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Abstract

We use a loop truncated Jevicki-Sakita effective collective field Hamil-
tonian to obtain, over a very large range of values of ’t Hooft’s coupling,
and directly in the large N limit, the large N (planar) ground state energy,
the planar ground state expectation values of invariant correlators, and
the 1/N spectrum of the quantum mechanical system of three massless
Yang-Mills coupled matrices. This captures the dynamics of the (resid-
ual) gauge invariant sector of the spatially reduced 3+1 dimensional pure
Yang-Mills theory, in the large N limit.The large N loop space constraints
are handled by the use of master variables. As is the case for two ma-
trices, the method is highly efficient directly in the massless limit, and
it reproduces to a very high precision the scaling dependence of physical
quantities, determined by their dimensions, on the dimensionful ’t Hooft
coupling. We obtain the bound state masses of ”glueballs”, their quantum
numbers and ensuing degeneracies.

1 Introduction

There is recent interest in the application of numerical methods to a direct
study of the large N limit [1] properties of multi-matrix systems [2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7]
1. This is not surprising, given their importance as providing reduced ansatzes
for large N gauge theories, both in the path integral [13, 14, 15, 16, 17] and
Hamiltonian formulations [18, 19], and, since their interpretation as D0 branes
[20], as possible candidates for a non-perturbative definition of M theory[21], also
argued to be valid for the path integral [22]. The AdS/CFT correspondence [23,
24, 25] has highlighted the importance of N = 4 SYM theory, with its bosonic
adjoint scalar sector, and ensuing integrability properties [26] and Hamiltonian
reductions [27], [28, 29, 30]. They are used in the study of black holes [31, 32,
33]2.

∗Email: joao.rodrigues@wits.ac.za
1We have in mind the path integral or the quantum mechanics of a finite number of

hermitian or unitary matrices. For more recent related work, see, e.g., [8, 9, 10, 11, 12].
2There is a vast literature on matrix models; we have tried to highlight only some key

developments in their application, with emphasis on YM coupled systems
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Whether one bootstraps by iterating loop equations and refining initial
guesses [3] or by semidefinite programming [2, 4, 5, 7], or whether one uses
optimization with respect to master variables [6], all these approaches have to
take into account the existence of non-negative loop constraints, long identified
in [34, 35, 36, 37].

In this communication, we study the large N properties of the gauge invari-
ant sector of the Hamiltonian of three massless hermitian matrices interacting
via a Yang-Mills potential. This system is the spatially reduced 3+1 dimensional
pure Yang-Mills theory in the large N limit, and for physical states satisfying
Gauss’ law. As is the case for two massless Yang-Mills coupled hermitian ma-
trices [38], we are able to study the system directly in the large N and massless
limits. In general [39, 40], properties of the massless system are obtained by
extrapolation of a system with a finite mass parameter to zero. In our case,
being able to work directly in the massless limit, we obtain and confirm the
expected scaling dependence of energies and planar correlators on the coupling
constant, to a high degree of precision, and over a range of ’t Hooft couplings
close to four orders of magnitude. .

Our approach is based on the collective field theory hamiltonian of Jevicki
and Sakita [41]. This Hamiltonian is an exact re-writing of a given theory
in terms of its (gauge) invariant variables. The large N (planar) background
is then obtained semiclassically as the minimum of an effective potential Veff

and, when expanded about this large N background, the collective field theory
Hamiltonian generates 1/N corrections systematically 3 4.

For the numerical results, we use a truncated collective field hamiltonian.
The issue of constraints is addressed by the use of ”master variables” [35, 6, 36].
These are variables that satisfy the constraints explicitly, of which the original
variables are an example. For three matrix systems, we keep one of the matrices
diagonal and the other two as arbitrary N × N hermitian, so that there are
N(2N + 1) master variables. The effective potential is then minimized with
respect to these variables, from which the planar large N energy and planar
expectation values of invariant correlators are obtained. In addition to satisfying
the constraints in the planar limit, master variables can be used to set up the
spectrum equations of the theory [36].

As a reduced 3+1 dimensional Yang-Mills system, the study of the spectrum
and ensuing presence of mass gaps, scaling behaviour, quantum numbers and
degeneracies is of particular importance (interest?). We believe that currently,
this is the only method able to provide information about the large N spectrum
of the theory.

This article is organized as follows: after the current Introduction, Section 2
briefly describes the method, the loop truncation and the use of master variables
in dealing with the loop space constraints and in obtaining both the large N
energy and background and the 1/N spectrum. A more detailed description
can be found in [38] and [6], In Section 3 we apply the method to the large N
limit of the quantum mechanics of three massless Yang-Mills coupled matrices.
The method displays perfect stable convergence directly in this massless limit,
with physical quantities exhibiting the scaling behaviour determined by their
dimensions to a very high level of precision, both for planar quantities and for the

3For a single matrix based example, see for instance [42], [43]
4We consider matrix valued systems in this communication, but the same is true of vector

valued field theories
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1/N spectrum. In other words, the loop truncated collective field Hamiltonian
is entirely consistent with the scaling properties of the full massless theory. For
the spectrum, bound ”glueball” states develop well defined mass-gaps. Their
degeneracies and quantum numbers are identified. In Section 4, we compare
results of the large N spectrum of the reduced model to those of lattice gauge
theories, and present a brief discussion and outlook.

2 Method and loop truncation

We consider the quantum mechanics of three N × N hermitian matrices
XA, A = 1, 2, 3, interacting via a Yang-Mills potential:

Ĥ =
1

2

3∑
A=1

TrP 2
A+

m2

2

3∑
A=1

TrX2
A−

g2YM

2N

3∑
A ̸=B

Tr[XA, XB ]
2 =

1

2

3∑
A=1

TrP 2
A+Tr(V (XA)).

(1)
PA is canonical conjugate to XA, and m is a mass. We will only consider
the massless case m = 0 in this communication. Note that in terms of our
conventions, ’t Hooft’s coupling λ is λ = g2YM .

The U(N) invariant loops are single traces of products of the matrices XA,
up to cyclic permutations:

ϕ(C) = Tr(...Xm1
1 Xm2

2 Xm3
3 Xn1

1 Xn2
2 Xn3

3 ...) .

For instance, with two matrices one has [1 1] = Tr(X2
1 ) , [1 2] = Tr(X1X2) , [1 3] =

Tr(X1X3) , [2 2] = Tr(X2
2 ) , [2 3] = Tr(X2X3) , [3 3] = Tr(X2

3 ), with three matri-
ces [1 1 1] = Tr(X3

1 ) , [1 1 2] = Tr(X2
1X2) , [1 1 3] = Tr(X2

1X3) , [1 2 2] = Tr(X1X
2
2 ),

[1 2 3] = Tr(X1X2X3), etc., with an obvious notation. We will continue to refer
to the invariant variables as “loops”, for historical reasons.

The collective field Hamiltonian [41] in terms of the invariant loops ϕ(C)
takes the form

H ′
col =

1

2

∑
C,C′

π†(C)Ω(C,C ′)π(C ′)+
1

8

∑
C,C′

w(C)Ω−1(C,C ′)w†(C ′)+V (ϕ)+∆H ′,

where π(C) is the canonical conjugate to ϕ(C), and

Ω(C,C ′) =

3∑
A=1

Tr

(
∂ϕ†(C)

∂X†
A

∂ϕ(C ′)

∂XA

)
=
∑
C”

y(C,C ′, C ′′)ϕ(C ′′)

w(C) =

3∑
A=1

Tr

(
∂2ϕ(C)

∂X†
A∂XA

)
=
∑

C′,C”

z(C,C ′, C ′′)ϕ(C ′)ϕ(C ′′).

Ω(C,C ′) joins a loop C of length (number of matrices in the loop) l(C) and
another of length l(C ′) into a number of loops of length l(C) + l(C ′)− 2. w(C)
splits the loop C of length l(C) into sets of two loops C ′ and C ′′ with total
lengths l(C)−2. ∆H ′ contains subleading (in 1/N) counterterms that need not
be considered for the large N background and the spectrum.

In order to exhibit explicitly the large N dependence, we let

ϕ(C) → ϕ(C)

N
l(C)
2 +1

=
Tr(...Xm1

1 Xm2
2 Xn1

1 Xn2
2 ...)

N
l(C)
2 +1

, π(C) → N
l(C)
2 +1π(C)

3



and obtain

Hcol =
1

2N2

∑
C,C′

π†(C)Ω(C,C ′)π(C ′) +N2Veff (ϕ) , (2)

Veff (ϕ) ≡
1

8

∑
C,C′

w(C)Ω−1(C,C ′)w†(C ′) + V (ϕ). (3)

It follows that the large N background is the minimum of Veff subject to
the constraint that Ω(C,C ′) is semi-positive definite.5

2.1 Truncation of loop space

For a given l (l ≥ 4), Ω is truncated to be a NΩ ×NΩ matrix, where NΩ is the
number of loops of length l or less. Ω itself, however, depends on loops with
lengths up to lmax = 2l − 2. If Nloops is the number of loops with length lmax

or less, then it is seen that Veff in (3) is a function of Nloops:

V trunc
eff (ϕ(C), C = 1, ..., Nloops) =

1

8

NΩ∑
C,C′=1

w(C)Ω−1(C,C ′)w†(C ′) + V (ϕ)

The following table displays how these numbers grow:

lmax NΩ Nloops

6 44 225
8 75 1374
10 225 9503
12 540 69978

Table 1: Truncating loop space

2.2 Planar limit.

In order to minimize V trunc
eff subject to the constraint Ω(C,C ′) ⪰ 0, we introduce

master variables ϕα that explicitly satisfy this constraint:

Ω(C,C ′) =
∑
α

∂ϕ†(C)

∂ϕα

∂ϕ(C ′)

∂ϕα
⪰ 0 .

Specifically, we choose X1 to be diagonal and X2 , X3 arbitrary N ×N hermi-
tian matrices. The master field then has 2N2 + N real components ϕα, α =
1, 2, ..., N(2N + 1).

The planar limit is obtained by minimizing V trunc
eff with respect to the master

variables. More precisely, at the minimum,

∂V trunc
eff

∂ϕα
≡

Nloops∑
C=1

∂V trunc
eff

∂ϕ(C)

∂ϕ(C)

∂ϕα

∣∣∣
ϕ0
α

= 0, α = 1, 2, ..., N(2N + 1) (4)

ϕplanar(C) ≡ ϕ(C)|ϕ0
α
, C = 1, ..., Nloops. (5)

5The discussion next in this section follows closely that of [38] and [6], which are based on
[34, 35, 36]
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In general, ∂V trunc
eff /∂ϕ(C) ̸= 0. The planar background is specified by the large

N expectation values ϕplanar(C) = ϕ(C)|ϕ0
α
of all gauge invariant operators.

The numerical algorithm generalizes in a straightforward way that of two
matrices, [6] and [38]. In this communication, we have chosen a truncation with
lmax = 10, that is, 9503 Nloops and a 225× 225 Ω matrix. For the master field,
we took N = 69, corresponding to 9591 master variables. The convergence
criteria requires the magnitude of the components of the gradient vector to be
of the order of 10−10.

2.3 Spectrum

The 1/N expansion is an expansion in terms of loop variables. As such, one lets

ϕ(C) = ϕplanar(C) +
1

N
η(C), π(C) = Np(C),

and expands (2) up to second order. Use of master variables ensures that the
linear term in η vanishes, and from the study of quadratic small fluctuations,
one obtains ([6] and [38], based on [36]):

ϵn =

eign
Nloops∑

C′=1

Ω̂0(C,C
′)V

(2)
0 (C ′, C ′′)

1/2

, V
(2)
0 (C,C ′) ≡

∂2V trunc
eff

∂ϕ(C)ϕ†(C ′)

∣∣∣
ϕ0
α

(6)
Note that Ω̂0 is not the same as Ω, but a matrix of size Nloops ×Nloops! In

practice, it cannot be calculated in loop space as a loop joining matrix, but at
the minimum, it can be obtained from the planar master field ϕ0

α as:

Ω̂0(C,C
′) =

3∑
A=1

N∑
a,b=1

(
∂ϕ†(C)

∂(X†
A)ab

)∣∣∣∣∣
ϕ0
α

(
∂ϕ(C ′)

∂(XA)ba

) ∣∣∣∣∣
ϕ0
α

, C, C ′ = 1, ..., Nloops

As a result of the difference in dimensions between Ω̂0 and Ω0, there are NΩ

physical, and in general finite, eigenvalues, with Nloops − NΩ zero eigenvalues
[6, 36]

3 Massless quantum mechanical system, or re-
duced large N Yang-Mills theory

We study the three matrix Hamiltonian (1) in the massless case. This system
has one dimensional parameter only, gYM

6. Its dimension, that of λ and of the
fields XA are:

[gYM ] =
3

2
, [λ] = 3 , [X1] = [X2] = −1

2
.

As such, we expect a simple algebraic dependence on λ of all physical quantities,
simply determined by their dimensions. For instance,

e = Λe λ
1/3 , TrX2

1 = Λ[11] λ
−1/3 , TrX4

1 = Λ[1111] λ
−2/3 , etc.,

6Recall that in terms of our conventions, ’t Hooft’s coupling λ = g2Y M .
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where e is any energy of the system.
We considered 10 values of λ, ranging from e−4 to e5 , chosen to be equally

distributed over a logarithmic scale and over almost four orders of magnitude,
as shown in Table 2:

λ

0.01831.. 0.04978.. 0.1353.. 0.3678.. 1 2.718.. 7.389.. 20.08.. 54.59.. 148.4..

Table 2: Values of λ : e−4, e−3, ..., e4, e5.

For each value of λ in the massless limit, we found that the optimization
algorithm exhibited remarkable stable convergence to the system’s minimum.
When physical properties are plotted as functions of λ, they show remarkable
agreement with their predicted scaling dependence. We first present these re-
sults for large N planar quantities, and then for the spectrum of the theory.

3.1 Planar limit

Table 3 displays a subset of the results obtained for the planar limit of the
quantum mechanical system: the large N ground state energy and the non-
zero expectation values of all loops with 4 matrices or less. We list the ground
state energies with 5 decimal places, and loop data with 4 decimal places, as to
this accuracy loops odd under 1 → −1 , 2 → −2 and 3 → −3 vanish and are
not displayed. Symmetry under the O(3) permutation subgroup is seen to be
realised to at least three significant digits.

λ e−4 e−3 e−2 e−1 1 e1 e2 e3 e4 e5

e0/N
2 0.36048 0.50309 0.70211 0.97988 1.36753 1.90854 2.66359 3.71733 5.18795 7.24037

Tr1 /N2 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000 1.0000
[11] /N2 1.6629 1.1915 0.8538 0.6117 0.4383 0.3141 0.2250 0.1613 0.1155 0.0828
[22] /N2 1.6628 1.1914 0.8537 0.6117 0.4383 0.3141 0.2250 0.1612 0.1155 0.0828
[33] /N2 1.6630 1.1916 0.8538 0.6118 0.4384 0.3141 0.2251 0.1613 0.1156 0.0828
[1111] /N3 5.5732 2.8614 1.4691 0.7542 0.3872 0.1988 0.1021 0.0524 0.0269 0.0138
[1122] /N3 2.5866 1.3280 0.6818 0.3501 0.1797 0.0923 0.0474 0.0243 0.0125 0.0064
[1133] /N3 2.5860 1.3277 0.6817 0.3500 0.1797 0.0923 0.0474 0.0243 0.0125 0.0064
[1212] /N3 0.3997 0.2052 0.1054 0.0541 0.0278 0.0143 0.0073 0.0038 0.0019 0.0010
[1313] /N3 0.3995 0.2051 0.1053 0.0541 0.0278 0.0143 0.0073 0.0038 0.0019 0.0010
[2222] /N3 5.5730 2.8613 1.4690 0.7542 0.3872 0.1988 0.1021 0.0524 0.0269 0.0138
[2233] /N3 2.5866 1.3280 0.6818 0.3501 0.1797 0.0923 0.0474 0.0243 0.0125 0.0064
[2323] /N3 0.3996 0.2052 0.1053 0.0541 0.0278 0.0143 0.0073 0.0038 0.0019 0.0010
[3333] /N3 5.5740 2.8618 1.4693 0.7544 0.3873 0.1988 0.1021 0.0524 0.0269 0.0138

Table 3: Planar energies and non-zero correlator expectation values for loops
with up to four matrices.

If one fits the logarithmic plot of the large N ground state energies versus
λ, one finds remarkable agreement with the scaling behaviour7:

ln e0/N
2 = 0.313006 + 0.33333332(1) lnλ .

7The parameters and their uncertainties are obtained with the Mathematica functions
LinearModelFit and NonlinearModelFit.

6



The accuracy with which the interpolation matches the exact scaling p = 1/3
over of a range of couplings close to four orders of magnitude, at this level of
truncation, is indeed remarkable . We are then justified in setting p = 1/3 and
fit the data to the scaling function e0/N

2 = Λ0 λ
1/3 with result

Λ0 = 1.36752999(4). (7)

The logarithm linear fit and the final data fit to the predicted scaling dependence
are displayed in figure (1)

(a) Linear fit of ln e0/N2 versus lnλ (b) Fit of e0/N2 to the scaling function
1.36753 λ1/3

Figure 1: Logarithmic linear fit and fit to predicted scaling dependence for the
planar ground state energy e0/N

2.

While these results are impressive, and demonstrate that the truncation
scheme preserves the scaling properties of the system, errors are mainly asso-
ciated with the size of the truncation ([38]). In our case, this is difficult to
obtain directly: the next sized truncation is not computationally feasible, and
the smaller size is too small. For planar properties, we base our estimate on the
accuracy with which planar quantities are displayed in Table 3. We then list
the final scaling dependence on ’t Hooft’s coupling for the planar ground state
energy of the massless system as:

e0/N
2 = 1.3675(1)λ1/3

We follow the same analysis for loops containing two matrices and consider
the correlator TrAA ≡ (TrX2

1 + TrX2
2 + TrX2

3 )/3N
2. As was the case for the

ground state energy, the logarithmic λ dependence is first approximated by a
linear fit TrAA = CAA λp and then fitted to the scaling dimensions of the
loop correlator TrAA = ΛAA λ−1/3 The results are presented in Table 4 and
displayed in Figure 2.

For the truncation size considered in this communication, the scaling power
for the large N planar correlator is again predicted with a high level of accuracy,
matching with a high level of precision the expected scaling behaviour. As
was the case for the planar ground state energy, the final error estimate is
based on the accuracy with which planar correlators are displayed in Table
3 (reflecting, e.g., the accuracy with which odd planar correlators vanish and
SO(3) symmetry). This is consistent with the analysis of ([38]), where the
dependence on the truncation size can be ascertained directly.
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Parameters of (ln) linear fit p = −1/3 fixed Final scaling function

lnCAA p ΛAA (TrX2
1 +TrX2

2 +TrX2
3 )/3N

2

-0.8247697 -0.3333335(1) 0.4383359(1) 0.4383(2)λ−1/3

Table 4: TrAA log linear fit parameters, scaling parameter ΛAA at this level of
truncation and final scaling function

(a) Linear fit of lnTrAA versus lnλ (b) Fit of TrAA to scaling function
0.4383 λ−1/3

Figure 2: Numerical results for the planar limit of TrAA ≡ (TrXAXA)/3N
2,

logarithmic linear fit and fit to predicted scaling dependence.

For invariant loops with 4 matrices, we considered the three loops

TrAAAA ≡ ([1111] + [2222] + [3333])/3N3

TrAABB ≡ ([1122] + [1133] + [2233])/3N3

TrABAB ≡ ([1212] + [1313] + [2323])/3N3

and carried out the same analysis, which is summarized in table 5 and figure 3,
where the final logarithmic linear fits with scaling p = −2/3 are shown.

Log linear fit p = −2/3 Final

lnC p Λ Scaling function

TrAAAA -0.9486660 -0.6666669(1) 0.3872572(1) 0.3873(5)λ−2/3

TrAABB -1.716396 -0.6666673(1) 0.1797126(1) 0.1797(1)λ−2/3

TrABAB -3.58398 -0.666671(1) 0.0277649(1) 0.0278(1)λ−2/3

Table 5: Logarithmic linear fit parameters and scaling parameter for TrAAAA,
TrAABB and TrABAB.

Remarks similar to those given for the previously discussed large N planar
quantities, which concern the high level of accuracy of the numerical results,
clearly also apply to these invariant loops with 4 matrices.

Finally, we consider ”angles” defined as

AAB ≡ N
TrX2

AX
2
B − TrXAXBXAXB

TrX2
ATrX

2
B

= −N

2

Tr[XA, XB ]
2

TrX2
ATrX

2
B

, A ̸= B .
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Figure 3: Numerical results for the planar limits of TrAAAA, TrAABB and
TrAABB with logarithmic linear fits to predicted scaling dependence.

Fitting constants to the loop data, one obtains:

A12 = 0.790939(1) , A13 = 0.790660(1) , A23 = 0.790875(1)

Following the discussion hitherto, we assign

A = 0.791(2) .

As is the case for two matrices, [38], this ratio remains constant in the massless
limit for all values of the coupling constant. 8 9.

3.2 1/N spectrum

We consider in this subsection the numerical results obtained for the spectrum
of the theory. These are independent of N and are determined from a quadratic

hamiltonian H
(2)
trunc as 1/N fluctuations about the large N planar background,

as described in Section 2.3.

3.2.1 Masses and scaling behaviour

We observe that the mass of the fourth excited state and of all other higher ex-
cited states show the expected increase with coupling. The same is not the case
for the three lowest lying states, which remain numerically equal to zero. These
are nothing but the three commuting U(1) modes of the Yang-Mills coupling,
not present in a SU(N) theory, as opposed to the U(N) theory discussed in
this communication, and as appropriate for the large N limit. The fact that the
numerical algorithm displays clearly identifiable physical zero modes, provides
another test of the approach which we follow, as one may be concerned that
the zero non-physical modes that it generates could prevent the identification
of physical zero modes that a theory may possess.

8In [4] the quantum mechanics of two matrices with mass was considered, and it was
observed that this ratio seemed to converge to a constant value at large coupling. Its value
was established directly in the massless limit in [38].

9For the two matrix integral, with masses but at large coupling, it has been shown that
the two matrices commute [44], corresponding to the flat directions of the potential.
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Table 6 displays the numerical results obtained for the square of the masses
of the 4th to the 37th excited state, as a function of the coupling constant λ.
Colours highlight the grouping of the states into different multiplets. Where
the grouping is not entirely visible, we use information obtained from the eigen-
states. This is discussed later.

We then carry out a similar analysis to that of previous subsection, by first
performing a linear fit to the log dependence of the average mass of the mul-
tiplets on the logarithm of λ, comparing it with the scaling power prediction,
and then optimize the match to the scaling dependence of the energies:

e = Aλp , and then e = Λ λ1/3 .

This is displayed in Table 7, together with the quantum numbers (JPC) of the
multiplets and a final scaling function with estimated errors.

Again we observe an excellent agreement with the expected scaling power
1/3 of the coupling constant λ for the masses of the excited bound states.
Unlike the case for two matrices, where the lowest lying bound states formed a
degenerate doublet with a singlet at a higher mass, for three matrices the lowest
lying bound state is a singlet 0++, with the 2++ quintuplet states having highly
accurate higher masses. For the singlet, we have identified some dependence on
the convergence criteria, which was taken into consideration together with the
”spread” of the multiplets, when applicable, in assigning error estimates to the
final scaling functions displayed in Table 7.

In assigning quantum numbers, J is determined by the multiplicity of the
multiplets. As expected, and checked with the corresponding eigenvectors, the
parity assignment is given by (−1)J . The first states odd under charge con-
jugation are the singlets e36 and e37. The signature in terms of the eigen-
function components is remarkably ”clean”: for instance, Ψ36,37

[123] = −Ψ36,37
[132] ,

Ψ36,37
[1123] = −Ψ36,37

[1132] etc. to a very high degree of accuracy, with all real loop

components zero with the same degree of accuracy. 10

In figures 4 , 5, 6 and 7 we display the logarithmic linear fits and the fits to
the scaling power law of the numerical spectrum data for en, n = 4, ..., 37.

(a) Linear fit of the ln of e4 and of ln of
the midpoint of the n = 5, ..., 9 quintuplet
masses versus lnλ .

(b) Fit of e4 and of the midpoint of the
n = 5, ..., 9 quintuplet masses to scaling
functions Λλ1/3.

Figure 4: Numerical results for the mass e4 and mid point mass of the n = 5, ..., 9
quintuplet: logarithmic linear fits and fits to predicted scaling dependence.

10[123]† = [132], [1123]† = [1132], etc.
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λ e−4 e−3 e−2 e−1 1 e1 e2 e3 e4 e5

e4
2 0.0565 0.1101 0.2145 0.4180 0.8145 1.588 3.091 6.024 11.74 22.86

e5
2 0.2424 0.4720 0.9194 1.791 3.488 6.794 13.23 25.77 50.20 97.77

e6
2 0.2425 0.4724 0.9200 1.792 3.490 6.798 13.24 25.79 50.23 97.84

e7
2 0.2426 0.4725 0.9203 1.792 3.491 6.800 13.24 25.80 50.24 97.86

e8
2 0.2429 0.4731 0.9216 1.795 3.496 6.810 13.26 25.83 50.32 98.00

e9
2 0.2430 0.4733 0.9218 1.795 3.497 6.811 13.27 25.84 50.33 98.03

e10
2 0.5681 1.106 2.155 4.196 8.173 15.92 31.00 60.38 117.6 229.1

e11
2 0.5683 1.107 2.156 4.200 8.180 15.93 31.03 60.44 117.7 229.3

e12
2 0.5703 1.111 2.164 4.214 8.208 15.99 31.14 60.65 118.1 230.1

e13
2 0.5710 1.112 2.166 4.219 8.217 16.01 31.17 60.72 118.3 230.3

e14
2 0.5726 1.115 2.172 4.231 8.241 16.05 31.27 60.90 118.6 231.0

e15
2 0.5740 1.118 2.177 4.241 8.260 16.09 31.34 61.03 118.9 231.5

e16
2 0.5748 1.120 2.181 4.247 8.273 16.11 31.38 61.13 119.1 231.9

e17
2 0.5947 1.158 2.256 4.395 8.560 16.67 32.47 63.25 123.2 240.0

e18
2 0.7621 1.484 2.891 5.631 10.97 21.36 41.60 81.03 157.8 307.4

e19
2 0.7625 1.485 2.892 5.634 10.97 21.37 41.62 81.07 157.9 307.6

e20
2 0.7667 1.493 2.908 5.664 11.03 21.49 41.86 81.52 158.8 309.3

e21
2 0.9308 1.813 3.532 6.879 13.40 26.10 50.83 99.01 192.8 375.6

e22
2 0.9391 1.829 3.563 6.940 13.52 26.33 51.28 99.87 194.5 378.9

e23
2 0.9405 1.832 3.568 6.950 13.54 26.37 51.36 100.0 194.8 379.5

e24
2 0.9433 1.837 3.579 6.971 13.58 26.45 51.51 100.3 195.4 380.6

e25
2 0.9460 1.843 3.589 6.990 13.62 26.52 51.65 100.6 196.0 381.7

e26
2 0.9525 1.855 3.613 7.038 13.71 26.70 52.00 101.3 197.3 384.2

e27
2 0.9527 1.856 3.614 7.040 13.71 26.71 52.02 101.3 197.3 384.3

e28
2 0.9551 1.860 3.623 7.057 13.75 26.77 52.15 101.6 197.8 385.3

e29
2 0.9602 1.870 3.643 7.096 13.82 26.92 52.43 102.1 198.9 387.5

e30
2 1.229 2.394 4.662 9.081 17.69 34.45 67.11 130.7 254.6 495.9

e31
2 1.245 2.425 4.723 9.198 17.91 34.89 67.96 132.4 257.8 502.2

e32
2 1.253 2.441 4.755 9.262 18.04 35.14 68.44 133.3 259.6 505.7

e33
2 1.255 2.445 4.762 9.274 18.06 35.19 68.53 133.5 260.0 506.4

e34
2 1.263 2.460 4.792 9.333 18.18 35.41 68.96 134.3 261.6 509.6

e35
2 1.331 2.592 5.048 9.832 19.15 37.30 72.65 141.5 275.6 536.8

e36
2 1.485 2.892 5.634 10.97 21.37 41.63 81.09 157.9 307.6 599.1

e37
2 1.517 2.954 5.753 11.20 21.82 42.51 82.79 161.3 314.1 611.8

Table 6: Eigenvalues of the mass squared spectrum matrix with a truncation to
9503 loops (lmax = 10) with Ω a 225× 225 matrix. Only the states n = 4, ..., 37
are listed.
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Log linear fit to mid point p = 1/3 fixed Final

n JPC lnC p Λ Scaling function

e4 0++ -0.10264 0.33350(2) 0.9025(2) 0.90(2) λ1/3

e5...9 2++ 0.6253110 0.3333344(2) 1.868828(3) 1.869(3) λ1/3

e10...16 3−+ 1.053395 0.3333291(4) 2.86714(2) 2.87(2) λ1/3

e17 0++ 1.073540 0.333340(2) 2.92573(2) 2.93(3) λ1/3

e18...20 1−+ 1.198529 0.333325(1) 3.31522(3) 3.32(1) λ1/3

e21...29 4++ 1.3059729 0.3333382(5) 3.69129(2) 3.69(6) λ1/3

e30...34 2++ 1.4445520 0.3333357(6) 4.23996(2) 4.24(6)λ1/3

e35 0++ 1.476187 0.333325(2) 4.37621(4) 4.38(3) λ1/3

e36 0+− 1.531057 0.333340(3) 4.62303(5) 4.6(1)λ1/3

e37 0+− 1.54151 0.333325(5) 4.67162(7) 4.7(1) λ1/3

Table 7: Log linear fit parameters and scaling parameters Λ for the midpoint
masses of multiplets of n = 4, ..., 37 states at this level of truncation.

(a) Linear fit of the ln of multiplet midpoint
masses of the n = 10, ..., 20 states versus
lnλ.

(b) Fit of multiplet midpoint masses of the
n = 10, ..., 20 states to scaling functions
Λλ1/3 .

Figure 5: Numerical results for the multiplet midpoint masses of the n =
10, ..., 20 states: logarithmic linear fits and fits to predicted scaling dependence.

4 Comparisons, discussion and outlook

Before drawing comparisons, it is important to note that the reduced model
contains states that would not be gauge invariant in the full Yang-Mills the-
ory, which is invariant under space time gauge transformations. Examples are
a mass term

∑3
A=1 TrXAXA and the two-particle tensor. In addition, there is

no particle number conservation, and as a result wave functions mix different
particle number sectors. Indeed, when the eigenvectors of the mass squared
matrix associated with the 0++ e4 state and of the 2++ e5...9 states are exam-
ined, it is immediately apparent that they contain both 2-particle and 4-particle
components, with numerically vanishing 3-particle components11.

In order to establish that spatially reduced ”glueball currents” are present

11We examined the first 44 components, and considered λ = exp (5)
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(a) Linear fit of the ln of the J = 4 and
J = 2 multiplets midpoint masses of the
n = 21, ..., 34 states versus lnλ.

(b) Fit of the J = 4 and J = 2 multiplets
midpoint masses of the n = 21, ..., 34 states
to scaling functions Λλ1/3.

Figure 6: Numerical results for the J = 4 and J = 2 multiplets midpoint masses
of the n = 21, ..., 34 states: logarithmic linear fits and fits to predicted scaling
dependence.

(a) Linear fit of the ln of the masses of the
n = 35, 36, 37 singlets versus lnλ.

(b) Fit of the masses of the n = 35, 36, 37
singlets to scaling functions Λλ1/3.

Figure 7: Numerical results for the e35, e36, e37 singlets: logarithmic linear fits
and fits to predicted scaling dependence.

in the spectrum, we considered, for the e4 singlet, a linear combination

Ψe4 =
a

2

∑
A̸=B

[XA, XB ][XB , XA]+b
(
2
∑
A,B

TrXAXAXBXB+
∑
A,B

TrXAXBXAXB

)
.

This parametrization implies a number of consistency conditions on the loop
components of the eigenvector, which are all numerically satisfied12. We obtain
a ∼ −0.0070 and b ∼ −.0006. For the 13 component of the 2++ tensor, we took:

Ψe6 = a[X1, X2][X2, X3]+b
∑
A

(
TrX1XAXAX3+TrX3XAXAX1+TrX1XAX3XA

)
.

Again, the loop components of the square mass matrix eigenvector satisfy nu-
merically the consistency conditions required by this parametrization, and we
obtain a ∼ −0.0115 and b ∼ −0.010. In both cases then, a ̸= 0, establishing
that ”glueball states” are present.

12I plan to provide more details in a forthcoming publication
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We have then obtained for the ratio of the two lowest ”glueball” states in
the spatially reduced model:

m2++

m0++

= 2.07(6) .

SU(3) lattice gauge theory calculations, quenched (e.g., [45]), unquenched (e.g.[46])
and as summarized in the review [47]13, give for this ratio a value of ∼ 1.5. For
a variational lattice gauge calculation extrapolated to the large N limit [48],
this value is increased to ∼ 1.68 − 1.74, still lower than that of the reduced
model result of this communication14. Despite this, there are expectations of
volume independence in the large N limit of reduced models, (e.g., [49, 50]),
albeit for unitary matrices and lattice gauge theories. Clearly, this deserves
further investigation, beyond the scope of this communication.

Having in mind the importance of the ”BFSS” conjecture [21], the possibility
of increasing the number of matrices is of great interest. Given the way in
which the number of single trace invariants grow, this would seem not to be
practically feasible. However, as it is apparent in this communication and in
[38], we expect the large N background to be invariant under the permutation
subgroup of O(d), with d being the number of matrices. With this ansatz, the
number of independent loops decreases significantly, and more matrices can be
discussed. The method is easily adaptable to unitary matrices. The addition of
fermionic degrees of freedom and supersymmetry are of great interest. Some of
these aspects are currently under investigation.

5 Acknowledgments

I would like to thank Robert de Mello Koch and Mbavhalelo Mulokwe for com-
ments on a draft of this communication. This work is supported by the Na-
tional Institute for Theoretical and Computational Sciences, NRF Grant Num-
ber 65212.

References

[1] G. ’t Hooft, “A Planar Diagram Theory for Strong Interactions,” Nucl.
Phys. B 72, 461 (1974) doi:10.1016/0550-3213(74)90154-0

[2] P. D. Anderson and M. Kruczenski, “Loop Equations and boot-
strap methods in the lattice,” Nucl. Phys. B 921, 702-726 (2017)
doi:10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2017.06.009 [arXiv:1612.08140 [hep-th]].

[3] H. W. Lin, “Bootstraps to strings: solving random matrix models
with positivity,” JHEP 06, 090 (2020) doi:10.1007/JHEP06(2020)090
[arXiv:2002.08387 [hep-th]].

[4] X. Han, S. A. Hartnoll and J. Kruthoff, “Bootstrapping Matrix
Quantum Mechanics,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 125, no.4, 041601 (2020)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.125.041601 [arXiv:2004.10212 [hep-th]].

13In the absence of A0, there is no O−+ in our spectrum
14These results include fermions in the fundamental representation. But it is known that

fermion loops contributions are 1/N down compared to matrix valued fields loops.

14



[5] V. Kazakov and Z. Zheng, “Analytic and numerical bootstrap for one-
matrix model and “unsolvable” two-matrix model,” JHEP 06, 030 (2022)
doi:10.1007/JHEP06(2022)030 [arXiv:2108.04830 [hep-th]].

[6] R. d. Koch, A. Jevicki, X. Liu, K. Mathaba and J. P. Rodrigues,
“Large N optimization for multi-matrix systems,” JHEP 01, 168 (2022)
doi:10.1007/JHEP01(2022)168 [arXiv:2108.08803 [hep-th]].

[7] V. Kazakov and Z. Zheng, “Bootstrap for lattice Yang-Mills theory,” Phys.
Rev. D 107, no.5, L051501 (2023) doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.107.L051501
[arXiv:2203.11360 [hep-th]].

[8] V. Kazakov and Z. Zheng, “Bootstrap for Finite N Lattice Yang-Mills The-
ory,” [arXiv:2404.16925 [hep-th]].

[9] Z. Li and S. Zhou, “Bootstrapping the Abelian lattice gauge theories,”
JHEP 08, 154 (2024) doi:10.1007/JHEP08(2024)154 [arXiv:2404.17071
[hep-th]].

[10] W. Li, “Analytic trajectory bootstrap for matrix models,” JHEP 02, 098
(2025) doi:10.1007/JHEP02(2025)098 [arXiv:2407.08593 [hep-th]].

[11] M. Cho, B. Gabai, J. Sandor and X. Yin, “Thermal Bootstrap of Matrix
Quantum Mechanics,” [arXiv:2410.04262 [hep-th]].

[12] A. Jevicki, X. Liu and J. Zheng, “Thermofield Theory of Large N Matrix
Models,” [arXiv:2501.15421 [hep-th]].

[13] T. Eguchi and H. Kawai, “Reduction of Dynamical Degrees of Free-
dom in the Large N Gauge Theory,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 48, 1063 (1982)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.48.1063

[14] G. Bhanot, U. M. Heller and H. Neuberger, “The Quenched Eguchi-Kawai
Model,” Phys. Lett. B 113, 47-50 (1982) doi:10.1016/0370-2693(82)90106-
X

[15] G. Parisi, “A Simple Expression for Planar Field Theories,” Phys. Lett. B
112, 463-464 (1982) doi:10.1016/0370-2693(82)90849-8

[16] D. J. Gross and Y. Kitazawa, “A Quenched Momentum Prescription for
Large N Theories,” Nucl. Phys. B 206, 440-472 (1982) doi:10.1016/0550-
3213(82)90278-4

[17] S. R. Das and S. R. Wadia, “Translation Invariance and a Reduced Model
for Summing Planar Diagrams in QCD,” Phys. Lett. B 117, 228 (1982)
[erratum: Phys. Lett. B 121, 456 (1983)] doi:10.1016/0370-2693(82)90552-
4

[18] H. Neuberger, “A REDUCED QUENCHED LARGE N HAMILTONIAN,”
Phys. Lett. B 119, 179-182 (1982) doi:10.1016/0370-2693(82)90272-6

[19] Y. Kitazawa and S. R. Wadia, “A REDUCED HAMILTONIAN MODEL
FOR U(INFINITY) GAUGE THEORIES,” Phys. Lett. B 120, 377-382
(1983) doi:10.1016/0370-2693(83)90469-0

15



[20] J. Polchinski, “Dirichlet Branes and Ramond-Ramond charges,” Phys. Rev.
Lett. 75, 4724-4727 (1995) doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.75.4724 [arXiv:hep-
th/9510017 [hep-th]].

[21] T. Banks, W. Fischler, S. H. Shenker and L. Susskind, “M theory as
a matrix model: A Conjecture,” Phys. Rev. D 55, 5112-5128 (1997)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.55.5112 [arXiv:hep-th/9610043 [hep-th]].

[22] N. Ishibashi, H. Kawai, Y. Kitazawa and A. Tsuchiya, “A Large N
reduced model as superstring,” Nucl. Phys. B 498, 467-491 (1997)
doi:10.1016/S0550-3213(97)00290-3 [arXiv:hep-th/9612115 [hep-th]].

[23] J. M. Maldacena, “The Large N limit of superconformal field theo-
ries and supergravity,” Adv. Theor. Math. Phys. 2, 231-252 (1998)
doi:10.4310/ATMP.1998.v2.n2.a1 [arXiv:hep-th/9711200 [hep-th]].

[24] S. S. Gubser, I. R. Klebanov and A. M. Polyakov, “Gauge theory corre-
lators from noncritical string theory,” Phys. Lett. B 428, 105-114 (1998)
doi:10.1016/S0370-2693(98)00377-3 [arXiv:hep-th/9802109 [hep-th]].

[25] E. Witten, “Anti-de Sitter space and holography,” Adv. Theor. Math. Phys.
2, 253-291 (1998) doi:10.4310/ATMP.1998.v2.n2.a2 [arXiv:hep-th/9802150
[hep-th]].

[26] N. Beisert, C. Ahn, L. F. Alday, Z. Bajnok, J. M. Drummond, L. Freyhult,
N. Gromov, R. A. Janik, V. Kazakov and T. Klose, et al. “Review of
AdS/CFT Integrability: An Overview,” Lett. Math. Phys. 99 (2012), 3-32
doi:10.1007/s11005-011-0529-2 [arXiv:1012.3982 [hep-th]].

[27] D. E. Berenstein, J. M. Maldacena and H. S. Nastase, “Strings in flat
space and pp waves from N=4 superYang-Mills,” JHEP 04, 013 (2002)
doi:10.1088/1126-6708/2002/04/013 [arXiv:hep-th/0202021 [hep-th]].

[28] R. de Mello Koch, A. Jevicki and J. P. Rodrigues, “Collective string field
theory of matrix models in the BMN limit,” Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 19
(2004), 1747-1770 doi:10.1142/S0217751X04017847 [arXiv:hep-th/0209155
[hep-th]].

[29] N. Beisert, C. Kristjansen, J. Plefka and M. Staudacher, “BMN gauge
theory as a quantum mechanical system,” Phys. Lett. B 558 (2003), 229-
237 doi:10.1016/S0370-2693(03)00269-7 [arXiv:hep-th/0212269 [hep-th]].

[30] N. Kim, T. Klose and J. Plefka, “Plane wave matrix theory from N=4
superYang-Mills on R x S**3,” Nucl. Phys. B 671 (2003), 359-382
doi:10.1016/j.nuclphysb.2003.08.019 [arXiv:hep-th/0306054 [hep-th]].

[31] V. Kazakov, I. K. Kostov and D. Kutasov, “A Matrix model for
the two-dimensional black hole,” Nucl. Phys. B 622 (2002), 141-188
doi:10.1016/S0550-3213(01)00606-X [arXiv:hep-th/0101011 [hep-th]].

[32] J. S. Cotler, G. Gur-Ari, M. Hanada, J. Polchinski, P. Saad, S. H. Shenker,
D. Stanford, A. Streicher and M. Tezuka, “Black Holes and Random
Matrices,” JHEP 05 (2017), 118 [erratum: JHEP 09 (2018), 002]
doi:10.1007/JHEP05(2017)118 [arXiv:1611.04650 [hep-th]].

16



[33] J. Maldacena, “A simple quantum system that describes a black hole,”
[arXiv:2303.11534 [hep-th]].

[34] A. Jevicki, O. Karim, J. P. Rodrigues and H. Levine, “Loop Space Hamil-
tonians and Numerical Methods for Large N Gauge Theories,” Nucl. Phys.
B 213, 169-188 (1983) doi:10.1016/0550-3213(83)90180-3

[35] A. Jevicki, O. Karim, J. P. Rodrigues and H. Levine, “Loop Space Hamil-
tonians and Numerical Methods for Large N Gauge Theories. 2.,” Nucl.
Phys. B 230, 299-316 (1984) doi:10.1016/0550-3213(84)90215-3

[36] A. Jevicki and J. P. Rodrigues, “Master Variables and Spectrum Equations
in Large N Theories,” Nucl. Phys. B 230, 317-335 (1984) doi:10.1016/0550-
3213(84)90216-5

[37] J. P. Rodrigues, “Numerical Solution of Lattice Schwinger-dyson Equa-
tions in the Large N Limit,” Nucl. Phys. B 260, 350-380 (1985)
doi:10.1016/0550-3213(85)90077-X

[38] K. Mathaba, M. Mulokwe and J. P. Rodrigues, “Large N master field opti-
mization: the quantum mechanics of two Yang-Mills coupled matrices,”
JHEP 02, 054 (2024) doi:10.1007/JHEP02(2024)054 [arXiv:2306.00935
[hep-th]].

[39] T. Morita and H. Yoshida, “Critical Dimension and Negative Specific Heat
in One-dimensional Large-N Reduced Models,” Phys. Rev. D 101 (2020)
no.10, 106010 doi:10.1103/PhysRevD.101.106010 [arXiv:2001.02109 [hep-
th]].

[40] S. Pateloudis et al. [Monte Carlo String/M-theory (MCSMC)], “Pre-
cision test of gauge/gravity duality in D0-brane matrix model at
low temperature,” JHEP 03 (2023), 071 doi:10.1007/JHEP03(2023)071
[arXiv:2210.04881 [hep-th]].

[41] A. Jevicki and B. Sakita, “The Quantum Collective Field Method and
Its Application to the Planar Limit,” Nucl. Phys. B 165, 511 (1980)
doi:10.1016/0550-3213(80)90046-2

[42] S. R. Das and A. Jevicki, “String Field Theory and Physical Interpre-
tation of D = 1 Strings,” Mod. Phys. Lett. A 5, 1639-1650 (1990)
doi:10.1142/S0217732390001888

[43] K. Demeterfi, A. Jevicki and J. P. Rodrigues, “Perturbative results of
collective string field theory,” Mod. Phys. Lett. A 6, 3199-3212 (1991)
doi:10.1142/S0217732391003699

[44] D. E. Berenstein, M. Hanada and S. A. Hartnoll, “Multi-matrix mod-
els and emergent geometry,” JHEP 02, 010 (2009) doi:10.1088/1126-
6708/2009/02/010 [arXiv:0805.4658 [hep-th]].

[45] G. S. Bali et al. [UKQCD], “A Comprehensive lattice study of SU(3) glue-
balls,” Phys. Lett. B 309, 378-384 (1993) doi:10.1016/0370-2693(93)90948-
H [arXiv:hep-lat/9304012 [hep-lat]].

17



[46] E. Gregory, A. Irving, B. Lucini, C. McNeile, A. Rago, C. Richards and
E. Rinaldi, “Towards the glueball spectrum from unquenched lattice QCD,”
JHEP 10, 170 (2012) doi:10.1007/JHEP10(2012)170 [arXiv:1208.1858 [hep-
lat]].

[47] D. Vadacchino, “A review on Glueball hunting,” [arXiv:2305.04869 [hep-
lat]].

[48] B. Lucini, A. Rago and E. Rinaldi, “Glueball masses in the large N limit,”
JHEP 08, 119 (2010) doi:10.1007/JHEP08(2010)119 [arXiv:1007.3879 [hep-
lat]].

[49] H. Levine and H. Neuberger, “Glueball States in Reduced
Large N Hamiltonians,” Phys. Rev. Lett. 49, 1603-1605 (1982)
doi:10.1103/PhysRevLett.49.1603

[50] P. Kovtun, M. Unsal and L. G. Yaffe, “Volume independence in large
N(c) QCD-like gauge theories,” JHEP 06, 019 (2007) doi:10.1088/1126-
6708/2007/06/019 [arXiv:hep-th/0702021 [hep-th]].

18


	Introduction
	Method and loop truncation
	Truncation of loop space
	Planar limit.
	Spectrum

	Massless quantum mechanical system, or reduced large N Yang-Mills theory
	Planar limit
	1/N spectrum 
	Masses and scaling behaviour


	Comparisons, discussion and outlook
	Acknowledgments 

