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MAKEENKO-MIGDAL EQUATIONS FOR 2D YANG–MILLS:

FROM LATTICE TO CONTINUUM

HAO SHEN, SCOTT A. SMITH, AND RONGCHAN ZHU

Abstract. In this paper, we prove the convergence of the discrete Makeenko–Migdal equations for Yang–

Mills model on (εZ)2 to their continuum counterparts on the plane, in an appropriate sense. The key step in

the proof is identifying the limit of the contributions from deformations as the area derivative of the Wilson

loop expectation.
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1. Introduction

The goal of the paper is to prove that for the two dimensional Yang–Mills model, the lattice master

loop equations converge to the continuum ones. These equations are also known as Makeenko–Migdal

equations or Dyson–Schwinger equations. We first recall the basic settings for the lattice and the

continuum Yang–Mills models.

For ε > 0, let Λ be a finite subset of (εZ)d. Let E+ and E− be the set of positively and negatively

oriented bonds of (εZ)d, and denote by E+
Λ , E−

Λ the corresponding subsets of bonds with both beginning

and ending points in Λ. Define E
def
= E+ ∪E−. For e ∈ E, let u(e) and v(e) denote its starting point and

ending point respectively. A path in (εZ)d is defined to be a sequence of bonds e1e2 · · · en with ei ∈ E
and v(ei) = u(ei+1) for 1 ≤ i ≤ n− 1. It is called a closed path if v(en) = u(e1).
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A plaquette is a closed path of length 4ε which traces out the boundary of a square. Denote P+
Λ for

the set of plaquettes p = e1e2e3e4 such that all the vertices of p are in Λ and u(e1) is lexicographically

the smallest vertex and v(e1) is the second smallest.

We fix a Lie group G = U(N), and write g for its Lie algebra with the inner product given by

〈X,Y 〉 def
= NTr(XY ∗), X, Y ∈ g. (1.1)

Throughout the paper we will write Tr for the usual trace and tr = 1
NTr.

The lattice Yang-Mills theory on Λ with β ∈ R1 the inverse coupling constant, is the probability

measure µε
Λ on the set of all collections Q = (Qe)e∈E+

Λ
of G-matrices, defined as

dµε
Λ(Q) :=

1

Zε
Λ

exp

(

−Nβ Re
∑

p∈P+
Λ

Tr(I −Qp)

)

∏

e∈E+
Λ

dQe , (1.2)

where Zε
Λ is the normalizing constant, Qp

def
= Qe1Qe2Qe3Qe4 for a plaquette p = e1e2e3e4, and dQe is

the Haar measure on G. Note that for p ∈ P+
Λ the bonds e3 and e4 are negatively oriented; throughout the

paper we define Qe
def
= Q−1

e−1 for e ∈ E−, where e−1 ∈ E+ denotes the bond with orientation reversed.

The measure µε
Λ is invariant under any gauge transformation g : Λ → G defined byQe 7→ gu(e)Qeg

−1
v(e)

for all e ∈ E+
Λ . Functions of Q which are invariant under all gauge transformations are called gauge

invariant observables. The gauge invariant observables which satisfy the master loop equations are the

Wilson loops.

Given a loop l = e1e2 · · · en, meaning that l is a closed path without any backtracking modulo cyclic

permutation equivalence, the Wilson loop variable W ε
l is defined as

W ε
l =

1

N
Tr(Qe1Qe2 · · ·Qen) = tr(Qe1Qe2 · · ·Qen) . (1.3)

The notion of Wilson loops can be generalized to a collection of loops, see Section 6.1.

Remark 1.1. The well-definedness of a loop (especially the “no backtracking” condition) is slightly more

subtle; also we will talk about the location of a bond in a loop which is understood in the natural way.

Since these subtleties are of minimal importance in this paper we refer to [Cha19a, Section 2.1]. Also for

simplicity we will not introduce any additional notation (such as l = [e1e2 · · · en]) to distinguish a closed

path and its cyclic equivalence class since it will be clear from the context.

Remark 1.2. The above model (1.2) is called the Wilson model. The Wilson model can be defined

more generally: for an abstract Lie group G (not necessarily a matrix group), together with a unitary

representation of G, one can replace Tr in (1.2) and in the definition of Wilson loops by the character χ
of the representation (see e.g. [Dri89, Def. 8.4]) or general class functions on G. Here we just focus on

the concrete case where G is simply a group of N × N matrices naturally representing on CN , so that

the character is just Tr.

We will investigate the scaling limit problem in d = 2, namely the limit of the loop equations on (εZ)2

as ε → 0. We consider the well-known scaling (e.g. [Cha19b, Section 3]):

β = ε−2 . (1.4)

To state the lattice master loop equation, we need some additional notation, including the set of

deformations D
±(l) and splittings S

±(l) of a given loop l. In words, the set D±(l) corresponds to all

possible loops obtained by adjoining a plaquette to some edge of l, where the edge is either removed

(negative deformation) or repeated (positive deformation) in the process. It can be expressed as a union

of the smaller sets D
±
e (l) containing only the deformations along a specific edge e in l. The set S±(l)

1Typically, one takes β ≥ 0 although the measure is well-defined even for β < 0.
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consists rather of pairs of loops obtained from splitting a single loop along a repeated edge 2, and the set

S
±
e (l) is understood in a similar way. We will recall the precise definitions in Section 2.

Fixing a bond e in the loop l, the (single location) master loop equation for G = U(N) is given by

EW ε
l =

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
e (l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
e (l)

EW ε
l′ +

∑

l′∈S−e (l)

EW ε
l′ −

∑

l′∈S+e (l)

EW ε
l′ . (1.5)

We note that if e appears several times in l, the deformations D±
e (l), splittings S±e (l) also depend on the

location of e, and this location is also fixed here, see Section 2.1.

Here (1.5) is the version of the equation derived in [CPS23, Theorem 5.7] where we replaced β by ε−2

as in (1.4). It was first derived by [Cha19a] by Stein’s method (and then by [SSZ24] using the Langevin

dynamics and Itô formula and by [AN23] using the integration by parts formula) where e is summed

instead of fixed, which is slightly weaker.

We will focus on the case d = 2 and consider the limit of the master loop equations in the double limit

where first Λ approaches (εZ)2, then ε → 0. Note that for ε fixed, the joint law of Wilson loops does not

depend on how Λ approaches (εZ)2 (see e.g. [Dri89, Theorems 7.2 and 7.4]), and the above master loop

equations hold on (εZ)2. For the remainder of the paper, we will focus on the second limit and work on

the entire plane and the infinite volume limit µε instead of µε
Λ.

In continuum, for β ≥ 0 the Yang–Mills measure is formally defined by

exp
(

− β

2

∑

i<j

∫

Rd

|F ij
A (x)|2dx

)

dA, (1.6)

where A is a g-valued 1-form called a connection and FA is its curvature two form given by F ij
A =

∂iAj − ∂jAi + [Ai, Aj ], i, j = 1, . . . , d.

In the setting where A is smooth, the Wilson loops are defined as tr hol(A, l), namely the (normalized)

trace of the holonomy of A around the loop l : [0, 1] → Rd. Recall that the holonomy is defined by

hol(A, l)
def
= h(1) ∈ G where h solves the parallel translation ODE dh(s) = h(s)〈A(l(s)),dl(s)〉. In

d = 2, it is well-known that even the Gaussian free field lives in the space of distributions Cα for α < 0,

and there is not any classical meaning for holonomies of generic distributions A. However, the notion of

Wilson loops was rigorously defined for 2D Yang–Mills, simultaneously by [GKS89, Dri89], in which

the authors use an axial gauge fixing to represent the continuum Yang–Mills measure on the plane as a

Gaussian measure, and define the parallel translation of a connection A along a loop l by the solution to a

stochastic differential equation. This also allows for rigorous computations of Wilson loops in continuum,

where the heat kernel on the Lie group plays a central role. Driver [Dri89] also gave a formula for a

general class of self-intersecting Wilson loops in the plane. In the work [Lév10] and [Lév17], Lévy takes

Driver’s formula as the definition of the Yang–Mills measure on a graph and then uses the consistency

of this measure under subdivision to construct a continuous theory. More recently [CCHS22, Section 3]

constructed a space of connections (which can be embedded into Cα for α < 0) where every connection

in this space has a deterministic notion of holonomies and corresponding Wilson loops, and there is a

random field A (see [Che19, CS23]) taking values in this space, whose holonomies coincide with the

previous literature i.e. [Lév10]. In this paper we will take these equivalent definitions of Wilson loops

for 2D Yang–Mills theory, and we write Wl = tr(hol(A, l)), but in terms of calculations the main tool

for us is Driver’s formula [Dri89] and we review it in Section 2.3.

The Wilson loops in continuum satisfy the continuum master loop equations. These equations were

proposed by physicists [MM79] in a heuristic way, and then rigorously formulated and derived by [Lév17],

with various proofs and simplifications in the later works in [Dah16, DHK17, Dri19, PPSY23]. Let us first

recall the formulation in [DHK17]. Suppose that l is a loop in R2 with a simple crossing at point v. (We

refer to [DHK17, below (1.2)] for the precise meaning of simple crossing, in particular this means that l

2In particular, this set is empty for simple loops, where each edge appears only once.
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passes through v exactly twice, each time transversely.) We parametrize l on [0, 1] with l(0) = l(1) = v
and there exists a unique s0 ∈ (0, 1) with l(s0) = v. We label the outgoing edges e1, . . . , e4 at v in cyclic

order, and the loop l starts from e1 and ends through e−1
3 , see Figure 1 for example. We then denote the

faces F1, . . . , F4 adjacent to v in cyclic order such that e1 lies between F4 and F1, e2 lies between F1 and

F2, etc. We set ti = |Fi|, the area of the face Fi. Then, for G = U(N), [DHK17, Theorem 1.1 eq.(1.3)]

states that
(

∂t1 − ∂t2 + ∂t3 − ∂t4
)

EWl = E
(

Wl1Wl2

)

(1.7)

where l1 and l2 are the restrictions of l to [0, s0] and [s0, 1], respectively. Note that the loop l starts

from v at time 0 and proceeds across e1, then visits various unspecified edges until passing through e−1
4

and reaching v again at time s0 (forming l1), then proceeds from v across e2, following some additional

unspecifed edges until crossing e−1
3 and arriving back at v at time 1 (forming l2), see (5.7) for the precise

formulation. Interestingly, equation (1.7) only depends on the local topological behavior around the

vertex v and the area derivatives, not on the whole structure of the loop.

v

e1

e4

e2

e3

F1

F3

F4F2

v

F1

F2

F3

F4

Figure 1. An example of a loop and a neighborhood around a vertex v.

Both the lattice and the continuum loop equations (1.5) and (1.7) carry significant conceptual and

practical information about the lattice or continuum Yang–Mills measure. Most existing applications of

(1.7) are in the limit N → ∞, known as large N problems, where the RHS of the equation factorizes

into a product of expectations and the utility of (1.7) becomes particularly apparent. Rigorous work

in the continuum begins with [Lév17] on the plane and remains an ongoing area of investigation for

compact surfaces, the sphere case being studied in [Hal18, DN20] and more recently, progress on general

surfaces in [DL23, DL22]. Similarly, the master loop equation in the discrete setting is used to study

large N problems on the lattice in [Cha19a, BG18, BCSK24]. They are also closely related with surface

summations (c.f. [Cha19a, CJ16, CPS23]).

Heuristically, the lattice loop equations (1.5) and the continuum loop equations (1.7) have some

obvious similarities. For instance {l1, l2} in (1.7) is a splitting of l, and the area derivatives in (1.7)

are reminiscent of deformations in a certain infinitesimal sense. Some proofs of (1.5) and (1.7) also

share similar philosophies. For instance, [DHK17] in continuum and [Cha19a] on the lattice both use

integration by parts; [Dri19] in continuum and [SSZ24] on lattice both apply Itô formula, to the SDE

of parallel translations in the former paper, and to the SDE of Langevin dynamic in the latter paper. In

fact, the early physics paper [MM79] also describes their heuristics in a mix of discrete and continuum

settings.

However, despite the conceptual similarities, the loop equations (1.5) and (1.7) have far-apart math-

ematical forms (see remarks along this line in the end of [DHK17, Section 1] and [Dri19, Section 1]).

In particular, the lattice loop equation (1.5) is parametrized by the choice of a local bond e, whereas the

continuum loop equation only involves the variation of a “global” quantity which is the area. Moreover,

we emphasize that while a negative deformation is very intuitively related to “discrete area derivatives”,

it is not obvious for positive deformations (see (4.4) below). The natural questions we are interested in

are thus (see Fig. 1):
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(1) Suppose we have a sequence of lattice loops approximating l in a proper sense, then, what happens

in the limit as ε ց 0, if we consider the lattice loop equation (1.5) where we deform at a bond e
inside the (lattice approximations of) edges e1, · · · , e4?

(2) Suppose in the above approximations, v is replaced by a lattice bond e, then what happens in the

limit as ε ց 0 for the lattice loop equation (1.5) with respect to this bond e?
(3) How, or in what sense, do the loop equations (1.5) converge to (1.7)? Which bond(s) does one

need to choose (or how to combine them) in (1.5) for this convergence to occur? What happens

for each term in (1.5) and what kind of cancellations occur during this limiting procedure?

In this paper we address these questions. We will also include the cases G ∈ {SU(N), SO(N)}, and

extend the convergence result to a string of loops. The proof of this convergence is more subtle than one

might first expect. For instance, we will need to find certain cancellations in (1.5); and, in the discrete

equation (1.5) one needs to pick a bond e, and we will actually combine (1.5) with several choices of the

bond e in a suitable way in order to see the limiting equation (1.7).

Finally, although this was not the main motivation for this paper, we note that our convergence results

in particular provide one more proof of the master loop equation in continuum, in addition to the earlier

proofs [Lév17, Dah16, DHK17, Dri19, PPSY23].

1.1. Main results. We state the main result of this paper, with more precise formulation postponed in

the later sections.

Theorem 1.3. Suppose d = 2 and G = U(N). Let l be a loop in R2 with a simple crossing at the point

v as described above (1.7).

Then for a general class of lattice approximations {lε}ε of l, as well as a general rule of selecting

bonds in lε, suitable linear combinations of the discrete master loop equations (1.5) for lε with these

selected bonds converge to the continuum master loop equation (1.7) as ε → 0.

The more precise version of Theorem 1.3 is stated in Theorem 5.8 and Corollary 5.9. In particular, the

lattice approximation {lε}ε of l is defined in Section 2.3 and Section 5.2. Regarding the selection of bonds

in the above statement, we will consider a rule of described as in Definition 5.3 to prove our convergence

result, and then extend it to more general ways of selecting the bonds as described in Corollary 5.9.

The phrase “suitable linear combinations” is an important point in the theorem. We note that a short

soft argument for Theorem 1.3 can be given if one appeals to the corresponding continuum result. We

prefer to avoid using the continuum result, as this forces us to carry out a more refined analysis of the

deformation terms which we believe is insightful in its own right. For a more technical discussion on this

point, we refer the reader to the last paragraph at the end of Section 5.2.

Remark 1.4. Throughout the paper, when we say that “the equation (Aε) converges to equation (A) as

ε → 0”, we mean that as we take ε → 0 on both sides of the equation (Aε), the resulting limit is equation

(A). Here we allow moving terms to either side of the limiting equation.

We extend Theorem 1.3 to a collection of loops in Section 6. In this case, we also obtain the splitting

term as in the RHS of (1.7), which arises from splitting terms S(l) in the lattice loop equations. See

(6.3). If we consider a collection of loops l1, . . . , ln, where l1, l2 intersect at a point v, the merger term

may also appear. More precisely, we can also find a suitable lattice approximation {lε1, . . . , lεn} such that

suitable linear combinations of the discrete master loop equation (1.5) converge to

( ∂

∂t1
− ∂

∂t2
+

∂

∂t3
− ∂

∂t4

)

E
(

n
∏

i=1

Wli

)

=
1

N2
E
(

Wl12

n
∏

i=3

Wli

)

where the new loop l12 is the merger of l1 and l2, see Theorem 6.1 below for the precise statement.

We can also extend the result to G = SU(N) and G = SO(N). For the case of SO(N), a new action

called twisting will appear (see Section 6.2 for more details).
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Let us preview some main ingredients of our proof. The key step in the proof is to choose appropriate

bonds e and identify the limit of the following terms arising from deformations:

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
e (l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
e (l)

EW ε
l′ (1.8)

from (1.5), interpreting them as the appropriate area derivative of the expectation of the Wilson loop. To

achieve this, we express the deformation term (1.8) in terms of integrals over the Lie group G with respect

to the “Wilson action” (see (2.1) below) using Driver’s formula (see (2.13) below). We then convert these

integrals on G into corresponding Gaussian integrals on the Lie algebra g by dividing the integral into

‘small field’ region and the ‘large field’ region – see Section 3. This allows us to identify the limit of (1.8)

as the appropriate gradient of the heat kernel, which yields the area derivatives by applying the integration

by parts formula on the Lie group. Another important tool we exploit is the Peter–Weyl spectral theory

for L2 class functions on Lie groups, allowing us to decompose the heat kernel and Wilson action in

terms of the irreducible characters, which we review in Section 2.2. Finally, the suitable choice of bonds

as mentioned in Theorem 1.3 is important to derive (1.7): it is natural to approximate the crossing vertex

v by a small edge eε and apply (1.5) for a bond in eε to obtain a splitting term; however, in doing so,

certain correction terms arise from integration by parts. To cancel these, we further select bonds from

edges adjacent to eε, yielding the continuum loop equation (1.7). In all these calculations, fixing axial

gauge in a suitable way turns out to be helpful.

We conclude by mentioning some questions for possible future studies. Based on ideas in [DHK17],

the paper [DGHK17] extended the proof of master loop equations from the plane to compact surfaces,

and it would be interesting to derive a version of discrete loop equations on surfaces and show their

continuum limits. We also remark that the lattice loop equations hold in all dimensions, and it would

not be hard to derive them for lattice Yang–Mills–Higgs models (the Langevin dynamics were derived

in [SZZ24]) as well, but the continuum analogues of such loop equations in d ≥ 3 or with Higgs are

far from being understood. Our present paper relies on Driver’s formula in d = 2, which is unavailable

for these problems, and a natural question is whether our results can be proved in a way that relies less

heavily on the exact integrability properties of the model. This would be interesting already for the case

of simple loops as in Theorem 4.1, as this connects naturally to understanding the relationship between

the master loop equations and Wilson’s area law, particularly in the continuum limit.

Structure of the paper. This paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we review notations and

basic tools from literature. In Section 4 we explain how the discrete loop equations converge to their

continuum counterparts when the loop is simple. Section 5 studies general loops as stated in Theorem

1.3, whose proof is given in Section 5.2. Sections 3 and 5.1 provide some general approximation results

on integrals against Wilson action over Lie groups. In Section 6.1 we extend the result to loop sequences,

and in Section 6.2 we also extend to the cases of G = SO(N) and G = SU(N).
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2. Notation and some basic tools

2.1. Notation. Wilson Action and its k-fold convolution. Define the action 3

G ∋ Q 7→ Sε(Q) =
1

Zε
e−ε−2NRe Tr(I−Q), Zε =

∫

e−ε−2NRe Tr(I−Q)dQ (2.1)

which can be viewed as the transition probability from the identity I to Q of a random walk on G.

Following [Dri89, Section 8] we will call Sε the “Wilson action” (although in some other references

“Wilson action” just means the exponent in Sε). We recall that for two functions f, g : G 7→ R, their

convolution is defined by

f ∗ g(a) =
∫

f(b)g(b−1a)db, a ∈ G,

whenever the above integral is finite. We write Sε
k for its k-fold convolution of the action with itself.

Recall that a function f on G is called a class function if it only depends on the conjugation class,

namely f(aba−1) = f(b) for all a, b ∈ G. We will often use the fact that Tr and Sε are class functions

on G, in particular Sε(ab) = Sε(ba). We will often use Sε(a) = Sε(a−1).
Operations on loops in the lattice. In the master loop equations, besides single loops we will often need

a string s = (l1, . . . , lm), which means a collection of loops (also called a loop sequence in [Cha19a]).

Now we define the loop operations, and in these definitions we will write a, b, c, d for paths and e for

a bond. We also recall that (see Remark 1.1) the loops are defined modulo cyclic permutations, e.g.

l = aebec and l = becae are the same loop. (See [Cha19a, Fig. 4 – Fig. 11] or [Jaf16, Fig. 2 – Fig. 9] for

pictures of these operations.)

Splitting. Given a loop l of the form l = aebec (where e is a bond appearing twice at locations x and

y), the positive splitting of l is a pair of loops

l1
def
= aec , l2

def
= be . (2.2)

For l = aebe−1c (where e and e−1 appear at locations x and y respectively), the negative splitting of l is

a pair of loops

l1
def
= ac , l2

def
= b .

We say that a string s′ is obtained from splitting s if exactly two loops in s′ arise from splitting a single

loop in s. We write S+e ((x, y); s) (resp. S−e ((x, y); s)) for the set of strings obtained from positive (resp.

negative) splitting of s with respect to the bond e at locations (x, y). In fact, since the loops are defined

modulo cyclic equivalence by Remark 1.1, once we fix e and the locations x, y, then each of S+e ((x, y); s)
and S

−
e ((x, y); s) only has one possible string s′.

Merger. For two loops l = aeb and l′ = ced, where e appears at location x in l and at location y in l′,
the positive and negative mergers of l and l′ at locations x, y are the loops

l ⊕x,y l
′ = aedceb , l ⊖x,y l

′ = ac−1d−1b . (2.3)

For l = aeb and l′ = ce−1d, where e appears at location x in l and e−1 at location y in l′, the positive

and negative mergers of l and l′ at locations x, y are the loops

l ⊕x,y l
′ = aec−1d−1eb , l ⊖x,y l

′ = adcb . (2.4)

We say that a string s′ is obtained from merging s if exactly one component of s′ arises from merging two

loops in s. The sets M+
e ((x, y); s) and M

−
e ((x, y); s) denote all the strings obtained from either positive

mergers or negative mergers of s with respect to e at locations (x, y).
Furthermore, we define two more sets M

+
U,e((x, y); s) ⊂ M

+((x, y); s) and M
−
U,e((x, y); s) ⊂

M
−((x, y); s); the first consists of positive mergers resulting from (2.3), namely a bond e appearing

3Although we used the notation Q to denote a configuration in the definition of (1.2), here and occasionally in other places

of the text we will also use Q to denote a single element of the Lie group. The distinction should be clear from the context.
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in both of the two merged loops; the second consists of negative mergers resulting from (2.4), i.e. where

a bond e occurs in one loop and e−1 in the other.

The notion of merger will be only used in Section 6 in its general form, and in this section we only

need it to define deformations as follows.

Deformation. For a loop l where the bond e occurs at location x, and a plaquette p where e or e−1

occurs at location y (in this case y is the unique such location), we write

l ⊕x p and l ⊖x p

for the positive or negative deformations which means the positive or negative mergers of l and p at

locations x and y. 4

We say that a string s′ is obtained from deformations of s if exactly one component of s′ arises from

deformation of one loop in s. The sets D+
e (x; s) and D

−
e (x; s) consist of all strings obtained from positive

or negative deformations of s with respect to e at location x, respectively.

We emphasize that these sets depend on the bond e as well as its locations, so they are the same as

[CPS23] but smaller than [Cha19a, Jaf16]. For the rest of the paper, for simplicity of notation we will

just write

S
±
e (s) = S

±
e ((x, y); s) , M

±
e (s) = M

±
e ((x, y); s) , D

±
e (s) = D

±
e (x; s) , (2.5)

implicitly keeping in mind that we fix the locations. Also when s is a single loop l, we will write S
±
e (l),

D
±
e (l).

2.2. Analysis on Lie groups. Let G be a compact Lie group with a given bi-invariant metric. Let g be

its Lie algebra, and d(g) be its dimension. Let {Lj}d(g)j=1 be an orthonormal basis for g. We write the

derivative of a function f on G in the direction X ∈ g as

LXf(a)
def
=

d

dt

∣

∣

∣

t=0
f(etXa) = 〈∇af(a),Xa〉 , Lj

def
= LLj

(2.6)

for a ∈ G, where Xa denotes the translation of X to the tangent space of G at a via right multiplication,

and ∇af denotes the gradient of f (and we write a subscript a to emphasize that it is as a function of a).

Recall that a finite dimensional representation τ is a homomorphism g ∈ G 7→ τ(g) ∈ GL(Vτ ),
where Vτ is a (complex) vector space of dimension dτ = dimVτ , and GL(Vτ ) is the general linear

group of automorphisms of Vτ . For any finite dimensional representation τ of a Lie group G, the

corresponding character is defined by χτ (g) = Tr(τ(g)). Although the mapping g 7→ χτ (g) is generally

non-linear, it linearizes on the Lie algebra g as follows. We write the representation on the Lie algebra as

τ(A) := d
dt |t=0τ(e

tA) for A ∈ g, which is linear w.r.t. A. Recall that there always exists a suitable inner

product on Vτ such that τ is equivalent with a unitary representation, i.e. τ(g−1) = τ(g)−1, and in this

case τ(A) is skew-Hermitian for all A ∈ g. For the rest of the paper, we will just assume that τ is unitary.

(This is sufficient for our purpose of applying spectral theory on Lie groups, c.f. [Fol95, Section 3.1].)

We also recall that the Casimir operator Cτ on Vτ is given by

Cτ =

d(g)
∑

j=1

(τ(Lj))
2 . (2.7)

If τ is irreducible then by Schur’s lemma Cτ = cτ I where cτ ≤ 0 is called the Casimir constant and

I is the identity matrix on Vτ , so that TrCτ = cτdτ . We have the probabilistic characterization of the

Casimir: with a standard Gaussian measure proportional to e−
1
2
|A|2 on g, one has

E[(τ(A))2] = Cτ . (2.8)

4Spelled out more explicitly, for l = aeb where the edge e starts at location x and a plaquette p = ec, positive and negative

deformation at x map l to apeb and ac−1b respectively; adjoining a plaquette while either repeating or removing the edge e.
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We will always assume that the Haar measure on G is normalized so that G has unit volume. Recall

that the characters of all the irreducible representations form an orthonormal basis for the Hilbert space

of square integrable class functions. We use pt : G → R+, t ∈ R+, to denote the heat kernel of 1
2∆

with Laplace-Beltrami operator ∆ relative to the metric (1.1), i.e. the unique positive solution of the heat

equation (∂t − 1
2∆)p = 0 with initial condition p(t,Q)dQ → δI as t → 0. It is important for us to have

the following spectral decomposition

Sε =
∑

τ

dτaτ (ε)χτ , pt =
∑

τ

dτ e
1
2
tcτχτ , (2.9)

where τ is over all the irreducible representations of G, dτ is the dimension of τ , and aτ (ε) ∈ R+. By

[Dri89, (8.2), (8.3)] (or [BS83, Appendix A])
∣

∣

∣
aτ (ε)− e

1
2
cτε2

∣

∣

∣
. c2τε

4 . (2.10)

Here and in the sequel, we use the notation a . b if there exists a constant c > 0 such that a ≤ cb, The

k-fold convolution is simply given by Sε
k =

∑

τ dτaτ (ε)
kχτ .

By [Dri89, Theorem 8.8] (or [BS83, Appendix A]), we have that for t > 0 and t(ε) satisfying

t(ε)/ε2 ∈ Z+, |t(ε) − t| . ε

Sε
t(ε)/ε2 → pt uniformly , as ε → 0. (2.11)

Remark 2.1. We will often work with the standard representation 5 (following the terminology of [Hal15,

Section 4.2]) τ of G = U(N) on CN where τ : U(N) → U(N) is just the identity map. For instance

this is how we set up our model (1.2), see also Remark 1.2. In this case we have dτ = N and cτ = −1 6.

2.3. Some earlier results of Driver. We first recall Driver’s formula for Wilson loop expectations on

the plane in the continuum setting. To this end, we define an edge to be a continuous map e : [0, 1] → R2,

which is assumed to be injective except possibly that e(0) = e(1). 7 The inverse of e, denoted by e−1,

is the edge traced backwards: e−1(s) = e(1 − s). A graph is a finite set of edges (and their inverses),

that meet only at their endpoints. The vertices of a graph are the endpoints of its edges. The faces of a

graph are the connected components of the complement in R2 of the union of its edges. A graph is then

described as a triple G = (V,E,F) consisting of a set V of vertices, a set E of edges and a set F of faces.

Note that G is determined by the set of edges E. We choose an orientation of G, i.e. a subset E+ ⊂ E

containing exactly one element in each pair {e, e−1}. We then refer to the edges in E
+ as the positively

oriented edges.

We associate to each positively oriented edge e ∈ E an edge variable Qe ∈ G, and correspondingly

associate Q−1
e to e−1. We view the edge variable as the parallel transport of a connection along the edge,

which is the solution to a stochastic differential equation in the sense of [GKS89, Dri89] as mentioned

below (1.6).

A discrete gauge transformation is a map g : V → G. It induces a transformation Ψg of the edge

variables given by

Ψg(Qe) = g(v2)
−1Qeg(v1),

where e = {v1, v2}. For a function f of the edge variables, we say that f is gauge invariant if f ◦Ψg = f
for every discrete gauge transformation g.

Driver’s formula in [Dri89, Theorem 6.4] then says that for µ being the Yang–Mills measure on the

plane, the expectation of any gauge-invariant function f of the parallel transport along the edges of G

5It is also called “fundamental representation” in e.g. [BS83].

6See also [SSZ24, (2.4)] where cτ = −N shows up. Note that our convention for the inner product on g differs from

[SSZ24] by a factor N and thus cτ = −N therein.

7Allowing for e(0) = e(1) can be useful, for instance a simple loop can be considered as only a single edge.
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(denoted as E[f(P |E)] therein) can be computed via the following integral:

µ(f) =

∫

GE+
f(Q)

∏

F∈F

p|F |(h∂F (Q))dQ, (2.12)

where |F | is the area of the face F , ∂F denotes a path that goes once around the face F in the positive

direction, and h∂F denotes the holonomy around F , that is, the product of edge variables going around

∂F , i.e. for ∂F = e1 . . . ek, h∂F = Qe1 . . . Qek . Here dQ denotes the product of normalized Haar

measures in all the edge variables. We also refer to [Sen97, Lév03] for discussion on this integral

formula.

Given a loop l in R2, i.e. a path, which is a continuous map l : [0, 1] → R2, with l(0) = l(1), assuming

that all the self-crossing points of l are simple, then it naturally defines a graph G. Note that since in a

graph the edges must meet only at their endpoints, for each simple self-crossing v of l, and each edge e
of the graph G induced by l, either v does not belong to e, or v is an endpoint of e. The orientations of

these edges of G are given by the orientation of l. We define the Wilson loop Wl
def
= trQl =

1
NTrQl with

Ql being the holonomy along l. It is easy to check that Wl is a gauge invariant function, so (2.12) gives

a useful formula to calculate the expectations of the Wilson loops.

Remark 2.2. Obviously, we can break an edge e in a graph into several concatenating edges. This

will not change the Wilson loop expectations, because holonomies are multiplicative along these smaller

edges and the faces remain the same.

Similarly we also introduce graphs G
ε = (Vε,Eε,Fε) on (εZ)2. More precisely, we write B(ε) for

the infinite graph in R2 whose edges are the bonds of (εZ)2 (we view these bonds as line segments in

R2). B(ε) has the topology induced from R2. An edge 8 e ∈ E
ε is a continuous map : [0, 1] → B(ε),

which is assumed to be injective except possibly that e(0) = e(1). By definition, we can write such an

edge as e = e1 . . . en where e1, . . . , en are bonds of (εZ)2. Similarly as in the continuum setting, the

vertices of a graph are the endpoints of its edges, and the faces of a graph are the connected components

of the complement in R2 of the union of its edges. As in the continuum, we assume the graph consists of

edges which only meet at their endpoints.

For each e ∈ E
ε, we also introduce an edge variable Qe : Eε → G, and correspondingly associate

Q−1
e to the inverse of e. More precisely, recalling the field Q = (Qe)e∈E+

Λ
defined around (1.2), for

e = e1 . . . en where e1, . . . , en are bonds of (εZ)2, we set Qe
def
= Qe1 . . . Qen . Gauge invariant functions

can be introduced in exactly the same way as the continuous setting above, and it is clearly consistent

with the notion of gauge invariance mentioned below (1.2). In particular, a Wilson loop W ε
l defined in

(1.3) is a gauge invariant function. Here, the lattice loop l can be again viewed as a lattice graph G
ε.

More precisely, recall that l does not have backtracking, but it may pass through some bonds of (εZ)2

more than once; in other words if we view l ⊂ B(ε) ⊂ R2 as a continuum loop it will have non-simple

self-crossings. Whenever l has the form l = aebe or l = aebe−1 where a, b, e are sequences of bonds,

we assume that the starting and the ending vertices of e belong to V
ε, and e, e−1 belong to E

ε.

We will frequently use the following formula ([Dri89, Theorem 7.5]) for a gauge invariant function f
on edge variables which we will refer to as the discrete Driver’s formula:

Ef = µε(f)
def
=

∫

G(Eε)+
f(Q)

∏

F ε∈Fε

Sε
|Fε|

ε2

(h∂F ε(Q))dQ, (2.13)

where we follow the same notation as in (2.12), with |F ε| ∈ ε2Z+ being the area of F ε as a set in R2, (so

|F ε|/ε2 is the number of plaquettes enclosed by F ε).

8Note the change in terminology in comparison to [SSZ24]. A single edge in the present paper corresponds to a sequence

of edges in [SSZ24], which is why we use the terminology bond to distinguish the two.
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Furthermore, it will be convenient for us to fix an axial gauge in the calculations of the expectation of

Wilson loop. More precisely, for any gauge invariant function f we can choose a tree T (i.e. a subgraph

which does not include any closed path), such that

Ef = µε(f) =

∫

G(Eε)+
f(Q)

∏

F ε∈Fε

Sε
|Fε|

ε2

(h∂F ε(Q))dTQ, (2.14)

where dTQ =
∏

e∈T δ{Qe=I}

∏

e/∈T dQe.

Suppose that G = (V,E,F) is a graph on R2. As in [Dri89, Definition 8.1], a lattice approximation to

G is a collection of graphs {Gε = (Vε,Eε,Fε)}ε0>ε>0 on (εZ)2 with maps

iε : E → E
ε e 7→ eε , and jε : F → F

ε F 7→ F ε (2.15)

satisfying the following conditions:

• jε is a bijection, and iε is an injection. Moreover, the edges in E
ε\iε(E) do not meet each other

and all have lengths of O(ε).
• The area |F\F ε|+ |F ε\F | is of O(ε).
• For every F ∈ F, one has iε(∂F ) = ∂F ε ∩ iε(E), where F ε = jε(F ).

When iε(e) = eε we will sometimes say that the edge eε approximates e.

Remark 2.3. Note that we do not require iε to be surjective as in [Dri89, Definition 8.1]. The reason that

we may have more edges in E
ε (rather than requiring a one-to-one correspondence between E and E

ε) is

that in Section 5.2 we will approximate a crossing vertex v ∈ R2 by a “tiny” edge eε with |eε| = O(ε),
and exploit the splitting that occurs at (a bond of) eε.

It is easy to find that given a graph G = (V,E,F), there exists a lattice approximation {Gε =
(Vε,Eε,Fε)}ε0>ε>0 (c.f. [Dri89, Lemma 8.2]).

Lemma 2.4. For any gauge invariant function f of the edge variables on the graph G, one has

lim
ε→0

µε(f ◦ i−1
ε ) = µ(f), (2.16)

where i−1
ε : GEε → GE is the pull-back map.

Proof. This is essentially [Dri89, Theorem 8.10], with the only difference here being that iε is not required

to be surjective. However, for the proof of [Dri89, Theorem 8.10], which relies on (2.14), it suffices

for iε : E → E
ε to be surjective outside a tree in G

ε. We can always find a tree T in G such that

T (ε)
def
= (Eε\iε(E))∪ iε(T ) is also a tree. (For instance if T is empty, Eε\iε(E) is a disjoint collection of

edges which is a tree.) We then fix an axial gauge by choosing the edge variables on T (ε) to be identity.

Since f is a gauge invariant function

µε(f ◦ i−1
ε )

(2.14)
=

∫

G(Eε)+
f(i−1

ε (Q))
∏

F ε∈Fε

Sε
|Fε|

ε2

(h∂F ε(Q))dT (ε)Q

=

∫

Giε(E+)

f(i−1
ε (Q))

∏

F ε∈Fε

Sε
|Fε|

ε2

(h∂F ε(Q))diε(T )Q

=

∫

GE+
f(Q)

∏

F∈F

Sε
|jε(F )|

ε2

(h∂F (Q))dTQ

ε→0−→
∫

GE+
f(Q)

∏

F∈F

p|F |(h∂F (Q))dTQ = µ(f),
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where we used Q
∣

∣

T (ε)
= I in the second step, and change of variable and (i−1

ε Q)∂F = Q∂Fε
(which

follows from Q
∣

∣

Eε\iε(E)
= I) in the third step, and the fourth line follows from (2.11) and the requirement

that |F ε| and |F | differ by O(ε). The last step again uses gauge invariance of f . �

Remark 2.5. When we apply Lemma 2.4 in Section 4 and Section 5.2 below, we will fix an axial gauge

with different choices of the tree T in G, and we will ensure that T (ε)
def
= (Eε\iε(E)) ∪ iε(T ) is also a

tree in G
ε as required in the proof of Lemma 2.4.

We say that the set of loops {lε}ε>0 is a lattice approximation of the loop l if {Gε}ε>0 is lattice

approximation of G, where G and G
ε are the graphs induced by the loops l and lε respectively. For

simplicity we will always assume that l is smooth, so that a lattice approximation {lε}ε>0 exists. By

(2.16), for any lattice approximation {lε}ε>0 of a loop l,

lim
ε→0

EWlε = EWl . (2.17)

Furthermore, for a sequence of loops l1, · · · , lm, and any lattice approximation lε1, · · · , lεm, we have

lim
ε→0

E
(

m
∏

j=1

Wlεj

)

= E
(

m
∏

j=1

Wlj

)

. (2.18)

Remark 2.6. Throughout the paper, to simplify the notation, when we write expressions for lattice Wilson

loop expectations such as (4.1), (5.12), (5.16), (5.26) (and already in e.g. (1.5)), we often omit the ε in

the notation for loops, edges, and edge variables (whose dependence on ε is clear from the context), and

only write a superscript for the Wilson loop, e.g. W ε
l = Wlε to remind the dependence on ε.

3. Gaussian approximation lemma

Given a smooth function f : G 7→ R, we are interested in the asymptotics as ε → 0 of the integral
∫

f(Q)Sε(Q)dQ.

We will argue that
∫

f(Q)Sε(Q)dQ = f(I) +
1

2
ε2∆f(I) +O(ε4). (3.1)

We are inspired in this section by [BS83] (see also [Gaw82]), which establishes (2.10). Notice that for the

functions Q 7→ 1
dτ
χτ (Q) , the asymptotics (3.1) is easily implied by (2.10) upon Taylor expansion of the

exponential, taking into account that ∆χτ (I) = cτdτ , which is not surprising since χτ are precisely the

eigenfunctions of the Laplace-Beltrami operator and cτ the corresponding eigenvalues. In the remainder

of the article, we will use a few other choices of the function f , so it is useful to have a general result in

this direction.

To quantify the O(ε4) error term in (3.1), we define a norm to measure f . Let δ0 be such that the

map A ∈ g 7→ eA ∈ Q is invertible for |A| < δ0, where |A| denotes the Hilbert-Schmidt norm defined

through the inner product (1.1). We then define

‖f‖ def
= sup

Q∈G
|f(Q)|

+ sup
0<|A|<δ0

(

|A|−2|L2
Af(I)|+ sup

t∈[−1,1]
|A|−4

∣

∣

∣

∣

d4

dt4
f(etA)

∣

∣

∣

∣

)

.
(3.2)
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Lemma 3.1. Let f : G 7→ R be a smooth function such that f(I) = 0. There exist constants C =
C(g), ε0 = ε0(g) such that for all ε < ε0

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

f(Q)Sε(Q)dQ− 1

2
ε2∆f(I)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ C‖f‖ε4. (3.3)

Proof. Note that for ε sufficiently small, Sε concentrates near I , so it’s natural to apply Laplace’s method.

Define K̃δ to be a neighborhood of 0 in g for some δ < δ0 to be selected below. For A ∈ K̃δ, |A| ≤ δ.

Let Kδ be the image of K̃δ under the exponential map. Since Sε(Q) = Sε(Q−1), we may symmetrize f
to find

∫

f(Q)Sε(Q)dQ =
1

2

∫

(

f(Q) + f(Q−1)
)

Sε(Q)dQ . (3.4)

We divide the integral into the ‘small field’ region Kδ and the ‘large field’ region Kc
δ . In the large field

region it holds Re Tr(I −Q) ≥ c for some c = c(δ) and hence

Zε

∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Kc
δ

(

f(Q) + f(Q−1)
)

Sε(Q)dQ

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2 sup
Q∈G

|f(Q)|e−cNε−2 ≤ 2‖f‖e−cNε−2
,

where Zε is the normalization defined by (2.1). To analyze the small field region, we write
∫

Kδ

(

f(Q) + f(Q−1)
)

Sε(Q)dQ =

∫

K̃δ

(

f(eA) + f(e−A)
)

J(A)Sε(eA)dA ,

where J(A) denotes the Jacobian from changing variables to the Lie algebra. We now Taylor expand the

action and claim that

−ε−2NReTr(I − eA) = − 1

2ε2
|A|2 + Y (A) ,

with |Y (A)| ≤ 1
Nε24!

|A|4. Indeed, consider the function t 7→ g(t) := −Re Tr(I − etA) and note that

g(k)(t) = Re TrAketA for all k ∈ N. In particular, since A∗ = −A, it holds g(0) = g(k)(0) = 0 for

all odd k. Furthermore, g(2)(0) = −ReTrAA∗ = −N−1|A|2 and |g(4)(t)| ≤ N−2|A|4 by the spectral

theorem. Hence, the claim follows by Taylor expansion. In addition, we have

Sε(eA) =
1

Zε
e−

1
2ε2

|A|2(1 +H(A)
)

, (3.5)

with

|H(A)| = |eY (A) − 1| =
∣

∣

∣
Y (A)

∫ 1

0
erY (A)dr

∣

∣

∣
≤ ε−2N−1|A|4e

1
2ε2

δ2|A|2, (3.6)

for A ∈ K̃δ. Inserting the above, we find that
∫

Kδ

[

f(Q) + f(Q−1)
]

Sε(Q)dQ

=
1

Zε

∫

K̃δ

[

f(eA) + f(e−A)
]

(1 +H(A))J(A)e−
1

2ε2
|A|2dA

=
1

Zε

∫

K̃δ

[

f(eA) + f(e−A)
]

e−
1

2ε2
|A|2dA+

1

Zε
R, (3.7)

where

R = N0

∫

K̃δ

(

f(eA) + f(e−A)
)(

H(A) + (J(A) − 1)(1 +H(A))
)

dνε(A)

and

dνε =
1

∫

e−
|A|2

2ε2 dA

e−
|A|2

2ε2 dA , N0 =

∫

e−
1

2ε2
|A|2dA . (3.8)
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To estimate the remainder, we need a few auxilliary estimates. One estimate, which we quote directly

from [BS83, (A.31)] is that for some C = C(g), it holds

|J(A) − 1| ≤ C|A|2, (3.9)

for A ∈ K̃δ. This also follows from the fact that the Haar measure is invariant under the transformation

A → −A. We also need the following estimate
∣

∣f(eA) + f(e−A)− L2
Af(I)

∣

∣ ≤ 2‖f‖|A|4, (3.10)

together with the simple corollary
∣

∣f(eA) + f(e−A)
∣

∣ ≤ C‖f‖|A|2, (3.11)

both of which hold for A ∈ K̃δ . To argue (3.10), we apply Taylor’s theorem to the function t 7→ f(etA)
to obtain the bound

∣

∣f(eA)− LAf(I)−
1

2
L2
Af(I)−

1

3!
L3
Af(I)

∣

∣ ≤ ‖f‖|A|4,

where we used the centering f(I) = 0. The same estimate also holds with A 7→ −A, and combining

these two bounds, taking into account the linearity of A 7→ LAf(I), the odd order derivatives cancel and

we obtain (3.10). The bound (3.11) follows from (3.10) by the triangle inequality and the definition of

‖f‖.

We now apply (3.11) and (3.6), (3.9) to obtain

|R| . N0‖f‖
∫

K̃δ

|A|2
[

ε−2|A|4 + |A|2(1 + ε−2|A|4)
]

e
1

2ε2
δ2|A|2dνε(A)

. ‖f‖
∫

K̃δ

(

ε−2|A|6 + |A|4
)

e−
1−δ2

2ε2
|A|2dA

. N0‖f‖ε4,
where we choose δ2 < min(1/2, δ20). In the last line, we change to a Gaussian with density proportional

to e−
1

4ε2
|A|2

and used that N−1
0

∫

e−
1

4ε2
|A|2dA . 1.

Finally, concerning the first term on the RHS of (3.7), we need the error bound
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

K̃δ

[

f(eA) + f(e−A)
]

dνε(A)−
∫

g

L2
Af(I)dνε(A)

∣

∣

∣

∣

. ε4‖f‖, (3.12)

which follows from (3.10) and the following tail estimate for the Gaussian measure νε.
∣

∣

∣

∫

g\K̃δ

L2
Af(I)dνε(A)

∣

∣

∣
. ‖f‖e−

δ2

4ε2

∣

∣

∣

∫

g\K̃δ

|A|2e−
1

4ε2
|A|2dA

∣

∣

∣
. ε4‖f‖.

Here we used that |A| ≥ δ for A ∈ g\K̃δ.

Note also that (recalling the notation (2.6))
∫

g

L2
Af(I)dνε(A) =

∑

i,j

1

N0
LiLjf(I)

∫

Rd(g)
sisje

− 1
2ε2

|s|2ds = ∆f(I)ε2 .

The proof is completed by combining the above with the bound |Zε

N0
− 1| . ε2, which follows from a

similar line of argument. Indeed, using (3.9) and (3.6)

Zε =

∫

e−ε−2NReTr(I−Q)dQ = O(e−cε2) +

∫

K̃δ

(1 +H(A))J(A)e−
1

2ε2
|A|2dA.

=

∫

g

e−
1

2ε2
|A|2dA

(

1 +O(ε2)
)

,
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where the last line is argued similar to the bound for R. To conclude, choose ε sufficiently small that

Zε ≥ 1
2N0 and |N0

Zε − 1| . ε2. The large field contribution is then bounded by
∣

∣

∣

∣

∫

Kc
δ

(

f(Q) + f(Q−1)
)

Sε(Q)dQ

∣

∣

∣

∣

.
‖f‖
N0

e−cNε−2
. ‖f‖ε4, (3.13)

for ε sufficiently small. For the small field contribution, use the above estimates to write

1

2

∫

Kδ

[

f(Q) + f(Q−1)
]

Sε(Q)dQ =
N0

Zε

1

2
ε2∆f(I) +

N0

Zε
O(ε4‖f‖),

then use that |∆f(I)| . ‖f‖. �

4. Simple loops

We start with simple loops, which are loops without any self-intersection. In this case the proof is

easier, but demonstrates some of our ideas in the general cases. In particular we aim to recover the loop

equation in [DHK17, Section 2.2, Theorem 2.3], which was first derived in [Lév17, Proposition 6.4].

For a simple loop l on R2, which encloses an area t, we can easily find a lattice approximation {lε},

consisting of simple loops on (εZ)2, and each lε encloses area tε. Obviously tε/ε
2 is a positive integer.

By the definition of lattice approximation we know that |tε − t| . ε. We then have the following discrete

master loop equation for the loop lε, i.e. (1.5) can be written as

EW ε
l =

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
e (l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
e (l)

EW ε
l′ , (4.1)

where e = eε with |eε| = ε and we recall our convention Remark 2.6.

Theorem 4.1. As ε → 0, one has

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
e (l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
e (l)

EW ε
l′ → −2

d

dt
EWl . (4.2)

In particular, the discrete master loop equation (4.1) converges to

d

dt
EWl = −1

2
EWl . (4.3)

This recovers the master loop equation for simple loops in [DHK17, Theorem 2.3].

Note that while a simple application of Driver’s formula will directly yield (4.3) (EWl is just a function

of a single variable t for a simple loop l), the point of Theorem 4.1 is to demonstrate how various

terms in (4.1) combine (or cancel) to give the area derivative. To this end, we examine the terms (4.1)

more carefully as follows. Since d = 2, there is a natural notion of inner and outer deformations for

a simple loop l, and we write li,−, li,+, lo,−, lo,+ for inner negative, inner positive, outer negative and

outer positive deformations respectively. With the above notation, we then have D−
e (l) = {li,−, lo,−} and

D
+
e (l) = {li,+, lo,+}.

li,− lo,−

e1

e

e2

li,+

e1

e

e3

lo,+
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EW ε
li,− =

∫

tr(Q)Sε
tε−ε2

ε2

(Q)dQ ,

EW ε
lo,− =

∫

tr(Q)Sε
tε+ε2

ε2

(Q)dQ ,

EW ε
li,+ =

∫

tr(Q1QeQ2Qe)S
ε
tε−ε2

ε2

(Q1Q
−1
2 )Sε(QeQ2)dQ1dQ2dQe ,

EW ε
lo,+ =

∫

tr(Q1QeQ3Qe)S
ε
tε
ε2
(Q1Qe)S

ε(QeQ3)dQ1dQ3dQe .

(4.4)

Indeed, this follows from (2.13) by taking different choices of the graph. For the negative deformations, we

consider the graph built from a single edge which traverses the whole loop. For the positive deformations,

we take a graph consisting of three edges, as indicated in the above figure. For example, to calculate

EW ε
li,+

we have three edges e, e1, e2 (where e1 is colored red for clarity) and corresponding edge variables

Qe, Q1, Q2. There are two bounded faces F1 and F2 with |F1| = tε − ε2, ∂F1 = e1e
−1
2 , and |F2| = ε2,

∂F2 = ee2, so that (2.13) yields the identity above. Similarly, to calculate EW ε
lo,+

, we have edges e,

e1, e3 which generate two bounded faces F̃1, F̃2 with |F̃1| = tε, ∂F̃1 = e1e and |F̃2| = ε2, ∂F̃2 = ee3.
We remark that each negative deformation here yields a function which only depends on a single area

variable and obviously approximates EWl, this is not the case for the positive deformations.

We now illustrate the role of axial gauge fixing. Namely, in the above expressions for EW ε
li,+

and

EW ε
lo,+

we can reduce from three integration variables to two and effectively ‘fix’ Qe = I by applying

(2.14) with T = e to obtain

EW ε
li,+

=

∫

tr(Q1Q2)S
ε
tε−ε2

ε2

(Q1Q
−1
2 )Sε(Q2)dQ1dQ2, (4.5)

EW ε
lo,+ =

∫

tr(Q1Q3)S
ε
tε
ε2
(Q1)S

ε(Q3)dQ1dQ3. (4.6)

We now turn to the analysis of the deformations in (4.1), which we may write as

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
e (l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
e (l)

EW ε
l′

=
1

2ε2
E
(

W ε
lo,− −W ε

lo,+

)

+
1

2ε2
E
(

W ε
li,− −W ε

li,+

)

.

We first argue that the outer deformations cancel.

Lemma 4.2. It holds that

EW ε
lo,+ = EW ε

lo,− .

Proof. The proof follows from changing variables in Q1 then using the definition of convolution in Q3.

Indeed, by translation invariance of the Haar measure, for all Q3 it holds
∫

tr(Q1Q3)S
ε
tε
ε2
(Q1)dQ1 =

∫

tr(Q1)S
ε
tε
ε2
(Q1Q

−1
3 )dQ1,

and for all Q1 it holds, c.f. (2.1)
∫

Sε
tε
ε2
(Q1Q

−1
3 )Sε(Q3)dQ3 = Sε

tε+ε2

ε2

(Q1),

so combining the two with (4.6) gives the claim. �

We proceed to the inner deformations.
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of Theorem 4.1. We change variables in Q1 to have

EW ε
li,+ =

∫

tr(Q1Q
2
2)S

ε
tε−ε2

ε2

(Q1)S
ε(Q2)dQ1dQ2.

Hence,

EW ε
li,− − EW ε

li,+ =

∫

tr
(

Q1(I −Q2
2)
)

Sε
tε−ε2

ε2

(Q1)S
ε(Q2)dQ1dQ2.

We can now apply the Gaussian approximation Lemma 3.1 in the Q2 integral to the function f(Q) =
tr
(

Q1(I −Q2)
)

. Indeed, noting that

Ljf(Q) = −2tr(Q1LjQ
2), L2

jf(Q) = −4tr(Q1L
2
jQ

2),

we obtain

EW ε
li,− − EW ε

li,+ =− 2ε2
∑

j

∫

tr(Q1L
2
j)S

ε
tε−ε2

ε2

(Q1)dQ1 +O(ε4)

=− 2ε2
∫

∆tr(Q1)S
ε
tε−ε2

ε2

(Q1)dQ1 +O(ε4),

where we use supQ1
‖f‖ < ∞ by an elementary calculation and the compactness of Lie group G. Hence,

we use (2.11) to obtain

lim
ε→0

1

2ε2
E
(

W ε
li,− −W ε

li,+

)

= −
∫

∆tr(Q)pt(Q)dQ = −2
d

dt

∫

tr(Q)pt(Q)dQ,

where we used integration by parts, and finally ∂tpt =
1
2∆pt . �

We make some remarks on the above proof before moving on to the general case. Note that passing

ε → 0 on both sides of (4.1) together with (4.3) would yield (4.2) (so in particular (4.1), (4.2), (4.3) are

“consistent”). Of course, it is not our purpose to prove (4.2) using (4.3). More importantly, our goal here

is to analyze the limiting behavior of each deformation term in the lattice loop equation. In fact, even the

existence of limit for each positive deformation term is not a priori guaranteed by the general result (2.17),

or even if we take for granted that EWli,+ ,EWlo,+ both converge to EWl, it is not clear how that helps

us pass to the limit in 1
2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
e (l) EW ε

l′ − 1
2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
e (l) EW ε

l′ , due to the factor of ε−2. Our analysis

above shows that two of the deformation terms cancel and the other two of them yields a Laplacian ∆
that is turned into an area derivative, which is stronger than convergence of the sum of the four terms.

5. General loops

In this section we consider a loop given by a closed curve with simple crossings and let v be a

crossing. We prove that suitable linear combination of the discrete master loop equations converge to the

Makeenko-Migdal equation derived in [Lév17, Proposition 6.22] and later in [DHK17, Theorem 1.1].

In Section 5.1 we first prove two useful convergence lemmas. In Section 5.2 we prove Theorem 1.3. In

Section 5.3 we consider some degenerate case.

5.1. Useful convergence lemmas. We first prove two useful lemmas. Recall our notation (2.6) for Lj

and Lj .
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Lemma 5.1. For a1, a2 ∈ G and every representation τ ,

1

2ε2

∫

tr
(

(Q−Q−1)a1

)

χτ (Qa2)S
ε(Q)dQ

=

d(g)
∑

j=1

Ljtr(a1)Ljχτ (a2) +O
(

(|cτ |2 + 1)dτ ε
2
)

.

(5.1)

The proportional constant in the error term is independent of τ , a1 and a2.

Proof. We also apply Lemma 3.1. Let us now consider the function

f(Q)
def
= f1(Q)f2(Q), f1(Q)

def
= tr((Q−Q−1)a1), f2(Q)

def
= Tr[τ(Q)τ(a2)].

By direct calculation, we find that for X ∈ g

LXf1(Q) = tr
[

(XQ−Q−1X∗)a1

]

,

L2
Xf1(Q) = tr

[

(X2Q−Q−1(X∗)2)a1

]

,

and in particular we notice that f1(I) = L2
Xf1(I) = 0 and LXf1(I) = 2tr[Xa1]. Hence, by Leibniz rule

we find that

L2
Xf(I) = L2

Xf1(I)f2(I) + f1(I)L2
Xf2(I) + 2LXf1(I)LXf2(I)

= 2LXf1(I)LXf2(I).

Noting that LXf2(Q) = Tr[τ(X)τ(Q)τ(a2)], we find that

1

2
∆f(I) = 2

d(g)
∑

j=1

tr[Lja1]Tr
(

τ(Lj)τ(a2)
)

= 2

d(g)
∑

j=1

Ljtr(a1)Ljχτ (a2).

It remains to estimate ‖f‖ given by (3.2). We have

|f(Q)| ≤ 2|f2(Q)| ≤ 2χτ (I) = 2dτ . (5.2)

For A ∈ g

L2
Af(I) = 4tr[Aa1]Tr

(

τ(A)τ(a2)
)

,

we use (2.7) to have

|L2
Af(I)| ≤

4

N
|A|

∣

∣

∣

∑

j

〈A,Lj〉Tr(τ(Lj)τ(a2))
∣

∣

∣

≤ 4

N
|A|

(

∑

j

|〈A,Lj〉|2
)1/2∣

∣

∣

∑

j

Tr
(

τ(Lj)
2
)

Tr(τ(a2a
∗
2))

∣

∣

∣

1/2

≤ 4

N
|A|2|cτ |1/2dτ .

(5.3)

It remains to consider d4

dt4
f(etA) for t ∈ [−1, 1]. Define g(t) := f(eAt), gi(t) = fi(e

At), i = 1, 2. We

use g
(k)
i (t) to denote k-th derivative of gi. Let us estimate g(4)(t) for t ∈ [−1, 1] as required by the above
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norm. Recall that τ(L∗
j ) = τ(Lj)

∗ = −τ(Lj). We have

|g(4)2 (t)| = |Tr[τ(A)4τ(eAt)τ(a2)]|

=
∣

∣

∣

d(g)
∑

ik=1
k=1,...,4

4
∏

k=1

〈A,Lik〉Tr
(

4
∏

k=1

τ(Lik)τ(e
At)τ(a2)

)
∣

∣

∣

≤
∑

i1,i2

〈A,Li1〉〈A,Li2〉Tr
(

τ(Li1)
2τ(Li2)

2
)

1
2

×
∑

i2,i3

〈A,Li3〉〈A,Li4〉Tr
(

τ(Li3)
2τ(Li4)

2
)

1
2

≤ |A|4
( d(g)

∑

ik=1
k=1,...,4

Tr
(

τ(Li1)
2τ(Li2)

2
)

Tr
(

τ(Li3)
2τ(Li4)

2
)

)
1
2

≤ |A|4c2τdτ .

Note that in the first inequality we used the following Hölder’s inequality for the trace

Tr(B1B2) ≤ Tr(B1B
∗
1)

1/2Tr(B2B
∗
2)

1/2,

withB1 = τ(Li1)τ(Li2) andB2 = τ(Li3)τ(Li4)τ(e
At)τ(a2). In the second inequality, we used Hölder’s

inequality for each double summation. In the third, we used the definition of Cτ from (2.7).

Similarly, we have

|g(1)1 (t)g
(3)
2 (t)| = |tr[(AeAt − e−AtA∗)a1]Tr[τ(A)3τ(eAt)τ(a2)]|

≤ 2

N
|A|

∣

∣

∣

∑

i,j,k

〈A,Li〉〈A,Lj〉〈A,Lk〉Tr[τ(Li)τ(Lj)τ(Lk)τ(e
At)τ(a2) ]

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2

N
|A|4

∣

∣

∣

∑

i,j,k

Tr[τ(Li)
2τ(Lj)

2]Tr[τ(Lk)
2]
∣

∣

∣

1
2 ≤ 2

N
|A|4|cτ |3/2dτ

(5.4)

and

|g(2)1 (t)g
(2)
2 (t)| =

∣

∣

∣
tr
(

(A2eAt − e−At(A∗)2)a1

)

Tr[τ(A)2τ(eAt)τ(a2)]
∣

∣

∣

≤ 2

N2
|A|2

∣

∣

∣

∑

i,j

〈A,Li〉〈A,Lj〉Tr[τ(Li)τ(Lj)τ(e
At)τ(a2) ]

∣

∣

∣

≤ 2

N2
|A|4

(

∑

i,j

Tr[τ(Li)
2]Tr[τ(Lj)

2]
)

1
2 ≤ 2

N2
|A|4|cτ |dτ .

We further have

|g(3)1 (t)g
(1)
2 (t)| =

∣

∣

∣
tr
(

(A3eAt − e−At(A∗)3)a1

)

Tr
(

τ(A)τ(eAt)τ(a2)
)
∣

∣

∣
,

and

|g(4)1 (t)g2(t)| =
∣

∣

∣
tr
(

(A4eAt − e−At(A∗)4)a1

)

Tr
(

τ(eAt)τ(a2)
)
∣

∣

∣
,
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We write A =
∑d(g)

j=1 〈A,Lj〉Lj as above and obtain

|g(3)1 (t)g
(1)
2 (t)| ≤ 2|A|4|cτ |1/2dτ ,

and

|g(4)1 (t)g2(t)| ≤ 2|A|4dτ .
Summarizing the above calculation we obtain

sup
t∈[−1,1]

|A|−4

∣

∣

∣

∣

d4

dt4
f(etA)

∣

∣

∣

∣

≤ O
(

(|cτ |2 + 1)dτ

)

,

which combined with (5.2) and (5.3) implies the result by Lemma 3.1.

�

Lemma 5.2. Suppose that
t(ε)
ε2

∈ Z+, |t(ε)− t| . ε. It holds that for a1, a2 ∈ G

lim
ε→0

1

2ε2

∫

tr
(

(Q−Q−1)a1

)

Sε
t(ε)

ε2

(Qa2)S
ε(Q)dQ =

d(g)
∑

j=1

Ljtr(a1)Ljpt(a2) (5.5)

where the convergence holds uniformly in a1, a2.

Proof. We use (2.9) to write the both sides of (5.5) as
∑

τ

dτaτ (ε)
t(ε)

ε2 Jε
τ ,

∑

τ

dτe
cτ t
2 Jτ

with the sum running over all the irreducible representations of G and

Jε
τ

def
=

1

2ε2

∫

tr
(

(Q−Q−1)a1

)

χτ (Qa2)S
ε(Q)dQ,

and

Jτ
def
=

d(g)
∑

j=1

Ljtr(a1)Ljχτ (a2).

We need to prove that for ε → 0,

A def
=

∣

∣

∣

∑

τ

dτ

(

aτ (ε)
t(ε)

ε2 Jε
τ − e

cτ t
2 Jτ

)∣

∣

∣
→ 0.

We decompose the sum as

A ≤
∣

∣

∣

∑

τ∈F

dτ

(

aτ (ε)
t(ε)

ε2 Jε
τ − e

cτ t
2 Jτ

)∣

∣

∣

+
∣

∣

∣

∑

τ /∈F

dτaτ (ε)
t(ε)

ε2 Jε
τ

∣

∣

∣
+

∣

∣

∣

∑

τ /∈F

dτe
cτ t
2 Jτ

∣

∣

∣

= A1 +A2 +A3,

with F being a suitable finite set.

Using Lemma 5.1 and (2.10) we know that for any finite set F , A1 → 0, as ε → 0. It remains to choose

suitable F such that A2 and A3 close to zero. Since A3 is the remainder of the spectral decomposition

of the smooth function
d(g)
∑

j=1

Ljtr(a1)Ljpt(a2) =
∑

τ

dτ e
cτ t
2 Jτ ,

we can easily find F such that A3 is small enough.
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In the following we consider A2. Using Lemma 5.1 and (2.7) we have

|Jε
τ | .

(

∑

j

|tr(Lja1)|2
)1/2(∑

j

|Ljχτ (a2)|2
)1/2

+ (|cτ |2 + 1)dτ ε
2

.
∣

∣

∣

∑

j

Tr
(

τ(Lj)
2
)

χτ (a2a
∗
2)
∣

∣

∣

1/2
+ (|cτ |2 + 1)dτ ε

2

. dτ (|cτ |1/2 + (1 + |cτ |2)ε2) ,

where the proportional constant is independent of τ . Hence, we obtain

A2 .
∣

∣

∣

∑

τ /∈F

d2τaτ (ε)
t(ε)

ε2 (|cτ |1/2 + (1 + |cτ |2)ε2)
∣

∣

∣
.

In [BS83, Appendix A] it is proved that for any κ > 0 there exists a finite set F such that
∑

τ /∈F

d2τaτ (ε)
t

ε2 < κ.

We then follow the calculation there to prove that there exists a finite set F and ε0 > 0 such that for

ε ≤ ε0

A2 < κ. (5.6)

We put the proof of (5.6) in appendix. Combining the above calculation, we obtain that A → 0, ε → 0.

Since G is compact, we know that the convergence is uniform in a1, a2. The result follows. �

5.2. Convergence of master loop equations. In this section we consider general loops of the following

form:

l = e1Ae
−1
4 e2Be−1

3 , (5.7)

where A and B are sequences of edges not belonging to {e1, e2, e3, e4}. As shown in Fig. 1 (which is

essentially [DHK17, Fig. 3]), we consider the crossing point denoted by v, at which e1, e2, e3, e4 meet,

and we write

l1 = e1Ae
−1
4 , l2 = e2Be−1

3 . (5.8)

We consider

Wl = tr(a1αa
−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 ),

where ai = Qei and α = QA, β = QB, and

Wl1 = tr(a1αa
−1
4 ) , Wl2 = tr(a2βa

−1
3 ) .

Notation. Below we will often have products of the form
∏4

i=1 ci,i+1 where i+ 1 is understood as 1
when i = 4.

We then write the boundary of each face as

∂F1 = e1A1e
−1
2 , ∂F2 = e2A2e

−1
3 , ∂F3 = e3A3e

−1
4 , ∂F4 = e4A4e

−1
1

where A1, · · · , A4 are certain sets of edges (which might be empty, see, e.g. F4 in Fig. 1). Set ti = |Fi|,
i = 1, 2, 3, 4, and write αi = QAi

, which is understood as identity if Ai is empty. By Driver’s formula

(2.12) we have

EWl =

∫

tr(a1αa
−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 )

4
∏

i=1

pti(aiαia
−1
i+1) ν(b) da db, (5.9)

where a = (a1, a2, a3, a4) ∈ G4, and b denotes the edge variables for the edges in A,B. Here ν(b)
denotes the product of heat kernels arising from the faces other than F1, · · · , F4, which depends only on
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the b variables; for example in the right picture of Fig. 1 it contains a heat kernel arising from the face to

the left of F2.

In Section 2.3 we defined general lattice approximation in terms of the maps. Here we impose an

additional condition that the crossing point v should be “approximated” by an edge, as follows. Let l be

given by the general form (5.7), then we say that {lε}ε>0 is a lattice approximation of l with respect to v
if {lε}ε>0 is a lattice approximation of the following form

lε = eεeε1A
ε(eε4)

−1eεeε2B
ε(eε3)

−1, (5.10)

where, recalling the injection iε in (2.15),

iε : (e1, e2, e3, e4, A,B) 7→ (eε1, e
ε
2, e

ε
3, e

ε
4, A

ε, Bε)

and eε /∈ Image(iε) (recall Remark 2.3), with |eε| = O(ε). Here eε can be viewed as the lattice

approximation to the crossing point v. Since the edges in A,B do not belong to {e1, e2, e3, e4}, and iε is

injective, the edges in Aε, Bε also do not belong to {eε1, eε2, eε3, eε4}.

Remark that besides (5.10) one may also consider lattice approximations where an edge eε and its

inverse (eε)−1 appear, see Remark 5.10.

Below we take any such lattice approximation {lε}ε>0 with respect to v. We then have lattice

approximations {lε1}ε>0 and {lε2}ε>0 to l1 and l2 given by

lε1 = eεeε1A
ε(eε4)

−1, lε2 = eεeε2B
ε(eε3)

−1. (5.11)

By (2.2), lε1, l
ε
2 are positive splitting of lε. Here it is clear that {lεk}ε>0 is a lattice approximation of lk for

each k = 1, 2. Indeed, lεk consists of a subset of the edges of the graph given by lε, and correspondingly

lk consists of a subset of the edges of the graph given by l, so there is a natural injection i
(k)
ε as required

in (2.15) from the edges in lk to the edges in lεk, which is just the restriction of iε. Also, since each face

enclosed by lεk is a union of (typically more than one) faces enclosed by lε (recalling Fig. 1 for example),

and similarly for lk and l, there is also a natural bijection j
(k)
ε as required in (2.15) from the faces enclosed

by lk to the faces enclosed by lεk, which is just applying jε to a union of faces.

v

e1

e4

e2

e3

F1

F3

F4F2
eε

eε1
ǫ1

eε4

eε2

eε3

ǫ3

F ε
1

F ε
3

F ε
4F ε

2

Figure 2. The left picture illustrates part of a loop l in a neighborhood of the crossing

point v as in Fig. 1. The right picture is a lattice approximation of the loop l with respect

to v. The edge eε can be viewed as the “lattice approximation” to v. The picture also

shows the bonds ǫ1, ǫ3 in red in (5.14) (where ǫ that is not drawn here is a bond in eε)
which are used later in Lemmas 5.6 5.7.

We also have

W ε
l = tr(Qeεa

ε
1α

ε(aε4)
−1Qeεa

ε
2β

ε(aε3)
−1),

and

W ε
l1 = tr(Qeεa

ε
1α

ε(aε4)
−1), W ε

l2 = tr(Qeεa
ε
2β

ε(aε3)
−1),
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where we write aεi = Qeεi
and αε = QAε , βε = QBε . We then write the boundary of each face as

∂F ε
1 = eε1A

ε
1(e

ε
2)

−1, ∂F ε
2 = eεeε2A

ε
2(e

ε
3)

−1,

∂F ε
3 = eε3A

ε
3(e

ε
4)

−1, ∂F ε
4 = eεeε4A

ε
4(e

ε
1)

−1

for suitable sets of edges Aε
1, · · · , Aε

4. Set ti(ε) = |F ε
i |, i = 1, 2, 3, 4. Note that ti(ε)/ε

2 is a positive

integer.

We write αi = QAε
i
. By Remark 2.3 we choose Qǫ = I for all the bonds ǫ in eε in an axial gauge and

apply Driver’s formula (2.14) to get,

EW ε
l =

∫

tr(a1αa
−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 )

4
∏

i=1

Sε
ti(ε)

ε2

(aiαia
−1
i+1) ν

ε(b) da db (5.12)

where, similarly as in (5.9), a = (a1, a2, a3, a4) ∈ G4, b denotes the edge variables for the edges in Aε

and Bε, and νε(b) is the product of Wilson actions Sε arising from the faces other than F ε
1 , · · · , F ε

4 ,

which depends only on the b variables. Here we recall Remark 2.6 that we hide the dependence on ε
when writing the edge variables Qe, ai, α, β and αi.

With the above lattice loops {lε}ε>0, we now describe a general rule to choose the bonds in the discrete

loop equation (1.5). Recall that a bond always has length ε. To distinguish the two occurrences of e in lε,
we introduce a placeholder eε which just means eε = eε, and rewrite (5.10) as

lε = eεeε1A
ε(eε4)

−1eεeε2B
ε(eε3)

−1. (5.13)

Definition 5.3. Let {lε}ε>0 be a lattice approximation of l with respect to v as above. We say that

(ǫ, ǫ′, ǫ′′) is a compatible triple of bonds if either

(ǫ, ǫ′, ǫ′′) = (ǫ, ǫ1, ǫ3) where ǫ ∈ eε, ǫ1 ∈ eε1, ǫ3 ∈ (eε3)
−1 , (5.14)

or

(ǫ, ǫ′, ǫ′′) = (ǫ, ǫ2, ǫ4) where ǫ ∈ eε, ǫ2 ∈ eε2, ǫ4 ∈ (eε4)
−1 . (5.15)

Note that in the above definition, ǫ, ǫ′, ǫ′′ always belong to three consecutive edges in lε.

Remark 5.4. The simplest situation is that eε in lε is a bond, so |eε| = |ǫ| = ε, and ǫi (i = 1, 3) are the

bonds adjacent to ǫ. This choice is sufficient to prove the convergence to the continuum loop equation.

However we formulate our result in a more general way, allowing a larger class of lattice approximations

and more general rule of selecting the triple of bonds.

We now turn to the proof of our main result. We will only consider compatible triples of type (5.14),

since the proof for (5.15) is the same. 9 Below let (ǫ, ǫ1, ǫ3) be a compatible triple of bonds as in (5.14).

In a first step (Proposition 5.5), we consider the impact of deformations along the bond ǫ in the edge eε.
Due to its central location within the loop, area derivatives of all four faces arise in the continuum limit.

However, there are also correction terms arising from integration by parts. To cancel these, we consider

in a second step (Lemmas 5.6 + 5.7) the deformations along the bonds ǫi in the edges eεi , i = 1, 3,

respectively. In this case, only the area derivatives from the two faces sharing the edge ei appear. In

particular, deformations along ǫ1 produce ∂t1 , ∂t4 , while deformations along ǫ3 produce ∂t2 , ∂t3 . These

also come with corrections in the continuum limit, which then turn out to cancel the correction terms

from the loop equation at ǫ in eε, yielding the continuum loop equation.

9In fact the Wilson loop expectation does not change if we start lε from eε and end it at (eε4)
−1. In this case eε2 plays the

same role as eε1 and eε4 plays the same role as eε3 in the proof below.
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Consider the bond ǫ in the edge eε in the center of Fig. 2. We take this bond ǫ as the fixed bond in the

discrete master loop equation (1.5). By the definition of splitting, we have

EW ε
l =

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
ǫ (l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
ǫ (l)

EW ε
l′ − EW ε

l1W
ε
l2 . (5.16)

We define the following quantity which will play an interesting role:

Im
def
=

∫

〈∇bmtr(a1αa
−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 ),∇bmptm(amαma−1

m+1)〉 (5.17)

∏

k∈{1,2,3,4}\{m}

ptk(akαka
−1
k+1) ν(b) da db,

for m = 1, . . . , 4, with (b1, b2, b3, b4)
def
= (a1, a3, a3, a1), and k+ 1 is understood as 1 when k = 4 as the

convention set above.

Proposition 5.5. The discrete master loop equation (5.16) converges to

2(∂t1 − ∂t2 + ∂t3 − ∂t4)EWl + I1 + I3 = EWl1Wl2 + EWl, (5.18)

where I1, I3 are as in (5.17).

Proof. Using (2.17) and (2.18) and Remark 2.5 we know that EW ε
l on the LHS of (5.16) and EW ε

l1
W ε

l2
on

the RHS of (5.16) converge to EWl and EWl1Wl2 , respectively. It remains to prove that the deformation

terms in (5.16) converge to the LHS of (5.18). There are 4 deformed loops which we analyze below.

Consider the loop

lǫF4,− = e′nege1Ae
−1
4 ee2Be−1

3

obtained from the negative deformation of l in (5.10) in the face F4, where e′neg is an edge obtained by

replacing the bond ǫ in e by ǫ
′ as shown in Fig. 3, where |ǫ′| = 3ε.

lǫF4,− :
eε

eε1

eε4

eε2

eε3

ǫ
′

F ε
1

F ε
3

F ε
4F ε

2

lǫF4,+ :
eε

eε1

eε4

eε2

eε3

ǫ
′

F ε
1

F ε
3

F ε
4F ε

2

lǫF2,− :
eε

eε1

eε4

eε2

eε3

ǫ
′′

F ε
1

F ε
3

F ε
4F ε

2

lǫF2,+ :
eε

eε1

eε4

eε2

eε3

ǫ
′′

F ε
1

F ε
3

F ε
4F ε

2

Figure 3. Loops obtained by deforming a bond ǫ of eε. Here |eε| = 2ε (in general

|eε| = O(ε)) and |ǫ| = ε. The number of arrows on an edge or bond indicates how many

times it shows up in the loop.
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By Driver’s formula (2.14) (recall that every bond variable on e is identity)

EW ε
lǫ
F4,−

=

∫

tr(Qǫ
′a1αa

−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 )

∏

i=1,2,3

Sε
ti(ε)

ε2

(aiαia
−1
i+1)

× Sε
t4(ε)−ε2

ε2

(Qǫ
′a1α

−1
4 a−1

4 )Sε(Q−1
ǫ
′ ) ν

ε(b) da dbdQǫ
′ .

Similarly for the loop

lǫF4,+ = e′pose1Ae
−1
4 ee2Be−1

3

from the positive deformation of l in (5.10) in the face F4, where e′pos is an edge obtained by replacing ǫ

in e by ǫ(ǫ′)−1
ǫ with ǫ

′ the same as above, we have

EW ε
lǫ
F4,+

=

∫

tr(Q−1
ǫ
′ a1αa

−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 )

∏

i=1,2,3

Sε
ti(ε)

ε2

(aiαia
−1
i+1)

× Sε
t4(ε)−ε2

ε2

(Qǫ
′a1α

−1
4 a−1

4 )Sε(Q−1
ǫ
′ ) ν

ε(b) da dbdQǫ
′ .

We then have

EW ε
lǫ
F4,−

− EW ε
lǫ
F4,+

(5.19)

=

∫

tr
(

(Qǫ
′ −Q−1

ǫ
′ )a1αa

−1
4 a2βa

−1
3

)

∏

i=1,2,3

Sε
ti(ε)

ε2

(aiαia
−1
i+1)

× Sε
t4(ε)−ε2

ε2

(Qǫ
′a1α

−1
4 a−1

4 )Sε(Q−1
ǫ
′ ) ν

ε(b) da dbdQǫ
′ .

Using Lemma 5.2 for the integration in Qǫ
′ , then applying (2.11) to replace Sε

ti(ε)

ε2

(·) with p ti
N

(·) for

i = 1, 2, 3, we find

lim
ε→0

1

2ε2

(

EW ε
lǫ
F4,−

− EW ε
lǫ
F4,+

)

=

d(g)
∑

j=1

∫

Ljtr(a1αa
−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 )Ljpt4(a1α

−1
4 a−1

4 )
∏

i=1,2,3

pti(aiαia
−1
i+1) ν(b) da db

= I4 , (5.20)

where I4 is as in (5.17) and we use pt is a class function.

We then use integration by parts in a1 in the following form: for smooth functions f, g and h on G

∫

〈∇a1f,∇a1g〉hda1

=−
∫

f∆a1ghda1 −
∫

〈∇a1h,∇a1g〉fda1 (5.21)

=−
∫

f∆a1ghda1 +

∫

∆a1hgf da1 +

∫

〈∇a1f,∇a1h〉g da1.

Substituting this formula (5.21) into I4 obtained in (5.20) with

f = tr(a1αa
−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 ), g = pt4(a4α4a

−1
1 ), h = pt1(a1α1a

−1
2 ),
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we obtain

(5.20) =

∫

tr(a1αa
−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 )

∏

i=2,3

pti(aiαia
−1
i+1)

×
(

∆a1pt1(a1α1a
−1
2 )pt4(a4α4a

−1
1 )

− pt1(a1α1a
−1
2 )∆a1pt4(a4α4a

−1
1 )

)

ν(b) da db + I1

= 2(∂t1 − ∂t4)EWl + I1

(5.22)

where we used that pt is the heat kernel of 1
2∆ in the last step.

Next, consider the loop obtained from the negative deformation in the face F2:

lǫF2,− = e′′nege1Ae
−1
4 ee2Be−1

3

where the edge e′′neg is obtained by replacing the bond ǫ in e by ǫ
′′ as shown in Fig. 3, with |ǫ′′| = 3ε.

Also, consider the loop obtained from the positive deformation in the face F2:

lǫF2,+ = e′′pose1Ae
−1
4 ee2Be−1

3

where the edge e′′pos is obtained by replacing the bond ǫ in e by ǫ(ǫ′′)−1
ǫ.

We then have, similarly as above,

1

2ε2

(

EW ε
lǫ
F2,−

− EW ε
lǫ
F2,+

)

(5.23)

=
1

2ε2

∫

tr
(

(Qǫ
′′ −Q−1

ǫ
′′ )a1αa

−1
4 a2βa

−1
3

)

Sε
t2(ε)−ε2

ε2

(Qǫ
′′a2α2a

−1
3 )

×
∏

i=1,3,4

Sε
ti(ε)

ε2

(aiαia
−1
i+1)S

ε(Q−1
ǫ
′′ ) ν

ε(b) da dbdQ
ǫ
′′ .

We apply Lemma 5.2 for the integral in Qǫ
′′ , then (2.11), to obtain

lim
ε→0

1

2ε2

(

EW ε
lǫ
F2,−

− EW ε
lǫ
F2,+

)

=
∑

j

∫

Ljtr(a1αa
−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 )Ljpt2(a2α2a

−1
3 )

∏

i=1,3,4

pti(aiαia
−1
i+1) ν(b) da db

= I2 (5.24)

where I2 is as in (5.17). In the last step we use the fact that LX,bf(ba
−1) = −LX,af(ba

−1) for class

function f and X ∈ g, a, b ∈ G, which is why we obtain two gradients in a3 as required in the definition

(5.17) of I2.
Hence, we use integration by parts (5.21) with

f = tr(a1αa
−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 ), g = pt2(a2α2a

−1
3 ), h = pt3(a3α3a

−1
4 ),

to obtain

(5.24) =

∫

tr(a1αa
−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 )

∏

i=1,4

pti(aiαia
−1
i+1)

×
(

pt2(a2α2a
−1
3 )∆a3pt3(a3α3a

−1
4 )

−∆a3pt2(a2α2a
−1
3 )pt3(a3α3a

−1
4 )

)

ν(b) da db + I3

= 2(∂t3 − ∂t2)EWl + I3 .

(5.25)

Combining (5.16), (5.22), (5.25) the result (5.18) follows. �
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Now consider the bonds ǫi in the edge eεi where i = 1, 3. See Fig. 2. We then choose the fixed bond

ǫ1 in the discrete master loop equation (1.5) so that we have

EW ε
l =

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
ǫ1

(l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
ǫ1

(l)

EW ε
l′ . (5.26)

Lemma 5.6. The discrete master loop equation (5.26) converges to

2(∂t1 − ∂t4)EWl + 2I1 = EWl. (5.27)

Proof. We consider the loop

lǫ1F4,−
= ee′1,negAe

−1
4 ee2Be−1

3

obtained from the negative deformation of (5.10) at ǫ1 in the face F4, where e′1,neg is given by replacing

ǫ1 in e1 by ǫ
′
1 as shown in Fig. 4, which consists 3 bonds. As stated in Remark 2.5, we select the edge

variables to be I on the tree, determined by the path extending from e to ǫ1, exclusive of the bond ǫ1.

Additionally, for the sake of brevity, we overload the notation a1 and write a1 = Qe1\ǫ1 . We have

EW ε
l
ǫ1
F4,−

=

∫

tr(Q
ǫ
′
1
a1αa

−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 )Sε

t1(ε)+ε2

ε2

(Q
ǫ
′
1
a1α1a

−1
2 )

3
∏

i=2

Sε
ti(ε)

ε2

(aiαia
−1
i+1)

× Sε
t4(ε)−ε2

ε2

(Q
ǫ
′
1
a1α

−1
4 a−1

4 ) νε(b) da dbdQ
ǫ
′
1
.

lǫ1F4,−
:

eε

eε1

eε4

eε2

eε3

ǫ
′
1

F ε
1

F ε
3

F ε
4F ε

2

Figure 4. Picture for lǫ1F4,−
. The green part is the tree used in the axial gauge fixing.

The dashed line is where ǫ1 was and it is replaced by ǫ
′
1 (obviously a backtracking is

formed but we just erase it as usual). The variable a1 is the holonomy along the black

part of eε1. The pictures for lǫ1F4,+
, lǫ1F1,−

and lǫ1F1,+
are similar and we do not draw all of

them here.

For the loop

lǫ1F4,+
= ee′1,posAe

−1
4 ee2Be−1

3

obtained from the positive deformation of (5.10) at ǫ1 in the face F4, where e′1,pos is given by replacing

ǫ1 in e1 by ǫ1(ǫ
′
1)

−1
ǫ1 with ǫ

′
1 the same as above, we write

EW ε
l
ǫ1
F4,+

=

∫

tr(Qǫ1Q
−1
ǫ
′
1
Qǫ1a1αa

−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 )Sε

t1(ε)

ε2

(Qǫ1a1α1a
−1
2 )

×
3
∏

i=2

Sε
ti(ε)

ε2

(aiαia
−1
i+1)S

ε
t4(ε)−ε2

ε2

(Q
ǫ
′
1
a1α

−1
4 a−1

4 )

× Sε(Q−1
ǫ1

Q
ǫ
′
1
) νε(b) da dbdQ

ǫ
′
1
dQǫ1 .
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Since

Sε
t1(ε)+ε2

ε2

(Q
ǫ
′
1
a1α1a

−1
2 ) =

∫

Sε
t1(ε)

ε2

(Qǫ1a1α1a
−1
2 )Sε(Q−1

ǫ1
Q

ǫ
′
1
)dQǫ1 ,

we have

1

2ε2
(EW ε

l
ǫ1
F4,−

− EW ε
l
ǫ1
F4,+

)

=
1

2ε2

∫

tr
(

(Q
ǫ
′
1
Q−1

ǫ1
−Qǫ1Q

−1
ǫ
′
1
)Qǫ1a1αa

−1
4 a2βa

−1
3

)

× Sε
t1(ε)

ε2

(Qǫ1a1α1a
−1
2 )

3
∏

i=2

Sε
ti(ε)

ε2

(aiαia
−1
i+1)

× Sε
t4(ε)−ε2

ε2

(Q
ǫ
′
1
a1α

−1
4 a−1

4 )Sε(Q−1
ǫ1

Q
ǫ
′
1
) νε(b) da dbdQ

ǫ
′
1
dQǫ1 .

(5.28)

Changing variables in Q
ǫ
′
1

so that Q = Q
ǫ
′
1
Q−1

ǫ1
and changing Qǫ1a1 to a1, we find that (5.28) equals

(5.19) from the proof of Proposition 5.5. Hence by (5.22) we have

lim
ε→0

1

2ε2

(

EW ε
l
ǫ1
F4,−

− EW ε
l
ǫ1
F4,+

)

= 2(∂t1 − ∂t4)EWl + I1 . (5.29)

We also consider

lǫ1F1,−
= ee′′1,negAe

−1
4 ee2Be−1

3

from the negative deformation of (5.10) at ǫ1 in the face F1, where e′′1,neg is given by replacing ǫ1 in e1
by ǫ

′′
1, which consists 3 bonds. We also have the loop

lǫ1F1,+
= ee′′1,posAe

−1
4 ee2Be−1

3

from the positive deformation of (5.10) at ǫ1 in the face F1, where e′′1,pos is given by replacing ǫ1 in e1 by

ǫ1(ǫ
′′
1)

−1
ǫ1, which consists 3 bonds. So we have

EW ε
l
ǫ1
F1,−

− EW ε
l
ǫ1
F1,+

=

∫

tr
(

(Q
ǫ
′′
1
Q−1

ǫ1
−Qǫ1Q

−1
ǫ
′′
1
)Qǫ1a1αa

−1
4 a2βa

−1
3

)

Sε
t1(ε)−ε2

ε2

(Q
ǫ
′′
1
a1α1a

−1
2 )

×
3
∏

i=2

S ti(ε)

ε2

(aiαia
−1
i+1)S t4(ε)

ε2

(a4α4(Qǫ1a1)
−1)

× Sε(Q−1
ǫ1

Q
ǫ
′′
1
) νε(b) da dbdQ

ǫ
′′
1
dQǫ1 .

We then use a change of variable Q
ǫ
′′
1
Q−1

ǫ1
→ Q and Qǫ1a1 → a1 and Sε(Q) = Sε(Q−1) to have

EW ε
l
ǫ1
F1,−

− EW ε
l
ǫ1
F1,+

=

∫

tr
(

(Q−Q−1)a1αa
−1
4 a2βa

−1
3

)

Sε
t1(ε)−ε2

ε2

(Qa1α1a
−1
2 )

×
4
∏

i=2

S ti(ε)

ε2

(aiαia
−1
i+1)S

ε(Q) νε(b) da dbdQ.
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By Lemma 5.2 and (2.11) as before we have

lim
ε→0

1

2ε2

(

EW ε
l
ǫ1
F1,−

− EW ε
l
ǫ1
F1,+

)

=
∑

j

∫

Ljtr(a1αa
−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 )Ljpt1(a1α1a

−1
2 )

×
4
∏

i=2

pti(aiαia
−1
i+1) ν(b) da db = I1.

(5.30)

Combining (5.26), (5.29), (5.30), the result (5.27) follows. �

Similarly as above we choose the fixed bond ǫ3 in the discrete master loop equation (1.5), and we have

EW ε
l =

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
ǫ3

(l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
ǫ3

(l)

EW ε
l′ . (5.31)

Hence, we can also obtain the following result.

Lemma 5.7. The discrete master loop equation (5.31) converges to

2(∂t2 − ∂t3)EWl + 2I3 = EWl. (5.32)

Proof. We consider the loop

lǫ3F2,−
= ee1Ae

−1
4 ee2Be′3,neg

from the negative deformation of (5.10) at ǫ3 in the face F2, where e′3,neg is given by replacing ǫ3 in e3 by

ǫ
′
3, which consists 3 bonds. As in Remark 2.5 we select the edge variables to be I on the tree, determined

by the path extending from e to ǫ3, exclusive of the edge ǫ3. Additionally, for the sake of brevity, we

overload the notation a3 and denote a3 = Qe3\ǫ3 . We have

EW ε
l
ǫ3
F2,−

=

∫

tr(a1αa
−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 Q−1

ǫ
′
3
)
∏

i=1,4

Sε
ti(ε)

ε2

(aiαia
−1
i+1)

× Sε
t2(ε)−ε2

ε2

(a2α2a
−1
3 Q−1

ǫ
′
3
)

× Sε
t3(ε)+ε2

ε2

(Q
ǫ
′
3
a3α3a

−1
4 ) da νε(b) dbdQ

ǫ
′
3
.

We also have the loop

le3F2,+
= ee1Ae

−1
4 ee2Be′3,pos

from the positive deformation of (5.10) at ǫ3 in the face F2 with e′3,pos given by replacing ǫ3 in e3 by

ǫ3(ǫ
′
3)

−1
ǫ3. We have

EW ε
l
ǫ3
F2,+

=

∫

tr(a1αa
−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 Q−1

ǫ3
Q

ǫ
′
3
Q−1

ǫ3
)
∏

i=1,4

Sε
ti(ε)

ε2

(aiαia
−1
i+1)

× Sε
t2(ε)−ε2

ε2

(a2α2a
−1
3 Q−1

ǫ
′
3
)Sε

t3(ε)

ε2

(Qǫ3a3α3a
−1
4 )

× Sε(Q−1
ǫ3

Q
ǫ
′
3
) νε(b) da db.

Using change of variable Qǫ3Q
−1
ǫ
′
3
→ Q, Qǫ3a3 → a3 and recalling (5.23), we find that

1

2ε2

(

EW ε
l
ǫ3
F2,−

− EW ε
l
ǫ3
F2,+

)

=
1

2ε2

(

EW ε
lǫ
F2,−

− EW ε
lǫ
F2,+

)

.
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Hence, by (5.25) we have

lim
ε→0

1

2ε2

(

EW ε
l
ǫ3
F2,−

− EW ε
l
ǫ3
F2,+

)

= 2(∂t3 − ∂t2)EWl + I3.

Consider the loop

lǫ3F3,−
= ee1Ae

−1
4 ee2Be′′3,neg

from the negative deformation of (5.10) at ǫ3 in the face F3, where e′′3,neg is given by replacing ǫ3 in e3
by ǫ

′′
3, which consists 3 bonds.

We also have the loop

lǫ3F3,+
= ee1Ae

−1
4 ee2Be′′3,pos

from the positive deformation of (5.10) at e3 in the face F3, where e′′3,pos is given by replacing ǫ3 in e3 by

ǫ3(ǫ
′′
3)

−1
ǫ3, which consists 3 bonds. Using change of variable as before we find

EW ε
l
ǫ3
F3,−

− EW ε
l
ǫ3
F3,+

=

∫

tr
(

a1αa
−1
4 a2βa

−1
3 (Q−Q−1)

)

∏

i=1,2,4

Sε
ti(ε)

ε2

(aiαia
−1
i+1)

× Sε
t3(ε)−ε2

ε2

(Q−1a3α3a
−1
4 )Sε(Q) νε(b) da dbdQ.

Similar as before and using Lemma 5.2 we know

lim
ε→0

1

2ε2

(

EW ε
l
ǫ3
F3,−

− EW ε
l
ǫ3
F3,+

)

= I3.

The result then follows. �

Theorem 5.8. The following linear combination of the discrete master loop equation

(5.16) − 1

2
(5.26) − 1

2
(5.31)

converges to
( ∂

∂t1
− ∂

∂t2
+

∂

∂t3
− ∂

∂t4

)

EWl = EWl1Wl2 , (5.33)

which coincides with [DHK17, (1.3)].

Proof. This follows by combining Proposition 5.5, Lemma 5.6 and Lemma 5.7. �

Once we have the above theorem, we can also extend the convergence result to more general linear

combinations of the discrete master loop equations. Recalling the notation in (5.13), for ǫ ∈ eε and

ǫ2 ∈ eε2, ǫ4 ∈ eε4 we have

EW ε
l =

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
ǫ
(l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
ǫ
(l)

EW ε
l′ − EW ε

l1W
ε
l2 ,

(5.34)

EW ε
l =

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
ǫ2

(l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
ǫ2

(l)

EW ε
l′ , (5.35)

EW ε
l =

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
ǫ4

(l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
ǫ4

(l)

EW ε
l′ . (5.36)
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Corollary 5.9. For ai, bj ∈ R, i = 1, . . . , 4, j = 1, 2, satisfying
∑4

i=0 ai = 1,
∑2

j=1 bj = 1, the

following linear combination of the discrete loop equations

b1(5.16) + b2(5.34) − a0EW
ε
l − a1(5.26) − a2(5.35) − a3(5.31) − a4(5.36)

converges to (5.33).

Proof. We set for i = 1, . . . , 4

Di
def
= lim

ε→0

( 1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
ǫi
(l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
ǫi
(l)

EW ε
l′

)

,

and

Dǫ

def
= lim

ε→0

( 1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
ǫ (l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
ǫ (l)

EW ε
l′

)

,

Dǫ

def
= lim

ε→0

( 1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
ǫ (l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
ǫ (l)

EW ε
l′

)

.

Recall (2.17) and (2.18). Taking limits on both sides of (5.26), (5.35), (5.31) and (5.36) we have

EWl = D1 = D2 = D3 = D4.

On the other hand, taking limits on both sides of (5.16), (5.34) we have

EWl + EWl1Wl2 = Dǫ = Dǫ.

Hence,

b1Dǫ + b2Dǫ − a0EWl −
4

∑

i=1

aiDi = Dǫ −
1

2
D1 −

1

2
D3.

By Theorem 5.8 the RHS is the desired combination to get the alternating sum of the area derivatives, so

the result follows. �

Remark 5.10. It is also possible to take the lattice approximation of the loop l as

lε = eεeε1A
ε(eε4)

−1(eε)−1eε2B
ε(eε3)

−1

where eε and (eε)−1 appear as shown in the following picture, instead of (5.10) where eε appears twice.

This will affect the above proof, but will eventually gives the same result as Theorem 5.8.

eε

eε1

eε4

eε2

eε3

F ε
1

F ε
3

F ε
4F ε

2

Indeed, instead of the discrete master loop equation (5.16) we now have

EW ε
l =

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
ǫ (l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
ǫ (l)

EW ε
l′ + EW ε

l1W
ε
l2 (5.37)
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where the sign in front of EW ε
l1
W ε

l2
becomes +, since the positive splitting in (5.16) is changed to negative

splitting. We then have the deformations w.r.t. the faces F1, F3 instead of the faces F2, F4. Exactly the

same arguments as in Proposition 5.5 show that

1

2ε2
(EW ε

lǫ
F1,−

− EW ε
lǫ
F1,+

) → I1 = 2(∂t4 − ∂t1)EWl + I4,

1

2ε2
(EW ε

lǫ
F3,−

− EW ε
lǫ
F3,+

) → I3 = 2(∂t2 − ∂t3)EWl + I2,

(5.38)

with Im as in (5.17). As a result, (5.37) converges to

− 2(∂t1 − ∂t2 + ∂t3 − ∂t4)EWl + I2 + I4 = −EWl1Wl2 + EWl. (5.39)

Similarly as Lemmas 5.6+5.7, again considering deformations at ǫ1 and ǫ3, the discrete master loop

equations (5.26) and (5.31) converge to

2(∂t4 − ∂t1)EWl + 2I4 = EWl,

2(∂t2 − ∂t3)EWl + 2I2 = EWl.

Hence, (5.37) − 1
2 (5.26) − 1

2 (5.31) converges to (5.33), the same limiting loop equation as before.

Remark 5.11. From the above proof we have that for ǫ in eε or ǫi in eεi
1

2ε2
(EW ε

lǫ
Fm,−

− EW ε
lǫ
Fm,+

) → Im, (5.40)

for ǫ ⊂ ∂Fm, with Im given in (5.17). Furthermore, if we track the proof in [DHK17], we find that Im
is just Am on Page 16 of [DHK17]. Im also appears in [Lév17, (94)] and the proof of Proposition 6.4

there.

We also note that (5.27) and (5.32) are also special master loop equations derived in (94) from [Lév17,

Proposition 6.4] with n = 1. In fact, we can use [Lév17, Proposition 6.16, item 1.] to replace 1
2∆

e1f

there by −1
2EWl and we get (5.27) and (5.32).

We also note that our proof of course never relies on the master loop equation in continuum. In fact, if

we had the continuum loop equations at our disposal, then by simply replacing EWl and the splitting term

in (5.16) by their limits using (2.17)(2.18), we would generally obtain that the sum of all deformations

converges to some area derivatives and correction terms Im. However we emphasize that our main

contribution is to directly analyze the contribution of each deformation, which provides more informative

limiting result, and also as a corollary we obtain a new proof of the continuum loop equation (5.33) from

discrete approximations. This approach also enables us to derive (5.40), which is a stronger result than

simply proving the convergence of the sum of all deformations.

5.3. Some degenerate cases. We conclude this section by showing how certain special and degenerate

cases follow from our general results above. The first case is that the intersecting vertex v above is

adjacent to less than 4 faces:

v v

F1

F3

F2 F4

In this case we can add a new edge (red line in above picture) with an arbitrary orientation, so that v
is again adjacent to 4 faces, to reduce it to the general case. Note that we only change the graph and

do not change the loop l; in particular Wl remains the same. Writing s = t1 + t3 = |F1| + |F3|, we

have ps = pt1 ∗ pt3 , where the convolution variable is the holonomy along the red edge, so adding the

edge simply amounts to replacing the heat kernel ps showing up in Driver’s formula for the Wilson loop
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expectation by pt1 ∗ pt3 . We then apply Theorem 5.8 to get that suitable linear combination of discrete

master loop equation converges to

( ∂

∂t1
− ∂

∂t2
+

∂

∂t3
− ∂

∂t4

)

EWl = EWl1Wl2 .

Since ∂sEWl = ∂t1EWl = ∂t3EWl, which follows from ∂sps = ∂t1pt1 ∗ pt3 = pt1 ∗ ∂t3pt3 inside

Driver’s formula, we then get the following master loop equation:

(

2
∂

∂s
− ∂

∂t2
− ∂

∂t4

)

EWl = EWl1Wl2 .

Another degenerate case is when some of the faces adjacent to v is unbounded.

v
v

F1 F3

F2

F4

For this loop we can add two blue edges as in the right picture. By the same reason as above, the extra

lines do not change the expectation of the Wilson loop. In fact, for the blue edge on the top, the Wilson

loop does not depend on this edge and we can integrate it out in Driver’s formula. For the blue edge in

the bottom, for s = t1 + t3 we can write ps = pt1 ∗ pt3 . We then apply Theorem 5.8 to get that suitable

linear combination of discrete master loop equation converges to

( ∂

∂t1
− ∂

∂t2
+

∂

∂t3
− ∂

∂t4

)

EWl = EWl1Wl2 .

As argued above ∂sEWl = ∂t1EWl = ∂t3EWl and we also have ∂t4EWl = 0, we then get the following

master loop equation:

(

2
∂

∂s
− ∂

∂t2

)

EWl = EWl1Wl2 .

This coincides with [Lév17, Example 6.13]. In fact, it is

[Lév17, (106)] − 2× the first equation in [Lév17, Example 6.13].

6. Some extensions

6.1. Extension to strings (collections of loops). We extend the result above on a single loop to a string

s = (l1, . . . , lm), which means a collection of loops in R2, which only has simple crossings (more

precisely, each crossing is either only a simple self-crossing of li for some i, or only a simple crossing

between li and lj for some i 6= j). Define

Ws
def
= Wl1Wl2 · · ·Wlm . (6.1)

Remark that s can be viewed as a graph in the sense of Section 2.3. Similarly as the discussion above

Remark 2.2, since in a graph the edges are required to meet only at their endpoints, for each simple

crossing v of s, if v belongs to an edge e of this graph then v must be an endpoint of e. The function Ws

is gauge invariant for which Driver’s formula applies.
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Recalling the sets of mergers M
±
U,e defined below (2.4), the lattice loop equation for strings with

G = U(N) is given by (see [CPS23, Theorem 5.7])

EW ε
s =

1

2ε2

∑

s′∈D−
ǫ (s)

EW ε
s′ −

1

2ε2

∑

s′∈D+
ǫ (s)

EW ε
s′ +

∑

s′∈S−ǫ (s)

EW ε
s′ −

∑

s′∈S+ǫ (s)

EW ε
s′

+
1

N2

∑

s′∈M−
U,ǫ

(s)

EW ε
s′ −

1

N2

∑

s′∈M+
U,ǫ

(s)

EW ε
s′

(6.2)

where ǫ is a fixed bond in the string s. Note that the location of the bond ǫ is also fixed, but as in (2.5)

we hide these locations in our notation.

We first consider the case of a simple self-crossing for one of the loops in s.
Suppose that l1 in s is given as l in Section 5.2, i.e. l1 = e1Ae

−1
4 e2Be−1

3 , see Fig. 1. As explained

above (around (6.1)), the other loops lj for j 6= 1 in s do not cross v. We can also assume that the edges

e1, e3 do not intersect with any lj for j ≥ 2 by choosing e1, e3 short enough as explained in Remark 2.2.

The same argument as in Section 5.2 implies that suitable linear combination of discrete master loop

equation converges to

( ∂

∂t1
− ∂

∂t2
+

∂

∂t3
− ∂

∂t4

)

EWs = E
(

Wl11Wl12

m
∏

j=2

Wlj

)

, (6.3)

with l11 = e1Ae
−1
4 and l12 = e2Be−1

3 .

Indeed, as before we can find suitable lattice approximation to s, and an edge eε with |eε| ∼ ε to

approximate the crossing point v, with eε1, e
ε
3 as the discrete counterparts of e1, e3. We then apply the

master loop equation (6.2) choosing ǫ to be a bond in eε and then bonds in eε1, e
ε
3, as in Section 5.2.

Now the formula (5.12) for W ε
l obviously extends to W ε

s , and all the formulas for W ε
l′ with l′ ∈

D
±
ǫ
(l) ∪D

±
ǫ1
(l) ∪D

±
ǫ3
(l) in Section 5.2 obviously extend to W ε

s′ for s′ ∈ D
±
ǫ
(s) ∪D

±
ǫ1
(s) ∪D

±
ǫ3
(s). The

only differences are:

• one has an additional factor
∏

j≥2W
ε
li

in the integrands,

• the edge variables αi therein now may depend on the edges in lj for j ≥ 2,

• there are additional b variables arising from lj for j ≥ 2,

• there are additional Wilson actions in νε(b).

Note that whether the edge variables αi depend on the other loops is irrelevant for all the arguments in

Section 5.2; in particular all the derivatives, gradients, Laplacian and integration by parts are with respect

to the variables ai, not αi. Therefore, the other Wilson loops Wli for i ≥ 2 do not affect the calculation in

Section 5.2, and (6.3) follows as before in the limit as ε → 0 of suitable linear combinations of discrete

loop equations as in Theorem 5.8 or Corollary 5.9.

Next, we consider the case of a simple crossing between two loops in s, for which we will see a merger

of these two loops.

We assume that l1 and l2 in s have generic forms

l1 = e−1
3 e1A , l2 = e−1

4 e2B

as illustrated in Fig. 5. Here we are using similar notation as in Section 5.2 where A and B are sequences

of edges which do not involve e1, e2, e3, e4. Also ei for i = 1, . . . , 4 do not belong to the other loops lj
for j ≥ 3 in s. The crossing vertex v belongs to every ei for i = 1, . . . , 4.

We now consider a class of lattice approximation {lε1} and {lε2} to l1 and l2 “with respect to v”, meaning

that

lε1 = (eε3)
−1eεeε1A

ε, lε2 = (eε4)
−1eεeε2B

ε. (6.4)
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v

e1

e4

e2

e3

A B

F1

F3

F4F2

e1

e4

e2

e3

A B

F1

F3

F4F2

eε

eε1

eε4

eε2

eε3

Aε Bε

F ε
1

F ε
3

F ε
4F ε

2

Figure 5. Illustrations for {l1, l2}, their merger l12 in Theorem 6.1, and the lattice

approximations. Here the dashed lines A,B only mean generic sequences of edges and

can allow arbitrary shapes.

The map iε as in (2.15) takes (e1, e2, e3, e4, A,B) to (eε1, e
ε
2, e

ε
3, e

ε
4, A

ε, Bε), with eε /∈ Image(iε).
Moreover, for i ≥ 3, let {lεi } be lattice approximations of li. We also write

W ε
s =

m
∏

i=1

W ε
li =

m
∏

i=1

Wlεi
.

As before, we choose three bonds ǫ ∈ eε, ǫ1 ∈ eε1, ǫ3 ∈ (eε3)
−1. Applying (6.2) for the bond ǫ ∈ eε

gives the following master loop equation:

EW ε
s =

1

2ε2

∑

s′∈D−
ǫ
(s)

EW ε
s′ −

1

2ε2

∑

s′∈D+
ǫ
(s)

EW ε
s′ −

1

N2
E
(

W ε
l12

n
∏

i=3

W ε
li

)

, (6.5)

with lε12 being the merger

lε12 = (eε3)
−1eεeε2B

ε(eε4)
−1eεeε1A

ε .

Moreover, applying (6.2) with ǫ1 and ǫ3 (both from lε1), gives the following master loop equations

respectively:

EW ε
s =

1

2ε2

∑

s′∈D−
ǫ1

(s)

EW ε
s′ −

1

2ε2

∑

s′∈D+
ǫ1

(s)

EW ε
s′ , (6.6)

EW ε
s =

1

2ε2

∑

s′∈D−
ǫ3

(s)

EW ε
s′ −

1

2ε2

∑

s′∈D+
ǫ3

(s)

EW ε
s′ . (6.7)

Similar as in Section 5.2 we can derive the following result.

Theorem 6.1. The following linear combination of discrete master loop equation

(6.5) − 1

2
(6.6) − 1

2
(6.7)



36

converges to
( ∂

∂t1
− ∂

∂t2
+

∂

∂t3
− ∂

∂t4

)

EWs =
1

N2
E
(

Wl12

m
∏

i=3

Wli

)

, (6.8)

with l12 = e−1
3 e2Be−1

4 e1A.

The above result (6.8) recovers [Lév20, Theorem 3.1].

Proof. Using (2.17) and (2.18) and Remark 2.3 we know that EW ε
s on the LHS and EW ε

l12

∏m
i=3 W

ε
li

on the RHS of (6.2) converge to EWs and E(Wl12

∏m
i=3Wli), respectively. For the terms involving

deformations in (6.5), (6.6) and (6.7), it gives the same contribution as the case in Section 5.2. More

precisely, by Driver’s formula (2.13)

EW ε
s =

∫

tr(Qea1αa
−1
3 )tr(Qea2βa

−1
4 )

4
∏

i=1

Sε
ti(ε)

ε2

(aiαia
−1
i+1)

×
(

m
∏

i=3

W ε
li

)

νε(b) da db,

(6.9)

where a = (a1, a2, a3, a4) ∈ G4, b denote the edge variables not involving {a1, a2, a3, a4} and νε(b) is

a product of Wilson actions in the b variables. Since the boundaries of the faces adjacent to the edge eε

do not change, namely they are still ai as before, based on the same discussion after (6.3), the deformation

for the bond ǫ in eε in the loop lε1 gives the same contribution as that in Proposition 5.5. Hence, the

discrete master loop equation (6.5) converges to

2(∂t1 − ∂t2 + ∂t3 − ∂t4)EWs + Is1 + Is3 =
1

N2
E
(

Wl12

m
∏

i=3

Wli

)

+ EWs,

where

Ism =

∫

〈∇bmtr(a1αa
−1
3 ),∇bmptm(amαma−1

m+1)〉tr(a2βa−1
4 )

×
∏

i∈{1,...,4}\{m}

pti(aiαia
−1
i+1)

(

∏

i≥3

Wli

)

ν(b) da db,

for m = 1, . . . , 4, with (b1, b2, b3, b4)
def
= (a1, a3, a3, a1). Using exactly the same calculation as in Lemma

5.6 and Lemma 5.7 we obtain that the discrete master loop equations (6.6) and (6.7) converge to

2(∂t1 − ∂t4)EWs + 2Is1 = EWs ,

2(∂t2 − ∂t3)EWs + 2Is3 = EWs .

The result then follows. �

Recall lε1, l
ε
2 in (6.4) but now write lε2 = (eε4)

−1eεeε2B
ε where eε = eε. Let us also use a shorthand

notation MM
ε(ǫ) to refer to the lattice Makeenko–Migdal equation (6.2) with a particular bond ǫ.

Once we have Theorem 6.1 we can again extend it to general linear combinations. The same argument

as in Corollary 5.9 together with Theorem 6.1 gives:

Corollary 6.2. Assuming
∑4

i=0 ai = 1,
∑2

j=1 bj = 1, then

b1MM
ε(ǫ) + b2 MM

ε(ǫ)− a0EW
ε
s −

4
∑

i=1

aiMM
ε(ǫi)

ε→0−→ (6.8).
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6.2. Extension to SU(N) and SO(N). We now turn to a more general formulation which includes

the group G = U(N) together with SU(N), and SO(N). The argument is essentially the same; the

main difference being the multiplicative constants arising in the master loop equation together with two

additional operations at the discrete level: twisting and extension. To this end, we introduce 10

β =

{

1, if G = SO(N)

2, if G ∈ {SU(N), U(N)} γ =

{

1, if G = SU(N)

0, if G ∈ {SO(N), U(N)} .

To write the Makeenko–Migdal equations in a unified way, c.f. [DL22, Proposition 7.3], it is convenient

to incorporate this parameter into the action and consider instead

Sε(Q) = e−
βN

2ε2
Tr(I−Q), (6.10)

together with the corresponding Yang Mills measure. The associated inner product is

〈X,Y 〉 = βN

2
Tr(X∗Y ). (6.11)

As in Remark 2.1, with the above choice (6.11) of inner product, for the standard representation τ of

SU(N) on CN , dτ = N and cτ = −1+ 1
N2 . Regarding the standard representation τ of SO(N) on RN ,

one can extend it to a representation of SO(N) on CN viewed as the complexification of RN , namely

we apply SO(N) matrices to the real and imaginary parts of CN vectors separately. This is a unitary

representation since it preserves the standard Hermitian inner product on CN . One has dτ = N and

cτ = −1 + 1
N .

We recall the two additional operations.

Twisting. Given a loop l = aebec (where e is a bond appearing twice at locations x and y), the negative

twisting of l is a loop

∝x,y l
def
= ab−1c .

For l = aebe−1c (where e and e−1 appear at locations x and y respectively), the positive twisting of l is

a loop

∝x,y l
def
= aeb−1e−1c .

We write T
+
e ((x, y); l) (resp. T

−
e ((x, y); l)) for the set of loops obtained from positive (resp. negative)

twisting of l with respect to the bond e at locations (x, y). In fact, once we fix e and the locations x, y,

then each of T+
e ((x, y); l) and T

−
e ((x, y); l) only contains one possible loop.

Expansion. Finally, a positive expansion of l at location x by a plaquette p passing through the bond

e−1 replaces l with the pair of loops (l, p). A negative expansion of l at location x by a plaquette p passing

through the bond e replaces l with the pair of loops (l, p). The sets E+
e (x; l) and E

−
e (x; l) consist of all

loops obtained from positive or negative expansions of l with respect to e at location x, respectively.

As in (2.5) we write T±
e (s) = T

±
e ((x, y); s), E

±
e (s) = E

±
e (x; s) for simplicity.

We consider the same loops l, l1, l2 in (5.7)(5.8) and their lattice approximations (5.10)(5.11) as in

Section 5.2. 11 We will apply the lattice loop equations proved in [CPS23, Theorem 6.104] with choices

of bonds similarly as in Section 5.2.

10We borrow this notation from Lévy in [Lév17] but also caution the reader that we are deviating here from some references

on lattice Yang-Mills, where β denotes an arbitrary couping constant.

11If instead of (5.10) we consider lattice loop in which e and e−1 appear, then as in Remark 5.10 we will find the same

limiting equation.
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We start by applying the single location master loop equation at the bond ǫ in the edge eε, which leads

to

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
ǫ (l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
ǫ (l)

EW ε
l′

=
(

1− (2− β)

βN
− 2γ

N2

)

EW ε
l + EW ε

l1W
ε
l2 −

(2− β)

βN

∑

l′∈T−
ǫ
(l)

EW ε
l′

+
γ

2ε2

∑

l′∈E+
ǫ (l)

EW ε
l′ −

γ

2ε2

∑

l′∈E−
ǫ (l)

EW ε
l′ . (6.12)

Note that based on the above choice of action, the coefficient of deformation is β
2ε2

for SO(N) and β
4ε2

for U(N) or SU(N), and hence by definition of β this gives 1
2ε2

in both cases. By definition of twisting,

we simply have
∑

l′∈T−
ǫ (l)

EW ε
l′ = EW ε

l1l
−1
2

,

where the loop l1l
−1
2 is the negative twisting of l. Taking the continuum limit ε → 0, we find that the

above equation converges to

2(∂t1 − ∂t2 + ∂t3 − ∂t4)EWl + (I1 + I3)

=
(

1− (2− β)

βN
− 2γ

N2

)

EWl + EWl1Wl2 −
(2− β)

βN
EWl1l

−1
2

,

where I1, I3 are defined in (5.17). Indeed, the above claim follows as in the arguments in Proposition 5.5

except that now the metric is given by (6.11) (in particular the gradient and inner product in I1, I3 are

defined with respect to the new metric (6.11)). Moreover, when we apply Driver’s formula to expansion

terms as in Section 5.2, we can reduce the contribution from expansion terms

γ

2ε2

∑

l′∈E+
ǫ (l)

EW ε
l′ −

γ

2ε2

∑

l′∈E−
ǫ (l)

EW ε
l′

to the following integral:

1

2ε2

∫

tr((Q−Q−1))tr(Ql)S
ε
ti(ε)−ε2

ε2

(Qaiαia
−1
i+1)S

ε(Q)dQ

×
∏

k∈{1,2,3,4}\{i}

Sε
tk(ε)

ε2

(akαka
−1
k+1)ν

ε(b)dadb,
(6.13)

where Ql is a product of variables a,b. Here Q and Q−1 are the holonomies around the new plaquettes

in the positive and negative expansions, and i = 2, 4 since we can expand a plaquette into the face F2 or

F4, see Fig. 6. As ε → 0 we apply Lemma 5.2 to find that the first line of (6.13) goes to

d(g)
∑

j=1

tr(Lj)tr(Ql)Ljpti(aiαia
−1
i+1) = 0,

thanks to the fact that tr(Lj) = 0 since Lj is in the Lie algebra of SO(N) and SU(N). Remark that

tr(Lj) = 0 does not hold for U(N), but the lattice loop equations in the U(N) case studied in the

previous sections do not have expansion terms. Since the integral over the other variables in (6.13) is

obviously bounded, (6.13) vanishes as ε → 0.
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eε

eε1

eε4

eε2

eε3

F ε
1

F ε
3

F ε
4F ε

2 eε

eε1

eε4

eε2

eε3

F ε
1

F ε
3

F ε
4F ε

2

Figure 6. Two of the possible expansions: one positive and one negative.

Next we apply the single location master loop equation at the bonds ǫ1, ǫ3 to find

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
ǫ1

(l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
ǫ1

(l)

EW ε
l′

=
(

1− (2− β)

βN
− γ

N2

)

EW ε
l +

γ

2ε2

∑

l′∈E+
ǫ1

(l)

EW ε
l′ −

γ

2ε2

∑

l′∈E−
ǫ1

(l)

EW ε
l′ . (6.14)

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D−
ǫ3

(l)

EW ε
l′ −

1

2ε2

∑

l′∈D+
ǫ3

(l)

EW ε
l′

=
(

1− (2− β)

βN
− γ

N2

)

EW ε
l +

γ

2ε2

∑

l′∈E+
ǫ3

(l)

EW ε
l′ −

γ

2ε2

∑

l′∈E−
ǫ3

(l)

EW ε
l′ . (6.15)

In the continuum limit, following the arguments in Lemmas 5.6 and 5.7, these converge towards

2(∂t1 − ∂t4)EWl + 2I1 =
(

1− (2− β)

βN
− γ

N2

)

EWl ,

2(∂t3 − ∂t2)EWl + 2I3 =
(

1− (2− β)

βN
− γ

N2

)

EWl .

In particular, the expansion terms vanish, by the same argument below (6.13).

Combining these observations, we obtain the following result

Theorem 6.3. For the Yang-Mills measure associated to the action (6.10), the following linear combina-

tion of the discrete master loop equation

(6.12) − 1

2
(6.14) − 1

2
(6.15)

converges to

(∂t1 − ∂t2 + ∂t3 − ∂t4)EWl = EWl1Wl2 −
(2− β)

βN
EWl1l

−1
2

− γ

N2
EWl. (6.16)

Notice that (6.16) corresponds to [DL22, Propostion 7.3] 12.

Using the same shorthand notationMM
ε(ǫ) as in Corollary 6.2 to refer to the lattice Makeenko–Migdal

equation with a particular bond ǫ, the same argument as in Corollary 5.9 together with Theorem 6.3 gives:

12Note that the signs before the last two terms on the RHS of (6.16) do not align with the master loop equation in [DL22,

Propostion 7.3]. This is merely a minor typo there: concerning the proof of master loop equation in [DHK17], by substituting

[DL22, (67)] into [DHK17, (2.13)] we get (6.16).
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Corollary 6.4. Assuming
∑4

i=0 ai = 1,
∑2

j=1 bj = 1, then

b1MM
ε(ǫ) + b2 MM

ε(ǫ)− a0
(

1− (2− β)

βN
− γ

N2

)

EW ε
l −

4
∑

i=1

aiMM
ε(ǫi)

converges to (6.16).

Appendix A. Proof of (5.6)

The idea is to decompose the
∑

τ /∈F to the sum over three regions:

|cτ | ≤ ε−2, ε−2 < |cτ | ≤ (ε−2)1+δ , |cτ | > (ε−2)1+δ ,

for some fixed δ ∈ (0, 1). We use A2i, i = 1, 2, 3 to denote these sums, respectively. Using [BS83,

Corollary A.4] we have that for |cτ | ≤ ε−2,

aτ (ε) ≤ e
3cτ ε2

8
+bε2 , (1.1)

for some constant b > 0. Hence, we use (1.1) to obtain

A21 .
∑

τ /∈F ,|cτ |≤ε−2

d2τaτ (ε)
t(ε)

ε2 (|cτ |1/2 + (1 + |cτ |2)ε2)

. ebt(ε)
∑

τ /∈F ,

d2τe
3cτ t(ε)

8 (1 + |cτ |) . ebt
∑

τ /∈F

d2τe
3cτ (t+1)

8 (1 + |cτ |) .

This can be made arbitrarily small by choosing F large enough since

∑

τ

d2τe
3cτ (t+1)

8 (1 + |cτ |) = (1−∆)e
3(t+1)

8
∆I < ∞ .

For |cτ | ≤ (ε−2)1+δ we use [BS83, (A.41)] to choose ε small enough such that

aτ (ε) ≤ e−c < 1 , (1.2)

for some c > 0. By [BS83, (A.42)] we also have
∑

ε−2<|cτ |≤(ε−2)1+δ

d2τ . (ε−2)
p
2
(1+δ), (1.3)

with p = d(g). Hence, we use (1.2) and (1.3) to obtain that

A22 .
∑

ε−2<|cτ |≤(ε−2)1+δ

d2τaτ (ε)
t(ε)

ε2 (|cτ |1/2 + (1 + |cτ |2)ε2)

. e−c t(ε)

ε2 (ε−2)1+2δ
∑

ε−2<|cτ |≤(ε−2)1+δ

d2τ

. e−c t(ε)

ε2 (ε−2)(
p
2
+1)(1+2δ),

which goes to zero by choosing ε small enough.

For |cτ | > (ε−2)1+δ we use [BS83, (A.54)] to obtain

d2τaτ (ε)
2 ≤ e−c′

√
|cτ |ε2 .
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Hence, we obtain

A23 .
∑

|cτ |>(ε−2)1+δ

d2τaτ (ε)
t(ε)

ε2 (|cτ |1/2 + (1 + |cτ |2)ε2)

.
∑

|cτ |>(ε−2)1+δ

e−c′t(ε)
√

|cτ |/(ε2)(|cτ |1/2 + (1 + |cτ |2)ε2) .

Using (1.3) we know that the number of representations τ obeying K − 1 < |cτ | ≤ K is bounded by

CKp/2 for some universal constant C > 0. Hence,

A23 → 0, ε → 0.

Hence, (5.6) follows.
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[Lév20] T. Lévy. Two-dimensional quantum Yang-Mills theory and the Makeenko-Migdal equations. In Frontiers in

analysis and probability—in the spirit of the Strasbourg-Zürich meetings, 275–325. Springer, Cham, [2020] ©2020.

doi:10.1007/978-3-030-56409-4\_7 .

[MM79] Y. M. Makeenko and A. A. Migdal. Exact equation for the loop average in multicolor QCD. Physics Letters B 88,

no. 1-2, (1979), 135–137.

[PPSY23] M. Park, J. Pfeffer, S. Sheffield, and P. Yu. Wilson loop expectations as sums over surfaces on the plane. arXiv

preprint arXiv:2305.02306 (2023).

[Sen97] A. Sengupta. Gauge theory on compact surfaces. Mem. Amer. Math. Soc. 126, no. 600, (1997), viii+85.

doi:10.1090/memo/0600.

[SSZ24] H. Shen, S. A. Smith, and R. Zhu. A new derivation of the finite N master loop equation for lattice Yang-Mills.

Electron. J. Probab. 29, (2024), Paper No. 29, 18. doi:10.1214/24-ejp1090.

[SZZ24] H. Shen, R. Zhu, and X. Zhu. Langevin dynamics of lattice Yang-Mills-Higgs and applications. arXiv preprint

arXiv:2401.13299 (2024).

(H. Shen) Department of Mathematics, University of Wisconsin - Madison, USA

Email address: pkushenhao@gmail.com

(S. A. Smith) Academy of Mathematics and Systems Sciences, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing, China

Email address: ssmith@amss.ac.cn

(R. Zhu) Department of Mathematics, Beijing Institute of Technology, Beijing 100081, China

Email address: zhurongchan@126.com

https://dx.doi.org/10.1016/0003-4916(89)90032-8
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-319-13467-3
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/s00220-018-3262-1
https://arxiv.org/abs/math/0101239
https://dx.doi.org/10.1090/memo/0790
https://dx.doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-56409-4%5C_7
https://dx.doi.org/10.1090/memo/0600
https://dx.doi.org/10.1214/24-ejp1090

	1. Introduction
	1.1. Main results

	2. Notation and some basic tools
	2.1. Notation
	2.2. Analysis on Lie groups
	2.3. Some earlier results of Driver

	3. Gaussian approximation lemma
	4. Simple loops
	5. General loops
	5.1. Useful convergence lemmas
	5.2. Convergence of master loop equations
	5.3. Some degenerate cases

	6. Some extensions
	6.1. Extension to strings (collections of loops)
	6.2. Extension to SU(N) and SO(N)

	Appendix A. Proof of (5.6)
	References

