arXiv:2402.03670v1 [hep-th] 6 Feb 2024

NITEP 196 February, 2024

Large order behavior near the AD point:

the case of N = 2, su(2), N_f = 2

Chuan-Tsung Chan^{a∗}, H. Itoyama^{b,c†}, and R. Yoshioka^{b,c‡}

a Department of Applied Physics, Tunghai University, Taichung, 40704, Taiwan b Nambu Yoichiro Institute of Theoretical and Experimental Physics (NITEP), Osaka Metropolitan University cOsaka Central Advanced Mathematical Institute (OCAMI), Osaka Metropolitan University 3-3-138, Sugimoto, Sumiyoshi-ku, Osaka, 558-8585, Japan

Abstract

A non-perturbative effect in κ (renormalized string coupling) obtained from the large order behavior in the vicinity of the prototypical Argyres-Douglas critical point of su(2), N_f = 2, N = 2 susy gauge theory can be studied in the GWW unitary matrix model with the log term: the one as the work done against the barrier of the effective potential by a single eigenvalue lifted from the sea and the other as a non-perturbative function contained in the solutions of the nonlinear differential equation PII that goes beyond the asymptotic series. The leading behaviors are of the form exp(−^4_3^1_κ (1, (_s K ) 3_2 )) respectively. We make comments on their agreement.

∗e-mail: ctchan@go.thu.edu.tw †e-mail: itoyama@omu.ac.jp ‡e-mail: ryoshioka@omu.ac.jp

1 Introduction

Instanton expansion has continued to play a basic role in the development of supersymmetric gauge theory ever since the exact determination of low energy effective action (LEEA) of N = 2 SUSY gauge theory in four spacetime dimensions [1, 2]. String theoretic corrections have been put in accord with mathematics which enables a proper instanton counting, and which avoids volume divergence [3–5]. The β-deformed matrix models of eigenvalue type are seen to generate all these machineries in a concise manner [6, 7] as the partition functions in general are identified with integral representation [8–10] of the regular and irregular 2d conformal blocks, which in turn successfully generate [10,11] the 4d instanton expansion [12]. In this letter, we focus upon another well-known expansion, namely, that in 1/N in the matrix model side which translates into that in g_s for fixed flavor masses (eq.(2.6)). We will search for a non-perturbative effect associated at β = 1 which is much less explored in gauge theory while, in the theory of 2d gravity, this has been a central theme [13–16]. A key ingredient is the presence of a critical singularity in the large N limit and the attendant double scaling limit that enhances the contributions from higher orders in 1/N.^1

In a series of papers [11, 19–23], we obtained, among other things, the one-matrix model for irregular 2d conformal block that corresponds to 4d N = 2, N_f = 2, su(2) instanton partition function. See also [24–28]. In obtaining this from 2d conformal block for N_f = 4 by a limiting procedure with contour deformation involved, we observed that the model naturally turned into a unitary matrix model of GWW type [29–31] with the addition of the log potential. The notion of the double scaling limit is effective here also as the moduli space of vacua is known to contain an IR fixed point of Argyress-Douglas type [32–35]. In the case of β = 1, we have been successful in deriving the Painlevé II (PII) equation with an accessory parameter in the double scaling limit from this matrix model, using the method of orthogonal polynomials followed by a set of recursion relations (string eqs.). We find it necessary to work on the partition function without specifying the filling fraction, namely, the Coulomb moduli a. This one is energetically favored and the preference for this alternative over the instanton partition function has been the common practice known in the study at N_f = 4 [36, 37] that predates the current one.

The above procedure serves as the prototypical study of the vicinity of the AD point, using the matrix model. In the higher rank case where the multi-matrix model of quiver

1For non-perturbative effects other than this one, see, for example, [17, 18]

type is relevant [7, 38], we have resorted to the symmetry argument to identify the AD point [39,40]. The “unitarization” made by the same limiting procedure as in the su(2) case has been crucial to make the point of maximal symmetry in flavor mass moduli manifest.

In this paper, we continue our prototypical study at N_f = 2. The equation PII itself can not only generate 1/N expansion in the scaling limit as an asymptotic one but also contains a non-perturbative piece on top of it. This piece can be exhibited for large scaling variable denoted by s in this letter by a simple analysis in what follows. After giving a minimal account of formulae for this introduction in section two (leaving the derivations to the original papers), we extract from PII for the susceptibility function u(s) a non-perturbative piece contained beyond the asymptotic series in section three. This is a well-known WKB analysis applied to PII. We pay a particular attention to the parameter dependence of the scaling variable and that of the scaling function. We make a brief digression on the dependency on parameters associated with the canonical transformation from (u, p_u) to (y, p_y), which puts PII in the standard form in mathematics literature [41].

In matrix models, the double scaling limit is taken in the vicinity of the singularity associated with the maximum of a potential. In section four, we study the work done against the barrier of the effective potential by a single eigenvalue lifted from the sea of the filled ones in the continuum limit. A closely related object is the vacuum to vacuum tunneling fluctuation where a single eigenvalue hops from one edge of the eigenvalue distribution to the other through the forbidden zone, namely outside the cut.

In section five, we compare the result on the non-perturbative piece in u(s) in section three and that of section four. For that to be possible, this non-perturbative function must be evaluated at a particular value. We see that the evaluation at the point which is actually the end point of the free energy integral in the double scaling limit makes the two objects agree.

2 Some preliminaries

As is stated in the introduction, the model which is relevant to our problem is the unitary matrix model Z_{U(N)} = 1 Vol(N) ∫ [dU] exp ( Tr W_U (U) ) , (2.1) with the potential^2 W_U (w) = −q_{02} ( w + 1 w ) + M log w. (2.2)

The relation of the parameters N, M and q_{02} with the 4d parameters are listed below.

2.1 0d-4d connection [10, 11]

In the β deformed matrix model for the N_f = 2, there are four net 0d parameters aside from q_{02}, α_{1+2}, α_{3+4}, β, N_L, N_R, (N ≡ N_L + N_R), (2.3)

under the constraint:

α_{1+2} + α_{3+4} + 2 √ βN = 2Q_E , c = 1 − 6Q^2_E, Q_E = √ β − 1 β . (2.4)

The number of free parameters reduces to two by setting β = 1 and just referring to N.

Likewise, there are four 4d parameters aside from Λ_2, the 4d scale parameter: ϵ_1 g_s , a g_s , m_1 g_s , m_2 g_s , ϵ_1 = √ βg_s, ϵ_2 = − g_s √ β , ϵ = ϵ_1 + ϵ_2. (2.5)

The number reduces to two by setting ϵ_1/g_s = 1 and not referring to a.

These parameters are related by the 0d-4d dictionary:

α_{1+2} = 1 g_s (2m_2 + ϵ) ,

α_{3+4} = 1 g_s (2m_1 + ϵ) , N = a − m_2 g_s − a + m_1 g_s = − m_1 + m_2 g_s . (2.6)

Separately, the parameter for the 4d instanton expansion reads

q_{02} =

Λ_2 2g_s ≡ 1 2 1 g_s . (2.7)

and M in eq. (2.2) is related to the 4d parameter by

M ≡ α_{3+4} + N = m_1 − m_2 g_s . (2.8)

We have seen in eq. (2.6) and eq. (2.8) that, by unitarization, 4d meaning of the two independent 0d parameters N, M has become manifest.

2For an extension of the model and related aspects, see, for example, [42–50].

2.2 String equation from orthogonal polynomials [19–21]

The partition function with no specification of the filling fraction, which is denoted by Z_{U(N)}, can be expressed in terms of the orthogonal polynomials [51, 52]:

Z_{U(N)} = h^N_0 N−1∏ j=1 (1 − R^2_j )^{N−j} , (2.9)

where p_n(0) ≡ A_n = R_nD_n, p̃_n(0) ≡ B_n = R_n D_n , (2.10) and h_0 is normalization coefficient. The product R_n = A_nB_n is going to be identified as a susceptibility.

Let us introduce ξ_n ≡ R^2_n, η_n ≡ ng_s, ζ ≡ Mg_s. We obtain the string equation:

0 =η^2_n [ ξ^2_n(1 − ξ_n)^2 − η^2_n ξ^2_n + ζ^2(1 − ξ_n)^2 ]

+ 1 2 η^2_n ξ_n (1 − ξ_n)^2(ξ_{n+1} − 2 ξ_n + ξ_{n−1}) − 1 16 (1 − ξ_n)^4(ξ_{n+1} − ξ_{n−1})^2. (2.11)

2.3 The double scaling limit [19–21]

In the planar limit, the string equation (2.11) becomes quartic in ξ. The three out of the four roots in ξ degenerate to zero at η = ±1, ζ = 0.

Let us rewrite the potential for the sake of taking a scaling limit:

W_N (w) = N S̃ { − 1 2 ( w + 1 w ) + ζ log w } . (2.12)

Here, we have chosen to regard the two parameters as S̃ ≡ Ng_s = −m^1 + m^2 Λ_2

, (2.13) and ζ ≡ Mg_s = m_1 − m_2

Λ_2

, (2.14)

while 1/N is the expansion parameter.

The double scaling limit is the limit where the fine tuning of S̃ (the critical scaling) and the large N limit are simultaneously arranged so as to turn the 2nd difference in eq.(2.11) into the 2nd derivative. Let x = n N , η_n = S̃x = 1 − 1 2 a^2s, ξ_n = ξ(n/N) ≡ a^2u(s), ζ = MS̃ N . (2.15)

Setting a^3 =^1_N , we obtain the Painlevé II equation from eq. (2.11): u^{′′} = (u^′)^2 2u + u^2 − 1 2 su − M^2 2u . (2.16)

3 WKB analysis to PII linearized

3.1 Non-perturbative function to u asymptotic series

In this subsection, we consider a non-perturbative effect associated with PII in the form of eq. (2.16) that goes beyond the asymptotic series.^3 The series begins with the planar solution: u_{asym} = 1 2 s + ∞∑ n=1 u_ns^{−n+1}. (3.1)

Let u and ũ be the two solutions with the same asymptotics and z ≡ ũ − u, |z| ≪ |u|, |ũ|. (3.2) After linearization, we obtain z^{′′} = ( u^′ u ) z^′ − 1 2 u^{′2} u^2 z + ( 2u − 1 2 s + M^2 2 1 u^2 ) z. (3.3)

Let the WKB ansatz be z^′ z ≡ h √ u + c(log u)^′ + · · · . (3.4)

with h and c to be determined. Taking a derivative of eq. (3.4), using eqs. (3.3), (3.4) and the planar solution u ≈ 1 2 s, (3.5)

for large s, we obtain, to the leading order, h^2 = 1. In the next leading order, we obtain c =^1_4 . Integrating (3.4) once more, we determine the non-perturbative function up to the multiplicative factor z ≈ (const) s^{14} exp ( − 1 √ 2 2 3 s^{32} ) . (3.6)

3For the analysis of PI at 2d gravity, [53–56].

3.2 Parameter dependence of PII

In order to make exploit our simple result eq. (3.6) later, we would like to better understand the parameter dependence of PII and physical quantities upon the double scaling limit. Let us recall that the finite N free energy of the matrix model is given by

W̃_N ≡ N^2 log F = −N log (I_M (1/g_s)) + W_N , (3.7)

W_N = −N^2 N∑ n=1 1 N ( 1 − n N ) log(1 − ξ_n), (3.8)

where I_M (x) is the modified Bessel function [20]. Here, we work on a more general parametrization of the double scaling limit than eq. (2.15): N = a^{−3}, η ≡ 1 − 1 2 αa^2s, ξ(η) ≡ βa^2u(s), S̃ = 1 − κ^{− 23} a^2. (3.9)

Here, we have introduced the two parameters α and β as the multiplicative factors of the scaling variable s and the scaling function u respectively and κ =^1_{(1−S̃)3/2N} is the renormalized string coupling. Note that the interval [0, S̃] for η translates into the interval [∞, K] for s with K = 2κ^{− 2}3 α . (3.10) The free energy in the double scaling limit is given by

W = lim_{N→∞} W_N = 1 4 α^2β ∫_∞ K ds (s − K)u(s). (3.11)

Eq. (2.16) of PII gets scaled accordingly: u^{′′} = (u^′)^2 2u + α^2βu^2 − 1 2 α^3su − α^2M^2 2β^2u

. (3.12)

We conclude that, for (3.12), eq. (3.6) is replaced by

z(s) ≈ (const) (αs)^{14} exp ( − 1 √ 2 2 3 (αs)^{32} ) . (3.13)

3.3 Canonical transformation of PII

We have also investigated another form of (2.16) known in mathematics^4 by a canonical transformation, paying a good attention to its dependency on parameters. While we will not

4See, for example, [41, 57].

make exploit this later, we include here the upshot briefly. There is one-parameter family of Hamiltonians H(u, p_u) that derives (2.16): H(u, p_u) = α̃ 2 p^2_uu − 1 2α̃ u^2 + 1 2α̃ su − M^2 2uα̃ . (3.14)

Next, we make a canonical transformation to the system which possesses a standard kinetic term up to coefficient. This is done by u = − 1 ξ p_y, p_u = ξy + η M p_y . (3.15)

We obtain Ĥ(y, p_y) = − 1 2α̃ξ^2 p^2_y − α̃ξ 2 p_yy^2 − 1 2α̃ξ sp_y − α̃ηMy. (3.16) Here, we discarded the term proportional to 1/p_y, setting

η^2 = ξ^2 α̃^2

. (3.17)

Eq. of motion for y is y^{′′} = α̃^2ξ^2 2 y ( y^2 + s α̃^2ξ^2 ) − η ξ^2 M − 1 2α̃ξ . (3.18)

The Lagrangian for the (u, p_u) system and that of the (y, p_y) are respectively, L(u, u^′) = 1 2α̃ (u^′)^2 u + 1 2α̃ u^2 − 1 2α̃ su + M^2 2α̃u , (3.19) L̂(y, y^′) = −1 2 α̃ξ^2(y^′)^2 − α̃^2ξ^3 2 y^′ ( y^2 + s α̃^2ξ^2 ) − 1 8 α̃^3ξ^4 ( y^2 + s α̃^2ξ^2

)_2 + α̃ηMy. (3.20) 3.4 Non-perturbative function to y asymptotic series

In eq. (3.18) for y variable, the asymptotic expansion goes like

y_{asym} = 1 |α̃ξ| √ −s + · · · . (3.21)

This is an asymptotic series distinct from u_{asym} of eq. (3.1) that begins with the planar solution of our original problem, and probes another corner of the solution space of PII. The way in which the non-perturbative piece is investigated is completely analogues to that in sec 3.1. Let y and ỹ be two solutions with the same asymptotics, z ≡ ỹ − y, |z| ≪ |y|, |ỹ|, (3.22) and we linearize eq. (3.18) with respect to z. We just give our final result here:

z ≈ (const)(−s)^{− 14} exp { − 2 3|α̃ξ| (−s)^{32} } . (3.23)

4 Direct evaluation of the exponential factor

Let us turn our attention back to the original unitary matrix model and study work done by a single eigenvalue as is stated in the introduction. The computation of this object is given through that of the response of the finite N partition function Z_N under a move of the single eigenvalue in the presence of the remainder of N − 1 eigenvalues lying inside the cut.

Let Z_{N−1,1 max} be the partition function under the constraint that the single eigenvalue lies on the maximum of the effective potential made by the remainder of the N − 1 eigenvalues. The object of our concern denoted by S_{N, s.e.v.} is extracted as I_N ≡ Z_{N−1,1 max} Z_N ≡ e^{−SN , s.e.v.}. (4.1) The square of eq. (4.1) may be regarded as a tunneling amplitude.

To evaluate this in the large N limit, we find it more expedient to convert the original distribution on the unit circle into the one on the real axis, namely, to work actually on a Hermitian matrix model . This goes as follows.

Recall that the finite N partition function of our original unitary matrix model is

Z_{U(N)} = 1 Vol(N) ∫ [dU] exp ( Tr W_U (U) ) , (4.2) and (−W_U )(z) = − 1 2g_s ( z + 1 z ) − M log z. (4.3)

(Here, we have made a change of variable z → −z for our convenience.) The conversion into a Hermitian matrix model is simply given by the following SL(2, C) transformation: z = i − w i + w

, z = e^{iθ}, w ∈ R, w = tan θ 2 . (4.4)

The resultant Hermitian matrix model takes the form (−W )(w) = − 2(1 − w^2) 1 + w^2

− 2Mg_s log i − w i + w

+ 2g_sN log(1 + w^2). (4.5)

Let us evaluate I_N in the planar limit

I ≡ lim I_N ≡ e^{−Ss.e.v.} , (4.6) S_{s.e.v.} = N ∫_{∞, maximum}

end point

dx^′f(x^′), (4.7)

f(x^′) = 1 2S̃ (−W )^′(x^′) − 2Re ω_{pla}(x^′). (4.8)

Here ω_{pla}(x^′) is the resolvent in the planar limit:

ω_{pla}(x^′) ≡ lim_{N→∞} 1 N ⟨⟨_N ∑ j=1 1 x^′ − λ_j ⟩⟩ . (4.9)

In deriving eqs. (4.7), (4.8) we have used, for the hermitian matrix H,

log det(x^′ − H)^2 |_∞ end point = 2 ∫_∞ end point

dx^′ tr ( 1 x^′ − H ) , (4.10)

and ignored the size of the matrix by one.

The evaluation of the planar resolvent is straightforward [58, 59] and we obtain

ω_{pla}(x^′) = 1 4S̃ ( (−W )^′(x^′) − 8 √ x^{′2} − b^2 √ 1 + b^2(1 + x^{′2})^2 ) , b = √ S̃ 1 − S̃ , (4.11)

and eq. (4.8) is given by

f(x^′) = 4 S̃ √ x^{′2} − b^2 √ 1 + b^2(1 + x^{′2})^2

, (4.12) and S_{s.e.v.} = 4N S̃ ∫_∞ b dx^′ √ x^{′2} − b^2 √ 1 + b^2(1 + x^{′2})^2

. (4.13)

Eq.(4.12) up to a factor 2π coincides with the density of the eigenvalues extended to the forbidden zone, namely continued outside to the cut. In fact, the eigenvalue density one-form agrees with that of the original Gross-Witten: 1 2π |f(w)|dw = ρ_{GW}(θ)dθ, ρ_{GW}(θ) = 1 πS̃ cos θ 2 √ S̃ − sin^2 θ 2 . (4.14)

Let us carry out the actual computation of the integral (4.13) in the continuum limit. Let our scaling ansatz be S̃ = 1 − βa^2t, a^3 =^1_N and accordingly we scale x^′ as x^′ =^{1√}_β a^{−1}ζ. We obtain S_{s.e.v.} = 4 3 (βt)^{32} . (4.15)

The apparent parameter dependence gets resolved by recalling the renormalized(dressed) string coupling [22, 23] κ ≡ 1 N 1 (1 − S̃)^12^{(2−γst)}

= (βt)^{− 32} , (4.16)

and we obtain^5 S_{s.e.v.} = 4 3 1 κ . (4.17)

5For similar consideration and calculation in 2d noncritical string theory, see [60–64].

5 Comparison

Let us now compare the result eq. (3.13) in section three and that in section four, eqs. (4.1), (4.6), (4.17). As is stated in the introduction, we will evaluate z(s) at the end point K of the free energy integral eq. (3.11). We obtain

z(s) = (const)^′κ^{− 16} ( s K ) 1_4 exp ( − 4 3 1 κ ( s K ) 3_2 ) , (5.1) and z(K) = (const)^′κ^{− 16} exp ( − 4 3 1 κ ) . (5.2)

The exponential factor agrees with the value of S_{s.e.v.} in (4.17).

Acknowledgments

We thank Asato Tsuchiya for helpful discussions and insightful remarks. We also thank Kazunobu Maruyoshi and Jaewon Song for discussions of related issues on this subject at Shuzenji workshop. The work of H.I. is supported in part by JSPS KAKENHI (19K03828, 23K03393, 23K03394).

References

[1] N. Seiberg and E, Witten, Nucl. Phys. B 426, 19–52, [Erratum: Nucl.Phys.B 430, 485–486 (1994)] (1994), hep-th/9407087.

[2] N. Seiberg and E. Witten, Nucl. Phys. B 431, 484–550 (1994), hep-th/9408099.

[3] N. A. Nekrasov, Adv. Theor. Math. Phys. 7(5), 831–864 (2003), hep-th/0206161.

[4] H. Nakajima, Lectures on Hilbert schemes of points on surfaces, Number 18. (American Mathematical Soc., 1999).

[5] H. Nakajima and K. Yoshioka, Invent. Math. 162, 313–355 (2005), math/0306198.

[6] R. Dijkgraaf and C. Vafa, arXiv:0909.2453.

[7] H. Itoyama, K. Maruyoshi, and T. Oota, Prog. Theor. Phys. 123, 957–987 (2010), arXiv:0911.4244.

[8] V. S. Dotsenko and V. A. Fateev, Nucl. Phys. B 240, 312 (1984). [9] A. Mironov, A. Morozov, and Sh. Shakirov, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 25, 3173–3207 (2010), arXiv:1001.0563.

[10] H. Itoyama and T. Oota, Nucl. Phys. B 838, 298–330 (2010), arXiv:1003.2929. [11] H. Itoyama, T. Oota, and N. Yonezawa, Phys. Rev. D 82, 085031 (2010), arXiv:1008.1861.

[12] L. F. Alday, D. Gaiotto, and Y. Tachikawa, Lett. Math. Phys. 91, 167–197 (2010), arXiv:0906.3219.

[13] E. Brézin and V. A. Kazakov, Phys. Lett. B 236, 144–150 (1990). [14] D. J. Gross and A. A. Migdal, Nucl. Phys. B 340, 333–365 (1990). [15] D. J. Gross and A. A. Migdal, Phys. Rev. Lett. 64, 127 (1990). [16] M. R. Douglas and S. H. Shenker, Nucl. Phys. B 335, 635 (1990). [17] A. Marshakov, A. Mironov, and A. Morozov, JHEP 11, 048 (2009), arXiv:0909.3338. [18] H. Itoyama and N. Yonezawa, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 26, 3439–3467 (2011), arXiv:1104.2738.

[19] H. Itoyama, T. Oota, and Katsuya Yano, Phys. Lett. B 789, 605–609 (2019), arXiv:1805.05057.

[20] H. Itoyama, T. Oota, and Katsuya Yano, J. Phys. A 52(41), 415401 (2019), arXiv:1812.00811.

[21] H. Itoyama, T. Oota, and Katsuya Yano, J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 1194(1), 012050 (2019). [22] H. Itoyama, T. Oota, and Katsuya Yano, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 35(24), 2050146 (2020), arXiv:1909.10770.

[23] H. Itoyama and Katsuya Yano, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 36(30), 2150227 (2021), arXiv:2103.11428.

[24] D. Gaiotto, J. Phys. Conf. Ser. 462(1), 012014 (2013), arXiv:0908.0307. [25] A. Marshakov, A. Mironov, and A. Morozov, Phys. Lett. B 682, 125–129 (2009), arXiv:0909.2052.

[26] G. Bonelli, K. Maruyoshi, and A. Tanzini, JHEP 02, 031 (2012), arXiv:1112.1691. [27] D. Gaiotto and J. Teschner, JHEP 12, 050 (2012), arXiv:1203.1052. [28] T. Nishinaka and C. Rim, JHEP 10, 138 (2012), arXiv:1207.4480. [29] D. J. Gross and E. Witten, Phys. Rev. D 21, 446–453 (1980). [30] S. R. Wadia, Phys. Lett. B 93, 403–410 (1980). [31] S. R. Wadia, arXiv:1212.2906.

[32] P. C. Argyres and M. R. Douglas, Nucl. Phys. B 448, 93–126 (1995), hep-th/9505062. [33] P. C. Argyres, M. R. Plesser, N. Seiberg, and E. Witten, Nucl. Phys. B 461, 71–84 (1996), hep-th/9511154.

[34] T. Kubota and N. Yokoi, Prog. Theor. Phys. 100, 423–436 (1998), hep-th/9712054. [35] D. Xie, JHEP 01, 100 (2013), arXiv:1204.2270.

[36] O. Gamayun, N. Iorgov, and O. Lisovyy, JHEP 10, 038, [Erratum: JHEP 10, 183 (2012)] (2012), arXiv:1207.0787.

[37] A. Mironov and A. Morozov, Phys. Lett. B 773, 34–46 (2017), arXiv:1707.02443. [38] A. Marshakov, A. Mironov, and A. Morozov, Phys. Lett. B 265, 99–107 (1991). [39] H. Itoyama, T. Oota, and R. Yoshioka, Phys. Lett. B 841, 137938 (2023), arXiv:2210.16738.

[40] H. Itoyama, T. Oota, and R. Yoshioka, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 38(02), 2350017 (2023), arXiv:2212.06590.

[41] K. Okamoto, Painlevé equation, (Iwanami, 2009) in Japanese. [42] V. Periwal and D. Shevitz, Phys. Rev. Lett. 64, 1326 (1990). [43] V. Periwal and D. Shevitz, Nucl. Phys. B 344, 731–746 (1990). [44] J. A. Minahan, Nucl. Phys. B 378, 501–522 (1992), hep-th/9111012. [45] M. Hisakado, Phys. Lett. B 395, 208–217 (1997), hep-th/9611177. [46] G. Álvarez, L. M. Alonso, and E. Medina, Phys. Rev. D 94(10), 105010 (2016), arXiv:1610.09948.

[47] S. Chaudhuri, H. Itoyama, and T. Ooshita, Nucl. Phys. B 409, 397–416 (1993), hepth/9305126.

[48] H. Itoyama, T. Oota, T. Suyama, and R. Yoshioka, Int. J. Mod. Phys. A 32(11), 1750056 (2017), arXiv:1609.03681.

[49] S. Mizoguchi, H. Otsuka, and H. Tashiro, Phys. Lett. B 800, 135075 (2020), arXiv:1909.09041.

[50] T. Oota, Nucl. Phys. B 976, 115718 (2022), arXiv:2112.14441. [51] D. Bessis, Commun. Math. Phys. 69, 147 (1979).

[52] C. Itzykson and J.-B. Zuber, J. Math. Phys. 21(3), 411–421 (1980). [53] S. H. Shenker, In Cargese Study Institute: Random Surfaces, Quantum Gravity and Strings, pages 809–819 (1990).

[54] F. David, Nucl. Phys. B 348, 507–524 (1991). [55] F. David, Phys. Lett. B 302, 403–410 (1993), hep-th/9212106. [56] B. Eynard and J. Zinn-Justin, Phys. Lett. B 302, 396–402 (1993), hep-th/9301004. [57] K. Kajiwara, T. Masuda, M. Noumi, Y. Ohta, and Y. Yamada, nlin/0403009. [58] E. Brézin, C. Itzykson, G. Parisi, and J.-B. Zuber, Commun. Math. Phys. 59, 35–51 (1978).

[59] S. Mizoguchi, Nucl. Phys. B 716, 462–486 (2005), hep-th/0411049. [60] J. McGreevy and H. L. Verlinde, JHEP 12, 054 (2003), hep-th/0304224. [61] E. J. Martinec, hep-th/0305148.

[62] J. McGreevy, J. Teschner, and H. L. Verlinde, JHEP 01, 039 (2004), hep-th/0305194. [63] S. Yu. Alexandrov, V. A. Kazakov, and D. Kutasov, JHEP 09, 057 (2003), hepth/0306177.

[64] M. Hanada, M. Hayakawa, N. Ishibashi, H. Kawai, T. Kuroki, Y. Matsuo, and T. Tada, Prog. Theor. Phys. 112, 131–181 (2004), hep-th/0405076.