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Abstract

The different large N limits of supersymmetric quantum field theories in three, four, and
five dimensions are reviewed. We distinguish between the planar limit of SQCD theories, the
M-theory limit suited in three and five dimensions, and the long quiver limit. The method to
solve exactly the sphere partition functions in each type of limit is spelled out in a pedagogical
way. After a comprehensive general treatment of the saddle point approximation in the large
N limit, we present an extensive list of examples and detail the calculations. The scope of this
overview is to provide an entry-level, computation-oriented understanding of the techniques
featured in the field theory side of the AdS/CFT correspondence.
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1 Introduction

Quantum field theory (QFT) is the formalism that, to date, yields the most accurate descriptions
and predictions of particle physics. However, explicit computations remain mostly restricted to
the perturbative regime. Furthermore, conformal QFTs (CFTs) in the large N limit give us a
glimpse of quantum gravity, through the AdS/CFT correspondence [1]. Adding supersymmetry
to the story gives us a handle to perform exact computations in strongly coupled dynamics.

Supersymmetric QFTs in the large N limit therefore provide an especially insightful area
of research, thanks to the possibility of explicit and detailed computations. There are two
approaches one may adopt:

• Take AdS/CFT for granted, and use large N supersymmetric field theory techniques to
gain insight into gravity for asymptotically-AdS spacetimes;

• Compute certain quantities independently using large N supersymmetric field theory tech-
niques and semiclassical gravity in AdS, and match them to enhance the AdS/CFT dic-
tionary.

The second philosophy is especially instructive. Indeed, it is often the case that the task of
matching quantities across the holographic duality entails shedding new light on either side.
Successful examples of this interplay include compactifications on Riemann surfaces [2, 3], the
volume minimization prescription [4, 5] and the counting of black holes microstates in AdS5
[6–9], to name a few.

Needless to say, the interest in the study of large N limits of gauge theories (with or without
supersymmetry) spans far beyond the AdS/CFT correspondence, and represents a fruitful field
of research on its own. Large N techniques [10, 11] have famously been instrumental in areas
including the baryon spectrum of QCD [12], lattice QCD [13], and critical phenomena [14].

Yet another way in which supersymmetry comes in handy is to permit explicit computations
that, combined with the large N approximation, provide information about the gapless spectrum
of a gauge theory. Indeed, the methods reviewed herein allow to study correlation functions of
extended defects that preserve a fraction of supersymmetry. These defects are charged under
a higher form symmetry and therefore, evaluating their expectation value in closed form, will
tell if the symmetry is preserved or spontaneously broken, giving rise to higher spin Goldstone
bosons.

To give one concrete example, it was argued in [15] that five-dimensional supersymmetric
Yang–Mills theory with a Higgs field in the symmetric or adjoint representation exhibits sponta-
neous 1-form symmetry breaking. This statement was substantiated by a large N computation
of the Wilson loop expectation value in [16], showing a second order phase transition accompa-
nied by spontaneous symmetry breaking. Another recent example is provided by certain surface
defects in maximally supersymmetric Yang–Mills theory in four dimensions, that undergo a de-
confining phase transition [17] (see also [18]). For higher form symmetries in four-dimensional
supersymmetric field theories and their holographic dual, we refer to [19].

This overview will illustrate how to compute explicitly physical quantities in supersymmetric
QFT, with emphasis on applications to the AdSd+1/CFTd correspondence. The focus is on field
theories with eight supercharges in spacetime dimensions d = 3, 4, 5.

The techniques to study the large N limit of supersymmetric gauge theories are presented
in a pedagogical way. Except for a few minor aspects, none of the results presented here is
new. Nonetheless, we tried to give a uniform treatment of the many distinct derivations in the
literature.
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We wish to convey the intuition that, despite being presented in a superficially different
fashion, all the results in the largeN limit and AdS/CFT are incarnations of the same underlying
mechanism.

Scope and style

This overview is not meant to represent an exhaustive review of the subject. Their goal, instead,
is to provide an accessible, easily readable introduction ‘for pedestrians’. A minimal amount of
specific background on supersymmetric field theories or AdS/CFT is required, if at all.

Our hope is that, after studying these notes, every reader will be able to perform the same
computations and to adapt the general strategy to the case at hand.

We therefore opt to review the general technique and provide an extensive list of examples.
For pedagogical reasons, we decided to give many details of the computations and discuss several
steps explicitly. We refrain from presenting a comprehensive but necessarily less detailed list of
results, as well as from showing more technical or advanced computations, which are very close
in spirit to but more obscure than what we present here.

• The ideal target audience for these lecture notes consists of graduate or advanced under-
graduate students, as well as researchers without deep knowledge of large N limits.

AdS/CFT is an exciting subject that provides many hands-on problems. The philosophy of
the present notes is that the reader is encouraged to learn the subject by doing. To comply
with this scope we provide thorough details on how to perform the explicit calculations,
without requiring any knowledge of AdS/CFT.

• The more experienced reader may find these notes a useful compendium of known results
and techniques, presented in a unified framework. Besides, we enrich the text with ob-
servations and analysis of certain subtleties that are seldom discussed explicitly in the
literature, and which may be relevant or interesting for the experts.

1.1 Overview of the topics

Large N limits of vector and matrix models are an active area of research for which several
excellent reviews and lecture notes have already been written. However, the method more often
systematized and detailed in most reviews is, in many cases, not the best suited to study the
large N limit of theories relevant to AdS/CFT. This difficulty has been overcome in the papers
that aim at matching AdS and SCFT computations but, due to their inherently technical nature,
the methods of these papers may not be easily grasped by the beginner. These notes grew out
of an effort to fill this gap.

We will thoroughly discuss different large N limits for different theories in three, four and
five dimensions.

Localization

Our starting point will be supersymmetric localization [20]. Moreover, we focus on theories with
eight supercharges: this is the minimal amount of supersymmetry for which localization on the
round sphere Sd is known in dimension d ≥ 4, and captures a rich class of three-dimensional
theories.

There are various reviews entirely devoted to supersymmetric localization, and we refer to
the existing literature on the subject — listed in Appendix A — for a deeper understanding of
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localization. For completeness, a lightning overview of localization is given in Section 3, which
is by no means exhaustive.

These notes can be read without knowing what ‘localization’ means.

Matrix models from localization

Taking the partition function of a supersymmetric QFT in the form of anN -dimensional integral,
we will study its large N limit. We will first explain the various ingredients that appear in the
integral, and then describe their behavior at large N in full generality. We will see how the
saddle point argument allows us to obtain a universal answer, whose derivation does not depend
on the details of the supersymmetric QFT considered.

We will then apply the general formalism to a wealth of explicit examples, where many
aspects of the derivation will become manifest, such as the competition among various terms in
the integral and the cancellations at large N .

The aim of these notes is to gather together in one place information that appears scattered
in the literature, and to present it in a pedagogical manner. Many earlier reviews exist, each
of them overlapping with parts of these notes. A fundamental reference for large N limits in
matrix models is [21]. A thorough discussion of Chern–Simons-matter theories can be found in
M. Mariño’s reviews [22, 23]. An overview of matrix models and five-dimensional supersymmetric
gauge theories is [24]. For a more in-depth list of references, consult Appendix A.

Large N limits

The large N limit can be taken in inequivalent ways. Which one is the correct one for any
specific theory is ultimately a question about the embedding into string or M-theory, and about
the supergravity dual.

In these lecture notes, we will remain agnostic about AdS/CFT or string theory embeddings,
and we will show how the correct way to take the large N limit is dictated by the form of the
integral representation of the partition functions. The details of the supersymmetric QFT will
be such that, at large N , the integrand will demand a certain scaling, leading us to consider one
concrete way of taking the large N limit.

We will discuss different large N limits, applied to different theories, in the forthcoming sec-
tions. The most famous large N limit is ’t Hooft’s planar limit [10] of gauge theories, reviewed
for instance in S. Coleman’s classic [25, Ch.8]. This limit is suited to QCD and its supersym-
metric generalizations, albeit other supersymmetric theories with more involved matter content
will require different ways of taking the limit. We will define three ways of taking the limit in
Section 4.3, and treat them in full detail in the rest of the work.

Saddle point and free energy

The ultimate goal of this overview is to compute the free energy of any supersymmetric QFT
that admits a consistent large N limit. This is achieved in two steps: after writing down the
partition function as an integral and identifying the appropriate large N regime, we will:

(i) Apply a saddle point analysis, valid in the large N limit, to deduce the saddle point
configuration that dominates the integral;

(ii) Evaluate the free energy onto the saddle point configuration, thereby obtaining its large
N expression.
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The aim of these notes is to clarify why this is indeed the right procedure, and to perform
it explicitly in a variety of distinct examples. For concreteness, we focus on the free energy,
although, once the saddle point configuration is obtained, it is straightforward to apply the
same strategy to compute other supersymmetric observables, such as half-BPS Wilson loops,
and compare them with supergravity.

As a word of caution, throughout these notes, only the leading order in the large N limit
is calculated. In particular, other saddle points giving sub-leading contributions compared to
those in (i) will be neglected.

1.2 Organization

The content of this overview is structured as follows.
We begin with two preliminary sections: Sections 2 and 3 (indicated as warm-up sections

in the table of contents) are inserted for completeness and to set the stage. The reader solely
interested in acquiring the computational tools for large N supersymmetric gauge theories may
safely skip them. Section 2 is a brief introduction to the large N limit in simpler examples,
while Section 3 quickly walks the reader through the basics of supersymmetric Lagrangians and
the concept of supersymmetric localization.

The core of the present overview starts with Section 4, where we present the setup for the
large N limit in full generality. Three types of large N limits, referred to as the planar limit,
the M-theory limit, and the long quiver limit, are presented in Section 4.3, while the general
procedure for the solution is outlined in Sections 4.4-4.5.

From there, we explore the three approaches to the large N limit, relevant in different
supersymmetric field theories: ’t Hooft’s planar limit in Section 5, the M-theory limit in Section
6, and the long quiver limit in Section 7. These three sections need not be read in sequential
order, albeit the long quiver limit is better understood after the M-theory limit.

The sections and relations among them are illustrated in Figure 1.1.

The main text is complemented with two appendices. Appendix A contains an extensive list
of references to topics not covered in these notes. Appendix B contains further material on the
planar limit of matrix models. In particular, Appendix B.2 is devoted to a detailed pedagogical
overview of the ’t Hooft large N limit of unitary matrix models. These matrix models appear
in a variety of subjects and play a role in the partition functions on Sd−1×S1.

Subsections indicated as aside discuss slightly more advanced topics, and may be safely
skipped by the beginner. Along the way, we leave as an exercise to fill in some technical details
that we omit for readability.
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2 Evaluating integrals by saddle point approximation

This review is ultimately about learning how to evaluate integrals in the large N limit. To
this aim, we begin analyzing the asymptotic behaviour of simpler integrals, to understand the
techniques and gain insight.

This section is meant as an exercise for those unfamiliar with studying integrals by saddle
point approximations and is not related to the main topic of these notes, which is supersymmetric
field theory.

2.1 Saddle point approximation in a nutshell

Throughout this review, we will extensively study integrals over N variables (ϕ1, . . . , ϕN ) ∈ RN

of the form

Z =
1

N !

∫
RN

dϕ e−Scl(ϕ)Z1-loop(ϕ),

with dϕ being the Lebesgue measure on RN . Trivially, these integrals are rewritten as

Z =
1

N !

∫
RN

dϕ exp

− [Scl(ϕ)− log (Z1-loop(ϕ))]︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:Seff(ϕ)

 ,
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where we collectively refer to the term in square brackets as the effective action Seff . Due to
traces of ϕ appearing in Seff , it typically grows proportionally to a positive power of N in the
large N limit.

To start understanding how to deal with these expressions, we consider a simpler type of
integral in this section. Namely, we assume there is only one integration variable, and N is an
external parameter such that

Seff ∝ Nα when N → ∞, (2.1)

for some α > 0.
The integral we wish to compute is

Z =

∫ +∞

−∞
dϕ e−Seff(ϕ).

By convergence, Seff(ϕ) must be such that the integrand is damped at ϕ→ ±∞. In particular,
it certainly cannot become arbitrarily negative in the regions ϕ→ ±∞.

By the hypothesis (2.1), the effective action becomes large in the large N limit, thus, since
it appears in the exponential with a negative sign, the integrand is sharply peaked around the
minima of Seff(ϕ). Therefore, the leading contribution to the integral Z comes from a small
neighborhood of the saddle points ϕ∗ of Seff(ϕ). These are the points that solve the equation

∂Seff(ϕ)

∂ϕ

∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕ∗

= 0. (2.2)

Let us assume that we have solved explicitly this saddle point equation and identified the
absolute minimum ϕ∗ of Seff(ϕ). It is then convenient to make a change of variables

ϕ = ϕ∗ +
σ

Nα/2
.

We expand in Taylor series

Seff(ϕ) = Seff(ϕ∗)︸ ︷︷ ︸
∝Nα

+
σ

Nα/2
S′
eff(ϕ∗)︸ ︷︷ ︸

0 by (2.2)

+
1

2

σ2

Nα
S′′
eff(ϕ∗)︸ ︷︷ ︸

indep. of N

+ · · ·

and note that, by the scaling assumption (2.1), the terms beyond the second derivative are
suppressed by inverse powers of N in the large N limit. In this way, we compute the free energy

F = − logZ
large N
= − log

[∫ +∞

−∞

dσ

Nα/2
exp

{
−
(
Seff(ϕ∗) +

σ2

Nα
S′′
eff(ϕ∗)

)}]
= Seff(ϕ∗)− log

[∫ +∞

−∞

dσ

Nα/2
e−

σ2

2
·S

′′
eff(ϕ∗)
Nα

]
= Seff(ϕ∗)− log

(√
2π

S′′
eff(ϕ∗)

)

= Seff(ϕ∗)︸ ︷︷ ︸
∝Nα

+
1

2
log

(
S′′
eff(ϕ∗)

2π

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

sub-leading

.

To pass from the third to the fourth line we have used the fact that ϕ∗ is a minimum, thus
S′′
eff(ϕ∗) > 0 and we can perform the Gaussian integral.
We conclude that integrals showing the behaviour (2.1) are approximated at leading order

in the large N limit by the saddle point value of their integrand.
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Figure 2.1. The function SΓ
eff(ϕ) defined in (2.5), shown as a function of ϕ for N = 10 (black), N = 16

(red) and N = 21 (purple).

2.2 Asymptotic behaviour of the Gamma function

As a warm-up example to understand how the saddle point approximation works, we will derive
the asymptotic behaviour of the Gamma function Γ(N).

For integer argument N ∈ N, the Gamma function satisfies Γ(N) = (N − 1)!. For complex
argument N ∈ C with ℜ(N) > 0, it admits the integral representation

Γ(N) =

∫ ∞

0
ϕN−1e−ϕdϕ. (2.3)

When ℜ(N) → ∞, Γ(N) is approximated by Stirling’s formula:

log Γ(N) = N log(N)−N − 1

2
log

(
N

2π

)
. (2.4)

We now proceed to show how to obtain this large ℜ(N) limit from the integral (2.3). To simplify
the discussion, we assume N ∈ R>0 from now on.

Saddle points of the Gamma function

As a preliminary step, we rewrite (2.3) in the form

Γ(N) =

∫ ∞

0
dϕ exp

(N − 1) log(ϕ)− ϕ︸ ︷︷ ︸
=:−SΓ

eff(ϕ)

 .

When ℜ(N) is very large, the argument of the exponential has a very large absolute value. In
particular, the function

SΓ
eff(ϕ) = ϕ− (N − 1) log(ϕ) (2.5)

controls the integrand. At very large ℜ(N), the exponential is very small when (2.5) is positive
and is very large when (2.5) is negative. For values of ϕ that minimize SΓ

eff(ϕ), the integrand is
much larger than for values of ϕ far away from the absolute minimum of (2.5).

Therefore, the integral representation of the Gamma function in the large ℜ(N) limit is
dominated by a neighborhood of the saddle points of (2.5). The function SΓ

eff is shown in Figure
2.1 for various values of N ∈ R>0: it possesses a unique minimum at a positive value of ϕ. The
saddle point value of ϕ∗ satisfies the equation

dSΓ
eff(ϕ)

dϕ

∣∣∣∣
ϕ=ϕ∗

= 0,

7



that is,

1− N − 1

ϕ∗
= 0.

The saddle point is thus ϕ∗ = N −1. However, we are allowed to focus on a neighborhood of the
saddle point ϕ∗ only when ℜ(N) ≫ 1. We thus ought to approximate SΓ

eff(ϕ) by ϕ −N log(ϕ),
whereby the saddle point is approximated by ϕ∗ = N in the large N limit.

Free energy

Having observed that the integrand is sharply peaked around ϕ∗ in the large N limit, it is
convenient to change variables

ϕ = ϕ∗ + σ
large N
= N + σ.

We then write

Γ(N) =

∫ ∞

−N
dσ exp {(N − 1) log(N + σ)− (N + σ)}

= exp (N log(N)−N − log(N))

∫ ∞

−N
dσ exp

{
(N − 1) log

(
1 +

σ

N

)
− σ

}
large N
= exp (N log(N)−N − log(N))

∫ ∞

−∞
dσ e−

1
2N (σ2+2σ).

In the last line we have approximated the argument in the exponential at leading non-trivial
order in the large N limit,

−σ + (N − 1) log
(
1 +

σ

N

)
= −σ +N

(
σ

N
− σ2

2N2
+ · · ·

)
−
(
σ

N
− σ2

2N2
+ · · ·

)
= −σ +

(
σ − σ2

2N
+ · · ·

)
+

(
− σ

N
+

σ2

2N2
− · · ·

)
= − σ2

2N
− σ

N
+O(N−2).

We have also approximated the lower bound −N of the integral by −∞. Taking the logarithm
on both sides we write

log Γ(N) = N log(N)−N − log(N) + log

[∫ ∞

−∞
dσ e−

1
2N (σ2+2σ)

]
.

Shifting again variables σ′ = σ + 1 we obtain

log Γ(N) = N log(N)−N − log(N) +
1

2N︸︷︷︸
sub-leading

+ log

[∫ ∞

−∞
dσ′ e−

(σ′)2
2N

]

= N log(N)−N − log(N) + log
[√

2πN
]

= N log(N)−N − 1

2
log

(
N

2π

)
.

The 1
2N term in the first line, originating from the change of variables, is a sub-leading correction

which must be discarded as it is of the same order as the other corrections that we neglect in
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the leading large N limit. In the second line, we have discarded the sub-leading term and solved
the Gaussian integral. Note that, had we kept the integration domain for σ to be (−N,∞), the
integration domain for σ′ would be (−N + 1,∞) and finiteness of the lower bound would give
a correction of order 1/N , to be discarded at this stage. In the last line, we have simplified the
expression, obtaining the claimed result (2.4).

2.3 An example from the O(N) model

For our next warm-up example we study the zero-dimensional O(N) model. The presentation
in this subsection follows the review [26].

We consider a real scalar field with N components, ϕ = (ϕ1, . . . , ϕN ), and an interaction
Lagrangian of the form (Trϕ2)2. Explicitly, we wish to study the integral

Z[O(N)] =

∫
RN

dϕ exp

−g2
2

N∑
a=1

ϕ2a −
g4
4

(
N∑
a=1

ϕ2a

)2


in the limit N → ∞. Here dϕ is the Lebesgue measure on the Euclidean space RN . The
coefficient g2 can be reabsorbed in a change of variables,

Z[O(N)] = g
−N/2
2

∫
RN

dϕ exp

−1

2

N∑
a=1

ϕ2a −
g4
4g22

(
N∑
a=1

ϕ2a

)2
 , (2.6)

from where we see that the dependence on g2 is extremely simple, while the parameter that
controls the physical system is

g′4 =
g4
g22
.

Integral transformation

It is convenient to rewrite this integral using a so-called Hubbard–Stratonovich transformation:

Z[O(N)] = g
−N/2
2

∫
RN

dϕ

√
1

2π

2

g′4

∫ +∞

−∞
dσ exp

{
−1

2

N∑
a=1

ϕ2a − iσ

(
N∑
a=1

ϕ2a

)
− 2

g′4

σ2

2

}
.

This is a standard trick to solve integrals with double-trace (or multi-trace) interactions. Per-
forming the Gaussian integral over the auxiliary scalar σ gives back (2.6). On the other hand,
this trick has left us with N Gaussian integrals over decoupled fields ϕa. Integrating out these
N free fields we get

Z[O(N)] =

(√
2π

g2

)N
1√
πg′4

∫ +∞

−∞
dσ

e
−σ2

g′4(√
1 + 2iσ

)N
=

(√
2π

g2

)N
1√
πg′4

∫ +∞

−∞
dσ exp

{
−σ

2

g′4
− N

2
log(1 + 2iσ)

}
. (2.7)

In this way, we have cast the problem of an integral in N variables (ϕ1, . . . , ϕN ) with a double-
trace interaction into an ordinary integral of a single variable σ. Therefore, the study in this
example, despite originating from an O(N)-symmetric theory, reduces in practice to the saddle
point evaluation of a one-dimensional integral.
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Large N limit

We observe that the second term in the exponential in (2.7) grows linearly with N . Therefore,
this term will dominate the integrand unless we scale

1

g′4
=
N

λ

for a parameter λ that stays finite in the large N limit. With this scaling, we write

Z[O(N)] =

(√
2π

g2

)N
1√
πg′4

∫ +∞

−∞
dσ exp

{
−N

[
σ2

λ
+

1

2
log(1 + 2iσ)

]}
.

We now send N → ∞. Expressing the integrand in the form exp
(
−SHS

eff (σ)
)
with

SHS
eff (σ) = N

[
σ2

λ
+

1

2
log(1 + 2iσ)

]
,

we see that it is suppressed by the damping of the exponential away from the saddle points of
SHS
eff . In other words, the integrand is sharply peaked around the saddle points of SHS

eff , which
thus yield the leading large N contribution to the integral. The saddle point equation is:

0 =
∂SHS

eff (σ)

∂σ

∣∣∣∣
σ=σ∗

=
2

λ
σ∗ +

i

1 + 2iσ∗
.

Multiplying both sides by −i, we have to solve

2

λ
σ̃ =

1

1 + 2σ̃

where σ̃ = iσ∗. The two solutions are

σ̃ =
1

4

[
−1±

√
1 + 4λ

]
. (2.8)

Identify the dominant saddle

To get the correct saddle point approximation, we ought to understand which of the two branches
of the square root in (2.8) gives the solution that dominates the large N limit. To this aim, let

us step back to (2.7) and change variables σ′ =

√
g′4
2 σ. We get

Z[O(N)] =

(√
2π

g2

)N ∫ +∞

−∞

dσ′√
2π

exp

{
−(σ′)2

2
− N

2
log

(
1 + i

√
2g′4σ

′
)}

.

Sending g′4 → 0 we have

N

2
log

(
1 + i

√
2g′4σ

′
)

= iσ′N

√
g′4
2

+ · · · = iσ′
√
Nλ

2
+ · · · .

Thus, if we send λ → 0 fast enough so that
√
Nλ → 0, the logarithmic dependence on σ′

trivializes, the integral over σ′ is Gaussian, and we must recover

lim
λ→0+

Z[O(N)] =

(√
2π

g2

)N

.
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Figure 2.2. The function 1
N S

HS
eff (σ∗) evaluated on the saddle point.

This is indeed the correct behaviour because, in this limit, the O(N)-symmetric integral we have
started with reduces to N Gaussian integrals over the initial fields ϕa.

We conclude that the branch of the solution to be kept is the one for which SHS
eff (σ∗) behaves

smoothly in the limit λ→ 0+, and in particular

lim
Nλ→0+

SHS
eff (σ∗) = 0.

This reasoning fixes the positive branch of the square root in σ̃. The plot of SHS
eff (σ∗) taken with

the positive branch of the square root is shown in Figure 2.2 as a function of λ.

Exercise: Evaluate SHS
eff on the two saddle points. Plot the two expressions as functions of λ.

Free energy

Defining the free energy
F [O(N)] = − logZ[O(N)],

in the large N limit we get

F [O(N)] =
N

2
log
( g2
2π

)
+ SHS

eff (σ∗).

Evaluating the effective action on the saddle point we obtain

F [O(N)] = N

[
1

2
log
( g2
2π

)
+

−2λ+
√
4λ+ 1 + 4λ log

(
1
2

(√
4λ+ 1 + 1

))
− 1

8λ

]

= N

[
1

2
log
( g2
2π

)
+
λ

4
− λ2

4
+

5λ3

12
− 7λ4

8
+ · · ·

]
where in the second line we have shown the small λ expansion.

(Aside) Caveat on the steepest descent method

Before concluding, we should emphasize that the initial integration domain for σ was R, but we
have found an imaginary saddle point σ∗.

For the large N analysis to be valid, the integration contour should be carefully deformed
in a neighborhood of σ = 0 to pass through the saddle point on the imaginary axis, in such
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a way that the contour crosses the saddle point along the steepest descent path. This is is an
important part of the analysis which however will not be instrumental for the rest of these notes,
thus we skip it.

3 Overview of supersymmetry and localization

This section contains a very brief and schematic introduction to supersymmetric gauge theories
and supersymmetric localization. It serves to help the reader with no previous experience to
familiarize with a rough idea of the setup. For this reason, in this section we aim at qualitatively
conveying the basic concepts rather than pursuing an accurate exposition.

Every reader who is inclined to accept the fact that partition functions of supersymmetric
gauge theories reduce from a path integral to an ordinary integral, is encouraged to move directly
to Section 4.

3.1 Supermultiplets and Lagrangians in a nutshell

Before diving into localization arguments and the discussion of partition functions, we describe
the field content of supersymmetric quantum field theories with eight supercharges. This amount
of supersymmetry is indicated as:

d = 3, N = 4, d = 4, N = 2, d = 5, N = 1,

where N counts the number of Killing spinors, and the number of supercharges equals N times
the number of minimal spinor components in dimension d.

We are interested in supersymmetric gauge theories T with eight supercharges, which contain
two types of building blocks:

• The vector multiplet, that forms the supersymmetric extension of the gauge fields;

• The hypermultiplet, which describes the supersymmetric matter content.

Vector multiplet

Consider a compact, connected gauge group G. For theories with eight or more supercharges,
the vector multiplet is a supermultiplet with components (ϕ,A, λ,D), all taking values in the
Lie algebra g. The field A is the usual gauge connection, while λ is a fermion called the gaugino.
The scalar D is an auxiliary field, in the sense that the action will not contain a kinetic term
for it. The field ϕ, which consists of the bottom component of the vector multiplet in the
superfield formalism, is a scalar which, by the amount of supersymmetry provided by the eight
supercharges, is real in d = 5, complex in d = 4, and forms a triplet of an SU(2) R-symmetry
in d = 3.

To place these theories on a sphere Sd in a way that preserves supersymmetry, one considers
a Lagrangian of the schematic form

1

2g2YM

Tr [F ∧ ∗F + supersymmetric completion + curvature couplings ] ,

where F = dA+A ∧A is the curvature of A and gYM the gauge coupling.
The first term is just the usual Yang–Mills action, which must be supplemented by terms in

ϕ, λ,D such that the total action is invariant under supersymmetry transformations generated
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by each of the eight supercharges. The supersymmetric completion contains, in particular, the
gaugino kinetic term −2λ D̸Aλ, where the covariant derivative is twisted by both the spin and
the gauge connections.

Moreover, being interested in theories on curved manifolds, we add curvature couplings of
the form

ϕD

r
and

(d− 2)

2

ϕ2

r2
,

together their supersymmetric completion, where r here is the radius of Sd. The complete
supersymmetric Lagrangian can be consulted in the references listed in Appendix A.

Hypermultiplet

Let R be a (symplectic) representation of G, which in general is reducible. The hypermultiplet
is a supermultiplet with components (q, q̃, ψ,F), all taking values in R. Here q is a complex
scalar, and q̃ is the scalar in Euclidean signature that descends from the complex conjugate q̄ in
Lorentizian signature. Besides, ψ is the fermion superpartner and F is an auxiliary field. The
supersymmetric Lagrangian on Sd is schematically

Tr [dAq̃ ∧ ∗dAq + supersymmetric completion + curvature couplings ] ,

where dA = d + A∧ is the standard covariant derivative involving the gauge connection A.
The first entry is therefore the usual kinetic term, with flavor indices in the representation R
contracted.

The supersymmetric completion will include covariant derivatives for the fermion ψ as well
as a coupling Tr

(
q̃ϕ2q

)
, with ϕ the scalar in the vector multiplet. The curvature coupling is

proportional to Tr(q̃q/r2). These terms are quadratic in the hypermultiplet scalar and give
it a mass. The term proportional to Tr(q̃ϕ2q) must be accompanied by the Yukawa coupling
Tr(ψ†ϕψ) for the supersymmetric partner ψ of q. For the full supersymmetric Lagrangian,
consult the references listed in Appendix A.

(Aside) Superpotential

Another important ingredient in constructing a supersymmetric field theory is the superpoten-
tial. However, thanks to the amount of supersymmetry, it is constrained; moreover, it does not
show up explicitly in the partition functions we are going to consider (albeit it affects them
through fixing the R-charges). The superpotential can thus be ignored for all practical purposes
treated here.

Quivers

A convenient graphical way to encode the field content of a supersymmetric gauge theory is
through a quiver. A quiver is a graph, which we decorate by specifying the gauge and flavour
groups.

It is not necessary for the sake of these notes to know anything about quivers, and it suffices
to think of them as graphs with round or square vertices, each of which carries a decoration by an
integer. Round nodes represent simple factors of the gauge group, with the integer specifying the
rank. Square nodes represent flavour symmetry groups. Finally, edges indicate hypermultiplets.

For instance, the portion of quiver shown in Figure 3.1 describes a theory with gauge group
containing U(N1) × U(N2), hypermultiplets in the bifundamental representation of U(N1) ×

13



N1N2· · · · · ·

F

Figure 3.1. Portion of a quiver representing a supersymmetric gauge theory. The two round nodes
represent the gauge groups U(N1) and U(N2). The edge between the two round nodes represents a
bifundamental hypermultiplet of U(N1)× U(N2), and the edge between the square node and the round
node represents F additional hypermultiplets in the fundamental representation of U(N1).

U(N2), a flavour symmetry SU(F), and hypermultiplets in the bifundamental of the gauge-
flavour group U(N1) × SU(F). Note that in the common parlance this latter set of hypermul-
tiplets is usually referred to as having F hypermultiplets in the fundamental representation of
U(N1). Hence, in the example of Figure 3.1, the representation R is reducible and contains at
least the direct sum of the bifundamental of U(N1) × U(N2) with F copies of the fundamental
of U(N1).

(Aside) More on quivers

According to the Merriam-Webster dictionary, a quiver is a case for carrying arrows. However,
throughout this lecture notes, there will be no arrows in our quivers. Instead, they will be used
for carrying unoriented edges.

This is due to the amount of supersymmetry and a common convention for drawing. Theories
with eight supercharges are non-chiral, hence for every arrow in the quiver there should be
another arrow with opposite orientation. It is then customary to replace the pair of oppositely
oriented arrows, which graphically encode chiral multiplets of opposite gauge charge and equal
R-charge, by a single unoriented edge, which graphically encodes a hypermultiplet.

More precisely, for gauge theories with eight supercharges we use doubled, framed quivers.
Moreover, we ought to mention that what is often referred to as ‘a quiver’ in the physicists’s
parlance, is in fact the representation of a quiver. The quiver is the graph itself, whereas a
quiver representation is the assignment of integer labels to the vertices, and of homomorphisms
to the arrows.

These aspects will play no role throughout, and we will simply use quivers as a depiction of
the field content of a supersymmetric gauge theory with eight supercharges.

3.2 Localization in a nutshell

This subsection contains a sketchy overview of the idea behind supersymmetric localization.
It is meant to set the stage and to familiarize the reader with the type of partition functions
considered in the next sections. For more details we refer to exhaustive topical reviews, some of
which we list at the beginning of Appendix A. An accessible account of all the necessary features
for the beginner is [27].

A simplified example

To start with an analogy, consider the following scenario: let M be a manifold, and ω a top
form on M , i.e. a dim(M )-dimensional differential form. For integration to be well defined,
we may take M to be compact, ∂M = ∅, or we restrict our attention to forms ω that decay
exponentially fast at the boundaries ∂M . By dimensional reasons, ω = ω̃ volM , where ω̃ is a
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scalar section and volM is the volume form on M . In practice, this simply means that we can
choose local coordinates (x1, . . . , xdim(M )) such that

ω = ω̃(x1, . . . , xdim(M ))dx1 ∧ · · · ∧ dxdim(M ).

Moreover, let Q be a differential on M , or more generally on some ambient space in which
M is embedded. Thus, the input data includes Q and ω such that, by hypothesis,

Q2 = 0, Qω = 0. (3.1)

We are interested in evaluating ∫
M
ω. (3.2)

M may be an untamed manifold,1 and evaluating (3.2) explicitly may be complicated in
practice. It would thus be convenient to leverage the additional differential structure Q on M
to simplify the problem.

We consider a well-behaved function V : M → R such that QV is positive (semi-)definite
with finitely many minima, and study

Z(t) :=

∫
M
ω e−tQV .

Clearly the integral (3.2) we wish to obtain is Z(0). We have

−d

dt
Z(t) =

∫
M
ω e−tQV (QV )

=︸︷︷︸
by parts

∫
M

[
Q(ωV e−tQV )− V (Qωe−tQV )

]

=︸︷︷︸
chain rule

∫
M

Q(ωV e−tQV )︸ ︷︷ ︸
total derivative

−V (Qω)︸ ︷︷ ︸
0 by (3.1)

e−tQV − V ω (Qe−tQV )︸ ︷︷ ︸
0 by (3.1)


= 0.

The first equality is well-posed thanks to our assumptions on M in this simplified example. The
second equality follows from integration by parts. The three terms in the last expression vanish
as a consequence of (3.1). In more detail: (i) the first term vanishes because either ∂M = ∅
or e−tQV ω decays (at least) exponentially at the boundaries of M ; (ii) the second term is zero
because ω is Q-closed by assumption; (iii) the third term vanishes because Q2V = 0.

The vanishing of the derivative means that Z(t) is a constant function of t,

Z(0) = Z(t) ∀t > 0.

Therefore, instead of computing (3.2) directly, we can compute Z(t) at any value of t which we
find convenient. In particular, we can evaluate Z(0) by deforming it by e−tQV first and then
sending t → +∞. In this way, the exponential factor damps the integrand everywhere except
the minima of QV . Up to rescaling by 1/

√
t, the Gaussian integration around the minima

1In fact, in QFT M is typically not a manifold. In tractable cases it will at best be a stack. The integration over
M should then be replaced by an appropriate notion of (virtual) fundamental homology class. These technicalities
play no role in this review and will not be discussed further.
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of Q produces a factor [detHess(QV )]−1/2, where Hess is the Hessian matrix, which contains
second derivatives with respect to the local coordinates on M . Its determinant is positive by
assumption on V .

The outcome is that (3.2) equals

Z(0) =
∑

p∈min(QV )

ω̃√
detHess(QV )

∣∣∣∣∣
p

,

with sum over the minima p ∈ M of the deforming function QV .
We emphasize that, despite the appearances, the final result is independent of the choice of

V among those well-behaved functions compatible with the necessary assumptions.

Equivariant localization

A version of the above reasoning that extends to quantum field theories is equivariant localiza-
tion. Here we roughly sketch the idea, and refer to the review [28] (or the extensive [29]) for more
details. The mathematical foundation of equivariant localization was initially formalized by J.
Duistermaat and G. Heckman [30]. Typically, the presentation suitable for QFT is modelled on
the equivariant localization formula of [31].

Let us now consider a situation in which M has an isometry T. The fixed locus of the
T-action on M is denoted M T, and we have the natural inclusion ι : M T ↪→ M . We further
assume ι

(
M T

)
∩ ∂M = ∅, that is to say, the boundary contains no T-fixed points.

Morally, one would like to leverage the invariance of integrals under the isometry to reduce
them to the quotient space M /T. However, the latter is, generically, not a manifold, thus
we cannot define its de Rham cohomology. Rather, the correct procedure is to work with the
T-equivariant cohomology of M .

For ease of exposition let us restrict to the simple case in which T ∼= U(1). Let ξ denote the
vector field on M generating the isometry T. The first step to work in T-equivariant cohomology
consists in replacing the above differential Q, which satisfies Q2 = 0, by

Q̂ = Q+ ξ⌞.

The first term is a genuine differential, and the second part is the contraction with the vector
field ξ. Observe that Q̂ mixes forms of different degrees: the action of Q, which is an analogue
of the de Rham differential, increases the form degree by 1, whereas acting with ξ⌞ decreases
the form degree by 1.

This new differential squares to Lξ, the Lie derivative along the integral curves of ξ:

Q̂2 = Q2︸︷︷︸
0

+Q ◦ ξ⌞+ξ⌞◦Q+ ξ⌞ξ⌞︸︷︷︸
0

= {Q, ξ⌞} = Lξ,

where the last term in the first line vanishes when acting on differential forms, because it is
symmetric and contracts anti-symmetric indices. The last line is the definition of Lie derivative.

In the equivariant setting, the hypotheses (3.1) are replaced by

Q̂2 = Lξ, Q̂ω = 0. (3.3)

Notice that now the second requirement, namely that we have an equivariantly closed form ω,
is not automatically satisfied by choosing a top form, differently from the previous example.
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As before, we wish to compute ∫
M
ω,

subject to (3.3). Running the analogous argument as above, one considers instead

Z(t) :=

∫
M
ω e−tQ̂V

and shows that, for suitably chosen functions V on M , dZ
dt = 0. In the previous example,

Q2V = 0 was used to prove the independence of Z(t) on t, which held true for any V due to
(3.1). Here, however, Q̂2V = LξV , thus the function V must be chosen such that

LξV = 0,

namely, it is equivariantly constant with respecto to the action of T on M . With this as-
sumption, the computation above goes through. For example, writing in local coordinates

ξ =
∑dim(M )

µ=1 ξµ∂µ, it is possible to choose V such that ∂µV = ξµ. In global form, this means
that we require dV to be the 1-form dual to the vector field ξ.

Therefore, to obtain Z(0), one computes limt→∞Z(t), which reduces to∫
min(Q̂V )

ω√
detHess(Q̂V )

.

Here we have not assumed that the minima are isolated points. Choosing dV to be dual to ξ,
one has that

exp
(
−tQ̂V

)
= exp (−tdV − tξµ∂µV )

= e−t∥ξ∥2 (1− tdV + · · · ) .

Hence, the t → ∞ limit is controlled by the exponential damping e−t∥ξ∥2 , minimized at points
p ∈ M where ξ|p = 0. In other words, the locus of minima of the equivariantly closed term Q̂V
can be chosen to be the locus in M where ξ vanishes. Being ξ the generator of T, such locus is
precisely the fixed locus M T. We conclude that

Z(0) =

∫
MT

ι∗ω

Pf(Lξ)
.

Here ι∗ω is the pullback to M T of the form ω, via the embedding map ι : M T ↪→ M ; besides,
we have identified the square root of the determinant of the Hessian matrix with the Pfaffian of
the Lie derivative.

The meaning of the equivariant localization formula can be summarized as:

• T-equivariant integrals localize to the fixed locus of the T-action;

• Splitting the integral between the normal and tangent bundles to the fixed locus, the
normal directions are integrated out by a Gaussian integral and contribute a one-loop
determinant.

See the review [28] or the seminal work [31] for the mathematical details behind this qualitative
statement.
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Interpretation

Physically, we are interested in the analogue of this reasoning when M is a certain space of
fields. In this scenario, M is typically infinite-dimensional and the integration operation is a
path integral (swiping all the mathematical difficulties under the rug).

The schematic interpretation of the procedure exemplified above is that, if the path in-
tegral possesses a powerful enough symmetry, it localizes around some simple configurations,
and one only needs to worry about the one-loop determinants of the fields around their fixed
configuration. More precisely:

• The simple configuration of fields that dominates the path integral is called localization
locus, or ‘BPS locus’, and consists of the fixed points of the above-mentioned symmetry.
Ideally, one wishes to reduce the path integral over M to an ordinary integral over a
finite-dimensional BPS locus.

• Then, one has to account for the one-loop determinants coming from field modes along
the normal directions to the BPS locus inside the huge field space M . These fluctuations
around the BPS locus are Gaussian integrals, and are the analogue of the determinant of
the Hessian.

The actual situation is more nuanced than that, because typically the path integral admits
several saddle points. One is the semi-classical one, which gives the perturbative partition
function, while the other field configurations are non-perturbative (such as instantons, vortices,
and so on) and are typically hard to compute explicitly. As explained below, for the large N
limits to be considered in the rest of these notes, non-perturbative contributions can be safely
neglected. Hence, we shall not discuss such technical challenges further.

Supersymmetric localization

To study supersymmetric localization, we wish to incorporate fermions in the above discussion.
We thus replace the infinite-dimensional manifold M with a supermanifold and the one-loop
determinants become super-determinants. As usual, integrating out fermions produces det1/2

while integrating out bosons produces det−1/2.

In a supersymmetric field theory T , Q is a supercharge and

ω = e−SOBPS D [fields],

where S is the classical action and OBPS is a Q-closed operator, not necessarily a local one.
The measure factor D [fields] stands for the path integral volume form on the space Msusy of all
quantum fields in T .

Taking OBPS = 1 for simplicity of exposition, the goal is to evaluate the partition function
of the supersymmetric field theory:

Z[T ] =

∫
Msusy

D [fields] e−S .

By definition, Z[T ] is the path integral over the space Msusy of all fields in T .
Locally, Msusy can be written as the product M [0]×M [1] of an even part M [0] and an odd

part M [1]. In physical terms, M [0] is the space of all field configurations of bosonic fields, and
M [1] is the space of all field configurations of fermionic fields. Acting with the supercharge Q
on M [0] lands in M [1] and vice versa.
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The action S is, by hypothesis, invariant under supersymmetry transformations generated
by a suitable subset of the eight supercharges. For instance, one such suitable subset consists of
a pair of (linear combinations of) supercharges that square to an isometry of the spacetime with
non-empty fixed locus. The prototypical example to bear in mind is supersymmetric localization
on S3, with respect to supercharges that square to a rotation of the Hopf fibre.

We therefore choose a supercharge Q and a suitable function V of the fields, and consider

Z[T ](t) =

∫
M [0]×M [1]

D [fields] e−S−tQV .

Sending t→ ∞ and using the previous argument for the invariance under Q-exact deformations,
we find:

Z[T ] =

∫
BPS locus

volBPS e
−S
∣∣
BPS locus

√
detM [1](1-loop)

detM [0](1-loop)
.

The ratio of one-loop determinants is obtained integrating out massive fluctuations of fermionic
(in the numerator) and bosonic (in the denominator) fields around their BPS configuration. Here
the localization locus has been denoted BPS locus to emphasize its supersymmetry invariance,
and volBPS schematically denotes a volume form on the BPS locus.

For the supersymmetric gauge theories introduced in Section 3.1, the ratio of determinants
factorizes into the product of a vector multiplet part and a hypermultiplet part. Typically, the
BPS locus consists of a constant configuration for the real component of the scalar ϕ in the vector
multiplet, further restricted to a Cartan subalgebra of the Lie algebra g, with all other fields set
to zero. Instanton configurations for the gauge field give rise to non-perturbative corrections to
the partition function. On the other hand, hypermultiplets are essentially always set to vanish
at the localization locus.

Thus, in all practical cases of interest to us, the measure volBPS is actually given by the
normalized Haar measure on the gauge algebra g and

Z[T ] =

∫
Cg
dϕ
∏
α∈△

(α, ϕ)
√
(1-loop)

with Cg the principal Weyl chamber of the Cartan subalgebra of g and dϕ the Lebesgue measure
on the Weyl chamber. The product is over all roots α ∈ △ of g. When g = u(N), the product
over roots gives the square of the Vandermonde determinant. The rest of the integrand is the
leftover after cancellations between of fermionic and bosonic 1-loop determinants.

An important feature of supersymmetric field theories is that their field content is not just
a pair of independent collections of bosons and fermions. Rather, bosons and fermions come
paired, and for every bosonic mode there is fermionic mode, except for the ground state. This
gives rise to huge cancellations in the ratio of one-loop determinants between fermions and
bosons, leaving eventually a tractable determinant.

4 Sphere partition functions

We discuss supersymmetric quantum field theories on round spheres Sd, and analyze their parti-
tion function starting from the matrix model formulation derived via localization. The large N
limit of superconformal field theories (SCFTs) on Sd is predicted by holography to match with
the supergravity computations in (d+ 1)-dimensional global AdS.
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Notation

Let us consider a supersymmetric QFT T , which we assume to be a quiver gauge theory with
gauge group G and hypermultiplets in the (in general, reducible) representation R of G. Let
rk(G) denote the rank of G, |W(G)| the order of the Weyl group of G, △ the simple roots of G
and ΛR the weight system of the representation R of G.

4.1 Partition functions

The sphere partition function of the theory T takes the form

ZSd [T ] =
ϖ

|W(G)|

∫
Rrk(G)

dϕ e−Scl(ϕ)Zvec(ϕ)Zhyp(ϕ) Znon-pert.. (4.1)

We now elucidate all the ingredients in this expression.

• The overall complex number ϖ in (4.1) is a phase, of which we will not keep track. In odd
dimensions, it has the physical meaning of a background Chern–Simons term [32].

• The integral is over constant configurations for the lowest component of the vector multi-
plet, conjugated into a Cartan subalgebra of the gauge algebra, with all other fields set to
zero. The scalar ϕ is adimensional and expressed in units of the radius of the sphere.

The action of the Weyl subgroup of the gauge group shuffles the zero-mode eigenvalues,
and hence configurations ϕ ∈ RN which only differ by reordering the components are
gauge-equivalent. The overall factor 1/|W(G)| divides by the order of the Weyl group,
canceling the overcounting of these equivalent configurations.

• In (4.1), Scl(ϕ) is the classical action evaluated on this field configuration,

Scl(ϕ) = Tr (Vd(ϕ)) . (4.2)

The polynomial

Vd(ϕ) =


−iπkϕ2 d = 3,

gϕ2 d = 4,
π
3kϕ

3 + πgϕ2 d = 5,

(4.3)

henceforth referred to as potential, encodes the Chern–Simons couplings k and the inverse
Yang–Mills couplings g = 8π2

g2YM
. This parameter g is an exactly marginal coupling in

d = 4 and is a mass parameter in d = 5 (expressed here in units of the sphere radius).
When the gauge group is U(N), we may also include a Fayet–Iliopoulos (FI) term, which
corresponds to a linear term i2πξϕ in Vd(ϕ). For quiver theories with several gauge nodes,
distinct {kj , gj , ξj} are allowed, for j running over the gauge nodes.

• Furthermore, in (4.1),

Zvec(ϕ) =
∏
α∈△

e−vd((α,ϕ))

Zhyp(ϕ) =
∏

w∈ΛR

e−hd(w(ϕ))
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are the one-loop determinants of the vector multiplet2 and hypermultiplet respectively.
The explicit forms of the functions vd(ϕ) and hd(ϕ) depend on d and on the amount of
supersymmetry. For eight supercharges on the round sphere, they are:

vd(ϕ) =


− log 2 sinh(πϕ) d = 3,

− log(πϕ)− logH(iϕ) d = 4,

−1
2f(iϕ)− log 2 sinh(πϕ) d = 5,

(4.4a)

hd(ϕ) =


log 2 cosh(πϕ) d = 3,

logH(iϕ) d = 4,
1
4f
(
1
2 + iϕ

)
+ 1

4f
(
1
2 + iϕ

)
− log 2 cosh(πϕ) d = 5,

(4.4b)

where the functions H(z), in d = 4, and f(z) in d = 5, have been defined respectively in
[20] and [33], and read

H(z) = G(1 + z)G(1− z)

=
∞∏
n=1

(
1− z2

n2

)n

e
z2

n ,

f(z) = − iπ
3
z3 + z2 log

(
1− ei2πz

)
− iz

π
Li2
(
ei2πz

)
+

1

2π2
Li3
(
ei2πz

)
− ζ(3)

2π2

ζ-reg.︷︸︸︷
=

∞∑
n=1

n2 log

(
1− z2

n2

)
.

In the last equality, the symbol

ζ-reg.︷︸︸︷
= means that the left-hand side comes from the ζ-

function regularization of the divergent right-hand side. The latter expression has the
advantage of showing that f(z) is manifestly even.

• Finally,

Znon-pert. =

{
1 d = 3,

1 + · · · d ≥ 4,

includes instantonic contributions, which we will neglect in what follows, since they are
suppressed in the large N limit.

(Aside) Mass deformations

Turning on a mass deformation for a hypermultiplet in the representation R of the gauge group
and in the representation R̃ of the flavour group, corresponds to shift w(ϕ) 7→ w(ϕ) + w̃(m),
with w̃ ∈ Λ

R̃
, and m indicating the lowest component of the background vector multiplet for

the flavour symmetry, in unit of the sphere radius. m is usually simply referred to as the mass.

Linear quivers with U(N) gauge nodes

Let us consider for concreteness a quiver gauge theory T described by a linear quiver with L
nodes, with gauge group

U(N1)× U(N2)× · · · × U(NL).

2To lighten the formulae, we have combined the Vandermonde factor coming from diagonalizing the ϕ modes
with Zvec(ϕ).
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The reducible representation R, encoding the hypermultiplets, decomposes into the bifun-
damental representation of U(Nj) × U(Nj+1), ∀j = 1, . . . , L − 1, as well as Fj copies of the
fundamental representation and Aj copies of the adjoint representation of U(Nj), ∀j = 1, . . . , L.
The partition function (4.1) specialized to this case can be written as

ZSd =
ϖ

|W(G)|

∫
Rrk(G)

dϕ e−Seff(ϕ) (4.5)

with effective action

Seff(ϕ) =

L∑
j=1

Nj∑
a=1

Vd (ϕj,a)︸ ︷︷ ︸
classical

+

Fj∑
α=1

hd

(
ϕj,a +mF

j,α

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

fund. hyper.

+

Aj∑
β=1

Nj∑
b=1

hd

(
ϕj,a − ϕj,b +mA

j,β

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

adjoint hyper.

+

Nj+1∑
b=1

hd (ϕj,a − ϕj+1,b)︸ ︷︷ ︸
bifund. hyper.

+

Nj∑
b=1

vd (ϕj,a − ϕj,b)︸ ︷︷ ︸
vec.

 ,

(4.6)

where we have turned on generic masses for the fundamental and adjoint hypermultiplets.

From U(N) to SU(N)

If we are interested in theories in which a U(Nj) gauge group is replaced by SU(Nj), we can
turn on the FI term

Vd (ϕj,a) 7→ Vd (ϕj,a) + i2πξjϕj,a,

and then promote the parameter ξj to the lowest component of a dynamical multiplet and
integrate over it. The identity

∫ +∞

−∞
dξj e

i2πξj
∑Nj

a=1 ϕj,a [integrand](ϕ) = [integrand](ϕ)δ

 Nj∑
a=1

ϕj,a

 .

shows that the integration effectively enforces the traceless condition. In d = 3, this procedure
corresponds to gauging the U(1) topological symmetry associated to the U(N), thus flowing to
the SU(N) theory in which such symmetry is absent.

(Aside) Decoupling instantons

We have claimed above that, in the large N limit, instantons are suppressed and drop out of the
computation, thus we can safely set Znon-pert. to 1. This assumption is based on the physical
intuition that instantons acquire a large mass in the large N limit and decouple.

This statement is subtle in d > 4, where the SCFT is necessarily realized at infinite coupling.
Therefore, instantons in d > 4 can become massless at the conformal point. However, by
construction, we will always first flow to a gauge theory description, so that we can apply
localization. We then take the large N limit at fixed gauge coupling, in which instantons
decouple, and only at the end we take the strong coupling limit in terms of the ’t Hooft coupling.

It is not a priori completely obvious which is the most appropriate order of limits, namely

(a) First large N , then strong coupling (as we do);

(b) First strong coupling, then large N .
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Only prescription (a) is tractable using localization, because instantons are untamed in a generic
supersymmetric SCFT in d ≥ 4, and it is the approach we adopt here. It turns out, based on
evidence, that this is the correct order of limits in AdS/CFT, and the results obtained with
prescription (a) match with the supergravity calculations.

4.2 Convergence of the localized partition function

For the partition function (4.1) to be a well-defined quantity, the theory T must satisfy addi-
tional conditions. These convergence conditions for the integral (4.1), which could be formulated
directly in the field theory language, are derived by looking at the asymptotic behaviour of the
functions vd(ϕ) and hd(ϕ) from (4.4).

The functions (4.4) have the large argument asymptotic:

vd(ϕ)
|ϕ|→∞−−−−−−−−→


−π|ϕ| d = 3,
1
2ϕ

2 log ϕ2 − 3
2ϕ

2 d = 4,
π
6 |ϕ|

3 − π|ϕ| d = 5,

(4.7a)

hd(ϕ)
|ϕ|→∞−−−−−−−−→


π|ϕ| d = 3,

−1
2ϕ

2 log ϕ2 + 3
2ϕ

2 d = 4,

−π
6 |ϕ|

3 − π
8 |ϕ| d = 5.

(4.7b)

Exercise: Starting from (4.4), prove (4.7) for both ϕ→ ±∞.

Example: Good theories in d = 3

Let, for instance, T be a U(N) gauge theory in d = 3 without Chern–Simons term, i.e. set
k = 0 in V (x), and with F hypermultiplets in the fundamental representation. This theory is
called three-dimensional SQCD, or SQCD3 for short. The partition function is

ZS3 [SQCD3] =
1

N !

∫
RN

dϕ

∏
1≤a̸=b≤N 2 sinhπ(ϕa − ϕb)∏N

a=1

∏F
α=1 2 coshπ(ϕa +mα)

.

From the large |ϕ| behaviour of the integrand, we deduce that the integral ZS3 [SQCD3] converges
only if

−2N(N − 1) +NF > 0 =⇒ F ≥ 2N − 1.

More generally we may consider T in d = 3 by connecting a linear chain of L such theories
with hypermultiplets in the bifundamental representation of U(Nj)×U(Nj+1), ∀j = 1, . . . , L−1.
Defining the quantity

∆j = −2Nj +Nj−1 +Nj+1, ∀j = 1, . . . , L

with N0 = 0 = NL+1 understood, we derive the convergence condition

∆j + Fj ≥ −1, ∀j = 1, . . . , L.

Theories in d = 3 that satisfy this condition with strict inequality are dubbed ‘good’ theories in
the Gaiotto–Witten classification [34], whilst those that saturate the inequality are called ‘ugly’
theories [34].3 Besides, good theories that satisfy the equality ∆j + Fj = 0 ∀j = 1, . . . , L are
called balanced.

3Ugly theories flow to a good theory with a decoupled sector. With clever manipulations, one should always
be able to rewrite ZS3 of an ugly theory as the product of an overall factor, due to decoupled fields, times the
partition function of a good theory.
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Example: N = 4 super-Yang–Mills in d = 4

Four dimensions is peculiar, compared to d ̸= 4, because the functions vd=4(x) and hd=4(x)
are almost the opposite of one another: their difference leaves behind − log|ϕ| coming from
the Vandermonde factor. This implies that if we consider a gauge theory with simple and
simply connected gauge group G coupled to one adjoint hypermultiplet, the vector multiplet
and hypermultiplet contributions cancel exactly if the mass is turned off.

This description gives the partition function of the G-gauge N = 4 (i.e. maximally super-
symmetric) super-Yang–Mills theory on S4 [20]:

ZS4 [N = 4 SYM] =
1

|W(G)|

∫
Rrk(G)

dϕ
∏
α∈△

(α, ϕ) e−gTrϕ2
,

which is the celebrated Gaussian ensemble over the Lie algebra Lie(G) = g. It converges for
every g > 0.

Example: UV complete theories d = 5

As a further example, consider a theory with U(N) gauge group in d = 5 coupled to F hyper-
multiplets in the fundamental representation. This theory is called SQCD5.

Reading the corresponding line in (4.7) and accounting for the cubic piece in V (x), we see
that ZS5 [SQCD5] converges if

π

6
2N(N − 1)− π

6
NF− π

3
N |k| > 0 =⇒ F

2
+ |k| ≤ N.

Convergence conditions

Combining the asymptotic expressions (4.7) with the classical potential (4.3) we derive the
following

convergence cond. :

{
kj ̸= 0 or Aj > 0 or ∆j + Fj ≥ 0 d = 3,

∆j + Fj +NjAj + |2kj | ≤ 0 d = 5.

These conditions must be satisfied for every simple factor of the gauge group, labeled by the
index j. It is of course possible to include other representations besides fundamental and adjoint,
such as symmetric or rank-two antisymmetric, and derive similar constraints.

We stress that, in d = 5, the convergence is an upper bound on the number of matter fields,
which constrains the number of well-posed models. In contrast, the condition in d = 3 is a lower
bound, thus it is always allowed to add flavours to a convergent model.

Exercise: Derive the convergence conditions.

4.3 Large N limits

In defining the large N limit, we fix N ∈ N and write the ranks of the gauge groups as

Nj = Nνj

for some rational numbers {νj}j=1,...,L. We then take N → ∞ keeping νj = O(1), i.e. indepen-
dent of N .
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In this limit, the integer indices a = 1, . . . , Nj are replaced by the continuous variables a = a
N ,

a ∈ [0, νj ] and the integration variables ϕj,a become functions of such continuous indices ϕj(a).
We then make the replacement

1

N

Nj∑
a=1

F (ϕj,a) 7→
∫ νj

0
daF (ϕj(a))

in (4.6). Besides, we introduce the densities of eigenvalues

ρj(ϕ) =
1

N

Nj∑
a=1

δ (ϕ− ϕj,a) , (4.8)

which are normalized by definition, ∫
dϕρj(ϕ) = νj . (4.9)

Notice that ϕ ∈ R is an auxiliary, one-dimensional integration variable, related to but distinct
from the original scalar field with zero-mode components ϕj,a. We also stress that the eigenvalue
density is a well-posed quantity at any N . At large N , we can use (4.8) to further replace∫ νj

0
daF (ϕj(a)) 7→

∫
dϕρj(ϕ)F (ϕ)

which is tantamount to the relation ρ(ϕ)dϕ = da among measures. It also follows from (4.8)
that ρj is compactly supported at large N (assuming the equilibrium configuration exists).

The problem of solving a large N limit corresponds to finding the collection {ρj(ϕ)}, from
which all physical observables that have a matrix model description can be computed. Among
all such quantities, we will focus on the sphere free energy

FSd = − log
∣∣ZSd

∣∣ .
We warn the reader that the overall sign convention in the definition of the free energy may
vary. In particular, our sign convention differs from the standard F-theorem convention when
d = 5.

A given QFT T may admit several large N limits (see e.g. [26]). In the following we
introduce three of them:

(i) ’t Hooft large N limit;

(ii) M-theory limit;

(iii) Long quiver limit.

They will be explicitly analyzed in Sections 5, 6 and 7 respectively. We list the main examples
of each limit in Table 1.
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Regime Milestone example

’t Hooft limit Section 5 Four-dimensional planar N = 4 SYM Section 5.2
M-theory limit Section 6 Five-dimensional higher rank En Section 6.7

Five-dimensional MSYM Section 6.5
Long quiver limit Section 7 Three-dimensional long quivers Section 7.2

Table 1. Different large N regimes. The reader is encouraged to work out the milestone examples of
each limit.

’t Hooft limit

The most well-known large N limit is the ’t Hooft limit [10]. It consists in taking N → ∞
while scaling the gauge couplings linearly with 1/N . This limit goes under the name of planar
limit, because the perturbation theory of the QFT in this limit is dominated by planar Feynman
diagrams, that is, those which can be drawn on a plane.

More precisely, in considering the ’t Hooft planar limit, we adopt a slightly more general
definition, in which all the parameters of the theory are scaled with N is such a way that all
terms in (4.6) contribute to leading order [11].

We can assume that the potential is analytic and admits a Maclaurin expansion

V (x) = NW (x) where W (x) =
∑
p≥1

cp
p
xp. (4.10)

Then, all the coefficients {cp}p≥1 are kept fixed as N → ∞ [11]. We will denote these parameters
as ’t Hooft couplings. To make contact with the standard notation, when considering the physical
classical potential (4.3) we will write

k

N
=

1

t
,

g

N
=

1

λ
,

which implies that the potential (4.3) in the ’t Hooft limit has

cp =


i
2tδp,2, d = 3,
1
2λδp,2 d = 4,
π
2λδp,2 +

π
3tδp,3 d = 5.

Besides, we will keep the number of adjoint hypermultiplets fixed, while Fj → ∞ keeping

Fj
Nj

= ζj

fixed. This choice of scaling, in which the number of flavours is taken proportional to N , is
called Veneziano limit. We emphasize, though, that with our definition of ’t Hooft planar limit
[11] and from the point of view of the matrix model, the Veneziano limit is naturally included
in the ’t Hooft large N limit.

M-theory limit

The M-theory limit is relevant for d = 3 N ≥ 2 and d = 5 N = 1 Chern–Simons-matter theory
that admit a holographic dual in M-theory. A famous example is ABJM theory [35].
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In this limit, the ranks of the gauge groups are sent to infinity, N → ∞, with the parameters
kept fixed and independent of N . The eigenvalues ϕj,a develop a non-trivial dependence on N ,

ϕj,a = Nγxj,a, xj,a = O(1)

for some power γ > 0. Here we are implicitly assuming that the theory has enough symmetries
to guarantee that γ is independent of j, while it is necessarily independent of the label a due to
the permutation symmetry of the integrand.

In this limit, one typically encounters simplifications of the equilibrium equation using the
asymptotic expansion (4.7). Then, the scaling power γ is determined by requiring that at least
two terms in the effective action compete to determine a non-trivial equilibrium configuration.

Long quiver limit

A limitation of the ’t Hooft limit is its increasing complexity with increasing length of the
quiver. Indeed, one has to solve a system of coupled equilibrium equations to find the collection
{ρj}j=1,...,L of eigenvalue densities at each gauge node.

However, in the limit L → ∞, the problem simplifies, very much in the same way as the
problem of solving N coupled saddle point equations simplifies at large N into the problem of
determining a density of eigenvalues. We have two options: either impose additional scaling of
the ’t Hooft couplings with L, or allow for a non-trivial dependence of the eigenvalues on L,
akin to the M-theory limit:

ϕ = Lαx, x = O(1).

Let us emphasize that this limit is taken only after a large N limit. For this reason, the scaling
law is imposed on the integration variable ϕ, and not on the scalar field zero-modes ϕj,a.

Again in analogy with the M-theory limit, the power α > 0 is determined requiring that at
least two terms in the effective action compete at leading order in L. Again, using the scaling
with the large number L and (4.7), the resulting expressions are hugely simplified.

When L → ∞, we can replace the index j running over the gauge nodes with a continuous
variable

z =
j

L+ 1
, 0 < z < 1.

In circular quivers, we add one node j = 0, whence z ∈ [0, 1), and impose the periodic iden-
tification z + 1 ∼ z. The rational numbers {νj}j=1,...,L are then collected into a rank function
ν(z) ≥ 0 and the eigenvalue densities {ρj(ϕ)}j=1,...,L become a unique function of two variables
ϱ(z, x), where

ϱ(z, x)dx = ρzL(ϕ)|ϕ=Lαxdϕ.

It satisfies the normalization condition∫
dxϱ(z, x) = ν(z), ∀0 ≤ z ≤ 1.

(Aside) Double-scaling limit

As reviewed above, the natural definition of the planar limit à la ’t Hooft requires scaling all the
quantities so that the effective action retains as many terms as possible at large N [11]. This
includes the Veneziano limit among others.

In the physics literature, scaling multiple parameters in the ’t Hooft limit is sometimes
referred to as double-scaling limit. This nomenclature can be misleading, because the double-
scaling limit as originally defined in [36–38] is a different procedure. The latter is also the way
the double-scaling limit is defined in the mathematical literature on random matrix theory.
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The double-scaling limit refers to taking the large N ’t Hooft limit while at the same time a
parameter is tuned toward its critical value [36–38]. More generally, it is possible to move along
a curve in the space of parameters and approach a codimension-one critical locus at a rate that
depends on N . This concept is schematically illustrated in Figure 4.1.

In practice, to identify the critical value it is typically needed to first solve the ’t Hooft
limit. The double-scaling thus comes as a second step, tailored to zoom-in close to the critical
behaviour of a matrix model.

Figure 4.1. Sketch of the double-scaling limit. In this picture, the parameter space of ’t Hooft couplings
is the (λ1, λ2)-plane. The critical locus is shown in blue. In black, a curve u 7→ λ(u) in this space that
intersects the critical locus at a single point λcrit. The double-scaling limit consists in sending N → ∞
and |λ(u)−λcrit| → 0 such that Nγcrit [λ(u)−λcrit] stays finite, for a power γcrit > 0 that depends only on
the universality class of the model. The scaled variable λdouble-scaled(u) becomes the control parameter
of the problem in the double-scaling limit.

(Aside) U(N) versus SU(N)

Let us pause for a quick digression on the large N limit of SU(N) gauge theories. The difference
between u(N) and su(N) is the constraint on the trace which, by power counting, is an O(1/N)
correction. Thus, we expect that the two Lie algebras coincide in the large N limit.

The particle theorist’s rephrasing of the above statement is that the only difference between
the Feynman diagrams of su(N) and u(N) gauge theories with otherwise equal content consists
of a meson propagator. This propagator can be attached to matter propagators but not to
gluons and therefore, by power counting, it only appears in diagrams that are suppressed by
O(1/N). The difference between su(N) and u(N) is thus expected to disappear at leading order
in the large N limit.

Nevertheless, it is possible to consider a different definition of the large N limit of su(N).
The sequence

· · · ⊂ su(N − 1) ⊂ su(N) ⊂ su(N + 1) ⊂ · · ·

suggests a definition of su(∞) in which one first takes the direct limit Lie algebra, and then
imposes the traceless constraint. In practice, this amounts to define the large N limit of su(N)
as the traceless subspace of the direct limit Lie algebra u(∞). This is a valid mathematical
definition which differs from the one taken in most works.

It is often the case that the theory T possesses a symmetry that forces the large N solution
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of the partition function to be traceless,∫ +∞

−∞
ϕρj(ϕ)dϕ = 0.

This happens, for example, when the integrand of ZSd [T ] is invariant under ϕa 7→ −ϕa. There-
fore, in many applications, the two different definitions of su(∞) yield the same answer. However,
in general, the two definitions are inequivalent.

When dealing with a more subtle example in which the saddle point configuration is not
automatically traceless, it is important to decide which definition of su(∞) is to be used. If one
follows the physical intuition that there is no such a thing as su(∞), but only u(∞), then one
has to live with the fact that, in some instances, the observables of a su(N) gauge theory are
evaluated in the large N limit on a non-traceless field configuration.

4.4 Saddle point approximation

Let us return to expression (4.5),

ZSd ∝
∫
Rrk(G)

dϕ e−Seff(ϕ),

with effective action Seff given in (4.6). We now discuss its large N behaviour in general terms.
Concrete instances are detailed in the subsequent sections.

Effective action

As we will see explicitly in the next sections, the effective action Seff(ϕ) becomes large asN → ∞.
This should be manifest by looking at its explicit form (4.6), which includes traces and therefore
will grow with some power of N . Concretely, at leading order in the large N limit one finds

Seff(ϕ) = NχSfinite(ϕ), χ > 0, (4.11)

where Sfinite(ϕ) is a function of ϕ which stays finite in the large N limit, and is independent
of N at leading order. The power χ > 0 is a rational number, and it is a characteristic of
each class of theories. One important check in AdS/CFT is to match the power χ with the
supergravity predictions. Typically, cancellations or enhancements that depend on the type of
limit considered will adjust the value of χ, compared to its naive power-counting prediction, to
match with supergravity. This mechanism will be shown explicitly in the examples below.

In the large N limit, Seff , and thus Sfinite, become functionals of the eigenvalue densities
{ρj(ϕ)}. We now restrict our attention to theories for which the effective action is of the form

Sfinite = S1 − S2, (4.12a)

where

S1[ρ] =
∑
j

∫
dϕρj(ϕ)L(1)

j (ϕ), (4.12b)

S2[ρ] =
∑
(j,ȷ̃)

∫
dϕρj(ϕ)

∫
dσρȷ̃(σ) L(2)

j,ȷ̃ (|ϕ− σ|). (4.12c)
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In these expressions, L(i=1,2) encode the contribution from every mode of the vector multiplet
and hypermultiplets, the sum over j is understood over the nodes of the quiver (that is, over
the simple factors of the gauge group) and the sum over pairs (j, ȷ̃) includes the case ȷ̃ = j as
well as pairs of neighboring nodes of the quiver.

Let us clarify the meaning of this assumption.

• In practice, (4.12) means that the effective action is a quadratic functional of the array of
densities (ρ1, . . . , ρL), and we isolate the quadratic and the linear pieces.

• This is an extremely general assumption, encompassing a very vast class of theories. At
this stage we are not restricting the gauge group or shape of the quiver, but only the field
content, and only mildly. The quadratic dependence corresponds to restricting to fields
that transform in representations of the gauge group with at most two indices. These
include:

— The vector multiplet, which must transform in the adjoint and thus contributes to
S2 with ȷ̃ = j;

— Hypermultiplets in the fundamental representation, which contribute to S1;

— The classical piece V (ϕ), which is a trace and thus enters in S1;

— Hypermultiplets in the bifundamental representation, which contribute to S2 with ȷ̃
and j indexing adjacent nodes;

— Hypermultiplets in the adjoint, rank-2 symmetric and rank-2 anti-symmetric repre-
sentations, all of which contribute to S2 with ȷ̃ = j.

• The overall sign of (4.12a) depends only on the spacetime dimension d. It can be traced
back to the UV behaviour of the supersymmetric field theory, and it will turn out that
S1, S2 > 0 in d = 3, while S1, S2 < 0 in d = 5.

• The relative sign on the right-hand side of (4.12a) imposes the competition between the
two terms, to find a non-trivial configuration in the large N limit.

Saddle point equation

The behavior (4.11) implies that the integrand in ZSd is sharply peaked, and it is very suppressed
away from the minima of the effective action due to the super-exponential behaviour e−Nχ(··· ).

Therefore, in the large N limit, the leading contribution to ZSd comes from the saddle points
of the effective action. This leads us to consider the saddle point equation (SPE). We have
already explained that, in the large N limit, Seff becomes a functional of the densities of eigen-
values {ρj(ϕ)}. We have therefore to extremize Seff over the set of (appropriately normalized)
eigenvalue densities. The system of SPEs is:

δSeff
δρj∗(ϕ∗)

= 0, (4.13)

for all j∗ = 1, . . . , L and for all ϕ∗ ∈ R. Imposing the form (4.12) and taking the functional
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derivative, we have:

δS1
δρj∗(ϕ∗)

= L(1)
j∗

(ϕ∗),

δS2
δρj∗(ϕ∗)

=
∑
ȷ̃

∫
dσρȷ̃(σ) L(2)

j∗,ȷ̃
(|ϕ∗ − σ|) +

∑
ȷ̃

∫
dϕρj(ϕ) L(2)

j,j∗
(|ϕ∗ − ϕ|)

= 2
∑
ȷ̃

∫
dσρȷ̃(σ) L(2)

j∗,ȷ̃
(|ϕ∗ − σ|).

The derivative of S2 includes two pieces: one from j = j∗ and ϕ = ϕ∗, and the other from
ȷ̃ = j∗ and σ = ϕ∗. We have used the symmetry of the system to write their sum as twice the
same quantity. In the last expression, the sum runs over the label ȷ̃ of neighboring nodes to j∗,
including j∗ itself.

The SPE in this general setup is therefore written in the form:

2
∑
ȷ̃

∫
dσρȷ̃(σ)L(2)

j∗,ȷ̃
(|ϕ∗ − σ|) = L(1)

j∗
(ϕ∗), (4.14)

to hold for all j∗ = 1, . . . , L and for all ϕ∗ ∈ R.

(Aside) Saddle point equation, improved

We have derived the SPE (4.14) setting to zero the variation of the effective action with respect
to each density ρj(ϕ). Note however that the collection of saddle point equations at finite N is

∂Seff
∂ϕj,a

= 0 ∀a = 1, . . . , Nj , ∀j = 1, . . . , L.

To reduce clutter, we have written j∗ 7→ j, ϕ∗ 7→ ϕ. Differentiating (4.12c) and only then
substituting the eigenvalue density, we arrive at

2
∑
ȷ̃

∫
dσρȷ̃(σ) ∂ϕL

(2)
j,ȷ̃ (|ϕ− σ|) = ∂ϕL

(1)
j (ϕ).

This is not quite (4.14), but rather its derivative with respect to ϕ.
This apparent discrepancy is rooted in the fact that the effective action can always be rede-

fined by adding constant terms, which is tantamount to picking a different overall normalization
for ZSd . This normalization constant does not affect our argument, and it should be fixed once
and for all at the beginning to avoid ambiguities.

More precisely, note that it is always possible to shift L(1)
j in (4.12c) by a constant term Cj ,

independent of ϕ. This shift corresponds to

S1 7→ S1 +
∑
j

Cj

∫
dϕρj(ϕ)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=νj by (4.9)

= S1 +
∑
j

Cjνj .

That is, redefining the effective action by ϕ-independent shifts does not change the details of the
theory under consideration, but only adds an overall factor in front of ZSd . Since these shifts do
not affect the dynamics, we should study the saddle point equations up to such shifts.
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Schematically, the SPE (4.13) should be understood as

δSeff
δρj∗(ϕ∗)

= 0 modulo (L(1)
j (ϕ) 7→ L(1)

j (ϕ) + Cj).

To consider an equation modulo constant shifts really means to consider its derivative. We are
finally led to the system of SPEs

∂

∂ϕ∗

δSeff
δρj∗(ϕ∗)

= 0. (4.15)

This is the equation of motion that governs the variational problem of extremizing e−Seff .
Imposing the form (4.12) to Seff and differentiating, we arrive at

2
∑
ȷ̃

∫
dσρȷ̃(σ) ∂ϕL

(2)
j,ȷ̃ (|ϕ− σ|) = ∂ϕL

(1)
j (ϕ), (4.16)

for all j, and it must hold at every point ϕ ∈ R. This expression agrees with exchanging the
order: first take the saddle point and then send N → ∞.

The goal is to find the collection of eigenvalue densities {ρj(ϕ)} that solves this system of
equations.

(Aside) Saddle point equation as an Euler–Lagrange equation

The saddle point equation in its most general form (4.15) is the Euler–Lagrange equation for the
variational problem dictated by the effective action Seff . To simplify the discussion we present
the argument for the case of a single gauge node, but the procedure goes thorough in the general
case as well.

Indeed, recall that at the beginning of Section 4.3 we have written Seff by replacing the
discrete index a = 1, . . . , Nj with a continuous index a ∈ [0, 1]. This substitution trades the
traces of the gauge indices for integrals over a ∈ [0, 1]. This step was before introducing the
eigenvalue density. At that stage, we have the effective action as a functional of the map

ϕ : [0, 1] → R
a 7→ ϕ(a).

Formally inverting this map, one obtains a : R → [0, 1]. It is then possible to define the eigenvalue
density equivalently as

ρ(ϕ) =
da(ϕ)

dϕ
. (4.17)

Exercise: Show that the definition (4.17) is equivalent to (4.8) at large N .

Thus, at least formally, writing Seff as a functional of ρ corresponds to writing it as a
functional of the derivative ȧ of the classical field a : R → [0, 1].

The problem of extremizing Seff has been reduced to a classical field theory problem for an
action in terms of the field a : R → [0, 1] and its derivatives, with “time” variable ϕ ∈ R. The
solution to this variational problem is determined by the Euler–Lagrange equations

∂

∂ϕ

(
δSeff
δȧ(ϕ)

)
− δSeff
δa(ϕ)

= 0.

Remember that a is the continuous version of the gauge index a, acted upon by the Weyl group
of the gauge group. Gauge invariance prevents the action to depend on a alone, thus the second
term vanishes. Using (4.17) we have that ȧ(ϕ) is nothing but ρ(ϕ). The Euler–Lagrange equation
for this classical field theory problem is precisely (4.15).

32



4.5 Free energy

Let us now assume we have obtained the saddle point eigenvalue densities ρj(ϕ) that solve the
SPE (4.16). How to compute them in practice will be explained in the rest of these notes.

Then, by the saddle point argument, the leading contribution to the free energy FSd =
− log|ZSd | comes from the on-shell value of the effective action:

FSd = Son-shell := Seff [ρ]|ρj that solves (4.16) . (4.18)

This is because the integrand e−Seff in ZSd is sharply peaked around its saddle point value, thus
the integral is dominated by a tiny neighborhood of the saddle point eigenvalue configuration.
Taking the logarithm, this means that the free energy is dominated by the on-shell free energy.

To see this, one may write

Seff = Son-shell + Sfluctuations,

where Sfluctuations is suppressed as N → ∞ compared to Son-shell. That is to say,

lim
N→∞

Sfluctuations
Nχ

= 0, (4.19)

with the power Nχ dictated by the large N behaviour of Seff in (4.11). Then, schematically

FSd = − log

[∫
e−Seff

]
= − log

[∫
e−Son-shell−Sfluctuations

]
= Son-shell − log

[∫
e−Sfluctuations

]
= Son-shell −Nχ log

[(∫
e−Sfluctuations

)1/Nχ
]

= Son-shell + o(Nχ),

where in the last line, which is a consequence of (4.19), o(Nχ) indicates terms that grow slower
than Nχ.

Let us emphasize that the term ‘on-shell’ here means the effective action at the saddle point
value, but the effective action includes all quantum effects in the supersymmetric field theory.

We claim that, if the effective action is of the form (4.12), then the free energy in the large
N limit is

FSd =
1

2
NχS1

∣∣∣∣
ρj that solves (4.16)

. (4.20)

In other words, we claim that, when evaluated on the solution to (4.16), S2 cancels half of S1.
We stress that this is a very general result, that does not rely on the details of the theory under
consideration but only on the structure (4.12) of its effective action. We have already noted how
extensive the list of supersymmetric theories that fulfill that assumption is.

Exercise: Compute Son-shell explicitly in the models discussed in the next sections, by evaluating

each term. Check that (4.20) is satisfied.

We now proceed to derive the claim (4.20) in two ways. The first way (also recommended
in [22]) is the most appropriate. The second derivation, presented for pedagogical purposes,
provides a useful handle in many examples, but it is heuristic because it ultimately relies on a
normalization assumption that may not be true in many cases.
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Proof of formula (4.20)

Explicitly, (4.18) reads

FSd = Nχ
∑
j

∫
dϕρj(ϕ)

L(1)
j (ϕ)−

∑
ȷ̃

∫
dσρȷ̃(σ)L(2)

j,ȷ̃ (|ϕ− σ|)

∣∣∣∣∣∣
ρj that solves (4.16)

. (4.21)

At this point, we observe that the SPE (4.14) tells us that the first piece in square brackets is
exactly twice the second piece in square brackets. Substituting∑

ȷ̃

∫
dσρȷ̃(σ)L(2)

j,ȷ̃ (|ϕ− σ|) = 1

2
L(1)
j (ϕ)

in the square brackets in (4.21), we get

FSd = Nχ
∑
j

∫
dϕρj(ϕ)

[
L(1)
j (ϕ)− 1

2
L(1)
j (ϕ)

]∣∣∣∣∣∣
ρj that solves (4.16)

= Nχ · 1
2
·
∑
j

∫
dϕρj(ϕ)L(1)

j (ϕ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
S1 by (4.12b)

∣∣∣
ρj that solves (4.16)

=
1

2
NχS1

∣∣∣∣
ρj that solves (4.16)

as claimed in (4.20).

(Aside) Proof of formula (4.20), improved

We have explained above that it should be more appropriate to consider the SPE (4.16), instead
of its primitive (4.14). This SPE tells us that the first term in square bracket in (4.21) is exactly

twice the second term, but only up to ϕ-independent shifts L(1)
j 7→ L(1)

j +Cj . As discussed along
the derivation of (4.16), these shifts are nothing but a choice of overall normalization for the
partition function. It is clear that FSd is only well-defined once this normalization is fixed once
and for all.

In summary, (4.16) or (4.13) allow us to write

1

2
L(1)
j (ϕ) =

∑
ȷ̃

∫
dσρȷ̃(σ)L(2)

j,ȷ̃ (|ϕ− σ|) + arbitrary constant,

with the arbitrary constant uniquely fixed by the arbitrary choice of normalization. We hence-
forth assume without loss of generality that the constants Cj = 0, because the overall normal-
ization plays no role in our discussion and, being a spectator all along, it can always be adjusted
at the end. We thus proceed as we did and arrive at (4.20).

(Aside) Alternative proof of formula (4.20)

A convenient way to derive (4.20) is based on the following trick. Let ZT
Sd be the sphere partition

function of the theory under consideration, and let ZT (ϵ) be the partition function of the theory,
with replacement S1 7→ ϵS1, depending on an auxiliary parameter ϵ > 0. Obviously

ZT
Sd = ZT (ϵ = 1).
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We will denote FT (ϵ) := − log|ZT (ϵ)|. At ϵ→ 0+, two scenarios can happen.

(i) S2 is a repulsive interaction among the eigenvalues, such that the partition function diverges
at ϵ → 0, and hence limϵ→0+ FT (ϵ) = −∞. In this case, because at finite ϵ there is a
balance between ϵS1 and S2, necessarily S1 is a confining term that attracts the eigenvalues
towards a minimum, and hence limϵ→∞FT (ϵ) = 0.

(ii) S2 is an attractive interaction among the eigenvalues, which tends to gather them together.
In this case, limϵ→0+ FT (ϵ) ≥ 0 (possibly infinite). Necessarily, to balance the attractive
term S2, S1 must correspond to a force that decreases (becomes more energetically con-
venient) as the eigenvalues attain larger values. This means that when S1 dominates the
integral, ZT (ϵ→ ∞) diverges and hence limϵ→∞FT (ϵ) = −∞.

In either case, we have that FT (ϵ) is a continuous function of ϵ that changes from negative to
positive, or vice versa, as ϵ is varied from 0 to ∞. By Bolzano’s theorem, there exists ϵ0 such
that FT (ϵ0) = 0. Throughout this alternative proof, we assume that it is possible to normalize
the partition function such that limϵ→0+ ZT (ϵ) = 1, thus ϵ0 = 0 and FT (0) = 0.

We can therefore write

FT
Sd = FT (ϵ = 1)−FT (ϵ = 0)

=

∫ 1

0

d

dϵ
FT (ϵ)dϵ

= −
∫ 1

0

d

dϵ
logZT (ϵ)dϵ

= −
∫ 1

0

1

ZT (ϵ)

d

dϵ
ZT (ϵ)dϵ.

At this stage, we observe that, in the large N limit,

ZT (ϵ) =

∫
dϕe−Nχ[ϵS1−S2]

and therefore

− 1

ZT (ϵ)

d

dϵ
ZT (ϵ) = Nχ · 1

ZT (ϵ)

∫
dϕe−Nχ[ϵS1−S2]S1

= Nχ⟨S1⟩ϵ.

Here we have recognized the expectation value of S1, denoted ⟨S1⟩ϵ to stress that it is being
computed at arbitrary ϵ. In the large N limit, the expectation value of the single-trace part S1
is obtained by evaluating it on shell,

⟨S1⟩ϵ = S1|ρϵj that solves SPE.

Combining these pieces we arrive at the relation

FT
Sd = Nχ

∫ 1

0
dϵS1|ρϵj that solves SPE. (4.22)

Let us now derive the saddle point equation for ZT (ϵ). It is immediate to check that all the
above procedure goes through, except for a factor ϵ in front of S1. The saddle point equation is
(4.16) with the right-hand side multiplied by ϵ, explicitly∑

ȷ̃

∫
dσρϵȷ̃(σ) ∂ϕL

(2)
j,ȷ̃ (|ϕ− σ|) = ϵ∂ϕL

(1)
j (ϕ). (4.23)
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Here we use the notation ρϵj to denote the eigenvalue density deformed by the arbitrary ϵ > 0.
The saddle point equation of interest is recovered setting ϵ = 1.

The crucial consequence of our assumption on Seff is that the saddle point equation has
a linear functional dependence on ρj . In practice, this simply means that if we have found a
solution ρj to (4.16), then clearly

ρϵj(ϕ) = ϵρj(ϕ)

is a solution to (4.23).
Equipped with this solution, we compute

⟨S1⟩ϵ = S1|ϵρj = ϵS1|on-shell.

Here, by S1|on-shell we mean it evaluated on the solution to the authentic SPE (4.16). It does
not depend on ϵ. The second equality follows immediately from the definition (4.12b) of S1.

Plugging this solution into (4.22) we finally obtain

FT
Sd = Nχ

∫ 1

0
ϵdϵS1|on-shell

= NχS1|on-shell
ϵ2

2

∣∣∣∣1
0

= NχS1|on-shell ·
1

2
,

giving (4.20).
More generally, this procedure would yield FT

Sd = 1
2N

χS1|on-shell − FT (0), where the latter

piece is just a choice of normalization whenever ZT (ϵ) is normalizable at ϵ → 0. The lat-
ter requirement on the finiteness of limϵ→0+ ZT (ϵ), may in general fail, whereby the previous
derivation of (4.20) is to be preferred.

5 ’t Hooft limit in SQCD

Let us now delve into the setup introduced in Section 4.3. Throughout this section, we make
the following assumptions:

(tH1) The theory consists of a single U(N) gauge node;

(tH2) The partition function is a random matrix ensemble.

These two constraints are restrictive and significantly circumscribe the set of allowed QFTs.
In particular, the second point requires that we must be able to recast the interaction terms
that depend on (ϕa − ϕb) in the effective action in the form of the square of a Vandermonde
determinant.

Despite the drawback of constraining the number of accessible theories, the assumptions
above guarantee that the large N ’t Hooft limit can be solved by standard methods in random
matrix theory.

Matrix model potential

We now discuss the large N ’t Hooft limit of these theories and solve it at leading order in N .
This corresponds to scale all the coefficients in the potential V (x) linearly with N , as in (4.10).
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That is, the partition function is

Z =
1

N !

∫
RN

dϕ e−N
∑N

a=1 W (ϕa)
∏

1≤a<b≤N

(ϕa − ϕb)
2. (5.1)

We will make a further technical assumption, which is not necessary but that simplifies the
exposition:

(tH3) The derivative W ′(z) =
∑

p≥0 cp+1z
p of W (z) is a meromorphic function of z ∈ P1 with

real coefficients.

Notice that we allow infinitely many coefficients {cp}p≥1, as long as they are real and satisfy
this additional condition.

The three hypothesis outlined so far lead us to restrict our attention to:

• N = 4 U(N) or SU(N) super-Yang–Mills in d = 4, and

• N = 4 U(N) SQCD3.

However, the procedure we describe is a purely matrix model results and holds more in general,
whenever the three assumptions are satisfied.

5.1 Planar matrix models

Throughout this subsection we show the generic solution of matrix models at large N . Several
excellent presentations exist reviewing this procedure. Here we follow [21, 22].

We are interested in the leading order contribution to the free energy

F = − logZ

as N → ∞, with the ’t Hooft scaling as prescribed above [11]. This limit is usually referred to
as the planar limit because, in a diagrammatic expansion in perturbation theory, only Feynman
diagrams that can be drawn on the plane or the sphere, referred to as planar diagrams, contribute
at leading order in N (but to all orders in the couplings).

Effective action

The integrand in (5.1) is suppressed by a factor e−N2(··· ) as N → ∞, while the number of
variables is N . This makes (5.1) well suited to apply the steepest descent method.

This in particular means that, in the planar limit, (5.1) is dominated by the saddle points
of the effective action

Seff(ϕ) = N

N∑
a=1

W (ϕa)−
∑

1≤a̸=b≤N

log|ϕa − ϕb|. (5.2)

Notice that we have used the simple identity∑
1≤a<b≤N

log(ϕa − ϕb)
2 =

∑
1≤a̸=b≤N

log|ϕa − ϕb|

when passing the Vandermonde factor to the exponential.
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Introducing the eigenvalue density ρ(ϕ) from (4.8) and using the substitution

1

N

N∑
a=1

F (ϕa) 7→
∫

dϕρ(ϕ)F (ϕ)

explained in Section 4.3, the effective action at large N is written as

Seff(ϕ) = N2

∫
dϕρ(ϕ)

[
W (ϕ)−

∫
σ ̸=ϕ

dσρ(σ) log|ϕ− σ|
]
. (5.3)

Saddle point equation

When N → ∞, the leading contribution to Z comes from the saddle points of the effective
action Seff . In the form (5.3), the saddle point problem is translated into the problem of finding
a measure ρ(ϕ)dϕ that minimizes (5.3). The solution is called equilibrium measure.

We observe that there are two contributions to (5.3):

• The confining potential W (ϕ), that tends to gather the eigenvalues at its minimum;

• The repulsive log-interaction, that tends to spread the eigenvalues far away from each
other.

It is the competition between these two terms that determines the eigenvalue density ρ(ϕ).
Functional differentiation of (5.3) leads us to the saddle point equation (SPE)

P

∫
dσ

ρ(σ)

ϕ− σ
=

1

2
W ′(ϕ), (5.4)

where the symbol P
∫
stands for the principal value integral. This is a singular integral equation

to be solved for ρ(ϕ).

Exercise: Observe that (5.4) is ∂
∂ϕ

(
δSeff

δρ

)
= 0. Check that it comes from the Euler–Lagrange

equation for the variational problem of minimizing (5.3).

Alternatively, a perhaps simpler way to get (5.4) is to look at the effective action (5.2) before
taking the large N limit. The system of saddle point equations is

∂Seff
∂ϕa

= 0 ∀ a = 1, . . . , N.

Differentiating (5.2) and dividing by N we find

W ′(ϕa)−
2

N

N∑
b=1
b ̸=a

1

ϕa − ϕb
= 0.

Notice the factor of 2 coming from the derivative of the double sum. Explicitly, renaming the
dummy variables summed over as b, c and differentiating the double sum in (5.2) with respect
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to ϕa, we get two contributions: from a = c and from a = b,

∂

∂ϕa

∑
b ̸=c

log|ϕb − ϕc| =
∂

∂ϕa

N∑
b=1

 ∑
c: ϕc<ϕb

log(ϕb − ϕc) +
∑

c: ϕc>ϕb

log(ϕc − ϕb)



= δab

 ∑
c ̸=b

ϕc<ϕb

1

ϕb − ϕc
+
∑
c̸=b

ϕc>ϕb

(−1)

ϕc − ϕb


︸ ︷︷ ︸

=
∑

c:c̸=b
1

ϕb−ϕc

+δac

N∑
b=1

[{
(−1)
ϕb−ϕc

if ϕc < ϕb
1

ϕc−ϕb
if ϕc > ϕb

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=
∑

b:b ̸=c
1

ϕc−ϕb

=
∑
c ̸=a

1

ϕa − ϕc
+
∑
b ̸=a

1

ϕa − ϕb

= 2
∑
b ̸=a

1

ϕa − ϕb
.

In the large N limit, the system of N coupled equations is gathered into the unique singular
equation (5.4).

Exercise: Differentiate (5.2) without introducing the eigenvalue density. Convince yourself about

the factor of 2. Check that, at large N , this system of saddle point equations is equivalent to (5.4).

The solution to (5.4) is textbook material [39, 40] if hypothesis (tH3) holds. The assumption
can be relaxed to allow for branch cuts in W ′(z), albeit not without technical complications.
We stick to (tH3) and refer to [22] for a detailed example in which this assumption fails. We
now proceed to show the solution.

Obtaining the eigenvalue density

We have already mentioned that the potential W (ϕ) tends to push the eigenvalues towards its
minima, whereas the logarithmic interaction pushes them far apart from each other. Therefore,
the first step in solving (5.4) is to determine the number ℓ of minima of W (ϕ), for ϕ ∈ R.

Once the number ℓ is known, we make the ansatz that the eigenvalues are spread on ℓ disjoint
intervals, one around each minimum of W (ϕ). The ansatz corresponds to an eigenvalue density
supported on

S := suppρ =
ℓ⋃

s=1

[As, Bs] . (5.5)

The parameters {As, Bs}s=1,...,ℓ, with Bs < As+1, are determined from (5.4). Solutions of this
type are known as ℓ-cut solutions.

The next ingredient needed is the planar resolvent (which we will henceforth simply denote
as resolvent)

ω(z) =

∫
S
dσ

ρ(σ)

z − σ
, z ∈ P1 \ S . (5.6)

We therefore see where the nomenclature “ℓ-cut solution” comes from: the ℓ intervals onto which
ρ(ϕ) is supported are precisely the ℓ branch cuts in P1 for ω(z).

It follows from the definition (5.6) that, once we find the resolvent ω(z), we immediately
recover ρ(ϕ) through the discontinuity equation

lim
ε→0+

[ω(ϕ+ iε)− ω(ϕ− iε)] = −i2πρ(ϕ), ϕ ∈ S . (5.7)
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On the other hand, the SPE (5.4) becomes an equation for ω(z):

lim
ε→0+

[ω(ϕ+ iε) + ω(ϕ− iε)] =W ′(ϕ), ϕ ∈ S . (5.8)

The function ω(z) satisfying this equation and with a branch cut along S is given by the
contour integral

ω(z) =

√√√√ ℓ∏
s=1

(z −As)(z −Bs)

∮
C

du

2πi

1
2W

′(u)

(z − u)
√∏ℓ

s=1(u−As)(u−Bs)
, (5.9)

where the contour C encircles the branch cut (5.5) but leaves outside the point z ∈ C \S , as in
Figure 5.1. This expression is complemented by the normalization condition

lim
|z|→∞

zω(z) = 1

that follows directly from the normalization of ρ(ϕ) through (5.6):

zω(z) =

∫
S
dσ

ρ(σ)

1− σ
z

=

∫
S
dσρ(σ)

[
1 +O

(σ
z

)]
=

∫
S
dσρ(σ)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=1 by normaliz. of ρ

+O
(
1

z

)
.

Positive powers of σ
z yield a vanishing contribution, because σ ∈ S is bounded and |z| → ∞.

Figure 5.1. Integration contour C in the one-cut case. It encircles S (red) leaving z outside.

If W ′(z) satisfies the hypothesis (tH3), i.e. it has no branch cuts, it is possible to deform the
integration contour in (5.9) to a circle at infinity, accounting for the residues of the poles picked
up in the process. Very schematically, the idea is to write∮

C

du

2πi
(integrand) =

∮
S1∞

du

2πi
(integrand)−

∑
poles between C and S1∞

Res(integrand),

where S1∞ is a circle of arbitrarily large radius, in particular, larger than all poles of the integrand.
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We get

ω(z) =
1

2
W ′(z)︸ ︷︷ ︸

pole at u = z

−
∑
{zp}

√√√√ ℓ∏
s=1

(z −As)(z −Bs)

(z∗ −As)(z∗ −Bs)

Resu=z∗W
′(u)

2(z − z∗)︸ ︷︷ ︸
poles z∗ of W ′

+

√√√√ ℓ∏
s=1

(z −As)(z −Bs)

∮
S1∞

du

2πi

1
2W

′(u)

(z − u)
√∏ℓ

s=1(u−As)(u−Bs)︸ ︷︷ ︸
contour integral at ∞

,

(5.10)

where the first term is the residue at u = z (notice the sign), the second term is a sum over
the poles {z∗} of W ′, and the last term is the residual integration along a large circle S1∞. The
number ℓ of cuts must be consistently chosen so that this piece converges.

We have thus reduced the problem to a simple residue computation. Once ω(z) is obtained
from (5.10), the eigenvalue density is recovered from (5.7). Notice that the contribution to (5.10)
from the pole at u = z gives the regular part of ω(z). The square root has a branch cut along
S , thus yields opposite contributions when approaching ϕ ∈ S from above and below. We
check that both (5.8) and (5.7) are satisfied.

We do not enter into too many details in the main text, but provide concrete and explicit
examples of how these computations work in Appendix B.1.

Support of the eigenvalue density

Figure 5.2. The endpoints Bs, As+1 of two cuts of the ℓ-cut solution (left) merge, developing a (ℓ− 1)-
cut solution (right).

The support S of the eigenvalue density ρ is determined by the number ℓ of branch cuts of
ω(z). Generically on the parameter space, ℓ equals the number of saddle points of W , which is
the number of zeros of W ′. At positive-codimensional loci on the parameter space, certain zeros
of W ′ coalesce, corresponding to the joining of two intervals

[As, Bs] ∪ [As+1, Bs+1] −→ [As, Bs+1]

when the endpoints Bs and As+1 meet, as illustrated in Figure 5.2.
Let us write the large argument behaviour of W ′ as

W ′(u) =
uℓ

λℓ+1
+O(uℓ−1).

Note that when W is a polynomial, this notation corresponds to the normalization W (u) =
uℓ+1

(ℓ+1)λℓ+1
+O(uℓ). The contour integral along the circle at infinity S1∞ thus becomes

lim
r→∞

∮
|u|=r

du

2πi

1
2W

′(u)

(z − u)
√∏ℓ

s=1(u−As)(u−Bs)
= lim

r→∞

[
−
∮
|u|=r

du

2πiu1+ℓ
· uℓ

2λℓ+1
+O

(
1

r

)]

= − 1

2λℓ+1
.

41



Plugging this expression into (5.10) gives ω(z):

ω(z) =
1

2
W ′(z)−

∑
{zp}

√√√√ ℓ∏
s=1

(z −As)(z −Bs)

(z∗ −As)(z∗ −Bs)

Resu=z∗W
′(u)

2(z − z∗)

− 1

2λℓ+1

√√√√ ℓ∏
s=1

(z −As)(z −Bs).

(5.11)

It remains to determine the support. We expand ω(z) for large z, and impose that all the
non-negative powers of z vanish, while the coefficient of the order 1/z must be equal to 1. Both

W ′(z) and the last term start with zℓ

2λℓ+1
and they have opposite signs, so the O(zℓ) term cancels

out. The terms with the poles of W ′ starts at O(zℓ−1).
We are left with (ℓ+ 1) equations, derived from the normalization condition imposed to the

large z expansion of ω(z) from order zℓ−1 to order z−1. However, we have 2ℓ constants to be
determined, the ℓ pairs of endpoints {(As, Bs)}s=1,...,ℓ.

The solution is uniquely fixed specifying the filling fractions {νs}s=1,...,ℓ (occupation numbers)

of the intervals. That is, we fix fractions 0 ≤ νs ≤ 1, with
∑ℓ

s=1 νs = 1, such that∫ Bs

As

dϕρ(ϕ) = νs ∀s = 1, . . . ℓ. (5.12)

These equations provide exactly (ℓ− 1) additional equations, yielding a total of 2ℓ equations for
the 2ℓ endpoints {(As, Bs)}s=1,...,ℓ. Note that one of the ℓ equations (5.12) is trivially satisfied:

1 =

ℓ∑
s=1

νs =

ℓ∑
s=1

∫ Bs

As

dϕρ(ϕ)

=

∫
⋃ℓ

s=1[As,Bs]
dϕρ(ϕ) = 1.

In summary:

— To determine the support in the ℓ-cut phase, we have to solve for 2ℓ endpoints {(As, Bs)}s=1,...,ℓ.

— The normalization of the eigenvalue density provides (ℓ+ 1) equations.

— Fixing the filling fractions yields ℓ additional equations, but only (ℓ−1) of them are linearly
independent. These provide the remaining 2ℓ− (ℓ+ 1) = (ℓ− 1) equations to completely
solve the problem.

5.2 Planar four-dimensional N = 4 super-Yang–Mills

Let us apply the machinery to the celebrated example of d = 4 N = 4 super-Yang–Mills theory.
We have seen in Section 4.2 that the partition function of this theory is given by the Gaussian

ensemble, which we recall here for G = U(N):

ZS4 [N = 4 SYM] =
1

N !

∫
RN

N∏
a=1

dϕa
∏

1≤a<b≤N

(ϕa − ϕb)
2 e−g

∑N
a=1 ϕ

2
. (5.13)

In our conventions from Section 4, we have defined g = 8π2

g2YM
and we set λ = N

g the ’t Hooft

gauge coupling in our normalization.
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Wigner’s semicircle

The potential is

VSYM(ϕ) =
N

λ
ϕ2 =⇒ W ′

SYM(ϕ) =
2

λ
ϕ.

In particular, W (z) is a harmonic well, with no poles nor branch cuts, and admits a unique
minimum at ϕ = 0. We then expect the eigenvalues to be gathered in a unique interval around
ϕ = 0, leading us to consider a 1-cut ansatz for the eigenvalue density ρSYM(ϕ),

S = suppρSYM = [A,B].

Exercise: Without any computation, write A as a function of B in this example.

The integral representation of the planar resolvent

ωSYM(z) =
√

(A− z)(B − z)

∮
C

du

2πi

1
2W

′(u)

(z − u)
√

(A− u)(B − u)

can be computed by the residue theorem, after deforming the contour C to infinity. It only
receives the contributions from the pole at u = z and from the pole at u = ∞. We get

ωSYM(z) =
1

2
W ′(z)− 1

λ

√
(A− z)(B − z).

From the discontinuity equation (5.7) we immediately obtain

ρSYM(ϕ) =
1

πλ

√
(ϕ−A)(B − ϕ).

Imposing the normalization condition

lim
|z|→∞

zωSYM(z) = 1

and comparing with the large z expansion

zωSYM(z) =
A+B

2λ
z +

(A−B)2

8λ
+O(z−1),

we infer the pair of equations{
A+B = 0
(A−B)2

8λ = 1
=⇒

{
A = −

√
2λ

B =
√
2λ.

The equilibrium measure for N = 4 super-Yang–Mills is

ρSYM(ϕ)dϕ =
1

πλ

√
2λ− ϕ2dϕ, ϕ ∈

[
−
√
2λ,

√
2λ
]
,

which goes under the name of Wigner semicircle distribution.
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The planar free energy

Now that we have obtained the eigenvalue density ρSYM(ϕ), we can use it to evaluate the sphere
free energy in the planar limit. We observe that

∂

∂λ
FS4 [SYM] = − 1

λ2
∂

∂(λ−1)
FS4 [SYM]

=
N

λ2
∂

∂(N/λ)
logZS4 [SYM]

=
N

λ2
1

ZS4 [SYM]

∂

∂g
ZS4 [SYM]

= −N2

〈
1

Nλ2
Trϕ2

〉
SYM

,

where in the last expression we have denoted ⟨·⟩SYM the average in the Gaussian ensemble that
characterizes N = 4 super-Yang–Mills theory. In the planar limit, we arrive at the relation

∂

∂λ
FS4 [SYM] = −N2

∫
dϕ

λ2
ρSYM(ϕ)ϕ2 (5.14a)

= −N2

∫ √
2λ

−
√
2λ

dϕ

πλ3
ϕ2
√
2λ− ϕ2 = −N

2

2λ
. (5.14b)

We now observe that

lim
g→0

ZS4 [SYM] = +∞, lim
g→+∞

ZS4 [SYM] = 0.

Combining this with the defining relations g ∝ 1/λ and FS4 [SYM] = − logZS4 [SYM], we can
integrate (5.14) with the prescribed boundary condition and we obtain

FS4 [SYM] = −N
2

2
log λ. (5.15)

We note that, when written in terms of the inverse gauge coupling g, (5.15) shows a −1
2N

2 logN
leading term contribution. We will rederive it later in Section 6.1 from the M-theory limit.

5.3 Planar three-dimensional SQCD

N F

Figure 5.3. SQCD3. The circular node represents the gauge group U(N), the square node represents F
fundamental hypermultiplets.

We now focus on three-dimensional gauge theory with gauge group U(N) and F hypermul-
tiplets in the fundamental representation, known as SQCD3. The quiver is shown in Figure 5.3.
We restrict our attention to the balanced case F = 2N and set the masses of all hypermultiplets
to zero for simplicity. More generic cases have been addressed in [41, Ch.5] (also [42]).

The sphere partition function is

ZS3 [SQCD3] =
1

N !

∫
RN

dϕ

∏
1≤a<b≤N (2 sinhπ(ϕa − ϕb))

2∏N
a=1 (2 coshπϕa)

F
.
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To recast this expression in the matrix model formalism, we use the change of variables xa =
e2πϕa [43]. By virtues of the identities∏

1≤a<b≤N

(2 sinhπ(ϕa − ϕb))
2 =

∏
1≤a̸=b≤N

e−π(ϕa+ϕb)
∏

1≤a<b≤N

(
e2πϕa − e2πϕb

)2
=

(
N∏
a=1

x−N+1
a

) ∏
1≤a1b≤N

(xa − xb)
2,

N∏
a=1

(2 coshπϕa)
F =

N∏
a=1

[
e−πϕa

(
1 + e2πϕa

)]F
=

N∏
a=1

x
− F

2
a (1 + xa)

F ,

N∏
a=1

dϕa =

N∏
a=1

dxa
2πxa

,

specialized to F = 2N , we get

ZS3 [SQCD3] =
1

(2π)NN !

∫
RN

dx

∏
1≤a<b≤N (xa − xb)

2∏N
a=1 (1 + xa)

2N
.

In the notation above, the potential is

W (x) = 2 log(1 + x),

whose derivative
1

2
W ′(x) =

1

1 + x

satisfies (tH3).
As opposed to the d = 4 N = 4 case, the potential in this matrix model is not confining. As

a consequence, we expect the eigenvalues to spread all along ϕ ∈ R. It is convenient in practice
to regularize the matrix model by introducing an auxiliary confining potential

Waux(ϕ) =
ϕ2

2λ
, (5.16)

which corresponds to an imaginary Chern–Simons coupling. In terms of the variable x,

Waux =
1

2λ
(log x)2.

The large N limit of this theory has been worked out in [44]. Following the steps outlined
above, the saddle point equation in this case is:

P

∫
dx̃

ρ̂(x̃)

x− x̃
=

1

2
W ′

new(x),

where
1

2
W ′

new(x) =
1

λ

(
λ

1 + x
+

1

x
log(x)

)
.
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We are denoting the eigenvalue density for the exponential variable x as ρ̂(x), to distinguish it
from ρ(ϕ). The measures are related through

ρ̂(x)
dx

2π
= ρ(ϕ)dϕ. (5.17)

Introducing the auxiliary potential (5.16) we have obtained a potential that suppresses the tails
of the distribution polynomially, instead of logarithmically, at the expense of getting a W ′

new

which is not meromorphic (in the variable x). We are eventually interested in λ→ ∞.
We start with the single-cut ansatz

suppρ̂ = [A,B] ⊂ (0,∞).

We introduce the resolvent ω̂(z) for ρ̂(x), as explained in Section 5.1. Following the manipula-
tions therein, in particular (5.9), we write it split into three pieces:

ω̂(z) =
1

2
W ′

new(z) +
1

λ
ω̂aux(z) + ω̃(z),

with the first piece corresponding to picking the pole at z, the second piece comes from the
contribution of W ′

aux to residual integration, and the third piece is

ω̃(z) =
√
(z −A)(z −B)

∮
C̃

du

2πi

1

(1 + u)(z − u)
√

(u−A)(u−B)
.

In ω̃, the integration contour C̃ encircles [A,B], has the point z ∈ P1 \ [A,B] in its interior and
the pole u = −1 in the exterior.

The part ω̂aux(z) includes the non-meromorphic dependence, but only involves the auxiliary
part. It can be read off from [22]. The piece ω̃(z), instead, is obtained as explained in Section
5.1. We deform the contour C̃ to infinity and pick the pole at u = −1 along the way. Noting
that

lim
u→∞

u

2(1 + u)(z − u)
√

(u−A)(u−B)
= 0,

there is no contribution from the integration along the circle at infinity S1∞. The only contribu-
tion to ω̃ comes from the residue at the pole u = −1 of W ′ and reads

ω̃(z) =

√
(z −A)(z −B)

(A+ 1)(B + 1)

1

(z + 1)
.

We thus get

ω̂(z) = − 1

1 + z
+

√
(z −A)(z −B)

(1 +A)(1 +B)

1

1 + z︸ ︷︷ ︸
SQCD3 part

+
1

λ

(
log z

z
+ ω̂aux(z)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

aux part

.

We now need to expand the result for large |z| and obtain two equations to fix A and B. In
fact, we can use the symmetry ϕa 7→ −ϕa of the matrix model ZS3 [SQCD3], preserved by Waux.
This translated into a symmetry xa 7→ x−1

a for the exponential eigenvalues, and therefore into a
symmetry x 7→ x−1 of ρ̂(x). We thus deduce

A = B−1. (5.18)
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Then, we observe that

ω̂(z) =
1

2 +A+B
+

1

λ
caux(A,B) +O(z−1), (5.19)

where caux(A,B) encapsulates the contribution from the auxiliary term. For our purposes, it
suffices to know that caux = O(1) in λ, thus the term λ−1caux drops out when we send λ→ ∞.

We stress that the computation of the auxiliary part can be done completely explicitly, and
goes exactly as in [22]. We refer to [44] for the more complete expressions. Here we refrain from
a thorough analysis of the auxiliary part for the sake of simplicity.

Taking λ → ∞ to remove the auxiliary part and plugging (5.18), we immediately see that
(5.19) together with ω̂(z) = O(z−1) implies

lim
λ→∞

B = ∞, =⇒ lim
λ→∞

A = 0.

Exercise: Based on the steps in Section 5.1, find ω̂aux(z). Compare the result with [44]. Expand the

expression at large |z| to find caux(A,B) explicitly. Write down the equations for A and B derived from

(5.19). Solve them (with the aid of Mathematica if necessary) and find A,B as functions of the auxiliary

coupling λ. Analyze them in the limit λ→ ∞.

With these expressions, we obtain ρ̂(x) in closed form from the jump of ω̂ along 0 < z <∞:

ρ̂(x) =
1

π

√
(x−A)(B − x)

(x+ 1)
√
(1 +A)(B + 1)

+ aux part.

Sending λ→ ∞ to kill the contributions to the auxiliary term we are left with

ρ̂(x) =

√
x

π(x+ 1)
.

Undoing the change of variables to get ρ(ϕ), and taking into account the factor 2π from (5.17)
the final result is

ρ(ϕ) =
1

cosh(πϕ)
,

which is normalized and supported on ϕ ∈ R.

The planar free energy

Equipped with the density of eigenvalues ρ(ϕ) = (cosh(πϕ))−1 we can compute the free energy

FS3 [SQCD3,F = 2N ] = 2N2

∫ +∞

−∞
dϕρ(ϕ) log 2 cosh(πϕ)

= 4N2 log(2).

Exact solution and planar limit

The partition function of SQCD3 with arbitrary F ≥ 2N flavours admits a closed form expression
[45]. It follows from recognizing a Selberg integral after the change of variables xa = e2πϕa , which
can be evaluated to

ZS3 [SQCD3] =
1

(2π)N
G
(
1 + F

2

)2
G(1 + F−N)

G
(
1 + F

2 −N
)2
G(1 + F)

(5.20)
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Figure 5.4. Free energy 1
N2FS3 [SQCD3] as a function of the Veneziano parameter ζ = F

N (black). The
gray dashed line is the value 4 log 2, which intersects the black curve at ζ = 2.

in terms of the Barnes G-function. The asymptotic behaviour of logG(1 + z) is well-known:

logG(1 + z) =
z2

2
log(z)− 3

4
z2 +

log(2π)

2
z − 1

12
log(z) + · · ·

from which we get [45]

FS3 [SQCD3] =
F2

2
log

(
2
F

N

)
+

(F− 2N)2

2
log

(
F− 2N

2N

)
− (F−N)2 log

(
F−N

N

)
. (5.21)

It is a positive, monotonically increasing function of F ≥ 2N , as required by the F-theorem.
Indeed, it is always possible to reach theories with lower values of F by decoupling matter fields,
and FS3 should decrease along these RG flows. The plot is shown in Figure 5.4.

Specializing the right-hand side of (5.21) to the balanced case F = 2N gives 4N2 log(2), in
agreement with the previous calculation.

Exercise: Substitute F = 2N in (5.20). Using the large z behaviour of logG(1 + z), confirm that

FS3 [SQCD3,F = 2N ] = 4N2 log(2).

6 M-theory limit

The idea behind the M-theory limit, at the QFT level, is to take N → ∞ keeping all the
couplings fixed. Then, in order to reach an equilibrium configuration, the eigenvalues develop a
dependence on N of the form

ϕ = Nγx, x = O(1)

for some γ > 0 to be determined, and the scaled variable x is kept independent of N .

(Aside) M-theory versus Type IIA

The M-theoretic large N limit originates from supersymmetric field theories with a holographic
dual in M-theory. These theories typically live in odd spacetime dimensions and therefore, by
conformal invariance, the gauge couplings are sent to infinity and drop out of the computation.
In this case, the appropriate limit is N → ∞, with the only remaining couplings being the
Chern–Simons levels kj , with j labeling the gauge nodes.
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On the other hand, theories with a holographic dual in Type IIA string theory are expected
to exhibit such duality in the ’t Hooft limit, with tj = N

kj
fixed ∀j. In cases that admit both

descriptions, it is expected that the strong coupling limit tj → ∞ will agree with the M-theoretic
result. These matters have been discussed in [46–48].

The explicit check of the match between the M-theory limit and the strong coupling expansion
of the ’t Hooft limit in the overlapping regime of validity may be a hard task in general. Here
we limit ourselves to a general remark.

Assume that a theory T admits both ’t Hooft and M-theoretic large N limits. The M-theory
limit of T yields a free energy

lim
M-theory

F [T ] = NpMFM({kj}j)

where pM ∈ Q>0 is a positive rational power and FM is a function of the Chern–Simons levels.
Let us write the Chern–Simons levels as kj = kκj for some rational numbers κj , fixed throughout
the entire procedure. We will write the small k expansion of FM as

FM({kj}j) = kηMf
(0)
M ({κj}j) + · · · .

The ’t Hooft limit of T yields instead

lim
’t Hooft

F [T ] = NpIIAFIIA({tj}j)

where again pIIA ∈ Q>0, generically different from pM, and tj = N/kj . In the previous notation,
the latter expression is recast into a function of a single ’t Hooft coupling t = N/k together with
the rational numbers {κj}. Let us generically write the strong coupling (i.e. large t) expansion
of FIIA as

FIIA({tj}j) = tηIIAf
(0)
IIA({κj}j) + · · · .

A necessary condition for the consistency of the two limits is

lim
M-theory

F [T ]

∣∣∣∣
small k

= lim
’t Hooft

F [T ]

∣∣∣∣
large t

=⇒ NpMkηMf
(0)
M ({κj}j) = NpIIAtηIIAf

(0)
IIA({κj}j)

∣∣∣
t=N/k

.

Once we plug t = N/k into FIIA, the necessary conditions become:

pIIA + ηIIA = pM, ηIIA = −ηM, f
(0)
IIA = f

(0)
M .

Checking that these identities are satisfied guarantees a match between the M-theory limit and
’t Hooft limit results at leading order in the 1/k expansion. Refined tests beyond leading order
have been carried out in [49, 50].

6.1 M-theory limit of four-dimensional N = 4 super-Yang–Mills

As a warm-up example to begin with and to gain insight into how the machinery works, we
derive in this subsection the large N limit of N = 4 super-Yang–Mills in four dimensions, by
taking what we call the M-theory limit. The results are shown to agree with the ’t Hooft limit
analysis of Section 5.2.
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Recall that the partition function of U(N) N = 4 super-Yang–Mills is

ZS4 [SYM] =

∫
RN

dϕ e−SSYM
eff (ϕ),

SSYM
eff (ϕ) = −

∑
1≤a̸=b≤N

log|ϕa − ϕb|+ g
N∑
a=1

ϕ2a.

In taking the large N limit with g fixed, we make the scaling ansatz

ϕ = Nγx

for fixed x and γ > 0. Besides, we define the density of scaled eigenvalues ϱ(x). In this way, the
effective action becomes

SSYM
eff (ϕ) = −N2 logNγ −N2

∫
dxϱ(x)

∫
dyϱ(y) log|x− y|+ gN1+2γ

∫
dxϱ(x)x2.

For the second and third terms to compete in determining a non-trivial equilibrium configuration,
the corresponding powers of N must match. This leads us to the condition

2 = 1 + 2γ =⇒ γ =
1

2
.

From here, we already match the g-independent term of the free energy −1
2N

2 logN with the
derivation in the ’t Hooft limit (5.15).

The saddle point equation in this case is

P

∫
dy

ϱ(y)

x− y
= gx.

At this point, the solution is identical to Section 5.2 with only two modifications:

• Replace, from the SPE on, the variables ϕ, σ with x, y, and the measure ρ(ϕ)dϕ with
ϱ(x)dx;

• Replace the ’t Hooft coupling λ with the fixed gauge coupling 1/g.

(Aside) M-theory limit and N = 4 super-Yang–Mills

The physical significance of this example is limited. We do not expect the M-theory limit to
shed any light on the holographic dual to N = 4 super-Yang–Mills in four dimensions, and the
’t Hooft limit of Section 5.2 is the correct procedure.

We have nevertheless decided to present the result here to show explicitly in a simple example
how certain models admit more than one type of limit. In the overlapping regime of validity,
the different approaches must produce equal answers.
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(Aside) Exact solution

The partition function (5.13) is ultimately the normalization constant of the Gaussian unitary
ensemble. Changing variables ϕ̃a =

√
gϕa produces the changes:

N∏
a=1

dϕa =

(
1
√
g

)N N∏
a=1

dϕ̃a,

g

N∑
a=1

ϕ2a =

N∑
a=1

ϕ̃2a,

∏
1≤a<b≤N

(ϕa − ϕb)
2 =

(
1
√
g

)N2−N ∏
1≤a<b≤N

(ϕ̃a − ϕ̃b)
2.

Therefore (5.13) equals (omitting the tilde to reduce clutter)

ZS4 [N = 4 SYM] = g−
N2

2

 1

N !

∫
RN

N∏
a=1

dϕa
∏

1≤a<b≤N

(ϕa − ϕb)
2 e−

∑N
a=1 ϕ

2

 ,
with the integral in square brackets independent of the gauge coupling. It is a Gaussian integral
over the space of N ×N Hermitian matrices, thus exactly solvable. It yields:

ZS4 [N = 4 SYM] = g−
N2

2

[
2−

N2

2 (
√
2π)NG(N + 1)

]
= (2π)

N
2
G(N + 1)

(2g)N2/2
,

with G(·) Barnes’s G-function. The large N limit at fixed g is dominated by the asymptotic

behaviour logG(N + 1) = N2

2 log(N) + O(N2); in turn, substituting g = N
λ , the denominator

grows with NN2/2 and competes with the G-functions, canceling the N2 logN piece. Thus,

FS4 [SYM] =

{
−N2

2 logN large N , fixed g

−N2

2 (log λ+ cnorm) large N , ’t Hooft limit

where cnorm is a numerical constant that depends solely on the choice of normalization, and not
on the gauge theory data.

6.2 M-theory limit in three dimensions: ABJM theory

NN

−kk

Figure 6.1. ABJM theory, drawn as a circular quiver with two nodes and Chern–Simons levels ±k.

We start the discussion in three dimensions computing the sphere free energy of ABJM
theory [35] at large N and fixed Chern–Simons coupling [51].

ABJM theory is a U(N)k × U(N)−k Chern–Simons quiver with two bifundamental hyper-
multiplets. It is represented as a circular quiver with two nodes, shown in Figure 6.1.
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The ABJM partition function is

ZS3 [ABJM] =
1

(N !)2

∫
RN

dϕ

∫
RN

dϕ̃ eiπk
∑N

a=1(ϕ2
a−ϕ̃2

a)

×

∏
1≤a̸=b≤N |2 sinhπ(ϕa − ϕb)| ·

∣∣∣2 sinhπ(ϕ̃a − ϕ̃b)
∣∣∣∏N

a=1

∏N
b=1

[
2 coshπ(ϕa − ϕ̃a)

]2 .

Notice the square in the denominator, that comes from the fact that two copies of the bifun-
damental representation are taken. We now proceed to review the derivation of C. Herzog, I.
Klebanov, S. Pufu and T. Tesileanu [51], who pioneered the method for solving N ≥ 2 Chern–
Simons-matter theories at large N .

As customary, we write

ZS3 [ABJM] =
1

(N !)2

∫
RN

dϕ

∫
RN

dϕ̃ e−SABJM
eff (ϕ,ϕ̃),

with
SABJM
eff =−

∑
1≤a̸=b≤N

[
log (|2 sinhπ(ϕa − ϕb)|) + log

(∣∣∣2 sinhπ(ϕ̃a − ϕ̃b)
∣∣∣)]

+

N∑
a=1

iπk
(
ϕ2a − ϕ̃2a

)
+

N∑
a,b=1

2 log
(
2 coshπ(ϕa − ϕ̃b)

)
.

Next, we approximate the sums over discrete indices a, b with integrals over the continuous
variable a = a

N . The eigenvalues are then replaced by functions,

{ϕa, a = 1, . . . , N} 7→ {ϕ(a), 0 < a ≤ 1} ,

and likewise for ϕ̃(a). We get

SABJM
eff =−N2

∫ 1

0
da

∫ 1

0
db
[
log (|2 sinhπ(ϕ(a)− ϕ(b))|) + log

(∣∣∣2 sinhπ(ϕ̃(a)− ϕ̃(b))
∣∣∣)]

+N2

∫ 1

0
da

[
iπk

N

(
ϕ(a)2 − ϕ̃(a)2

)
+

∫ 1

0
db2 log

(
2 coshπ(ϕ(a)− ϕ̃(b))

)]
.

At this point we note that the contributions from the two gauge nodes only differ by k ↔ −k,
and that this term is the only imaginary contribution to the effective action. The natural ansatz
for the large N limit is thus [51]

2πϕ(a) = Nγx(a) + iy(a), 2πϕ̃(a) = Nγx(a)− iy(a), (6.1)

for some γ > 0.
The insight of [51] is that, instead of introducing the two eigenvalue densities ρ1(ϕ), ρ2(ϕ̃),

it is more convenient to use the rewriting (6.1) and parametrize the solution with two functions
ϱ(x) and y(x), with ϱ(x)dx = da and y(x) obtained from y(a) after implicitly inverting the
relation and writing a = a(x). The factors of 2π in the left-hand side of (6.1) are included to
make contact with the conventions in the literature, and to reduce clutter in the subsequent
expressions.
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Scaled effective action of ABJM

In the large N limit, the previous discussion leads us to look for a pair of functions: the scaled
eigenvalue density ϱ(x) and the distribution of the imaginary part y(x).

With the ansatz (6.1), the quadratic piece in x from the Chern–Simons term cancels,

iπkN

∫ 1

0
da
(
ϕ(a)2 − ϕ̃(a)2

)
7→ i

k

4π
N

∫
dxϱ(x)

[
(Nγx+ iy)2 − (Nγx− iy)2

]
=i

k

4π
N1+γ

∫
dxϱ(x)(4ix)y(x)

=−N1+γ k

π

∫
dxϱ(x)y(x)x.

Figure 6.2. The contribution of the vector multiplets and bifundamental hypermultiplets combines into
log tanhπ(ϕ− ϕ̃). For large argument, it vanishes everywhere except at ϕ̃− ϕ = 0.

The contribution from vector and bifundamental hypermultiplets is

∫
dxϱ(x)

−
∫
x̃ ̸=x

dx̃ϱ(x̃) log

∣∣∣∣2 sinh 1

2
[(Nγx+ iy(x))− (Nγ x̃+ iy(x̃))]

∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
vec. 1st node

−
∫
x̃ ̸=x

dx̃ϱ(x̃) log

∣∣∣∣2 sinh 1

2
[(Nγx− iy(x))− (Nγ x̃− iy(x̃))]

∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
vec. 2nd node

∫
dx̃ϱ(x̃) log

(
2 cosh

1

2
[(Nγx+ iy(x))− (Nγ x̃− iy(x̃))]

)2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
bifund. hyper

 .
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We now write

sinh
1

2
[(Nγx+ iy(x))− (Nγ x̃+ iy(x̃))] = cos

(
y(x)− y(x̃)

2

)
sinh

Nγ

2
(x− x̃)

+ i sin

(
y(x)− y(x̃)

2

)
cosh

Nγ

2
(x− x̃),

sinh
1

2
[(Nγx+ iy(x))− (Nγ x̃+ iy(x̃))] = cos

(
y(x)− y(x̃)

2

)
sinh

Nγ

2
(x− x̃)

− i sin

(
y(x)− y(x̃)

2

)
cosh

Nγ

2
(x− x̃),

cosh
1

2
[(Nγx+ iy(x))− (Nγ x̃− iy(x̃))] = cos

(
y(x) + y(x̃)

2

)
cosh

Nγ

2
(x− x̃)

+ i sin

(
y(x) + y(x̃)

2

)
sinh

Nγ

2
(x− x̃).

For x ̸= x̃, we can approximate at large N and see that the three terms behave, respectively, as

e
Nγ

2
(x−x̃)+i

y(x)−y(x̃)
2 , e

Nγ

2
(x−x̃)−i

y(x)−y(x̃)
2 , e

Nγ

2
(x−x̃)+i

y(x)+y(x̃)
2 .

Exercise: Derives these expressions from the large N behaviour of the functions above.

Taking the logarithms with the corresponding signs, the leading order contributions cancel
everywhere if x ̸= x̃, see Figure 6.2. This effect leaves behind a δ-function δ(Nγ(x − x̃)) =
N−γδ(x − x̃). The double integral then undergoes a simplification and reduces to a single
integral, schematically:

N2

∫
dxϱ(x)

∫
x̃ ̸=x

dx̃ϱ(x̃) log [· · · ] ≈ N2

∫
x̃ ̸=x

dx̃ϱ(x̃)δ (Nγ(x− x̃)) log [· · · ]

= N2−γ

∫
dxϱ(x)2 log [· · · ]x̃=x .

After manipulations and simplifications of the logarithmic piece, we get explicitly

N2−γ

∫
dxϱ(x)2 log [· · · ]x̃=x = N2−γ

∫
dxϱ(x)2

[
π2 − 4y(x)2

]
.

Exercise: Derive the term π2 − 4y(x)2. (Hint: compare with [51, Appendix A]).

Putting all the pieces together we obtain the effective action

SABJM
eff =

k

π
N1+γ

∫
dxϱ(x)xy(x) +N2−γ

∫
dxϱ(x)2

[
π2 − 4y(x)2

]
. (6.2)

For the two terms to compete and reach a non-trivial saddle point configuration we need

1 + γ = 2− γ =⇒ γ =
1

2
.

Plugging the value γ = 1
2 in (6.2) we already expect the N

3
2 behaviour of the free energy, in

agreement with the M-theory prediction.
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Saddle point equation

Following [51] we enforce the normalization condition at the level of the effective action by
introducing a Lagrange multiplier into (6.2):

SABJM
eff 7→ SABJM

eff +N
3
2
ξ

2π

[∫
dxϱ(x)− 1

]
.

Notice that, in order to keep track of the normalization constraint at large N , we are working
already with the scaled variable x and consider an overall scaling of the Lagrange multiplier
with a factor N

3
2 , so that the constraint is enforced at leading order.

Functional differentiation to minimize with respect to both ϱ(x) and y(x) yields

k

π
xy(x) + 2ϱ(x)

[
π2 − 4y(x)2

]
+

ξ

2π
= 0,

k

π
xϱ(x)− 8ϱ(x)2y(x) = 0.

The system is solved by

y(x) = −π
2

2ξ
kx, ϱ(x) = − ξ

4π3
. (6.3)

From the symmetries of the problem, inherited by the ansatz (6.1), ϱ(x) has a symmetric support
[−B,B]. Plugging the constant solution into the normalization condition, we express B as a
function of the Lagrange multiplier ξ:

1 =

∫ B

−B
dxϱ(x) =

∫ B

−B
dx

(
− ξ

4π3

)
=⇒ B = −2π3

ξ
.

Free energy

With these ingredients, we can evaluate the effective action (6.2) at the saddle point, expressed
as a function of the Lagrange multiplier ξ. Plugging (6.3) into (6.2) and integrating, we find

FS3 [ABJM](ξ) = N
3
2

∫ B

−B
dxϱ(x)

kπxy(x)︸ ︷︷ ︸
CS

+ ϱ(x)(π2 − y(x)2)︸ ︷︷ ︸
vec. + hyp.


= N

3
2

(
− ξ

4π3

)∫ B

−B
dx

{
k

π
x

(
−π

2

2ξ
kx

)
+

(
− ξ

4π3

)[
π2 −

(
−π

2

2ξ
kx

)2
]}

= −N
3
2

[
ξ

4π
+
π7k2

3ξ3

]
.

The remaining step is to minimize this quantity with respect to ξ. The extremum is attained at
ξ∗ determined by

1

4π
− π7k2

ξ4∗
= 0.

The solution is ξ∗ = −π2
√
2k, which yields

y(x) =

√
k

8
x, ϱ(x) =

1

π

√
k

8
, x ∈

[
−π
√

2

k
, π

√
2

k

]
.

The free energy at leading order is

FS3 [ABJM] = N
3
2
π

3

√
2k. (6.4)
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M-theory limit versus planar limit

The result (6.4) matches the M-theory prediction, valid in the large N limit and fixed k. The
ABJM matrix model has also been solved in the ’t Hooft limit, sending N → ∞ with t = N

k
fixed [52]. The ’t Hooft limit successfully probes the type IIA regime. As a side remark, notice
that replacing k = N/t in (6.4) we get the N2 behaviour that characterizes the planar limit, a
necessary condition for the agreement of the two procedures at strong coupling.

(Aside) Matrix models and internal geometry

A relation between the eigenvalue densities in the M-theory limit and the geometry of the internal
space in M-theory has been recently highlighted [53]. The result applies to three-dimensional
theories with N ≥ 2 supersymmetry, which live on an M2-brane placed at the tip of a four-
complex dimensional conical singularity. The holographic dual to this theory is AdS4 × M7

where M7 is a Sasaki–Einstein manifold. The work [53] then relates the functions ϱ(x) and y(x)
to the geometry of M7 and its embedding in M-theory. This intriguing correspondence begs for
further elucidation and a deeper understanding.

6.3 (Aside) M-theory limit in three dimensions: Circular Chern–Simons
quivers

The procedure used to solve the large N limit of the ABJM free energy in the M-theory regime
can be extended to study circular quiver Chern–Simons theories T

L,⃗k
[51]. We take the gauge

group to be
U(N)k1 × U(N)k2 × · · · × U(N)kL ,

with the further condition [54, 55]
L∑

j=1

kj = 0.

Physically, this requirement guarantees that these theories have holographic duals in M-theory.
The scenario

∑
j kj ̸= 0 would entail a holographic dual in Type IIA string theory, amenable to

a ’t Hooft limit. This case was considered explicitly in [56].
The hypermultiplet content consists of a bifundamental representation of U(N)kj×U(N)kj+1

,
∀j = 1, . . . , L, with periodic identification L+1 ∼ 1. Notice that the addition of a bifundamental
between the last and first gauge nodes closes the quiver in a circle.

The partition function of these theories is

ZS3 [TL,⃗k
] =

1

(N !)L

∫
RNL

dϕ
L∏

j=1

eiπkj
∑N

a=1 ϕ
2
j,a

∏
1≤a̸=b≤N 2|sinhπ(ϕj,a − ϕj,b)|∏N
a,b=1 2 coshπ(ϕj,a − ϕj+1,b)

.

Reasoning as above, it is a simple exercise to find the effective action at large N :

S
T
L,k⃗

eff =
L∑

j=1

iπkjN
∫

dϕρj(ϕ)ϕ
2︸ ︷︷ ︸

CS term

−N2

∫
dϕρj(ϕ)

∫
σ ̸=ϕ

dσρj(σ) log|2 sinhπ(ϕ− σ)|︸ ︷︷ ︸
vec.

+N2

∫
dϕρj(ϕ)

∫
dσρj+1(σ) log 2 coshπ(ϕ− σ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
bifund. hyper.

 .
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This leads to a set of L coupled SPEs

i
2πkj
N

ϕ− 2

∫
σ ̸=ϕ

dσρj(σ) cothπ(ϕ− σ) +

∫
dσ [ρj−1(σ) + ρj+1(σ)] tanhπ(ϕ− σ) = 0, (6.5)

∀j = 1, . . . , L. We again make an ansatz of the form

ϕ

2π
= Nγx+ iy(x).

We thus look for the collection of pairs {ϱj(x), yj(x)}j=1,...,L. By the assumption
∑L

j=1 kj = 0,

the term kjx
2 cancels from the effective action, exactly as in ABJM.

There is a remaining O(N2) term in the effective action, which leads to the hyperbolic
functions in (6.5). For large argument, these functions are approximated by sign functions,

cothπNγ(x− x̃) ≈ sgn(x− x̃), tanhπNγ(x− x̃) ≈ sgn(x− x̃).

At this point, the O(N2) terms in effective action contribute to the SPEs (6.5) as∫
dx̃ [−2ϱj(x̃) + ϱj−1(x̃) + ϱj+1(x̃)] sgn(x− x̃) = 0, ∀j = 1, . . . , L,

solved by identical eigenvalue densities ϱj(x) = ϱ(x), ∀j = 1, . . . , L.
We now look at the rest of the contributions, as in ABJM. We use the O(N2) constraint

that all eigenvalue densities are equal, and write the effective action in the form

S
T
L,k⃗

eff =N1+γ

∫
dxϱ(x)

L∑
j=1

xyj(x)
kj
2π︸ ︷︷ ︸

CS term

+
N2−γ

2

∫
dxϱ(x)2

L∑
j=1

[
π2 − (yj(x)− yj+1(x))

2
]

︸ ︷︷ ︸
vec. + bifund. hyper.

.

Here we have used the same simplifications as in ABJM. Note that the last term involves the
function π2 − (yj(x)− yj+1(x))

2, and for ABJM we have y2(x) = −y1(x) by symmetry.
For the theory to admit a non-trivial saddle point configuration we have γ = 1

2 . This already

predicts a behaviour O(N
3
2 ), in agreement with the predicted behaviour for a three-dimensional

theory with an M-theory dual.

Exercise: Check the derivation of the effective action and compare with ABJM.

Exercise: Compute the free energy for the two circular quiver with four nodes and Chern–Simons

levels (k, k,−k − k) and (k,−k, k,−k), respectively, shown in Figure 6.3.

6.4 M-theory limit in three dimensions: Flavoured ABJM theory

One additional example to consider in three dimensions is the flavoured ABJM theory, obtained
by adding F fundamental hypermultiplets charged under U(N)k and F fundamental hypermul-
tiplets charged under U(N)−k to the ABJM quiver. The corresponding matrix model has been
analyzed using different techniques in [46] and in [57] (here we follow [57]).
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Figure 6.3. Left: Circular quiver with gauge group U(N)k × U(N)k × U(N)−k × U(N)−k. Right:
Circular quiver with gauge group U(N)k × U(N)−k × U(N)k × U(N)−k.
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−kk
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Figure 6.4. Flavoured ABJM theory. The two circular nodes represent the gauge groups U(N)k and
U(N)−k, the square nodes represent additional F fundamental hypermultiplets.

The partition function ZS3 [FlavABJM] is a mild variation of the one of the original ABJM
theory, with the insertion of [2 coshπϕa]

−F[2 coshπϕ̃a]
−F . Therefore, the effective action is:

SFlavABJM
eff =−

∑
1≤a̸=b≤N

[
log (|2 sinhπ(ϕa − ϕb)|) + log

(∣∣∣2 sinhπ(ϕ̃a − ϕ̃b)
∣∣∣)]

+

N∑
a=1

[
iπk

(
ϕ2a − ϕ̃2a

)
+ F

(
log (2 coshπϕa) + log

(
2 coshπϕ̃a

))]
+

N∑
a,b=1

2 log
(
2 coshπ(ϕa − ϕ̃b)

)
.

Scaled effective action of flavoured ABJM

We have been careful in adding fundamental hypermultiplets in a way that preserves the Z2

symmetry of the two nodes. Furthermore, in the M-theory limit, we are keeping F fixed, and
not scale it in the Veneziano way. We can therefore insert the same M-theory ansatz as in pure
ABJM.

For large argument we have

log

[
2 cosh

(
Nγx+ iy(x)

2

)]
+ log

[
2 cosh

(
Nγx− iy(x)

2

)]
= log [2 cosh(Nγx) + 2 cosh(y(x))]

= log [2 cosh(Nγx)] + log

[
1 +

2 cosh(y(x))

2 cosh(Nγx)

]
≈ Nγ |x|+ e−Nγ |x|2 cosh(y(x))

where we have used the exponential growth of cosh(Nγx) for γ > 0. We thus obtain that the
contribution from the added flavours is O(N1+γ), exactly as the Chern–Simons couplings. The
non-trivial saddle point again imposes γ = 1

2 .
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We arrive at the leading order effective action:

SFlavABJM
eff = N1+γ k

π

∫
dxϱ(x)xy(x) +N1+γF

∫
dxϱ(x)|x|+N2−γ

∫
dxϱ(x)2

[
π2 − 4y(x)2

]
,

(6.6)
which is a mild modification of the ABJM one.

Proceeding as before, we introduce a Lagrange multiplier to enforce the normalization of
ϱ(x),

SABJM
eff 7→ SABJM

eff +N1+γ ξ

2π

[∫
dxϱ(x)− 1

]
,

and solve as a function of ξ, to be extremized over ξ at the end. Taking the functional saddle
points of (6.6) with respect to both ϱ(x) and y(x) yields

k

π
xy(x) + F|x|+ 2ϱ(x)

[
π2 − 4y(x)2

]
+

ξ

2π
= 0,

k

π
xϱ(x)− 8ϱ(x)2y(x) = 0.

The solution as a function of ξ is

y(x) = − π2kx

2(2πF|x|+ ξ)
, ϱ(x) =

−2πF|x| − ξ

4π3
.

The normalization condition imposes

1 =

∫ B

−B
dxϱ(x) =⇒ B =

−ξ +
√
ξ2 − 8π4F

2πF
.

Exercise: (i) Use this eigenvalue density to calculate FS3 [FlavABJM] as a function of the Lagrange

multiplier ξ. (ii) Approximate the result for large F ≫ 1 and extremize the free energy with respect to ξ.

Observe that the result is a monotonically increasing function of F.

6.5 M-theory limit in five dimensions: Maximally supersymmetric Yang–
Mills

A widely studied five-dimensional gauge theory that is connected to an SCFT via RG flow, is
N = 2 Yang–Mills. This is the maximal amount of supersymmetry in five dimensions, and is
does not embed into a superconformal algebra. In fact, d = 5 N = 2 super-Yang–Mills descends
from the maximally supersymmetric theory in d = 6 compactified on a circle of radius

β =
g2YM

8π2
=
π

g
. (6.7)

Because of its six-dimensional origin, d = 5 N = 2 Yang–Mills was predicted to follow a N3

behaviour at large N . This was proven in [58], by working in the ’t Hooft limit and then going
to strong coupling. Notice that, from the relation (6.7), the six-dimensional nature of the SCFT
arises precisely at strong coupling.

Here we work directly in the M-theory limit, with g (equivalently the radius β) fixed. The
outcome agrees with the result of [58], as expected.

59



Effective action

The field content of maximally supersymmetric Yang–Mills (MSYM) can be written in the
eight supercharges notation as a vector multiplet for the simple gauge group G coupled to a
hypermultiplet in the adjoint representation. We assume the gauge group is G = SU(N), the
adaptation to the other cases being a simple exercise. In fact, we work with U(N) gauge group
and argue at the end that the distinction between U(N) and SU(N) is negligible at leading
order in N .

The partition function is

ZS5 [MSYM] =

∫
RN

dϕ exp−

gπ
N∑
a=1

ϕ2a︸ ︷︷ ︸
class.

+
∑

1≤a̸=b≤N

v5(ϕa − ϕb)︸ ︷︷ ︸
vec.

+
∑

1≤a̸=b≤N

h5(ϕa − ϕb)︸ ︷︷ ︸
adj. hyper.

 ,

where we recall that the functions vd(ϕ) and hd(ϕ) are given in (4.4). We consider the large N
limit in the M-theory regime, with g fixed, and make the scaling ansatz

ϕ = Nγx

for some γ > 0 to be determined momentarily and x = O(1). We then need the asymptotic
expressions (4.7), that we report here:

v5(N
γx) →π

6
N3γ |x|3 − πNγ |x|, (6.8a)

h5(N
γx) →− π

6
N3γ |x|3 − π

8
Nγ |x|. (6.8b)

From the replacement ϕ = Nγx, introducing the eigenvalue density ϱ(x) for the reduced variable
x, and exploiting these large argument expressions, we can write the effective action as

SMSYM
eff = N

∫
dxϱ(x)

gπN
2γx2︸ ︷︷ ︸

class.

+N

∫
x̃ ̸=x

dx̃ϱ(x̃)
[π
6
N3γ |x− x̃|3 − πNγ |x− x̃|

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

vec.

+N

∫
dx̃ϱ(x̃)

[
−π
6
N3γ |x− x̃|3 − π

8
Nγ |x− x̃|

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

adj. hyper.

 .

The cubic contributions from vector and hypermultiplet cancel out:

π

6
N3γ

∫
x̃ ̸=x

dx̃ϱ(x̃)|x− x̃|3︸ ︷︷ ︸
vec.

−π
6
N3γ

∫
dx̃ϱ(x̃)|x− x̃|3︸ ︷︷ ︸

adj. hyper.

= −π
6
N3γ

∫
dx̃ϱ(x̃)|x− x̃|3δ(x− x̃)︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0

,

(6.9)
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while the linear pieces combine into a non-trivial term:

−πNγ

∫
x̃ ̸=x

dx̃ϱ(x̃)|x− x̃|︸ ︷︷ ︸
vec.

−π
8
Nγ

∫
dx̃ϱ(x̃)|x− x̃|︸ ︷︷ ︸

adj. hyper.

=− 9π

8
Nγ

∫
dx̃ϱ(x̃)|x− x̃|

−
(
−Nγ

∫
dx̃ϱ(x̃)|x− x̃|δ(x− x̃)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

=0

.

After these straightforward simplifications, the effective action takes the form

SMSYM
eff = π

∫
dxϱ(x)

{
gN1+2γx2 − 9

8
N2+γ

∫
dx̃ϱ(x̃)|x− x̃|

}
.

Eigenvalue density

The leading contributions from the vector multiplet and adjoint hypermultiplet have canceled
(as in [58]). The two remaining contributions can lead to an equilibrium if

1 + 2γ = 2 + γ =⇒ γ = 1,

already manifesting the N3 behaviour. The SPE for this effective action is

9

4

∫
dx̃ϱ(x̃)sgn(x− x̃) = 2gx. (6.10)

Moreover, the classical potential is quadratic, whence we look for a one-cut solution, S = [A,B].
The Z2 action reflecting the eigenvalues ϕ 7→ −ϕ is a symmetry of the problem, ensuring that
A = −B.

To find the eigenvalue density ϱ(x), we split the integration domain [−B,B] into two pieces,
such that the sign function is constant on each piece. That is, we rewrite (6.10) as

9

4

[∫ x

−B
dx̃ϱ(x̃)(+1) +

∫ B

x
dx̃ϱ(x̃)(−1)

]
= 2gx

Differentiating both sides with respect to x gives

9

2
ϱ(x) = 2g =⇒ ϱ(x) =

4g

9
.

The normalization condition and the reflection symmetry of the classical potential imply

1 =

∫ B

−B
dxϱ(x) =

8

9
gB =⇒ B =

9

8g
.

We observe that the resulting eigenvalue density, computed in a U(N) gauge theory, is
automatically traceless: ∫ B

−B
dxϱ(x)x = 0.

Therefore, the same result applies to the SU(N) gauge theory, without the necessity of imposing
any further constraint.

61



Free energy

We can now use the constant eigenvalue density to compute the sphere free energy. It is easier
to use the relation

∂

∂g
FS5 [MSYM] = − ∂

∂g
logZS5 [MSYM]

= − 1

ZS5 [MSYM]

∂

∂g
ZS5 [MSYM]

= +π

〈
N∑
a=1

ϕ2a

〉
MSYM

= πN1+2γ

∫ B

B
dxϱ(x)x2

= N3gπ
4

9

∫ 9
8h

− 9
8h

x2dx =

(
3N

4

)3 π

g2
,

where in the last line we plugged the explicit expressions of ϱ(x) and B. Integrating, we imme-
diately obtain

FS5 [MSYM] = −N3 3
3π

26g
= −N3 33

29π
g2YM,

up to a g-independent constant, negligible in the strong coupling regime of physical interest.
The second equality follows from the definition g = 8π2

g2YM
from Section 4.4

We find that the derivation in the M-theory limit produces the same result as the derivation
of [58], that is, first take the ’t Hooft limit and then go to strong coupling.

6.6 M-theory limit in five dimensions: Circular quivers

Let us now consider a circular quiver with gauge group SU(N)L and hypermultiplets in the
bifundamental representation of two adjacent SU(N) nodes. The large N limit of this theory
was first solved in [59, 24], but here we provide a slightly different and complementary derivation.
As in the previous example, we work directly with gauge groups U(N), as the eigenvalue density
will turn out to be the same as in the SU(N) case.

The effective action for this theory is:

Seff =

L∑
j=1

gjπ
N∑
a=1

ϕ2j,a︸ ︷︷ ︸
class.

+
∑

1≤a̸=b≤N

v5(ϕj,a − ϕj,b)︸ ︷︷ ︸
vec.

+
∑

1≤a̸=b≤N

h5(ϕj,a − ϕj+1,b)︸ ︷︷ ︸
bifund. hyper.


with periodic identification L+ 1 ∼ 1.

Effective action

We send N → ∞ with the usual ansatz ϕ = Nγx, and again use the symmetry of the system to
predict that γ is the same at each node, i.e. does not depend on the index j = 1, . . . , L. Using

4Recall that we are defining all the massive parameters in units of the radius of S5. In this way, our g2YM is the
gauge coupling measured in units of the radius length rS5 . To reintroduce the units, simply substitute g 7→ grS5 .
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(6.8) we get:

Seff =

L∑
j=1

πN

∫
dxϱj(x)

{
gjN

2γx2 +N

∫
x̃ ̸=x

dx̃ϱj(x̃)

[
N3γ

6
|x− x̃|3 −Nγ |x− x̃|

]

−N
∫

dx̃ϱj+1(x̃)

[
N3γ

6
|x− x̃|3 + Nγ

8
|x− x̃|

]}
.

The leading O(N2+3γ) term yields

−π
6
N2+3γ

∫
dxϱj(x)

[∫
dx̃ϱj+1(x̃)|x− x̃|3 −

∫
x̃ ̸=x

dx̃ϱj(x̃)|x− x̃|3
]
,

which is minimized by the choice ϱj(x) = ϱj+1(x), ∀j = 1, . . . , L mod L. Therefore, we are
left with a problem very similar to the theory with one adjoint hypermultiplet: in the M-theory
limit, the difference between adjoint and bifundamental hypermultiplets becomes sub-leading in
N .

More explicitly, after imposing ϱj = ϱ ∀j = 1, . . . , L, we arrive at

Seff = π

∫
dxϱ(x)


 L∑

j=1

gj

N1+2γx2 − 9

8
N2+γL

∫
dx̃ϱ(x̃)|x− x̃|

 . (6.11)

Here we have used the obvious fact that |x − x̃| vanishes at x̃ = x to combine the residual
contribution from the bifundamental hypermultiplets with the one from the vector multiplets:

−
∫
x̃ ̸=x

dx̃ϱ(x̃)|x− x̃|︸ ︷︷ ︸
vec.

−
∫

dx̃ϱ(x̃)
1

8
|x− x̃|︸ ︷︷ ︸

bifund. hyper

= −9

8

∫
dx̃ϱ(x̃)|x− x̃|.

Besides, we stress that, although the possibility of different gauge couplings introduces an asym-
metry between the gauge nodes, the condition ϱj = ϱj+1 comes from minimizing a term which
is higher order than the gauge coupling. Thus, having gj ̸= gj+1 does not change the equality
between eigenvalue densities at different gauge nodes.

As in MSYM, the two pieces compete if

1 + 2γ = 2 + γ =⇒ γ = 1.

In particular, it follows that the circular quiver SU(N)L has the N3 behaviour.

Eigenvalue density

After the cancellation of the O(N2+3γ) = O(N5) terms, we are left with (6.11). To reduce
clutter, we further assume gj = g for all j = 1, . . . , L. The saddle point equation derived from
there is

2xg =
9

4

∫
ϱ(x̃)sgn(x− x̃). (6.12)

Differentiating (6.12) with respect to x we find

ϱ(x) =
4

9
g.

The normalization condition is

1 =

∫ B

−B
dxϱ(x) =

8g

9
B =⇒ B =

9

8g
.
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Free energy

Computing the free energy with the constant eigenvalue density we get

FS5 = −27π

64g
LN3.

Therefore, the physical free energy −FS5 is positive, shows a linear scaling in L and a cubic
scaling in N , and is monotonically decreasing in g. This last point is consistent with the F-
theorem, since g is a relevant deformation and increasing g pushes the system to the IR.

Exercise: Compute the free energy for arbitrary couplings g1, . . . , gL.

6.7 M-theory limit in five dimensions: Higher rank En theories

Let us consider the five-dimensional theory with gauge group USp(2N) coupled to F < 8 hy-
permultiplets in the fundamental representation and one hypermultiplet in the antisymmetric
representation. We also define F+ 1 = n. We will refer to this theory as the rank-N En theory.

This choice of gauge group does not admit a Chern–Simons term in d = 5. Moreover, we
decide to work directly in the strong coupling regime g → 0, approaching the superconformal
point.

Effective action

The large N limit of this gauge theory in the M-theoretical regime was obtained in [60]. The
sphere partition function is

ZS5 [En] =
1

N !

∫
dϕ e−SEn

eff (ϕ) (1 + · · · )

with effective action

SEn
eff (ϕ) =

∑
1≤a̸=b≤N

[v5(ϕa − ϕb) + v5(ϕa + ϕb)] +
N∑
a=1

[v5(2ϕa) + v5(−2ϕa)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
vec.

+
∑

1≤a̸=b≤N

[h5(ϕa − ϕb) + h5(ϕa + ϕb)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
antisym. hyper.

+(n− 1)

N∑
a=1

[h5(ϕa) + h5(−ϕa)]︸ ︷︷ ︸
fund. hyper.

.

(6.13)

The functions vd(ϕ) and hd(ϕ) have been defined in Section 4, formula (4.4).
We now send N → ∞. Since there are no couplings in (6.13), we consider the M-theory limit

ϕ = Nγx

for γ > 0. A crucial difference, compared with d = 3, is that the effective action is real-valued.
Therefore, the eigenvalues remain on the real line and we do not need to introduce a function
y(x) to retain the imaginary part of ϕ.

In this limit, the arguments of the functions v5(ϕ) and h5(ϕ) are large and we use the
asymptotic form (4.7), also given in (6.8) for d = 5. Plugging these expressions in the large N
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limit of (6.13) yields

SEn
eff = −πN2+γ

∫
dxϱ(x)

∫
dx̃ϱ(x̃) [|x− x̃|+ |x+ x̃|] + π

6
N1+3γ

∫
dxϱ(x)

[
|2x|3 + |−2x|3

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

vec.

−π
8
N2+γ

∫
dxϱ(x)

∫
dx̃ϱ(x̃) [|x− x̃|+ |x+ x̃|]︸ ︷︷ ︸

antisym. hyper.

−(n− 1)
π

6
N1+3γ

∫
dxϱ(x)

[
|x|3 + |−x|3

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

fund. hyper.

.

In this expression, the leading terms O(N2+3γ) from the vector multiplet and the antisymmetric
hypermultiplet, which contain the cubic terms |x− x̃|3 and |x+ x̃|3, have canceled among each
other. This cancellation is identical to (6.9).

Rearranging and combining the various surviving terms in SEn
eff we get

SEn
eff =

∫
dxϱ(x)

{
(9− n)π

3
N1+3γ |x|3 − 9π

8
N2+γ

∫
dx̃ϱ(x̃) [|x− x̃|+ |x+ x̃|]

}
. (6.14)

The two contributions compete in determining a non-trivial saddle point if

2 + γ = 1 + 3γ =⇒ γ =
1

2
.

This produces the N
5
2 behaviour of the free energy, in agreement with the M-theory predictions.

Eigenvalue density

The SPE is
9π

4

∫
dx̃ϱ(x̃) [sgn(x− x̃) + sgn(x+ x̃)] = π(9− n)x2sgn(x).

Differentiating this SPE we obtain

9

2
ϱ(x) = 2(9− n)|x| =⇒ ϱ(x) =

4

9
(9− n)|x|,

supported on [0, B]. To understand why the support is on the positive semi-axis, recall that
USp(2N) has 2N eigenvalues that come in pairs of opposite signs. Therefore, it is possible
to choose the N positive ones to be the independent ones, without loss of generality. In this
convention, the density of eigenvalues accounts for the positive eigenvalues.

To determine B, we impose the normalization condition

1 =

∫ B

0
dxϱ(x) =

4

9
(9− n)B2 =⇒ B =

3√
2(9− n)

.

Free energy

With this solution at hand, we can insert ϱ(x) back into (6.14) and find the free energy

FS5 [En] = −N
5
2 · 2 ·

∫ B

0
dxϱ(x)

(
(9− n)π

3
|x|3
)

= −N
5
2
2(9− n)π

3

∫ 3√
2(9−n)

0
dx

(
4(9− n)

9

)
|x|4

= −N
5
2π

23(9− n)2

33
· 1
5

(
3√

2(9− n)

)5

= −N
5
2π

9
√
2

5
√
9− n

,

where we recall that n is the number of fundamental hypermultiplets plus one.
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6.8 (Aside) Phase transitions in five dimensions

In this subsection we investigate a different aspect of supersymmetric theories in the M-theory
limit: the appearance of phase transitions [61, 16]. Differently from what we have done so far,
we move away from the conformal point by turning on mass deformations.

Let us illustrate the mechanism in a concrete and simple example: five-dimensional SU(N)
gauge theory with F fundamental hypermultiplets. We assign to half of them mass m and to
the other half mass −m, and set k = 0 = g in the classical potential. More general choices of
masses, gauge couplings, and gauge groups can be made [16].

The effective action is

S
SQCD5
eff =

N∑
a=1

F
2
hd=5 (ϕa +m) +

F

2
hd=5 (ϕa −m) +

∑
b ̸=a

vd=5 (ϕa − ϕb)

 .
In the absence of a gauge coupling, we make the M-theory scaling ansatz ϕ = Nγx with γ > 0,
from which we recover the M-theory scaling sending m→ 0. We treat real mass parameters and
scalar fields equally, so we also impose the scaling m = Nγµ.

The SPE in this limit is

ζ
[
(x+ µ)2 sgn (x+ µ) + (x− µ)2 sgn (x− µ)

]
= 2

∫
dx̃ϱ(x̃) (x− x̃)2 sgn (x− x̃) , (6.15)

where ζ = F
2N is the Veneziano parameter for each family of F

2 hypermultiplets of equal mass.
Observe that 0 ≤ ζ ≤ 1.

Taking three derivatives of (6.15) we find the solution

ϱ(x) = cAδ (x−A) + cBδ (x−B) + cm [δ (x+ µ) + δ (x− µ)] , (6.16)

supported on x ∈ [A,B]. In (6.16),

cm =

{
ζ
2 if µ ∈ [A,B]

0 otherwise

is obtained directly from (6.16). In turn, the endpoints A,B and their coefficients cA, cB are
to be determined. Plugging (6.16) back into the SPE (6.15) gives three additional constraints
(recall that we have differentiated (6.15) three times),

−cA + cB = 0 (6.17a)

cAA− cBB = (2cm − ζ)µ (6.17b)

cAA
2 + cBB

2 = 0. (6.17c)

These three equations are complemented by the normalization∫ B

A
dxϱ(x) = 1 =⇒ cA + cB + 2cm = 1.

We thus have four equations to solve for the quadruple (A,B, cA, cB). The normalization equa-
tion together with (6.17a) give

cA = cB =
1

2
− cm.
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Using (6.17a) into (6.17c) gives A = −B. Substituting everything in (6.17b) leads to

−A = B = µ
ζ − 2cm
1− 2cm

.

For large mass µ > B (or µ < −B) we find

ρ(x) =
1

2
δ (x+ µζ) +

1

2
δ (x− µζ) . (6.18)

This solution would break down at µ = ±B. However, in this phase, B = µζ with 0 ≤ ζ ≤ 1;
therefore |µ| ≥ B all along, with µ = ±B only at µ = 0. At this value, the support has shrunk
to a point. In conclusion, there is no phase with ±µ ∈ [−B,B].

We utilize the eigenvalue density (6.18) to compute the free energy in this regime. It reads

FS5 [SQCD5] = N2+3γ π

6

∫ B

A
dxϱ(x)

{
−ζ
[
|x+ µ|3 + |x− µ|3

]
+

∫ B

A
dx̃ϱ(x̃)|x− x̃|3

}
= N2+3γ π

3

{
−ζ
2

[
cB|B + µ|3 + cA|A+ µ|3 + cB|B − µ|3 + cA|A− µ|3

]
+ cAcB|B −A|3

}
= N2+3γ π

3

{
−ζ
2

[
|µζ + µ|3 + |µζ − µ|3

]
+ 2|µζ|3

}
= N2+3γ π

6
ζ|µ|3

{
4ζ2 − (1 + ζ)3 − (1− ζ)3

}
,

where we have used the explicit form (6.18) and 0 ≤ ζ ≤ 1. Simplifying, we get

FS5 [SQCD5] = −N2+3γ π

6
ζ(1 + ζ2)|µ|3.

We underline the properties of −FS5 [SQCD5]:

(i) It is non-negative;

(ii) It is a monotonically increasing function of ζ;

(iii) It has a discontinuity in its third derivative at m = 0, due to the absolute value.

The first two points support a strong version of the F-theorem, holding away from the fixed
points: Remember that ζ is proportional to the number of flavours, thus decreasing ζ corresponds
to move towards the IR.

Point (iii) means that there is a third order phase transition at m = 0. The reason why
it takes place precisely at the conformal point is clear: there are no other mass scales in the
problem, thus the distinction between heavy and light fields is whether m = 0 or not.

The discussion can be extended almost identically to the other classical gauge groups and,
for SU(N), also adding a Chern–Simons term [16].

7 Long quiver limit

The long quiver limit has been first studied by C. Uhlemann in five-dimensional SCFTs [62].
As the name suggests, the setup consists of taking quivers of length L and analyzing them in
the regime L → ∞. The validity of the derivation in the present section relies on the following
assumptions:
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NL· · ·N1 N2

FLF1 F2

Figure 7.1. Linear quiver of length L. Circular nodes indicate gauge groups, square nodes indicate
fundamental hypermultiplets.

(LQ1) The theory T is encoded in a linear or circular quiver of L unitary or special unitary
gauge nodes, with L→ ∞;

(LQ2) The theory is balanced, i.e. 2Nj −Nj−1 −Nj+1 = Fj ∀j = 1, . . . , L;

(LQ3) The theory is at the strong coupling point.

The first assumption (LQ1) requires that the quiver is of the form shown in Figure 7.1,
possibly closed by an additional edge connecting the last with the first. Assumption (LQ2)
will produce cancellations and simplifications that render the limit explicitly solvable. The
third assumption (LQ3) means we set the gauge couplings to infinity. This last assumption is
unnecessary, but we impose it to streamline the derivation. Besides, note that (LQ3) only affects
the classical action in d = 5, while in d = 3 sphere partition function is independent of the gauge
coupling.

The idea behind the long quiver limit is close in spirit to the M-theory limit: the eigen-
values may develop a non-trivial scaling dependence on L, self-consistently determined by the
requirement that a non-trivial saddle point exists.

7.1 Long quivers setup

To keep the discussion as neat and simple as possible, we consider a d-dimensional gauge theory
Tν⃗ described by a long linear quiver as in Figure 7.1, which moreover is balanced by (LQ2).
Circular quivers are dealt with in a similar way, imposing the periodic identification L+ 1 ∼ 1.

The ranks of the gauge groups are written as

Nj = νjN, ∀j = 1, . . . , L,

for rational numbers νj ∈ 1
N Z and N ∈ N. We will send N → ∞ keeping the fractions

{νj}j=1,...,L fixed. The theory is thus essentially specified by giving the list of pairs {(νj ,Fj)}j=1,...,L.
In addition, the number of fundamental hypermultiplets Fj are uniquely determined by the col-
lection {νj}j=1,...,L through (LQ2), whence the notation Tν⃗ .

Large N limit

With the assumptions (LQ1)-(LQ2) above, but without imposing (LQ3) for now, the generic
effective action takes the form

STν⃗
eff =

L∑
j=1


N

λd,j

Nj∑
a=1

ϕ2j,a︸ ︷︷ ︸
class.

+
∑

1≤a̸=b≤Nj

vd(ϕj,a − ϕj,b)︸ ︷︷ ︸
vec.

+Fj

Nj∑
a=1

hd(ϕj,a)︸ ︷︷ ︸
fund. hyper.

+

Nj∑
a=1

Nj+1∑
b=1

hd(ϕj,a − ϕj+1,b)︸ ︷︷ ︸
bifund. hyper.

 .

(7.1)
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The last term, accounting for the contribution of the bi-fundamental hypermultiplet, should be
set to zero if j = L in linear quivers, or should use the periodic identification L + 1 ∼ 1 for
circular quivers. For linear quivers, it is clear that the over-counting term is sub-leading in the
limit L → ∞, so we henceforth abuse notation and omit put it to zero at j = L, since it will
eventually drop out of our analysis anyway.

We now send N → ∞, introducing the eigenvalue densities ρj(ϕ), normalized according to∫
dϕρj(ϕ) = νj .

It is also natural to consider the ’t Hooft (and Veneziano) limit in this regime, with λd and

ζj =
Fj

N fixed. In this way, (7.1) is rewritten as

STν⃗
eff = N2

L∑
j=1

∫
dϕρj(ϕ)


ϕ2

λd,j︸︷︷︸
class.

+

∫
σ ̸=ϕ

dσρj(σ)vd(ϕ− σ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
vec.

+ζj hd(ϕ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
fund. hyper.

+

∫
dσρj+1(σ)hd(ϕ− σ)︸ ︷︷ ︸

bifund. hyper.

 .

(7.2)

Balancing condition

Recall our hypothesis (LQ2) that the quiver is balanced,

2Nj −Nj−1 −Nj+1 = Fj .

With the substitutions outlined above, this balancing expression becomes

−N [(νj+1 − νj)− (νj − νj−1)] = Nζj

=⇒ (νj+1 − νj)− (νj − νj−1) = −ζj . (7.3)

Balanced effective action

Following [62], a preliminary convenient rewriting consists of using the sum over j and a sym-
metrization over it to replace

ρj+1(ϕ) 7→
1

2
[ρj+1(ϕ) + ρj−1(ϕ)]

= ρj(ϕ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
bifund-j

+
1

2
[(ρj+1(ϕ)− ρj(ϕ))− (ρj(ϕ)− ρj−1(ϕ))]︸ ︷︷ ︸

bifund-(j±1)

(7.4)

in the jth summand. The effective action is invariant under this rewriting: it simply amounts
to count the bifundamental hypermultiplets as contributing half to the left node and half to the
right.

Exercise: Plug (7.4) into (7.2). Write the sum over j explicitly and check that it corresponds to a

trivial rewriting.
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Plugging in the replacement (7.4) together with (7.3), the effective action (7.2) becomes

STν⃗
eff = N2

L∑
j=1

∫
dϕρj(ϕ)


ϕ2

λd,j︸︷︷︸
class.

+ζj hd(ϕ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
fund. hyper.

+

∫
dσρj(σ)

vd(ϕ− σ) · 1σ ̸=ϕ︸ ︷︷ ︸
vec.

+hd(ϕ− σ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
bifund-j



+

∫
dσ

1

2
[(ρj+1(σ)− ρj(σ))− (ρj(σ)− ρj−1(σ))]hd(ϕ− σ)︸ ︷︷ ︸

bifund-(j±1)

 .

To reduce clutter, in the second line we have used the shorthand 1σ ̸=ϕ for the indicator function

1σ ̸=ϕ :=

{
1 if σ ̸= ϕ

0 if σ = ϕ.

Large L limit

So far, the procedure is nothing but the ’t Hooft limit of a linear (or circular) quiver, with some
rewriting based on the balanced hypothesis (LQ2). At this point, the stage is set to take the
limit L→ ∞. We introduce

z =
j

L+ 1
, 0 < z < 1,

possibly with periodic identification z + 1 ∼ z for circular quivers. In this way, all quantities
labeled by the discrete index j become functions of the continuous variable z, and the sums are
replaced by integrals:

1

L

L∑
j=1

Fj 7→
∫ 1

0
dzF (z).

In particular,
ν(z) = ν⌊zL⌋, 0 < z < 1

and likewise
λd,j 7→ λd(z), ζj 7→ ζ(z).

We also gather the L eigenvalue densities {ρj(ϕ)}j=1,...,L into the function

ρ(z, ϕ), 0 ≤ z < 1.

In this limit, the second term in (7.4) becomes:

[(ρj+1(σ)− ρj(σ))− (ρj(σ)− ρj−1(σ))] =

[(
ρj+1(σ)− ρj(σ)

(j + 1)− j

)
−
(
ρj(σ)− ρj−1(σ)

j − (j − 1)

)]
δ≡ 1

L=
1

Lδ

[(
ρ(z + δ, σ)− ρ(z, σ)

L(z + δ)− Lz

)
−
(
ρ(z, σ)− ρ(z − δ, σ)

Lz − L(z − δ)

)]
L→∞−−−−−→ 1

L2

∂2

∂z2
ρ(z, σ).
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The effective action as L→ ∞ reads

STν⃗
eff = N2L

∫ 1

0
dz

∫
dϕρ(z, ϕ)


ϕ2

λd(z)︸ ︷︷ ︸
class.

+ζ(z) hd(ϕ)︸ ︷︷ ︸
fund. hyper.

+

∫
dσρ(z, σ) [vd(ϕ− σ) · 1σ ̸=ϕ + hd(ϕ− σ)]︸ ︷︷ ︸

vec. + bifund.

+

∫
dσ

1

2L2

(
∂2

∂z2
ρ(z, ϕ)

)
hd(ϕ− σ)︸ ︷︷ ︸

residual bifund.

 .

(7.5)

Rank function and kinks

Sending L→ ∞, the balancing condition in the form (7.3) yields

ζ(z) = − 1

L2

∂2ν(z)

∂z2
. (7.6)

If the ranks vary smoothly, the balancing condition (LQ2) rules out the addition of flavours in
the large L limit. They can only appear at singularities of ν(z) where it is not of class C2([0, 1]).
In other words, hypermultiplets in the fundamental representation are only attached at those
gauge nodes that correspond to a kink for the rank function ν(z).

We may impose regularity conditions on the rank functions ν(z), such as being twice differ-
entiable everywhere on [0, 1] except a finite number of isolated points, namely

ν ∈ C2
(
[0, 1] \ {zα}α∈F

)
.

In what follows, we consider the set F to be the collection of a finite number of indices, fixed
from the onset, so that the cardinality |F | remains fixed as L→ ∞.

This choice of regularity condition on the rank function ν(z) means that the flavours are
“sparse”, i.e. they are only attached to a finite number of gauge nodes, whose labels are encoded
in F . The Veneziano parameters then become

ζ(z) =
∑
α∈F

ζαδ (z − zα) . (7.7)

Long quiver scaling

This is not the end of the story, because we must allow for the scaling of the eigenvalues with
L. The origin and motivation for this scaling is precisely as in the M-theory limit: we do not let
the couplings vary with L, which, combined with the requirement of a non-trivial saddle point
configuration, leads to the ansatz

ϕ = Lα(d− 2)x, x = O(1). (7.8)
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Here the choice of coefficient (d − 2) is merely for convenience, while the power α > 0 will be
determined momentarily by the self-consistency of the problem. Let us define the functions

F
(v)
d (x) =

{
−πLα|x| d = 3,
9π
2 L

3α|x|3 d = 5,
(7.9a)

F
(h)
d (x) =

{
πLα|x| d = 3,

−9π
2 L

3α|x|3 d = 5,
(7.9b)

F
(0)
d (x) =

{
π
4L

−αδ(x) d = 3,

−27π
8 Lα|x| d = 5,

(7.9c)

which are the leading large L contributions to

vd(L
α(d− 2)x), hd(L

α(d− 2)x), [vd(L
α(d− 2)x) + hd(L

α(d− 2)x)] ,

respectively. The function (7.9c) encapsulates the statements:

• In d = 3, the vector multiplet contributes − log sinhπ(π−σ)1σ ̸=ϕ, while the bifundamental
hypermultiplet contributes + log coshπ(π − σ). Asymptotically for large argument, these
two contributions cancel everywhere outside ϕ = σ. The leftover is a peak at ϕ = σ,
namely δ(ϕ − σ) = δ(Lα(x − y)) (recall Figure 6.2). To write the first line of (7.9c) we
have used δ(Lαx) = L−αδ(x).

• In d = 5, the vector multiplet contributes (π6 |ϕ − σ|3 − π|ϕ − σ| + · · · )1σ ̸=ϕ, while the
bifundamental hypermultiplet contributes −π

6 |ϕ − σ|3 − π
8 |ϕ − σ| + · · · . Asymptotically

for large argument, the leading (cubic) contributions cancel everywhere outside ϕ = σ,
but the resulting term ∝ |ϕ − σ|3 vanishes at that point. What remains is the sum of
their sub-leading contributions, which add up to

(
−1− 1

8

)
π|ϕ−σ|. After substituting the

argument for 3Lαx, this yields −9
8π · 3Lα · |x|, reproducing the second line of (7.9c).

The case d = 4 should be treated separately.
We introduce the one-parameter family of eigenvalue densities ϱ(z, x) for the scaled variable

x, which satisfies
ϱ(z, x)dx = ρ⌊zL⌋(ϕ)dϕ ∀0 < z < 1,

with ϕ and x related as in (7.8). The function ϱ(z, x) is also subject to the normalization:∫
dxϱ(z, x) = ν(z),

plus the periodicity condition ϱ(z + 1, x) = ϱ(z, x) if one considers circular quivers.

Effective action in the long quiver limit

The next step is to write (7.5) in the long quiver limit. We send L→ ∞, utilize the ansatz (7.8),
and make the substitutions of all the quantities as functions of 0 < z < 1. A key observation is

that the rewriting (7.4) allows to combine vd(L
αx) + hd(L

αx), whose leading term is F
(0)
d (x) in

(7.9c).
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Putting all the pieces together we find

STν⃗
eff = N2L

∫ 1

0
dz

∫
dxϱ(z, x)

ζ(z) F
(h)
d (x)︸ ︷︷ ︸

fund. hyper.

+

∫
dx̃

ϱ(z, x̃)F (0)
d (x− x̃)︸ ︷︷ ︸

vec. + bifund.

+
1

2L2

∂2

∂z2
ϱ(z, x̃)F

(h)
d (x− x̃)︸ ︷︷ ︸

residual bifund.


 ,

(7.10)

with F
(0)
d and F

(h)
d given in (7.9). We are assuming d = 3, 5, thus the classical piece vanishes.

We are then led to a minimization problem for (7.10). In the next two subsections, we solve
it in d = 3 and d = 5.

Determining α

The definitions (7.9b)-(7.9c) are such that

F
(h)
d ∝ Lα(d−2), F

(0)
d ∝ Lα(d−4),

and F
(h)
d in the second line of (7.10) appears multiplied by L−2. The two terms in the second

line of (7.10) are of the same order in L in the long quiver limit only if

α(d− 4) = α(d− 2)− 2 =⇒ α = 1.

We therefore have that, by (7.9), the partition function is dominated by eigenvalues that grow
linearly with L in both d = 3 and d = 5.

Long quivers in diverse dimensions

So far, we have only introduced and discussed the long quiver limit in odd dimensions d ∈ {3, 5}.
The procedure to solve the long quiver limit is completely analogous in these dimensions [63],
the only difference residing in the explicit form of the leading terms in (7.9). The long quiver
limit applies more generally, but the derivation in d = 4 requires more effort. We omit it from
this overview and refer to the original literature [64].

The upshot is that the long quiver limit shows a universal behaviour across dimensions.

7.2 Long quiver SCFTs in three dimensions

Let us first address three-dimensional long quivers. We need to plug into (7.10) the expressions
from (7.9) corresponding to d = 3.

We get

STν⃗
eff

∣∣∣
d=3

= N2L

∫ 1

0
dz

∫
dxϱ(z, x) {Lαζ(z)π|x|

+

∫
dx̃

[
L−αϱ(z, x̃)

π

4
δ(x− x̃) +

L−2+α

2

∂2

∂z2
ϱ(z, x̃)π|x− x̃|

]} (7.11)

The two terms in square brackets compete if

−α = −2 + α =⇒ α = 1.
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As a consequence of the balancing condition (7.6), the term in the first line Lαζ(z) is of order
L−2+α, the same as the bifundamental hypermultiplet.

The SPE for the action (7.11) is

1

2

∂

∂x
ϱ(z, x) +

∫
dx̃

∂2

∂z2
ϱ(z, x̃)sgn(x− x̃) + L2ζ(z)sgn(x) = 0, (7.12)

which we now differentiate with respect to x. We use

∂

∂x
sgn(x− x̃) = lim

ε→0+


+1−(+1)

ε x > x̃+ ε
+1−(−1)

ε x̃− ε < x < x̃+ ε
−1−(−1)

ε x < x̃− ε

= 2δ(x− x̃)

and, dividing both sides by 2, (7.12) implies[
∂2

∂z2
+

1

4

∂2

∂x2

]
ϱ(z, x) = −L2ζ(z)δ(x). (7.13)

The SPE (7.13) is a Laplace equation, thus effectively reducing the problem of finding the
eigenvalue density in the large L limit to an electrostatic problem. Inserting flavours into the
three-dimensional N = 4 quiver introduces sources (or kinks) for the charges in the electrostatic
problem.

Direct solution to the Laplace equation

The Laplace equation (7.13) has the solution

ϱ(z, x) = −L
2

2π

∫ 1

0
dz̃ζ(z̃) log

[
cosh(2πx)− cos(π(z − z̃))

cosh(2πx)− cos(π(z + z̃))

]
. (7.14)

With the assumption that the flavour nodes are “sparse”, we have (cf. (7.7))

ζ(z̃) =
∑
α∈F

ζαδ(z̃ − zα)

for only finitely many nodes at the position zα = α/L, with F the collection of indices at which
ζj ̸= 0. With this in mind, and recalling the substitution

∑L
j=1 7→ L

∫ 1
0 dz̃, (7.14) is recast in

the form

ϱ(z, x) = − L

2π

∑
α∈F

ζα log

[
cosh(2πx)− cos(π(z − zα))

cosh(2πx)− cos(π(z + zα))

]
.
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Free energy of three-dimensional long quiver SCFTs

The leading contribution to the sphere free energy FS3 [Tν⃗ ] comes from the flavour term in (7.11),
integrated against the eigenvalue density (7.14). Direct integration gives [65]:

FS3 [Tν⃗ ] = −N
2L2

2

∫ 1

0
dzζ(z)

∫ ∞

0
dxϱ(z, x)|x|

= −N
2L4

4

∫ 1

0
dzζ(z)

∫ 1

0
dz̃ζ(z̃)

∫ ∞

0
dx|x| log

[
cosh(2πx)− cos(π(z − z̃))

cosh(2πx)− cos(π(z + z̃))

]
=︸︷︷︸
(7.7)

−N
2L2

4

∑
α,β∈F

ζαζβ

∫ ∞

0
dx|x| log

[
cosh(2πx)− cos(π(zα − zβ))

cosh(2πx)− cos(π(zα + zβ)))

]

= −N
2L

4π2

∑
α,β∈F

ζαζβℜ
[
Li3(e

iπ(zα+zβ))− Li3(e
iπ(zα−zβ))

]
= N2

(
L

2π

)2 ∑
α,β∈F

ζαζβℜ
[
Li3(e

iπ(α−β)/L)− Li3(e
iπ(α+β)/L)

]
.

Notice that the term in the sum is only reliable at leading order in L, and should be approximated
after the collection F is fixed. Using the large L approximation

±ℜ
[
Li3(e

iπ(α∓β)/L)
]
= ±2ζ(3)∓ 3

2L2
(α∓ β)2 ∓ 1

L2
(α∓ β)2 log

∣∣∣∣α∓ β

L

∣∣∣∣+ · · · ,

the constant terms cancel out, and the leading O(L−2) dependence combines with the overall
factor of L2. In particular, ℜ [· · · ] gives a non-negative real number at leading order in L, thus
confirming FS3 [Tν⃗ ] ≥ 0.

Fourier series solution to the Laplace equation

An alternative way to solve (7.13) is based on expanding ϱ(z, x) in Fourier modes in the compact
coordinate z. This approach was taken in [66, 63].

The input that specifies the linear quiver is the array of ranks ν⃗, which is collected in ν(z)
for 0 < z < 1. The same information can be encapsulated in the Fourier expansion of ν(z) on
[0, 1], namely

ν(z) =
∞∑
k=1

ν̂k sin(πkz).

We are denoting {ν̂k}k≥1 the collection of Fourier coefficients of the rank function ν(z). Note
that we are expanding with boundary conditions ν(0) = 0 = ν(1), since there is no quiver there,
thus the rank function vanishes. Using the balancing condition in the form (7.6) we also have

ζ(z) =
π2

L2

∞∑
k=1

k2ν̂k sin(πkz). (7.15)

Expanding (7.13) in Fourier modes and denoting ϱ̂k(x) the k
th Fourier mode of ϱ(z, x) with

respect to the compact coordinate z, we find

∞∑
k=1

[
1

4
∂2xϱ̂k(x)− k2π2ϱ̂k(x) + k2π2ν̂kδ(x)

]
sin(πkz) = 0.
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The SPE is thus reduced to a second order ordinary differential equation in x with sources:

1

4
∂2xϱ̂k(x)− k2π2ϱ̂k(x) + k2π2ν̂kδ(x) = 0,

which we rewrite in the more convenient form

− 1

(2πk)2
∂2xϱ̂k(x) + ϱ̂k(x) = ν̂kδ(x).

Its solution is

ϱ(z, x) = C

∞∑
k=1

kν̂k sin(πkz)e
−2πk|x|, (7.16)

with C > 0 an overall constant fixed by normalization:

ν(z) =

∫
dxϱ(z, x)

= C

∞∑
k=1

kν̂k sin(πkz)

∫
e−2πk|x|dx︸ ︷︷ ︸
2· 1

2πk

=
C

π

∞∑
k=1

ν̂k sin(πkz).

Comparing with the Fourier expansion of ν(z) fixes C = π.

Free energy of three-dimensional long quiver SCFTs via Fourier series

Let us now compute the free energy using the Fourier series technique. The general formula
(4.20) dictates that

FS3 [Tν⃗ ] =
1

2
N2L2

∫ 1

0
dz

∫ ∞

0
dxϱ(z, x)ζ(z)π|x|

∣∣∣∣
on-shell

=
π

2
N2

∫ 1

0
dz

(
π2

∞∑
k=1

k2ν̂k sin(πkz)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(7.15)

∫ ∞

0
dxϱ(z, x)|x|

=
π

2
N2

∫ 1

0
dz

(
π2

∞∑
k=1

k2ν̂k sin(πkz)

)(
π

∞∑
ℓ=1

ℓν̂ℓ sin(πℓz)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

from (7.16)

∫ ∞

0
e−2πℓ|x||x|dx︸ ︷︷ ︸

1
2π2ℓ2

=
π2

4
N2

∞∑
k=1

k2ν̂k

∞∑
ℓ=1

1

ℓ
ν̂ℓ

∫ 1

0
dz sin(πkz) sin(πℓz)︸ ︷︷ ︸

1
2
δkℓ

=
π2

8
N2

∞∑
k=1

kν̂2k .

A long linear quiver which moreover is balanced is entirely determined by ν⃗. Translating this
information into the Fourier coefficients {ν̂k}k≥1, we obtain the free energy

FS3 [Tν⃗ ] =
π2

8
N2

∞∑
k=1

kν̂2k .
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7.3 Long quiver SCFTs in five dimensions

Let us now go back to (7.10) and study it at d = 5. We simply have to read off the corresponding

functions F
(h)
d , F

(0)
d from (7.9).

The effective action of a five-dimensional SCFT in the long quiver limit is

STν⃗
eff |d=5 = N2L

∫ 1

0
dz

∫
dxϱ(z, x)

{
−L3αζ(z)

π

6
|3x|3

−
∫

dx̃

[
Lαϱ(z, x̃)32

π

8
|3(x− x̃)|+ L−2+3α

2

∂

∂z2
ϱ(z, x̃)

π

6
|3(x− x̃)|3

]}
.

(7.17)
The two terms in the square bracket contribute to the same order in L if

α = −2 + 3α =⇒ α = 1.

Once again, a consequence of the balancing condition (7.6) is that the contribution L3αζ(z) from
the fundamental hypermultiplets to the first line in (7.17) is of order L−2+3α, thus of the same
order as the rest if α = 1.

The SPE for (7.17) is∫
dx̃

[
−27π

4
ϱ(z, x̃)− 27π

2

(
∂2

∂z2
ϱ(z, x̃)

)
|x− x̃|2

]
sgn(x− x̃)− L2 27π

2
ζ(z)x2sgn(x) = 0,

which, after simplifications, reads∫
dx̃

[
1

2
ϱ(z, x̃) +

(
∂2

∂z2
ϱ(z, x̃)

)
|x− x̃|2

]
sgn(x− x̃) + L2ζ(z)x2sgn(x) = 0.

The next step is to differentiate this expression three times with respect to x. Using:

∂3

∂x3

∫
dx̃

1

2
ϱ(z, x̃)sgn(x− x̃) =

∂2

∂x2

∫
dx̃

1

2
ϱ(z, x̃) · 2δ(x− x̃)

=
∂2

∂x2
ϱ(z, x)

and

∂3

∂x3

∫
dx̃

(
∂2

∂z2
ϱ(z, x̃)

)
|x− x̃|2sgn(x− x̃) =

∂2

∂z2
∂3

∂x3

∫
dx̃ϱ(z, x̃)|x− x̃|2sgn(x− x̃)

=
∂2

∂z2

∫
dx̃ϱ(z, x̃) · 2! · 2δ(x− x̃)

= 4
∂2

∂z2
ϱ(z, x)

and dividing both sides by 4 gives[
1

4

∂2

∂x2
+
∂2

∂z2

]
ϱ(z, x) = −L2ζ(z)δ(x),

which reproduces the Laplace equation (7.13) already found in d = 3. The solution is therefore
(7.14).

Exercise: Repeat the derivation allowing for a finite gauge coupling.
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Free energy of five-dimensional long quiver SCFTs

Thanks to the analogy between solutions in three and five dimensions, the computation of the
sphere free energy is essentially identical to the d = 3 setting, the unique difference being in the

explicit form of F
(h)
d=5. We obtain

FS5 [Tν⃗ ] = N2L2 27π

12

∫ 1

0
dzζ(z)

∫ ∞

0
dxϱ(z, x)|x|3

= 27N2

(
L

2π

)4 ∑
α,β∈F

ζαζβℜ
[
Li5(e

iπ(α+β)/L)− Li5(e
iπ(α−β)/L)

]
.

This solution was obtained in [62]. Again, the derivation is only reliable at leading order in
L and, approximating the term ℜ [· · · ], gives a negative real number, in agreement with the
F-theorem.

Free energy of five-dimensional long quiver SCFTs via Fourier series

Let us now compute the free energy using the Fourier series technique. The SPE in d = 5 is
identical to d = 3, thus its Fourier series solution is again (7.16). One then takes the general
formula (4.20) and computes exactly as we did in d = 3, except that now the d = 5 expression
in (7.9b) must be used. We get

FS5 [Tν⃗ ] =
1

2
N2L4

∫ 1

0
dz

∫ ∞

0
dxϱ(z, x)ζ(z)

9π

2
|x|3|on-shell

=
9π

4
N2L2

∫ 1

0
dz

(
π2

∞∑
k=1

k2ν̂k sin(πkz)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

(7.15)

(
π

∞∑
ℓ=1

ℓν̂ℓ sin(πℓz)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

from (7.16)

∫ ∞

0
e−2πℓ|x||x|3dx︸ ︷︷ ︸

3
4π4ℓ4

=
9

4
· 3
4
·N2L2

∞∑
k=1

k2ν̂k

∞∑
ℓ=1

1

ℓ3
ν̂ℓ

∫ 1

0
dz sin(πkz) sin(πℓz)︸ ︷︷ ︸

1
2
δkℓ

=
27

32
N2L2

∞∑
k=1

k−1ν̂2k .

A long linear quiver which moreover is balanced is entirely determined by ν⃗. Translating this
information into the Fourier coefficients {ν̂k}k≥1 we obtain the free energy

FS5 [Tν⃗ ] =
27

32
N2L2

∞∑
k=1

k−1ν̂2k .
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A Further reading

Large N reviews

Several excellent previous reviews exist, discussing large N limits. Our hope is to provide a more
pedagogical cut to the presentation of existing results in this overview. The interested reader
may refer to the following list for more advanced reviews that cover one of the topics introduced
here.

• The reviews [23, 67] are focused on supersymmetric Chern–Simons-matter theories, espe-
cially ABJM.

• A review of large N results from localization in the d = 4 N = 2∗ theory is [68], while an
overview of large N S4 partition functions and their role in AdS5/CFT4 is [69]. For an
early review of the large N limit of N = 4 and its string theory dual, consult [70], dating
back to the pre-localization era.

• A useful review of matrix models for gauge theories in d = 5 is J. Minahan’s [24].

Large N without supersymmetry

While not directly pertinent to the main theme of these notes, it is worthwhile to mention the
large N limit of vector models. A detailed review is [71], and applications to phase transitions
and critical phenomena can be found in the textbook [14].

Localization

The format of supersymmetric localization on spheres that we adopt in this work is based on
V. Pestun’s pioneering work [20]. The idea of localization in quantum field theory, however, has
its roots in earlier works by E. Witten, N. Nekrasov, and others.

The approach to localization needed to read these notes is summarized in [27]. Additionally,
the following list includes references specialized to different dimensions.

• A localization formula for the partition function on S2 was derived in [72, 73].

• In d = 3, localization was first worked out by A. Kapustin, B. Willet and I. Yaakov [74].
A canonical reference for a detailed review is [75], see also the more recent [76].

• Localization on S4 [20] is reviewed in [77, 78]. A localization formula for N = 2 topologi-
cally twisted theories on (weighted) projective spaces is in [79–81].

• Localization on S5 was derived in [33, 82, 83], see also [84, 85] and the review [86].

The maximally supersymmetric theory on Sd in arbitrary d has been considered in [87].

Sphere free energies in three dimensions

In the main text we have focused on a class of examples amenable to showcase the approach and
procedures that constitute the main topic of this review. Other approaches exist, especially in
three dimensions, where much progress has been made in matching large N sphere free energies
with their holographic duals beyond leading order.

• More sophisticated examples of large N supersymmetric theories were considered in [88–
93].
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• A different approach, based on the Fermi gas formalism, was put forward by M. Mariño
and P. Putrov in [94]. Related further developments in ABJM theory include [52, 95–98].

• Large N expansions of partition functions of three-dimensional quiver theories with holo-
graphic dual in Type IIA or M-theory have been given in [49, 99–102].

Sphere free energies in four dimensions

In four dimensions, only the maximally supersymmetric N = 4 super-Yang–Mills theory has
been discussed in the main text. Besides the plethora of references studying all facets of such
theory, there are several other theories that can be studied at large N . Here we mention the
representative example of the N = 2∗ theory, or adjoint QCD with eight supercharges. It can
be derived by a deformation of N = 4 theory in which the adjoint hypermultiplet acquires a
mass. Aspects of this theory at large N have been considered in [103–106], among others.

Sphere free energies in five dimensions

Additionally, in d = 5, a thorough analysis of supersymmetric field theories on S5 can be found
in the series [107–109]. A systematic study of large N free energies and RG flows in d = 5 is
[110].

Long quivers

The long quiver limit has been reviewed in Section 7 and, as mentioned therein, it was first
solved by C. Uhlemann [62]. It has soon found further applications in five-dimensional [111–
113, 63, 114] and three-dimensional [115, 65, 66] quivers. Four-dimensional long quivers are
more subtle, and have been solved in [64]. Holography approaches to the long quiver SCFTs
include [116–125].

Wilson loops

The consideration of supersymmetric Wilson loops in supersymmetric field theories on Sd using
matrix models techniques started with the foundational papers of localization of V. Pestun [20]
and A. Kapustin, B. Willett and I. Yaakov [74]. There is a vast literature addressing the large N
limit of Wilson loops in the fundamental representation, and here we limit ourselves to mention
references that consider less standard techniques.

• Wilson loops in higher representations have been studied in SQCD in three [126], four
[127–129] and five [130, 16] dimensions.

• Wilson loops in the long quiver limit have been studied in [131, 132].

Product manifolds

In the main text we have focused on supersymmetric field theories on the round sphere Sd. Of
course, there are many other topologies of interest, which have been studied at large N and
compared with predictions from AdS/CFT.

• The other main topology is Sd−1×S1. The literature on this topic is too broad to be
exhaustively reviewed here, thus we limit ourselves to list a small sample of recent works
in AdS4/CFT3 [133–136], in AdS5/CFT4 [7, 9, 137–144], and in AdS6/CFT5 [145, 146].
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An EFT approach to the study of these partition functions was put forward by A. Arabi-
Ardehali and J. Hong [147].

• It is possible to compactify a d-dimensional SCFT on a Riemann surface and study the
theory on Sd−2×Σ. Large N limits of various five-dimensional gauge theories on these
product manifolds were addressed in [148–150], see also [151] for an outlier example and
[152, 153] for the holographic side of the story.

B Planar matrix models

B.1 ’t Hooft limit of Hermitian matrix models

The setup is as in Section 5.1, and we complement the discussion therein by showcasing two
concrete instances of computations.

Eigenvalue density for even potentials

To gain familiarity with the type of computations, let us consider a polynomial potential of
degree ℓ+ 1 containing only even powers:

W (ϕ) =

(ℓ+1)/2∑
p=1

c2p
2p
ϕ2p.

The derivative W ′(z) has ℓ zeros, which will be all distinct for generic coefficients c2p. We thus
look for an ℓ-cut solution. We observe that

(i) By assumption ℓ+ 1 ∈ 2N, thus the number of cuts ℓ is odd.

(ii) By assumption the potential is even, and so is the square of the Vandermonde determinant,
thus the matrix model is an even function of the eigenvalues. The support of the eigenvalue
density will be invariant under ϕ 7→ −ϕ, thus the ℓ cuts will be symmetric with respect to
the origin.

(iii) Convergence of the matrix model requires cℓ+1 > 0 and we can always reabsorb this

coefficient into a change of variables ϕ̃ = (cℓ+1)
1

ℓ+1ϕ together with a redefinition of the

coefficients, c̃2p := c2p(cℓ+1)
2p
ℓ+1 . We henceforth drop the tilde and set cℓ+1 = 1 without

loss of generality.

We use formula (5.11) to evaluate the resolvent ω(z). The polynomial W ′ has no poles, thus
we are left with

ω(z) =
1

2

(ℓ+1)/2∑
p=1

c2pz
2p−1 − 1

2

√√√√ ℓ∏
s=1

(z −As)(z −Bs).

The eigenvalue density is then extracted using (5.7). Let us assume that ϕ ∈ [As⋆ , Bs⋆ ] for a
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fixed s⋆ ∈ {1, . . . , ℓ}, and evaluate ω(z) at the points z = ϕ± iε. We find

ρ(ϕ) = − 1

2πi
lim
ε→0+

[ω(ϕ+ iε)− ω(ϕ− iε)]

= − 1

2πi

(
−1

2

)
lim
ε→0+

[
ℓ∏

s=1

√
(ϕ+ iε−As)(ϕ+ iε−Bs)−

ℓ∏
s=1

√
(ϕ− iε−As)(ϕ− iε−Bs)

]

=
1

4πi
lim
ε→0+

[√
(ϕ+ iε−As⋆)(ϕ+ iε−Bs⋆)−

√
(ϕ− iε−As⋆)(ϕ− iε−Bs⋆)

]
×
∏
s ̸=s⋆

√
(ϕ−As)(ϕ−Bs)︸ ︷︷ ︸

no disc. if s ̸=s⋆

.

In the latter line we have used that the square roots have a definite sign (either both terms
under the square root are positive, or both are negative) if s ̸= s⋆. Rearranging some minus
signs, but being careful not to pull them out of the square root, we easily get

ρ(ϕ) =
1

4πi
lim
ε→0+

[√
−(ϕ+ iε−As⋆)(Bs⋆ − ϕ− iε)−

√
−(ϕ− iε−As⋆)(Bs⋆ − ϕ+ iε)

]
×
∏
s ̸=s⋆

√
(ϕ−As)(ϕ−Bs).

To make the computation more transparent, we now approximate the phase of Bs⋆ − ϕ− iε by
a small negative phase e−iϵ; likewise the phase of Bs⋆ − ϕ+ iε is approximated by a small and
positive phase eiϵ. Given that ε→ 0 is taken eventually, the phase ϵ→ 0+ as ε→ 0+. Then,

ρ(ϕ) =
1

4πi
lim
ε→0+

[√
ei(π−ϵ)(ϕ−As⋆)(Bs⋆ − ϕ)−

√
ei(−π+ϵ)(ϕ−As⋆)(Bs⋆ − ϕ)

]
×
∏
s ̸=s⋆

√
(ϕ−As)(ϕ−Bs)

=
1

4πi

(
ei

π
2 − e−iπ

2

)√
(ϕ−As⋆)(Bs⋆ − ϕ)

∏
s ̸=s⋆

√
(ϕ−As)(ϕ−Bs)

=
1

2π

√
(ϕ−As⋆)(Bs⋆ − ϕ)

∏
s ̸=s⋆

√
(ϕ−As)(ϕ−Bs).

In the first line we have been consistent with the choice of branch cut: all phases must lie in
(−π, π), whereby we write −eiϵ = ei(−π+ϵ).

The crux of the matter here is that the two square roots approach the branch cut from two
different sides, namely e±i(π−ϵ) as ϵ→ 0+. They sit on two distinct Riemann sheets, producing
different phases. We thus find

ρ(ϕ) =
1

2π

√
(ϕ−As⋆)(Bs⋆ − ϕ)

∏
s̸=s⋆

√
(ϕ−As)(ϕ−Bs) if ϕ ∈ [As⋆ , Bs⋆ ], s⋆ = 1, . . . , ℓ.

The dependence of the eigenvalue density on the couplings {c2, c4, . . . , cℓ} is hidden in the ℓ pairs
of endpoints {(As, Bs)}s=1,...,ℓ, which depend on the couplings through the equations imposed
by the normalization condition.
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One-cut solution to the quartic matrix model

In general, the mechanism that reduces from an ℓ-cut to an (ℓ − 1)-cut solution corresponds
to the merger of two of the endpoints of the intervals forming S . Beyond that value of the
couplings, the equations fixing the two endpoints do not admit a real solution.

Let us exemplify the one-cut solution in the quartic matrix model, with potential

W (ϕ) =
1

2
ϕ2 +

λ

4
ϕ4.

We change variables in the matrix model according to ϕ̃ = λ1/2ϕ, so that (omitting the tilde)
the potential becomes

W (ϕ) =
1

λ

(
ϕ2

2
+
ϕ4

4

)
=⇒ W ′(ϕ) =

1

λ

(
ϕ+ ϕ3

)
.

We now consider the one-cut phase. That is to say, we make an ansatz ℓ = 1 for the saddle
point eigenvalue density. The derivative W ′(z) is holomorphic, thus our general formula (5.11)
for the planar resolvent ω(z) gives:

ωquartic(z) =
1

2λ

(
z + z3

)
− 1

2λ
(z + iC)(z − iC)

√
(z −A)(z −B).

The term (z + iC)(z − iC) = z2 + C2 should be computed directly from the integral, under
the ansatz of a one-cut solution. Here instead we take a more pedestrian approach: we use this
ansatz, consistent with the general formula and the one-cut hypothesis, and fix the value of C by
self-consistency. Notice that we should in principle allow a more general ansatz (z+ iC)(z+ iD)
but, relying on the ϕ 7→ −ϕ symmetry of the matrix model, we already know that, in this case,
D = −C.

Expanding ω(z) in 1/z we find

2λωquartic(z) =
1

2
z2(A+B)

+
1

8
z
(
A2 − 2AB +B2 − 8C2 + 8

)
+

1

16

(
A3 −A2B −AB2 + 8AC2 +B3 + 8BC2

)
+

1

128z

(
5A4 − 4A3B − 2A2B2 + 16A2C2 − 4AB3 − 32ABC2 + 5B4 + 16B2C2

)
+O(z−2),

to be equated to 1/z + O(z−2). Imposing the vanishing of the term O(z2) is simply telling
us that A = −B, as we already knew it should be the case from the Z2 symmetry ϕ 7→ −ϕ.
Substituting A = −B the resolvent simplifies:

2λωquartic(z) = z

(
B2

2
− C2 + 1

)
+

1

8z

(
B4 + 4B2C2

)
+O(z−2).

Setting the coefficient of z to zero, as required by the large z behaviour of ω(z), fixes the constant
C to

C2 = 1 +
B2

2
.
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The resolvent simply becomes

ωquartic(z) =
1

2λ

[
z + z3 −

(
z2 + 1 +

B2

2

)√
z2 −B2

]
,

with B determined by the normalization condition lim|z|→∞ zω(z) = 1. This condition reads

1

2λ

B2(3B2 + 4)

8
= 1,

which we understand as a quadratic equation in the variable B2. Out of the two solutions for
B2, only the one that satisfies B2 > 0 when λ > 0 is consistent with the matrix model we started
with. We thus get

B2 =
2

3

(
−1 +

√
1 + 12λ

)
. (B.1)

We readily obtain the density of eigenvalues from the discontinuity equation (5.7), finding

ρquartic(ϕ) =
1

2πλ

(
ϕ2 + 1 +

B2

2

)√
B2 − ϕ2. (B.2)

Exercise: Derive the equation for B2 and solve it. Plot the two branches and convince yourself of

(B.1).

Free energy of the quartic matrix model

Let us now evaluate the free energy of the quartic matrix model in the one-cut phase. We start
by computing its derivative:

1

N2

∂

∂(λ−1)
F [quartic] = − 1

N2

〈
−N

N∑
a=1

(
ϕ2a
2

+
ϕ4a
4

)〉

=

∫ B

−B
dϕρquartic(ϕ)

(
ϕ2

2
+
ϕ4

4

)
=

∫ B

−B
dϕ

1

2πλ

(
ϕ2 + 1 +

B2

2

)√
B2 − ϕ2︸ ︷︷ ︸

from (B.2)

(
ϕ2

2
+
ϕ4

4

)

=
1

2πλ
· π

512
B4
(
9B4 + 40B2 + 32

)
=

1

210λ
B4
(
9B4 + 40B2 + 32

)
.

Using ∂
∂(λ−1)

F = − 1
λ2

∂
∂λF we get

1

N2

∂

∂λ
F [quartic] = − λ

210
B4
(
9B4 + 40B2 + 32

)
, (B.3)

with B2 an explicit function of λ given in (B.1). Expanding in perturbation series and integrating
order by order in λ is an easy task at this point, and we find:

F [quartic] = N2

(
−λ

4

8
+
λ5

10
− 3λ6

8
+

27λ7

14
− 189λ8

16
+O

(
λ9
))

.

Actually, plugging (B.1) into (B.3) and integrating, we obtain the free energy in closed form:

F [quartic]

N2
= −

(12λ+ 1)
(
181440λ3 − 95760λ2 + 1260λ+ 320(12λ+ 1)

5
2 − 448(12λ+ 1)

3
2 − 105

)
34836480
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B.2 ’t Hooft limit of unitary matrix models

The goal of this appendix is to review the solution of unitary matrix models at large N . It is
analogous to the discussion in Section 5.1, but replacing the integration contour RN with (S1)N .
We follow closely the presentations in [154, 155].

Unitary matrix models with single-trace potential are of the form

Zunitary =

∫
U(N)

dU exp [NTrW (U)] (B.4a)

=
1

N !

∮
(S1)N

∏
1≤a<b≤N

|za − zb|2
N∏
a=1

eNW (za) dza
2πiza

(B.4b)

=
1

N !

∫
[−π,π]N

∏
1≤a̸=b≤N

∣∣∣∣2 sin(θa − θb
2

)∣∣∣∣ N∏
a=1

eNŴ (θa)dθa
2π

. (B.4c)

In the first line, dU is the normalized invariant Haar measure on U(N) and in (B.4b) we have
diagonalized U and integrated out the off-diagonal terms, producing the usual Vandermonde
factor. We are left with integration over the eigenvalues

{
za ∈ S1

}
a=1,...,N

of the random matrix

U . There is also an overall 1
N ! from the residual Weyl group SN shuffling the N eigenvalues. In

the last step we have changed variables za = eiθa , ∀a = 1, . . . , N and used∏
1≤a<b≤N

|za − zb|2 =
∏

1≤a̸=b≤N

|eiθa − eiθb |

=
∏

1≤a̸=b≤N

|eiθa/2|︸ ︷︷ ︸
1

· |eiθb/2|︸ ︷︷ ︸
1

·|ei
θa−θb

2 − ei
θb−θa

2 |

=
∏

1≤a̸=b≤N

∣∣∣∣2 sin(θa − θb
2

)∣∣∣∣
to arrive at (B.4c). Besides, in (B.4c) we have defined

Ŵ (θ) ≡W (eiθ).

Notice also the normalization by N in front of the classical potential W (z), in agreement with
the argument of Section 5.1.

Before delving into the large N analysis, a few remarks are in order.

(i) It is possible to replace the integration over U(N) or SU(N) with integration over the
other classical groups SO(N) and USp(2N). The difference at large N is just a factor 1

2
in front of logZ.

(ii) We henceforth assume that the potential W (z) is symmetric under z 7→ z−1. Under the
change of variables z = eiθ, W becomes a function of cos θ only.

(iii) We restrict ourselves to single-trace potentials. Multi-trace potentials are more relevant in
the study of Hagedorn transitions and gauge theories on compact spaces. They can nev-
ertheless be reduced to single-trace unitary models after multiple Hubbard–Stratonovich
transformations. In that case, one first performs the large N limit of the model as we show
in the following, and then extremizes with respect to the auxiliary Hubbard–Stratonovich
fields.
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From assumption (ii), we write

Ŵ (θ) =
∑
j≥1

tj
j
cos(jθ).

For later convenience observe that, if we set tj = 0 ∀j ≥ 1, Ŵ (θ) = 0 and the unitary matrix
model trivializes:

Zunitary(⃗t = 0) =︸︷︷︸
from (B.4a)

∫
U(N)

dU =︸︷︷︸
Haar measure normalized

1. (B.5)

We then have

Zunitary =
1

(2π)NN !

∫
[−π,π]N

dθ eSeff(θ),

with

Seff(θ) = N

N∑
a=1

∑
j≥1

tj
j
cos(jθa)︸ ︷︷ ︸

potential Ŵ

+
∑

1≤a̸=b≤N

log

∣∣∣∣2 sin(θa − θb
2

)∣∣∣∣︸ ︷︷ ︸
Vandermonde

.

Following the general discussion in Section 4.3 and Section 5.1, in the large N limit we have

Seff(θ) = N2

∫ π

−π
dθρ(θ)

∑
j≥1

tj
j
cos(jθ) +

∫ π

−π
dφρ(φ) log

∣∣∣∣2 sin(θ − φ

2

)∣∣∣∣
 .

The eigenvalue density ρ(θ) is normalized,∫ π

−π
dθρ(θ) = 1,

and is supported on suppρ ⊆ [−π, π].
A major difference compared to the setup of Section 5.1 is the compactness of the original

integration cycle. The distance between any two eigenvalues cannot exceed 2π, which, taking
the large N limit, is translated into the constraint

ρ(θ) ≥ 0.

As a consequence, whenever ρ(θ) would become negative in some region of the parameter space,
a phase transition takes place, such that the eigenvalue density in the new phase is supported
on a collection of arcs S ⊂ [−π, π] and is still normalized and nonnegative.

Exercise: Show that |θa − θb| ≤ 2π for all a, b implies ρ(θ) ≥ 0 in the large N limit. (Hint: use the

Weyl invariance to order the eigenvalues in decreasing order and study |θa − θa−1| = θa−θa−1

a−(a−1) .)

In the large N limit, the leading order contribution comes from ρ(θ) that extremizes the
effective action Seff(θ). We are led to solve the SPE

P

∫
dφρ(φ) cot

(
θ − φ

2

)
= Ŵ ′(θ), (B.6)

where we recall
Ŵ ′(θ) =

∑
j≥1

tj sin(jθ).

Notice also the lack of a factor 1
2 on the right-hand side, compared to (5.4).
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Ungapped phase

The problem we want to face in the rest of this appendix is to solve (B.6) for ρ. To begin with,
we make the ansatz

suppρ = [−π, π],

that is, the eigenvalue density is supported on the whole circle. Solutions of this type go under
the name of “ungapped”, as opposed to the “gapped” solutions, for which suppρ develops a gap
in [−π, π], see Figure B.1. We emphasize that, generically, the “gapped” solution merely refers
to the shape of suppρ and is meant to have no implication on the energy spectrum of the model
under consideration.

Figure B.1. Left: Ungapped phase. The eigenvalue density is supported on the whole circle. Right:
gapped one-cut phase. The eigenvalue density is supported on a simply-connected arc.

To solve (B.6) with the ungapped ansatz, we use the (integral) identity

P

∫
dφρ(φ) cot

(
θ − φ

2

)
= 2

∞∑
j=1

∫
dφρ(φ) [cos(jφ) sin(jθ)− cos(jθ) sin(jφ)] . (B.7)

Denoting by ρcosj and ρsinj the corresponding Fourier coefficients of the eigenvalue density ρ(θ),
we use (B.7) into (B.6) and integrate over −π ≤ φ ≤ π. We get

2π
∞∑
j=1

[
ρcosj sin(jθ)− ρsinj cos(jθ)

]
=
∑
j≥1

tj sin(jθ),

which, using the orthogonality of the Fourier basis, yields

2πρcosj = tj , 2πρsinj = 0, ∀j ≥ 1.

In this way, all the Fourier coefficients of ρ(θ) are obtained except ρcos0 , which however is fixed
by normalization: ∫ π

−π
dθρ(θ) = 2πρcos0 =⇒ 2πρcos0 = 1.

We thus find

ρ(θ) =
1

2π

∑
j≥0

tj cos(jθ), θ ∈ [−π, π], (B.8)

where for shortness we have defined t0 = 1.

87



Free energy in the ungapped phase

To compute Funitary = − logZunitary, it is convenient to evaluate ∂
∂tα

Funitary, ∀α ≥ 1. We get

∂

∂tα
Funitary = − 1

Zunitary

∂

∂tα
Zunitary

= −

〈
1

α

(
−N

N∑
a=1

cos(αθa)

)〉

=
N2

α

∫ π

−π
dθρ(θ) cos(αθ)

=
N2

α

∫ π

−π

dθ

2π
cos(αθ)

∑
j≥0

tj cos(jθ) =
N2

α

∑
j≥0

tjδj,α =
N2

α
tα.

Integrating all these equations gives

Funitary =
N2

2

∑
j≥1

t2j
j
,

up to a constant term independent of all couplings. This constant term is seen to vanish imposing
the boundary condition (B.5), namely Zunitary(⃗t = 0) = 1, for the integration over each tα.

Gapped solution

In regions in the t⃗-parameter space in which ρ(θ0) < 0 for some θ0 ∈ [−π, π], the ungapped
solution (B.8) breaks down and we have to look for a different ansatz.

The support of the new solution develops a gap around the point θ0 ∈ [−π, π] at which the
ungapped solution breaks down (see the right panel of Figure B.1). The solution in the gapped
phase will be much more along the lines of Section 5.1 and, in fact, solving (B.6) in any gapped
phase could be mapped to a problem on R via the stereographic projection, as in Figure B.2.
Let us reiterate that the adjective “gapped” refers only to the form of the solution for ρ(θ).

Figure B.2. The stereographic projection maps the gapped phase of a unitary matrix model to a
Hermitian matrix model.

Let us solve (B.6) for

S := suppρ =
ℓ⋃

s=1

[θ(−)
s , θ(+)

s ], θ(+)
s < θ

(−)
s+1.

The collection of endpoints inherits a reflection symmetry θ 7→ −θ from assumption (ii) on the
θ 7→ −θ symmetry of the classical potential W .
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We make the change of variables z = eiθ and u = eiφ. We denote ρ̂(u) the real-valued
function of complex variable such that ρ̂(eiθ) = ρ(θ), and also define Γ ⊂ S1 to be the union of

circular arcs in C running from eiθ
(−)
s to eiθ

(+)
s . In other words, Γ is the image of the embedding

S → C under the map θ 7→ eiθ, see Figure B.3 for an illustration. For consistency with the

notation of Section 5.1, let us also define As := eiθ
(−)
s and Bs := eiθ

(+)
s .

Figure B.3. Left: Support S , a union of intervals in [−π, π]. Right: The change of variables z = eiθ

sends S to Γ, a union of arcs in C.

The SPE (B.6) is rewritten as

P

∫
Γ

du

iu
ρ̂(u)

(
i
z + u

z − u

)
=
i

2

∑
j≥1

λj

(
zj − 1

zj

)
. (B.9)

It is important to underline that we are studying the matrix model in the form (B.4c) and the
saddle point equation is for the angular variables θa. The change of variables at this stage is just
a convenient rewriting. In particular, we (i) first obtain (B.6), and then (ii) change variables.
Hence, the right-hand side of (B.9) is not the derivative of W (z) with respect to z; instead, it

is Ŵ ′ after writing eiθ = z.
We introduce the resolvent

ω(z) = P

∫
Γ

du

iu
ρ̂(u)

z + u

z − u
, z ∈ C \Γ,

where we recall that Γ is the union of simply-connected arcs. ω(z) mimics the resolvent in-
troduced in Section 5.1, but with two differences. First, carefully checking all the factors, one
gets

lim
ε→0+

[
ω(eiθ+ε)− ω(eiθ−ε)

]
= 4πρ̂(eiθ) = 4πρ(θ), eiθ ∈ Γ, (B.10)

as opposed to (5.7). Also, because of the term z+u
z−u in the definition, as opposed to 1

z−σ , the
resolvent ω(z) in a unitary matrix model is normalized as

lim
|z|→∞

ω(z) = 1.

Exercise: Derive the factor 4π in (B.10).

At this stage, we take an integration contour C that encircles the cut Γ but leaves outside
z ∈ C, as in Figure B.4.
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Figure B.4. Integration contour C in the one-cut case. It encircles Γ (red) leaving z outside.

Then, (B.9) is solved by

ω(z) =

√√√√ ℓ∏
s=1

(As − z) (Bs − z)

∮
C

du

2π

(
− i

2

)∑
j≥1 λj

(
uj − 1

uj

)
(z − u)

√∏ℓ
s=1 (As − u) (Bs − u)

(B.11)

(notice the extra minus sign in the numerator). At this point, we deform the integration contour

to infinity, picking the poles at u = z, at u = 0 and possibly the poles coming from Ŵ ′. Notice
that, for specific choices of the coefficients tj , Ŵ

′ may sum up to a meromorphic function, whose
poles contribute to the integral and must be carefully considered. The solution is essentially
analogous to (5.10).

Example: The Gross–Witten–Wadia model

As a concrete example, let us apply the machinery to the Gross–Witten–Wadia model, charac-
terized by

Ŵ (θ) = t cos(θ).

In its field theory interpretation, t = λ−1 is the inverse of the ’t Hooft gauge coupling.
In the ungapped phase, (B.8) is specialized to

ρGWW(θ) =
1

2π
[1 + t cos(θ)] .

This eigenvalue density ceases to be a solution at t = 1, because beyond that point one would
get a negative density around θ = π. We thus look for a one-cut solution supported on θ ∈
[θ(−), θ(+)]. The support inherits the reflection symmetry of Ŵ (θ), and we write θ(±) = ±θ0.

In this model, (B.11) receives a contribution from the pole at u = z, which only contributes
to the regular part of ω(z). Additionally, it has a pole at u = 0, contributing√

(e−iθ0 − z) (eiθ0 − z)Resu=0
t

2u

1

(z − u)
√

(e−iθ0 − u) (eiθ0 − u)
=
√
(e−iθ0 − z) (eiθ0 − z)

t

2z
,
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plus the residual integration from the circle at infinity, which, in the limit of large radius, is√
(e−iθ0 − z) (eiθ0 − z)

∮
S1∞

du

2π

(
− it

2u

)
=
t

2

√
(e−iθ0 − z) (eiθ0 − z).

Being careful with the sign coming from the square roots, according to the direction from where
the cut Γ is approached, we find

lim
ε→0+

ω(eiθ+ε)− lim
ε→0+

ω(eiθ−ε) = t
(
1 + e−iθ

)
lim
ε→0+

√
(e−iθ0 − eiθ+ε) (eiθ0 − eiθ+ε),

which, from (B.10), gives

ρGWW(θ) =
t

π
cos

θ

2

√(
sin

θ0
2

)2

−
(
sin

θ

2

)2

, θ ∈ [−θ0, θ0].

The endpoint θ0 of the support is fixed by normalization, and we find∫ θ0

−θ0

dθρGWW(θ) = 1 =⇒
(
sin

θ0
2

)2

=
1

t
.

The solution is plotted in Figure B.5.

-3 -2 -1 1 2 3
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10

t=
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t=2

Figure B.5. Eigenvalue density of the Gross–Witten–Wadia model as t varies.
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