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Abstract

We study the N ×N Hermitian one-matrix model modified by the double-trace interaction.

It is known that the coupling for the double-trace interaction can control the weight for the

microscopic wormholes if interpreting the matrix model as the lattice model of random surface;

tuning the coupling to its critical value, the effect of wormholes become substantial to change

the critical behavior of the pure 2D quantum gravity, which is characterized by a certain positive

value of the string susceptibility.

In the large-N limit, we calculate the continuum limit of the disk amplitude in which the

wormhole effects are important. The resulting continuum disk amplitude is the same as that

of the pure 2D quantum gravity. We also introduce the renormalized coupling for the double-

trace interaction, and show that the newly introduced renormalized coupling can alter the

renormalized bulk cosmological constant effectively.
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1 Introduction

It is expected that dynamics of wormholes are one of the most essential ingredients in understanding

nature of fully quantum gravity. Dynamical wormholes are peculiar to quantum gravity and,

therefore, they would sometimes provide clues to issues that quantum gravity addresses even at

a semiclassical level. For example, the replica wormhole plays an important role in resolving the

information loss problem in the entropy of the Hawking radiation [1]. Another issue associated with

dynamical wormholes comes from the proposal by Coleman on the tiny cosmological constant [2].

It is quite interesting because of not only the role played by dynamical wormholes, but its relation

to averaging nature of quantum gravity [3, 4]. Hence it is desirable to study nature of dynamical

wormholes in a well-defined set up of quantum gravity beyond semiclassical analysis (see, e.g.,

Refs. [5, 6]). In this article we examine 2D quantum gravity in such a physical model.

The non-perturbative physics of 2D quantum gravity has been extensively studied with the help

of matrix models and combinatorics that provide quite powerful tools for analytical calculations

(see, e.g., Refs. [7–9] for reviews). Matrix models can be interpreted as the lattice models of random

surface, known as dynamical triangulations [10–15], and serve as well-defined regularizations of 2D

quantum gravity coupled to conformal matter with the central charge c less than or equal to 1.

The simple example is given by the N ×N Hermitian one-matrix model with the quartic single-

trace interaction, which was first solved in the large-N limit in the seminal paper [16]. This matrix

model corresponds to the model of random surface discretized by quadrangles. Tuning the coupling

for the quartic interaction g to its critical value gc, one can take the continuum limit through which

the cutoff is removed. This critical behavior is quantified by the string susceptibility exponent

γ = −1/2. The resulting continuum theory is the pure 2D quantum gravity, known as the Liouville

field theory coupled to conformal matter with c = 0.

An interesting modification of the matrix model above is to introduce the double-trace in-

teraction [17]. In this article, we call the matrix model having the double-trace interaction the

double-trace matrix model. From the point of view of the random surface, the double-trance in-

teraction can control the weight for the surfaces touched through tiny necks which are microscopic

wormholes. One can take the continuum limit approaching the critical line gc(gD) where the gD is

the coupling for the double-trace interaction. When gD is smaller than the special value g∗D, the

continuum theory is the pure 2D quantum gravity characterized by γ = −1/2. At gD = g∗D, the

effect of wormholes becomes important enough to change the critical behavior, and the string sus-

ceptibility turns to the positive value γ = +1/3.3 When gD > g∗D, one enters the branched-polymer

phase with γ = +1/2 where the surfaces become “many-fingered” polymer-like chains.

As pointed out in Ref. [20], the continuum theory with the string susceptibility γ = +1/3 can be

interpreted as the Liouville field theory that is coupled to conformal matter with c = 0 and defined

by the unconventional branch of the gravitational dressing in the Liouville potential. This type of

theory is not smoothly connected to the semiclassical regime c → −∞. It is generically suggested

that the conventional Liouville field theory with the negative string susceptibility γ can be related

to the unconventional Liouville field theory4 with the positive string susceptibility γ/(γ−1) by the

3The positive string susceptibility γ = +1/3 has also been obtained by the modified multicritical one-matrix model

with the single-trace interaction [18,19].
4The unconventional Liouville field theory means the Liouville field theory defined by the unconventional branch

of the gravitational dressing in the Liouville potential.
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fine tuning of the coupling for the double-trace interaction in the matrix model [20,21]. The same

formula for the string susceptibility was found in Ref. [22] based on the combinatorial argument.

In this article, we wish to study the double-trace matrix model in the large-N limit, and

investigate the continuum limit in which the wormhole effects become substantial. In particular,

we calculate the continuum limit of the resolvent which is the marked disk amplitude. The resulting

continuum disk amplitude is exactly the same as that of the pure 2D quantum gravity although

γ = +1/3. We also introduce the renormalized coupling for the double-trace interaction, and

show that the newly introduced coupling can shift the renormalized bulk cosmological constant

effectively, which is essentially caused by the dominance of microscopic wormholes. As a result,

the effective bulk cosmological constant can be zero even though the original bulk cosmological

constant has to be positive.

This article is organized as follows. In Sec. 2, we give a brief introduction to the double-

trace matrix model and explain its relation to the lattice model of random surface. In Sec. 3, the

physics at large N is explained, and we show the three possible critical behaviors. Additionally

we examine the free energy near the critical point where the wormholes become important. In

Sec. 4, we calculate the continuum limit of the disk amplitude at the critical point characterized

by γ = +1/3, and then introduce the renormalized coupling for the double-trace interaction. In

Sec. 5, we derive nonperturbative effect in the continuum limit. Sec. 6 is devoted to the discussion.

2 Overview of the double-trace matrix model

We study the Hermitian one-matrix model with double-trace term, given by the matrix integral [17]:

ZN (g, gD) =
1

ΩN

∫
Dφ e−N[tr V (φ)−

gD
2N

(trW (φ))2] , with ΩN =
(2π)

N(N−1)
2

G2(N + 2)
, (2.1)

where φ is an N ×N Hermitian matrix, and Dφ the Haar measure on U(N):

Dφ = 2
N(N−1)

2

N∏

i=1

dφii

∏

1≤j<k≤N

dRe (φjk) dIm (φjk) , (2.2)

and G2(z) is the Barnes function defined by

G2(z + 1) = Γ(z)G2(z) , G2(1) = 1 . (2.3)

Here V (φ) and W (φ) are the polynomial and the monomial, respectively:

V (φ) =
1

2
φ2 − g

k∑

m=1

tm
m

φm ; W (φ) = φn , with n ∈ N+ , (2.4)

where tm’s fulfill t1, t2, · · · , tk−1 ≥ 0 and tk > 0. Based on the notation above, the Gaussian matrix

integral yields

ZN (0, 0) =
1

ΩN

(
2π

N

)N2

2

. (2.5)

In the following, we briefly review the matrix model with double-trace term and its relation to 2D

quantum gravity.
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2.1 Pure gravity

Let us first assume that gD = 0. The perturbative expansion of the integral (2.1) w.r.t. g can be

interpreted as a model of random surface, i.e. the dual graph of each Feynman graph is a complex

made up of the m-sided polygons (m = 1, 2, · · · , k), and in this sense the sum over Feynman graphs

defines the lattice model of random surface. For simplicity, we set t4 = 1 and other tm’s are zero,

and the perturbative expansion then yields

log

(
ZN (g, 0)

ZN (0, 0)

)
∼=
∑

G

Nχ(G)

|Aut(G)|g
n(G) , (2.6)

where G denotes a quadrangulated and connected surface, |Aut(G)| the order of automorphism

group of G, χ(G) the Euler characteristic of G, and n(G) the number of quadrangles in G. It is

the logarithm that selects the connected surfaces.

The model of random surface (2.6) serves as a regularization of 2D quantum gravity, meaning

that each quadrangle is a square with the lattice spacing ε, which is the UV cutoff. In the context

of 2D quantum gravity, g and N are interpreted as the (dimensionless) cosmological constant λ

and the gravitational constant κ through the relation:

g = e−λ , N = e1/κ . (2.7)

2D quantum gravity is known to be asymptotically free due to e.g. the ǫ-expansion [23]. There-

fore, to remove the cutoff, one has to tune the bare gravitational constant κ to 0, or equivalently the

matrix size N to infinity. If taking the large N limit first, the surfaces with the spherical topology

survive in the sum, and Eq. (2.6) then becomes

lim
N→∞

1

N2
log

(
ZN (g, 0)

ZN (0, 0)

)
∼=
∑

G0

1

|Aut(G0)|
e−λn(G0) , (2.8)

where G0 denotes a quadrangulated surface homeomorphic to the sphere. If replacing the sum over

quadrangulations by the one over the number of quadrangles,

∑

G0

1

|Aut(G0)|
e−λn(G0) =

∑

n

e−λnN (n) , (2.9)

where N (n) roughly counts the number of quadrangulations for a given n. When the number of

quadrangles is large, N (n) behaves as

N (n) ∼ eλcnnγ−3 (1 +O (1/n)) , with γ = −1

2
, (2.10)

where λc is a certain constant and γ is called the string susceptibility. The important fact is that γ

is universal, while λc is not. The sum (2.9) is therefore exponentially bounded, and hits the radius

of convergence at λ = λc. From Eq. (2.10), tuning λ to λc from above, infinitely many quadrangles

become important in the sum (2.9), and essentially the average number of quadrangles diverges.

Therefore, if we simultaneously tune the lattice spacing ε to 0 in a correlated manner, we may

obtain the continuous surface. This is the essence of the continuum limit that removes the cutoff.

Specifically, we tune λ ց λc and ε ց 0 with the renormalized cosmological constant Λ kept fixed:

Λ =
λ− λc

ε2
, (2.11)
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where the bare cosmological constant λ/ε2 gets the additive renormalization. Through this dimen-

sional transmutation, one can transmute the dimension of lattice spacing to the dimension of the

renormalized cosmological constant, and set the scale at IR. In the continuum limit, one obtains

e−λnN (n) ∝ e−ΛAAγ−3 , (2.12)

where the physical area A is defined to be finite as A := ε2n. In fact, the result (2.12) can be

recovered by the path-integral of 2D quantum gravity, the Liouville quantum gravity, with the

fixed area A.

We stress here that the critical behavior of the sum (2.9) can be quantified by the string

susceptibility γ:

∑

G0

1

|Aut(G0)|
e−λn(G0) ∼ (gc − g)2−γ , with gc := e−λc =

1

12
. (2.13)

Essentially one can observe this critical behavior through the free energy as well:

F (g, gD = 0) = − lim
N→∞

1

N2
logZN (g, gD = 0) ∼ (gc − g)2−γ . (2.14)

The string susceptibility γ is universal in a sense that even if one studies the model of random

surface discretized by generic polygons, the same value of the exponent can be obtained in the

continuum limit.

2.2 Introduction of wormholes

Turning on the coupling gD, one can introduce tiny necks that connect distinct points on surfaces.

The tiny necks are microscopic wormholes. Introducing the double-trace coupling explicitly, certain

“disconnected” surfaces, i.e. surfaces touched through wormholes, will survive even after taking

the logarithm.

The free energy in the large-N limit,

F (g, gD) = − lim
N→∞

1

N2
logZN (g, gD) , (2.15)

is known to become singular if tuning the coupling g for a given value of gD to its critical value

gc(gD):

F (g, gD) ∼ (gc(gD)− g)2−γ(gD) , (2.16)

where the critical exponent γ is the string susceptibility that depends on the double-trace coupling.

It is shown in Ref. [17] that there exists a critical point of gD = g∗D by which we have three

phases. For −∞ < gD < g∗D, one obtains the pure-gravity phase characterized by γ = −1/2. This

means that the effect of wormholes is not strong enough to change the critical behavior obtained

by the model without the double-trace term. For gD > g∗D, one enters the branched-polymer phase

where surfaces degenerate into the tree-like structure, and this phase is characterized by γ = +1/2.

In between these phases, i.e., at gD = g∗D, the string susceptibility becomes γ = +1/3. At this

special point on the critical curve, the effect of wormholes becomes substantial to change the critical

exponent. In this article, we call this phase the wormhole-dominant phase.
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Another interesting aspect of the matrix model with double-trace term was pointed out [21].

Performing the Hubbard-Stratonovich transformation, the matrix integral (2.1) becomes

ZN (g, gD) =
1

ΩN

∫
Dφ

〈
e−Ntr(V (φ)+νW (φ))

〉
G

, (2.17)

where the average is defined by

〈f(ν)〉G =

∫ ∞

−∞

dν ρG(ν)f(ν) . (2.18)

Here ρG(ν) is the probability density function of the Gaussian distribution:

ρG(ν) =
1√
2πσ

e−
ν2

2σ2 , with σ =

√
gD

N
. (2.19)

Therefore, one can recover the original matrix integral (2.1), if one starts with the one-matrix model

only with the single-trace term by performing the Gaussian integration over its coupling.

Let us formally interchange the order of integrations in Eq. (2.17) when N is large but finite.

If we assume that V (φ) = 1
2φ

2 − g
4φ

4 and W (φ) = φ4, Eq. (2.17) may yield

e−F(g,gD) =

∫ ∞

−∞

dν ρG(ν) e
−F(g+4ν,0) , with F(g, gD) := − logZN (g, gD) . (2.20)

This implies the average over the coupling constant, which is reminiscent of the Coleman mechanism

[2]. However, the integral (2.20) seems problematic even in the large-N limit: The free energy in

the large-N limit, F (g, gD), has a finite radius of convergence with respect to g, and therefore the

integration over ν will diverge for large |ν| [6].
Assuming that we can somehow regularize the integral (2.20), let us formally proceed calcula-

tions. Changing the variable ν to t,

g + 4ν =
1

12

(
1− ε2t

)
, (2.21)

the integral (2.20) accordingly becomes

∫ ∞

−∞

dν ρG(ν) e
−F(g+4ν,0) ∝

∫ ∞

−∞

dt ef(t) , (2.22)

where

f(t) ∼= const. +N2
(
f1 ε

2t+ f2 (ε
2t)2 + f5/2 (ε

2t)5/2 +O((ε2t)3)
)
+O(N0) . (2.23)

Here the coefficients are

f1 =
1− 12g − 26 · 3gD

28 · 32 , f2 = −1− 26 · 32gD
29 · 32gD

, f5/2 = − 4

15
. (2.24)

The three phases in the double-trace matrix model can be characterized by these coefficients [21]:

(i) f1 = 0 and f2 < 0 yield the pure-gravity phase, (ii) f1 = 0 and f2 > 0 the branched-polymer

phase, and (iii) f1 = f2 = 0 the wormhole-dominant phase.
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In order to explore the possibility to discuss the Coleman mechanism, let us parametrize the

couplings as follows:

g = g∗(1− 6ε3 t) =
1

18
(1 − 6ε3 t) , gD = g∗D =

1

26 · 32 , (2.25)

where g∗(:= gc(g
∗
D)) is the critical coupling for the wormhole-dominant phase. Accordingly, we

obtain

f(t) ∼= const. +N2

((
tt− 4

15
t5/2
)
ε5 +O(ε6)

)
+O(N0) , (2.26)

From the observation above, one may guess that one can take the double-scaling limit with N2ε5

kept fixed. In fact, if taking the limit N → ∞ with N ≡ ε−5/2 and removing the regularization

properly, the integral (2.20) essentially becomes the two-sided Laplace transform [21]5:

e−F(t) =

∫ ∞

−∞

dt ett−F(t) , (2.27)

where F(t) and F(t) are respectively the free energies for the pure-gravity and wormhole-dominant

phases in the double-scaling limit. As mentioned in Ref. [21], it is unclear if the integral (2.27)

converges and if it gives the truly non-perturbative formulation6. However, the point is that

Eq. (2.27) works at all orders of perturbation theory [21]. Therefore, there is a possibility to

discuss the Coleman mechanism using Eq. (2.27), which is quite interesting.

In Ref. [17] the critical point of gD can be obtained by requiring divergence of the susceptibility

in the case of V (φ) = 1
2φ

2 − g
4φ

4, W (φ) = φ2. On the other hand, in Ref. [21] the critical point

is chosen to satisfy f1 = f2 = 0 in the case of V (φ) = 1
2φ

2 − g
4φ

4, W (φ) = φ4 as we have seen

above. It is likely that the equivalence of these two approaches is ensured at least perturbatively

by the fact that both of them gives Eq. (2.27) in the double-scaling limit, but a prior it is not clear,

in particular, that the former leads to Eq. (2.27). Thus in the next section we confirm that they

actually define the same double scaling limit even in the case of different W (φ)’s from the original

ones discussed in Refs. [17, 21]. Of course this check is far from a proof of their equivalence, but

at least it should be necessary to compare their prescriptions in other examples to examine their

relationship.

3 Large-N limit

Let us first review the large-N physics of the double-trace matrix model based on the pioneering

paper [17].

3.1 Free energy

We wish to calculate the free energy in the large-N limit to extract the critical behaviors.

5We choose the unit such that gs = Nε5/2 = 1.
6The non-perturbative abmiguity was pointed out in Ref. [24]
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The matrix integral (2.1) is invariant under the U(N) transformation, i.e., φ → UφU † where U

is an N × N unitary matrix. Through the use of transformation under the U(N) group, one can

diagonalize the matrix φ:

φ → UφU † = diag(λ1, λ2, · · · , λN ) . (3.1)

Accordingly, the integral measure (2.2) becomes

Dφ = ΩN

N∏

i=1

dλi

N∏

j<k

|λj − λk|2 . (3.2)

The matrix integral (2.1) then can be recast into the multiple integration over eigenvalues:

ZN (g, gD) =

∫ ∞

−∞

· · ·
∫ ∞

−∞

N∏

i=1

dλi e
−N2Veff(λ) , (3.3)

where

Veff(λ) =
1

N

N∑

i=1

V (λi)−
gD
2

(
1

N

N∑

i=1

W (λi)

)2

− 1

N2

N∑

i=1

N∑

j 6=i

log |λi − λj| . (3.4)

Introducing

ρ(λ) =
1

N
tr δ(λ − φ) =

1

N

N∑

i=1

δ(λ− λi) , (3.5)

this becomes

Veff =

∫
dλ ρ(λ )V (λ)− gD

2

(∫
dλ ρ(λ)W (λ)

)2

−
∫

dλ

∫
−dµ ρ(λ)ρ(µ) log |λ− µ| . (3.6)

In the large-N limit, we solve the saddle point equation for ρ(λ)

V (λ)− gDW0W (λ)− 2

∫
−dµ ρ(µ) log |λ− µ|+ C = 0 , (3.7)

W0 :=

∫
dµ ρ(µ)W (µ) , (3.8)

where we have introduced the multiplier C to impose
∫
dλ ρ(λ) = 1. Hence

V ′(λ)− gDW0W
′(λ)− 2

∫
−dµ

ρ(µ)

λ− µ
= 0 . (3.9)

Thus in order to get ρ(µ), we solve this equation with the self-consistency condition (3.8). Con-

versely, suppose we find a solution to this equation ρ0(λ) and V (0) = W (0) = 0, integrating

Eq. (3.9) gives

V (λ)− gDW0W (λ)− 2

∫
−dµ ρ0(µ) (log |λ− µ| − log |µ|) = 0 . (3.10)
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Plugging this back into Eq. (3.6), we get the free energy in the large-N limit:

F0(g, gD) =

∫
dλ ρ0(λ)

(
1

2
V (λ)− log |λ|

)
, (3.11)

which is actually the “same” equation as the one obtained in Ref. [16]. Thus we find that the

expression of the free energy in terms of the solution to the saddle point equation takes exactly

the “same” form as in the model without the double-trace term, but we notice that the eigenvalue

distribution ρ0(λ) does change due to its presence as shown in Eq. (3.9).

Introducing the resolvent,

R0(z) =

〈
1

N
tr

(
1

z − φ

)〉

0

, (3.12)

where 〈·〉0 denotes the expectation value in the large-N limit in the model (2.1), the saddle-point

equation (3.9) can be recast as the loop equation:

R0(z)
2 − Ṽ ′(z)R0(z) +Q0(z) = 0 , (3.13)

where

Ṽ (z) := V (z)− gDW0W (z) , with W0 =

〈
1

N
trW (φ)

〉

0

, (3.14)

and Q0(z) is a polynomial of z with degree max{deg V,deg W} − 2:

Q0(z) =

〈
1

N

Ṽ ′(z)− Ṽ ′(φ)

z − φ

〉

0

. (3.15)

In App. A we give another derivation of Eq. (3.13) based on the Schwinger-Dyson equation. In

solving Eq. (3.13), we assume that the resolvent has a single cut. Since it is quadratic, there

generically exist two solutions and we pick up the one consistent with the asymptotic behavior of

the resolvent, i.e., R0(z) ∼ 1/z for |z| ≫ 1. The solution to the loop equation (3.13) then yields

R0(z) =
1

2

(
Ṽ ′(z) + f(z)

√
(z − a1)(z − a2)

)
, (3.16)

where a1 and a2 (a1 < a2) are endpoints of the cut, and f(z), a1, a2 are chosen in such a way that

f(z)2(z − a1)(z − a2) = Ṽ ′(z)2 − 4Q0(z) ,

R0(z) ∼ 1/z , for |z| ≫ 1 . (3.17)

Note here that W0 should satisfy the condition (3.14).

The resolvent,

R0(z) =

∫ a

−a
dµ

ρ0(µ)

z − µ
, with ρ0(µ) = 〈ρ(µ)〉0 , (3.18)

is analytic except for the range z ∈ (−a, a), and the eigenvalue density can be read off through the

non-analytic part of the resolvent, i.e., for z ∈ [a1, a2],

ρ0(λ) =
1

2πi
(R0(λ+ i0)−R0(λ− i0)) =

1

2π
f(λ)

√
(λ− a1)(a2 − λ) , (3.19)
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where we have used Dirac’s delta function defined through Sato’s approach of hyperfunctions:

δ(λ) =
−1

2πi

(
1

λ+ i0
− 1

λ− i0

)
. (3.20)

Inserting Eq. (3.19) into Eq. (3.8), the self-consistency equation

W0 =

∫
dµ ρ0(µ)W (µ) , (3.21)

provides the relation between W0 and a1, a2.

As illustrative examples, let us fix V (z) = 1
2z

2 − g
4z

4 and consider the case W (z) = z2 or

W (z) = z4, which has been studied in Ref. [17] and Ref. [21], respectively. In these cases, we can

set a1 = a2 = a > 0.

For W (z) = z2, the resolvent (3.16) takes the form

R0(z) =
1

2

(
(1− 2gDW0) z − gz3 +

(
gz2 +

1

2
a2g − (1− 2gDW0)

)√
z2 − a2

)
, (3.22)

where Eq. (3.17) makes a subject to the quartic equation:

3ga4 − 4 (1− 2gDW0) a
2 + 16 = 0 . (3.23)

Eq. (3.19) leads to

ρ0(λ) =
1

2π

(
−gλ2 − g

2
a2 + 1− 2gDW0

)√
a2 − λ2 . (3.24)

From Eq. (3.21), we also obtain the self-consistent equation for W0:

W0 =

∫ a

−a
dλ ρ(λ)λ2 =

a4

16

(
1− ga2 − 2gDW0

)
. (3.25)

If solving for W0 in Eq. (3.25), we get

W0 =
a4 − ga6

16 + 2gDa4
. (3.26)

Plugging Eq. (3.26) into Eq. (3.23), one can eliminate W0, and find the equation for a itself:

ggDa
8 − 8(3g + 2gD)a

4 + 32a2 − 128 = 0 . (3.27)

Note that in the limit gD → 0 this equation correctly reproduces the result in [16]7:

3ga4 − 4a2 + 16 = 0 . (3.28)

Finally, from Eq. (3.11) the free energy in the large-N limit is given as

F0(g, gD) =

∫ a

0
dλ ρ(λ)

(
1

2
λ2 − g

4
λ4 − 2 log |λ|

)

7a in the present paper is half of one in [16].
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=
a2

2048

[
9g2a6 − 8g(5 − 2gDW0)a

4

+ 32

(
1− 2gDW0 − 3g + 12g log

(a
2

))
a2

+ 256(1 − 2gDW0)
(
1− 2 log

(a
2

)) ]
(3.29)

=
ga4

(
3ga4 − 8a2 + 64

)

2048
+

1

16
a2 − log

(a
2

)
+

1

2
, (3.30)

where a is subject to Eq. (3.27) and hence is a function of g and gD. In the last line, we have used

Eq. (3.23) to eliminate W0. We can confirm that taking the limit gD → 0 in Eq. (3.29) and using

Eq. (3.27) in this limit, the free energy of the single-trace one-matrix model given in Ref. [16],

F0 =
30g − 1

288g
a2 +

1

72g
+

3

8
− log

(a
2

)
, (3.31)

is recovered. In this sense, the two limits, N → ∞ and gD → 0, commute.

The free energy for W (z) = z4 is obtained in the same way. The resolvent and the eigenvalue

distribution read

R0(z) =
1

2

(
z − (g + 4gDW0) z

3 + (g + 4gDW0) (z
2 − b2)

√
z2 − a2

)
,

ρ0(λ) =
1

2π
(g + 4gDW0) (b

2 − λ2)
√

a2 − λ2 , (3.32)

where

b2 =
1

g + 4gDW0
− 1

2
a2 , (3.33)

and a satisfies

3(g + 4gDW0)a
4 − 4a2 + 16 = 0 . (3.34)

The self-consistency condition tells us that

W0 =
a6(8− 9ga2)

256 + 36gDa8
, (3.35)

which yields a closed equation for a as

3gDa
10 − 36gDa

8 − 48ga4 + 64a2 − 256 = 0 . (3.36)

It is again reduced to Eq. (3.28) in the limit gD → 0. We obtain the free energy as

F0 =
a2

2048
(g + 4gDW0)

[
5ga6 − 8ga4b2 − 16a4 + 32a2b2 + 32a2 + 256b2 + 128

(
a2 − 4b2

)
log
(a
2

) ]

=
1

32(9gDa8 + 64)

(
9
(
g2 + 40gD

)
a8 − 32ga6 + 64

(
6g +

1

3

)
a4 − 1024

3
a2 + 2560

)
− log

(a
2

)
,

(3.37)

which becomes Eq. (3.31) in the limit gD → 0 due to Eq. (3.28).
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3.2 Critical phenomena

In order to find the critical phenomena for W (z) = z2, we solve for g in Eq. (3.27):

g =
16(8 + ζ(gDζ − 2))

ζ2(gDζ2 − 24)
, (3.38)

where ζ := a2. Using Eq. (3.30) and Eq. (3.38), one can compute the susceptibility:

χ =
∂2

∂g2
F

∣∣∣∣
gD

=
∂2F

∂ζ2

(
dg

dζ

)−2

− ∂F

∂ζ

d2g

dζ2

(
dg

dζ

)−3

= − ζ4

1024

(
gDζ

2 − 72

gDζ2 − 8

)
. (3.39)

The singularities of the susceptibility comes from the zeros of the denominator, and the roots of

dg/dζ = 0 [17]. The latter means that one cannot obtain ζ(g) by the inversion. Here

dg

dζ
= −32(gDζ

2 − 8)(ζ(gDζ − 3) + 24)

ζ3(gDζ2 − 24)2
. (3.40)

From Eq. (3.39) and Eq. (3.40), the singular behaviors may be observed at

ζ±1 = ± 2
√
2√

gD
, ζ±2 =

1

2gD

(
3±

√
9− 96gD

)
. (3.41)

When gD < 0, one should choose ζ−2 as the root. Since at ζ = ζ−2 ,

dχ

dζ

∣∣∣∣
ζ=ζ−2

=
9
(
−3 +

√
9− 96gD

)3 (−3 +
√
9− 96gD + 32gD

)2

2048g3D
(
−9 +

√
9− 96gD + 64gD

)2 6= 0 , (3.42)

one obtains at the leading order

χ(ζ)− χ(ζ−2 ) ∼ (ζ − ζ−2 ) . (3.43)

Evaluating Eq. (3.40) around ζ−2 , one obtains at the leading order

dg

dζ
∼ (ζ − ζ−2 ) , (3.44)

and therefore

g(ζ)− g(ζ−2 ) ∼ (ζ − ζ−2 )2 . (3.45)

From Eq. (3.43) and Eq. (3.45), the susceptibility behaves around gc = g(ζ−2 ) as

χ ∼ (gc − g)−γ , with γ = −1

2
. (3.46)

Therefore, one enters the pure-gravity phase approaching the critical line, gc(gD) with gD < 0.

Let us discuss what happens for gD ≥ 0. In the regime, 0 ≤ gD < 9/128, the singular behavior

originates solely with ζ−2 , meaning that when −∞ < gD < 9/128, one stays in the pure-gravity

phase characterized by γ = −1/2.
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However, if one reaches gD = g∗D := 9/128, the two roots coincide, i.e. ζ+1 = ζ−2 = ζ∗, which

yields

g∗D =
9

128
, ζ∗ = a2∗ =

32

3
, g∗ = gc(g

∗
D) =

3

64
. (3.47)

At this critical point, the denominator of χ diverges, which indicates the positive value of γ. Around

this critical point, the susceptibility (3.39) behaves as

χ ∼ 1

ζ − ζ∗
. (3.48)

From Eq. (3.38), one obtains

g − g∗ ∼ (ζ − ζ∗)
3 , (3.49)

and hence one obtains

χ ∼ (g∗ − g)−1/3 , (3.50)

which means that γ = +1/3. Approaching this critical point (3.47), one reaches the wormhole-

dominant phase.

For 9/128 < gD < ∞, one should chose ζ+1 . In this region, the susceptibility (3.39) behaves as

χ ∼ 1

ζ − ζ+1
. (3.51)

Evaluating Eq. (3.40) around ζ+1 , one finds

dg

dζ
∼ ζ − ζ+1 . (3.52)

If setting gc := g(ζ+1 ), Eq. (3.52) yields

gc − g ∼ (ζ − ζ+1 )2 . (3.53)

Using Eq. (3.51) and Eq. (3.53),

χ ∼ (gc − g)−1/2 , (3.54)

which shows that γ = +1/2. Therefore, in the region, 9/128 < gD < ∞, the branched-polymer

phase appears.

We next wish to calculate the free energy near the wormhole-dominant phase. Using Eq. (3.38)

and setting gD = g∗D = 9/128, we expand the free energy (3.30) around ζ∗ = 32/3:

F ∼= 83

72
− 1

2
log

8

3
+

32

216
(ζ∗ − ζ)3 +

34

223
(ζ∗ − ζ)4 − 35

5 · 228 (ζ∗ − ζ)5 + · · · . (3.55)

On the other hand, if we expand g around ζ∗

−16

9
g ∼= − 1

12
+

32

216
(ζ∗ − ζ)3 +

34

223
(ζ∗ − ζ)4 +

36

228
(ζ∗ − ζ)5 + · · · , (3.56)

13



which means

g∗ − g ∼= 34

220
(ζ∗ − ζ)3 +

36

227
(ζ∗ − ζ)4 +

38

232
(ζ∗ − ζ)5 + · · · , (3.57)

where g∗ = 3/64. Therefore, the free energy behaves near the critical point of the wormhole-

dominant phase as

F ∼= 83

72
− 1

2
log

8

3
+

16

9
(g∗ − g) − 2

28
3

5 · 3 5
3

(g∗ − g)5/3 + · · · . (3.58)

This is consistent with the fact that γ = +1/3 at the wormhole-dominant phase.

Likewise, in the case of W (z) = z4, Eq. (3.36) leads to

dg

dζ
=

1

48ζ3
(ζ − 8)(9gDζ4 − 64) . (3.59)

The two solutions to it

ζ1 = 8 , ζ42 =
64

9gD
, (3.60)

agree when

gD = g∗D =
1

26 · 32 , (3.61)

and then g∗ = 1/18. These results exactly coincide with the ones in Ref. [21]. Following the

derivation from Eq. (3.55) to Eq. (3.58), we get

F ∼= 19

18
− 1

2
log 2 + (g∗ − g)− 3

10
3

5 · 2 2
3

(g∗ − g)5/3 + · · · . (3.62)

We can check that the coefficient of the universal term of O((g∗ − g)5/3) agrees with the one in

Ref. [21] after matching the conventions carefully.

Finally in order to confirm that the two approaches proposed in Refs. [17, 21] in fact give the

same critical point8, let us apply the latter one in Eq. (2.17) to the model considered in the former,

namely the case V (z) = 1
2z

2 − g
4z

4, W (z) = z2.

Let us essentially follow the discussion in Sec. 2.2, and formally consider the integral:

ZN (g, gD) =

∫ ∞

−∞

dν ρG(ν)Zν(g) ,

Zν(g) =
1

ΩN

∫
Dφe−Ntr( 1

2
(1+2ν)φ2− g

4
φ4)

= (1 + 2ν)−
N2

2
1

ΩN

∫
Dφe

−Ntr
(

1
2
φ2−

g

4(1+2ν)2
φ4

)

= (1 + 2ν)−
N2

2 Zν=0

(
g

(1 + 2ν)2

)
,

(3.63)

where ρG(ν) is the probability density function of the Gaussian distribution defined by Eq. (2.19).

8Due to universality, we indeed anticipate that details of W (z) does not affect universal behavior, as mentioned

briefly in [20].
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The equation corresponding to Eq. (2.20) yields

e−F(g,gD) =

∫ ∞

−∞

dν ρG(ν) e
−F(g/(1+2ν)2 ,0)−N2

4
log(1+2ν)2 , with F(g, gD) := − logZN (g, gD) .

(3.64)

If we formally change the variable ν to t,

g

(1 + 2ν)2
=

1

12
(1− ε2t) , (3.65)

we then obtain the function f(t) analogous to the one defined in Eq. (2.22) for t > 0 and ν > 0:

f(t) ∼= N2

(
f0 + f1 ε

2t+ f2 (ε
2t)2 + f5/2 (ε

2t)
5
2 +O

(
(ε2t)3

))
+O(N0) , (3.66)

where

f0 =
25

24
+

1

4
log(3g) +

12g − 4
√
3g + 1

8gD
, (3.67)

f1 =
1

3
+

6g −√
3g

4gD
, f2 =

3
(
8g −√

3g
)

16gD
, f5/2 =

4

15
. (3.68)

The prescription in Ref. [21] amounts to requiring that both f1 and f2 vanish, which yields

g∗D =
9

128
, g∗ =

3

64
. (3.69)

This is the same as the one in Eq. (3.47).

4 Continuum limit

In the context of the model of random surface, considering the resolvent is to introduce a sin-

gle marked boundary to random surfaces where z is interpreted as the (dimensionless) boundary

cosmological constant. Therefore, the resolvent can be interpreted as the marked disk amplitude.

Thus in this section let us take the continuum limit of the resolvent. In particular, we focus on the

wormhole-dominant phase.

In the case of V (z) = 1
2z

2 − g
4z

4 and W (z) = z2, setting gD = g∗D first, we then tune g to g∗
and z to z∗, through the use of the following parametrization:

g = g∗e
−(ε2Λ)3/2 , z = a∗e

εZ , a2 = a2∗e
−εC , (4.1)

where g∗ = 3/64, and a∗ =
√
ζ∗ =

√
32/3. We have introduced the lattice spacing ε, and the

renormalized bulk and boundary cosmological constants, Λ and Z, whose mass dimensions are

2 and 1, respectively. The dimensionful constant C will be determined as a function of Λ in due

course. The parametrization (4.1) has been chosen in such a way as to be consistent with Eq. (3.49).

Plugging the parametrization (4.1) into Eq. (3.27), one can determine C:

C = 2−1/3
√
Λ . (4.2)
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With the scaling above, the resolvent becomes

R0(z) ∼=
1√
6
−
√

3

2
Zε+

4√
3
ε3/2WΛ(Z) +O(ε2) , (4.3)

where the continuum limit of the resolvent is

WΛ(Z) =

(
Z − 1

2

√
2−8/3Λ

)√
Z +

√
2−8/3Λ . (4.4)

When Z ≫
√
Λ, the one-dimensional boundary would shrink to a point, and one can read off

the string susceptibility:

WΛ(Z) ∼= Z3/2 − 3

217/3Z1/2
Λ +O(Z−3/2) ∼ Λ ∼ (g∗ − g)1−1/3 . (4.5)

Therefore, we obtain γ = +1/3, as expected.

Similarly, in the case of V (z) = 1
2z

2 − g
4z

4 and W (z) = z4, we adopt the same scaling as in

Eq. (4.1) with g∗ = 1/18 and g∗D = 1/32 · 26, and find

C = 2−2/3
√
Λ . (4.6)

Then we get

R0(z) ∼=
√
2

3
−

√
2Zε+

8

3
ε3/2WΛ(Z) +O(ε2) , (4.7)

where

WΛ(Z) =

(
Z − 1

2

√
2−10/3Λ

)√
Z +

√
2−10/3Λ . (4.8)

We have thus confirmed the universality explicitly, and found that the disk amplitude in the un-

conventional Liouville gravity coincides with the conventional one.9

From the Liouville theory side, this fact can be understood as follows: In the conventional

branch, we start from the action:

SL =
1

4π

∫

M

d2x
√
g
(
gab∂aφ∂bφ+QRφ+ 4πµe2bφ

)
+

∫

∂M
dτ

√
γ

(
Qφ

2π
K + µBe

bφ

)
, (4.9)

where the Livoulle central charge cL, the background charge Q, and the parameter b are related by

cL = 1 + 6Q2 , Q = b+
1

b
. (4.10)

In our pure gravity case, Q = 5/
√
6 and b has two solutions: b =

√
2/3,

√
3/2, where we take the

former in the conventional branch. In the unconventional branch, we instead take the latter and

hence b is replaced by 1/b in the action (4.9).

The disk one-point function with boundary length ℓ for the operator V (z) = e2αϕ is given by

Refs. [26, 27]:

Wα(ℓ) =
2

b
(πµγ(b2))

Q−2α
2b

Γ(2bα − b2)

Γ
(
1 + 1

b2
− 2α

b

)KQ−2α
b

(κℓ) , (4.11)

9It would be intriguing to derive this using Eq. (2.27) by, for example, introducing coupling constants.
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where

κ =

√
µ

sin (πb2)
. (4.12)

In the conventional branch, one way to derive the disk amplitude as a function of the boundary

cosmological constant is to consider α = b case in Eq. (4.11) and to integrate it with respect to µ

as

W (ℓ) = −
∫

dµWb(ℓ) =
4

b
(πµγ(b2))

1−b2

2b2
Γ(b2)

Γ
(
−1 + 1

b2

) µ

κℓ
K 1

b2
(κℓ) . (4.13)

By making the Laplace transformation, we obtain
∫ ∞

0
dℓ e−µBℓW (ℓ) =

2

b
(πµγ(b2))

1−b2

2b2
√

µ sin (πb2)
Γ(b2)

Γ
(
−1 + 1

b2

)Γ
(

1

b2

)
Γ

(
− 1

b2

)

×





 µ′

B√
µ
+

√
µ′2
B

µ
− 1




1
b2

+


 µ′

B√
µ
−
√

µ′2
B

µ
− 1




1
b2


 , (4.14)

where µ′
B =

√
sin (πb2)µB . Recalling b =

√
2/3, we find that the above equation has the same

functional form as in Eq. (4.4) under the suitable identification. On the other hand, if we try to

follow the same procedure in the unconventional branch where the action contains V 1
b
(z), we would

first consider W 1
b
(ℓ), integrate it with respect to µ, and make the Laplace transformation. However,

Eq. (4.11) tells us that Wb(ℓ) and W 1
b
(ℓ) are the same as a function of ℓ only with difference in

the numerical factors. Hence even in the unconventional branch, we essentially get the same disk

amplitude in Eq. (4.14). Note that this observation can be regarded as another support for the

claim that the double-trace matrix model provides nonperturbative formulation of the Liouville

theory in the unconvetional branch.

4.1 Relevant deformation

Let us approach the critical point for the wormhole-dominant phase in a manner different from

Eq. (4.1):

g = g∗e
−(ε2Λ)3/2 , z = a∗e

εZ , a2 = a2∗e
−εC̃ , gD = g∗De

−εnΘ , (4.15)

where n, a positive constant, and C̃ will be determined in a consistent way. Here Θ is the renormal-

ized coupling for the wormhole interaction; the positive (negative) Θ means that one approaches

the critical point g∗D from the pure-gravity phase (the branched polymer phase).

As before, plugging the parametrization (4.15) into Eq. (3.27), one can determine C̃:

C̃ = 2−1/3
(
Λ3/2 +Θ

)1/3
. (4.16)

In order to get the non-trivial scaling, we need to set n = 3 10. With the scaling above with n = 3,

the resolvent becomes

w(z) ∼= 1√
6
−
√

3

2
Zε+

4√
3
ε3/2WΛeff

(Z) +O(ε2) . (4.17)

10Since we know the coupling gD is associated with the microscopic wormhole that connects two surfaces, it might

be better to use (ε4∆)3/4 instead of ε3Θ where the mass dimension of ∆ is 4. However, it is not an essential issue

which one, ∆ or Θ, is used because it is just a redefinition of the renormalized coupling constant.
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Here the continuum limit of the resolvent is

WΛeff
(Z) =

(
Z − 1

2

√
2−8/3Λeff

)√
Z +

√
2−8/3Λeff , (4.18)

where the effective bulk cosmological constant is given by

Λeff = Λ(1 + s)2/3 , with s = Θ/Λ3/2 . (4.19)

The coupling for the wormhole interaction is essentially absorbed, and deforms the bulk cosmolog-

ical constant effectively11 .

The bulk cosmological constant Λ has to be strictly positive, but the effective bulk cosmological

constant Λeff can be zero. When approaching the critical point from the branched polymer phase,

i.e. Θ < 0, in order for Λeff to be real, the allowed range of the dimensionless parameter s is

−1 ≤ s < 0 . (4.20)

When s = −1, the effective cosmological constant vanishes. Therefore, if the wormhole coupling

comes into balance with the original bulk cosmological constant, i.e. Θ = −Λ3/2, the wormhole

effects force the effective bulk cosmological constant to be zero. This interplay between the bulk

cosmological constant and the wormhole effect is reminiscent of the mechanism proposed by Cole-

man [2], but there are several differences: for example, our free energy does not seem to have a

sharp peak at a small cosmological constant. Their relationship would deserve further study.

5 Nonperturbative effect

In this section we derive nonperturbative effect in the scaling limit (4.1) of our matrix model

following the derivation in Ref. [25]. Since it is given as the integration of the disk function,

which we have shown to match the one in the pure-gravity phase, it seems to be trivial that the

nonperturbative effect also coincides. However, the scaling limit (4.1) itself is different from the

model without double-trace term. Moreover, as shown in Ref. [21], the perturbative expansion of

the free energy is different from the standard one as a function of the bulk renormalized cosmological

constant since it is obtained by the Laplace transformation (2.27), and it is therefore nontrivial

whether nonperturbative effects are also the same for conventional and unconventional Liouville

theory from the point of view of resurgence.

We begin with the partition function in terms of eigenvalues in Eq. (3.3) and by calling one of

them x, it is rewritten as

ZN (g, gD) =

∫ N∏

i=1

dλi∆
(N)(λ)2e−N

∑N
i=1 V (λi)+

gD
2 (

∑N
i=1 W (λi))

2

=N

∫
dx

∫ N−1∏

i=1

dλ′
i ∆

(N−1)(λ′)2
N−1∏

i=1

(x− λ′
i)
2

× e−N
∑N−1

i=1 V (λ′

i)+gDW (x)
∑N−1

i=1 V (λ′

i)+
gD
2 (

∑N−1
i=1 W (λ′

i))
2

e−NV (x)+
gD
2

W (x)2

11This cannot be anticipated just from dimensional analysis.

18



=N

∫
dx
〈
det
(
x− φ′

)2
egDW (x)trW (φ′)

〉′
N−1

Z ′
N−1e

−NV (x)+
gD
2

W (x)2 , (5.1)

where

Z ′
N−1 =

1

ΩN−1

∫
Dφ′ e−Ntr V (φ′)+

gD
2

(trW (φ′))2 ,

〈O〉′N−1 =
1

Z ′
N−1ΩN−1

∫
Dφ′O e−Ntr V (φ′)+

gD
2

(trW (φ′))2 , (5.2)

are quantities in the rank N − 1 one-matrix model with the factor in front of tr replaced with N

which is why we have put the prime. Hence we get

ZN

Z ′
N−1

= N

∫
dx e−NV1(x) , (5.3)

where

V1(x) := V (x) +
gD
2N

W (x)2 − 1

N
log
〈
det
(
x− φ′

)2
egDW (x)trW (φ′)

〉′
N−1

= V (x) +
gD
2N

W (x)2 − 1

N
log
〈
e2Re tr log(x−φ′)+gDW (x)trW (φ′)

〉′
N−1

= V (x) +
gD
2N

W (x)2 − 1

N

∞∑

n=1

1

n!

〈(
2Re tr log

(
x− φ′

)
+ gDW (x)trW (φ′)

)n〉′
N−1,c

. (5.4)

In this equation c denotes the sum of connected diagrams. Thus in the large-N limit, V1(x) becomes

V
(0)
1 (x) = V (x)− 2Re

〈
1

N
tr log(x− φ)

〉

0

− gDW (x)W0 , (5.5)

in which the second term on the right-hand side can be evaluated by using Eq. (3.12) as

Re

〈
1

N
tr log(x− φ)

〉

0

=

∫ x

L
ReR0(x) + logL , (L → ∞) . (5.6)

Now the saddle point equation reads

0 =V
(0)′
1 (x) = V ′(x)− 2ReR0(x)− gDW0W

′(x)

=Re

√
Ṽ ′(x)2 − 4Q0(x) , (5.7)

where we have used the fact that R0(x) satisfies Eq. (3.13).

As a concrete example, let us consider the case V (z) = 1
2z

2 − g
4z

4, W (z) = z2, where the

resolvent takes the form in Eq. (3.32). Thus straightforward calculation shows that for x ≥ a,12

V
(0)
1 (x) =

g

8

(
a2(a2 − 4b2) arccosh

x

a
− x
√

x2 − a2
(
2x2 − a2 − 4b2

)
+

1

4
a2(a2 + 8b2)

)
+ 2 log

a

2
.

(5.8)

In particular,

V
(0)′
1 (x) = −g(x2 − b2)

√
x2 − a2 , (5.9)

12As shown in Ref. [25], V
(0)
1 becomes flat for x ∈ [−a, a], where Re

√
x2 − a2 = 0.
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which in fact agrees with Eq. (5.7), and

V
(0)
1 (x)− V

(0)
1 (a) = −2 arccosh

x

a
− 1

4
gx
√

x2 − a2
(
x2 − a2 − 8

ga2

)
, (5.10)

where we have used Eq. (3.33). Therefore it is apparent that for x ≥ a, V
(0)′
1 = 0 ⇔ x = a, b.

Thus we obtain nonperturbative effect in the large-N limit as

V
(0)
1 (b)− V

(0)
1 (a) = −2 arccosh

b

a
− g

4
b
√

b2 − a2
(
b2 − a2 − 8

ga2

)
. (5.11)

Plugging Eq. (3.33) and taking the limit in Eq. (4.1), this becomes

V
(0)
1 (b)− V

(0)
1 (a) =

2
5
33

1
2

5
ε

5
2Λ

5
4 +O

(
ε

7
2

)
. (5.12)

This would be prediction of tension of a brane in the unconventional branch of Liouville theory. It

is intriguing to examine whether it is also derived by using Eq. (2.27), or applying resurgence to

the perturbative series of the free energy given in Ref. [21].

6 Discussion

We have studied the double-trace matrix model in the large-N limit, focusing in particular on the

wormhole-dominant phase.

We have first calculated the continuum limit of the resolvent that is the marked disk amplitude.

The resulting continuum disk amplitude is the same as that of the pure 2D quantum gravity, even

though the string susceptibility is not γ = −1/2 but γ = +1/3.

Additionally, we have shown that one can introduce the renormalized coupling for the double-

trace interaction in such a way as to survive in the continuum limit. The newly introduced coupling

is absorbed into the renormalized bulk cosmological constant, and therefore can effectively change

the value of the bulk cosmological constant. The effective bulk cosmological constant can in prin-

ciple vanish by the fine tuning of the newly-introduced coupling, even though the original bulk

cosmological constant should be strictly positive. This phenomenon originates from the prolifera-

tion of microscopic wormholes.

The relation between the sum over wormholes and the bulk cosmological constant was discussed

by Coleman [2], suggesting that the bulk cosmological constant effectively tends to zero, which is

induced by the sum over non-local operators, i.e. wormholes. This Coleman mechanism is a

realization of the self-organization through wormholes, and therefore does not require any fine-

tuning of the couplings. Our result may not have direct relation to the Coleman mechanism since

making the bulk cosmological constant vanish requires the fine-tuning of the renormalized coupling

for the double-trace interaction, but we hope that it reveals a new aspect between the cosmological

constant and wormholes.

Here is a speculation: In Ref. [21], the minus of the free energies in the pure-gravity phase and

the wormhole-dominant phase which are related by Eq. (2.27) are explicitly given as

−F(t) = −2

5
t
5
2 − 1

48
log t+

7

8640
t−

5
2 +O

(
t−10

)
, (6.1)
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−F(t̄) =
3

5
t̄
5
3 − 13

72
log t̄+

257

3840
t̄−

5
3 +O

(
t̄−

10
3

)
, (6.2)

If we pick up to the third term in each, they look as in Fig. 1 and Fig. 2.

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

-2

-1

1

2

Figure 1: A plot for −F(t).

0.5 1.0 1.5 2.0

1.0

1.5

2.0

2.5

3.0

Figure 2: A plot for −F(t̄).

We immediately find that the minus of the free energy in the pure-gravity phase does not

have a global minimum, while that in the wormhole-dominant phase does because of the positive

contribution from the minus of the sphere free energy. If that contribution is always positive in the

wormhole-dominant phase, the existence of the minimum would be generic feature in this phase. Of

course this observation is far from complete, because in the small t region, the expansion in Eq. (6.1)

and Eq. (6.2) cannot be justified and, in particular, we have to take account of the nonperturbative

effect. However, it would be worth analyzing whether it is always the case.
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A Schwinger-Dyson equation of the resolvent

In this appendix we derive the Schwinger-Dyson equation for the resolvent in the one-matrix model

with the double-trace term in Eq. (2.1). Starting from the identity,

0 =

∫
Dφ

δ

δφa

1

N2
tr

(
1

z − φ

)
e−NS , (A.1)

where φ =
∑

a φ
ata with ta the generator of U(N), and

S = trV (φ)− gD
2N

(trW (φ))2 , (A.2)

we get

0 =

∫
Dφ

[(
1

N
tr

1

z − φ

)2

+
1

N
tr

V ′(z)− V ′(φ)

z − φ
− V ′(z)

1

N
tr

1

z − φ
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− gD

(
1

N
trW (φ)

)(
1

N
tr

W ′(z)−W ′(φ)

z − φ
−W ′(z)

1

N
tr

1

z − φ

)]
, (A.3)

which yields

〈
R(z)2

〉
+ fV (z)− V ′(z) 〈R(z)〉 − gDW

(
fW (z)−W ′(z) 〈R(z)〉

)
= 0 , (A.4)

where 〈·〉 denotes the expectation value in the model (2.1), and

R(z) :=
1

N
tr

1

z − φ
,

fV (z) :=

〈
1

N
tr

V ′(z)− V ′(φ)

z − φ

〉
,

fW (z) :=

〈
1

N
tr

W ′(z)−W ′(φ)

z − φ

〉
,

W :=

〈
1

N
trW (φ)

〉
. (A.5)

In the large-N limit, we invoke the factorization to obtain the quadratic equation for the resolvent:

R0(z)
2 − (V ′(z)− gDW

′(z))R0(z) + (fV (z)− gDW0fW (z)) = 0 . (A.6)
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