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We present the first non-perturbative large-N calculation of the N = 1 supersymmetric (SUSY)
SU(N) Yang–Mills gluino condensate, obtained by means of numerical simulations of the lattice-
discretized theory, and exploiting large-N twisted volume reduction. We present two different deter-
minations based, respectively, on the Banks–Casher formula and on the Gell-Mann–Oakes–Renner
relation, both giving perfectly consistent results. By matching the lattice and the Novikov–Shifman–
Vainshtein–Zakharov (NSVZ) regularization schemes, we are able for the first time to compare nu-
merical and analytic computations. Our most accurate determination gives ΣRGI/Λ

3
NSVZ = 1.55(57),

in very good agreement with the N -dependence and the value predicted by the weak coupling
instanton-based approach ΣRGI/Λ

3
NSVZ = 1.

INTRODUCTION

The value of the gluino condensate in the N = 1 super-
symmetric (SUSY) SU(N) Yang–Mills theory has been a
subject of debate since the first exact instanton-based
calculations were conducted in the early 1980s [1–4]. A
comprehensive overview can be found in [5]. At that
time, two distinct methodologies were employed to obtain
the gluino condensate. In one approach, the so-called
strong-coupling instanton approach (SC) [1–3], the gluino
condensate was derived from the one-instanton contribu-
tion to the 2N -point function ⟨Trλ2(x1) · · ·Trλ2(xN )⟩, a
quantity related, assuming clustering, to the object of
interest ⟨Trλ2⟩N . In contrast, the weak-coupling instan-
ton approach (WC) incorporated additional matter fields
and operated within a Higgs phase, enabling a controlled
weak coupling calculation of the condensate [4]. By in-
voking holomorphicity, this approach allowed to decouple
the additional matter fields, leading to the value of the
condensate in the N = 1 SUSY theory.

The two methods yielded two distinct values for
the gluino condensate, exhibiting different leading N -
dependence in the large-N limit:

ΣRGI ≡
1

(4π)2b0N

∣∣⟨Trλ2⟩
∣∣ =

{
2eΛ3

NSVZ/N, SC ,

Λ3
NSVZ, WC ,

(1)

where ΛNSVZ refers to the Λ-parameter in the Novikov–
Shifman–Vainshtein–Zakharov (NSVZ) scheme, given at-

all-orders by [1, 6]:

Λ3
NSVZ =

µ3

b0λNSVZ(µ)
exp

( −8π2

λNSVZ(µ)

)
, (2)

with λNSVZ(µ) denoting the renormalized ’t Hooft cou-
pling in this scheme, and b0 = 3/(4π)2, the first universal
coefficient of the N = 1 SUSY β-function.1

An alternative approach to computing the gluino con-
densate is through the use of fractional instantons,
namely, self-dual configurations with fractional topolog-
ical charge Q = 1/N [8]. In contrast to standard in-
stantons, these allow for direct saturation of the value
of the gluino two-point function, circumventing the need
for clustering [9, 10]. However, it was not until recently
that the proportionality constant between the condensate
and Λ3

NSVZ was computed using fractional objects. The
result obtained in the WC approach has been reproduced
using the fractional constituents of finite-temperature
calorons [11, 12]. In contrast, using the fractional in-
stanton solutions [13, 14] on asymmetric tori endowed
with ’t Hooft’s twisted boundary conditions [15] results
in a value that, for gauge group SU(2), is 2 times larger
than that of WC [16]. This factor of 2 is expected to be-
come a factor of N for SU(N), adding to the controversy
surrounding the determination of the condensate.

1 The Λ-parameter is defined following the standard QCD con-
vention, trivially mapped to the usual ones in SUSY instanton
calculations, see, e.g., Ref. [7].
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Given the non-perturbative nature of the gluino con-
densate, numerical Monte Carlo simulations of the
lattice-discretized theory offer a natural framework to
compute this quantity from first principles. Despite a
significant progress in the last decade concerning SUSY
Yang–Mills lattice calculations [17–26] (see also Refs. [27–
29] and references therein), determining the gluino con-
densate has proven to be a highly non-trivial numerical
challenge. So far, only a few SU(2) determinations have
been obtained [17, 18, 24, 25], all lacking continuum limit,
and all missing the matching to the NSVZ scheme, thus
preventing comparison with analytic predictions.

In this Letter we present the first non-perturbative
computation of the gluino condensate at large-N using
a lattice-discretized version of the supersymmetric the-
ory. We anticipate that our result, extrapolated to the
continuum and zero-gluino-mass limit, and matched to
the NSVZ scheme, will be in full agreement with the WC
prediction, including the N -dependence and the numeri-
cal coefficient of the condensate.

MATCHING LATTICE AND NSVZ SCHEMES

Before presenting our results, it is essential to es-
tablish the conventions that underpin the definition of
ΣRGI, as given in Eq. (1). It should be noted that, al-
though defined in the NSVZ scheme, ΣRGI, or equiva-
lently ⟨Trλ2⟩, is a renormalization group invariant and
scheme-independent quantity [6, 30–32]. The relation-
ship between the quantity ⟨Trλ2⟩ and the renormalized
gluino two-point function in the NSVZ scheme, defined in
terms of canonically-normalized gluino fields and depen-
dent on the chosen scheme and scale, is given by [6, 30]:

Σ
(NSVZ)
R (µ) =

N
[
1− λNSVZ(µ)/(8π

2)
]

λNSVZ(µ)
|⟨Trλ2⟩| . (3)

To obtain a generalisation of this expression for any ar-
bitrary renormalisation scheme “s”, the starting point
is the Callan–Symanzik equations, which define the β-
function and the gluino mass anomalous dimension:

βs(λs) =
dλs

d log(µ2)
, τs(λs) =

d log
(
m

(s)
R (µ)

)

d log(µ)
. (4)

The equation for the mass anomalous dimension can be
formally integrated. The result, when combined with the

renormalization group invariance of m
(s)
R (µ)Σ

(s)
R (µ), can

be used to define a renormalization group and scheme-
independent condensate [33–36]:

ΣRGI = AΣ
(s)
R (µ) [2b0λs(µ)]

d0
2b0

× exp

[∫ λs(µ)

0

dx

(
τs(x)

2βs(x)
− 1

x

)]
, (5)

where the coefficients d0, b0 and b1 represent the uni-
versal terms in the asymptotic expansions of the β and
τ -functions. For N = 1 supersymmetric Yang-Mills
theory, these coefficients take the values (4π)2b0 = 3,
(4π)4b1 = 6, and d0 = 2b0. The normalization factor A
can be readily determined by employing the relationship
between the exact β-function and the mass anomalous
dimension in the NSVZ scheme [37]:

τNSVZ(x)

2βNSVZ(x)
=

1

x(1− b1x/b0)
. (6)

Upon insertion of this expression into Eq. (5), a compar-
ison to Eqs. (1) and (3) yields the result A = 8π2/(9N2).
The final ingredient necessary to match the lattice- and

instanton-based determinations of the condensate is the
RGI Λ-parameter in a conventionally defined scheme such
as MS, which can be reliably determined on the lattice.
This dynamically-generated scale is defined by formally
integrating the Callan–Symanzik equation defining the
β-function, leading to:

Λs = µ [b0λs(µ)]
−b1
2b0

2 exp

( −1

2b0λs(µ)

)

× exp

[
−
∫ λs(µ)

0

dx

(
1

2βs(x)
+

1

2b0x2
− b1

2b20x

)]
.(7)

A one-loop calculation enables the matching of the NSVZ
and MS schemes, as expressed by the equation: ΛNSVZ =
e−1/18ΛMS [38].
When all the elements are combined, the result, at

next-to-leading order, is [39]:

ΣRGI

Λ3
NSVZ

= A 2b0λMS(µ)
[
1 +

b1
b0
λMS(µ)

] Σ
(MS)
R (µ)

e−1/6Λ3
MS

, (8)

where one can rely on the two-loop relation between the
renormalized coupling and the Λ-parameter, i.e.:

2b0λMS(µ) = − 1

log(y)
− b1

2b20

log
[
log(1/y2)

]

log2(y)
, (9)

with y ≡ ΛMS/µ. Using these expressions, we will be able
to determine the RGI condensate in terms of the lattice
determination of Σ

(MS)
R (µ)/Λ3

MS
.

METHODS

Our lattice-based extraction of the renormalized gluino
condensate employs two distinct methodologies. The
first is a Banks–Casher-based approach, which relates the
spectral density of the Dirac operator to the condensate.
The second is based on a Gell-Mann–Oakes–Renner-like
relation that is applicable in SUSY Yang–Mills theory
when endowed with a gluino mass SUSY-breaking term
(see below). The two aforementioned methods, employed
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in SUSY Yang–Mills for the first time in this study, have
recently been successfully employed by the authors to
determine the quark condensate in large-N Yang–Mills
theories [40]. It should be also noted that the spectral
method has been extensively used in the QCD litera-
ture [40–48].

The Banks–Casher (BC) equation establishes a rela-
tionship between the condensate in the massless-gluino
limit and the value of the spectral density at the origin.
In their seminal paper, Leutwyler and Smilga, proposed
the following expression for the specific case of N = 1
supersymmetric Yang-Mills theory [49]:

Σ

2π
= lim

λ→0
lim
m→0

lim
V→∞

ρ(λ,m), (10)

where iλ+m stands for a generic eigenvalue of the mas-
sive Dirac operator /D+m. The additional factor of two
with respect to the usual BC relation has to do with the
Majorana nature of gluinos [49].

Giusti and Lüscher demonstrated that a more conve-
nient quantity for determining the condensate on the lat-
tice is the mode number [41]. This is defined in relation
to the spectral density, as follows:

⟨ν(M,m)⟩ = V

∫ −λM

−λM

dλ ρ(λ,m) , (11)

with λM =
√
M2 −m2. The integration of Eq. (10) be-

tween −λM and λM is straightforward, leading in the
chiral and thermodynamic limit to:

Σ ≡ lim
m→0

lim
V→∞

πν(M,m)

4V λM
. (12)

The advantage of this formulation is that the mode num-
ber is a renormalization group invariant quantity [41],
which means that the renormalization properties of Σ are
fully dictated by those of λM . Further technical details
about the practical implementation of the Giusti–Lüscher
method and its related lattice renormalization procedure
can be found in the Supplemental Material [39].

The gluino condensate can also be determined from
a Gell-Mann–Oakes–Renner-like (GMOR) relation. As
is well known, the lattice formulation explicitly breaks
supersymmetry. However, Kaplan [50] and Curci and
Veneziano [51] demonstrated that the N = 1 SUSY
Yang–Mills theory could be recovered as the continuum
limit of a lattice Yang–Mills theory coupled to a massless
adjoint Majorana fermion. In the continuum and chiral
limits of such a theory, supersymmetry is recovered as an
accidental symmetry. The chiral behaviour of the non-
singlet adjoint-pion, an unphysical particle not present in
the SUSY spectrum, can be used to determine the point
where SUSY gets restored. The mass of this adjoint-pion
is related, at leading order in the chiral expansion, to the
gluino mass by a relation analogous to the Gell-Mann–

Oakes–Renner one in QCD [19, 20]:

m2
π = 2

Σ
(s)
R

F 2
π

m
(s)
R , (13)

where by Fπ we denote the adjoint-pion decay constant in
the massless gluino limit. By employing this relationship,
one can derive a determination of the renormalized gluino
condensate, provided that the mass of the adjoint-pion
and its decay constant, as well as the renormalized gluino
mass, are known on the lattice. In the Supplemental Ma-
terial [39] we provide all the details concerning the lattice

computation of Fπ and m
(s)
R . In this context, it should

be noted that the methods described above allow for the
determination of Σ

(s)
R /Z

(s)
S and Σ

(s)
R /Z

(s)
P . Consequently,

we rely on a non-perturbative determination of ZP/ZS

based on the spectral methods described in Refs. [40–
42, 46–48], combined with the two-loop determination of

Z
(MS)
S (µ) provided in Ref. [52]. In order to keep into ac-

count the perturbative renormalization and the two-loop
truncation of Eqs. (5) and (7), a 30% systematic error has
been added to our final results for the condensate. The
size of the systematic error has been chosen on the basis
of the typically-observed mismatch between 2-loop and
non-perturbative results for renormalization constants in
Yang–Mills theories, see, e.g., [40, 53, 54]. This will be
our dominant source of uncertainty.

RESULTS

The gluino condensate has been determined using the
Monte Carlo ensembles generated in Ref. [55]. The reader
is referred to this paper for all the technical details con-
cerning the simulations. These were performed using
the so-called large-N twisted volume reduction [56, 57],
which was generalized to include the case of adjoint
fermions in Ref. [58]. The relationship between space-
time and colour degrees of freedom that emerges in the
large-N limit due to Eguchi–Kawai equivalence [59] en-
ables the large-N theory to be simulated as a model
of SU(N) matrices on a lattice with a single space-
time point and twisted boundary conditions [15]. This
equivalence has been successfully employed to investi-
gate numerous instances of Yang–Mills theories in the
large-N limit [40, 54, 60, 61], as well as several non-
supersymmetric theories with Dirac fermions in the ad-
joint representation [62]. This technique was applied in
Ref. [55] to simulate N = 1 supersymmetric Yang-Mills
theory, generating configurations with dynamical massive
gluinos at several values of the inverse bare ’t Hooft cou-
pling (b = 1/λL = 0.34, 0.345, 0.35 are used here), and
for several values of N (169, 289 and 361). Following
the strategy put forward by the Desy–Jena–Regensburg–
Münster collaboration [21–23], we used Wilson fermions
and resorted to the well-known reweighting method to
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deal with the computation of the Pfaffian, sampling the
Monte Carlo configurations with its modulus and incor-
porating the Pfaffian sign in the observable. In [55] we
explicitly computed the sign of the Pfaffian on the ensem-
bles used for this study, and found it was always positive,
thus no reweighting was needed. In [55] we also deter-
mined the lattice spacing in physical units, a prerequisite
for relating any lattice-based measurement to a common
physical standard. To this end, we employed the hadronic
reference scale

√
8t0, based on the renormalization group

flow of the gauge action density, which has emerged as the
standard for lattice computations [63], and which will be
used subsequently in the estimation of the Λ-parameter.

Our determination of the dynamically-generated scale
of the theory, Λ, relies on the use of asymptotic scal-
ing, which has proven to be highly reliable in the case
at hand. By making use of the defining equation (7), we
determined the value of the Λ-parameter relative to the
hadronic scale

√
8t0 through the two-loop expression:

√
8t0Λs = lim

aχ→0

√
8t0
aχ

exp{−f(λs)} ,

f(x) =
1

2b0

[
1

x
+

b1
b0

log(b0x)

]
,

(14)

where the momentum scale has been set to µ = 1/aχ,
with aχ the lattice spacing in the massless-gluino limit
obtained in [55]. It is widely acknowledged that the use
of the naive bare coupling, λL = 1/b, is not expected to
exhibit good scaling properties. However, it is possible to
accelerate the convergence of the perturbative expansion
by defining appropriate improved couplings. In the liter-
ature, there are several standard choices based on the use
of the average plaquette P . In this study, we considered

three possibilities: λ
(I)
t = 1/(bP ), λ

(E)
t = 8(1 − P ), and

λ
(E′)
t = −8 log(P ). Each of these definitions introduces

a different lattice scheme, with an associated determi-
nation of the Λ-parameter. The matching of all these
definitions to the MS scheme is known; details on the
matching prescriptions are provided in the Supplemental
Material [39]. Figure 1 shows the continuum extrapola-
tion leading to the determination of

√
8t0ΛNSVZ. The val-

ues of aχ/
√
8t0 shown in the figure correspond to the chi-

ral (zero-gluino-mass) limit, as obtained in Ref. [55]. As
previously noted, asymptotic scaling works remarkably
well and leads to:

√
8t0ΛNSVZ = 0.376(25). For the sake

of completeness we also quote:
√
8t0ΛMS = 0.397(26).

We now turn to the calculation of the gluino conden-
sate. It should first be noted that the determination from
the GMOR method has required the prior calculation of
the adjoint-pion decay constant in the chiral limit. This
has been done, resulting in a value of Fπ/(NΛNSVZ) of
0.092(14) [39]. Further details regarding the extraction
of the condensate, using either the BC or the GMOR
methods, can be found in the Supplemental Material [39].

0.0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0.8 1.0 1.2
aχ/
√

8t0 ×10−1

0.28

0.30

0.32

0.34

0.36

0.38

0.40

0.42

0.44

0.46

√
8t0ΛNSVZ

Improved Couplings

1/(bP )

8(1− P )

−8 log(P )

FIG. 1: Determination of
√
8t0ΛNSVZ (star) from asymptotic

scaling with different improved couplings assuming O(aχ)
artefacts. Dashed lines and shaded areas represent the joint
continuum extrapolation best fit obtained imposing a common
continuum limit.
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1.5

2.0

2.5
Σ

1/3
RGI

ΛNSVZ

b = 0.345b = 0.345b = 0.345

22 24 26 28 30 32 34(√
8t0mπ

)2

1.5

2.0

2.5 b = 0.350b = 0.350b = 0.350

12 14 16 18 20 22
0.75

1.00

1.25
b = 0.340b = 0.340b = 0.340

From Gell-Mann–Oakes–Renner

N = 169

N = 289

N = 361

20 22 24 26 28
0.75

1.00

1.25
Σ

1/3
RGI

ΛNSVZ

b = 0.345b = 0.345b = 0.345

22 24 26 28 30 32 34(√
8t0mπ

)2

0.75

1.00

1.25
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FIG. 2: Behavior of the gluino condensate Σ
1/3
RGI/ΛNSVZ as a

function of N for several values of the adjoint-pion mass mπ

and the bare ’t Hooft coupling 1/b. The x-axis refers to the
values of

√
8t0mπ determined for N = 361. Points slightly

shifted horizontally for readability.
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0.00 0.05 0.10 0.15 0.20
a/
√

8t0

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

Σ
1/3
RGI

ΛNSVZ

N = 361
From Gell-Mann–Oakes–Renner

N = 361
From Banks–Casher

√
8t0mπ = 0

Exact NSVZ
Weak Coupling

b = 0.340

b = 0.345

b = 0.350

FIG. 3: Chiral-continuum extrapolations of the gluino con-
densate (stars) obtained from the Banks–Casher and from
the Gell-Mann–Oakes–Renner relations, assuming O(a) and
O(m2

π) corrections. Dashed lines and shaded areas represent
the continuum extrapolation best fit at the massless-gluino
point.

In the remainder of this section, the final results are
presented. A significant outcome of our analysis is the
leading N -dependence of the condensate, when written
in units of ΛNSVZ, c.f. Eq. (1). The three available values
of N , namely N = 169, 289, and 361, were analyzed using
both the BC and the GMOR methods. In the BC ap-
proach, we were able to reliably determine the condensate
only for volumes satisfying mπℓeff = mπ(a

√
N) ≳ 10.

The outcomes at finite gluino mass are presented as func-
tions of the pion mass squared in Fig. 2. There is no
observed dependence on the number of colours. This
result, in full accordance with the WC instanton-based
approach, is clearly in contradiction with the 1/N depen-
dence predicted by the SC determination.

Given the excellent agreement among determinations
for different values of N , the final numbers for the gluino
condensate were obtained through a joint chiral and con-
tinuum extrapolation of the results obtained, at finite
gluino mass, for the largest N = 361. This is shown

in Fig. 3, which displays Σ
1/3
RGI/ΛNSVZ as a function of

the lattice spacing, in units of
√
8t0. The results are

compared to those predicted by the WC instanton-based
approach, represented by the horizontal line indicating

Σ
1/3
RGI/ΛNSVZ = 1. As can be observed, the BC and the

GMOR methods yield results which are perfectly in ac-
cordance when extrapolated to the supersymmetric limit:

ΣRGI

Λ3
NSVZ

= [1.16(08)stat(12)syst]
3

= [1.16(14)]3 = 1.55± 0.57 , (GMOR)

(15)

ΣRGI

Λ3
NSVZ

= [1.24(19)stat(12)syst]
3

= [1.24(22)]3 = 1.89± 1.02 . (BC)

(16)

Furthermore, these numbers are in good agreement with
the WC determination. Although the errors in our cal-
culation are significant, it is crucial to highlight that this
is the first time a numerical determination of this kind
has been carried out in the existing literature. Previous
calculations of the condensate in four-dimensional super-
symmetric Yang-Mills theory [17, 18, 24, 25] were limited
to a single lattice spacing and gauge group SU(2), and
were never matched to the NSVZ scheme.

CONCLUSIONS

In this Letter we have presented the first non-
perturbative lattice calculation of the gluino conden-
sate in N = 1 supersymmetric Yang-Mills theory in
the large-N limit. We have exploited large-N volume
independence, and adopted two independent strategies,
giving perfectly agreeing results. After extrapolation
to the supersymmetric limit and matching with the
NSVZ scheme, our results confirm the N -dependence
predicted by semi-classical instanton methods based on
the so-called weak coupling (WC) approach [4, 11, 12].
Our most accurate determination of the condensate in
units of the dynamically-generated scale of the theory is:
ΣRGI/Λ

3
NSVZ = [1.16(14)]3 = 1.55(57). This result is in

very good numerical agreement with the expected result
from WC.
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rio Herdóıza, Nikolai Husung, Carlos Pena and Erich
Poppitz for useful discussions. This work is partially
supported by the Spanish Research Agency (Agen-
cia Estatal de Investigación) through the grant IFT
Centro de Excelencia Severo Ochoa CEX2020-001007-
S, funded by MCIN/AEI/10.13039 /501100011033,
and by grant PID2021-127526NB-I00, funded by
MCIN/AEI/10.13039/ 501100011033 and by “ERDF A
way of making Europe”. We also acknowledge sup-
port from the project H2020-MSCAITN-2018-813942
(EuroPLEx) and the EU Horizon 2020 research and
innovation programme, STRONG-2020 project, under
grant agreement No 824093. P. B. is supported by
Grant PGC2022-126078NB-C21 funded by MCIN/AEI/
10.13039/501100011033 and “ERDF A way of making
Europe”. P. B. also acknowledges support by Grant
DGA-FSE grant 2020-E21-17R Aragon Government and
the European Union - NextGenerationEU Recovery and
Resilience Program on ‘Astrof́ısica y F́ısica de Altas



6
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SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIAL

The TEK lattice formulation of N = 1 large-N SU(N)
SUSY Yang–Mills

Our entire lattice setup, including the gauge configura-
tion ensembles, come from the one explained and adopted
in Ref. [55], which we briefly summarize here.

The Twisted Eguchi–Kawai (TEK) model is a d = 4-
matrix model with partition function given by:

ZTEK =

∫
[dU ]Pf

{
CD

(TEK)
W [U ]

}
e−STEK[U ], (17)

with the charge-conjugation operator C satisfying γt
µC =

−γµC and Ct = −C.
The gauge action, expressed in terms of the gauge link

Uµ ∈ SU(N) in the fundamental representation, reads:

STEK[U ] = bN
∑

µ̸=ν

Tr
{
I− z∗µνUµUνU

†
µU

†
ν

}
, (18)

where zµν = ei2πnµν/N is the twist factor, with
√
N ∈ N,

nµν =
√
Nk(N) for ν > µ and nµν = −nνµ (we used

k = 5, 5, 7 for N = 169, 289, 361). Instead, the adjoint
Wilson–Dirac operator reads:

D
(TEK)
W [U ] =

1

2κ
I +

− 1

2

∑

µ

[
(I− γµ)U

(adj)
µ + (I + γµ)

(
U (adj)
µ

)†]
,
(19)

with κ the Wilson hopping parameter, and U
(adj)
µ denot-

ing the d = 4 SU(N) gauge fields in the adjoint represen-
tation.

Since the Pfaffian of the lattice operator is not guaran-
teed to be positive, we follow the approach proposed by
the Desy–Jena–Regensburg–Münster collaboration [21–
23], namely, we resort on sign-quenched simulations,
meaning that the sign of the Pfaffian is moved to the
observable via standard reweighting:

⟨O⟩ =

〈
O sign

[
Pf
{
CD

(TEK)
W [U ]

}]〉
sq〈

sign
[
Pf
{
CD

(TEK)
W [U ]

}]〉
sq

. (20)

The sign-quenched (sq) expectation value is calculated
sampling the following functional integral using a stan-
dard Rational Hybrid Monte Carlo (RHMC) algorithm
(see Ref. [55]):

Z(sq)
TEK =

∫
[dU ]

∣∣∣Pf
{
CD

(TEK)
W [U ]

}∣∣∣ e−STEK[U ]. (21)

Extracting the gluino condensate from the lattice

In this section we give further technical details regard-
ing the extraction of the gluino condensate from lattice
gauge configurations.

0.98 1.00 1.02 1.04
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0

2

4
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b = 0.340, κ = 0.1850

1.000 1.025 1.050 1.075 1.100
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0

1

2
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〈ν
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〉
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b = 0.340, κ = 0.1890
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〉/
N
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×10−5

b = 0.34, κ = 0.1850
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N = 289

FIG. 4: Examples of calculation of mode number slope for
b = 0.34, N = 361 and three values of the Wilson hopping
parameter κ = 0.185, 0.189, 0.191. In the bottom right plot we
compare two different values of N for b = 0.34 and κ = 0.185.

i) Spectral method (Banks–Casher)

The Giusti–Lüscher method is a well-established nu-
merical strategy to compute fermion condensates from
lattice simulations based on the low-lying spectrum of the
Dirac operator and on the Banks–Casher relation [40–
42, 46–48]. We summarize it in the following.
We numerically solved the Hermitian eigenvalue prob-

lem
(
γ5D

(TEK)
W

)
uλ = λuλ, λ ∈ R, (22)

for the first 100 low-lying eigenvalues using the ARPACK

library in order to compute the mode number ⟨ν(M)⟩ =
⟨#|λ| ≤ M⟩ as a function of the threshold mass M .
Given that M renormalizes as an eigenvalue (λ =

ZPλR), the Giusti–Lüscher method allows to determine
the bare condensate as follows:

ΣR

ZP
=

π

4V

√
1−

(
mR

MR

)2

S, (23)

with V = a4 the one-point lattice volume and a the lat-
tice spacing, and with

S =
∂ ⟨ν(M)⟩

∂M
(24)

the slope of the mode number as a function of the thresh-
old mass M , calculated for M close to M = ⟨|λmin|⟩
(the average minimum eigenvalue). Note that ΣR/ZP is
RGI, thus we do not need to specify any renormalization
scheme/renormalization scale. Examples of mode num-
ber best fits to extract the slope are shown in Fig. 4.
Given the renormalization property of the so-called

“subtracted definition” of the bare gluino mass:

msub =
1

2κ
− 1

2κc
= ZSmR, (25)
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with κc the critical κ obtained in [55], in order to calcu-
late the factor mR/MR = (ZP/ZS)(msub/M) appearing
in Eq. (23) we need the RGI ratio ZP/ZS.
This quantity can be computed from spectral methods

using the eigenvectors obtained from the same eigenvalue
problem in Eq. (22) [40–48] as follows:

(
ZP

ZS

)2

=
⟨sP(M)⟩
⟨ν(M)⟩ , (26)

sP(M) ≡
∑

|λ|,|λ′|≤M

|u†
λγ5uλ′ |2, (27)

where the ratio in Eq. (26) is expected to exhibit a
plateau as a function of M for sufficiently large values of
M . The expected behavior is verified from actual lattice
data, see Fig. 5. Since ZP/ZS is a ratio of spectral sums,
and since it is determined by the plateau at larger values
of M , while finite-size effects mostly affect the smallest
eigenvalues, finite-volume (i.e., finite-N) corrections for
this quantity are expected to be largely negligible.

1.00 1.05 1.10 1.15 1.20
M/〈|λmin|〉

0.60

0.61

0.62

0.63

0.64

0.65

0.66

Z
P
/Z

S

Final Result

N = 289
b = 0.34, κ = 0.1850

FIG. 5: Example of non-perturbative determination of
ZP/ZS using the spectral method, Eq. (26), for N = 289,
b = 0.34 and κ = 0.185. The shaded area represents our
final result for the ratio ZP/ZS.

ii) Pion mass method (Gell-Mann–Oakes–Renner)

Although softly-broken SUSY Yang–Mills has just a
single massive fermion flavor as its dynamical content,
it is possible to consider, in the rigorous framework of
partially-quenched chiral perturbation theory, the chiral
behavior of the adjoint pion, an unphysical particle whose
mass is related to the gluino one by a Gell-Mann–Oakes–
Renner-like relation, just as in QCD [19, 20]. In this
context, one finds:

m2
π = 2

ΣR

F 2
π

mR (28)

where Fπ refers to the decay constant of the unphysical
adjoint pion, while ΣR is the physical gluino condensate
we wish to calculate. Clearly, both quantities must be un-
derstood as computed in the chiral (i.e., SUSY-restoring)
limit mR → 0.

0 10 20 30(√
8t0mπ

)2

0.0

0.5

1.0

1.5

Fπ
NΛNSVZ

N = 361
b = 0.340

N = 361
b = 0.345

N = 361
b = 0.350

N = 289
b = 0.340

N = 289
b = 0.345

N = 289
b = 0.350

N = 169
b = 0.340

N = 169
b = 0.350

a/
√

8t0 = 0

FIG. 6: Chiral-continuum extrapolation (star) of the N =
361 results for the adjoint-pion decay constant Fπ/(NΛNSVZ).
For comparison we also show results obtained for N = 169
and 289. The dashed line and the shaded area represent the
chiral extrapolation best fit at the zero-lattice-spacing point.
Best fit yields a reduced χ̃2 ≃ 14.4/9.

From the adjoint pion mass correlators computed
in [55] it is possible to extract both mπ and Fπ/ZA. Once
one gets rid of ZA and isolate Fπ, from the knowledge of
mπ as a function of the bare gluino mass it is possible to
obtain the bare gluino condensate as:

ΣR

ZS
=

m2
πF

2
π

2msub
. (29)

To obtain Fπ/ZA, we used standard techniques relying
on the calculation of the pion-vacuum matrix element of
the temporal component of the axial vector current:

Fπ

NZA
=

1√
2Nmπ

⟨0|A4(x = 0)|π(p⃗ = 0)⟩, (30)

where the normalization was chosen on the basis of stan-
dard counting arguments, leading to Fπ ∼ O(N) for ad-
joint fermions. The details of the Generalized EigenValue
Problem (GEVP) solved to find the largest-overlapping
interpolating pion operator for twisted-reduced models
can be found in the appendices of Refs. [54] and [55].
Since Fπ needs renormalization, it is useful to recall

that from the axial Ward Identity it is possible to extract
a different definition of the bare quark mass, the so-called
PCAC (Partially-Conserved Axial Current) mass:

mPCAC =
ZP

ZA
mR. (31)

Therefore, using the spectral determination of ZP/ZS,
and the PCAC mass determinations of [55], the adjoint-
pion decay constant is obtained via:

Fπ

N
=

(
Fπ

NZA

)
×
(

msub

mPCAC

)
×
(
ZP

ZS

)
, (32)

as in this combination the factors of ZP/(ZSZA) exactly
cancel out. The chiral and continuum extrapolation of
Fπ/(NΛNSVZ) for N = 361 is shown in Fig. 6.
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iii) Renormalization and conversion to RGI definition

The methods described so far allow to determine the
bare gluino condensates ΣR/ZP and ΣR/ZS. Given that
we are also able to obtain non-perturbative determina-
tions of ZP/ZS, in the end we are just left with two in-
dependent determinations of, say, ΣR/ZS. Given that we
have no non-perturbative determination of ZS, we have
to rely on 2-loop perturbation theory [52] to estimate

Z
(MS)
S (µ = 1/a) and thus obtain the renormalized con-

densate Σ
(MS)
R (µ = 1/a):

Z
(MS)
S (µ = 1/a, λMS) =

1− 12.9524104(1)

(4π)2
λMS − 60.68(10)

(4π)4
λ2
MS

+O
(
λ3
MS

)(33)

The renormalized coupling in the MS scheme at µ =
1/a was computed using improved couplings (see next
section), and no significant dependence on the choice of
the particular improved lattice scheme was observed in
the obtained results.

As explained in the main text, Σ
(s)
R is converted to

a scheme and scale-independent RGI quantity as fol-
lows [33–36]:

ΣRGI = AΣ
(s)
R (µ) [2b0λs(µ)]

d0
2b0

× exp

[∫ λs(µ)

0

dx

(
τs(x)

2βs(x)
− 1

x

)]
, (34)

with A = 8π2/(9N2) a normalization factor chosen to
match the analytic calculation conventions. At two-loop
order, this relation simplifies as:

ΣRGI = AΣ
(s)
R (µ)λs(µ) (35)

×
[
1 + λs(µ)

(
d
(s)
1

2b0
− b1

b0

)]
, (36)

where b0, b1 and d0 = 2b0 are universal, and d
(s)
1 is

scheme-dependent. We can further simplify this 2-loop
expression for the RGI condensate by using the relation
dn = 2(n+ 1)bn which holds in the MS scheme [37, 64]:

ΣRGI = AΣ
(MS)
R (µ = 1/a)× (37)

λMS(µ = 1/a)

[
1 +

b1
b0
λMS(µ = 1/a)

]
. (38)

Given the order of truncation we are working at, we rely
on 2-loop perturbation theory also to express the ’t Hooft
coupling in terms of the dynamically-generated scale of
the theory [35], which we are able to reliably compute
from the lattice (see next section):

2b0λMS(µ = 1/a) =

− 1

log(aΛMS)
− b1

2b20

log [−2 log(aΛMS)]

log2(aΛMS)
.

(39)

The dynamically-generated scale ΛNSVZ from the
lattice

The dynamically-generated scale ΛNSVZ can be ob-
tained from the one of the MS scheme, which is more
amenable to be computed on the lattice, via: ΛNSVZ =
e−1/18ΛMS [38].

We computed ΛMS via asymptotic scaling:

√
8t0ΛMS = lim

aχ→0

√
8t0
aχ

exp{−f(λMS)} ,

f(x) =
1

2b0

[
1

x
+

b1
b0

log(b0x)

]
,

(40)

with aχ the lattice spacing extrapolated to the massless-
gluino limit, computed in [55].

Instead of matching directly the bare lattice ’t Hooft
coupling λL = 1/b to the MS scheme, it is better first to
pass through an intermediate scheme defined by the so-

called improved couplings λ
(s)
t , which are related to the

bare one by:

λL = λ
(s)
t − 2b0

(
λ
(s)
t

)2
log(Λs/ΛL), (41)

with ΛL the Λ-parameter related to λL.

In this work we have considered 3 different improved

couplings: λ
(I)
t = 1/(bP ), λ

(E)
t = 8(1 − P ), and λ

(E′)
t =

−8 log(P ), where P is the averaged clover-plaquette
P ≡ 1

6N

∑
µ>ν ⟨TrCloverµν⟩. All of these improved cou-

plings define its own renormalization scheme, which can
be matched to the bare lattice one via:

log

(
ΛL

ΛI

)
= − w1

2b0
= log

(
ΛL

ΛMS

× 2.7373

)
, (42)

log

(
ΛL

ΛE

)
= − w2

2b0w1
= log

(
ΛL

ΛMS

× 29.005

)
, (43)

log

(
ΛL

ΛE′

)
= − a1

2b0
= log

(
ΛL

ΛMS

× 5.60

)
. (44)

Here w1 and w2 [65, 66] are the first two coefficients of
the perturbative expansion of the plaquette P :

w1 =
1

8
, (45)

w2 = 0.0051069297−Nf 0.0013858405(1), (46)

a1 =
w2

w1
+

w1

2
, (47)

with Nf = 1/2. Finally, using the known relation be-
tween ΛL and ΛMS in a theory with adjoint fermions [65],
we have all the necessary ingredients to pass from im-
proved lattice couplings to MS couplings:

ΛMS

ΛL
= 73.46674161161081 . (48)
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b κ amπ amPCAC
a3ΣR/(ZPN

2)
(Banks–Casher)

√
8t1/a ZP/ZS

P
(Plaquette)

aFπ/(ZAN) κc

√
8t1/aχ

0.340

0.1850 0.977(4) 0.2018(14) 0.00378(69) 2.883(58) 0.642(2) 0.541414(99) 0.1758(16)

0.19359(5) 5.88(11)
0.1890 0.719(4) 0.1083(7) 0.00213(43) 3.488(88) 0.560(5) 0.549479(88) 0.1317(10)
0.1910 0.540(5) 0.0609(9) 0.00129(17) 4.024(58) 0.500(5) 0.55419(10) 0.1006(17)
0.1930 0.263(13) 0.0138(6) - 5.244(175) 0.410(12) 0.560145(74) 0.0422(13)

0.345

0.1800 1.043(6) 0.2352(32) 0.00266(43) 3.134(93) 0.683(4) 0.55072(10) 0.16841(92)

0.19095(6) 7.03(23)
0.1840 0.821(5) 0.1507(11) 0.00163(28) 3.645(98) 0.625(6) 0.556355(81) 0.13412(87)
0.1868 0.631(6) 0.0913(18) 0.00118(31) 4.274(55) 0.565(8) 0.561253(71) 0.1067(13)
0.1896 0.353(5) 0.0289(5) - 5.614(201) 0.464(10) 0.567106(91) 0.0581(12)

0.350

0.1800 0.883(7) 0.1826(16) 0.00126(28) 4.003(109) 0.663(5) 0.564610(70) 0.13560(94)

0.18857(5) 7.74(21)
0.1825 0.733(6) 0.1242(15) 0.00073(17) 4.516(64) 0.629(8) 0.568020(55) 0.11299(95)
0.1850 0.540(6) 0.0712(10) 0.00046(18) 5.323(65) 0.552(8) 0.571769(42) 0.0839(13)
0.1875 0.293(6) 0.0195(4) - 6.582(287) 0.472(10) 0.576334(91) 0.0422(11)

TABLE I: Summary of obtained numerical results for N = 361, with the only exceptions of ZP/ZS, which was instead calculated
for N = 289. The quantity t1 is another hadronic reference scale which was used to set the scale in intermediate calculation.
It is related to the more commonly-employed reference scale t0, which we used to display all our final results in the main text,
by the relation

√
t0/t1 ≃ 1.627 [55]. The results for the critical κc, the scale setting, the pion and PCAC masses, and the

plaquette, come from Ref. [55].

Summary of numerical results

In Tab. I we summarize our intermediate numerical
results, along with the results of [55] employed in this
study.
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