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We study the spectrum of scalar charged operators in Conformal Field Theories

(cfts) with a U(1) global symmetry. The charged operators are dual, by the state-

operator correspondence, to homogenous charged states on the sphere. Such states

can break the U(1) symmetry, and we define what we call the large f regime in the

cft as one where the symmetry breaking scale is much higher than the scale of the

cft sphere. In such a regime, there is (an approximate) Goldstone boson associated

to the breaking. We show that consistency of the Goldstone boson physics implies

that the spectrum of states, and therefore of operators, must be convex in charge.

More precisely, we show that any family of operators of different charges, which are

lowest dimension of their charge, and which additionally share the same realisation of

the Goldstone boson in terms of the degrees of freedom of the cft, must be convex.
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1 Introduction

In this paper we study the operator spectrum of Conformal Field Theories (cfts)

which have a global U(1) symmetry. Our primary tool is the state-operator corre-

spondence, which maps the charged operators to charged states. The charged states

(apart from some exceptional cases) break the U(1) symmetry and so, in flat space,

would have an associated Goldstone boson. The state-operator correspondence re-

lies on considering the cft on a sphere though, and we can associate an energy

scale to the sphere 1
R
. By continuity of physics, if the symmetry breaking scale f

is much larger than the sphere scale, we should recover the flat space physics and

have a Goldstone boson. We therefore introduce what we call the large f regime,

1



where such a Goldstone boson is present in the theory. We then use the physics of

the Goldstone boson to put constraints on the spectrum of states, and therefore of

operators. In particular, we show that consistency of its physics implies a certain

convexity of the spectrum of states/operators.

The large f regime is a new type of regime where cfts can be studied. It is

similar in spirit to the large charge regime which has been studied intensively in the

past years, starting from the work in [1]. In particular, a large charge regime of the

cft is also a large f one, but not vice-versa: the large f regime is less restrictive

than the large charge one. In particular, the charge of the states/operators need not

be larger than any other parameter in the theory, and there are large f regimes even

in perturbative regimes of cfts.

We show that, within a large f regime of a cft, there are families of charged

operators/states that are convex in charge. Such a family is defined as the lowest

energy states, or lowest dimension operators, for a range of charges within the regime,

which share the embedding of the Goldstone boson, or more precisely the symmetry

breaking, into the degrees of freedom of the cft. In weakly-coupled cfts, such a

family would be, for example, φn, with φ being some charged field and n a positive

integer (within a certain range).1

An important motivation for our work is the Charge Convexity Conjecture [2].

Let us label by ∆(Q) the dimension of the lowest-dimension operator of charge Q

under the U(1) global symmetry in the cft, then the Charge Convexity Conjecture

proposes [2]

∆ ((m+ n) q0) ≥ ∆(m q0) + ∆ (n q0) , (1.1)

where m and n are any positive integers, and q0 is an integer of order one. More

precisely, q0 is conjectured to never be parametrically large. The Charge Convexity

Conjecture has been studied further in [3–8]. Recently, a counter-example to the

conjecture was found in [9]. This counter-example is consistent with our results: the

non-convexity arises from a setting where the lowest dimension charged operators are

found in a parametrically large number of different families of operators, so which

have different realisations of the Goldstone boson. Only at parametrically large

charge does one find a family of operators which is of lowest dimension and shares a

Goldstone boson realisation, that family must then be convex.

In this paper, we focus on the case where the operators in question are scalar,

which means that the dual states are homogeneous. It is the scalar case which is the

most interesting, since classically it is marginally convex. Of course, this does not

1Such a family of operators is guaranteed to be also of smallest dimension only if φ is the field
with the largest charge. Then convexity is guaranteed. Otherwise, convexity may or may not hold,
depending on if there are operators of lower dimensions which have a different realisation of the
Goldstone boson.
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imply that the cft should not have fermions, only that the lowest operators for a

given charge transform as scalars (they may be scalar composites of fermions).

The Charge Convexity Conjecture is holographically related to the Weak Gravity

Conjecture [10] in AdS. More precisely, it is related, though not identical, to the Pos-

itive Binding Conjecture in AdS [2]. This proposes that there should exist a charged

particle which has positive self-binding energy.2 It is the natural generalisation of the

repulsive force version of the Weak Gravity Conjecture in flat space [17,18]. Convex-

ity of charged operators in cfts is therefore an important property to understand in

the context of the Swampland program [19–22].

The paper is structured as follows: In section 2 we introduce the key ideas of

symmetry breaking, the large f regime, and Goldstone bosons. We then study

the effective theory for the Goldstone boson and show that its consistency implies

convexity of the action as a function of the chemical potential. In section 3 we study

how the convexity of the action in the chemical potential is mapped to convexity

in charge of the states/operators. We discuss an example theory which manifests

the general physics of this work in section 4. In section 5 we discuss an alternative,

though similar in spirit, approach to convexity. Specifically, we show that convexity

of states/operators is implied by requiring that the lowest energy state of a given

charge expectation value is a charge eigenstate. We discuss our results in section 6.

2 Convexity in the chemical potential

The state-operator correspondence allows us to study the operator dimension spec-

trum in terms of the energy spectrum of states. Classically, the Hamiltonian as a

function of charge Q is convex conjugate to, or the Legendre transform of, the La-

grangian as a function of the chemical potential m. In section 3, we expand on this

relation. In this section, we study only the Lagrangian side in terms of the chemical

potential.

An important fact is that the state-operator correspondence requires that, in d

dimensions, the cft is placed on the cylinder R × Sd−1. We take the sphere radius

to be denoted by R. This introduces a scale into the theory, and all dimensionful

quantities in the theory are measured relative to that scale. Generically, we work in

units where R = 1. However, when it is informative, we write the scale R explicitly.

2.1 Symmetry breaking and Goldstone bosons

The cft has a global SO(1, d+ 1)× U(1) symmetry. The states we are considering

are charged and so may break the U(1) symmetry. We consider the case when the

2See [11] for a calculation of such binding energies in AdS. Note, however, that there are important
and relevant works on other proposed holographic dual formulations of the Weak Gravity Conjecture,
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symmetry is broken, but in a spatially homogeneous way, so the state preserves the

sphere symmetries. If the state is of minimal energy for its charge, then the U(1)

is not broken completely, but rather to a combination with the dilatation (time-

translation) symmetry. This is called the superfluid breaking pattern [23], denoted

as

SO(1, d+ 1)× U(1) → SO(d)×D′ , (2.1)

where D′ is a combination of the original dilatation symmetry D, and the U(1)

symmetry. The specific combination is labelled by a parameter m, and this is what

we call the chemical potential. In terms of operators, it means that the state is an

eigenstate of the combination of operators Ĥ −mQ̂, with Ĥ being the Hamiltonian

and Q̂ the charge operator. On the Lagrangian side, it is a statement about the

fields in the theory. Specifically, if the U(1) acts on a field Π non-linearly, so

U(1) : Π → Π+ ξ , (2.2)

with ξ being a constant, then in the Lagrangian the field may only appear through

the combination

χ ≡ mt+Π . (2.3)

Here t denotes time, and χ is defined as this specific combination. It is informative

to state the dimensions: here χ, Π are dimensionless, and m has dimension one.

2.1.1 The large f regime

Because we have a U(1) symmetry, the constant ξ in (2.2) must be periodic. This

periodicity is associated to a dimensionful quantity f which parameterises the scale of

the symmetry breaking by the charged state. The field Π should then be normalised

to have unit periodicity by this scale. We therefore write (2.3) as

χ = mt+
π

f
, (2.4)

where now f and π have dimensions d−2
2 . We refer to π as the Goldstone boson, and

work with it throughout the paper. In fact, since time t cannot appear explicitly in

the Lagrangian, the combination which appears is

Yµ = ∂µχ = mδµt +
∂µπ

f
, (2.5)

from which one can construct relativistic invariants, such as

Y 2 ≡ Y µYµ = m2

(

1 + 2
π̇

mf
+
∂µπ∂

µπ

m2f2

)

. (2.6)
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Here, and henceforth, π̇ denotes the time derivative ∂tπ.
3 We are interested in

performing a general analysis of the Goldstone boson π about the charged states. In

order to do this we introduce the large f expansion. We work in the regime

Large f : fR
d−2
2 ≫ 1 . (2.7)

The large f regime is defined such that it allows for an expansion in powers of π.

We can see this from (2.6). Since π is canonically normalised, its momentum modes

on the sphere are quantised in units of 1
R
, which means order one in our units. We

see then that the last two terms in (2.6) are small.4 Note that this allows for an

expansion in π, and π only appears through its derivatives, but this is not always

a derivative expansion in general. We may have terms that are higher order in

derivatives, but with the same powers of π, that are important (for example, arising

from terms like ∂µY
µ).

It may be informative to have an example in mind for how the large f regime

can be realised. In section 4 we study such an example in detail: the O(2)-model.

The theory is weakly-coupled, with a coupling g. Let us denote the charge of the

state about which we are working as Q. There are two regimes of the theory of

interest: the small charge regime gQ≪ 1 and the large charge regime gQ ≫ 1. The

former regime can be studied using perturbation theory, and the latter using the

large charge expansion [1]. In table 1 we show how the parameters m and f behave

in these two regimes. We see that both of the regimes are at large f . The large

charge regime is automatically a large f one, while the small charge regime requires

an additional condition Q≫ 1. So the large f regime can be thought of as a medium

charge regime in this model.

2.1.2 Goldstone bosons on a compact space

We are considering charged states, dual to the charged operators. The natural ex-

pectation is then that they break the global U(1) symmetry spontaneously, and by

Goldstone’s theorem, should have a Goldstone boson which we can identify with π.

This is indeed a correct expectation generically, but there are some requirements for

this to hold.

The primary cause for divergences from the generic expectation is that the cft is

on a compact space. In is often stated, correctly, that on a compact space there is no

see for example [12–14]. Also, see [15] for earlier work discussing convexity at large spin, and the
more recent results on large spin with global charge [16].

3Note that we work in signature ηµν = [ diag (+1,−1,−1, ...,−1) ]µν .
4We expect that m cannot be parametrically small, since it is given by the derivative of the

Hamiltonian with respect to charge, though have no proof. If there could exist a theory with m
parametrically small, then the large f regime should be stated with the additional requirement
mf ≫ 1.

5



Small charge gQ ≪ 1 Large charge gQ ≫ 1

fR
d−2
2

√
Q 1√

g
(gQ)

1
3

mR 1 +O(gQ) (gQ)
1
3

Table 1: Table showing the behaviour of f and m with g and Q in the two charge
regimes of the O(2)-model in d = 4 − ǫ. The results are derived in section 4. The
large f regime requires Q≫ 1 in the small charge regime, while for the large charge
regime it is automatically satisfied because g ≪ 1.

Spontaneous Symmetry Breaking (ssb). Since ssb is a requirement for Goldstone’s

theorem, it is not clear that one expects a Goldstone boson. On the other hand,

the symmetry breaking is described by the scale f , and the only other relevant

dimensionful scale is R, and so we expect that in the large f regime we should

recover the flat space results and find a Goldstone boson.

More precisely, when a global symmetry is broken spontaneously, there are a

collection of states parametrised by the U(1) symmetry. In flat space, this set of

states are degenerate in energy. Moreover, each state is part of a separate Hilbert

space, and moving between them is done by the Goldstone boson expectation value.

On a compact space, the degeneracy can be lifted by global effects. The states now

live in a single Hilbert space, and have non-vanishing wavefunction overlaps. So

there is a non-vanishing probability of each such state decaying to the lowest energy

one. The lowest energy state is the sum over all the states, and so does not break

the U(1) symmetry. Therefore, there is no ssb on a compact space.

The wavefunction overlaps, or the global effects, vanish in the infinite volume

limit. More precisely, they are exponentially suppressed by f2Rd−2. In the large f

regime (2.7), we can therefore neglect them. What this means is that we can study

a state which does break the U(1) symmetry, even if it is not the lowest energy

one. The physics difference is only exponentially suppressed in a parameter we are

sending to infinity. This is a very good approximation.

There are some sporadic cases where there may not be a Goldstone boson, even

in the large f regime. This is true for any theory in two dimensions d = 2. Another

example set are theories of free fermions (see [24]). However, an arbitrarily weak

attractive interaction between the fermions will lead to a Cooper pair [25].

2.2 The effective theory for the Goldstone boson

We are interested in the Lagrangian dependence on the chemical potential m. It

is crucial to capture the full dependence on m, which means that if there are any

fields which are sensitive to m, they must be integrated out. This way their implicit
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dependence on m is manifested explicitly in the Lagrangian. We therefore are inter-

ested in an effective Lagrangian in which all the dependence on m is explicit, and

we denote this Leff(m).

The Goldstone boson does not need to be integrated out in Leff(m). So in terms

of the explicit dependence on m, we can write

Leff (m) = Leff (m,π)|π=0 . (2.8)

The effective theory defined by integrating out all the fields apart from the Goldstone

boson, so with the associated Lagrangian Leff (m,π), is the primary tool in this work.

Specifically, we will use constraints on how this theory should behave to extract

constraints on how m must appear in Leff (m,π), and therefore also in Leff (m).

We are interested in writing an effective theory for a Goldstone field, and so the

first thing we should consider is in what sense we have a Goldstone field. Goldstone’s

theorem implies the presence of soft momentum modes without a gap in the non-

compact limit. Strictly speaking, it only guarantees a zero mode. For a field to exist,

we may require a collection of momentum modes. Note that, in the compact case, the

momentum modes are quantised in 1
R
. Of course, we are working with an effective

theory about the charged state, and this theory is not expected to survive into the

ultraviolet, so we do not expect or demand an infinite number of momentum modes

in the field. We will consider two situations, studied in sections 2.2.1 and 2.2.2.

The first is when there is a sufficiently large gap between the energy of the first

momentum mode of the Goldstone field, and the next charged state, or next massive

field in the theory. In such a setting we can write an effective theory for the low

momentum modes of π which is an expansion in derivatives. We would then say that

π is a Goldstone field. The second case is when there is no gap between the first

momentum mode and the next heaviest field. That case is more subtle, but we will

show that even then one can write an effective theory for the Goldstone modes, say

the zero mode, which will capture the physics we are after.

There are cases when there is no gap at all between the Goldstone, even the zero

mode, and other fields. The most common being supersymmetric theories where

the charged operators of interest are BPS and have a moduli space. In such cases,

we expect the analysis in this work to still hold, but have not studied it in depth.

One reason is that BPS operators, charged under a single U(1), will always have

an exactly marginally-convex spectrum since their dimension grows exactly linearly

with their charge.
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2.2.1 Goldstone boson with a gap

We consider here the setting when there is a gap between some non-trivial momentum

modes for the Goldstone boson π, and the next heaviest field. In that case, in the

large f regime, we have a derivative expansion of Leff (m,π). We can expand as

Leff (m,π) = Leff (m,π)|π=0 +
∂Leff (m,π)

∂ (∂µπ)

∣

∣

∣

∣

π=0

(∂µπ)

+
1

2

∂2Leff (m,π)

∂ (∂µπ) ∂ (∂νπ)

∣

∣

∣

∣

π=0

(∂µπ) (∂νπ) + ... . (2.9)

The second term in (2.9) vanishes due to the equations of motion for π. Recalling

that Leff (m,π) is only a function of the combination Y 2 in (2.6), we can write the

differential operators acting on it as

1

2

∂2Leff (m,π)

∂ (∂µπ) ∂ (∂νπ)

∣

∣

∣

∣

π=0

=
1

2

1

f2

[

gµν

m

∂Leff (m)

∂m
+ δµ0δν0

(

∂2Leff (m)

∂m2
− 1

m

∂Leff (m)

∂m

)

]

.(2.10)

Where we have written the metric on R×Sd−1 as gµν . We also decompose the indices

µ = 0, i, and note that g00 = 1 and g0i = 0. Using (2.10) in (2.9) then yields

Leff (m,π) = Leff (m) +
1

2

1

f2

[

∂2Leff (m)

∂m2
π̇2 − Q

m
(∂iπ) (∂jπ) g

ij

]

, (2.11)

Here we have utilised a relation

Q =
∂Leff (m)

∂m
. (2.12)

This relation arises from the fact that the charge is the (Legendre) dual coordinate

to the chemical potential. We discuss this in section 3.

The terms in (2.11) are the leading derivative terms for the Goldstone field. The

important point is that the coefficient of the time derivative is given by ∂2Leff (m)
∂m2 . For

the theory to be well-behaved, we need this coefficient to be positive. We therefore

recover
∂2Leff (m)

∂m2
> 0 . (2.13)

Positivity of the second derivative, for a differentiable function, is equivalent to

convexity. We therefore recover the result that the effective Lagrangian, in which

the dependence on the chemical potential m is manifested fully explicitly, must be

convex in the chemical potential.5

It is worth discussing in more detail why we would expect the coefficient in front

5Note that because the state is homogeneous we can exchange convexity in the Lagrangian density
L for convexity in the Lagrangian L.
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of the time derivative to be positive. This is quite standard, theories with negative

kinetic terms are notoriously difficult to make sense of. Nonetheless, this is an

effective theory, and it could be that such seemingly pathological behaviour may be

permitted within the momentum range where the theory holds. This seems to us

very unlikely. However, it would be nice to prove a sharp contradiction which can be

seen in the deep infrared. One way to do this is to consider the dispersion relation

for the Goldstone modes. An expansion in eigenfunctions of the laplacian on the

cylinder, which are the product of a plane wave and a hyperspherical harmonic

π ∼ eiωtYℓm(Ω) , (2.14)

gives the dispersion relation

ω2 =

(

∂2Leff (m)

∂m2

)−1
Q

mVd−1

ℓ(ℓ+ d− 2)

R2
, (2.15)

where Vd−1 is the volume of the d−1 sphere. Since Q > 0 and m > 0, if the spectrum

is not convex, ∂
2Leff (m)
∂m2 < 0, then ω obtains an imaginary component. An imaginary

component in the dispersion relation implies an instability of the state, it is decaying

in time. This is not consistent if the state is the minimal energy state within a given

superselection (charge) sector.6 We therefore conclude that the Lagrangian density

must be convex in m at least around any minimal energy charged state.

Finally, we note that we actually obtain another constraint from requiring that

the speed of sound associated to the dispersion relation is subluminal. This gives

∂2Leff (m)

∂m2
≥ Q

m
. (2.16)

We therefore find not only convexity, but one which grows with charge.

2.2.2 Goldstone boson with light states

The two-derivative analysis performed in section 2.2.1 holds as long as there is a mass

gap between the lowest momentum modes of the Goldstone boson and the lightest

massive fields in the theory. In this section we consider the case when there is no

such gap.

Let us recall that the Goldstone mode appears only through the combination

∂µ

(

mt+ π
f

)

, and that we are working in the f ≫ 1 regime. We are therefore

performing an expansion in ∂π
f
. Since the field π is canonically normalised, its

momentum modes are quantised in units of the (inverse) sphere radius 1
R
. There are

6Due to global instanton effects, on a compact space, the state which supports ssb is not of the
lowest energy, but rather the lowest energy one is the sum over all such states. But this decay is
exponentially small in f , and so is not what is being manifested here.
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some possibilities where such as expansion is not valid. A necessary condition is that

there are additional fields that are as light as the radius scale 1
R
, in which case we do

not have a derivative expansion even for the smallest non-trivial momentum mode

of the Goldstone boson. Still, this is not necessarily a problem because those light

fields may couple weakly to the Goldstone boson. So even if light, they would lead to

suppressed corrections in the effective action. Therefore, for a derivative expansion

to fail we require fields of mass of order 1
R
, whose coupling to the Goldstone boson

is not suppressed by f .

The starting point for the effective Lagrangian is considering integrating out

all the massive fields, leaving an effective theory which depends only on π and any

additional light fields which couple to it. We denote these fields as ri, and denote the

effective Lagrangian, which depends on them, as Lπ,r
(

m,π, ri
)

. We take these fields

to be weakly-coupled, in that there is a well-defined field, even if it is an effective

one.7 We also take the ri as fields describing fluctuations about their expectation

value, so that we can take the action quadratic in them at leading order. The effective

Lagrangian admits an expansion in derivatives, since the ri are manifested explicitly

and all other fields are massive.

Before writing the expression for Lπ,r
(

m,π, ri
)

, we make a simplification: we

consider the effective action for the homogenous Goldstone mode π0 (so with vanish-

ing angular momentum on the sphere l = 0). This is the mode which is guaranteed

to exist by Goldstone’s theorem in the f → ∞ limit. The mode π0 depends only

on time, so only time derivatives act on it non-trivially. By an effective action for

π0, we mean that one can consider an effective action for π, and then derive from it

equations of motion and study the solutions for the zero mode π0. We can therefore

directly work with a Lagrangian which depends only on this mode. This Lagrangian

takes the form

Lπ0,r
(

m,π0, r
i
)

=
1

2
απ̇20 + g1(r)

(

m
π̇0
f

)

+ g2(r)

(

mπ̇0
f

)2

+ ...+ L(2)
r . (2.17)

Here α is some arbitrary constant (independent of f), the gi(r) are arbitrary func-

tionals of the fields ri, and L(2)
r includes terms which depend on the ri but do not

couple to π0. We assume that its leading behaviour is at most second order in time

derivatives. The powers of m in the expansion of derivatives follow from the fact

that the Lagrangian, in the large f regime, must be a function of the combination

(

∂t

(

mt+
π0
f

))2

= m2 + 2m
π̇0
f

+
π̇20
f2

, (2.18)

7It is not clear to us how to couple the Goldstone in general to a strongly-coupled sector. Note,
however, that the analysis of the large f limit, around (2.17), implies that the Goldstone boson
should couple to some combination of the degrees of freedom which has dimension very close to that
of a weakly-coupled scalar, suggesting that this is the general situation.
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so that each derivative of π0 comes with a power of m.

We note that in order for terms to remain relevant in the f → ∞ limit, we need

powers of f inside the gi(r). Since f has dimension d−2
2 , we see that we can at

most include a factor of f2 in the gi(r). But f
2 would saturate the dimensions, and

therefore imply there are no fields ri in the gi(r), so we can only have one power of

f . Assuming that the ri are weakly-coupled, we therefore have the unique possibility

Lπ0,r =
1

2
απ̇20 +

∑

i

ĝir
i

(

m
π̇0
f

)

+ L(2)
r + ... , (2.19)

where the ĝi are constants, and we dropped terms sub-leading as f → ∞. Since π0

couples to only one linear combination of the fields ri, we can call this combination

r. Further, the homogenous Goldstone mode can only source the homogeneous mode

if r, denoted r0. We can therefore work with the following one-dimensional effective

Lagrangian

Lπ0,r0 =
1

2
απ̇20 + 2mβr0π̇0 +

1

2
ṙ20 −

1

2
γr20 , (2.20)

where β is some order-one coefficient (so independent of f), and γ is a constant

associated to the mass of r0.

We note here a subtlety: we have considered the f → ∞ limit, but the large f

regime only requires f ≫ 1. An issue could arise if there are parametrically large

parameters in the theory which appear in the gi and could spoil the f expansion.

We expect that this is not possible, but do not have a general proof.

In the case where there is a mass hierarchy γ → ∞, we can integrate out r0

to reach an effective theory which has a derivative expansion, as in section 2.2.1.

However, now we are allowing for small γ, so that r0 is light. To determine Leff(m)

we need to extract the m dependence from r0, evaluated on the solution π̇0 = ṙ0 = 0.

As before, we do this by relating it to the π̇0 dependence in an effective theory

Leff(m,π) after integrating out r0. Since r0 can be light, this theory does not have

a controlled derivative expansion. Nonetheless, it still as an expansion in powers of

π due to the large f regime. Further, it must still be a function of

Y = m+
π̇0
f
, (2.21)

and any derivatives acting on it. So we can write, keeping only terms quadratic in

π0, that

Leff(m,π0) ≃
1

2

∂2Leff (m)

∂m2

(

π̇0
f

)2

+
π̇0
f

∞
∑

n=1

an(m) ∂nt

(

π̇0
f

)

+ Leff(m) , (2.22)

where the an(m) are arbitrary coefficients. We can therefore still read off ∂2Leff (m)
∂m2

11



from the coefficient of the π̇20 term.

In the two-field theory (2.20), we need to integrate out r0 to reach Leff(m,π0).

The equation of motion for the field r0 reads

−r̈0 + 2mβπ̇0 − γr0 = 0 . (2.23)

We can solve this as

r0 =
2mβ

γ
π̇0 − 2mβ

∞
∑

n=2

∂2n−1
t π0
γn

(−1)n . (2.24)

The key point is that only the first term in (2.24) will contribute to the π̇20 term in

Leff(m,π0). So we can substitute

r0 →
2mβ

γ
π̇0 , (2.25)

into (2.20), which yields

1

f2
∂2Leff (m)

∂m2
= α+

(2βm)2

γ
. (2.26)

We now constrain the parameters α, β, γ, m and f within the two-field theory.

The full equations of motion for the action (2.20) read

απ̈0 + 2mβṙ0 = 0 , (2.27)

−r̈0 + 2mβπ̇0 − γr0 = 0 . (2.28)

We can solve (2.27), and insert it into (2.28), to yield

r̈0 + r0

(

(2mβ)2

α
+ γ

)

= 0 . (2.29)

This leads to an unstable mode unless

(2mβ)2

α
+ γ > 0 . (2.30)

Now we note that α > 0 by positivity of the kinetic terms.8 Let us also assume that

the mass parameter is positive γ > 0. Then, we can write (2.30) precisely as the

combination in (2.26), yielding

∂2Leff (m)

∂m2
> 0 . (2.31)

8Note that, by adding momentum modes to π, we can also extract the relation α = 1
m

∂Leff (m)
∂m

=

12



We therefore find again that convexity is implied by stability. Note, however, in this

case we find a weaker result than in section (2.2.1) because we only have a stability

problem rather than a negative kinetic term. We recover the results of that section

in the γ → ∞ limit, where then convexity is directly related to the sign of α.

Let us now return to the assumption γ > 0. First, we note that if γ is large in

magnitude and negative, then we obtain an instability. So our matching of instability

to convexity is problematic only if γ is in the range 0 > γ > − (2mβ)2

α
. In fact, γ

is bounded from below by a parameter which is of order one, basically the sphere

momentum scale. The reason is that if there are momentum modes whose momentum

contribution to the dispersion relation is less than that of the negative γ, there will

be an instability (the usual one for infrared momentum modes in flat space). It is

the quantisation of momentum modes which allows for a negative γ. In flat space,

γ would have to be positive for stability of the theory. On the sphere γ receives

a further positive contribution from the sphere curvature, relative to the flat space

value, so should become more positive. However, this does not prove γ > 0, since it

need not be that the state is stable in flat space, only on the sphere. We therefore

do not have a proof of γ > 0. It is possible to show, however, that if it is negative,

then the concavity would be bounded from below ∂2Leff (m)
∂m2 < −α. So there is no

continuous interpolation between convex spectra and concave ones as we vary γ

across γ = 0. This (infinite jump) discontinuity at γ = 0 further suggests that it

must be positive.

In this analysis we restricted only to the homogenous modes. It is possible to

perform an analysis including also the momentum modes. We do this, though in a

slightly more restricted theory, in appendix B. In particular, this way one recovers

again also the constraint (2.16).

3 Convexity in charge

The results of section 2.2 can be summarised concisely: in the large f regime (2.7),

we have an effective theory for a Goldstone boson π about a charged state, with

chemical potential m. Consistency of this theory, specifically positive kinetic terms

and stability, requires that the Lagrangian must be a convex function of m, so

∂2Leff (m)

∂m2
> 0 . (3.1)

Here, Leff (m) denotes the Lagrangian in which all the m dependence has been made

explicit, by integrating out the relevant fields.

We are interested in the spectrum of the dimensions of charged operators ∆(Q).

Q

Vold−1m
> 0.

13



By the state-operator correspondence, this is given by the energies of the dual states

∆ (Q) = E (Q)R . (3.2)

Here, by E(Q), we denote the expectation value of the Hamiltonian operator Ĥ on

a charge eigenstate of charge Q, so

E(Q) = 〈Q|Ĥ |Q〉 . (3.3)

In particular, we are interested in the dimensions of the lowest dimension operators

of charge Q, and so the energy is that of the lowest energy state of charge Q.

Classically, the Lagrangian as a function of m is the Legendre dual of the Hamil-

tonian as a function of charge Q. So we have

Classical : H (Q) = m Q− L(m) , Q =
∂L (m)

∂m
. (3.4)

A Legendre transform preserves convexity, indeed the Legendre dual is sometimes

referred to as the convex conjugate.9 Therefore, convexity of L(m) in m, as in (3.1),

implies convexity of H(Q) in Q, and therefore also of ∆(Q) in Q. This is the required

result.

There are a number of subtleties with this argument. The first is that since our

analysis in section 2 restricted to homogeneous states, we are therefore restricted to

scalar operators. This does not mean that there are only scalars in the cft, but that

the lowest dimension operators of a given charge are scalar in nature (they may be

formed from scalar combinations of fermions for example). So we assume that the

cft operator spectrum respects this scalar property, at least in the charge range of

interest. We leave the extension of our analysis to non-scalar operators for future

work.

The second important point is that in order to utilise the classical relation be-

tween the Hamiltonian and Lagrangian, we need a semi-classical saddle point of the

path integral. In the large f regime (2.7), there is a weakly-coupled (quadratic) ef-

fective theory for the Goldstone boson. This therefore implies a valid semi-classical

treatment.

The third point is possibly the most important. The result (3.1) holds when the

second derivative is evaluated about a given value of m. More precisely, it arises

from an effective action for a Goldstone boson about a given charged state. We are

after understanding convexity of ∆(Q), so convexity of different states. Each state

9It is worth noting a subtlety at this point, which is that the Legendre transform (3.4) is not well-
defined if there are multiple values of m which give the same Q. However, this does not happen if the
convexity condition (3.1) is satisfied. This is because we are restricting to positive charges Q > 0, and
so both the first and second derivatives of L (m) are positive and therefore it is a monotonic function.
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of a given charge Q will have its own Goldstone boson, and it can be that different

charges have different Goldstone bosons. In that case, we cannot use the effective

action for one of the Goldstone bosons to study the other charged states. What our

results show is that if we have some set of operators (of lowest dimension for their

charge) within some charge or parameter range, such that the dual states to them

all have the same Goldstone boson (assuming they lie in the large f regime), then

that set of operators is convex. We describe this in more detail in section 3.1 below.

We see also a possible way to avoid convexity in theories: if we have a situation

where the lowest energy states for the different charges have different Goldstone

bosons, then there is no way to relate them through our analysis. This is precisely

what is realised in the counter-example to convexity discovered in [9]. We present an

analysis of a toy-example of such a case in section 3.2. Nonetheless, in these theories

we still have families of (lowest dimension) operators convex in charge, but they may

have parametrically large charge.

When a set of states, or operators, shares a Goldstone boson or not is not simple

to deduce in general. For weakly-coupled theories it is simple: if we have a charged

operator Φ, then Φn all share the same Goldstone boson.

3.1 Hamiltonian to Lagrangian mapping

In this section we discuss in more detail the mapping between the Hamiltonian as a

function of charge to the Lagrangian as a function of the chemical potential.

The Goldstone boson π is defined over a fixed charge state. To relate different

charged states, we must have some theory that captures those states. We must

then embed the Goldstone boson into the degrees of freedom of that theory. So

let us define a charge range M, over which the theory is well described by some

relevant degrees of freedom, parameterised with an index i, and denoted as φMi . So,

for example, M could be the large charge regime, or it could be a weakly-coupled

regime, or any other charge range where the theory is well described by the same set

of degrees of freedom.

Within the domain M, we may have a number of different charged states that are

in the large f regime, and so are described by some semi-classical effective theory

involving a Goldstone boson π. But the effective theory, and even the Goldstone

boson itself, about each such state can be different.

Let us introduce some notation to classify these possible effective theories and

Goldstone bosons. We would like to fix the embedding of the Goldstone boson into

the degrees of freedom φMi . Let us denote the combinations of the φMi that realise the

Goldstone boson around a given charged state as χ. More precisely, the Goldstone
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boson appears embedded into the φMi only through the combination

χ = mt+
π

f
. (3.5)

Therefore, what χ captures is the relation between the Goldstone boson π and the

symmetry breaking expectation value mt. In a theory, we have one U(1) and so

one combination of the φMi which transforms under it. However, in general, not all

the fields charged under the U(1) need to develop an expectation value mt. The

combination which develops this expectation value, on a given state, is what we

denote by χ, and what we call the embedding of the Goldstone boson.

As a quick informative example one can consider a theory with two complex

scalars φ1 and φ2, both of which transform under the U(1) global symmetry. Then

if only φ1 develops an expectation value in the minimal energy charged state, then χ

and the Goldstone boson are given by the phase of φ1. Similarly, if only φ2 develops

the expectation values, then the Goldstone boson is embedded into its phase.

We will always consider the lowest energy state for a given charge Q. If the

embedding remains constant over those states, then varying m in (3.5) corresponds

to different charge states, and we say that all these states share the same Goldstone

boson. We now see in what sense we can have convexity with respect to different

states: convexity in m for an effective theory for a Goldstone boson implies convexity

in states which share the same Goldstone boson.

Let us make this more precise. To map the Lagrangian analysis of the Goldstone

effective theory to the energy of the states we need to consider the path integral

representation for the Hamiltonian expectation value. Working with path integrals,

it is useful to rotate to Euclidean time. We denote Minkowski time by t and Euclidean

time by τ , with

τ = it . (3.6)

The Minkowski and Euclidean actions are then

SE =

∫

LE (τ) dd−1xdτ , S =

∫

L(t) dd−1xdt , (3.7)

and the associated Lagrangians are

LE (τ) = −L (t→ −iτ) . (3.8)

It will also be informative to work at finite temperature. So we take the spacetime

of the form S1 × Sd−1, with the circumference of the S1 denotes as β. So we have

that
∫

dτ = β. The zero temperature limit is β → ∞.
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Let us consider the energy of some state of charge Q.10 The state is arbitrary

for now, and is not necessarily an energy eigenstate or dual to any fixed dimension

operator. The lowest energy state of charge Q will, in the large f regime, have some

embedding of the Goldstone boson denoted by χ. We let the general state of charge

Q have the same Goldstone embedding, so we denote it as |ψQ, χ〉. In mapping to

a path integral, we need to present some representation (wavefunction) for the state

in a basis of the fields appropriate to the path integral, so the φMi . The choice of

embedding is then concretely taking a state such that

〈φMi |ψQ, χ, τ〉S ∼ eiQχ0 , (3.9)

where χ0 is the zero (homogeneous) mode of χ, and 〈φMi | are the basis of states where
the fields take the definite values φMi . Here we made the Euclidean time τ dependence

manifest, and added a subscript S, to denote that we are in the Schrodinger picture.

Note that we can write the zero mode as

χ0 =
1

Vd−1

∫

Sd−1

χ dd−1x . (3.10)

The state we are after, preserving the superfluid symmetries, is one where all the fields

are constant in space and in time, apart from χ0 (which has a linear time dependence

interconnected with the charge). Let us write this state explicitly, though now in the

Heisenberg picture [26]

|ψQ, χ〉H =

∫

Dαei
Q

Vd−1

∫

Sd−1 α d
d−1x|α〉 , (3.11)

where |α〉 is a state in which χ can have an arbitrary (fixed) spatial profile χ(x) =

α(x), but all the other fields are (fixed) spatially constant.

We now consider the time evolution from τi = −β
2 to τf = +β

2 :

〈ψQ, χ|e−βH |ψQ, χ〉 = Z−1

∫

DχiDχfe
−i Q

Vd−1

∫

(χf−χi)dd−1x
∫ χf

χi

Dχe−SE . (3.12)

Note that by Dχ we denote the path integration over χ, but also over any other

fields in the theory. The boundary conditions of the path integral are such that all

other fields apart from χ are constant in spacetime. The normalisation factor is

Z =

∫

Dχe−SE . (3.13)

10Note that this part is a generalisation of the analysis in [26].
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By writing
∫

(χf − χi) d
d−1x =

∫
β
2

−β
2

dτ

∫

χ̇ dd−1x , (3.14)

we can write

〈ψQ, χ|e−βH |ψQ, χ〉 = Z−1

∫

Dχe−SE,eff , (3.15)

where

SE,eff = SE +

∫

i
Q

Vd−1
χ̇ dτdd−1x . (3.16)

Equations (3.15) and (3.16) contain the physics of interest. We can decompose

|ψQ, χ〉 into energy eigenstates as

|ψQ, χ〉 =
∑

i

〈Q,Ei|ψQ, χ〉 |Q,Ei〉 , (3.17)

where |Q,Ei〉 is an energy eigenstate of energy Ei and charge Q. The left-hand-side

of (3.15) then reads

〈ψQ, χ|e−βH |ψQ, χ〉 =
∑

i

|〈Q,Ei|ψQ, χ〉|2 e−βEi . (3.18)

The right-hand-side of (3.15) will be dominated by saddle points of the path integral,

at least while we are in the large f regime. In the zero temperature limit β → ∞,

the sum (3.18) will be dominated by the lowest energy state, so we can write

lim
β→∞

〈ψQ, χ|e−βH |ψQ, χ〉 = |〈Q,E0|ψQ, χ〉|2 e−βE0 , (3.19)

where E0 is the energy of the lowest energy eigenstate of charge Q. Similarly, the

path integral will be dominated by the smallest action saddle.11 We can perform a

saddle point approximation to calculate the classical equations of motion. We write

the effective Lagrangian as

LE,eff = LE + iQχ̇ . (3.20)

The equations of motion have a bulk and boundary term contribution. The boundary

variation gives
∂LE
∂χ̇0

(τi) =
∂LE
∂χ̇0

(τf ) = −iQ . (3.21)

The bulk equations are just the current conservation equation for χ.

The classical solutions we are interested in have χ̇, and all the other fields, con-

stant in time and space. In order to have this, we need to match the boundary

conditions (3.21) to the bulk equations. This is why we took the Goldstone embed-

11Note that this saddle is at imaginary values of χ when we take it as a function of Euclidean
time τ : χ = −imτ . This requires the usual analytical continuation of the fields in the path integral.
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ding of the general state of charge Q, to match that of the lowest energy one. We

also need to choose the values for all the other fields in |ψQ, χ〉 above equal to their

values on the saddle point. In that case, we can solve the saddle point equations, or

the equations of motion, with profiles constant in time, and we have the boundary

terms giving
∂LE
∂χ̇0

= i
∂LE
∂m

= −i ∂L
∂m

= −iQ , (3.22)

with L the Minkowski signature Lagrangian. We therefore recover the Minkowski

constraint for the Legendre transform

∂L

∂m
= Q . (3.23)

Further, since all the fields are constant in time in the profile about the saddle, we

can perform the time and space integration so that we obtain

βE0 = β (LE +Qm) = β (−L+Qm) . (3.24)

This energy is the same as calculated through the Hamiltonian

H = −L+Q m . (3.25)

Together, (3.23) and (3.25) give the classical Legendre transform. This is the result

we are after since a Legendre transform preserves convexity.

3.2 Simple scenario with different Goldstone embeddings

It is informative to illustrate the discussion on the Goldstone embedding with a

simple scenario. Consider a cft which is weakly-coupled, and has two complex

fields φ1 and φ2, such that their charges under the U(1) global symmetry are12

Qφ1 = 1 , Qφ2 = −3 . (3.26)

Such a theory would not have a convex spectrum of operators (of lowest dimension

for a given charge). For example, consider the lowest dimension operators of charges

around Q = 3N , with N an integer that can be large, but still in the weakly-coupled

12A simple way to construct such a theory could be to take two copies of the O(2) model, as
studied in section 4, in d = 4 − ǫ dimensions and add an interaction term λφ3

1φ2. We thank Adar
Sharon and Masataka Watanabe for brining this possibility to our attention.
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regime:

Q = 3N : (φ∗2)
N , (3.27)

Q = 3N + 1 : (φ∗2)
N φ1 , (3.28)

Q = 3N + 2 : (φ∗2)
N φ21 , (3.29)

Q = 3N + 3 : (φ∗2)
N+1 . (3.30)

Since the theory is weakly coupled, it is clear that this spectrum is not convex

∆ (3N + 2) = ∆
(

(φ∗2)
N φ21

)

∼ N + 2 (3.31)

∆ (3N + 3) = ∆
(

(φ∗2)
N+1

)

∼ N + 1 , (3.32)

and so ∆ (3N + 3) < ∆(3N + 2), which violates convexity.

In this scenario, the absence of convexity can be understood in terms of the

variation of the Goldstone embedding, for the lowest energy state of a given charge.

Let us write the fields as

φ1 =
1√
2
a(1)eiχ

(1)
, φ2 =

1√
2
a(2)eiχ

(2)
. (3.33)

The choice of states |ψQ, χΛ, τ〉S , which defines the Goldstone embedding, must be

matched onto the states dual to the associated operators. The wavefunctions of those

(lowest energy) states transform as

Q = 3n : 〈a(1), χ(1), a(2), χ(2)| (φ∗2)n (τ)|0〉 ∼ e
iQ

(

− 1
3
χ
(2)
0

)

,

Q = 3n+ 1 : 〈a(1), χ(1), a(2), χ(2)| (φ∗2)n (τ)φ1(τ)|0〉 ∼ e
i
(

−nχ(2)
0 +χ

(1)
0

)

,

Q = 3n+ 2 : 〈a(1), χ(1), a(2), χ(2)| (φ∗2)n (τ)φ21(τ)|0〉 ∼ e
i
(

−nχ(2)
0 +2χ

(1)
0

)

,

Q = 3n+ 3 : 〈a(1), χ(1), a(2), χ(2)| (φ∗2)n+1 (τ)|0〉 ∼ e
iQ

(

− 1
3
χ
(2)
0

)

. (3.34)

We therefore see that the only family of lowest energy states which have the same

Goldstone embedding is (φ∗2)
n, which have charges Q = 3n with n ∈ N. For this

family we can take

|ψQ, χ0, τ〉S ∼ (φ∗2)
1
3
Q (τ)|0〉 , (3.35)

so that

〈a(1), χ(1), a(2), χ(2)|ψQ, χ0, τ〉S ∼ e
iQ

(

− 1
3
χ
(2)
0

)

, (3.36)

and therefore χ = −1
3χ

(2). Our results then imply that this family, (φ∗2)
n, is convex.

In this model, convexity in terms of (1.1) holds for q0 = 3. By taking a paramet-

rically large number of copies of this model, it is possible to make q0 parametrically
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large [9].

4 Example: the O(2) model

In this section we study an example model. The example we consider is actually a

general class of theories, where we assume that after integrating out heavy modes,

one is left with a single complex scalar which realises the U(1) symmetry as a phase

rotation. It is a generalisation of the O(2) model studied in [26], and technically the

calculation is the same as the one in [26].

Consider a weakly-coupled model for a cft, written in terms of a complex field

φ = 1√
2
aeiχ that transforms linearly under a U(1) symmetry. If a 6= 0, we can write

the (Minkowski signature) Lagrangian in an (approximately) scale-invariant form as

an expansion in the coupling

L =
1

2
∂µa∂

µa+
1

2
a2∂µχ∂

µχ− (d− 2)R
8(d− 1)

a2 − d− 2

8d
g a

2d
d−2 + sub-leading in g, (4.1)

where g is a perturbative coupling. We consider the theory on R × Sd−1, where

the sphere has an associated radius R, and a curvature R which contributes to the

Lagrangian through a quadratic term in a.

The simplest examples are the Wilson–Fisher point for theO(2) model in d = 4−ǫ
dimensions where

g4−ǫ =
(4π)2 ǫ

5
+O

(

ǫ2
)

, (4.2)

the critical point of the O(N) vector model in d = 3 dimensions at large N where [27–

29]

gN =
8 (4π)2

N2
+O

(

1/N3
)

, (4.3)

or the critical point of the SO(N) NJL model in d = 3 dimensions at large N ,

where [30]

gN =
8 (4π)2

κ60N
2

+O
(

1/N3
)

, κ60 = 2.98119 . . . (4.4)

Note that in the last two cases, the theory is strongly coupled near the fixed point

(and the NJL model is actually a fermionic model), but the physics around the

fixed-charge state is written in terms the of the bosonic field χ which is effectively

weakly-coupled at large N . Similarly, we expect matrix-type theories to be controlled

by the appropriate ’t Hooft coupling.13

The theory has two large f regimes, described in table 1. In the regime gQ ≫
1, the large charge regime, the radial mode a becomes very massive and can be

13A simple example is the asymptotically safe theory of [31], which has a matrix scalar sector
which is controlled by ǫ/N2

f with ǫ = Nf/Nc − 11/2 [32].
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integrated out to yield an effective theory as in section 2.2.1. The other large f

regime is gQ≪ 1 and Q≫ 1. In that case, there is no gap to the radial mode mass

and we are in the scenario of section 2.2.2. We consider these two settings in turn.

First, there is some analysis which can done irrespective of the charge regime.

For simplicity, we restrict to the d = 4 case, which sets R = 6/R2 and V = 2π2R3.

In this case the action is

L =
1

2
∂µa∂

µa+
1

2
a2∂µχ∂

µχ− 1

2

a2

R2
− 1

16
g a4 . (4.5)

We are looking for a saddle, so a solution to the equations of motion, where a is a

constant in spacetime, and χ takes the form

χ = mt . (4.6)

The classical equations of motion for the field a give

〈a〉2 =
4
(

m2 − 1/R2
)

g
. (4.7)

Note that this only makes sense over the domain

m2R2 ≥ 1 . (4.8)

Substituting the solution for a, so evaluating the action on the saddle, yields the

effective Lagrangian

Leff(m) =

(

m2 − 1/R2
)2

g
. (4.9)

We note that it is indeed convex. More precisely,

∂2

∂m2
Leff(m) =

4

g

(

3m2 − 1/R2
)

, (4.10)

and therefore it is convex over the domain,

Convex domain: m2R2 >
1

3
, (4.11)

which is automatically implied by (4.8).

We are interested in the domain Q ≥ 0, with the charge Q defined as

Q ≡
(

2π2R3
) ∂Leff(m)

∂m
=

8π2R3m
(

m2 − 1/R2
)

g
. (4.12)

We see that the domain Q ≥ 0 is also implied by (4.8), and the restriction m ≥ 0.
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Inverting (4.12) we have

mR =

3
1
3 +

(

9 gQ

(4π)2
−
√

81
(

gQ

(4π)2

)2
− 3

)
2
3

3
2
3

(

9 gQ

(4π)2
−
√

81
(

gQ

(4π)2

)2
− 3

)
1
3

. (4.13)

We can now study the two large f regimes separately.

4.1 Large f regime with gQ ≫ 1

In the gQ≫ 1 regime, we have that (4.13) is approximated as

mR ≃
(

gQ

8π2

)
1
3

. (4.14)

In terms of the Goldstone boson, we can read off f as

f2 = 〈a〉2 ≃ 4

gR2

(

gQ

8π2

)
2
3

. (4.15)

So we see that we are in the large f regime.

The other parameter we are interested in is the radial mode mass. Indeed, it is

informative to obtain the effective theory for the homogenous Goldstone boson π0

and radial r0 modes. Note that the homogenous Goldstone zero mode only sources

the homogenous radial mode, so it is consistent to restrict to them. We set R = 1

henceforth, and reinstate only when informative. We expand out

a = f + r0 , χ = mt+
π0
f
. (4.16)

The leading terms in the effective action read

L =
1

2
ṙ20 +

1

2
π̇20 + 2mr0π̇0 −

(

m2 − 1
)

r20 . (4.17)

This matches onto the action (2.20), with

α = 1 , β = 1 , γ = 2
(

m2 − 1
)

. (4.18)

Note that we always have γ > 0. We can read off the radial mode mass Mr0 from

the quadratic term for r0, which gives

Mr0 ≃
√
2

R

(

gQ

8π2

)
1
3

. (4.19)
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This is much heavier than the momentum modes energy 1
R
, and so can be safely

integrated out. The relevant terms in the equation of motion for r0 read

− r̈0 + 2mπ̇0 −
1

2
gf2r0 = 0 . (4.20)

Since the radial mode is very massive, we can integrate it out by restricting r̈0 = 0,

and setting

r0 =
4mπ̇0
gf2

. (4.21)

Plugging this back into the action (4.17) the yields the coefficient of the quadratic

kinetic term

L ⊃ 1

2

(

4
(

3m2 − 1
)

g

)

(

π̇0
f

)2

=
1

2

∂2L(m)

∂m2

(

π̇0
f

)2

, (4.22)

where we used (4.10). This reproduces the general result (2.11).

4.2 Large f regime with gQ ≪ 1 and Q ≫ 1

The other large f regime is for gQ ≪ 1 and Q≫ 1. In this case, we have from (4.13)

that

mR ≃ 1 +
gQ

(4π)2
. (4.23)

Therefore, we have from (4.7) that

f2 ≃ Q

R22π2
. (4.24)

We see that we are indeed in a large f regime.

In this case, we do not have a mass gap to the radial mode. We therefore should

follow the analysis in section 2.2.2. The match of the actions is given by the values

(4.18). Putting these into (2.26) then yields (4.10).

Note that, because we are at weak coupling, it is possible to match the results

onto a calculation done using perturbative Feynman diagrams. We can expand at

small coupling

mR = 1 +
gQ

(4π)2
− 3

2

(

gQ

(4π)2

)2

+ ... . (4.25)

Performing the Legendre transform to the Hamiltonian

Heff (Q) = mQ− 2π2R3Leff(m) , (4.26)
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gives

Heff (Q) =
Q

R

(

1 +
1

2

gQ

(4π)2
− 1

2

(

gQ

(4π)2

)2

+ . . .

)

. (4.27)

The state-operator correspondence matches this energy to the operator dimension,

through

Heff (Q)R = ∆(Q) . (4.28)

The result matches the perturbative calculation [26,33] of the operator dimensions

∆(Q) = Q

(

1 +
1

2

gQ

(4π)2
− 1

2

(

gQ

(4π)2

)2

+ subleading in Q at each order in g

)

,

(4.29)

up to corrections sub-leading in Q (at each order in g). Note that we have repro-

duced the one-loop correction to the operator dimension through a leading classical

evaluation of the action on the charged state. The sub-leading corrections in Q come

from evaluating perturbations about this background [26,34].

5 Convexity, expectation values and eigenstates

In this section we discuss a different perspective on convexity. It is a reformulation

of convexity as some property of the Hilbert space of the theory. Specifically, we

show that convexity of the operator spectrum is implied by the requirement that the

lowest energy state for a given expectation value of the charge operator is a charge

eigenstate.

There is some sense in which this is similar in spirit to the analysis of section 2.

Our results can be interpreted as the statement that we should be able to write an

effective theory about the lowest energy state for a given charge expectation value

(equal to a charge eigenvalue). If that state is not a charge eigenstate, then such

an effective theory would not satisfy basic properties such as cluster decomposition.

However, we do not know how to prove that such a good effective theory should

exist for the lowest energy state of a given charge expectation value. We do expect

such a theory to exist for the lowest energy charge eigenstate, and that is what was

demanded in section 2.

There may be other reasons to demand that the lowest energy state of a fixed

charge expectation value should be a charge eigenstate. Perhaps it can be shown

holographically. We do not know how to prove this requirement, and so in summary

this section is a reformulation of convexity which may be useful.
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5.1 Convexity and charge eigenstates in a general QFT

In this section we show that, in a general Quantum Field Theory, convexity in energy

of the spectrum of charge eigenstates is implied by requiring that, at any point in

time, the lowest energy state of a given charge operator expectation value is a charge

eigenstate. So we work with time-independent states in the Heisenberg picture.

Let us label the eigenvalues of the charge operator by n ∈ N0, and the associated

eigenstates as |n〉, so that

Q̂|n〉 = n|n〉 . (5.1)

Note that |n〉 is usually a family of states as labelled by other distinguishing features,

but this is not important for our analysis because we are focusing on the lowest energy

representative. Indeed, let us denote by En the energy of the lowest energy eigenstate

with eigenvalue n, so that

〈n|Ĥ|n〉 = En . (5.2)

We have normalized the charge eigenstates so that

〈n|n〉 = 1 . (5.3)

We consider a general state |ψ〉 which is some arbitrary superposition of the charge

eigenstates

|ψ〉 =
∑

n

an|n〉 . (5.4)

We denote the energy and charge expectation value of the state as Eψ and Q respec-

tively

〈ψ|Ĥ |ψ〉 = Eψ , 〈ψ|Q̂|ψ〉 = Q . (5.5)

We restrict to the cases

Q ∈ N0 . (5.6)

Let us consider the possible forms of |ψ〉. We require that it is normalised 〈ψ|ψ〉 =
1, and that its charge expectation value is restricted to be Q. In terms of the an,

these give the constraints

∑

n

a2n = 1 ,
∑

n

n a2n = Q , Eψ =
∑

n

Ena
2
n . (5.7)

The simplest solution to (5.7) is that |ψ〉 is a charge eigenstate, so

aQ = 1 , an 6=Q = 0 =⇒ Eψ = EQ . (5.8)

The next solution we can consider is a two-state superposition, so the only non-
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vanishing an are denoted an1 and an2 such that

a2n1
+ a2n2

= 1 , n1a
2
n1

+ n2a
2
n2

= Q , Eψ = En1a
2
n1

+ En2a
2
n2
. (5.9)

We can use the normalization to eliminate an2 , and then label a2n1
= λ, to give

Q = n1λ+ (1− λ)n2 , Eψ = En1λ+ (1− λ)En2 . (5.10)

The normalization gives the constraint

0 ≤ λ ≤ 1 , (5.11)

but otherwise λ is unconstrained. Now, requiring that the lowest energy state for a

fixed expectation value of the charge operator Q is a charge eigenstate implies

En1λ+(1−λ)n2
≤ En1λ+ (1− λ)En2 . (5.12)

This is equivalent to requiring convexity of the energy spectrum of charge eigenstates.

5.2 Convexity in the charge expectation value

We can connect these results to the ones in section 2, where fields and actions were

considered. Specifically, we show that the energy spectrum of states as a function

of the charge expectation value is always convex. This implies convexity in charge

eigenvalues if the lowest energy state for a given expectation value is an eigenstate.

The approach we adopt is to use external current methods. We consider a field χ

which transforms non-linearly under the U(1), so with a shift symmetry. We consider

the generating functional with χ coupling to a current Jχ:

Z[Jχ] =

∫

Dχ ei(S[χ]+
∫

χ Jχ d
dx) , (5.13)

To be clear, in (5.13), by abuse of notation, we are denoting by Dχ performing

the full path integral over all the fields in the theory. However, we only couple the

specific field χ to a current. Note that, because of the shift symmetry of χ, we could

couple it through its derivative ∂µχ to an external four-current Jµχ , but it is more

convenient to couple χ itself.

It is useful to go to Euclidean time and write the generating functional in terms

of the Euclidean action SE as

Z[Jχ] =

∫

Dχ e−SE [χ]+
∫

χ Jχ d
d−1xdτ . (5.14)
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We define the connected generating functional

W [Jχ] = log

(

Z[Jχ]

Z[0]

)

. (5.15)

In Euclidean time it is manifest that W [Jχ] is a convex functional of the function

Jχ:

W [λJ (1)
χ + (1− λ)J (2)

χ ] ≤ λW [J (1)
χ ] + (1− λ)W [J (2)

χ ] , for 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1. (5.16)

This follows from Holder’s inequality

∫

fλg1−λdµ ≤
(
∫

fdµ

)λ(∫

gdµ

)1−λ
, 0 ≤ λ ≤ 1 , (5.17)

which holds for any positive definite measure dµ. We use f = e
∫

J
(1)
χ χ dd−1xdτ and

g = e
∫

J
(2)
χ χdd−1xdτ and note that the measure dµ = 1

Z[0]e
−SE [χ]dχ is positive definite.

It is important to state that using Holder’s inequality here requires integrating over

real χ, and in particular real χ̇ in the Euclidean action SE[χ]. This is subtle due to

saddle points being at imaginary χ̇. We discuss this issue in more depth in section

5.2.

The Euclidean effective action as a function of the classical field χc is defined as

the convex conjugate (Legendre transform) of W [Jχ]:

ΓEeff [χc] = sup
Jχ

[

∫

χc Jχ d
d−1xdτ −W [Jχ]

]

. (5.18)

The convex conjugate of a convex functional is also convex. Therefore, ΓEeff [χc] is a

convex functional of the function χc.

The convexity property of the effective Euclidean action was discovered in [35],

and is textbook material, see for example [36]. It was recently utilised in [5].

The effective action ΓEeff [χc] should be treated with care. One point is that, in a

Quantum Field Theory with spontaneous symmetry breaking, the effective potential

is flat between minima of the potential, but anywhere along this flat direction, apart

from the original minima points, cluster decomposition fails (see, for example, [36]).

It will also in general be non-local.

Another subtlety is related to singularities in the action. Such singularities can

be understood in two ways. The first is if we consider performing the path integral

in the variable χ. In that case, there may be a Jacobian transforming from the fields

in the action to χ, that can become singular on certain loci. The simplest example

is a weakly-coupled theory where there is a field φ linearly realising the symmetry

φ → eiξφ, and we write φ = |φ|eiχ. Then the Jacobian develops a logarithmic
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singularity over the locus |φ| = 0. The second way is to perform the integral in the

original fields, but then we have that χ = −i (log φ− log |φ|) becomes ill-defined.

All these subtleties of the effective action can be neglected if we only use it to

extract the energy of the minimal energy state of a given charge: Let us restrict

to evaluating the effective action on the minimal energy state, the one that breaks

spontaneously the U(1) symmetry χc = χ̄c. Our analysis below is valid keeping this

state χ̄c completely general. However, we also know its form is

χ̄c = mt = −imτ . (5.19)

Since χc (and χ) enjoys a shift symmetry, the effective action is a functional only of

its time derivatives. Further, time parity implies that these time derivatives must

appear in even powers. This means that the Euclidean action evaluated on the profile

χ̄c is real. It is also the case that non-localities can be written as higher derivative

terms in the action and these vanish on the profile linear in time. Finally, there

should be no singularities in the action as long as the state is charged and the theory

is interacting. This is because the singularity would be associated to a state allowing

an infinite rotation speed, m → ∞, with finite energy. We do not expect that this

can happen in anything other than free theories. We note, however, that we have no

proof of this expectation.

Given these simplifications, evaluating the effective action on the charged state

we may write

ΓEeff[χ̄c] =

∫

LEeff ( ˙̄χc) d
d−1xdτ = LEeff ( ˙̄χc)V T , (5.20)

with LEeff being the Euclidean Lagrangian, that is some real function in ˙̄χc (with not

necessarily integer powers). In the last step we used that the profile is homogenous,

and denote
∫

dd−1xdτ = V T The effective Euclidean Lagrangian is convex in χ̄c and

therefore, since the derivative is a linear operation, also in ˙̄χc.

Rotating back to Minkowski time

We now would like to rotate back to Minkowski time. To track convexity of the

Lagrangian through the time rotation it is convenient, though not required in general,

to assume it is differentiable in ˙̄χc. We can then write

∂2

∂ ˙̄χ2
c

LEeff
(

( ˙̄χc)
2
)

≥ 0 . (5.21)

We would now like to translate this to a statement about convexity of the Minkowski

Lagrangian in m. This can be done through a series of variable changes.14 First we

14One could simply switch ∂ ˙̄χc
→ i∂m, but to be clearer we perform the variable changes such that

the variable domains and the Lagrangian are manifestly always real, where convexity is well-defined.
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switch to variable y ≡ ( ˙̄χc)
2
. We can then write (5.21) as

(

∂

∂y
+ 2y

∂2

∂y2

)

LEeff (y) ≥ 0 . (5.22)

We now switch to Minkowski time. This means we switch to the variable z = −y,
and switch to the Minkowski Lagrangian using (3.8) (the latter just corresponds to

an overall minus sign in the Lagrangian):

(

∂

∂z
+ 2z

∂2

∂z2

)

Leff (z) ≥ 0 . (5.23)

Finally we switch to the variable m =
√
z, which gives

∂2

∂m2
Leff (m) ≥ 0 . (5.24)

Therefore, Leff is convex in m. Note that all the convexity statements are over a

certain domain in each variable. This is left implicit in the analysis above.

The rotation back to Minkowski time ensures that the final convexity result is

for a real-valued Lagrangian in the real-valued parameter of ˙̄χc = ∂tχ̄c = m. This is

the final important result for us, from which we will proceed.

However, the path to reach this result, through the Euclidean time calculation,

has some important subtleties. The Euclidean path integral (5.14) was performed

over a real χ with a real Euclidean time derivative ∂τχ. This is required to ensure

that the integral is convergent, with a positive Euclidean action SE[χ] > 0, and is the

standard analytic continuation method. It is also required in order to use Holder’s

inequality (5.17). However, the ground state ansatz (5.19) has ∂τχc imaginary, not

real. In the path integral this means that, at least for a sufficiently weakly-coupled

theory, there are saddle points for which ∂τχ is imaginary. Our assumption is that

such imaginary saddles are still captured by the integral over the real line. The point

is that the rotation to Euclidean time demands that χ is also analytically continued

and one must now integrate over some path in the complex plane. The integration

path we take, which is the only one that can be manifestly controlled, is the real

line. This path can, assuming no pole obstructions, be deformed to one which goes

through the saddle, while still maintaining reality of the action. Such a deformed

path, going through the saddle, is known as a Lefschetz Thimble, see [37] for a

review. This whole subtlety is universal to path integrals in Euclidean time, and is

a practical problem for Lattice studies. We have nothing new to add on this matter,

and only assume (as standard) that after the final rotation back to Minkowski time,

the resulting effective Lagrangian captures all the physics correctly.

We should emphasise that it is really a central, crucial step in our analysis to
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evaluate the Euclidean path integral over the real line for χ and χ̇ = ∂τχ. This is

the crucial difference from attempting more direct approaches to showing convexity.

For example, it is simple to show convexity of the partition function in the chemical

potential (m), but this only implies convexity of the energy in charge in a thermo-

dynamic limit. Another approach one could take is to evaluate the Hamiltonian

directly over a fixed charge state, similar to the approach of [26], but this has a re-

lated issue of a factor of i which obstructs using Holder’s inequality. We discuss these

approaches in more detail in appendix A. It may be that these approaches could be

used to generalise our results through a better understanding of the appropriate path

to take in the complex χ plane.

Convexity in charge

We stay now in Minkowski time. By definition, the charge Q under the U(1) is

the conjugate momentum to ˙̄χc = m, so a Legendre transform will give us the

Hamiltonian

Heff(Q) = Q m− V Leff(m) , (5.25)

where the charge is defined as

Q ≡ V
∂Leff

∂m
. (5.26)

Since a Legendre transform preserves convexity, Heff(Q) is a convex function of Q.

We emphasise that the results of this section only show convexity in the charge

expectation value, so Q = 〈Q〉, not for the charge eigenvalues. The expectation

value is the only quantity that is probed through an external current approach, and

is the best that one can obtain using such an approach. Convexity in the expectation

value implies convexity in the eigenvalues if the lowest energy state is an eigenstate.

Therefore, we have arrived at the same result as section 5.1, but this time through

actions, fields and external currents.

6 Discussion

We studied the spectrum of charged operators in cfts with a U(1) global symmetry.

We defined the large f regime: This is a regime in parameter space, and in the

Hilbert space, so for example for certain ranges of charges, where the charged states

dual to the charged operators have a Goldstone boson excitation about them. That

is, a field π which realises the U(1) symmetry non-linearly. More precisely, we do

not even require a field but some modes without a gap, just the same as shown in

Goldstone’s theorem. The parameter f is then identified with the symmetry breaking

scale associated to the Goldstone boson, and we require it to be large relative to the

sphere radius of the cft (otherwise, one could just say there is no Goldstone boson).
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This identifies a new regime in cfts which can be studied generally, and which does

not coincide with the large charge regime as introduced in [1].

We showed that in the large f regime, there is a convex spectrum of states as a

function of charge, and therefore a convex spectrum of operators. The result is then

that: if there is a Goldstone boson, there is a convex spectrum.15 More precisely,

what we find are (possibly multiple) convex families of states/operators, where such

a family is defined by the embedding of the Goldstone boson into the degrees of

freedom which describe the cft in the large f regime of interest (there may be

multiple such regimes with different degrees of freedom). So a family is the set of

lowest dimension operators, or lowest energy states, which have the same Goldstone

boson associated to their dual states. For example, in a weakly-coupled theory with

a complex field φ, φn with n a (large relative to one) integer, is a family where the

Goldstone boson is the same, being given by the phase of φ. If φ is also the field

with the largest U(1) charge in the theory, that family would be lowest energy, and

therefore must be convex.

We note though that, although we believe our results are correct, there are some

subtleties which could provide loopholes and ways out. We note them here. One

is that we assumed, with justifications, in section 2.2.2 that γ cannot be negative

and small. Also, in the case when there is no gap between the Goldstone modes and

other fields, studied in section 2.2.2, we wrote a theory where the Goldstone couples

to these fields in a general way (at leading order in f). We gave arguments, but did

not prove, that this is the most general way to couple the Goldstone to other sectors.

Related to these is the issue that we do not have a general formulation of the key

objects in the analysis, the Goldstone boson and the scale f , in terms of general

properties of cfts such as currents and OPE’s. This means that it is not simple to

define when a cft is in the large f regime, although there should always exist one

as long as the U(1) symmetry is broken.

The results do not imply precisely the Charge Convexity Conjecture of [2]. There

are three main reasons: The first is that it is not guaranteed that there exists a large

f regime at charges which are not parametrically large in any parameter of the cft.

However, it is natural to expect, and this is true in all the examples we know, that

such a regime should appear already at Q ≫ 1, rather than being controlled by

some other parameters.16 The second reason is that it is not necessarily the case

that the lowest dimension operators within a charge range share the same Goldstone

boson realisation. So, the dual states to the operators would break the symmetry

differently: they would have different combinations of fields obtaining expectation

values. Convexity follows only when the lowest dimension operators of different

15In fact, we find not only convexity, but a certain lower bound on the amount of convexity (2.16).
16There are also some exceptional cases, such as the theory of free fermions, where there is no

symmetry breaking and no Goldstone boson at all. See, for example [24] for an analysis.
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charges all break the symmetry in the same way, so share a Goldstone boson. It is

possible to construct models where this happens only at parametrically large charge,

as shown in [9]. The third reason is that we studied only homogenous states, and so

scalar operators. We have nothing to say in this work about non-scalar operators,

though our approach can still be used to study them.17

In terms of the Weak Gravity Conjecture [10], or more precisely the Positive

Binding Conjecture [2], our results present strong evidence for certain aspects of

them, but leave some open questions. The evidence is for the statement that the

particle with the largest charge-to-mass ratio must have positive self-binding. This

is motivated by thinking of multi-particle states as φn type families, which share a

Goldstone embedding. So the requirement we need for convexity is only that this

family are of lowest dimension for their charge. The counter example to charge con-

vexity in cfts of [9], is analogous to this particle having parametrically large charge.

It is, of course, not clear though that this could happen in a holographic context

with Einstein gravity. The main open question for a holographic interpretation of

our results is the dual of the Goldstone boson.

We showed that, in the large f regime, non-convexity is mapped to an inconsis-

tency. In the case when there is a gap between the Goldstone momentum modes and

the next heaviest states, this inconsistency corresponds to wrong sign kinetic terms

for the Goldstone. More generally, including when there is no gap, the inconsistency

is an instability of the state, even though it is the lowest energy states in a charge

superselection sector and so cannot decay. It would be interesting to find other in-

consistencies or ways towards convexity. We discuss some such ideas in appendix

A.1. In particular, we showed in section 5, that convexity can be mapped completely

generally to the statement that the lowest energy state of a given charge operator

expectation value should be a charge eigenstate.

It is natural to extended our analysis to the case of non-Abelian symmetries, and

to non-scalar operators. These two generalizations are related, since we know that

for a general representation the lowest state is not homogeneous [38–41]. Also, in [8]

the study of convexity in the case of multiple U(1) symmetries was initiated. It was

proposed that convexity can be quantified in terms of a lattice index. It would be

interesting to extend the results of this paper to multiple U(1)s and the associated

index.

Our analysis is independent of the holographic AdS radius, and so holds arbi-

trarily close (in terms of curvature scales) to the flat space limit of AdS. However,

it was argued in [42], that the flat space limit should be thought of as being at in-

finite distance from any AdS space, and in this sense it is still not clear if one can

17Note that we also restricted to operators which do not have a moduli space, but if they do then
they are BPS which implies convexity by the BPS bound.
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extrapolate any statement in AdS to flat space. If we assume that flat space can be

sufficiently well approximated by a sufficiently weakly-curved AdS, then our results

may be relevant also for the Positive Binding Conjecture in flat space.18
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A Alternative paths to convexity

In this appendix we discuss some alternative paths towards showing convexity of the

spectrum of charge states (and therefore operators). To the best of our understand-

ing, these paths are obstructed, but they have useful intermediate results, and are

informative.

The first path is through first showing that the partition function is convex

in the chemical potential [43]. We consider a CFT, assuming only a U(1) global

symmetry, and the existence of a Hamiltonian. For an inverse temperature β, the

finite temperature partition function is

Z = Tr
[

e−βĤ
]

. (A.1)

We can now consider this in a chemical potential m.19 This gives

Z[m] = Tr
[

e−β(Ĥ−mQ̂)
]

. (A.2)

Let us define P as the negative of the grand potential Ω, so P = −Ω, and so

P [m] ≡ log Z[m] . (A.3)

Convexity of P [m] then follows from Holder’s inequality. Specifically, we write m =

λm1 + (1− λ)m2 and in (5.17) take

f = eβm1Q̂ , g = eβm2Q̂ , dµ = e−βĤ . (A.4)

18More precisely, the flat space limit of positive binding was shown in [11] to match, as expected,
the repulsive force conjecture [17,18].

19Note that instead of a chemical potential we could equally well couple the Noether current of
the charge to a background gauge field. The time component of the background gauge field then
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This yields,

P [λm1 + (1− λ)m2] ≤ λP [m1] + (1− λ)P [m2] . (A.5)

In a thermodynamic setting, the (Helmholtz free) energy F , as a function of the

charge Q, is the Legendre transform of P , exchanging the chemical potential for the

dual charge. Explicitly,

F = mQ− P , Q =
∂P

∂m
. (A.6)

Since Legendre transforms preserve convexity, this yields convexity of the energy as

a function of charge. This very simple and general analysis shows that convexity

in charge of the operator spectrum of a CFT should hold in any regime which is

behaving thermodynamically. For example, the large-charge regime.

Away from a thermodynamic limit, the relation between the grand potential and

energy is a Fourier transform rather than a Legendre transform. To see this we note

that we can extract the energy EQ0 , of the lowest energy state of a given charge Q0,

by inserting a delta function into the partition function

lim
β→∞

e−βEQ0 = lim
β→∞

Tr
[

δ
(

Q̂−Q0

)

e−βĤ
]

= lim
β→∞

∫

dθ Tr
[

ei(Q̂−Q0)θe−βĤ
]

.

(A.7)

We could now attempt to use Holder’s inequality to extract convexity in Q0, but we

see that it appears with a factor of i in the exponent. Taking the absolute value in

(5.17) would then remove the charge dependence.

It is interesting to try and repeat the analysis by using a real representation of

the delta function, for example

δ
(

Q̂−Q0

)

= lim
b→0

1

|b|√π e
− (Q̂−Q0)

2

b2 . (A.8)

In that case one finds that the energy as a function of charge behaves as

EQ0 ∼ lim
β→∞

lim
b→0

1

β

[

Q2
0

b2
− P (Q0, b) + log |b|

]

, (A.9)

where, by Holder’s inequality, P (Q0, b) is a convex function of Q0. While Q2
0 is

convex in Q0, the difference between two convex functions is not necessarily convex,

and so we cannot deduce convexity from this approach either without some further

input.

The second approach is essentially a Lagrangian dual formulation of the same

idea. Instead of evaluating the partition function, we could evaluate the Hamiltonian

acts effectively as a chemical potential.
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directly on a charge eigenstate |Q0〉 of charge Q0, so

〈Q0|e−βĤ |Q0〉 =
∫ |Q0〉

|Q0〉
e−βSE , (A.10)

where we denoted by the integral limits the value of the fields in the state |Q0〉. As
shown in [26], taking a field χ transforming non-linearly under the U(1), the path

integral can be written as

∫

e−β(SE+i
∫

ρ0χ̇ d
d−1xdτ) , (A.11)

where ρ0 is the charge density associated to Q0. Again, as in (A.7), if we tried to use

Holder’s inequality to show convexity in ρ0, the factor of i would remove the charge

dependence. Note that, as in our analysis in the main text, writing χ̇ = −im, from

(5.19), would remove the factor of i. However, the Euclidean path integral requires

χ̇ real to be controlled though the action, and so we must integrate over that path.

A.1 Unitarity, causality and convexity

We have seen that convexity can be related to the positivity of kinetic terms. We

can think of this in terms of the Goldstone boson π, or more directly in terms of the

kinetic terms for χ. There are known constraints on the positivity of kinetic terms

for shift symmetric fields [44]. It is therefore interesting to consider whether the two

can be related. We do find some relation, though we do not know how general it

is.20

In section 4 we discussed an example class of weakly-coupled theories. In this

case, the Lagrangian was quartic in m. Since m arises from the derivative of χ, this

means that the effective Lagrangian for χ, after integrating out the f field, is quartic

in the derivatives of χ.

Let us consider a completely general Lagrangian that is quartic in m, and see

what are the constraints on convexity. We write

L (m) = a+ bm2 + cm4 . (A.12)

Now we should demand positivity of charge, ∂L
∂m

> 0, which yields

4cm2 + 2b > 0 . (A.13)

20We note here that also in [45] a relation between the correction to the dimension of operators
at large charge, and the positivity coming from scattering amplitudes was pointed out.
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Then evaluating the second derivative gives

∂2L
∂m2

= 2b+ 12cm2 > 8cm2 , (A.14)

where we used (A.13). We therefore see that convexity is mapped onto the condition

c > 0 , (A.15)

where c appears in the Lagrangian as the coefficient of the quartic derivative term

for χ, so

L (χ) ⊃ c (∂χ)4 . (A.16)

In [44] it was shown that for a shift-symmetric scalar, as is χ, unitarity and causality

imply precisely the condition (A.15) in the coefficient of the four-derivative term.

It is not clear what to make of this connection. There are some crucial differences

from the analysis of [44]. First, we are on a curved background, rather than flat space.

Second, we are in a regime where the fourth-derivative term is not subdominant to

the second-derivative term. Nonetheless, the connection is striking.

Perhaps even more generally, we could consider causality constraints on the Gold-

stone boson π. These would need to be in the Lorentz symmetry background. An

analysis of such constraints was performed recently in [46]. It would be very inter-

esting to see if this could be applied.

B Stability with light radial mode

We want to study the stability condition for a system in which a light radial mode

is present together with the Goldstone. This is for example the case on the cylinder

when the expectation value of the radial mode is comparable with the scale fixed

by the radius of the sphere that controls the amplitude of the excitations over the

ground state.

It is convenient to start from a system in which the U(1) symmetry is realized

linearly as acting on a complex field φ = aeiχ. Generically, the action will be a

function of the Lorenz-invariant combination ∂µφ
∗∂µφ and of the absolute value

φ∗φ:

L(2) = L(2)(∂µφ
∗∂µφ, φ∗φ). (B.1)

The fixed-charge ground state realizing the breaking of the U(1) takes the helical

form

φ(t, x) = Aeimt. (B.2)
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The constants A and m are determined by the eom, which read















dL(2)(A2m2, A2)

dA
= 0

dL(2)(A2m2, A2)

dm
= ρ,

(B.3)

where ρ is the charge density. The energy of the ground state is given by the usual

Legendre transform:

E(Q) = Qm−VolL(2)(A2m2, A2), (B.4)

and
dE(Q)

dQ
= m (B.5)

so that the second derivative of the energy with respect to the charge is

d2E(Q)

dQ2
=
dm

dQ
. (B.6)

We can think ofm as a chemical potential and use it as our control variable. Then

the equation of motion for A is solved by a function A = A(m) and, substituting

into the expression of L(2), we can define a function of m alone:

L(m) = L(2)(A(m)2m2, A(m)2)
∣

∣

∣

dL(2)(A2m2,A2)
dA

=0
, (B.7)

and the energy as its Legendre transform

E(Q) = Qm− V L(m). (B.8)

so that

dE(Q)

dQ
= m ,

d2E(Q)

dQ2
=
dm

dQ
=

(

dQ

dm

)−1

=

(

d2L

dm2

)−1

. (B.9)

This would be the starting point for an analysis in which the radial mode is integrated

out. However we are assuming here that the fluctuations of the field a over the vev A

are not suppressed so, in order to avoid the proliferation of higher-derivative terms,

we will keep both modes and use the Lagrangian as function of two fields.

Not integrating out a allows us to assume that the Lagrangian L(2) can be written

in the standard form

L(2)(∂µφ
∗∂µφ, φ∗φ) = ∂µφ

∗∂µφ− V (φ∗φ) (B.10)
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and the equations of motion take the form







m2 − V ′(A2) = 0

2Am =
Q

V
.

(B.11)

Deriving both equations with respect to m we find an expression for the derivative

A′(m) and Q′(m):














dA

dm
=

Q

2A3V ′′(A2)

dQ

dm
=
Q

m

(

1 +
Qm

A4V ′′(A2)

) (B.12)

and we can write the second variation of the energy with respect to the charge as

d2E(Q)

dQ2
=
dm

dQ
=

(

dQ

dm

)−1

=
m

Q

(

1 +
Qm

A4V ′′(A2)

)−1

. (B.13)

Note that this can be equivalently expressed in terms of L(m) as

d2L

dm2
=
Q

m

(

1 +
Qm

A4V ′′(A2)

)

. (B.14)

We want to relate the sign of this quantity to the stability of the fluctuations

over the ground state. To do this, we write the field as

φ = eimt(A+ ϕ̂) (B.15)

and expand at second order in ϕ̂. The inverse propagator for ϕ̂ in Fourier space is

∆−1 =
Q

mA2

(

−2A4mV ′′(A2)
Q

+ 1
2(ω

2 − k2) −imω
imω 1

2(ω
2 − k2)

)

, (B.16)

where k2 stands for the eigenvalues of the Laplacian on the spatial part. The dis-

persion relations for the two modes are obtained from the condition det(∆−1) = 0:

det(∆−1) ∝ ω4−
(

2k2 + 4m2 + 4
A4m

Q
V ′′(A2)

)

Qω2+k2
(

k2 +
4A4m

Q
V ′′(A2)

)

= 0

(B.17)

For k = 0 the equation reduces to

ω4 −
(

4m2 + 4
A4m

Q
V ′′(A2)

)

Qω2 = 0 (B.18)
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which admits the solutions

ω = 0 ω2 = 4m2Q+ 4A4mV ′′(A2) (B.19)

which correspond to the Goldstone and the massive mode respectively.

Stability of the solution requires the frequencies ω to be real for any value of

k or, equivalently, the equation for ω2 to admit two real positive solutions. Using

the fact that a quadratic equation of the form (ω2)2 − bω2 + c = 0 admits two real

positive solutions if and only if b > 0 and b2 ≥ 4c > 0, we find that the stability of

the fluctuations requires



























2k2 + 4m2 + 4
A4m

Q
V ′′(A2) > 0

k2 +
4A2m

Q
V ′′(A2) > 0

Q2(k2 +m2) + 2A4QmV ′′(A2) +A8(V ′′(A2))2 ≥ 0

(B.20)

We have seen that the second derivative of the effective action with respect to m

(or, equivalently the second derivative of the energy with respect to the charge) is

related to V ′′(A2) by
d2L

dm2
=
Q

m

(

1 +
Qm

A4V ′′(A2)

)

, (B.21)

so we can rewrite the stability equations as conditions for d2L/dm2 and after some

algebra we find
d2L

dm2
≥ Q

m
> 0 (B.22)

which is precisely the same condition to obtain a stable and causal Goldstone de-

scription in section 2.2.2.

References

[1] S. Hellerman, D. Orlando, S. Reffert and M. Watanabe, On the CFT Operator

Spectrum at Large Global Charge, JHEP 12 (2015) 071 [1505.01537].

[2] O. Aharony and E. Palti, Convexity of charged operators in CFTs and the

weak gravity conjecture, Phys. Rev. D 104 (2021) 126005 [2108.04594].

[3] E. Dupuis, R. Boyack and W. Witczak-Krempa, Anomalous Dimensions of

Monopole Operators at the Transitions between Dirac and Topological Spin

Liquids, Phys. Rev. X 12 (2022) 031012 [2108.05922].

[4] O. Antipin, J. Bersini, F. Sannino, Z.-W. Wang and C. Zhang, More on the

40

https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2015)071
https://arxiv.org/abs/1505.01537
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.104.126005
https://arxiv.org/abs/2108.04594
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevX.12.031012
https://arxiv.org/abs/2108.05922


weak gravity conjecture via convexity of charged operators,

JHEP 12 (2021) 204 [2109.04946].

[5] R. Moser, D. Orlando and S. Reffert, Convexity, large charge and the large-N

phase diagram of the ϕ4 theory, JHEP 02 (2022) 152 [2110.07617].

[6] L. Aalsma, Corrections to extremal black holes from Iyer-Wald formalism,

Phys. Rev. D 105 (2022) 066022 [2111.04201].

[7] M. Watanabe, Stability Analysis of a Non-Unitary CFT, 2203.08843.

[8] E. Palti and A. Sharon, Convexity of charged operators in CFTs with multiple

Abelian symmetries, JHEP 09 (2022) 078 [2206.06703].

[9] A. Sharon and M. Watanabe, A counterexample to the CFT convexity

conjecture, 2301.08262.

[10] N. Arkani-Hamed, L. Motl, A. Nicolis and C. Vafa, The String landscape, black

holes and gravity as the weakest force, JHEP 06 (2007) 060 [hep-th/0601001].

[11] S. Andriolo, M. Michel and E. Palti, Self-Binding Energies in AdS,

2211.04477.

[12] Y. Nakayama and Y. Nomura, Weak gravity conjecture in the AdS/CFT

correspondence, Phys. Rev. D 92 (2015) 126006 [1509.01647].

[13] M. Montero, G. Shiu and P. Soler, The Weak Gravity Conjecture in three

dimensions, JHEP 10 (2016) 159 [1606.08438].

[14] M. Montero, A Holographic Derivation of the Weak Gravity Conjecture,

JHEP 03 (2019) 157 [1812.03978].

[15] Z. Komargodski and A. Zhiboedov, Convexity and Liberation at Large Spin,

JHEP 11 (2013) 140 [1212.4103].

[16] G. Cuomo and Z. Komargodski, Giant Vortices and the Regge Limit,

2210.15694.

[17] E. Palti, The Weak Gravity Conjecture and Scalar Fields,

JHEP 08 (2017) 034 [1705.04328].

[18] B. Heidenreich, M. Reece and T. Rudelius, Repulsive Forces and the Weak

Gravity Conjecture, JHEP 10 (2019) 055 [1906.02206].

[19] C. Vafa, The String landscape and the swampland, hep-th/0509212.

41

https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2021)204
https://arxiv.org/abs/2109.04946
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP02(2022)152
https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.07617
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.105.066022
https://arxiv.org/abs/2111.04201
https://arxiv.org/abs/2203.08843
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2022)078
https://arxiv.org/abs/2206.06703
https://arxiv.org/abs/2301.08262
https://doi.org/10.1088/1126-6708/2007/06/060
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0601001
https://arxiv.org/abs/2211.04477
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.92.126006
https://arxiv.org/abs/1509.01647
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2016)159
https://arxiv.org/abs/1606.08438
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP03(2019)157
https://arxiv.org/abs/1812.03978
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP11(2013)140
https://arxiv.org/abs/1212.4103
https://arxiv.org/abs/2210.15694
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2017)034
https://arxiv.org/abs/1705.04328
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2019)055
https://arxiv.org/abs/1906.02206
https://arxiv.org/abs/hep-th/0509212


[20] E. Palti, The Swampland: Introduction and Review,

Fortsch. Phys. 67 (2019) 1900037 [1903.06239].

[21] M. van Beest, J. Calderón-Infante, D. Mirfendereski and I. Valenzuela,

Lectures on the Swampland Program in String Compactifications, 2102.01111.

[22] E. Palti, A Brief Introduction to the Weak Gravity Conjecture,

LHEP 2020 (2020) 176.

[23] A. Monin, D. Pirtskhalava, R. Rattazzi and F.K. Seibold, Semiclassics,

Goldstone Bosons and CFT data, JHEP 06 (2017) 011 [1611.02912].

[24] Z. Komargodski, M. Mezei, S. Pal and A. Raviv-Moshe, Spontaneously broken

boosts in CFTs, JHEP 09 (2021) 064 [2102.12583].

[25] L.N. Cooper, Bound electron pairs in a degenerate Fermi gas,

Phys. Rev. 104 (1956) 1189.

[26] G. Badel, G. Cuomo, A. Monin and R. Rattazzi, The Epsilon Expansion Meets

Semiclassics, 1909.01269.

[27] T. Appelquist and U.W. Heinz, Vacuum Stability in Three-dimensional O(N)

Theories, Phys. Rev. D 25 (1982) 2620.

[28] L. Alvarez-Gaume, D. Orlando and S. Reffert, Large charge at large N,

JHEP 12 (2019) 142 [1909.02571].

[29] D. Orlando, S. Reffert and T. Schmidt, Following the flow for large N and

large charge, Phys. Lett. B 825 (2022) 136881 [2110.07616].

[30] N. Dondi, S. Hellerman, I. Kalogerakis, R. Moser, D. Orlando and S. Reffert,

Fermionic CFTs at large charge and large N, 2211.15318.

[31] D.F. Litim and F. Sannino, Asymptotic safety guaranteed,

JHEP 12 (2014) 178 [1406.2337].

[32] D. Orlando, S. Reffert and F. Sannino, A safe CFT at large charge,

JHEP 08 (2019) 164 [1905.00026].

[33] G. Arias-Tamargo, D. Rodriguez-Gomez and J.G. Russo, The large charge

limit of scalar field theories and the Wilson-Fisher fixed point at ǫ = 0,

JHEP 10 (2019) 201 [1908.11347].

[34] O. Antipin, J. Bersini, F. Sannino, Z.-W. Wang and C. Zhang, Charging the

O(N) model, Phys. Rev. D 102 (2020) 045011 [2003.13121].

42

https://doi.org/10.1002/prop.201900037
https://arxiv.org/abs/1903.06239
https://arxiv.org/abs/2102.01111
https://doi.org/10.31526/lhep.2020.176
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP06(2017)011
https://arxiv.org/abs/1611.02912
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP09(2021)064
https://arxiv.org/abs/2102.12583
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRev.104.1189
https://arxiv.org/abs/1909.01269
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.25.2620
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2019)142
https://arxiv.org/abs/1909.02571
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.physletb.2022.136881
https://arxiv.org/abs/2110.07616
https://arxiv.org/abs/2211.15318
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP12(2014)178
https://arxiv.org/abs/1406.2337
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP08(2019)164
https://arxiv.org/abs/1905.00026
https://doi.org/10.1007/JHEP10(2019)201
https://arxiv.org/abs/1908.11347
https://doi.org/10.1103/PhysRevD.102.045011
https://arxiv.org/abs/2003.13121


[35] J. Iliopoulos, C. Itzykson and A. Martin, Functional Methods and Perturbation

Theory, Rev. Mod. Phys. 47 (1975) 165.

[36] A. Duncan, The Conceptual Framework of Quantum Field Theory, Oxford

University Press (8, 2012), 10.1093/acprof:oso/9780199573264.001.0001.

[37] L. Scorzato, The Lefschetz thimble and the sign problem,

PoS LATTICE2015 (2016) 016 [1512.08039].

[38] L. Alvarez-Gaume, O. Loukas, D. Orlando and S. Reffert, Compensating

strong coupling with large charge, JHEP 04 (2017) 059 [1610.04495].

[39] S. Hellerman, N. Kobayashi, S. Maeda and M. Watanabe, A Note on

Inhomogeneous Ground States at Large Global Charge, JHEP 10 (2019) 038

[1705.05825].

[40] S. Hellerman, N. Kobayashi, S. Maeda and M. Watanabe, Observables in

inhomogeneous ground states at large global charge, JHEP 08 (2021) 079

[1804.06495].

[41] D. Banerjee, S. Chandrasekharan, D. Orlando and S. Reffert, Conformal

dimensions in the large charge sectors at the O(4) Wilson-Fisher fixed point,

Phys. Rev. Lett. 123 (2019) 051603 [1902.09542].
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