of the coproducts for quantum groups and
related algebras in the literature. We note, however, that ∆1 is not an algebra
homomorphism for quiver Yangians, see Appendix E.2. This is an interesting
subtlety in our discussion of the rational case. The situation is different for
the trigonometric case, namely quantum toroidal quiver BPS algebras (which we
will discuss in more detail in Section 7 and Appendix E): there the trigonometric

analogue for ∆1, which we denote as
.
∆1 in the notation of Section 7, is a legitimate

coproduct, and the trigonometric analogue of ∆0,
.
∆0, factorizes as

.
∆0 = Rep◦

.
∆1

[32]. In this paper we will nevertheless continue to call
.
∆0 “naive”, since there

is another coproduct structure related to ∆0 by a Miki automorphism (as will
be discussed further in Appendix F). We expect that in the degeneration to the
rational case the Miki automorphism in the trigonometric case reduces to our
map U .

Before we end this subsection, let us summarize the properties of various
coproducts that we have encountered; we have also included their trigonometric
counterparts for comparison:13

∆0

.
∆0 ∆1

.
∆1 ∆

.
∆ ∆

.
∆

factorize? X n/a n/a X X n/a n/a

algebra homomorphism? X X X X X X X

non-diagonal? X X X X
13The “n/a” (not applicable) are there since the question of factorization only concerns ∆0

and ∆, see (3.5) and (3.6), whereas ∆1 and ∆ are elements of Y ⊗ Y by definition.
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3.2 (Twisted) R-matrices

Now we can discuss the (twisted) R-matrices. It is expected that the R-matrix
intertwines the coproduct structure:14

R ·∆ = ∆ ·R . (3.19)

Let us note that the naive crystal chain representation (2.29) also acts on
tensor factors in a nonequivalent way. Therefore we can construct a “naive”
R-matrix R(0) intertwining ∆0:

R(0) ·∆0 = ∆0 ·R(0) . (3.20)

It is quite simple to derive an explicit expression for R(0) from (3.20) in a crystal
representation:

R(0)(u12) |K1〉u1 ⊗ |K2〉u2 = ρK1,K2(u12) |K2〉u2 ⊗ |K1〉u1 , (3.21)

where the scalar phase ρ satisfies the recurrent relations:

ρK1+ a�,K2
(z) = Ψ

(a)
K2

(
z + h a�

)
ρK1,K2(z) ,

ρK1,K2+ a�(z) = Ψ
(a)
K1

(h a� − z)−1ρK1,K2(z) .
(3.22)

This R(0) satisfies YBE (2.37) and the unitarity constraint (2.39).

From the relation between ∆ and ∆0, namely

∆ = U(z) ·∆0 · U(z)−1 , (3.23)

we see that the R-matrix R and the naive R-matrix R(0) are related in the fol-
lowing way:

R(z) = U(−z) ·R(0)(z) · U(z)−1 . (3.24)

14Note that since the R-matrix used in this paper is actually the so-called twisted R-matrix
(see definition (2.31)), the relation between our twisted R-matrix and the coproduct is given by
(3.19). As a comparison, the R-matrix defined conventionally (see definition (2.32)) is related
to the coproduct by

R(conv.) ·∆ = ∆op ·R(conv.) ,

in which ∆op ≡ P ·∆ · P , where P is the permutation operator acting on the two modules.
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3.3 Lax operators in terms of quiver BPS algebras

Having the R-matrix expression we can construct the so-called L-operators acting
on a representation by fixing two of four legs in the R-matrix. In other words,
these operators are constructed as a braiding of the unknown crystal with the
known one:

L(a)
K′,K(u) :=

(K,u)

(K′,u)
(3.25)

One can translate this pictorial notation into a relation between matrix elements
of the Lax operator LK′,K and those of the R-matrices as:

v〈P2|LK′,K(u)|P1〉v := v〈P2| ⊗ u〈K′|R(u− v) |K〉u ⊗ |P1〉v . (3.26)

The graphical depiction of the Lax operators (3.25) suggests a natural defi-
nition of algebraic operators acting on crystal chains. In the graphical notation
we identify the tensor powers with sheaves of strands, therefore to go from the
definition of Lax operators L to their higher coproducts, we simply replace a
single strand by a sheaf of n strands:

∆(n)LK′,K(u) :=

(K,u)

(K′,u)

. (3.27)

The coproduct structure in terms of Lax operators acquires an exceptionally
simple form:

∆LK′,K(u) =
∑
K′′

LK′′,K(u)⊗ LK′,K′′(u) . (3.28)

We can re-express the action of the Lax operators in terms of the quiver BPS
algebra generators using relation (3.24).

To do so let us introduce some simplifying notations. We will denote a crystal
with a fixed number α ∈ N of atoms as Qα. Thus an additional grading for matrix
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elements of R can be introduced:

R =
∑
n∈Z

Rn, 〈K′, Q′β|Rn|Qα,K〉 ∼ δn,α−β . (3.29)

We find from (3.24) (where we use the short hand notation r = R(0), sk = Sk(z),
s−k = Sk(−z)):

R2 = rs2
1 − rs2 ,

R1 = s−1rs
2
1 − rs1 − s−1rs2 ,

R0 = r − s−1rs1 − s−2rs2 + s−2rs
2
1 ,

R−1 = s−1r − s−2rs1 ,

R−2 = s−2r .

(3.30)

In particular, for the matrix elements we have:

〈K′|L∅,∅(z)|K〉 = ρ∅,K(z) δK,K′ ,

〈K′|L∅,�(z)|K〉 = −ρ∅,K′(z) 〈∅,K′|S1(z)|�,K〉 ,
〈K′|L�,∅(z)|K〉 = ρ∅,K(z) 〈K′,�|S1(−z)|K,∅〉 ,
〈K′|LQ′1,Q1

(z)|K〉 = ρQ1,K(z) δK,K′δQ1,Q′1
−

− 〈K′, Q′1|S1(−z)R(0)(z)S1(z)|Q1,K〉 .

(3.31)

Using relations (3.16) and (3.22) one finds:

L∅,∅ = tf(z) ,

L∅, a� = [ a�→ ∅]× tf(z) e(a)
(
z + h a�

)
,

L a�,∅ = − [∅→ a�]× f (a)
(
z + h a�

)
tf(z) ,

L
a�′, a� = tf(z)ψ(a)(z + h a�)+

+ [∅→ a�′] [ a�→ ∅]× f (a)
(
z + h

a�′
)
tf(z) e(a)

(
z + h a�

)
.

(3.32)

Here the operator tf(z) (the operator h in the notation of [44]) depends on the
framing and hence on the subcrystal ]C associated with the fixed crystal site that
is braided in the construction of Lax operators (3.25). In the crystal basis it
acquires the expectation value:

tf(z)|K〉 = ρ∅,K(z)|K〉 =

∏
a∈Q0

∏
a�∈K

ϕa⇐f
(
h a� − z

)−1

|K〉 . (3.33)
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The operator tf(z) can be considered as a set of even Cartan operators in
addition to ψ(a)(z); and it has the following commutation relations with the
raising/lowering operators (cf. (2.6)):

tf(z) e(a)(w) ' ϕa⇐f (w − z)−1 e(b)(w) tf(z) ,

tf(z) f (a)(w) ' ϕa⇐f (w − z) f (b)(w) tf(z) .
(3.34)

To conclude this section, let us consider in a similar fashion higher operators
of type LK,∅(z). First we note:

Sk≥1 |∅〉 ⊗ |K〉 = 0 ⇒ U(z)−1|∅〉 ⊗ |K〉 = |∅〉 ⊗ |K〉 . (3.35)

Applying (3.24) one derives:

〈K′|LQn,∅|K〉 = 〈K′, Qn|Sn(−z)|K,∅〉 · ρ∅,K(z) . (3.36)

An expansion similar to (3.16) is expected for Sk as well (see Section 4.4.5):

Sk ∼ f · f · f · . . .︸ ︷︷ ︸
k times

⊗ e · e · e · . . .︸ ︷︷ ︸
k times

. (3.37)

This expansion is compatible with the degree assignment (3.8).

Using the form (3.37) of Sn, its matrix element can be represented in the
following way:

〈K′, Qn|Sn(−z)|K,∅〉 =

˛
d~y FQn(~y, z)×

〈K′|
∏
b∈Q0

f (b)
(
y

(b)
1

)
f (b)

(
y

(b)
2

)
. . . f (b)

(
y

(b)

|Q(b)
n |

)
|K〉 ,

(3.38)

where F is some function depending on the test crystal Qn and all the other
spectral parameters.

Using this representation for LK,∅(z) one finds:

LK,∅(u) =

˛
d~y FK(~y, u)

[∏
b∈Q0

f (b)
(
y

(b)
1

)
f (b)

(
y

(b)
2

)
. . . f (b)

(
y

(b)

|K(b)|

)]
tf(u) .

(3.39)
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It is not complicated to generalize these relations to tensor powers of repre-
sentations. For brevity we will denote the higher coproducts in bold font:

(∆(m−1)L)K,K′(u) =: LK,K′(u), (∆(m−1)e)(a)(u) =: e(a)(u), and so on, (3.40)

so that we have:

LK,∅(u) =

˛
d~y FK,a(~y, u)

[∏
b∈Q0

f (b)
(
y

(b)
1

)
f (b)
(
y

(b)
2

)
. . . f (b)

(
y

(b)

|K(b)|

)]
tf(u) ,

(3.41)

Note that the dependence of the bold font variables on this m is omitted and it
can always be read off from the context.

4 Gauge theory derivation of Gauge/Bethe cor-

respondence

In this section, we discuss the gauge theory derivation of the Gauge/Bethe cor-
respondence. In addition to having its own interest, this section serves as a
motivation for the assumptions made in Section 3.

4.1 Disk partition functions and Higgs-Coulomb duality

As we will discuss soon in Section 4.3, the discussion of the Gauge/Bethe corre-
spondence requires studying interfaces between gauge theories, i.e. gauge theories
on manifolds with boundaries.

For this purpose we discuss disk (hemisphere) partition function [45–47] for
the two-dimensional N = (2, 2) gauged linear sigma model (GLSM) [48] given by
the quiver data. We label the boundary condition at the equator ∂D as B. The
localization technique allows us to reduce the path integral to a finite integral
over the Cartan elements σ

(a)
i , i = 1, . . . , Na of the complexified gauge group:∏

a∈Q0

GL(Na,C) . (4.1)
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The resulting partition function reads [45–47]:

ZD2(B) =

i∞ˆ

−i∞

d~σ
∏
a∈Q0

∆
(a)
V (~σ) e

i
∑
a,i
taσ

(a)
i
∏
I∈Q1

GI(~σ)×OB(~σ) , (4.2)

where ta are the complexified FI parameters, ∆
(a)
V are variants of Vandermonde

determinants:

∆
(a)
V (~σ) =

∏
i<j

(
σ

(a)
i − σ

(a)
j

)
sin
(
σ

(a)
i − σ

(a)
j

)
, (4.3)

and GI is the one-loop contribution of the chiral field associated with the arrow
I : a→ b:

GI:a→b(~σ) =
Na∏
i=1

Nb∏
j=1

Γ
(
σ

(b)
j − σ

(a)
i − hI

)
. (4.4)

The effect of the boundary condition can be captured by the corresponding ob-
servable OB.

To make contact with the Bethe Ansatz equations and integrable models, we
recall that the GLSM for toric Calabi-Yau manifolds has a mirror dual given by
the Landau-Ginzburg model with superpotential W [49]. In the gauge theory
language (cf. [4]), we can call the GLSM description the “Higgs branch” descrip-
tion, and the LG description as the “Coulomb branch” description, so that the
mirror symmetry can be formulated as the Higgs-Coulomb duality.

In the disk partition function, this is reflected in the asymptotic behavior
of the partition function (4.2) where we apply Stirling’s approximation to the
gamma functions (see [50] for a related discussion for the two-sphere (i.e. without
boundary)):

ZD2(L) ∼
ˆ

L

d~σ eW(~σ) . (4.5)

Here the expression W(~σ) coincides with the effective twisted superpotential of
the GLSM introduced in (2.51), whose extremization gives the vacuum equation
(2.53) (i.e. the would-be BAE).
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In the expression (4.5) we have substituted the effect of the boundary operator
OB by the choice of the integration cycle L. While a detailed analysis of this
effect is not needed for this paper, let us comment that the substitution of B
by L is the statement anticipated by the mirror symmetry [51]: in the GLSM
description, B is given by coherent sheaves on the toric CY3, whereas in the dual
LG description, the integration cycle L is defined by a brane wrapping the special
Lagrangian submanifold that defines the boundary conditions on the boundary of
the disk. The statement of mirror symmetry should then be that the two different
sets of partition functions, ZD2(B) and ZD2(L), should span the same “vector
space of partition functions”. Indeed, the choice of the basis for the vector space
is far from unique, and there exist several natural choices of the basis, each with
its own motivation. We will discuss this in the next section.

4.2 From disk boundary conditions to crystal states

That we can choose a linear basis for the vector space of the partition func-
tions is expected from general considerations. The choice of the boundary con-
dition at the boundary of the disk D in either the Higgs phase (4.2) or the
Coulomb phase (4.5) has an internal structure of a triangulated category [52].
From this viewpoint, the partition function provides a functor to a vector space
– the Grothendieck group of the corresponding category. Under this map, the
boundary conditions inherit the linear structure of the space of the partition
functions.

For the system in question, there are five possible choices, summarized by the
following pentagram:

(a) Bethe roots

(b) Jacobian
ring O

(c) Fixed points K on
equivariant moduli space

(d) Coherent
sheaves B

(e) Lagrangian
submanifold L~Z (4.6)
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Since these choices are simply different ways to choose a basis, they should be
related by simple linear maps acting on ~Z. In the physical picture of IR dynamics,
these maps correspond to dualities between different effective descriptions of the
same system. Let us list a few of these dualities:

• For the gauged linear sigma model with a target space given by the Higgs
branch XHiggs, the basis corresponds to a set of exceptional objects in the
derived category of coherent sheaves (d) on XHiggs [52, 53].

• Mirror symmetry maps the partition function to the partition function of
the Landau-Ginzburg model with the effective superpotential W , and co-
herent sheaves (d) to Lagrangian submanifolds (e). A choice of exceptional
objects among the Lagrangian submanifolds is given by a basis of Lefschetz
thimbles L (e).

• A Lefschetz thimble (e) can be defined as a union of all Hamiltonian flow
trajectories starting from the classical vacua—defined as the solutions to
the vacuum equations (2.53), which we hope to view as an analogue of the
Bethe ansatz equations (a).15

• Since we consider a GLSM with twisted masses (i.e. flavor fugacities), there
is an equivariant action of the flavor group on the moduli space, forcing the
geometric description to localize the geometry computations on the Higgs
branch (d) to a set of fixed points (c).

• The set of insertions of operators O (b) in the Landau-Ginzburg partition
function is given by the Jacobian ring J = C[fileds]/dW for the superpo-
tential W . The basis in this ring corresponds naturally to classical vacua
(a) since two operators O1 and O2 are equivalent for all vacua values if and
only if they are equivalent in the ring J .

• On the other hand, a natural choice of the insertion operators O (b) for
GLSM is given by the cohomolgy ring generated by the Chern classes (brane
factors in the terminology of [45]) of coherent sheaves (d).

• Eventually, both the fixed points on XHiggs (c) and the classical vacua in
the Landau-Ginzburg model (a) are vacua in the dual IR descriptions of

15As we will explain in detail below, although the Bethe ansatz equations (2.53) are well-
defined for any toric CY3, there might be no apparent underlying integrable model.
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the same system. These descriptions are related by the 2D mirror symme-
try, therefore the descriptions of vacua are related accordingly. Projecting
crystal atoms to the weight plane, we derive expectation values of scalars
〈σ(a)

i 〉 in the gauge multiplet. These VEVs have to solve the Bethe ansatz
equations as well when the mirror symmetry is applicable, i.e. in the large
volume limit Re ta → +∞.

This is a long list of dualities and we will use only some of them. First we
note that a choice of basis in the partition function vector space could be fixed
as Lefschetz thimble integration cycles for (4.5). These integration cycles are
labeled by solutions to (2.53), and therefore they are dual to the choices of fixed
points (2.9)—molten crystals. In other words a crystal K (or a crystal chain for
multiple framings) with numbers of atoms a� given by Na defines a valid boundary
condition for our theory on D, and, therefore the partition function:

K→ ZK . (4.7)

We will discuss issues with this identification and their consequences in Sec-
tion 5.3. In this section we assume nevertheless that molten crystals give a
complete classification of boundary conditions for (4.2) and (4.5).

4.3 From Janus interfaces to twisted R-matrices

The R-matrix involves an adiabatic continuation of the parameters of the theory.
In general, a natural physical realization of the parallel transport of a system
along some parameter space is related to the notion of a Janus interface.

Let us consider the following construction. Suppose we extended our disk D
into a vial with a long neck and allow some physical parameter p to vary from
a value p(0) to a value p(1) along this long neck (see Figure 3) parameterized
by a coordinate s. In what follows we will explain how to modify the theory
accordingly. Suppose we are able to preserve enough supersymmetry to localize
the path integral. If the cylinder is long enough then the theory at each value p(s)
can be approximated by the theory at a constant value of the parameter p(s).
As a result, the cylinder neck [0, 1] × S1 can have simultaneously two effective
descriptions at p0 = p(0) and p1 = p(1), hence the name Janus interface for such
a theory in the literature (see [54–56] for recent discussions).
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s

p(s)
Janus

1 0

Zi(p1) =
∑
j

Mij × Zj(p0) gluing=summation

Figure 3: Janus interface. s — “adiabatic time” along the cylinder

The Janus interface allows one to parallel transport the theory from theory
p0 to theory p1 along some path ℘, so that for the partition functions we have:

Zi(p1) =
∑
j

Mij(p1, p0;℘) Zj(p0) , (4.8)

where Mij(p1, p0;℘) is a supersymmetric index of the theory on cylinder [0, 1]×S1

with boundary conditions defined by indices i and j. Mij(p1, p0;℘) provides a

connection on the bundle of partition functions ~Z over the parameter space.16

To construct an interface that preserves some specific supercharge Q, we first
note that the index only counts the contributions of the BPS states that are
cohomologies of Q. The standard localization strategy [62] suggests that the Q-
cohomology subspace of the Hilbert space is invariant under conjugation of Q by
some other operators:

Q→ eO Q e−O . (4.9)

16In principle, one could construct a differential form of this connection analogously to the
tt∗-connection [57] (see also [58, Appendix A]). However we will not need a differential form
of this connection in this paper. Also a rather wide class of problems is solved by constructing
connections as Ward identities on spaces of holomorphic QFT quantities like correlators and
conformal blocks. In these cases the resulting connection can be spotted under the names
“opers”, “Knizhnik-Zamolodchikov connection”, “Berry connection” etc. We are in no position
to list even relevant sources due to popularity of this topic, see e.g. [59–61] to have a glimpse
of developments and applications of these ideas.
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If the dependence on the parameter p can be concentrated in the operator O, then
substituting p by the function p(s) does not modify the localization properties
of Q. Although somewhat abstract, this setting is rather universal and could be
applied to generic massive 2D N = (2, 2) theories [54] and beyond [55]. However,
in the actual implementation, one needs to be careful with the divergencies in the
field theory.

For our concrete model of the 2D N = (2, 2) gauged linear sigma model with
the gauge/matter content encoded in the quiver-superpotential pair (Q,W ), we
can simply derive the desired corrections to the Lagrangian of the theory so that
a part of the initial supersymmetry parameterized by phase ϑ is preserved, see
Appendix D. In particular, we have shown in Appendix D that the small deforma-
tions of the path ℘ of the parallel transport are generated by Q-closed operators,
leaving the localization result invariant. Thus we conclude that Mij(p1, p0;℘)
provides a flat parallel transport, in particular:

Mij(p1, p0;℘) = Mij(p1, p0;℘′) , (4.10)

if ℘ and ℘′ are homotopic.

The localization with respect to the supercharge Q allows us to compute the
parallel transport in the semi-classical approximation:

Mij(p1, p0;℘) =
∑

ω∈solitons(j−→i)

(1− loop) e−βZ(ω) , (4.11)

where the summation runs over the BPS soliton solutions ω that interpolate
between the boundary conditions i and j, Z(ω) is the central charge of the soliton
configuration ω, and β is a circumference of the S1.

The BPS soliton equations correspond to the stationary field configurations
that annihilate the Q-transformations of the fermionic fields. In the GLSM model
in question, the soliton equations have the form of a flow equation [55,63]:

DsIm(σ(a)) = µ
(a)
R , a ∈ Q0 ,

DsφI = Ĝ
(
Im e−iϑσ

)
· φI , I ∈ Q1 ,

(4.12)

where s is the adiabatic time along the interface, and the r.h.s. coincides with
(2.9), which means that the crystal states are fixed points of the flow. Similarly,
in the dual LG model the BPS soliton equation reads [51,54]:

∂sσA = ie−iϑgAB̄∂σBW , (4.13)
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where A, B are coordinates of the field space and g is the metric on the field
space.

Although the BPS soliton equations are simpler than the complete equations
of motion, their exact solutions are unknown in many cases. Nevertheless, a
combination of the expansion (4.11) and the flatness condition (4.10) is rather
restrictive, so that the parallel transport M can be computed analytically in
certain setups without computing the actual forms of the solitons [64].

In this terminology, it is natural to define the R-matrix (2.31) as the parallel
transport process from one arrangement of the flavor charges ui to another braid-
ing crystals (2.27) in the weight complex plane. A similar approach was exploited
in [55, 65–67]. Keeping in mind the picture of a crystal chain arrangement and
assuming that ui are ordered as:

Reui < Reui+1 , (4.14)

it is natural to assign to the R-matrix Ri,i+1 a process that exchanges the ordering
(4.14) of flavor charges ui and ui+1 in the complex plane. The strands in the
graphical language (2.35) then become depictions of the crystal center-of-mass
world-lines.

Because the parallel transport is flat (see (4.10)), the R-matrix derived in this
way automatically satisfies the Yang-Baxter equation (2.37) and the unitarity
constraint (2.39), since the paths in the parameter space defining interfaces in
the l.h.s. and the r.h.s. of these relations are homotopic.

4.4 From solitonic flows to non-trivial coproducts

4.4.1 Solitonic flows

The crystal basis we defined in Section (2.2.4) is a basis of stable fixed points when
the spatial support of the theory is compact (see the examples in [6]). However,
if the space-time dimension is D≥ 2 the l.h.s. of the fixed point equations (2.9)
is promoted to a dynamical equation; the resulting equations describing a flow in
the field space are given by (4.12).

Since the space-time in question is non-compact, the disk soliton equations
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(4.12) may have a non-trivial solution interpolating between fixed points of the
flow (4.12)—crystal vacua.

Physically, the appearance of the solitons implies that the semi-classical wave-
functions constructed as a description of fluctuations around classical vacua are
not actual eigenstates of the Hamiltonian. They have to be corrected by non-
perturbative soliton contributions that arise from the overlaps of wave-functions
between crystals located at different ui. This in turn implies that the crystal basis
is not an actual stable basis17 of true eigenstates, instead they are related by a
linear transformation (which we denote as U) constructed as a contribution of a
dilute soliton gas analogously to (4.11). This transformation makes the parallel
transport (4.11) non-trivial, which are given by the solitonic contributions above.

The flow (4.12) has the property that during the flow, the real part of the
central charge can only increase along the “time” s. The central charge in this
model can be approximated by the following expression:

Z ∼
∑
a

ta
∑

a�∈crystals

x ( a�) +O(e−t) , (4.15)

where t is the complexified FI parameter and x(�) is the spectral parameter—the
projection of the position of the atom � onto the weight plane. Let us choose
ta = t ∈ R>0. If crystals are ordered according to (4.14) then the only possible
k-solitonic processes are those when a group of atoms with colors a1, a2, . . ., ak
are carried from a crystal with lower Reu1 to a crystal with greater Reu2.

From the dual point of view, the union of all trajectories for the dual flow
equation (4.13) forms a Lefschetz thimble.

The derivative of the superpotential (2.51) consists of a linear term propor-
tional to t and a logarithmic term. Away from the crystal bodies the logarithmic
term can be approximated by log∆u, where ∆u is the distance between crystals
and is much smaller than t if one is pursuing the connection between the Higgs
and Coulomb branch descriptions in the limit Re ta → +∞. So the flow in the
equivariant weight plane is dominated by the ta values and is directed along the
real axis. In the dual description we see the same picture: atoms appearing in the

17A stable basis is a basis of leaves following Maulik-Okounkov [68]. Leaves are Higgs duals
to Coulomb Lefschetz thimbles and are unions of all soliton trajectories flowing from a fixed
point.
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gaps between crystals in the crystal chain are carried by the flow from a crystal
located at lower Reu to one with a greater value (see Figure 4).

K1 K2 K3 K4

Figure 4: Solitonic flow direction in the weight plane.

4.4.2 From crystal basis to stable basis

For a generic choice of the integration cycle L, to study the asymptotic behavior
of the partition function (2.9), one can expand (2.9) over all possible asymptotics:

Z =
∑

K

cK(C)eW(〈σ〉K) , (4.16)

where K runs over all crystal fixed points, 〈σ〉K is the expectation value that
corresponds to the fixed point K, and cK(C) are the expansion coefficients. Let us
call the basis of the cycles CK that are labeled by the fixed points K, which satisfy
cK (CK′) = δK,K′ , the vacuum basis. We will also use this name (the vacuum basis)
for the basis of the corresponding operators OB(K).

On the other hand, we will call the basis of Lefschetz thimbles (and also the
basis of their corresponding brane operators) the stable basis. In the usual WKB
analysis of the asymptotic behavior of the integrals (2.9), the stable basis (namely
the Lefschetz thimble basis) LK coincides with the vacuum basis. However, when
a Lefshetz thimble corresponding to a fixed point K1 intersects that of another
fixed point K2, the transition between those bases is controlled by the Stokes
matrix U :

Vacuum basis Stable basis
U (4.17)

The coefficients cK(LK′) are defined by an expression analogous to (4.11), where
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the summation runs over solitonic trajectories that flow from K′ to K.18 As we
will see below, this matrix U is the same matrix as in Assumption 1 in Section 3.

Let us introduce a degree on crystal two-chain fixed points in the following
way:

deg |K1〉u1 ⊗ |K2〉u2 := |K2| − |K1| , (4.18)

where |K| is the number of atoms in crystal K. Since all the soliton trajectories
are directed from K1 to K2 in the basis of two-chains ordered by this grading, the
Stokes matrix U is lower-triangular: equivalently, we can decompose:

U = 1⊗ 1 +
∑
k≥1

Sk, degSk = 2k , (4.19)

where an operator of degree n raises the degree of a vector by n. This explains
Assumption 2 in Section 3.

The explicit construction of U is rather involved: one has to solve the soliton
equations (4.12) or (4.13) first, and then construct a 1-loop determinant in the
soliton background. To circumvent these difficulties we use the relations of these
solutions to algebraic structures.

4.4.3 Soliton algebras vs. quiver BPS algebras

A soliton carrying an atom from one crystal to another may be considered as a
Heisenberg raising/lowering operator acting on the number of atoms. Mixing this
action with other quantum numbers of states we could derive a rather non-trivial
resulting algebra of BPS solitons.

In the given context it is natural to identify such operators with processes of
an atom, or a group of atoms carried from/to infinity or a rather distant test
crystal to/from the crystal in question. In [4] a similar amplitude interpretation

18Similar coefficients from the point of view of B-type boundary conditions on the Higgs
branch are known in the mathematical literature (see e.g. [55, 68–71]) as values of stable en-
velopes in fixed points:

StabK′
∣∣
K
.
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was given for the matrix coefficients in the quiver BPS algebra we discussed in
Section 2.2:

K
lowering

[K→K−�]

raising

[K→K+�]
(4.20)

A solution to the second set of equations in (4.12) can be integrated:

φI:a→b(s→ −∞) · τa = τb · φI:a→b(s→ +∞) ,

τa = Pexp

+∞ˆ

−∞

(
iA(a)

s + Imσ(a)
)
ds .

(4.21)

The set of transformations τa, a ∈ Q0 is called a homomorphism of quiver rep-
resentations φI(s → ±∞). The action of the soliton carrying atoms around
increases some of the eigenvalues σ and φ-values, therefore homomorphisms τa
describing solitons are singular in general. In principle, a projector to a finite
sub-representation should be used, so that homomorphisms are between repre-
sentations of quivers with different dimension vectors Na.

The homomorphism (4.21) can be localized to fixed points, implying that a
crystal K in one representation is a subcrystal of another K′. The locus IK,K′ in
the product space of crystal representations is called the incidence locus.

The soliton partition functions form a Hilbert space of morphisms in the
corresponding triangulated category of boundary conditions [52]. On the Higgs
branch, the triangulated category is a derived category of coherent sheaves and
the morphisms are the derived functors of Fourier-Mukai transform. Localization
of the soliton action to (4.21) implies that the Fourier-Mukai kernel also localizes
to a structure sheaf of IK,K′ , in other words the kernel is supported on IK,K′ :

kernel ∼ OIK,K′
⊗ . . . . (4.22)

Transformations on cohomologies of quiver moduli spaces induced by Fourier-
Mukai transforms with kernels given by simply structure sheaves of IK,K±� are
identified in [4] with matrix coefficients of the quiver BPS algebra representations
(2.16).

Unfortunately, in practice the estimate we performed in this section is impre-
cise. The reason is that a one-site chain consisting of a single K is not a true
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eigen BPS state of the Hamiltonian. Physically, it is easy to imagine that for
a crystal getting long enough in the real axis direction processes driven by the
flow depicted in Figure 4 when an atom is dispatched from the left corner and
re-captured by the right corner are present. From the point of view of stable leaf
bases even for simple stable envelope bases [70] in one-site crystal chains it is easy
to compute that the matrix of stable envelopes computed at fixed points is not
diagonal:19

StabK

∣∣
K′
6∼ δK,K′ . (4.23)

A physical consequence of this observation is that soliton flow equations (4.12)
have solutions leading to a self-reshuffling of crystal atoms. We will neglect these
fine self-reshuffling processes assuming that they simply redefine the wave func-
tions corresponding to single crystals K as Sudakov factors.

4.4.4 Gauge theory origin of coproducts

The structure of the simple soliton amplitudes we discussed so far is rather sug-
gestive to extend naturally the action of Y to tensor products. The only step one
should do is to substitute a single crystal in (4.20) by the crystal chain (2.27).

This extension, however, comes at a price. In the computations of the soliton
action on a crystal chain, one has to take into account the contribution of a gas of
solitons that can jump between the crystals in the chain. The solitons ending on
a crystal Ki may be glued with a soliton starting at Ki into a longer amplitude.
The result of such a summation is again a Stokes matrix U (4.17).

In the vacuum basis we neglect solitons jumping between crystals Ki inside
the chain, so the representation of the algebra Y generators takes into account
only a distribution of an external atom between Ki and is given by ∆0 in (2.29).
However the true coproduct ∆ for the stable basis is non-trivial and captures
soliton contribution from conjugation by U :

∆ = U ·∆0 · U−1 . (4.24)

This is equation (3.7) for Assumption 1 in Section 3.

19We would like to thank Andrey Smirnov for pointing out this peculiarity.
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To define the interface partition function associated to the R-matrix, we can
appeal to the algebraic approach instead of directly summing up solitons in (4.11).
The homotopy implies that the R-matrix can be computed from the commutation
relation with the coproduct:

R ·∆ = ∆ ·R . (4.25)

We discussed an explicit construction of the R-matrix from the algebraic con-
straints in Section 3.

4.4.5 Computing non-trivial coproducts from solitonic corrections

To conclude this section, let us estimate the algebraic expressions for the expan-
sion elements Sk in (4.19).

The one-soliton process can be described as follows. An atom is removed from
the crystal K1 located at u1, is then carried by the flow (4.12) to the neighboring
crystal K2 located at u2, and finally is added to K2. This is an IR t-channel type
process that can be described by the following diagram:20

S1 →


[K1→K1−�1] [K2→K2+�2]

g1(u1+h�1
|u2+h�2)

Ψ

K1

K1−�1

K2

K2+�2


, (4.26)

where the two vertices describe the atom adding/removing processes, with coef-
ficients [K1 → K1−�1] and [K2 → K2 +�2], respectively; and the propagator g1

is defined by the flow.

To estimate the propagator g1(x|y) one should incorporate in fact the one-loop
determinant in the soliton background. The soliton has a zero-mode correspond-
ing to the center of the soliton mass with equivariant weight x− y, where x and

20The process should preserve the total number of atoms, forbidding the s-channel diagram.
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y are the initial and final positions of the transferred atom in the weight space.
And the propagator reads:

g1(x|y) ∼ 1

x− y
. (4.27)

There are alternative ways to compute (4.27) explicitly. One way is to use the
compatibility constraints from the algebraic structures, as done in Section 3.
Another way is to apply the dual theory where the loop corrections are taken
into account in the form of the effective superpotential, see Appendix A.

We can now see that the combination of (4.26) and (4.27) justifies Assump-
tion 3 in Section 3.

It is harder to describe higher soliton processes, however one could expect the
same three stages: dissolution of an atom group in crystal K1, transport along
the flow, then recombination with K2.

If we assume that the Fourier-Mukai kernel for the dissolution/recombination
amplitudes is given by (4.22) then the resulting pair of crystals K′1 and K′2 are in
the following relation with the initial one:

K1 ⊃ K′1, K2 ⊂ K′2 . (4.28)

Then K′1 can be represented as a sequence of actions by lowering operators f (a)

on crystal K1. Correspondingly, crystal K′2 is a result of acting by e(a) on K2.
Eventually, we have the following representation:

Sk ∼ fa1fa2 . . . fak ⊗ eb1eb2 . . . ebk , (4.29)

where the sets of colors {ai} and {bi} are equivalent upon a permutation since
the solitons are unable to change atom colors.

5 No-go against shifts and chiral quivers

In this section, we present in sections 5.1 and 5.2 two arguments against the
Gauge/Bethe correspondence for certain representations (that cause a negative
shift in the ground state charge function) and for chiral quivers, respectively. Our
arguments apply both to shifted Yangians associated with non-chiral quivers and
in particular to general quiver Yangians with chiral quivers. We will then discuss
the gauge-theoretic origin of the problem in Section 5.3.
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5.1 Constraints from Yang-Baxter equations

For the first no-go argument, consider the Yang-Baxter equation with the follow-
ing initial/final states:

∅

Q1

Q|K| ∅

K

∅
K′

�
∅

+
Q1

∅

Q|K|+1 ∅

K

∅
K′

�
∅

=
Q|K|+1

∅

∅
K′

∅

∅
∅

�
K

, (5.1)

where K′ has one more atom than K, and can be written as K + �′, and Qn

denotes a summation over all crystals of dimension n (i.e. with n atoms) that can
appear in the relevant intermediate channel.21

Plugging the expansions of R-matrices (3.30) into the YBE (5.1), we obtain
the following constraint:

〈∅, Q1|S1(u21)|�,∅〉〈∅,K′|S1(u13)|Q1,K〉+
ρ∅,K(u13)

ρ∅,K′(u13)
〈∅,K′|S1(u23)|�,K〉 =

ρ∅,∅(u12)

ρ∅,�(u12)
〈∅,K′|S1(u23)|�,K〉 ,

(5.2)

where uij ≡ ui − uj. Then substituting the expression of S1 from (3.16) and the
recurrence relation of ρ from (3.22), we rewrite the constraint (5.2) into:

(−1)|a|+1Ψ∅(h�′ + u3 − u1)
[�→ ∅] [K→ K +�′]
(h� + u2)− (h�′ + u3)

+

+
∑

�̃∈Add(∅)

[�→ ∅]
[
∅→ �̃→ ∅

]
[K→ K +�′]

((h� + u2)− (h�̃ + u1)) ((h� + u1)− (h�′ + u3))

= (−1)|a|+1Ψ∅(h� + u2 − u1)
[�→ ∅] [K→ K +�′]
(h� + u2)− (h�′ + u3)

,

(5.3)

where in the second line we have summed over all possible choices of Q1, which
corresponds to the set Add(∅), i.e. all the atoms that can be added to the ground
state of this crystal representation (namely the set of all its starters).

21In this subsection, we drop the color a labels on the operators and the atoms to reduce
clutter; they are not essential to the argument and can be easily reinstated.
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On the other hand, since Ψ∅(z) is the ground state contribution of the charge
function, it can be written as

Ψ∅(z) =
∑
k≥0

Ψ∅,−kz
k +

∑
�̃∈Add(∅)

Res
w=h�̃

Ψ∅(w)

z − h�̃
. (5.4)

Substituting this expression in (5.3) we derive a consistency requirement:∑
k≥1

Ψ∅,−k
(h�′ + u3 − u1)k − (h� + u2 − u1)k

(h� + u2)− (h�′ + u3)
= 0 , (5.5)

where we have used the fact [∅ → �̃ → ∅] = (−1)|a|+1 Res
w=h�̃

Ψ∅(w), see the last

equation of (2.16).

The condition (5.5) means that the R-matrix given by (3.24) solves the YBE
only if there is no negative shift in the charge function of the ground state |∅〉,
namely

Ψ∅,−k = 0 , for k ≥ 1 . (5.6)

Note that we are allowed to have a non-zero Ψ∅,0.

The implication of the constraint (5.6) is that in the ground state charge
function (the ϕa⇐f(z) defined in (2.19) or (2.22)), the degree of the denominator
cannot be less than that of the numerator, namely,

sa ≥ 0, ∀ a ∈ Q0 . (5.7)

This translates into the shape of the crystal ]C that defines the representation via
the positive-negative crystal decomposition of [5]: we are only allowed to consider
crystal representations in which22

for the same color a : (# starters)− (# stoppers)− (# pausers) ≥ 0 . (5.8)

Finally, we mention that if we restrict to the 2D crystal representations, as
will be necessary when we consider the BAE in Section 6, then all the shifts have
to vanish:

for 2D crystal: sa = 0 , ∀ a ∈ Q0 . (5.9)

22In the presence of the truncation factors, this equation becomes (# starters) −
(# stoppers) − (# pausers) ≥ (# truncation factors), within the same color a, see Footnote 7
on page 16.
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The reason is the following. For 2D crystals, since we need stoppers to stop the
crystal from growing in the third direction, the number of the stoppers cannot
be smaller than the number of the starters (in the 2D plane), i.e.

∑
a sa ≤ 0.23

Then together with the constraint (5.7) from the YBE, we arrive at (5.9).

5.2 Consistency between coproducts of Lax operators and
those of quiver BPS algebras

The previous no-go argument disallows negative shift (more precisely, we require
sa ≥ 0 in the mode expansion of the ground state charge function), and hence
restricts the type of 2D crystal representations that we are allowed to consider.
Next we will give a stronger no-go argument, which will rule out all the chiral
quivers.

The second no-go argument uses the consistency of the coproduct originating
from two different sources. As we have seen in Section 3, Lax operators have
a natural coproduct structure (3.28). Using relations (3.32) we could derive a
Lax-induced coproduct on Y. Now we are in a position to pose the question
if the Lax-induced coproduct on Y and the original Y coproduct constructed in
Section 3.1 are compatible:

∆(Lax) ???
= ∆(Y) . (5.10)

As we will see in this section the compatibility imposes a constraint on the neg-
ative modes of the Cartan operators ψ(a)(z).

For the coproduct (3.28) of Lax operators, we have:

∆L∅,∅ = L∅,∅ ⊗ L∅,∅ + L�,∅ ⊗ L∅,� mod Y⊗2
4 ,

∆L∅,� = L∅,� ⊗ L∅,∅ + L�,� ⊗ L∅,� mod Y⊗2
3 ,

∆L�,∅ = L∅,∅ ⊗ L�,∅ + L�,∅ ⊗ L�,� mod Y⊗2
3 .

(5.11)

23Note that the colors of starters and stoppers are not constrained to match in general,
therefore at this step we could impose this relation only on the total shift.
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We then find:

(∆L∅,∅)−1 ∆L∅,� =
(
L−1

∅,∅L∅,�
)
⊗ 1+

+
[(
L−1

∅,∅L�,�
)
−
(
L−1

∅,∅L�,∅L−1
∅,∅L∅,�

)]
⊗
(
L−1

∅,∅L∅,�
)

mod Y⊗2
3 .

(5.12)

Substituting (3.32) one derives:

∆e(z) = ∆1e(z) mod Y⊗2
3 . (5.13)

Comparing (5.13) and (3.17), we see that these two expressions are compatible
only if24

ψ−k = 0, k ≥ 1 . (5.14)

This constraint means that in the algebra no negative shifts (as defined in
(2.23)) are allowed. Namely, we require

Sa ≥ 0, ∀ a ∈ Q0 . (5.15)

Since the quiver Yangians for chiral quivers always requires negative shifts, even
infinitely negative shifts when one considers infinite representations (as one gen-
erally does), see Section 2.2, this second no-go argument rules out all the chiral
quivers.

5.3 Gauge-theoretical argument against chiral quivers:
breakdown of Higgs-Coulomb duality

Let us next explain the gauge-theory origin of the no-go results for chiral quivers.

For 2D N = (2, 2) gauged linear sigma models with a target space given by a
chiral quiver Q, there are two phenomena modifying the quantum description of

24Note that for simplicity, here we will not consider the presence of the truncation factors,
which will shift the mode by the number of the truncation factor but will not change the result
of this subsection, namely, the inconsistency for the chiral quivers.
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the moduli space: the chiral anomaly and the RG running of the FI parameters.
As a result, the exponentiated complex FI parameters eita , a ∈ Q0 have anomalous
dimensions:

δa =
∑
b

NaNbχab , (5.16)

where index b runs over all quiver nodes—both gauge and framing ones. The
parameters χab are quiver chirality parameters defined in (2.2), and hence δa
vanish for non-chiral quivers.

The vacuum equations (the would-be BAE) (2.53) are equations for the com-

plex scalars σ
(a)
α , a ∈ Q0, α = 1, . . . , Na and take the following form:

P(a,α)

(
σ

(a)
α , σ

(b)
β

)
Q(a,α)

(
σ

(a)
α , σ

(b)
β

) = eita , (5.17)

where we imply that index pairs (b, β) 6= (a, α), and the scalars σ(a,α) have di-
mension 1. Comparing dimensions of the left and right hand sides we conclude:

degP(a,α) − degQ(a,α) = δa . (5.18)

As a consequence of the Higgs-Coulomb duality, we expect a direct map be-
tween the crystal vacua on the Higgs branch, and the Bethe roots—solutions to
(5.17)—on the Coulomb branch in the large Kähler volume limit

∣∣eita
∣∣ → ∞ in

the cyclic chamber. This identification goes as follows. In the limit
∣∣eita

∣∣ → ∞,
the equations (5.17) reduce to equations for denominator zeroes:

Q(a,α)

(
σ(a)
α , σ

(b)
β

)
= 0 . (5.19)

Roots of these equations correspond to vacuum expectation values of fields σ
(a)
α

on the Coulomb branch that coincide with corresponding values on the Higgs
branch. On the Higgs branch σ

(a)
α acquire values in projections of crystal atoms

to the complex weight plane (see Section 2.2). In this way we derive a set of
solutions to (5.17) with the following behavior:

σ(a)
α = ur +O

(
hi,
∣∣e−ita

∣∣) , (5.20)
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for some choice of moduli ur so that σ
(a)
α belongs to crystal Kr in the crystal

chain. If the quiver is chiral,25 however, there are choices of quiver dimensions
Na such that δa > 0 for some a ∈ Q0. In this case, in addition to the roots (5.20)
associated with a configuration of a crystal chain, (5.17) will have extra roots
with the following behavior:

σ(a)
α ∼

∣∣ei υ ta
∣∣ , υ > 0 . (5.21)

In the large volume limit, these roots run to infinity in the weight plane and do
not correspond to vacua on the Higgs branch.

The R-matrix for quiver Q is constructed as an interface in the 2D N = (2, 2)
theory with a target space given by the quiver Q moduli space. As we discussed
in Section 4, the set of Yang-Baxter equations follows from two properties:

1. Flatness of parallel transport leads to an equality of parallel transport along
homotopic paths on the parameter space as in (2.37).

2. Separability of the crystals in crystal chains allows one to assign one-site
crystal modules to strands in (2.37).

That the quiver Q is chiral does not spoil the flatness property of the parallel
transport and of an associated interface. The unitarity is spoiled, however, by
an appearance of vacua (5.21) not associated with crystal chains: in the splitting
process of the l.h.s. and the r.h.s. of (2.37) in a product of three R-matrices we
have to sum over all BPS vacua appearing in the theory, including (5.21), for the
relation (2.37) to hold. Therefore if we restrict our construction of R-matrices to
the crystal bases and associated coproduct structure, then the resulting R-matrix
is not a solution of the YBE.

25This issue is present even when only the framing part is chiral and χfa < 0 for some node
a, so that the corresponding quiver Yangian has a negative shift sa < 0, see Section 5.1.
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6 Deriving BAE from quiver BPS algebras

6.1 Preliminaries

In this section we extend the construction of [44,72] (see also recent developments
in [42, 73]) for Bethe ansatz equations to BPS algebras that are not disallowed
by the no-go arguments of Section 5, namely, the unshifted version of the BPS
algebras that correspond to non-chiral quivers coming from toric CY3. The only
possibilities are then the unshifted affine Yangian of g where g is gln, glm|n, or
D(2, 1;α).26

This construction is rather technical and relies on the properties of algebra Y
and the algebra of Lax operators.

To proceed we first assume that the generators of the algebra Y satisfy al-
gebraic relations (2.6), and the Lax operators can be re-expressed in terms of Y
according to (3.32), (3.39).

As for the R-matrix, it is expected to satisfy the YBE (2.37) and the unitarity
constraint (2.39). In addition to those standard relations we expect the R-matrix
to have a specific relation in the limit for the spectral parameter u12 → 0.27 If
the representations at u1 and u2 are isomorphic we require:

R12(0) = 1⊗ 1 . (6.1)

This property follows naturally from the existence of the coproduct ∆ for Y. The
coproduct behaves smoothly in the limit u12 → 0, and there is a well-defined
limit ∆(u12 = 0). Moreover the R-matrix maps ∆(u12) to ∆(−u12), which are
identical at the point u12 = 0, therefore the R-matrix at u12 = 0 acts as an
identity operator.

26For the explicit algebraic relations of Y(ĝln) and Y(ĝlm|n), see Section 8 of [3]; for the
D(2, 1;α) quiver, see Section 6 of [8], which gave the trigonometric version of the algebra.

27For the cases of Y(ĝl1) and Y(ĝl2), these properties were proven in [44] and [72], respectively,
using the relation to the corresponding CFT. However, a CFT description is unknown for generic
quiver BPS algebras in question.
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We can graphically depict this property as:

u

u

u

u
=

u

u

u

u
. (6.2)

We remind the reader that here we will only consider representations corre-
sponding to 2D crystals, see the discussion at the end of Section 2.2.3.

6.2 Off-shell Bethe vectors

Let us assign some choices of colors b ∈ Q0 to crystals with centers-of-mass located
in different positions x

(b)
i . Let us call this set of parameters:

~x :=

{{
x

(b)
i

}Nb

i=1

}
b∈Q0

, (6.3)

and denote the corresponding empty crystal chain state as:

|∅̃∅∅〉 = |∅〉
x
(b1)
1
⊗ · · · ⊗ |∅〉

x
(bm)
dbm

. (6.4)

Following [44] we define a state |χ(~x)〉 as the following contour integral:

|χ(~x)〉 :=

˛

x
(b1)
1

dz
(b1)
1 e(b1)

(
z

(b1)
1

)
· · ·
˛

x
(bm)
dbm

dz
(bm)
1 e(bm)

(
z

(bm)
dbm

)
|∅̃∅∅〉 , (6.5)

where all the integrals are computed along small circle contours around the cor-
responding poles ~x.28

28Let us note that some authors [42, 44] make an unjustified step and identify the resulting
state |χ〉 with a simple crystal chain having a single atom at each site. This would be a correct
observation if the coproduct for raising operators had the simple structure of (2.29). However,
due to the non-trivial coproduct structure—a conjugation by the matrix U bringing in non-
trivial poles in z, the actual state |χ〉 is a mixed state in the space of crystal chains in the
general case:

|χ(~x)〉 6= |�〉
x
(b1)
1

⊗ · · · ⊗ |�〉
x
(bm)
dbm

.
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We will consider a chain of modules, all corresponding to the same canonical
framing f. We denote the empty crystal in this chain module in the following
way:

|∅∅∅〉 = |∅〉u1 ⊗ |∅〉u2 ⊗ · · · ⊗ |∅〉un . (6.6)

We construct an off-shell Bethe vector via a scattering process where |χ(~x)〉
goes to |∅̃∅∅〉, whereas vacuum |∅∅∅〉 scatters to the off-shell Bethe vector |B(~x)〉:

|B(~x)〉 :=

|χ(~x)〉

(∅,u1)

(∅,un)

(∅,x(b)1 )

(∅,x(b)db
)

(6.7)

with unspecified states on the external legs on the lower right. This pictorial
notation should be translated into:

|B(~x)〉 =
∑
~K

L(b1)

∅,K(b1)
1

(
x

(b1)
1

)
· · ·L(bm)

∅,K(bm)
dm

(
x

(bm)
dm

)
|∅∅∅〉 · 〈~K|χ〉 . (6.8)

6.3 Derivation of Bethe ansatz equations

In this subsection, we will show that for an off-shell Bethe vector |B(~x)〉 to satisfy
the eigenvalue equation (2.50), the Bethe variables ~x have to solve the Bethe
ansatz equations.

Let us first project equation (2.50), with |B〉 given by the off-shell Bethe
vector (6.8), to the state:

〈~K| =
n⊗
i=1

ui〈Ki| . (6.9)

Such a projection means that we assign the state ui〈Ki| to the i-th external leg
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at the lower right part of the diagram (6.7), and can be represented by

〈~K|−→
(Kn,a,un)

(K2,a,u2)

(K1,a,u1)

. (6.10)

Note that for each color b ∈ Q0, the total number of atoms with color b in this
collection of crystal states {Ki} is constrained to be:

n∑
i=1

|K(b)
i | = Nb, ∀b ∈ Q0 . (6.11)

After applying this projection, we notice that the eigenvalue problem (2.50)

can be transformed into the following set of graphic relations for arbitrary ~K that
satisfies the constraint (6.11):

∑
K |χ(~x)〉

(∅,u1)

(∅,un)

(∅,x(b)1 )

(∅,x(b)db
)

(K1,u1)

(Kn,un)

(K,z)

(K,z) = Λ(z)

|χ(~x)〉

(∅,u1)

(∅,un)

(∅,x(b)1 )

(∅,x(b)db
)

(K1,u1)

(Kn,un)

(6.12)

where the eigenvalue Λ(z) is the same for all ~K.

To simplify these relations, we apply the trick from [44] and set z = u1. The
l.h.s. of (6.12) simplifies after applying (6.2):

|χ(~x)〉

(K1,u1)

(∅,un)

(∅,x(b)1 )

(∅,x(b)db
)

(K1,u1)

(Kn,un)

(∅,u1)

(K1,u1)
=

|χ(~x)〉

(∅,un)
(∅,u1)

(∅,x(b)1 )

(∅,x(b)db
)

(Kn,un)
(K1,u1)

,

(6.13)
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where we have used the fact that the R-matrix act trivially on empty crystals.

Now we would like to compare the right hand sides of (6.12) and (6.13).
One looks at those diagrams from a different angle and treats now the braiding
operations as actions of L operators with spectral parameters u1, . . . , un on a
tensor power of Fock spaces specified by the spectral parameters ~x. In these
terms we are able to rewrite these equations as:

〈∅̃∅∅|sK1LK1,∅(u1)LKn,∅(un) . . .LK2,∅(u2) |χ(~x)〉 =

= Λ(u1)〈∅̃∅∅|LKn,∅(un) . . .LK2,∅(u2)LK1,∅(u1) |χ(~x)〉
(6.14)

To simplify this equation further we apply the representation (3.39) for the L
operators:

˛
d~y F~K (~y)

[∏
b∈Q0

q
|K(b)

1 |
b

]〈 ∏
b∈Q0

|K(b)
1 |∏

α=1

f (b)
(
y

(b)
(α|1)

)
tf(u1)×

×
n∏
i=2

∏
b∈Q0

|K(b)
i |∏

α=1

f (b)
(
y

(b)
(α|i)

)
tf(ui)

〉
=

= Λ(u1)

˛
d~y F~K (~y)

〈
n∏
i=2

∏
b∈Q0

|K(b)
i |∏

α=1

f (b)
(
y

(b)
(α|i)

)
tf(ui)×

×
∏
b∈Q0

|K(b)
1 |∏

α=1

f (b)
(
y

(b)
(α|1)

)
tf(u1)

〉
,

(6.15)

where

F~K (~y) =
n∏
i=1

FKi

(
y

(∗)
(∗|i)

)
,

and the matrix elements 〈. . .〉 are computed between the same states as in (6.14).

The eigenvalue Λ(u1) in (6.14) can be easily fixed from the choice K1 = ∅.

Since it is independent from the set of the crystal states ~K, it is clear that its
eigenvalue corresponds to a factor appearing from a permutation of h(u1) from
the end of the operator expression to the front, thus we can eliminate Λ(u1) from
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(6.15):

˛
d~y F~K (~y)

[∏
b∈Q0

q
|K(b)

1 |
b

]〈 ∏
b∈Q0

|K(b)
1 |∏

α=1

f (b)
(
y

(b)
(α|1)

)
tf(u1)×

×
n∏
i=2

∏
b∈Q0

|K(b)
i |∏

α=1

f (b)
(
y

(b)
(α|i)

)
tf(ui)

〉
=

=

˛
d~y F~K (~y)

〈
tf(u1)

n∏
i=2

∏
b∈Q0

|K(b)
i |∏

α=1

f (b)
(
y

(b)
(α|i)

)
tf(ui)×

×
∏
b∈Q0

|K(b)
1 |∏

α=1

f (b)
(
y

(b)
(α|1)

)〉
.

(6.16)

In this relation, the expressions in brackets differ only by the ordering of the
lowering operators. Then using the commutation relations of the f -operators
and the t-operators, we can move the lowering operators one by one from the
rightmost to the leftmost in the r.h.s. of (6.16). Each such movement of the

lowering operator of y
(b)
A (where A = (i|1) is some double index) will produce a

factor:

BAE
(b)
A (~y, ~u, ~q) , (6.17)

where the phase BAE is defined in (2.53).

When computing both sides of (6.16), we have to pair the f operators with
the e operators that appear in the definition of the state |χ(~x)〉. The elementary
pairing takes the following form:

〈∅|f (a)(y)e(b)(z)|∅〉 =
∑
p

δab res
u=p
〈∅|ψ(a)(u)|∅〉

(y − p)(z − p)
, (6.18)

where p runs over all the possible poles of the operator ψ(a). The following
integration over ~z along small circles around ~x cuts out in (6.16) a contribution
from only those poles c located at some of ~x. Similarly, the integration over
~y forces the support of the integrand to shrink to ~x only. Therefore different
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pairings between f and e operators induce different permutations of maps of the
integrand support ~y → ~x.

Using an identification between ~y and ~x we see that (6.16) and (6.14) are
satisfied trivially and sufficiently if the points ~x are roots of the Bethe ansatz
equations:

BAE
(b)
i (~x, ~u,~q) = 1, ∀ b ∈ Q0, i = 1, . . . , Nb , (6.19)

where the BAE is defined in (2.53).

Finally, we mention that since the BAE of a physical system has net degree
zero, the BAE (6.19) as defined by (2.53) provides another argument against the
shift and chiral quivers.

7 Rational vs. trigonometric quiver algebras:

comparative analysis

The quiver BPS algebras admit generalizations to trigonometric [6–8] and elliptic
[6] versions. For a rational BPS algebra Y we will denote its trigonometric version

by
.
Y, which is also referred to as the quantum toroidal algebra.29

.
Y plays the same

role for the Gauge/Bethe correspondence for 3D N = 2 quiver gauge theories as
the one Y plays for the Gauge/Bethe correspondence for 2D N = (2, 2) quiver
gauge theories.30

Generalization from Y to
.
Y is straightforward as far as the generators and

relations are concerned, yet it has its own peculiarities. We devote this section
to a comparative analysis of the coproduct, the R-matrix and BAE in the cases
of Y and

.
Y. We will not give a thorough review of Y here: for the definition of

.
Y,

see Section 2.2 (in particular (2.7)) of [6], and for their crystal representations,
see Section 3.2 (in particular (3.21)) of [6].

29In this paper we will set the central elements (denoted by c in [6]) to be c = 0.
30Similarly, the quiver elliptic algebras defined in [6] are the relevant algebras for the Gauge/-

Bethe correspondence for 4D N = 1 quiver gauge theories, but we will leave them to future
study.
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The basic step in this generalization Y →
.
Y is the promotion of the basic

building block—the rational bond factor (2.8)—to a trigonometric function:

.
ϕa⇐b(u1, u2) := (−1)|b→a|χabeχabβ(u1+u2)

∏
I∈{a→b}

sinh β (u1 − u2 + hI)∏
J∈{b→a}

sinh β (u1 − u2 − hJ)
, (7.1)

where β parameterizes the trigonometric deformation, so that in the limit β = 0
(7.1) reduces to (2.8) with u = u1 − u2. As observed in [6], there is a non-trivial
dependence of the bond factor on the center of mass variable u1 +u2 in (2.8) that
is lifted if χab = 0.

7.1 Spectral parameters

The first discrepancy in the structures of Y and
.
Y arises in the properties of the

spectral parameter: in the case of Y the spectral parameter u ∈ C, whereas in
the case of

.
Y the parameter u belongs to a cylinder with periodicity 2πiβ−1. It

is useful to map the latter cylinder to C× with coordinate U = eβu.

For the field description of the generators of the algebra, the notion of the
delta function is relevant. We have

δrat.(u) =
1

u
, δtrig.(U) =

∑
k∈Z

Uk , (7.2)

for u ∈ C and U ∈ C×, respectively. The localizing properties of these functions
are slightly different. For any polynomial f(x) in x ∈ C we have:

δrat.(u− x)f(u) = δrat.(u− x)f(x) +
∑
k≥0

tk(u− x)k , (7.3)

and for any Laurent series f(X) in X ∈ C× we have:

δtrig.(U/X)f(U) = δtrig.(U/X)f(X) . (7.4)

Apparently, raising/lowering generators in the crystal representation (2.14)
contain delta-functions. Due to the “non-exactness” in the localizing relation
for δrat., or exactness up to uk≥0 corrections, the algebraic relations (2.6) contain
equivalence signs ' and ∼ up to positive modes in the spectral parameters rather
than equality signs. In the case of

.
Y, analogous ee- and ff -relations can be

promoted to equalities.
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7.2 Coproduct, R-matrices and obstruction

In the case of
.
Y, the mode expansion for the generators is performed on C×:

.
e(a)(U) =

∑
k∈Z

.
e

(a)
k U−k,

.
f

(a)
(U) =

∑
k∈Z

.
f

(a)

k U−k,
.
ψ

(a)

± (U) =
∑
k∈Z

.
ψ

(a)

±,kU
−k , (7.5)

where the Cartan ψ-generators are doubled.

Another drastic difference between Y and
.
Y also has its origin in the exactness

(7.4) of δtrig. A substitution of the denominator factors in (2.29) representing δrat.

by δtrig. allows the naive tensor representation
.
∆0 to factorize:

.
∆0 =

.
Rep ◦

.
∆1 , (7.6)

where
.
∆1 is a coproduct on

.
Y (compare with ∆1 (3.18) that is not a coproduct

on Y):

.
∆1 :

.
Y −→

.
Y ⊗

.
Y ,

.
∆1

.
e(a)(U) =

.
e(a)(U)⊗ 1 +

.
ψ

(a)

+ (U)⊗ .
e(a)(U) ,

.
∆1

.
f

(a)
(U) =

.
f

(a)
(U)⊗

.
ψ

(a)

− (U) + 1⊗
.
f

(a)
(U) ,

.
∆1

.
ψ

(a)

± (U) =
.
ψ

(a)

± (U)⊗
.
ψ

(a)

± (U) .

(7.7)

The resulting R-matrix for
.
∆1 is equivalent to an R-matrix for

.
∆0 and is a

straightforward trigonometric generalization of the diagonal matrix (3.21). The
trigonometric R-matrix generalizing the non-trivial rational R-matrix (3.24) in-

tertwines another coproduct structure
.
∆, so that

.
Y has two nonequivalent co-

product structures:
.
∆ and

.
∆1.

Unfortunately, in the case of
.
Y the strategy of Section 3.1 to find a represen-

tation homomorphism
.
U (cf. (3.7)) conjugating

.
∆1 into

.
∆ is inapplicable, and

we have to determine
.
U from other principles. In the case of the toroidal alge-

bra Uq1,q2(
̂̂
gl1) (a trigonometric counterpart of Y(ĝl1))

.
U results from the Miki

automorphism (see Appendix F).

For a generic Y we assume that
.
∆1 and

.
∆ are conjugated by a homomorphism.

U that has an expansion similar to (3.9) with Sk of the form (3.37). Moreover
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for S1 we simply generalize expression (F.13) derived for the quantum toroidal

algebra Uq1,q2(
̂̂
gl1) to multiple colors.

Then for the Lax operators we can derive expressions analogous to (3.32) and
(3.39):

.
L∅,∅ (u1/u2) |K〉u2 =

( ∏
�∈K

u1〈∅|Ψq

(
u2
u1
H�

)
|∅〉−1

u1

)
× |K〉u2 ,

.
L∅,∅ (u1/u2)−1 .

L∅,� (u1/u2) |K〉u2 =
∑

�∈Add(K)

κ[K→K+�]q

1−u2H�
u1

|K +�〉u2 ,
.
L�,∅ (u1/u2)

.
L∅,∅ (u1/u2)−1 |K〉u2 =

∑
�∈Rem(K)

κ[K→K−�]q

1−u2H�
u1

|K−�〉u2 ,
.
LK,∅ (u1/u2)

.
L∅,∅ (u1/u2)−1 |K′〉u2 =

=
∑

�1∈Rem(K′)

∑
�2∈Rem(K′−�1)

∑
�3∈Rem(K′−�1−�2)

. . .

GK

(
u2H�1

u1
,
u2H�2

u1
,
u2H�3

u1
, . . .

)
[K′ → K′ −�1 → K′ −�1 −�2 → . . .]q×

|K−�1 −�2 −�3 − . . .〉u2 ,

(7.8)

where the subscript q in Ψq and [K → K′]q indicates that those are quantum
toroidal analogues of similar quantities in Y, see equation (3.19) in [6]. These
relations have transparent generalizations to multiple colors.

For the rational algebra Y we have derived in Sections 5.1 and 5.2 obstruc-
tions for BPS algebras corresponding to toric CY3 with compact 4-cycles (repre-
sented by chiral quivers) and to the BPS algebras with negative shifts. For the

trigonometric versions
.
Y we can follow the same derivation step-by-step. The key

ingredient of the obstacle—the appearance of negative modes in an expansion of
rational trigonometric functions:

f(u) =

∏
i∈I

sinh β(u− pi)∏
j∈J

sinh β(u− qj)
, (7.9)

where I and J are some index sets, over pole contributions—follows from the
expansion (the analogue of (5.4)):

f(u) = 2
∑
j∈J

e−β(|I|−|J |)(u−qj) ×

(
lim
w→0

(sinh βw) f(w + qk)

e2β(u−qk) − 1
+
∑
r≥0

αre
rβu

)
.

(7.10)
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7.3 Bethe ansatz equations

The major difficulty in generalizing the derivation of the BAE to the trigonometric
case along the lines of Section 6 is that the canonical derivation [74] for quantum

toroidal Uq1,q2(ĝl1) implements a computation in terms of shuffle modules. And
the map back to the crystal description is an involved problem on its own. A
review of shuffle algebras associated with quiver BPS algebras can be found in [6,
Section 5.2].

In this section we will try to mimic the basic elements of the computation in
Section 6 in terms of

.
Y.

Let us strip the weight lattice L (2.10) of edges and consider only points on
the complex plane. These points can be further mapped to C× by an exponential
map H = eβh. We can split the group of lattice points into subgroups PL (a)

of atoms of definite color a ∈ Q0. Let us denote an atom corresponding to a
point p ∈ PL (a) as a�(p), and construct a natural raising (lowering) operator

E
(a)
p (F

(a)
p ) according to the following rule:

E(a)
p |K〉 :=

{
[K→ K + a�(p)]q|K + a�(p)〉, if a�(p) ∈ Add(K) ;
0, otherwise ;

F (a)
p |K〉 :=

{
[K→ K− a�(p)]q|K− a�(p)〉, if a�(p) ∈ Rem(K) ;
0, otherwise .

(7.11)

These operators satisfy the following commutation relations (cf. (2.6)):

E(a)
x E(b)

y = (−1)|a||b|
.
ϕa⇐b(x, y)E(b)

y E(a)
x ,

F (a)
x F (b)

y = (−1)|a||b|
.
ϕa⇐b(x, y)−1 F (b)

y F (a)
x ,

[E(a)
x , F (b)

y } ∼ −δabδxy
{

1, if a�(x) ∈ Rem(K) ∪ Add(K) ,
0, otherwise .

(7.12)

It is a simple task to rewrite raising/lowering operators of
.
Y in terms of these

operators:

.
e(a)(U) =

∑
k∈Z

∑
x∈PL (a)

E(a)
x

xk

Uk
,

.
f

(a)
(U) =

∑
k∈Z

∑
x∈PL (a)

F (a)
x

xk

Uk
. (7.13)
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What is not so trivial is to construct an inverse map from fields
.
e(a)(U) and

.
f

(a)
(U) back to lattice point generators E

(a)
x and F

(a)
x . Instead we use the nice

pole structure of the Lax operators (7.8):

E(a)
x =

˛

x

dU

U
L(a)

∅,∅(U)−1L(a)

∅, a�(U) . (7.14)

The higher Lax operators also acquire a form reminiscent of the rational Y
(cf. (3.39)):

.
LK,∅(U) =

∑
~y

GK(~y, U)

[∏
b∈Q0

F
(b)

y
(b)
1

F
(b)

y
(b)
2

. . . F
(b)

y
(b)

|K(b)|

]
.
tf(U) . (7.15)

where the summation runs over points of lattices PL (a).

It is straightforward to extend the coproduct structure
.
∆ on lattice point

generators using the coproduct in the Lax representation (7.14).

Eventually, we have to define the test state |χ〉 (6.5) as with similar localizing
properties delivered by the contour integrals in the case of Y. This is simply done

by inserting operators
.
∆

(∗)
E

(a)
x in points x located at each crystal site, so that

combining all the ingredients together we derive (cf. (6.5)):

|χ(~x)〉 :=
.
∆

(N)
E

(b1)

x
(b1)
1

· · ·
.
∆

(N)
E

(bm)

x
(bm)
dbm

|∅̃∅∅〉 , (7.16)

where N is the total number of particles ~x.

Eventually, by following all the steps of Section 6 we arrive at a set of trigono-
metric Bethe ansatz equations (6.19) with the rational bond-factors substituted
by the trigonometric bond-factors (7.1).

8 Summary, discussions, and future directions

Let us first summarize the main positive result of this paper. For non-chiral
quivers associated with the toric Calabi-Yau three-folds without compact four-
cycles, we have derived the Gauge/Bethe correspondence for the 2D N = (2, 2)
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supersymmetric quiver gauge theories using the quiver BPS algebras, in this case
the unshifted quiver Yangians, and their crystal-chain representations, where on
each site is a 2D crystal representation with zero shift. In particular, we have
reproduced the BAE that correspond to the vacua equations of these quiver gauge
theories.

We have also described the algebraic aspects of this derivation for the Gauge/-
Bethe correspondence for the 3D N = 2 supersymmetric quiver gauge theories,
whose quiver BPS algebras are the trigonometric generalizations of the unshifted
quiver Yangians, namely the unshifted quiver toroidal algebras.

More intriguing is the main negative result of this paper. We have found
that there are obstructions to the Gauge/Bethe correspondence, when the quiver
is chiral or when the 2D crystal representations considered have non-zero shifts
(which force the quiver BPS algebras to have shifts as well).

To be more precise, in the standard discussion of the Gauge/Bethe correspon-
dence, we expect that there exists a coproduct of the BPS algebra such that we
can find a consistent R-matrix satisfying the YBE and the unitary constraint;
moreover, by choosing a good coproduct, one can reproduce the vacuum equa-
tion of the supersymmetric gauge theory as the BAE of the integrable model
as determined by the coproduct. However, in this paper, We find that (under
some well-motivated assumptions listed in Section 3 and motivated further in Sec-
tion 4) this expectation does not hold whenever we have negative modes (namely
the modes multiplying the positive powers of the spectral parameter) in the Car-
tan elements, which happens either to chiral quivers (for all representations) or
to non-chiral quivers when the representations used has non-zero shifts.

Since it is easy to find 2D representations with zero-shifts, the restriction of
our no-go arguments is most significant for the chiral quivers. Namely, our no-
go arguments have ruled out Gauge/Bethe correspondence for all the examples
involving chiral quivers, and hence all the examples arising from toric Calabi-Yau
three-folds with compact four-cycles (i.e. for generic toric Calabi-Yau manifolds).

Let us quickly point out that not everything is lost, despite our no-go argu-
ments. Even for chiral quivers, we still have well-defined quiver BPS algebras
(quiver Yangians and trigonometric/elliptic counterparts), which have perfectly
legitimate representations in terms of crystal melting. The problem happens only
when we construct representations associated with crystal chains (with non-trivial
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interactions between neighboring sites), and consider coproducts, R-matrices and
YBE of the integrable models, all of which are needed for the final match between
the gauge-theory vacuum equations and the BAE:

???

W E

N

S

Quiver
gauge
theory

YBE +
unitarity

Vacuum
equations BAE

BPS
algebra

Crystal
chain

exp(∂W ) = 1
in 2D N = (2, 2)

Algebraic
Bethe ansatz

SUSY
localization

in 1D N = 4
R-matrix

coproduct

Of course, our “no-go” result relies on several assumptions, any of which could
in principle be violated. It seems fair to say, however, that any such possibility
requires a deviation from the standard narratives in the Gauge/Bethe correspon-
dence. For example, any violation of Assumption 1 in (3.7) will require serious
reconsideration of stable envelops in Section 4.4.2; skeptics of Assumption 1
are encouraged to come up with a concrete expression for the coproduct not sat-
isfying Assumption 1 yet still reproducing the BAE. Let us also emphasize that
our “yes-go” result in section 6 means that any such subtlety will arise only when
our no-go results apply, i.e. to shifted quiver Yangians for non-chiral quivers or
to general quiver Yangians for chiral quivers. For this reason, it seems fair to say
that there are at least important subtleties in the Gauge/Bethe correspondence
yet to be clarified.

While a complete understanding is still lacking either physically or mathemat-
ically, we already discussed a gauge-theory origin of the obstruction in Section
5.3: the obstruction has to do with the vacua running off to infinity. One natural
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possibility then is to introduce a suitable regularization where all the vacua are
kept in the finite region.

One possible regularization is to embed the chiral Q quiver into an extended
non-chiral quiver Q̂ by doubling the number of arrows: for each arrow we add
another arrow in the opposite direction.31 Since the extended quiver is non-chiral,
some complications (e.g. the running of the FI parameters) go away and the bond
factor (2.8) has net degree zero as a polynomial in the spectral parameter (i.e.
the polynomials in the numerator and the denominator have the same degree).
This makes the vacuum equation (2.53) closer to a BAE, which typically involves
rational functions of net degree zero.

While such an embedding into a non-chiral quiver might work in principle, a
satisfactory resolution of our no-go result requires many new ingredients. First,
we will need to identify the quiver BPS algebras (e.g. find explicit generators
and relations) for Q̂.32 The complication is that in general Q̂ is not associated
with a toric CY3, even when Q is. This likely means that there are not enough
equivariant actions, and hence many of the known results for quiver Yangians,
e.g. the crystal-melting representations, need to be revised at least. In addition
to identifying the BPS algebra for Q̂, one needs to find a suitable coproduct and
the associated R-matrix. One also needs to discuss suitable limits to discuss the
BAE for Q from that for Q̂. It would be interesting to explore this direction in
future research.

Before concluding this paper, let us comment on some more questions for
further research:

• The perfect candidates for 2D crystals producing no shift (therefore no ob-

struction) in the case of Y(ĝl1) are integer partitions spanning Fock modules
(see Figure 1). As we explained in section 2.2.3 the quiver framing that cor-
responds to the Fock modules is such that the resulting quiver variety is
Nakajima-type (i.e. the gauge theory acquires a supersymmetry enhance-
ment). Therefore it is not difficult to invent canonical analogues for Fock

modules in the case of Y(ĝln)—it suffices to consider Nakajima varieties of

31We thank Nikita Nekrasov for a brief discussion on this point.
32The quiver Yangian in [3] in itself can be defined for any quiver (and a superpotential). It

is a separate question, however, if we can identify the algebra as the physical BPS algebra for
a non-toric theory.
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Ân-type. However quivers for other allowed algebras, including Y(ĝlm|n) and
the affine Yangian of D(2, 1;α), can not be made Nakajima-type with any
choice of the framing. It would be interesting to construct and investigate
canonical analogues of Fock modules for those algebras.

• Similarly to the previous point, the structure of stable envelopes [68] incor-
porates a splitting of the cotangent bundle into two halves with respect to
the action of the symplectic structure. This construction can be performed
for Y(ĝl1) [70] relatively easily, and it is not surprising that there is a gener-

alization to Y(ĝln) [75] (elliptic version) for Nakajima Ân-varieties. In this
context, a natural question arises if this construction can be generalized to
Y(ĝ) (i.e. the affine Yangian of g) when g is the super Lie algebra glm|n or
D(2, 1;α). Even if the standard way to construct the stable envelopes is
unavailable in this situation, it is natural to expect a concise formula for
the stable basis choice in terms of Higgs branch operators analogous to [65].

• In Section 4.4.3 we presented our motivation to use Fourier-Mukai kernel
(4.22) supported on the incidence locus to construct the action of Y on crys-
tals. In the construction of [4] somewhat distant from 2D N = (2, 2) GLSM
a similar kernel was proposed due to its resemblance with the Hecke modifi-
cations caused by adding/subtracting fractional D-branes to/from D-brane
system wrapping a toric CY3. A similar kernel was used in the original
construction of the action of Y(ĝl1) on Hilbert schemes [76]. It would be
interesting to derive (4.22) from first principles and soliton dynamics dis-
cussed in Section 4.

• The rational/trigonometric/elliptic trichotomy of quiver BPS algebras can
be treated uniformly as far as their generators and relations are concerned
[6]. As we discussed in Section 7, however, the uniformity can be misleading
when we discuss more structures in the algebra, such as coproducts. This
is the reason that we have decided to postpone the discussion of the elliptic
quiver BPS algebras to future work, since it needs special case. We only note
here that in the BAE (6.19), if we replace the rational bond factors ϕa⇐b(u)
by the corresponding elliptic versions, namely with each rational factor u
replaced by a theta function Θq(z) (see Section 2 of [6]), then we would
reproduce the so-called “Bethe Ansatz Equations” seen in the computation
of the superconformal indices of the corresponding 4D quiver gauge theory
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[77, 78].33 In other words, the elliptic version of the current paper might
provide an explanation for the appearance of these Bethe Ansatz Equations
in the computation of 4D superconformal indices.

In addition to discussing more general algebras, another strategy is to study
some special theories in more detail, for example 3d N = 4 theories [55,56]
corresponding to quantum toroidal BPS algebras for non-chiral quivers.

• The tensor product structures ∆0 and ∆ we discussed in section 3 have nat-
ural higher analogues ∆

(n)
0 and ∆(n) acting now on tensor powers since both

∆
(n)
0 and ∆(n) are associative. It is natural to define higher homomorphisms

U (n) conjugating one into the other:

∆
(n)
0 U (n) = U (n)∆(n) .

The field-theoretic consideration of Section 4 also suggests that such a struc-
ture exists as a transform between the vacuum and the stable bases in long
crystal chains. It would be interesting to study the properties of U (n) and
the possibility to reconstruct it from elementary operations U .

• If we can find a map from the a quiver Yangian to some W-algebra, then
the information on the tensor representations of this W algebra can help
us determine the coproduct structure of the corresponding quiver Yangian.
For a non-chiral quiver from the toric CY3, the quiver Yangian is the affine
Yangian of g, where g is glm|n or D(2, 1;α); and it is expected to be isomor-
phic to (the UEA) of the g-extended W-algebra.34 Indeed, for g = glm|n,
the map to the corresponding W algebra was a useful ingredient for the
identification of the coproduct [29,42,44,72,73].

Conversely, if we succeed in determining the coproduct ∆ completely, it will
provide very useful information in determining the full dictionary between
the affine Yangian of g and the g-extended W algebra.

More generally, since it is not yet clear whether the quiver Yangian for
a chiral quiver can be mapped to a W algebra, the information from the
coproduct can provide invaluable clue as to whether or not there exists an
isomorphism from a quiver BPS algebra to a W -algebra for general quivers.
Finally, it can also help us determine the Serre relations of the BPS algebra.

33Note that [78] include chiral quivers, which might not correspond to any integrable models
in the traditional sense, as shown by our no-go arguments.

34For more on the g-extended W-algebras, see [79,80] for the g = gln case and [81,82] for the
g = glm|n case.
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A R-matrices and quiver Yangian from stable

envelopes

In this section we consider an application of the technology of stable envelopes
to the construction of quiver BPS algebras. The stable envelopes were defined
in [68], see also [70, 71, 83] and references therein for development and practical
applications. In Section 4.2 we treated stable envelopes similarly to [55,56,65] as a
transformation between bases in the disk boundary conditions: from a naive basis
of classical vacua to a basis of stable objects in the corresponding triangulated
category of boundary branes.

The original construction of stable envelopes relies heavily on the symplectic
structure of Nakajima quiver varieties and a subsequent base-fiber duality. In
general, a quiver variety associated with a toric CY3 is not of Nakajima-type,
therefore we have to modify our techniques. We combine the construction of
stable envelopes for low-dimensional quivers when the map between bases can be
carried out explicitly, and the technique of [44] to produce the algebraic structures
from low level R-matrices and the YBE.

A simple way to take into account the stable envelopes for low-dimensional
cases is to consider the Lefschetz thimble basis and compare it with the basis in
the ring of operators.
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The value of the partition function (4.2) for the brane given by a Lefschetz
thimble can be computed easily. We should substituteO by 1, and all the gamma-
functions by the corresponding disk partition function of a single chiral field:

Γ0(z) =

ˆ

L

dY exp
(
−zY − e−Y

)
, (A.1)

where Y is the mirror dual to the chiral field [49], and L is a single Lefschetz
thimble integration contour.

However depending if Re z > 0 (a) or Re z < 0 (b) the topology of the thimble
jumps drastically

in e−Y -plane: 0 +∞
La

Lb , (A.2)

so that we have:

Γ0(z) = Γ(z)× (2i sin πz)Θ(−Re z) , (A.3)

where Θ is the Heaviside step function.

A.1 Warmup: R-matrix for Y(sl2)

As a warm-up let us start with the case of Y(sl2) acting on a Heisenberg XXX
1
2
-spin chain of two spins. The corresponding QFT has the moduli space T ∗CP1,

and its matter content can be defined by the following quiver [65]:

0

h

σ
(
u1

u2

)
(A.4)

where u1 and u2 are complex flavor charges corresponding to the framing node,
and without loss of generality we choose the weights for the two chiral fields to
be 0 and h, respectively.
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The disk partition function reads:

Z =

+i∞ˆ

−i∞

dσ etσ Γ0(σ − u1)Γ0(σ − u2)Γ0(u1 − σ − h)Γ0(u2 − σ − h) . (A.5)

If Re t > 0 and its absolute value is large, one should close the integration
cycle in the right complex half-plane, so there are two integration cycles, encircling
poles of the gamma-functions. Now we also adopt another useful notation:

γ1 =

[
u1 u2

� ∅

]
: poles : σ = u1 − Z≥0 ,

γ2 =

[
u1 u2

∅ �

]
: poles : σ = u2 − Z≥0 .

(A.6)

On the other hand if we return to the Lefschetz thimble boundary conditions,
we have two Bethe roots:

σ∗1 = u1 +O
(
e−t
)
, σ∗2 = u2 +O

(
e−t
)
. (A.7)

Let us assume Reu1 > Reu2. Comparing contributions of the Bethe roots to
the chiral partition functions (A.3), we derive the operators corresponding to the
thimble boundary conditions as the contributions of Heaviside factors. Here we
adopt the following notation:(

u1 u2

� ∅

)
= sinπ(u2 − σ − h),

(
u1 u2

∅ �

)
= sinπ(σ − u1) . (A.8)

For the opposite situation we have:(
u2 u1

� ∅

)
= sinπ(u1 − σ − h),

(
u2 u1

∅ �

)
= sinπ(σ − u2) . (A.9)

This is to be compared with operator-thimble boundary condition matching in
[65].

Calculating the integrals we derive the follwoing relation between boundary
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conditions: (
u1 u2

� ∅

)
= A1

γ1[
u1 u2

� ∅

]
+ A2

γ2[
u1 u2

∅ �

]
,

(
u1 u2

∅ �

)
= A3

γ2[
u1 u2

∅ �

]
;

(A.10a)

and similarly,

(
u2 u1

� ∅

)
= B1

γ2[
u2 u1

� ∅

]
+B2

γ1[
u2 u1

∅ �

]
,

(
u2 u1

∅ �

)
= B3

γ1[
u2 u1

∅ �

]
;

(A.10b)

where

A1 = sinπ(−u12 − h), A2 = sinπ(−h), A3 = sinπ(−u12),

B1 = sinπ(u12 − h), B2 = sinπ(−h), B3 = sinπ(u12) .
(A.11)

Integrals over the cycles γ1, γ2 in the r.h.s. of expressions (A.10a) and (A.10b)
are analytic in the spectral parameters u1 and u2. Therefore the result of the
corresponding integral does not change if we permute the columns of the tables in
the r.h.s. This manipulation allows us to compare thimble bases for Reu1 > Reu2

and Reu2 > Reu1. The resulting parallel transport matrix is given by interface
partition functions and corresponds to the twisted R-matrix as we have discussed
in Section 4.3.

Hence for the twisted R-matrix we have:

(∅,u1)

(�,u2)

(∅,u2)

(�,u1)

=
A2

B1

, (�,u1)

(∅,u2)

(∅,u2)

(�,u1)

=
A1

B3

− A2B2

B1B3

,

(∅,u1)

(�,u2)

(�,u2)

(∅,u1)

=
A3

B1

, (�,u1)

(∅,u2)

(�,u2)

(∅,u1)

= −A3B2

B1B3

.

(A.12)

For the case of T ∗CP1 discussed this expression reproduces the canonical
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trigonometric R-matrix for the XXZ spin chain:
sin π(h)

sin π(h− u12)
− sin π(u12)

sin π(h− u12)

− sin π(u12)

sin π(h− u12)

sin π(h)

sin π(h− u12)

 . (A.13)

For simplicity in what follows we will work with rational R-matrices. For a
generic quiver we have:

A1 =
∏

J∈{a→f}

(−u12 − hJ) , A2 =
∏

J∈{a→f}

(−hJ), A3 = −u12 ,

B1 =
∏

J∈{a→f}

(u12 − hJ) , B2 =
∏

J∈{a→f}

(−hJ), B3 = u12 .
(A.14)

A.2 R-matrix for general quiver

In the rest of this section we will denote a crystal with two atoms as ��. The
symbol �� is a mnemonic symbol implying the whole variety of 2-atom crystals
allowed for a given representation.

Without loss of generality we can construct analogous relations between thim-
ble and cycle bases of the disk partition functions for all states with two atoms.
Here we use the fact that the flow of the soliton transports the atoms from the
crystal with a higher real part of the spectral parameter to the one with a lower
real part:

(
u1 u2

�� ∅

)
= P1

γ1[
u1 u2

�� ∅

]
+ P2

γ2[
u1 u2

� �

]
+ P3

γ3[
u1 u2

∅ ��

]
,

(
u1 u2

� �

)
= P4

γ2[
u1 u2

� �

]
+ P5

γ3[
u1 u2

∅ ��

]
,

(
u1 u2

∅ ��

)
= P6

γ3[
u1 u2

∅ ��

]
;

(A.15a)
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and(
u2 u1

�� ∅

)
= Q1

γ3[
u2 u1

�� ∅

]
+Q2

γ2[
u2 u1

� �

]
+Q3

γ1[
u2 u1

∅ ��

]
,

(
u2 u1

� �

)
= Q4

γ2[
u2 u1

� �

]
+Q5

γ1[
u2 u1

∅ ��

]
,

(
u2 u1

∅ ��

)
= Q6

γ1[
u2 u1

∅ ��

]
.

(A.15b)

The expressions for the expansion coefficients and the R-matrix elements are
rather long, and we will not give them here. However we stress that a special
coefficient P4/Q4 corresponds to a pure permutation of two single atom crystals
located at u1 and u2 in the complex weight plane. It is not surprising that it can
be expressed in terms of the bond factors (see also [4, Section 2.7]):

P4

Q4

=

∏
K∈{a→f}

(u21 − hK)∏
L∈{b→f}

(u12 − hL)
× ϕa⇐b(u12) . (A.16)

A.3 Quiver Yangian from Lax operators

In this subsection we follow [44] and show that Lax operators representing ele-
mentary braids form the algebra Y via the relations (3.32).

As a starting assumption in this derivation, we assume that R-matrices satisfy
the YBE (2.37). Surely, this derivation works only if the model is not excluded
by the no-go arguments of Section 5.

A.3.1 hh relations

Let us denote:

L∅,∅(u) =: t̃f(u) , (A.17)
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and study properties of the new operators t̃f(u). The operators t̃f(u) form a
commuting algebra. This simple observation follows from a set of diagram equiv-
alences and the fact that for trivial crystals the R-matrix is also trivial:

∅,u2

∅,u1

K′

K

∅,u2

∅,u1

=
∅,u2

∅,u1

K′

K

∅,u2

∅,u1

=
∅,u1

∅,u2

K′

K

∅,u1

∅,u2

.

(A.18)

Moreover we can argue that crystal states |K〉 form an eigen basis of commuting
operators t̃f(u), and we will compute eigenvalues momentarily.

Indeed, if we put an empty crystal at a puncture at u1 and a crystal K at
a puncture at u2 assuming that Reu1 > Reu2 there will be no atoms that can
be carried by solitons from the left to the right, therefore for the thimble-cycle
change of basis one has: (

u1 u2

∅ K

)
= G1

γ0[
u1 u2

∅ K

]
. (A.19)

The opposite situation is very different and we will get all the possible soliton
contributions:(

u2 u1

K ∅

)
= T1

γ0[
u2 u1

K ∅

]
+

∑
�∈Rem(K)

T2(�)

[
u2 u1

K−� �

]
+ . . .︸ ︷︷ ︸

∼O(e−Re(u2−u1))

. (A.20)

However the “solitonic” tail in this expression is suppressed by the exponentiated
soliton action. Using the fact that the R-matrix coefficients are rational functions
in the spectral parameters we derive:

(∅,u1,a)

(K,u2)

(K,u2)

(∅,u1,a)

=
G1

T1

=
∏
b�∈K

ϕf⇐b (u12 − h b�
)
. (A.21)

This expression is an eigenvalue of the operator tf(u) on the crystal vector |K〉.
Therefore we conclude:

t̃f(u) = tf(u) . (A.22)
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A.3.2 te relations

To check the rest of the relations (3.32), we introduce the notation:

L(a)
∅,�(u) = tf(u) ẽ(a)(u), L(a)

�,∅(u) = f̃ (a)(u) tf(u) . (A.23)

In what follows we will use the recipes of [44,72,73] and argue that the generators
ẽ(a)(u) and f̃ (a)(u) satisfy the quiver Yangian relations. The tilded generators thus
can be identified with their untilded counterparts, moreover the BPS states form
the crystal module defined by the quiver framing.

Consider the following equality:

∅,u1

∅,u2

K′

K

�,u2

∅,u1
∅

∅

=

∅,u1

�,u2

K

K′

∅,u2
∅,u1

�

∅

+

∅,u1

�,u2

K

K′

∅,u2
∅,u1

∅

�

. (A.24)

In terms of generators this diagrammatic equality can be rewritten in the following
way:

tf1(u1)tf2(u2)ẽ(b)(u2) =− A3B2

B1B3

tf2(u2)tf1(u1)ẽ(a)(u1)+

+
A3

B1

tf2(u2)e(b)(u2)tf1(u1) .

(A.25)

Dividing this equation by tf2(u2) from the left, and noting that the first term in
the r.h.s. will drop out if we substitute the equality sign by ', we can reduce this
relation to:

tf(u1) ẽ(b)(u2) ' ϕf⇐b(u12)× ẽ(b)(u2) tf(u1) . (A.26)

We can similarly derive the tf relations.
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A.3.3 ee and ff relations

Consider a set of relations including two atom crystals:

∅,u1

∅,u2

K′

K

�,u2

�,u1
∅

∅

=
�,u1

�,u2

K

K′

∅,u2
∅,u1

�

�

+
�,u1

�,u2

K

K′

∅,u2
∅,u1

∅

��

+

�,u1

�,u2

K

K′

∅,u2
∅,u1

��

∅

,

∅,u1

∅,u2

K′

K

��,u2

∅,u1
∅

∅

=

∅,u1

��,u2

K

K′

∅,u2
∅,u1

�

�

+

∅,u1

��,u2

K

K′

∅,u2
∅,u1

∅

��

+

∅,u1

��,u2

K

K′

∅,u2
∅,u1

��

∅

,

∅,u1

∅,u2

K′

K

��,u2

∅,u1
∅

∅

=

∅,u1

��,u2

K

K′

∅,u2
∅,u1

�

�

+

∅,u1

��,u2

K

K′

∅,u2
∅,u1

∅

��

+

∅,u1

��,u2

K

K′

∅,u2
∅,u1

��

∅

.

(A.27)

Subtracting from the first equation the second one with a multiplier P5/P6 we
derive the following equation:

L∅,�(u1)L∅,�(u2)− P4

Q4

L∅,�(u2)L∅,�(u1)

−P5

P6

L∅,∅(u1)L∅,��(u2) +
P4Q5

Q4Q6

L∅,∅(u2)L∅,��(u1) = 0 .
(A.28)

Substituting expressions for the Lax operators (A.23), substituting an expression
(A.16) for P4/Q4, dividing this equation by tf1(u1)tf2(u2) from the left, and notic-
ing that after switching to ' equality underlined terms do not contribute, we
derive the following relation between the ẽ(a)(u)-operators:

ẽ(a)(u1) ẽ(b)(u2) ' ϕa⇐b (u12)× ẽ(b)(u2) ẽ(a)(u1) . (A.29)

This relation coincides with the one for the e(a)(u) operators of the quiver Yangian.

We can similarly derive the ff relation.

A.3.4 ef relations

To produce the ef relations, the authors of [44] exploit certain properties of
the pole structure in the ee and ff relations. Unfortunately, due to the no-go
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arguments of Section 5, this pole structure is lost for generic Y. Therefore we
are unable to derive the ef relation from the diagrammatic technique for the
YBE. For the cases not excluded by these no-go arguments, however, we expect
that this derivation will work out (see also a derivation in [42]). In those cases
we confirm that the tilded operators t̃f(z), ẽ(a)(z), f̃ (a)(z) indeed generate the
algebra Y.

B Soliton corrections for Y(ĝl1)

B.1 Form-factors

The form of the soliton corrections (3.37) suggests that the properties of Sk can
be encoded in a scalar rational form-factor function

gk(x1, x2, . . . , xk|y1, y2 . . . , yk)

of 2k variables in the following way:

Sk|K1〉u1 ⊗ |K2〉u2 =
∑

�1∈Add(K1)

. . .
∑

�k∈Add

(
K1−

k−1∑
i=1
�i

)
∑

�̃1∈Add(K2)

. . .
∑

�̃k∈Add

(
K2+

k−1∑
i=1
�̃i

)

gk
(
u1 + h�1 , . . . , u1 + h�k

|u2 + h�̃1
, . . . , u2 + h�̃k

)
×

[
K1 → K1 −�1 → . . .→ K1 −

k−1∑
i=1

�i → K1 −
k∑
i=1

�i

]

×

[
K2 → K2 + �̃1 → . . .→ K2 +

k−1∑
i=1

�̃i → K2 +
k∑
i=1

�̃i

]

×

∣∣∣∣∣K1 −
k∑
i=1

�i

〉
u1

⊗

∣∣∣∣∣K2 +
k∑
i=1

�̃i

〉
u2

.

(B.1)
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B.2 Soliton corrections for Y(ĝl1)

The non-trivial coproduct is known [29] for Y(ĝl1). It is given in terms of the
mode-expansions:35

e(u) =
∞∑
k=0

ek
uk+1

, f(u) =
∞∑
k=0

fk
uk+1

, ψ(u) = 1 + σ3

∞∑
k=0

ψk
uk+1

, (B.2)

where σ3 ≡ h1h2h3, where hi are the equivariant weight parameters of the C3

quiver:

(X1,h1)

(X2,h2) (X3,h3)

, W = Tr [X1, X2]X3, h1 + h2 + h3 = 0 . (B.3)

The coproducts on the (essential) low level modes are [29]:

∆e0 =e0 ⊗ 1 + 1⊗ e0 ,

∆f0 =f0 ⊗ 1 + 1⊗ f0 ,

∆ψ3 =ψ3 ⊗ 1 + 1⊗ ψ3 + σ3ψ2 ⊗ ψ0 + σ3ψ0 ⊗ ψ2 + σ3ψ1 ⊗ ψ1

− 6σ3

∞∑
m=1

m

(m− 1)!2
adm−1

f1
f0 ⊗ adm−1

e1
e0 .

(B.4)

The expressions for the action of the coproduct on the remaining generators can
be derived from the fact that these three modes (e0, f0 and ψ3) can generate all
the higher modes via mode relations, together with the fact that the coproduct
is an algebra homomorphism.

Let us rewrite the coproduct expression for generator ψ3 in the following form:

∆ψ3 = ∆1ψ3 +
∞∑
m=1

Pm, degPm = 2m. (B.5)

35Note that the mode expansions (B.2) used in this subsection is slightly different from the
one used in most of the text (defined in (2.23)). (Since in this subsection we do not consider
any shifts, the difference is k vs. k + 1 in the exponent of z.) This is to match with the one
ususally adopted in the literature on the affine Yangian of gl1.
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Substituting this relation into (3.7), we derive the following recurrence relation
for Sk:

[∆1ψ3, Sk] +
k−1∑
m=1

PmSk−m + Pk = 0, ∀k ≥ 1 . (B.6)

And substituting the ansatz (B.1) leads to a recurrence relation for gk:(
k∑
i=1

xi −
k∑
i=1

yi

)
gk(x1, . . . , xk|y1, . . . , yk)+

σ3

k∑
m=1

mgk−m(x1, . . . , xk−m|y1, . . . , yk−m)×

χm(xk−m+1, . . . , xk)χm(yk−m+1, . . . , yk) = 0 ,

(B.7)

where we imply g0 ≡ 1, and χm are order m − 1 polynomials defined in the
following way:

χm(x1, . . . , xm) =
m∑
j=1

(−1)j

(j − 1)!(m− j)!
x1 · x2 · . . . · xj−1 · 1 · xj+1 · . . . · xm .

(B.8)

The recurrence relation (B.7) has a unique solution. In particular, for the first
two form-factors we have:

g1 = − σ3

x1 − y1

,

g2 = −2σ3

− σ3
2(x1−y1)

+ (x1 − x2)(y1 − y2)

x1 + x2 − y1 − y2

.

(B.9)

C Coproduct for Y(ĝlm|n) and soliton corrections

C.1 Coproduct

In Section 3.1 we derived an expression for S1 for a general toric quiver. For
higher soliton corrections starting with S2, the relevant equations turn out to be
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rather involved for a generic toric quiver. We can nevertheless incorporate other
indirect methods and derive actual coproducts, at least for a special family of
quivers.

Resolutions of the so-called generalized conifold xy = zmwn gives a large
family of toric Calabi-Yau 3-fold without compact four-cycles. The corresponding

BPS algebra is the affine Yangian Yh1,h2

(
ĝlm|n

)
. In order to specify the algebra

we need to choose a signature (cf. [84, 85]):

Σm,n : {1, 2, . . . ,m+ n} −→ {+1,−1}, so that #(+1) = m, #(−1) = n ,
(C.1)

where in the following we consider indices modulo m+ n.

This information could be reinterpreted in the form of a quiver, or a Dynkin
diagram, and can be summarized in the following table:

spin arrangement σiσi+1 = 1 σiσi+1 = −1

Z2-parity Even Odd

Dynkin node

quiver node Ai

Bi

Ai+1

Bi+1

Ci
Ai

Bi

Ai+1

Bi+1

superpotential δWi σi TrCi (Bi+1Ai+1 − AiBi) −σi TrBi+1Ai+1AiBi

(C.2)

The equivariant weights associated to the quiver arrows are:

h(Ai) = σi (−h1 − h2) , h(Bi) = σi (−h1 + h2) , h(Ci) = 2σih1 . (C.3)

Another way to encode the information contained in the Dynkin diagram is to
construct two matrices—the Cartan matrix and the auxiliary matrix—associated
with the signature choice Σ following [85]:

Aij = (σi + σi+1) δi,j − σiδi,j+1 − σjδi+1,j ,

Mij = σiδi,j+1 − σjδi+1,j .
(C.4)
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The admissible algebra Yh1,h2

(
ĝlm|n

)
(without negative shifts) is generated

by a set of triplets (e
(a)
n , f

(a)
n , ψ

(a)
n ), n ∈ Z≥0 associated to nodes a = 1, . . . ,m+n.

Raising/lowering generators have Z2-grading corresponding to that of the node,
whereas Cartan generators are always bosonic. The generating functions satisfy-
ing defining relations (2.6) read (here we have adopted a canonical normalization
of the ψ(a)(z) fields so that the first-order term in the expansion is 1):36

e(a)(z) =
∞∑
n=0

e
(a)
n

zn+1
, f (a)(z) =

∞∑
n=0

f
(a)
n

zn+1
, ψ(a)(z) = 1 +

∞∑
n=0

ψ
(a)
n

zn+1
. (C.5)

Let us consider some relations for generator modes (in what follows we assume
m+ n ≥ 3):[

ψ
(a)
n+1, e

(b)
k

]
−
[
ψ(a)
n , e

(b)
k+1

]
− Aabh1

{
ψ(a)
n , e

(b)
k

}
+Mabh2

[
ψ(a)
n , e

(b)
k

]
= 0 ,[

ψ
(a)
n+1, f

(b)
k

]
−
[
ψ(a)
n , f

(b)
k+1

]
+ Aabh1

{
ψ(a)
n , f

(b)
k

}
+Mabh2

[
ψ(a)
n , f

(b)
k

]
= 0 ,[

e(a)
n , f

(b)
k

}
= −νaδabψ(a)

n+k .

(C.6)

where

νa =

{
−h(Ca)

−1, if a is even;
1, if a is odd.

(C.7)

Clearly, we see that the subalgebra generated by the zero modes is simply
ĝlm|n:[
ψ

(a)
0 , e

(b)
0

]
= 2Aabh1e

(b)
0 ,

[
ψ

(a)
0 , f

(b)
0

]
= −2Aabh1f

(b)
0 ,

[
e

(a)
0 , f

(b)
0

}
= −νaδabψ(a)

0 .

(C.8)

Higher modes could be “derived” through the action of ψ1:[
ψ

(a)
1 , e

(b)
k

]
= 2Aabh1e

(b)
k+1 + Aabh1

{
ψ

(a)
0 , e

(b)
k

}
−Mabh2

[
ψ

(a)
0 , e

(b)
k

]
. (C.9)

36Note that the mode expansions (C.5) used in this subsection is slightly different from the
one used in most of the text (defined in (2.23)). (Since in this subsection we do not consider
any shifts, the difference is n vs. n + 1 in the exponent of z.) This is to match with the one
ususally adopted in the literature on the affine Yangian of glm|n.
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Since the zero modes form a ĝlm|n subalgebra, it is natural to expect that the
coproduct for this part is trivial and becomes non-trivial starting with ψ1:

∆e
(a)
0 = e

(a)
0 ⊗ 1 + 1⊗ e(a)

0 ,

∆f
(a)
0 = f

(a)
0 ⊗ 1 + 1⊗ f (a)

0 ,

∆ψ
(a)
0 = ψ

(a)
0 ⊗ 1 + 1⊗ ψ(a)

0 ,

∆ψ
(a)
1 = ψ

(a)
1 ⊗ 1 + 1⊗ ψ(a)

1 + ψ
(a)
0 ⊗ ψ

(a)
0 + P(a) .

(C.10)

It is enough to know the corrections P(a) to extend the action of the coproduct
to all generators via the algebra homomorphism and the relations (C.9).

The coproduct in this form is known for affine Yangians Y(ĝlm|n) [40,42] (see

also [41] for Y(ĝlm)).

In what follows we propose a mechanism to construct corrections iteratively.
So, for instance, we derive:

2Aabh1 ∆e
(b)
1 = 2Aabh1

(
e

(b)
1 ⊗ 1 + 1⊗ e(b)

1

)
+
[
P(a), e

(b)
0 ⊗ 1 + 1⊗ e(b)

0

]
. (C.11)

Commuting further with ∆f
(c)
0 we derive an equation for P(a):

2Aabh1δbcνb

(
ψ

(b)
0 ⊗ ψ

(b)
0 + P(b)

)
+
[[
P(a), e

(b)
0 ⊗ 1 + 1⊗ e(b)

0

}
, f

(c)
0 ⊗ 1 + 1⊗ f (c)

0

}
= 0 .

(C.12)

The term P(a) appears as a result of commuting ∆0ψ
(a)
1 with U , so it also

admits a degree decomposition:

P(a) =
∞∑
k=1

P(a)
k , degP(a)

k = 2k . (C.13)

This decomposition transforms (C.12) into a recurrent set of equations to deter-
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mine P(a)
k :

2Aabh1δbcνb ψ
(b)
0 ⊗ ψ

(b)
0 +

[[
P(a)

1 , e
(b)
0 ⊗ 1

}
, 1⊗ f (c)

0

}
= 0 ,

2Aabh1δbcνbP(b)
1 +

[[
P(a)

2 , e
(b)
0 ⊗ 1

}
, 1⊗ f (c)

0

}
+

+
[[
P(a)

1 , 1⊗ e(b)
0

}
, 1⊗ f (c)

0

}
+
[[
P(a)

1 , e
(b)
0 ⊗ 1

}
, f

(c)
0 ⊗ 1

}
= 0 ,

2Aabh1δbcνbP(b)
k−1 +

[[
P(a)
k , e

(b)
0 ⊗ 1

}
, 1⊗ f (c)

0

}
+

+
[[
P(a)
k−1, 1⊗ e

(b)
0

}
, 1⊗ f (c)

0

}
+
[[
P(a)
k−1, e

(b)
0 ⊗ 1

}
, f

(c)
0 ⊗ 1

}
+

+
[[
P(a)
k−2, 1⊗ e

(b)
0

}
, f

(c)
0 ⊗ 1

}
= 0, k ≥ 3 .

(C.14)

The solutions for the first few levels read:

P(a)
1 = 2h1

∑
x

ν−1
x Aax f

(x)
0 ⊗ e(x)

0 ,

P(a)
2 = −

∑
x,y:Axy 6=0

ν−1
x ν−1

y

Aax + Aay
2Axy

[
f

(x)
0 , f

(y)
0

}
⊗
[
e

(x)
0 , e

(y)
0

}
.

(C.15)

In particular, we derive:37

∆e
(a)
1 = e

(a)
1 ⊗ 1 + 1⊗ e(a)

1 + ψ
(a)
0 ⊗ e

(a)
0 +

∑
x

ν−1
x f

(x)
0 ⊗

[
e

(a)
0 , e

(x)
0

}
mod A⊗2

5 .

(C.16)

C.2 Soliton corrections

The soliton corrections can be defined from an equation analogous to (B.6):

[
∆1ψ

(a)
1 , Sk

]
+

k−1∑
m=1

P(a)
m Sk−m + P(a)

k = 0, ∀k ≥ 1 . (C.17)

37Let us note that [
e(a)n , e

(b)
k

}
=
[
f (a)n , f

(b)
k

}
= 0, ifAab = 0 .
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First of all let us note the following relation:[
∆1ψ

(a)
1 , f (b)

x ⊗ e(b)
y

]
= −2Aabh1 (x̂− ŷ) · f (b)

x ⊗ e(b)
y , (C.18)

where operators x̂ and ŷ raise the mode number by 1 in the first and the second
factor, respectively.

Thus we derive for the first order soliton correction (cf. (3.16)):

S1|K1〉u1 ⊗ |K2〉u2 =
∑
a∈Q0

∑
a�1∈Rem(K1)

∑
a�2∈Add(K2)

ν−1
a

[K1 → K1 − a�1] [K2 → K2 + a�2]

u12 + h a�1
− h a�2

|K1 − a�1〉u1 ⊗ |K2 + a�2〉u2
(C.19)

The higher order correction can also be organized as a form-factor G2:

S2|K1〉u1 ⊗ |K2〉u2 =
∑
a,b∈Q0

∑
a�1, b�2∈Rem(K1)

∑
a�3, b�4∈Add(K2)

G
(ab)
2 (u1 + h a�1

, u1 + h b�2
|u2 + h a�3

, u2 + h b�4
)×

[K1 → K1 − a�1 → K1 − a�1 − b�2] [K2 → K2 − a�3 → K2 − a�3 − b�4]×
|K1 − a�1 − b�2〉u1 ⊗ |K2 + a�3 + b�4〉u2 .

(C.20)

For G2 we have:

G
(ab)
2 (x1, x2|y1, y2) =

ν−1
a ν−1

b

(x1 − x2 + Aabh1 +Mabh2) (y1 − y2 − Aabh1 +Mabh2)
×(

1 + (Mabh2 + Aabh1)

(
1

x1 − y1

+
1

x2 − y2

)
+

Mabh
2
2 − A2

abh
2
1

(x1 − y1) (x1 − y1)

)
.

(C.21)

D Flavor Janus interface

For simplicity we consider a model of the 2D N = (2, 2) chiral field charged with
respect to the flavor symmetry with fugacity u. This model can be easily derived
from the standard U(1) gauged linear sigma model [53] by freezing the gauge field
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and assigning a vacuum expectation value u to the complex scalar in the gauge
multiplet. The resulting action reads:

S0 =

ˆ
dx0dx1

[
|∂0φ|2 − |∂1φ|2+

+ iψ̄−

(↔
∂ 0 +

↔
∂ 1

)
ψ− + iψ̄+

(↔
∂ 0 −

↔
∂ 1

)
ψ++

+ |F|2 − |uφ|2 − ψ̄−uψ+ − ψ̄+ūψ−

]
.

(D.1)

This action is invariant with respect to the following SUSY transformations
up to boundary terms under the assumption that u is a constant parameter:

δφ = ε+ψ− − ε−ψ+ ,

δψ+ = iε̄−(∂0 + ∂1)φ+ ε+F− ε̄+ūφ ,
δψ− = −iε̄+(∂0 − ∂1)φ+ ε−F + ε̄−uφ ,

δF = −iε̄+(∂0 − ∂1)ψ+ − iε̄−(∂0 + ∂1)ψ− + (ε̄+ūψ− + ε̄−uψ+) .

(D.2)

If u is a function of the spacial coordinate x1, the variation of the action (D.1)
with respect to (D.2) produces a bulk term:

δS0 =

ˆ
dx0dx1

(
−iφ̄ (∂1ū (ε−ψ−) + ∂1u (ε+ψ+))

)
+ c.c. . (D.3)

A background expectation value of the field u varying with the spacial co-
ordinate x1 breaks the invariance of the action (D.1) with respect to spacial
translations. Since the translation generators—momenta—are elements of the
superalgebra, not all the initial supercharges can be preserved in the presence of
an interface. We could choose a B-type supersymmetry that is preserved by the
interface; a family of such choices is parameterized by a complex phase eiϑ (which
is a natural choice for interfaces in 2D theories, see e.g. [86]):

ε− = e
iϑ
2 ε, ε+ = e

iϑ
2 ε . (D.4)

The subsequent computation will be simplified if we assume that along the
interface only Im e−iϑu varies whereas Re e−iϑu remains constant. In this case,
the uncompensated term (D.3) is the variation of the following term:

−δS0 = δϑSJanus := δϑ

ˆ
dx0dx1 Im

(
e−iϑ∂1u

)
|φ|2 . (D.5)
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Therefore a modified action:

S0 + SJanus (D.6)

preserves ϑ-supersymmetry of the initial N = (2, 2) supersymmetry.

Also varying the Euclidean action with respect to Im e−iϑu we observe:

δ
(
SEucl

0 + SEucl
Janus

)
δ (Im e−iϑu)

= QΛ +
(
eiϑφ̄F + e−iϑφF̄

)
, (D.7)

where the last term disappears due to the compatibility of the flavor symme-
try with the supersymmetry and the superpotential (if there is one, otherwise
simply F = 0), and the first term is Q-exact for the supecharge generated by
ϑ-supersymmetry, where

Λ = φ̄
(
e

iϑ
2 ψ+ + e

−iϑ
2 ψ−

)
+ (c.c.) . (D.8)

Importantly for us, (D.7) indicates that small deformations of the interface
path u(x1) produce Q-exact terms canceled during localization, therefore the
interface partition function is insensitive to those deformations and delivers a flat
parallel transport description.

We have not yet considered a variation of Re e−iϑu along the interface. In
principle, there is no need to do this since the R-matrix interface permutes the
ordering we have defined by the ordering function Reu (see (4.14)). The Janus
interface for ϑ = π/2 will capture the corresponding modifications for the ordering
of the tensor factors.

The corresponding computations will be more involved if an explicit construc-
tion for both Re e−iϑu and Im e−iϑu varying along the interface is in question. The
reason is that the complex counterpart for the operator |φ|2 we inserted in (D.5)
is a non-local defect operator dual to the momentum of the phase of φ. The
complete complex twisted chiral field:

φ̃(x) = |φ(x)|2 + i

ˆ x

dx′
iδ

δ(arg φ(x′))
(D.9)

is a defect operator describing an insertion of a 2D vortex with a Dirac string
attached to it. The field φ̃ is neutral with respect to the flavor symmetry.
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In the mirror dual picture an effective superpotential generated for the field
φ̃ reads [49]:

Weff(φ̃) = u φ̃+ e−φ̃ . (D.10)

It is easy to give a complete description of this model if we switch the descrip-
tion of the twisted chiral field to a completely analogous description of a chiral
field swapping A- and B-twists simultaneously. In this case the action and su-
persymmetry transforms for the field φ̃ are given by (D.1) and (D.2) for u = 0,
respectively; in addition there is a superpotential term:

Sdual
0 (φ̃) = S0(φ̃, u = 0) +

ˆ
dx0dx1

(
F̃∂φ̃Weff − ∂2

φ̃
Weffψ̃+ψ̃− + c.c.

)
. (D.11)

The uncompensated term for varying u in this case reads:

δSdual
0 = −i

ˆ
dx0dx1

(
ε̄+ψ̃+ − ε̄−ψ̃−

)
∂u∂φ̃Weff ∂1u+ c.c. . (D.12)

The corresponding Janus interface action reads:

Sdual
Janus = i

ˆ
dx0dx1 ∂uWeff ∂1u+ c.c. , (D.13)

so that the resulting total action Sdual
0 + Sdual

Janus is invariant under the A-type
ϑ-symmetry:

ε+ = eiϑε, ε− = e−iϑε̄ . (D.14)

E Comparison between the rational and trigono-

metric ∆0 and ∆1

One potential source of confusion is the fact that the rational ∆0, ∆1 and the
trigonometric

.
∆0,

.
∆1 have rather similar structures but differ in important prop-

erties. In particular, while the trigonometric
.
∆0 factorizes and

.
∆1 is a valid

coproduct (although diagonal), the rational ∆0 does not factorize whereas ∆1 is
not an algebra homomorphism, see the table at the end of section 3.1. In this
section, we compare the rational ∆0 and ∆1 with the trigonometric

.
∆0 and

.
∆1,

and try to pinpoint how their differences arise at a technical level.
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E.1 Rational vs. trigonometric ∆0

In this section we comment more on the ability/inability of the naive tensor
product (2.29) to factorize (3.6).

Let us show that the naive representation (2.29) indeed does not factorize. For
this we transform it into a nearly-factorize form. Consider a naive representation
of the raising operator acting on a two-site crystal chain:38

∆0e(z) |K1〉u1 ⊗ |K2〉u2 = (e(z)⊗ 1) |K1〉u1 ⊗ |K2〉u2+

+
∑

�∈Add(K2)

ΨK1(h� + u2 − u1)
[K2 → K2 +�]

z − (h� + u2)
|K1〉u1 ⊗ |K2 +�〉u2 ,

(E.1)

where we have represented the first term as an element of Y⊗ Y to stress that it
is the second term that is troublesome.

To separate the contribution from both crystals to the Ψ-term we apply the
usual contour integral trick:

ΨK1 (h� + u2 − u1) =

˛
C

dw

w − (h� + u2)
ΨK1(w − u) , (E.2)

where the integration cycle C encircles all the poles of the form h� + u2 for the
atoms � ∈ Add(K2), which are included in the summation in (E.1). For the
two denominator factors appearing in the result we can apply a simple algebraic
manipulation:

1

w − (h� + u2)
· 1

z − (h� + u2)
=

1

z − w

(
1

w − (h� + u2)
− 1

z − (h� + u2)

)
.

(E.3)

Gathering all the elements under the cycle integration we derive the following
relation:

(∆0e(z)− e(z)⊗ 1) |K1〉u1 ⊗ |K2〉u2 =

= −
˛
C
dw ψ(w)⊗ e(z)− e(w)

z − w
|K1〉u1 ⊗ |K2〉u2 .

(E.4)

38To reduce clutter, in this section we have dropped the color a dependence of the generators
and the atoms since here we never have to consider the interaction between two colors; it is
easy to restore this dependence.
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The next naive step would be to simply strip off the representation factors
|K1〉u1⊗|K2〉u2 from both sides and check if the operators defined this way, namely

∆̃e(z)
???
= e(z)⊗ 1−

˛
C
dw ψ(w)⊗ e(z)− e(w)

z − w
(E.5)

gives rise to a valid coproduct corresponding to ∆0 in the representation. How-
ever, one can see that ∆̃ defined in (E.5) also does not factorize since the inte-
gration cycle C only encircles the poles of the e(z) generator (that correspond to
the atoms in Add(K2)), whereas the eigenvalue of the ψ(z) generator also have
poles corresponding to the atoms in Add(K1)∪Rem(K1), and there is no way to
separate those poles from those of e(z) acting on K2.39

Let us now examine why the trigonometric
.
∆1 does not have this problem

with factorization. The trigonometric counterpart of the e-actions on a two-site
crystal chain (E.1) is
.
∆0e(z) |K1〉u1 ⊗ |K2〉u2 = (e(z)⊗ 1) |K1〉u1 ⊗ |K2〉u2+

+
∑

�∈Add(K2)

Ψ−K1
(h� + u2 − u1) [K2 → K2 +�] p(z − (h� + u2)) |K1〉u1 ⊗ |K2 +�〉u2 ,

(E.6)

where the propagator p(z) is the formal delta function that is defined differently
for the rational/trigonometric/elliptic cases:40

p(z) =

{
1
z

rational

δ(Z) =
∑

n∈Z Z
n trig./elliptic

(E.7)

Then using

Ψ−K1
(h� + u2 − u1) p(z − (h� + u2)) = Ψ−K1

(z − u1) p(z − (h� + u2)) , (E.8)

(E.6) can be simplified into
.
∆0e(z) |K1〉u1 ⊗ |K2〉u2 = (e(z)⊗ 1 + ψ−(z)⊗ e(z)) |K1〉u1 ⊗ |K2〉u2 (E.9)

Namely, the trigonometric
.
∆0 does factorize. From this comparison, one can also

see that the relation (E.8), which is necessary for the simplification and hence for
the factorization, does not have a counterpart in the rational case.

39One might try to deform the contour C to encircle ∞ so that all the poles from both ψ(z)
and e(z) can contribute, but then the expression (E.5) would not reproduce the action (E.1)
that we started with.

40In Section 7.1, p(z) is called δrat. and δtrig. for the rational and trigonometric cases, respec-
tively.
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E.2 Rational vs. trigonometric ∆1

Now we explain why ∆1 is not an algebra homomorphism of Y whereas
.
∆1 is an

algebra homomorphism of
.
Y, although their definitions have the same form.

The first thing to emphasize is that the algebraic relations of the quiver BPS
algebra are usually written in terms of the so-called fields (e(a)(z), ψ

(a)
± (z), f (a)(z)),

and one needs to plug in their mode expansions to obtain the corresponding
relations in terms of their modes (e

(a)
j , ψ

(a)
±,j, f

(a)
j ). Namely, the mode relations

are the true defining relations of these algebras, whereas the field relations are
convenient ways to package this information.41

When checking whether ∆1 (resp.
.
∆1) is an algebra homomorphism of Y (resp..

Y), if we had used the field relations, we would have concluded (mistakenly)
that they are both algebra homomorphisms. This is not too surprising since the
field relations of Y and

.
Y take very similar forms. However, the ∆1 (resp.

.
∆1)

preserving the field relations of Y (resp.
.
Y) is only a necessary condition for it to

be an algebra homomorphism: one needs to check whether it preserves the mode
relations.42 It is here that the rational ∆1 and the trigonometric

.
∆1 differ in their

behaviors.

It is enough to illustrate this with the ψ−e relation. What makes the difference
is that in the rational case, the coproduct of the e/f generators in terms of the
ek/fk modes involve a summation whose range depends on the mode number k:

∆1(ek) = ek ⊗ 1 +
k∑
j=0

ψj ⊗ ek−j , (E.10)

where we have used ψ0 = 1. One can check that the ψ− e relation in the rational
case, in terms of the modes (see eq. (4.20) of [3]), is not preserved by ∆1, precisely
due to this dependence on k in the summation. In constrast, in the trigonometric

41We emphasize that the difference between the field relations and the mode relations is not
just a technicality. For example, in the gluing basis (as opposed to the crystal basis used here)
of [30, 87, 88], the numerator and the denominator of the bond factor might share a common
factor, which should not be canceled in order to produce the correct mode relations, although
whether or not to cancel these common factors makes no difference to the field relations.

42For the affine Yangian of gl1, it was first emphasized in [29] that ∆1 does not preserve the
mode relations of the algebra.
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case, this dependence is absent:

.
∆1(

.
ek) =

.
ek ⊗ 1 +

∑
j≤0

.
ψ
−
j ⊗

.
ek−j , (E.11)

and one can check that the mode relations of the ψ±− e relation for the trigono-
metric case are preserved by

.
∆1.

F Miki automorphism vs. soliton corrections

A trigonometric generalization of Y(ĝl1) is known as a quantum toroidal algebra

[32] (see also [31,89–94]), sometimes denoted as Uq1,q2(
̂̂
gl1) [33,95]. In this section

let us denote Y(ĝl1) as Y, and the quantum toroidal algebra of gl1 as
.
Y. It is

parameterized by the exponentiated equivariant weights qi = eβhi , i = 1, 2, 3
subjected to the relation:

q1q2q3 = 1 . (F.1)

In this section we will work only with
.
Y, therefore we use simplified notations.

The algebra is generated by a triplet of generator modes (en, fn, hn), n ∈ Z and
has two central elements C and C⊥. Modes can be organized in generating
functions:

e(z) =
∑
n∈Z

enZ
−n, f(z) =

∑
n∈Z

fnZ
−n, ψ±(z) =

(
C⊥
)∓1

exp

(
∞∑
r=1

κrh±rZ
∓r

)
,

(F.2)

where we adopt the convention

Z ≡ eβz , W ≡ eβw , etc. (F.3)

and

κr = (1− qr1)(1− qr2)(1− qr3) . (F.4)

Introducing a notation for a “half” of the trigonometric bond factor:

η(Z,W ) = (Z − q1W )(Z − q2W )(Z − q3W ) ,
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we can write the algebraic relations in the following form (cf. (2.6)):

[hr, hs] = δr+s,0
1

r

Cr − C−r

κr
,

[hr, en] = −1

r
en+rC

(−r−|r|)/2, [hr, fn] =
1

r
fn+rC

(−r+|r|)/2 ,

[e(Z), f(W )] =
1

κ1

(
δ

(
CW

Z

)
ψ+(W )− δ

(
CZ

W

)
ψ−(Z)

)
,

η(Z,W )e(Z)e(W ) + η(W,Z)e(W )e(Z) = 0 ,

η(W,Z)f(Z)f(W ) + η(Z,W )f(W )f(Z) = 0 .

(F.5)

The coproduct for the generators reads:43

∆en = en ⊗ 1 +
∑
j≥0

ψ+
j C

n ⊗ en−j ,

∆fn =
∑
j≥0

fn+j ⊗ ψ−−jCn + 1⊗ fn ,

∆hr = hr ⊗ C−r +⊗hr ,
∆h−r = h−r ⊗ 1 + Cr ⊗ h−r ,

(F.6)

where

ψ±(Z) =
∑
±n≥0

ψ±nZ
−n . (F.7)

The Miki automorphism ϑ is defined as:

e0 7→ h−1, h−1 7→ f0, f0 7→ h1, h1 7→ e0, C⊥ 7→ C, C 7→
(
C⊥
)−1

.
(F.8)

We define a perpendicular coproduct as44

∆⊥ = ϑ−1 ◦∆ ◦ ϑ :
.
A −→

.
A⊗

.
A , (F.9)

43This coproduct is the one denoted as
.
∆1 in the main text, which arises from the naive crystal

chain representation in the trigonometric case
.
∆0 =

.
Rep ◦

.
∆1; for the difference between the

rational and trigonometric cases see Appendix E.1.
44The coproduct ∆⊥ is the “true” coproduct that corresponds to a non-diagonal R-matrix

on lowest weight crystal representations of
.
Y; and we have denoted it as

.
∆ in the main text. If

one considers lowest weight Fock modules in Y⊥ instead (see e.g. [96]) the roles of ∆ and ∆⊥

will be interchanged.
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where ϑ on
.
A⊗

.
A acts simply as ϑ⊗ ϑ.

For the lowest few generators, we define the following explicit expressions:

∆e0 =
∑
j≥0

e0 ⊗ 1 + ψ+
j ⊗ e−j , ∆⊥e0 = e0 ⊗ 1 +

(
C⊥
)−1 ⊗ e0 ,

∆f0 = fj ⊗
∑
j≥0

ψ−−j + 1⊗ f0 , ∆⊥f0 = f0 ⊗ C⊥ + 1⊗ f0 ,

∆h1 = h1 ⊗ C−1 + 1⊗ h1 , ∆⊥h1 = h1 ⊗ 1 + C ⊗ h1 + J1 ,
∆h−1 = h−1 ⊗ 1 + C ⊗ h−1 , ∆⊥h−1 = h−1 ⊗ C−1 + 1⊗ h−1 + J−1 ,

(F.10)

where

J1 = κ1

∞∑
j=1

(−1)j
[
adjf0h1, h−1

]
⊗ adje0h1 ,

J−1 = κ1

∞∑
j=1

(−1)j+1 adjf0h−1 ⊗
[
adje0h1, h−1

]
.

(F.11)

In complete analogy with (3.7) we define an operator
.
U intertwining the co-

product and the perpendicular coproduct:

∆⊥ ·
.
U =

.
U ·∆ . (F.12)

When C = 1, the operators ψ± become Cartan and diagonal in the crystal ba-
sis. In this case we could search for

.
U using the ansatz (B.1), where the variables

xi and yi should replaced by Xi = eβxi and Yi = eβyi , namely each equivariant
weight h should be replaced by its corresponding exponentiated weight H = eβh.
As the result we find:

g1(X|Y ) = κ1
1

1− Y/X
. (F.13)

So we expect that the dimensional reduction of the transformation
.
U induced

by the Miki automorphism corresponds to the soliton correction matrix U :

lim
β→0

.
U = U . (F.14)
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[95] A. Neguţ, “The R-matrix of the quantum toroidal algebra,”
arXiv:2005.14182 [math.QA].

108

http://arxiv.org/abs/2012.07814
http://dx.doi.org/10.4310/ATMP.2010.v14.n4.a3
http://dx.doi.org/10.4310/ATMP.2010.v14.n4.a3
http://arxiv.org/abs/0910.5479
http://arxiv.org/abs/1912.08729
http://dx.doi.org/10.4310/ATMP.2013.v17.n2.a1
http://dx.doi.org/10.4310/ATMP.2013.v17.n2.a1
http://arxiv.org/abs/1006.0146
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2019)131
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2019)131
http://arxiv.org/abs/1905.03076
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2020)182
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2020)182
http://arxiv.org/abs/1910.10129
http://dx.doi.org/10.4310/MRL.1995.v2.n2.a4
http://dx.doi.org/10.1023/A:1007341410987
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.2823979
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.2823979
http://dx.doi.org/10.1215/21562261-1214375
http://dx.doi.org/10.1215/21562261-1214375
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.3192773
http://dx.doi.org/10.1063/1.3192773
http://arxiv.org/abs/1904.07297
http://arxiv.org/abs/2005.14182


[96] A. Garbali and J. de Gier, “The R-Matrix of the Quantum Toroidal
Algebra Uq,t(g̈l1) in the Fock Module,” Communications in Mathematical
Physics 384 no. 3, (June, 2021) 1971–2008, arXiv:2004.09241 [math-ph].

109

http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00220-021-04023-z
http://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00220-021-04023-z
http://arxiv.org/abs/2004.09241

	1 Introduction
	2 Reviews
	2.1 Quiver BPS algebras
	2.2 Crystal representations
	2.3 Integrable models
	2.4 Gauge/Bethe correspondence

	3 Integrable models from quiver BPS algebras
	3.1 Non-diagonal coproducts of quiver BPS algebras
	3.2 (Twisted) R-matrices
	3.3 Lax operators in terms of quiver BPS algebras

	4 Gauge theory derivation of Gauge/Bethe correspondence
	4.1 Disk partition functions and Higgs-Coulomb duality
	4.2 From disk boundary conditions to crystal states
	4.3 From Janus interfaces to twisted R-matrices
	4.4 From solitonic flows to non-trivial coproducts

	5 No-go against shifts and chiral quivers
	5.1 Constraints from Yang-Baxter equations
	5.2 Consistency between coproducts of Lax operators and those of quiver BPS algebras
	5.3 Gauge-theoretical argument against chiral quivers: breakdown of Higgs-Coulomb duality

	6 Deriving BAE from quiver BPS algebras
	6.1 Preliminaries
	6.2 Off-shell Bethe vectors
	6.3 Derivation of Bethe ansatz equations

	7 Rational vs. trigonometric quiver algebras: comparative analysis
	7.1 Spectral parameters
	7.2 Coproduct, R-matrices and obstruction
	7.3 Bethe ansatz equations

	8 Summary, discussions, and future directions
	A R-matrices and quiver Yangian from stable envelopes
	A.1 Warmup: R-matrix for Y(sl2)
	A.2 R-matrix for general quiver
	A.3 Quiver Yangian from Lax operators

	B Soliton corrections for Yh1,h2(gl1)
	B.1 Form-factors
	B.2 Soliton corrections for Y(gl1)

	C Coproduct for Yh1h2(gl(mn)) and soliton corrections
	C.1 Coproduct
	C.2 Soliton corrections

	D Flavor Janus interface
	E Comparison between the rational and trigonometric D0 and D1 
	E.1 Rational vs. trigonometric D0 
	E.2 Rational vs. trigonometric D1

	F Miki automorphism vs. soliton corrections

