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Abstract

Reproducing the integer count of black hole micro-states from the gravitational path integral
is an important problem in quantum gravity. In this paper, we show that, by using supersym-
metric localization, the gravitational path integral for 1

8
-BPS black holes in N = 8 supergravity

reproduces the index obtained in the string theory construction of such black holes, including
all non-perturbatively suppressed geometries. A more refined argument then shows that, not
only the black hole index, but also the total number of black hole microstates within an energy
window above extremality that is polynomially suppressed in the charges, also matches this
string theory index.

To achieve such a match we compute the one-loop determinant arising in the localization
calculation for all N = 2 supergravity supermultiplets in the N = 8 gravity supermultiplet.
Furthermore, we carefully account for the contribution of boundary zero-modes, that can be
seen as arising from the zero-temperature limit of the N = 4 super-Schwarzian, and show that
performing the exact path integral over such modes provides a critical contribution needed for
the match to be achieved. A discussion about the importance of such zero-modes in the wider
context of all extremal black holes is presented in a companion paper.
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1 Introduction

In the past few years a tremendous amount of progress has been made in understanding the

extent to which the gravitational path integral reproduces the various features of a conventional

quantum mechanical system [1–21]. One such characteristic that is notoriously difficult to

detect by using the path integral description is the discreteness of the spectrum of black hole

microstates or, equivalently, the integrality of the total number of states within a given energy

window. In the concrete context of extremal supersymmetric black holes in sectors of fixed

charge, a similar question arises [22]: can the gravitational path integral reproduce the integer

degeneracy of such black holes which was computed in string theory [23–29]? There has been

much progress in computing the index of such black holes by using supersymmetric localization

for the gravitational path integral [30–38]. Nevertheless, a complete match with the string theory

prediction has not been achieved until now.

In this paper, we address the problem of reproducing the exact (integer valued) index of
1
8
-BPS black holes in 4d N = 8 supergravity, by using the supersymmetric localization of the

gravitational path integral. For the gravity picture we work in Type IIA gravity compactified

on T 6 with D0-D2-D4 charges. The microscopic evaluation of the index (i.e. the difference

between the number of degenerate bosonic and fermionic BPS states) using string theory was

originally obtained in Type IIB string theory compactified on T 6 [24]. This index admits a

Hardy-Ramanujan-Rademacher expansion, which is a convergent sum that can be expressed as

C(∆) =
∑
c≥1

Kc(∆)

∫
Induced

integration measure
on localization locus︷ ︸︸ ︷

dφ0

(φ0)3/2
(φ0)5︸ ︷︷ ︸

Bulk modes
one-loop determinant

Boundary modes
one-loop determinant︷︸︸︷

1

cφ0
exp

[
−π∆φ0

4c
− π

c φ0

]
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Supergravity action
along locus

,

(1.1)

up to an overall constant that is independent of the charges of the microstate. Here, the charges

of the black hole microstate enter through ∆, a duality invariant combination of the charges that

in the classical limit determines the area of the black hole, i.e. Area/4GN = π
√

∆. The sum

over c is identified as a sum of geometries with different topologies all of which preserve some

amount of supersymmetry [34]. The c = 1 term corresponds to the usual extremal black hole

geometry, while the c > 1 terms come from specific orbifolds of this geometry [39, 40].1 For all

1These orbifolds are closely related to (but different from) the set of orbifolds that contribute to the expansion
of the AdS3 partition function [41, 42].
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geometries, the integration space in (1.1) was identified as a direction within a localization locus,

along which the supergravity action can be found to exactly reproduce the exponent inside the

integral [31, 32]. The term Kc(∆) is usually referred to as the Kloosterman sum and does not

grow with ∆ – rather, it involves an intricate sum of number theoretic phases that from the

path integral perspective were found by evaluating various topological terms in the supergravity

action [34].

Not all terms in (1.1) have been previously matched by a gravitational (macroscopic) com-

putation, and the main goal in this paper is to fill these gaps. First of all, previous attempts

worked within an N = 2 truncation of N = 8 supergravity instead of the full theory, something

we correct in this paper. Secondly, the one-loop determinant around the leading extremal

black hole saddle or around the subleading geometries have not fully been computed until now

(terms labeled with red text in (1.1)). Progress has however been made in determining the one-

loop determinant around the leading saddle of some (but not all) of the supermultiplets in the

supergravity theory [35, 36, 38]. Thirdly, before this paper, to our knowledge the computation of

the one-loop determinant around the subleading saddles with c 6= 1 in (1.1) had not previously

been attempted in the context of localization. Finally, a crucial ingredient in reproducing

the integer degeneracies through (1.1) is the proper treatment of super-diffeomorphisms in the

gravitational path integral that had not been correctly addressed in the past.

A complete calculation of the one-loop factors is critical in obtaining the integer degeneracies

found in string theory. We start by computing the Euclidean path integral of such black holes

in the low-temperature limit and in a sector of fixed charge for all vector fields in the theory,

but with a specific angular velocity that corresponds to computing the index of such black

holes.2 Performing the supergravity localization procedure with such boundary conditions for

all fields, including the metric and its superpartners, the one-loop determinant is seen to have

two contributions: that of bulk and boundary modes that are not zero-modes of the localizing

deformation, and that of boundary modes that are zero-modes of both the localizing deformation

and of the undeformed supergravity action. Using the ideas of [36, 38], we explain that the one-

loop determinant around the localization locus of all N = 2 supermultiplets can be obtained

by classifying all bulk fields into a cohomology complex, from which the determinant can be

written as an index within the cohomology.3 We then explain how the Atiyah-Bott fixed point

2The Euclidean angular velocity necessary when computing an index is ΩE = iΩ = π/β, where β is the
inverse temperature in the theory. The gravitational saddles of the flat space supergravity found with these
boundary conditions were shown to all be smooth [43] and we will show the same is true in the localization
computation. See [44] for a similar discussion about the meaning of the index for supersymmetric black holes
in AdS5.

3While some the bulk modes for some N = 2 supermultiplets (the Weyl, vector and hypermultiplets) have
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formula can be used to easily evaluate such an index both around the AdS2 × S2 localization

saddle and around the non-perturbatively subleading geometries in (1.1). For each individual

N = 2 supermultiplet the dependence on the orbifold parameter c in the one-loop determinant

is highly intricate. However, when putting all such multiplets together within an N = 8 theory

of supergravity, this dependence simplifies drastically leading to the simple result for bulk modes

shown in (1.1).

The integral over boundary modes is even more subtle. For the ones that are zero-modes,

the path integral over the full moduli space of such modes needs to be performed. We show that

such a functional integral can be obtained from the zero temperature limit of the N = 4 super-

Schwarzian partition function which has the non-trivial yet simple c-dependence shown in (1.1).

Putting these results together in the integral over the entire localization locus, and integrating

out all other directions with the exception of the variation φ0 of the scalar in the graviphoton

supermultiplet, we thus find that the gravitational path integral with index boundary conditions

fully reproduce (1.1).

In addition to reproducing the index using the gravitational path integral, we provide strong

evidence that the computation of the index also reproduces the bosonic degeneracy at extremality

and we explain why, even at a non-perturbative level, the gravitational path integral suggests

that there are no other black hole microstates in a large energy window above extremality (large

with respect to e−π
√

∆). Explicitly, by performing the gravitational path integral with boundary

conditions that no longer correspond to an index but instead to a regular partition function, we

show that the contribution of both bulk and boundary modes remains unchanged.4 Additionally,

while in principle other geometries that preserve no supersymmetries may contribute to the

degeneracy but not to the index,5 the integral over boundary modes in a large class of geometries

excludes this possibility. Finally, we show that the integral over the nearly zero-modes on all

geometries, including those that contributed to both the index and to the degeneracy, guarantees

that the density of states has a large gap above extremality that scales like 1/∆3/2, at sufficiently

been arranged in cohomology complexes [36, 38], other N = 2 supermultiplets that are part of the N = 8 Weyl
multiplet have not (in particular, the spin 3/2 and chiral supermultiplets). In Section 4.4 we will show how to
arrange all these latter multiplets into such complexes.

4A similar statement was made in [45] by imagining that the “quantum mechanical dual” of such extremal
and near-extremal states has an PSU(1,1|2) symmetry. Using representation of PSU(1,1|2), [45] concluded that
BPS states are entirely bosonic. Our analysis of the near zero-modes makes this statement more precise since
we explicitly compute the path integral with different boundary conditions that correspond to either an index
or a degeneracy and find explicit agreement without the need to imagine the existence of a conformal quantum
mechanical dual.

5Here we discuss geometries that can locally be described as AdS2×S2. These do not include the geometries
that are explicitly summed over in (1.1) since those preserve no supersymmetries. Examples of such geometries
include near-horizon regions that can have a higher-genus or generalizations of Seifert manifolds.
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large ∆.

While deriving the full one-loop factors is the main technical goal of this paper, along the

way we also clarify numerous other aspects in the localization computation. For instance, we

shall show how to perform the localization procedure when keeping track of all the scalars

from the N = 2 vector supermultiplets within the N = 8 theory, rather than performing a

truncation which turns out to be inconsistent if carefully accounting for all one-loop factors.6

We also explain why the integration measure on the localization locus obtained from the natural

ultralocal measure on the space of scalar fluctuations is necessary in order to obtain a duality

invariant index and partition function from the path integral perspective.

The rest of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we review the Rademacher

expansion of the microscopic count for 1
8
-BPS black hole microstates (Section 2.1), and then

present a rough outline for the macroscopic interpretation of this expansion (Section 2.2). In

Section 3 we present the basics of the localization formalism in N = 2 supergravity (Section 3.1)

and then give a careful treatment of all the aspects that we shall encounter inN = 8 supergravity

(Section 3.2). Next, in Section 4 we compute the one-loop determinant using index theorem

around both the AdS2×S2 geometry (Section 4.1) and the orbifold geometries (Section 4.2). To

exemplify the difference when computing the one-loop determinant on each of the two geometry

classes, we present a pedagogical derivation of the index associated to the N = 2 vector

supermultiplet (Section 4.3). We then move on to computing the one-loop determinant of all bulk

modes which are part of the N = 2 supermultiplets that form the N = 8 Weyl supermultiplet in

Section 4.4. For readers that are interested in the actual value of the determinants for bulk modes

rather, than their derivation, readers can skip Section 4.1–4.4 and directly read the summary in

section 4.5. We then address the contribution of the boundary modes to the one-loop determinant

in Section 5, explaining (in Section 5.1) how such modes affect the index computation discussed

in the prior section, how their integration measure is determined (Section 5.2), and how their

path integral is related to that of the N = 4 super-Schwarzian (Section 5.3). In Section 6, we

put all the pieces together and verify the matching of the path integral result to the microscopic

index. Next, in Section 7 we explain why the partition function is the same as the index for all

geometries, including those that preserve some number of supersymmetries and those that do

not, yielding a vanishing contribution. Finally we discuss the meaning of our results in Section 8,

presenting a comprehensive picture about the spectrum of 1
8
-BPS and near-BPS black holes.

6This inconsistency was also pointed out, though not fully addressed in [36, 38].
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2 1
8-BPS black holes in N = 8 string theory

Consider Type-II string theory compactified on T 6. This theory has 32 supercharges, and

has E7,7(Z) U-duality symmetry [46]. At low energies the theory is described by (the unique)

two-derivative N = 8 four-dimensional supergravity, whose fields are summarized by the N = 8

graviton multiplet. The bosonic field content includes the graviton, 28 U(1) gauge fields, and

70 massless scalar fields.

The supergravity theory admits dyonic black hole solutions preserving 4 supercharges [47–

49]. They carry electric and magnetic charges under the U(1)28, which together transform in

the 56 of the U-duality group. In terms of these charges Qa, a = 1, . . . , 56, there is a unique

quartic invariant of the U-duality group given by

∆(Q) = CabcdQaQbQcQd , (2.1)

where Cabcd is the rank-4 invariant tensor of E7,7(Z) [46, 50]. The Bekenstein-Hawking entropy

of these black holes is given in terms of the charge invariant as

SBH(Q) = π
√

∆(Q) . (2.2)

On the microscopic side, we are interested in 1
8
-BPS dyonic states carrying the same charges as

the black holes. We now proceed to discuss the supersymmetric index that receives contributions

from these states.

2.1 Microscopic index of 1
8-BPS states

In order to count the microscopic degeneracy of states we choose a particular duality frame,

and use a duality rotation to map the general charge configuration Qa to a specific charge

configuration where one can carry out a counting of states. The microscopic counting of BPS

states is best performed in the duality frame described by Type IIB string theory compactified on

T 6 = T 4×S1× S̃1. We consider a charge configuration consisting of one D1-brane wrapping S1,

one D5-brane wrapping T 4 × S1, n units of momentum around S1, K̃ = 1 unit of Kaluza-Klein

charge around S̃1, and ` units of momentum around S̃1. This configuration of charges has E7,7(Z)
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charge invariant

∆ = 4n− `2 . (2.3)

Having picked a particular five-charge configuration as above, one can further ask if the most

general charge configuration in the N = 8 theory can be mapped to it by a duality rotation. The

analysis of this question involves the classification of all charge invariants of E7,7(Z). It is known

that the quartic invariant (2.1) is the unique continuous invariant of the duality group E7,7(Z),

but there can also be other discrete invariants depending on e.g. common divisors of the charges

which have not been completely classified (see [51–54] for a discussion of the discrete invariants

in the above context.). If we choose the charges n and ` to be relatively prime to each other

then all the discrete invariants are trivial. In this case, the above five-charge configuration is in

the duality orbit of any given choice of charges for an appropriate choice of n and `.

The calculation of the index of BPS states with the above five charges proceeds by first

considering the compactification IIB/T 4 × S1, in which one calculates the degeneracies of the

five-dimensional D1-D5 system with momentum n along S1 and angular momentum ` [23, 24].

One then reaches a four-dimensional configuration by placing the D1-D5 system at the tip of a

KK monopole. The degeneracies of the four-dimensional system are calculated using the 4d/5d

lift [25, 27–29]. The answer is stated in terms of the function (with τ ∈ H, z ∈ C)

ϕ−2,1(τ,z) =
ϑ1(τ, z)2

η(τ)6
, (2.4)

where ϑ1 is the odd Jacobi theta function and η is the Dedekind function, given explicitly

in (A.1), (A.2).

The function ϕ−2,1(τ,z) is a weak Jacobi form of weight k = −2 and index m = 1. In

Appendix A we recall the definitions and some basic properties of Jacobi forms. From the

general properties of Jacobi forms, we have the double Fourier expansion

ϕ−2,1(τ,z) =
∑
n,`∈Z

c−2,1(n, `) qn ζ` , q = e2πiτ , ζ = e2πiz . (2.5)

As described in Appendix A, the Fourier coefficients c−2,1(n,`) are completely captured by one

function C of one variable,

c−2,1(n,`) = C(∆) , ∆ = 4n− `2 . (2.6)
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Now, it is a remarkable fact of analytic number theory that the Fourier coefficients of a

Jacobi form, under suitable restrictions, is given by an exact analytic formula. This formula,

known as the Hardy-Ramanujan-Rademacher expansion, takes the form of a convergent series of

successively exponentially smaller terms. We present the general form of this expansion in (A.9).

For the Jacobi form (2.4), the Rademacher expansion simplifies from this general form, and the

coefficients C(∆) discussed in the previous paragraph are given by the following formula,

C(∆) = 2π
(π

2

)7/2
∞∑
c=1

c−9/2Kc(∆) Ĩ7/2

(π√∆

c

)
. (2.7)

Here Ĩρ, a modification of the standard I-Bessel function, is given by the following integral

formula,

Ĩρ(z) =
(z

2

)−ρ
Iρ(z) =

1

2πi

∫ ε+i∞

ε−i∞

dσ

σρ+1
exp
(
σ +

z2

4σ

)
. (2.8)

The Kloosterman sum Kc in (2.7) is a sum over phases, simplified from its general expres-

sion (A.13). Given a pair of integers (c,d) with c > 0, −c ≤ d < 0, and (c,d) = 1, denote by γc,d

an SL2(Z) matrix
(
a b
c d

)
. Then

Kc(∆) := e5πi/4
∑
−c≤d<0
(d,c)=1

e2πi d
c

(∆/4) M(γc,d)
−1
ν1 e2πia

c
(−1/4) , ν = ∆ mod 2 , (2.9)

where the multiplier matrix is

M−1(γc,d)ν1 = e
πi
4

1√
6c

exp
(
− iπ

6
Φ(γ)

)
×

∑
ε = ±1

c−1∑
n=0

ε exp
( iπ

6c

(
d(ν + 1)2 − 4(ν + 1)(3n+ ε) + 4a(3n+ ε)2

))
,

(2.10)

where Φ is the Rademacher function given in (A.17). Notice that, as written above, we need to

make a choice of the SL(2,Z) matrix γc,d in (2.9) for given (c,d), but one can check from the

above expressions that Kc(D) is independent of this choice. The more fundamental way to write

the sum is as a sum over the elements of the coset Γ∞\SL(2,Z)/Γ∞.

2.2 Macroscopic interpretation of the index

Now we compare the microscopic index of 1
8
-BPS states with its macroscopic interpretation. The

contributions to the macroscopic index come from supergravity configurations in asymptotically
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flat space that preserve the same supercharges as the 1
8
-BPS states. Apart from the 1

8
-BPS

black hole, one could, in principle have multi-black-hole or more exotic configurations. Such

configurations are known to contribute to the supersymmetric index in theories with lower

supersymemtry, but it was shown in [55] by an analysis of fermion zero modes that the only

macroscopic configurations that contribute to the 1
8
-BPS helicity supertrace in N = 8 string

theory are the 1
8
-BPS black holes. The 1

8
-BPS black holes are labelled by the U-duality invari-

ant (2.3) of supergravity, which is to be identified with the elliptic invariant ∆ = 4n− `2 in the

Rademacher expansion (2.7).

In the background of the 1
8
-BPS black hole, we need to worry about whether the index is

counting fluctuations of supergravity that are localized inside the horizon as opposed to outside—

these latter modes would constitute the so-called hair modes. As explained in [45, 30], in the

duality frame with only D-brane charges, the only hair modes come from the 28 fermionic

Goldstino zero-modes associated to the supersymmetries broken by the 1
8
-BPS black hole, and

contribute an overall sign (−1)∆+1 to the index. Upon factoring out this contribution, we obtain

the Witten index of the black hole degrees of freedom only (see e.g. equation (1.7) of [56]). In

the rest of this paper we compare a macroscopic calculation of the index with

Wmicro(∆) = (−1)∆+1C(∆) , (2.11)

which we call the microscopic Witten index of the black hole. Note that although it is difficult

to directly calculate the microscopic index of BPS states that constitute a BPS black hole in

general, we can, through the above set of arguments, do so very precisely for theories with

extended supersymmetry.

The Rademacher expansion (2.7) (combined with (2.11)) lends itself to a precise macroscopic

interpretation. In the rest of this subsection we explain the ideas behind this interpretation, using

increasingly accurate analytic approximations to the integer Wmicro(∆).

Recalling that Iρ(x) ∼ ex, x→∞, it is clear from the form of the Rademacher expansion (2.7)

that the c > 1 terms are all exponentially suppressed compared to the c = 1 term. The leading

asymptotic growth of Wmicro(∆) is controlled by the large-argument asymptotics of the first I-

Bessel function, and is given by

log Wmicro(∆) ∼ π
√

∆ + . . . , ∆→∞ . (2.12)

The right-hand side of (2.12) agrees precisely the Bekenstein-Hawking entropy formula (2.2)
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for the BH entropy, which from the path integral perspective comes from the Euclidean action

evaluated on the corresponding geometry that solves the equations of motion.

The subleading corrections in the microscopic formula (the dots in (2.12)) can be system-

atically computed using the asymptotic development of the I-Bessel function as ∆ → ∞ (see

Formula (A.12)). As we shall see, these corrections to the leading growth of states correspond

to quantum corrections in supergravity to the leading Bekenstein-Hawking entropy formula.

The subleading corrections to logWmicro(∆) in decreasing magnitude as ∆ → ∞, consist of

a logarithmic term log ∆, followed by power-law corrections in 1/
√

∆, and then finally non-

perturbatively small corrections of order e−α∆, α > 0, which we now discuss in turn.

Including the first subleading correction to (2.12), we have

log Wmicro(∆) = π
√

∆− 2 log ∆ + O(1/
√

∆) . (2.13)

As was seen in [57], the logarithmic correction in the above formula arises from the one-loop fluc-

tuations of the massless fields of two-derivative supergravity around the near-horizon AdS2× S2

region of the black hole. We review these calculations and rectify some previously incomplete

treatment of boundary modes in the companion paper [58]. The power-law corrections in (2.13)

come from corrections to the local effective action of two-derivative supergravity in string

theory [59] arising from integrating out the massive modes of the string theory in the background

of the black hole. They affect the BH entropy in two ways: firstly, in the presence of higher-

derivative operators in the gravitational effective action the Bekenstein-Hawking formula needs

to be replaced by the Wald entropy formula [60, 61] and, secondly, the black hole solution itself

gets corrected by the higher-order effects. We refer the reader to [62] for a nice review of these

ideas and calculations.

Continuing on to a better approximation to the integer degeneracy, we consider the first term

(c = 1) in the Rademacher expansion (2.7), i.e.,

Wmicro(∆) =
π9/2

8
Ĩ7/2(π

√
∆)︸ ︷︷ ︸

≡ W (1)(∆)

+O(e
√

∆/2) . (2.14)

This result is interpreted in gravity as the result of summing up the entire perturbation series for

the quantum entropy of the 1
8
-BPS BH. Such an interpretation is made possible in the framework

of the quantum black hole entropy expressed as a functional integral over the fluctuating fields of

supergravity around the full-BPS AdS2× S2 background [63, 22]. The calculation of this integral

10
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Figure 1: Left : Indices of 1/8-BPS black holes estimated to four different levels of precison: (i) the
dotted black curve represents the roughest Bekenstein-Hawking estimate given by exp(S0); (ii) the
dashed red curve represents the degeneracy corrected at one-loop around the leading saddle; (iii) the
solid blue curve is the estimate from considering the entire asymptotic perturbation theory series
around the leading AdS2 × S2 localizing saddle, neglecting non-perturbative corrections; (iv) the
dots represent the exact index as obtained from string theory. Right : The difference between the
string theory index and the entire contribution of the leading AdS2 × S2 localizing saddle. Note
that while the plot on the left shows the various degeneracies on a logarithmic scale, the plot on the
right does not. This emphasizes the great accuracy of even the leading localization result before
other non-perturbative corrections (the orbifold geometries) are included.

to all orders in perturbation theory is made possible by using the technique of supersymmetric

localization applied to the gravitational path integral. There are many subtleties underlying

this calculation, both at the conceptual as well as the technical level, that we shall discuss in

Section 3.

As we explain there, at the end of these calculations, the full functional integral reduces to an

integral over over a 16-dimensional space. 15 of the 16 integrals are Gaussian, after performing

which one reaches precisely the leading (c = 1) term of the Rademacher expansion (2.7) with

the integral representation (2.8) of the Bessel function.

This procedure should be understood as the result of summing up the entire perturbation

series in quantum supergravity for the quantum entropy of the 1
8
-BPS BH. We emphasize the

difference between the rough Bekenstein-Hawking approximation to the black hole degeneracy,

the one-loop corrected degeneracy, the contribution of the leading localization saddle and the

exact string theory result in the left panel of Figure 1. In the right panel, we show the difference

between the exact string theory result and the all-order perturbation series around the leading

AdS2 × S2 saddle.

It is striking that the macroscopic quantum entropy formula approximates the microscopic

index in magnitude, as well as in the positive sign [64, 65], all the way to very small values of ∆
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where, a priori, the gravitational approximation breaks down.7

Now that the asymptotic series coming from perturbation theory has been summed up into

a function in (2.14), we are now in a position to rigorously discuss the exponentially suppressed

corrections [34]. Using the Rademacher expansion (2.7), (2.9), we write

1

2π

( 2

π

)7/2

Wmicro(∆) =
∞∑
c=1

Ac(∆) , Ac(∆) = c−9/2Kc(∆) Ĩ7/2

(π√∆

c

)
. (2.15)

We see that the exponentially suppressed corrections to the perturbatively exact (2.14) are

precisely the c > 1 terms in the above expansion. To get a sense of how the non-perturbative

corrections correct the leading saddle to give an integer degeneracy, consider the example string

theory index for ∆ = 159 for which Wmicro(159) = 5,429,391,518,385. Consider the sum of

the first six saddles (together with all the perturbative corrections around those saddles) in the

non-perturbative expansion,

Orbifold Localization contribution vs. String theory index
c = 1 +5,429,391,518,372.2546
c = 3 +13.4240
c = 4 -0.5948
c = 5 -0.0797
c = 7 -0.0016
c = 8 -0.0028

5,429,391,518,384.9997 vs. Wmicro(159) = 5,429,391,518,385

Table 1: An example of the Rademacher expansion when summing the first six non-trivial saddles
(and the entire perturbative expansion around each saddle) corresponding to orbifold geometries
labeled by c for ∆ = 159. The orbifold with c = 2 and c = 6 happen to have vanishing Kloosterman
sums for this specific value of ∆.

which we see quickly converges to the answer in string theory.8

These terms should be interpreted as the contribution of saddles of the bulk string theory

which are not smooth configurations in 4d supergravity but are smooth when analyzed in higher

dimensions. Explicitly, the Rademacher expansion (2.7), (2.9) is a sum over two coprime inte-

gers (c,d) with c ≥ 1, −c < d < 0. In [34], a family of orbifolds of the near-horizon BH geometry

7In fact, Wmicro is also defined for ∆ ≥ −1, with Wmicro(−1) = 1, Wmicro(0) = 2, where there is no single-
center black hole interpretation. Instead, these states are interpreted as two-center black hole bound states [36,
66]. The macroscopic entropy formula also works remarkably well for these values, with exp

(
Squant(∆)

)
pert

(−1) =

1.04 . . . and exp
(
Squant(∆)

)
pert

(0) = 1.86 . . . .
8In fact we only need ∼ π

√
∆/ log ∆ terms in the expansion to see what integer the expansion will be

converging towards.
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with the same labels was identified in the string theory. Writing the IIA compactification as

AdS2× S2× T6, the orbifold acts as a Zc quotient of the AdS2× S2 which preserves the original

boundary conditions of the near-horizon BH, and acts locally as a C2/Zc quotient near the

center of AdS2. On top of this orbifold we set a non-trivial holonomy around the thermal circle

(proportional to d/c) for the D0 RR gauge field. When lifted to M-theory this holonomy is

realized geometrically as a shift along the M-theory circle and the 11D geometry is smooth since

there are no fixed points.

We should now sum up the perturbative quantum fluctuations around each of these saddles

labelled by (c,d). The argument π
√

∆/c of the I-Bessel function in (2.15) is interpreted as the

real part of the action on the orbifold saddle, which is reduced by a factor of c compared to

the c = 1 AdS2 saddle, as consistent with the Zc action of the orbifold. Besides this, there are

imaginary contributions to the action which are more subtle. These were computed in [34] by

lifting to M-theory and reducing on S2 × T 6 to AdS2 × S1 resulting in Chern-Simons terms in

the action. It was shown that these terms give a sum over phases which are precisely identified

with the phases in the expressions (2.9), (2.10), so that they add up to
√
cKc. Finally, we have

to perform the one-loop determinants. As we shall see, the Gaussian integrals, the topological

terms, and the one-loop determinant of the non-zero modes together account for almost the full

formula (2.15) or, equivalently, (2.7) except for one factor of 1/c, that we are left to explain. We

show in Section 5 that precisely this factor arises from a careful quantization of the zero-modes

of the supergravity.

3 Localization in supergravity

In this section we start by reviewing the main points of the calculation of the black hole index

using localization in supergravity following [31, 32, 38]. The black hole solutions that we discuss

in this paper are solutions of four-dimensional ungauged N = 2 supergravity with a number

of gauge fields, and we review the calculation of the quantum entropy of such black holes in

Section 3.1. The black holes discussed in Section 2 are lifts of these N = 2 solutions to N = 8

string theory. As we shall explain in detail in Section 3.2, the index calculation of these black

holes involves additional subtleties compared to the N = 2 theory.
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3.1 The formalism of localization in supergravity

3.1.1 The framework

Consider a theory of four-dimensional ungauged N = 2 supergravity (8 supercharges) coupled

to nv vector multiplets labelled by I = 1, . . . , nv. The on-shell graviton multiplet contains a

vector field (the graviphoton), so that we have a total of nv +1 gauge fields in the theory, labelled

by Λ = 0, . . . , nv (greek letter labels include 0 while italic letters labels do not). This theory has

black hole solutions carrying electric and magnetic charges (qΛ, p
Λ), which preserve 4 out of 8

supercharges i.e. they are 1
2
-BPS. These solutions can be lifted to N = 8 supergravity [47–49],

where they are 1
8
-BPS black holes preserving 4 out of 32 supercharges.

The near-horizon configuration is maximally supersymmetric AdS2×S2 with constant electric

and magnetic fields. Our starting point is the gravitational path integral (with appropriate

boundary conditions) for the near-horizon region of such black holes, which should reproduce

the index of 1
8
-BPS black holes [63, 22]:

W (q, p) =
〈

exp
(
−i qΛ

∮
AΛ
)〉reg

AdS2×S2 with T→0

=

∫
[DgDΨDADΦ] e−S

bulk
sugra−S

bdry
sugra . (3.1)

We now explain all the elements that go into this formula.

• In the first line, the angular brackets indicate the formal Euclidean path integral over the

infinite set of fields coming from string theory reduced on the compact space, weighted by

the action of the theory. The lower right subscript means that we perform the path integral

on spaces that are asymptotically AdS2×S2. Imposing the boundary conditions on all the

fields of the theory needs some care, this is indicated by the phrase T → 0. In particular,

we first turn on a small temperature T , by imposing Dirichlet boundary conditions on the

metric and appropriately tuning the value of the proper length of the AdS2 boundary, the

size of the S2, and the boundary values of the electric and magnetic fields. We then take

a T → 0 limit of our calculation in order to obtain the macroscopic index W (q, p) of the

black hole.

• In the second line, we have written the full functional integral as an integral over the

fields of low-energy supergravity, namely the metric, the gravitini, a number of gauge

fields (schematically labeled by DA) and a number of matter fields (schematically labeled
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by DΦ). Here the action is the effective action of the fields of supergravity obtained by

integrating out all the massive fields. whose integration measure we choose to be given by

the ultralocal measure in the space of fields that preserves the symmetries of the theory

(e.g. superdiffeomorphism invariance).

• The action of the theory is divergent due to the infinite volume of AdS2. We regulate this

divergence by the standard procedure of holographic renormalization indicated by the su-

perscript “reg”. The procedure requires us to include appropriate boundary counterterms

in the gravitational variables, which comprise one part of Sbdry
sugra in the second line.

• It is more natural in AdS2 to fix the charge of gauge fields instead of their chemical

potential. To make the variational problem well-defined for fixed charges requires (in any

dimensions) adding an electromagnetic boundary term Sbdry
sugra ⊃

∫
∂(AdS2×S2)

d3x
√
hAµFµνn

ν

[67, 68]. After writing each field strength FΛ in terms of the charges qΛ, this boundary

term becomes precisely the Wilson loop insertion in the expression above.

• In order to calculate the functional integral (3.1) using supersymmetric localization, it

is important to impose supersymmetric boundary conditions, i.e. compute Tr (−1)F e−βH

in the putative black hole Hilbert space. This is equivalent to turning on an angular

velocity Ω such that Tr e−βH+βΩJ → Tr e−βH+2πiJ = Tr (−1)F e−βH by the spin-statistics

theorem. In the dual interpretation this corresponds to studying black holes in the grand

canonical ensemble (with respect to angular momentum) with a real Euclidean angular

velocity ΩE = iΩ = 2π/β at the asymptotically flat boundary.9. The gravitational path

integral W (p, q) in (3.1) can thus be viewed as the “Witten index” associated to such black

holes.

Smoothness implies that the configurations that we consider in the path integral should

have fermions anti-periodic and bosons periodic around all contractible cycles (which

depending on the choice of gauge might not be the thermal circle). From an AdS2

perspective this requires fixing the chemical potential of the SU(2) gauge field that arises

from the isometries of S2, see [43]10. This point is particularly relevant for the treatment

9The answer for the path integral with supersymmetric boundary conditions should be independent of
temperature so we can compute the gravitational path integral at any temperature as long as eβΩJ = e2πiJ ,
corresponding to an analytic continuation of Kerr-Newman solution. For simplicity we will work anyways at low
temperatures so we can perform the calculation in AdS2 × S2.

10More precisely, as explained in [69, 43] fixing any chemical potential at the asymptotically 4d flat boundary
corresponds to mixed boundary conditions in the boundary of the AdS2 throat, between the holonomy and
the field strength. Whenever we say we fixed a chemical potential in AdS2 we refer to these mixed boundary
conditions, and not fixed holonomy.
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of boundary zero-modes in Section 5.1. Nevertheless, choosing such boundary conditions

does not affect the path integral over all other fields.

• Finally, there are a number of scalar fields in the vector supermultiplets and hypermulti-

plets in N = 2 supergravity. The value of the scalars in the vector multiplet are fixed to

their attractor value in the entire near-horizon region of the classical full-BPS extremal

black hole, independently of their values at asymptotic flat space. The hypermultiplets, on

the other hand, do not couple to the black hole, and are flat directions. At the boundary

of AdS2 we impose Dirichlet boundary conditions on all the scalars and, in particular, the

constant modes for all scalars in AdS2 are not normalizable. The values of vector multiplet

scalars are fixed in terms of the charges to the attractor values, while the hypermultiplet

scalars are arbitrary.

To apply localization to (3.1) we need a formalism where supersymmetry is realized off-

shell. Such a formalism for N = 2 supergravity coupled to vector multiplets is given by

the superconformal formalism [70, 71]. In this off-shell formalism, the theory is described by

the Weyl multiplet coupled to nv + 1 vector multiplets, labelled by Λ = 0, . . . , nv, and an

auxiliary hypermultiplet. Of these, one vector multiplet and the hypermultiplet play the role of

compensating multiplets for some of the gauge symmetries of the superconformal theory [71].

These compensating fields are gauged-fixed to reach the super-Poincaré formulation.

There are many new issues that show up in the application of the localization technique to

supergravity, compared to ordinary gauge theories.

• The supergravity theory is not UV complete, and so the functional integral does not, a

priori, make sense. The idea of [31, 32] was to treat the path integral formally, maintaining

consistency with supersymmetry, and reduce it to a sensible integral which can then be

compared to microscopic string theory.

• Supergravity does not, a priori, have a rigid supercharge which is needed for localization.

One can choose the attractor solution as a background and use one of its background

supercharges as the localizing supercharge, as in [31, 32], but there is an important assump-

tion underlying this procedure, namely that all the gauge-invariances of supergravity are

consistently fixed in the quantum theory of the fluctuations of supergravity around AdS

space. This assumption is non-trivial because the usual background field quantization

of gauge theory does not hold for supergravity (because its structure functions are not

constants but field dependent, i.e. it has a “soft gauge algebra”). This problem was solved
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in [37, 38] in the context of a space with asymptotic boundary like AdS space. The solution

involves requiring that the fields as well as background ghosts are BRST invariant, which

deforms the nilpotent BRST algebra to an equivariant algebra—that can then be used to

carry out localization of supergravity on AdS space.

• Once we have set up the localization equations, we have to solve them to obtain the

localization manifold [31, 33].

• We have to deal with the fact that supergravity action is written as a formal infinite series

of terms with an arbitrary number of derivatives. The way forward is to separate the terms

into chiral superspace integrals (F-terms) which are controlled by the topological string,

and full superspace integrals (D-terms) which turn out not to contribute to the localized

integral [72].

• We have to calculate the one-loop determinants of the supergravity multiplets around

each localization solution. Almost all fluctuations of supergravity are captured by the

equivariant cohomology referred to above, and this can be used to calculate their quadratic

fluctuation determinants. However, as mentioned in the introduction, one has to address

the important subtlety of the zero-modes appearing from gauge fields, the gravitino, and

the graviton.

• We need to allow orbifold solutions of supergravity that contribute to the functional

integral (3.1).

• Finally, we need to adapt the formalism of localization in N = 2 supergravity to N = 8

supergravity, where the moduli space of scalars mixes N = 2 vector and hyper multiplets,

paying attention to the measure on the field space.

In the following subsections we expand on these points in some detail.

3.1.2 The localization procedure

The procedure for defining the localized functional integral uses a deformation of the BRST

technique in order to obtain a background field quantization of supergravity [37]. We summarize

some of the details in Appendix B. At a practical level, one begins by choosing a Killing spinor ε

in the background attractor geometry, that generates a fermionic symmetry obeying the algebra

δ2
ε = L0 − J0 , (3.2)
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where L0 and J0 are the Cartan generators of the SL(2) and the SU(2) algebras of the near-

horizon regions, respectively. One then promotes δε to a covariant operator Qeq in the full

quantum supergravity theory, including the ghosts for all the gauge symmetries. Here, Qeq is

defined to act on arbitrarily large fluctuations around the attractor background. The details of

this procedure for N = 2 supergravity are presented in [38]. We then consider the gauge-fixed

functional integral using the action

Ssugra =

∫
d4x

(
Lphys

sugra −Qeq

(
bα F

α
))
, (3.3)

where we introduce the ghosts/anti-ghost/Lagrange multiplier system (cα, bα, Bα) (with α label-

ing all gauge symmetries) and the gauge-fixing conditions Fα are assumed to completely fix all

the gauge invariances of the theory. Lphys
sugra denote the unfixed supergravity Lagrangian. Next,

we deform the action as

Ssugra = S(0)→ S(t) = S(0) + λQeq V , (3.4)

with

V =

∫
d4x

√
g̊
∑
ψ

ψQeqψ (3.5)

summed over all the physical fermions of the theory. The circle on top of quantities indicate it

takes values in the supersymmetric background for the metric and matter fields (we will describe

what they are below). Since L0 − J0 is a compact U(1) isometry, this deformation obeys the

condition Q2
eqV = 0. This leads to the result that the functional integral reduces to an integral

over the critical points of the deformation term, weighted by the original action times a one-loop

determinant of the deformation action Qeq V . The critical points are given by the localization

equations

Qeq ψ = 0 , for all physical fermions ψ , (3.6)

to be solved along with the gauge conditions Fα = 0.

3.1.3 Localization configurations

We now discuss the solution of the equations (3.6) with AdS2 × S2 boundary conditions that is

relevant for the functional integral (3.1). In the superconformal formalism ofN = 2 supergravity,
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the supersymmetry algebra closes off-shell and we can therefore discuss the localization equations

separately for each supermultiplet.

We start with the Weyl multiplet. As described above, we will impose Dirichlet boundary

conditions for the metric at the edge of AdS2. One class of solutions to the localization equations

is

ds2 = dρ2 + sinh2 ρ dτ 2 + dθ2 + sin2 θdψ2 , (3.7)

written in a gauge where
√
g is chosen to be set to its asymptotic value (which we choose to

be independent of all black hole charges) where we impose that the boundary is at some cut-off

value of ρ = ρbdy. Above, θ ∈ [0,π], and the angular coordinate of S2 and Euclidean time are

identified as

(τ, ψ) ∼ (τ + 2π, ψ) ∼ (τ, ψ + 2π) . (3.8)

Besides (3.7), when imposing Dirichlet boundary conditions for the metric and gravitino at the

edge of AdS2, the metric (3.7) can be modified by acting with large diffeomorphisms to generate

new solutions of (3.6). These diffeomorphisms can change the location of the boundary in a

physically observable way (for instance the extrinsic curvature of the boundary is affected) and,

consequently, the space of large diffeomorphisms should be part of our functional integral. An

exception is given by the isometry group of the background which is HDisk = PSU(1,1|2),11

where SU(2) ⊂ HDisk corresponds to rotations along S2 while SL(2,R) ⊂ HDisk corresponds to

conformal transformations within AdS2. Since large diffeomorphisms do not change the action

for any λ, we will formally include the path integral over large diffeomorphisms in the one-loop

determinant around the localization locus of the matter fields which we shall describe below. In

the gauge where
√
g is fixed to its asymptotic value, (3.7) and the solutions generated by these

large diffeomorphisms are the only supersymmetric configurations in the Weyl multiplet that

are smoothly connected to the full-BPS attractor configuration.

In the vector multiplet sector, the vector potentials are given by their on-shell values with

field strength

FΛ
ρτ = −ieΛ

? sinh ρ , FΛ
θψ = pΛ sin θ, (3.9)

where eΛ
? are the electric fields (given by known functions of the charges qΛ) of the nV + 1 gauge

11See [39], for conventions and a more detailed discussion of this point.
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fields near the horizon and pΛ their magnetic charge. The complex scalar fields in the vector

multiplets take the form

XΛ =
1

2
(eΛ
? + ipΛ) +

φΛ − eΛ
?

2 cosh ρ
, X

Λ
=

1

2
(eΛ
? − ipΛ) +

φΛ − eΛ
?

2 cosh ρ
. (3.10)

for some real free parameters φΛ.

The off-shell N = 2 vector multiplets also contain auxiliary scalars Y Λ
ij , transforming as a

triplet of the SU(2) R-symmetry, which take the form

Y Λ,1
1 = −Y Λ,2

2 =
φΛ − eΛ

?

cosh2 ρ
. (3.11)

In contrast to the full-BPS attractor solution, the auxiliary fields Y Λ
ij have a nontrivial profile

indicating that the localizing saddle point does not extremize the supergravity action, i.e. it is

an off-shell configuration. The boundary conditions of XΛ at the boundary of AdS2 are fixed

their attractor value XΛ(ρ → ∞) = 1
2
(eΛ
? + ipΛ) and the real parameters φΛ give the value of

the scalars evaluated at the horizon (i.e. the center of AdS2) XΛ(ρ = 0) = φΛ+ipΛ

2
and we use

them as coordinates on the localizing manifold.

The physical size of AdS2 × S2 in (3.7) at the center is set by

`2 = e−K ≡ −i(XΛ FΛ −X
Λ
FΛ)
∣∣∣
ρ=0

, (3.12)

where the scalars XΛ, X
Λ

take the values in equation (3.10). K is called the Kähler potential

and F is the holomorphic prepotential. Thus, for the vectors, the most general such smooth

solution is parameterized by one real parameter φΛ in each vector multiplet Λ = 0 , 1 , . . . , nv .

In the hypermultiplet sector, the scalar fields take constant values which are fixed by bound-

ary conditions. No calculation below depends on the value of these constants. However, as we

see below, it is important to include the hypermultiplet fluctuations to calculate the correct the

one-loop determinant.

We shall see in Section 6 that the localizing configurations determined so far reproduce

the c = 1 contribution of the Rademacher expansion described in Section 2.2. With AdS2 × S2

asymptotics, and the same canonical boundary conditions for the gauge field and index boundary

conditions for the angular velocity,12 there are also other solutions to the localization equations.

12See section 3.8 and, in particular, Footnote 4 in the companion paper [58] for more details about the
boundary conditions for the angular velocity.
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These are generated by orbifolds of AdS2 × S2 [34]. This can be obtained by considering a

quotient of AdS2 × S2 by the Zc action generated e
2πi
c

(L0−J0). This is equivalent to taking the

metric (3.7) and imposing the identification

(τ, φ) ∼
(
τ +

2π

c
, ψ +

2π

c

)
∼ (τ, ψ + 2π) . (3.13)

This solution also has large diffeomorphisms that are zero-modes of the action. In this case

the isometry group is given by the group Horb. whose bosonic subgroup corresponds to U(1)

rotations around the Euclidean horizon in AdS2 and U(1) rotations around the axis ψ on S2

(see Section 2 of [39]). This solution as described so far is singular. In the M-theory embedding

of the black hole, this can be resolved in the following way. Take the RR gauge field associated

to D0-charge A0, which has a vanishing holonomy around the thermal circle. On the orbifold

geometry keep all fields unchanged except for

A0
(c,d) = A0 +

d

c
dτ, A0 = −ie0

?(cosh ρ− 1) dτ, (3.14)

with d an integer defined mod c and A0
(1,0) is its value on the original background. This makes the

configuration smooth in the following sense: D0-charge in 10d can be geometrized as momentum

in 11d along an extra circle. The nontrivial holonomy around thermal circle is equivalent to a

rotation proportional to d/c along the new circle. This 11d orbifold is completely smooth as

long as c and d are relative prime. This is explained in detail in [73, 40, 54].13 This motivates

including these orbifolds as an allowed localization configuration and this is supported by the

index describe in 2.2 since they correspond to each term in the Rademacher expansion14

3.1.4 The holomorphic prepotential

The next step is to evaluate the action of the supergravity theory on the localization locus,

first for the regular black hole solution (3.8), and then for the orbifold solutions (3.13). A

special subset of terms in the N = 2 supergravity action comes from the so-called holomorphic

prepotential F , which is a degree-2 homogeneous function of the vector superfield (each of

13After adding the extra M-theory circle ξ ∼ ξ+2π the geometry is AdS2×S2×S1 with momentum along S1

and the identification (τ,ψ,ξ) ∼ (τ + 2π/c, ψ + 2π/c, ξ + 2πd/c). The coordinates used in this paper correspond
to shifting ξ → ξ′ + τd/c such that the orbifold does not act on ξ′ and then dimensionally reducing on ξ′. This
coordinate system is more convenient from the 4d perspective.

14We could also shift the holonomies of the other gauge fields in the black hole charge configuration. Indeed,
such a shift in a gauge field coupling to a particular D2-brane (determined by the background charges) is important
to reproduce the multiplier matrix [34].
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weight 1) and the Weyl-squared superfield (of weight 2). (More precisely, it is a function of

the associated “reduced chiral superfields”.) This action is a chiral superspace integral of the

prepotential function F and can produce terms with an arbitrary number of derivatives. The

holomorphic prepotential generically has the form

F (XI) = CIJK
XIXJXK

X0
+ . . . , (3.15)

where the dots correspond to the higher-derivative terms. The leading-order cubic term is

governed by the completely symmetric three-tensor which, for a CY3 compactification of string

theory, is the intersection form of the CY3.

At two-derivative level, the complete action of N = 2 supergravity is given by the action

arising from the prepotential, while at higher-derivative level the action can also contain other

terms coming from full superspace integrals, so called D-terms. It was shown in [72] that all

known full superspace integrals vanish on the localization locus.

3.1.5 The integral over the localization locus

The action of the holomorphic prepotential on the localization solutions takes a very simple form

in the gauge where
√
g is fixed to its asymptotic value, leading to the following result [31] for

the functional integral (3.1), localized around the leading black hole saddle

W (1)(q, p) =

∫
MQ

[dnv+1φ] exp
(
− π qΛ φ

Λ + 4π ImF
(φΛ + ipΛ

2

))
Z
QeqV
1-loop(φΛ) . (3.16)

Here [dnV +1φ] is the measure in field space over the coordinates of the localization manifold,

and Z
QeqV
1-loop(φΛ) is the one-loop determinant of the QeqV action over all the non-BPS directions

orthogonal to the localization locus. Z
QeqV
1-loop(φΛ) receives two contributions: that of the bulk

modes (which vanish sufficiently quickly at the boundary of AdS2), and that of the path integral

over the localization locus of large gauge transformations which as mentioned earlier. The

formula (3.16) is an all-order perturbation theory result around the attractor configuration

(for this reason it is sometimes called W pert), and the superscript indicates that this the first

of an infinite series of non-perturbative gravitational saddles, as we discuss below. Similarly,

performing the path integral around the orbifolded solutions and evaluating the action in terms
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of the holomorphic prepotential yields a contribution

W (c)(q, p) =

∫
MQ

[dnv+1φ]c exp
(
− π qΛ φ

Λ

c
+

4π

c
ImF

(φΛ + ipΛ

2

))
Z
QeqV
1-loop, c(φ

Λ)Ztop
c (q, p) ,

(3.17)

that turns out to be non-perturbatively suppressed compared to the contribution of the standard

black hole geometry in (3.16). The measure [dnv+1φ]c originates from the same ultra-local

measure that we consider in the supergravity problem for the unorbifolded solutions (and will

shortly be evaluated explicitly), and Z
QeqV
1-loop, c(φ

Λ) is the one-loop determinant of the QeqV action

around the orbifolded solution. Finally, as we shall review in more detail shortly, in addition to

the contributions that were present on the regular black hole background, there is an additional

contribution on orbifolds, Ztop
c (q, p), which comes from evaluating the contribution of topological

terms of the action on such geometries and includes a dependence on d as well as other topological

data.15

The formalism of this subsection applies directly to N = 2 supergravity coupled to a number

of vector multiplets. We now extend this formalism to black holes in N = 8 supergravity.

3.2 Black holes in N = 8 supergravity

The field content of N = 8 supergravity in the N = 2 formalism consists of a graviton multiplet,

6 spin-3
2

multiplets, 15 vector multiplets, and 10 hyper multiplets, with a total of 1 + 6 × 2 +

15 × 1 + 10 × 0 = 28 gauge fields and 15 × 2 + 10 × 4 = 70 scalars. Consider the lift of

the black hole solution in the N = 2 theory discussed above to N = 8 supergravity. The

extra N = 2 hypermultiplets and N = 2 spin-3
2

multiplets that occur in the field content

of N = 8 supergravity do not couple to the black hole classically. We can, therefore, calculate

the classical action for the N = 2 Weyl and vector multiplets in the black hole background,

and then take into all the multiplets—including the hypers and spin 3
2
—at the quantum level

by calculating their one-loop determinant.

Let us first discuss the scalar fields. The separation of the 70 scalars into N = 2 vector multi-

plets and hyper multiplets is not immediately obvious, because the scalar manifold SUc(8)\E7(7)

[46, 74] mixes the vector and hyper scalars. (At the level of the N = 8 Lagrangian, this is seen

through the kinetic mixing matrix.) At a given point in field space we can decompose the scalars

into N = 2 vectors and hypers, but this decomposition changes as we move in field space and

15On the regular black hole geometry, such terms evaluate to trivial, charge-independent, terms.

23



we cannot do a global reduction to say a theory with only vectors. The fact that allows us to

proceed with an N = 2 reduction is that the attractor mechanism picks out a special choice

of directions. Recall that the coupling of the vector multiplet scalars to gravity is governed by

the prepotential. In background flat space these scalars do not experience a potential, but near

the horizon of the extremal black hole they do experience a locally quadratic potential, with

the values of the scalars at the minimum determined completely by the black hole charges. The

hyper multiplet scalars, on the other hand, are flat directions of the potential, and form the

coset (SU(2)× SU(6))\E6(2) [75].

Now we can perform the localization calculation of the path integral. For the vector multiplets

we use the N = 2 formalism of [70, 71] as before. Although there is no Lorentz covariant off-

shell formalism for N = 2 hypermultiplets with a finite number of auxiliary fields, we can,

nevertheless, close the supersymmetry algebra off-shell on hypermultiplets for one complex

supercharge [76, 36]. In the off-shell theory, the vector and hyper multiplets are decoupled. The

supersymmetric configurations consist of a one-parameter family of configurations in each vector

multiplet (which vary inside AdS2 as in Section 3.1.3), while the hyper multiplets are completely

fixed to their classical value by supersymmetry [36]. At that fixed value of the hypers, we can go

beyond the local quadratic fluctuations for the vector scalars, and use the fullN = 2 prepotential

for the supersymmetric configurations. For all the other (non-BPS) field modes (including the

hyper-multipelts), it suffices to consider only quadratic fluctuations around each BPS configura-

tion. In this manner we reach a consistent truncation to a theory of N = 2 supergravity coupled

to 15 vector multiplets, whose scalars form the coset manifold SO∗(12)/(SU(6)×U(1)) [26, 77].

Finally we consider the N = 2 spin-3
2

multiplets. These multiplets do not have scalar fields

and so they do not affect the preceding discussion, but there is the “opposite” problem to

consider, namely they contain gauge fields under which the black hole can carry charges, and so

they couple to the black hole. In order to disentangle these vector fields, recall that the N = 2

attractor mechanism singles out one gauge field (the on-shell graviphoton) which carries all

the charge of the black hole. In other words, one can make a symplectic transformation on

the nv + 1 vector multiplets so that the charges of the black hole under all gauge fields, except

the graviphoton, vanish. Relatedly, the horizon area is given by the simple formula A = πeK|Z|2,

where Z = eK/2(pΛFΛ− qΛX
Λ) is the N = 2 central charge, and e−K = i(FΛX

Λ−FΛX
Λ) defines

the Kähler potential. Now, a similar statement is true in the N = 8 theory: now we have a

central charge antisymmetric matrix Zij, i,j = 1, . . . , 8, with four skew eigenvalues. The largest

skew eigenvalue Z determines the potential and the horizon area as above. This central charge

effectively picks out the graviphoton and therefore the N = 2 subalgebra underlying the black
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hole.

The bottom line is that, by a suitable choice of coordinates in the space of charges, we

can view the classical black hole in the N = 8 theory as a black hole in an N = 2 theory

of supergravity coupled to 15 vector multiplets. The full path integral now factors into a

finite-dimensional integral over the N = 2 vector multiplet off-shell BPS configurations whose

action is determined by the prepotential, and the one-loop determinant over all the non-BPS

configurations. The latter space consists of the rest of the modes of the Weyl and vector

multiplets, and all the modes of the hyper multiplets and spin-3
2

multiplets. The next step

is to determine the prepotential of the vector multiplet theory explicitly.

3.2.1 The prepotential of the black hole in the N = 8 theory

In order to calculate the prepotential, we use the string theory description of the system as Type

IIA on T 6, whose associated M-theory lift on an additional circle is the one described in [78].

In the M-theory description, each vector multiplet I = 1, . . . , 15 is associated with one of the

(6
2) = 15 2-cycles (or its Hodge-dual 4-cycle) inside T 6. For any Calabi-Yau 3-fold, the classical

(tree-level) prepotential is given by the intersection numbers of these 4-cycles, i.e.,

F (0)(X) = CIJK
XIXJXK

X0
, CIJK ≡

1

6

∫
T 6

αI ∧ αJ ∧ αK , (3.18)

where CIJK is the intersection matrix of T 6 and αI is an integral basis for H2(T 6;Z). Recall

that the exact prepotential can be calculated as a genus expansion of the topological string on

the CY3 [79, 80]. In our case where CY3 = T 6, the holomorphic prepotential is tree-level exact,

i.e. (3.15) does not receive any corrections. This can be understood as due to the extra fermion

zero-modes on T 6 which are the superpartners of the translation symmetries on the torus.

For concreteness, we use the identification between the 15 vector multiplet scalars and the

corresponding 2-cycles described by equation (C.1). The precise choice will not be very important

except when comparing with possible truncations of the theory, and therefore we leave it in

Appendix C. The intersection matrix between cycles ij, kl and mn with i,j,k,l,m = 4, . . . ,9

is given by Cij;kl;mn = 1
6
εijklmn and using the relation (C.1) we can obtain CIJK in the basis

relevant for (3.18).

The electric and magnetic charge vectors (qΛ, p
Λ) = (q0,qI , p

0, pI) of the black hole are given in

terms of the number of D-branes wrapping cycles of T 6 in the Type-IIA frame. The parameter q0

counts the number of D0-branes, qI the number of D2-branes wrapping 2-cycles in T 6, pI the
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number of D4-branes wrapping the respective Hodge-dual 4-cycles, and p0 the number of D6-

branes wrapping T 6. In the M-theory frame, the D0, D2, D4 branes lift to momentum around

the M-theory circle, M2 branes transverse to the M-theory circle, and M5-branes wrapping the

M-theory circle respectively. Note that D6-branes in string theory, as well as the KK-monopole

manifestation in M-theory, are intrinsically heavy non-perturbative objects, and they have a

very large backreaction even at small coupling. For this reason we restrict attention to p0 = 0,

but otherwise keep an arbitrary number of D0-D2-D4 branes.

N = 8 supergravity resulting from compactifying Type IIA on T 6 enjoys U-duality and the

charge invariant (2.1) for arbitrary R-R charges and vanishing NS-NS charges (coming in N = 2

language from the 12 vectors in the spin-3/2 multiplets) reduces to

∆ = 4CIJKp
IpJpK

(
q0 +

1

12
qIC

IJqJ

)
, (3.19)

where CIJ is the inverse of the matrix CIJ ≡ CIJKp
K . Setting the charges in the gravitino

multiplets to zero preserves, SO∗(12; Z) out of the full U-duality group. This SO∗(12; Z)

naturally acts on the coset SO∗(12)/(SU(6)×U(1)) and the 16 remaining charges transform as

a spinor under this SO∗(12; Z) [77]. Since we further set p0 = 0, we only preserve USp(6;Z)

which acts on the remaining 15 charges and under which ∆ in (3.19) is invariant.

The index calculation in the microscopic theory is done in a dual type IIB theory on T 6

with D1-D5-P-KK charges. The duality transformations between the localization calculation

and the microscopic index calculation are described in Section 3.1 of [32]. In the IIA frame, a

simple choice of charges with a non-zero invariant ∆ involves the following charges. Denoting

the six-torus by T 6 = T 4×S1× S̃1, we can choose q0 D0-branes, q1 D2-branes wrapping 2-cycle

S1× S̃1, p1 D4-branes wrapping 4-cycle T 4, p2 D4-branes wrapping 4-cycle Σ67×S1× S̃1, and p3

D4-branes wrapping 4-cycle Σ89×S1× S̃1. The relation to the dual IIB frame microscopic result

of Section 2 is q0 = n, q1 = `, and (p1,p2,p3) = (K̃,Q1, Q5). For this configuration the U-duality

invariant given in (3.19) is given by ∆ = 4p1p2p3q0− (q1p
1)2 = 4n− `2 for (K̃,Q1, Q5) = (1,1,1).

As we shall see in more detail in Section 6, evaluating the prepotential F (X) in the exponent

of (3.16) or (3.17) and integrating-out the moduli φ1, . . . ,φ15, which all have a Gaussian weight,

yields a single integral over φ0. After the change of variable, the exponential in the integral

over φ0 precisely matches that in the Bessel function that one expects from the microscopic

description presented in Section 2.1. What remains to be done however, is to match all one-loop

factors of c and φ0 in the Radamacher expansion of the microscopic degeneracy (2.7). Before

understanding how to compute this one-loop determinant we first discuss the integration measure

26



in (3.16), (3.17) for the moduli φΛ, and the topological term in (3.17).

3.2.2 The integration measure along the localization locus

In the localization calculation of the gravitational partition function computing the black hole

index described before, the measure over the manifold [d16φ] is not fixed by symmetries in an

obvious way since for example the vector multiplets are abelian. If we had a path integral

representation defining the theory this could be used as a starting point to derive the induced

measure on the localization manifold. The situation in supergravity is less clear since the UV

completion is not a quantum field theory but string theory.

A natural candidate for [d16φ] is the following. An ultralocal measure for a path integral is

defined such that
∫

[DΦm]e−
∫ √

gGmn(Φ)δΦmδΦn = 1 where Φm denotes the set of fields in the theory

and Gmn defines an inner product. In the problem that we consider, the only dependence on the

orbifold parameter c appears, as a factor of 1/c in the integral of the exponent of the ultralocal

measure. The dependence with the charges is still undetermined by this argument without

knowing more details about the ultralocal measure. We propose to take ∂Λ∂Σe−K = ImFΛΣ as

a natural metric on the localization manifold since this matrix appears in the quadratic action

of the vector fields, where FΛΣ is the 16 × 16 matrix of second derivatives of the prepotential.

This gives16

[d16φ]c ≡ d16φ

√
2 det

( 1

2c
Im FΛΣ

)
, (3.20)

where d16φ =
∏16

Λ=0 dφΛ. This choice remains to be derived from first principles but we will see

it satisfies very interesting properties. The choice of numerical prefactor is arbitrary.

Since we will restrict to p0 = 0 we can compute this determinant in the following way.

First separate the symmetric 16 × 16 matrix into a 15 × 15 matrix Im(FIJ) = 6CIJ
φ0 , two 15-

dimensional vector when one component is zero Im(F0I) = Im(FI0) = −6CIJφ
J

(φ0)2 and the 00-

component Im(F00) = −2CIJp
IpJ

(φ0)3 + 6CIJφ
IφJ

(φ0)3 . The determinant can be computed in terms of these

16In [32] it was proposed to derive [dφ] from an ultralocal measure that diagonalizes kinetic mixing for the
scalar fields in vector multiplets [32]. It is important to note, however, that this ultralocal measure is separate
from the one-loop determinant that we calculate in section 4 in contrast to what was initially suggested in [32].
This distinction was further addressed in [36].
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four blocks and the result simplifies considerably:

[d16φ]c = d16φ
1

c8

√
−2CIJKpIpJpK det (3CIJ)

(φ0)18
, (3.21)

where we defined the 15 × 15 matrix CIJ = CIJKp
K whose determinant appears in the second

line. This choice of measure is motivated by the way the scalars appear in the action, but it also

has some further encouraging properties. First, it depends only on φ0, at least when p0 = 0.

Second, we will see the precise function of charges that appear in the numerator is necessary in

order to obtain a T-duality invariant black hole index. Finally, the factor of c will be necessary

to reproduce the sum in the Rademacher expansion. Even though this measure works for the

black holes in N = 8 supergravity, it is an open question whether it gets corrections in situation

with less supersymmetry.

3.2.3 The topological term and Kloosterman phases

The term Ztop
c in (3.17) comes from terms in the action of the supergravity theory that are topo-

logical or non-local in nature, and account for the c-dependence of the phases in the Kloosterman

sum in the expression (2.7), (2.9) [34]. We now briefly summarize these observations. Recall

that the black hole in embedded in the full string theory as a black string wrapping an S1. The

holographically dual theory is a (4,4) SCFT2, and the near-horizon geometry is AdS3× S3 (×T 4)

with SU(2)L×SU(2)R R-symmetry. There are two circle reductions which are important. Upon

reducing AdS3 to AdS2× S1 one obtains the BMPV BH. Here the JL rotation on the S3 breaks the

symmetry to U(1)L×SU(2)R. On the other hand, we can reduce S3 to S2 × S̃1 such that SU(2)R

is the rotational symmetry of S2 and U(1)L rotates the S̃1. The near complete-horizon geometry

of the black hole is AdS2× S2 × S1 × S̃1.

Now consider the configuration with one electric charge q0 = n as above. In the near-horizon

geometry the electric charge n is the momentum around S1. The macroscopic observable (3.1)

contains the Wilson line term. This Wilson line gives exp(2πin) = 1 on the AdS2 geometry (c =

1), but gives a non-trivial phase exp(2πind/c) = 1 on the orbifold (3.13) which includes a shift

on the S1. Recalling that ∆ = 4n− `2, we see that this term precisely accounts for the first term

in the sum (2.9).

Now, recall that the Zc orbifold also acts on the S2 part of the geometry in order to preserve

supersymmetry. Thus it creates flux in the four-dimensional geometry which has an action

associated to it. One way to calculate this action is to consider the lift to AdS3. As explained
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in [40], the (c,d) orbifolds can be thought of as the near-horizon geometry of the Maldacena-

Strominger family of AdS3 geometries with T 2 boundary. On such a solid torus geometry,

the SU(2)R gauge field has a non-abelian Chern-Simons action, and the value of its bulk action

precisely accounts for the last term exp
(
−2πia/4c

)
of the sum (2.9).

As explained in [34], the first Wilson line can also be understood as arising from the abelian

CS theory associated to U(1)L. In this description the Wilson line arises as the boundary action

needed to make the Chern-Simons theory well-defined, evaluated on the torus boundary.

The final piece in (2.9) is the multiplier system M(γc,d)
−1
ν1 given explicitly in (2.10). The

phases in the exponent of (2.10) arise from the evaluation of the bulk non-abelian CS term

associated with the SU(2)L gauge field on the AdS3. This calculation is quite subtle and uses the

fact that the CS invariant on the (c,d) solid torus can be mapped to the Dehn surgery formula for

the unknot on Lens spaces [81–84]. The Rademacher Φ-function arises as the framing correction.

Putting all these together we arrive at the (c,d) dependent part of the exponent of the

Kloosterman sum (2.9). The Chern-Simons partition functions do not have any additional (c,d)-

dependent pre-factor [84, 83]. Thus we are left with one overall constant factor which we

determine by comparing the c = 1 term in (2.7). The final answer is

Ztop
c =

√
cKc(∆) . (3.22)

Here, we should note that the factor of
√
c is meant to cancel the factor present in the definition

(2.10) of the multiplier matrix, in order to reproduce the (c, d)-independent one-loop determinant

of Chern-Simons theory.

4 One-loop determinants around localizing saddles

The remaining bit of input needed in the localized integral (3.16) is the one-loop determinant. It

was argued in [36] that since there is only one scale set by `2 = e−K in the localization background,

the one loop determinant can only depend on ` and on the parameter c of the orbifold. When

restricting to p0 = 0, the Kähler potential for (3.18) evaluated on the localization locus takes a

simple form

e−K(φΛ) =
−2CIJKp

IpJpK

φ0
, (4.1)
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and thus the one-loop determinant can depend only on φ0, on the combination of charges

CIJKp
IpJpK and on the orbifold parameter c. Computing the exact dependence of the one-

loop determinant on these parameters is crucial in order to match the microscopic value of the

degeneracy discussed in Section 2.1.

As explained in the introduction, the one-loop determinant has two contributions, neither of

which has so far been fully determined:

• Contribution captured by an index. A formalism for calculating the one-loop deter-

minant of such modes in generic N = 2 supergravity theories in the off-shell formalism

was developed in [38] by using the Atiyah-Bott fixed-point theorem. In order to apply

this computation to the N = 8 theory we need to calculate the index associated to several

N = 2 supermultiplet: the graviton, the vector, the hyper, the chiral and the gravitino

supermultiplets. While the index has been computed for the former three on AdS2 × S2,

the index of the latter two has not been computed. In the particular case of the gravitino

supermultiplet, a difficulty in determining the index comes from the lack of an off-shell

N = 2 formulation. In this section, as well as in Section 4.4, we will determine the index

for all these multiplets by working in the off-shell N = 4 formulation, which from the

N = 2 perspective includes both the gravitino and chiral supermultiplets.

Additionally, in order to fully compute W (c)(qΛ,p
Λ) in (3.17) one has to also compute

the index on the orbifold geometries which, from the four-dimensional perspective, are

Zc quotients of AdS2 × S2. This calculation was not done previously in this context. In

Section 4.2, we will adapt the index theorem to compute the one-loop determinant on

the quotient geometry for all the above supermultiplets. While the c-dependence in the

one-loop determinant of each of the previously mentioned N = 2 supermultiplets turns

out to be complicated, the one-loop determinant of the bulk modes in the N = 8 theory

turns out to be entirely c-independent.

For readers solely interested in the actual value of the one-loop determinants (or at least

their part captured by the index theorem) for the various supermultiplets in N = 2, 4 or

8 supergravity theories, rather than their derivation, could skip to Section 4.5.

• Contribution of zero modes. As was already observed in [38], the contribution of the

large gauge transformations (also called boundary modes) mentioned in Section 3.1 are not

correctly captured in the index computation. Some boundary modes are not zero-modes

of the action, and their contribution to the determinant can be computed from the index

by carefully understanding their role in the Qeq-cohomology. Other boundary modes are
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zero-modes of both the deformed and undeformed supergravity action and, therefore, are

technically part of the localization locus and cannot be treated only to quadratic order.

To compute their contribution to Z
Qeq.V
1-loop, c(φ

Λ) we will thus have to perform the explicit

path integral over them. This is especially important if we compare their contribution on

the AdS2 × S2 geometry and on the orbifolded geometry, where the path integral could

have a non-trivial c-dependence. In section 5.2 and 5.3, we will show that the path integral

over the boundary zero-modes can be studied by taking the zero-temperature limit of the

N = 4 super-Schwarzian path integral with AdS2 boundary conditions (in the case of

the AdS2 × S2 saddle) or with boundary conditions that correspond to the insertion of a

supersymmetry preserving defect (in the case of the orbifolded saddles).

Before we proceed with our one-loop determinant computation, it is worth noting some

leading-order results for the one-loop determinant obtained by expanding the N = 8 super-

gravity action to quadratic order around a classical solution (and therefore less generic than

the localization manifold) and extracting the logarithmic area correction to the black hole

entropy. As mentioned above, the logarithmic correction to the entropy obtained in the large

∆-expansion of the leading term in the Radamacher expansion of the microscopic result seen

in (2.7) (corresponding to the regular black hole geometry) was reproduced in [85]. More

recently however, the one-loop determinant on the four-dimensional Zc orbifold geometry was

also analyzed using similar heat-kernel methods [86, 87] where it was found that for N = 8

supergravity, the logarithmic correction in the area of the black hole is c-independent. This is

once again consistent with the large-∆ expansion of the subleading terms in the Radamacher

expansion (2.7) whose power of ∆ is c-independent. This computation is however insufficient

to determine the full c-dependence of the one-loop determinant and for that we will have to go

in detail through the localization computation. Nevertheless, the results of [87] serve as a non-

trivial check for our localization results for each individual N = 2 Weyl, vector supermutiplet

and hypermultiplet: they show that each one of these N = 2 supermultiplets yields a logarithmic

correction in the area that has a non-trivial c-dependence, which we reproduce from our index

computations.

4.1 One-loop determinant on AdS2 × S2 from an index theorem

In this subsection we review the calculation of [38] of the superdeterminant of the operator QeqV
with V defined in (3.5). We first organize all the fluctuating fields of the theory into cohomological

variables, i.e. representations of the equivariant algebra Q2
eq = H with H = L0 − J0 as in (3.2).
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The representations take the form (Φ , QeqΦ ,Ψ , QeqΨ), where Φ and Ψ are a set of local bosonic

and fermionic fields, respectively, called elementary fields and their Qeq-partners are called

descendants. In this basis one can see the one-loop determinant is elegantly obtained from the

Atiyah-Bott fixed-point formula. Nevertheless, this formula is not complete and has corrections

from boundary modes.

We denote the contribution to the one-loop determinant obtained from the index by Zindex,

and use Zone-loop for the full one-loop determinant that includes the full path integral over

the moduli space of zero-modes. We shall explain the relation between Zindex and Zone-loop in

great detail in Section 5.1, while in this section we will solely focus on computing Zindex for all

supermultiplets in N = 2 supergravity.

4.1.1 The superdeterminant from the Atiyah-Bott fixed-point formula

As the superchargeQeq pairs up the fields algebraically at each point in space, all the contribution

to the superdeterminant can be understood as a mismatch between the elementary bosons and

fermions, which is kept track by an operator D10 : Φ→ Ψ. An algebraic analysis then shows that

the ratio of determinants of the fermionic and bosonic kinetic operators in QeqV then reduces

to the ratio

Zindex =

√
detΨ(H/`)

detΦ(H/`)
, (4.2)

where the scale ` gives the overall scaling in the physical size of the spacetime with `2 =

e−K(φΛ+ipΛ).

Any mode which is not in the kernel or cokernel of D10 does not contribute to this ratio.

Thus the ratio of determinants on the right-hand side can thus be computed from the knowledge

of the index,17

ind(D10)(t) := TrKerD10 e
tH
` − TrCokerD10 e

tH
` . (4.3)

which following from (4.2) is thus simply related to the difference between the heat-kernels of

17Here we will use a convention in which H, L0, and J0 are all anti-Hermitian.

32



the bosonic and fermionic differential operators. Specifically, writing the index as a series,

ind(D10)(t) =
∑
n

α(n) eiλnt , (4.4)

we can read off the eigenvalues λn of H/`, as well as their indexed degeneracies α(n), and the

ratio of determinants in (4.2) is

Zindex =
∏
n

(λn)−
1
2
α(n) , (4.5)

where the infinite product is defined using zeta-function regularization.

The calculation thus reduces to the calculation of the equivariant index (4.3), with respect to

the action of H/`. This can be done using the Atiyah-Bott fixed-point formula [88], which says

that it reduces to the quantum-mechanical modes at the fixed points of the manifold under the

action of H/`. This can intuitively be explained as follows: in (4.3), the index is the difference

between the traces evaluated on the space of fields in Φ and Ψ, respectively, for the operator e
tH
` ,

that implements a finite diffeomorphism x 7→ x̃ = e
tH
` x. Writing the trace as a sum over diagonal

elements, the trace of e
tH
` can be written as an integral over d4 x with an insertion of δ4(x̃− x).

One therefore finds,

ind(D10)(t) =
∑
{x|x̃=x}

TrΦ e
tH
` − TrΨ e

tH
`

det(1− ∂x̃/∂x)
. (4.6)

Writing the AdS2× S2 metric in complex coordinates as

ds2 = dρ2 + sinh2 ρ dτ 2 + dθ2 + sin2 θ dψ2 =
4dwdw

(1− ww)2
+

4dzdz

(1 + zz)2
, (4.7)

the U(1) action is

H ≡ L0 − J0 = (∂τ − ∂ψ) . (4.8)

Its fixed points are given by w = 0 (η = 0), and z = 0 or 1/z = 0 (and ψ = 0 or ψ = π)

which are the center of AdS2, with the North Pole or South Pole of S2 respectively. The action

of the operator e−
iHt
` on the spacetime coordinate is (w ,z) → (eit/`w ,e−it/`z) and therefore the

determinant factor in the denominator of (4.6) is, with q = eit/`,

det(1− ∂x̃/∂x) = (1− q)2(1− q−1)2 , (4.9)
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regardless of which supermultiplet we are considering. Near the fixed points the space looks

locally like R4, and we have an associated SO(4) = SU(2)+ × SU(2)− rotation symmetry. At

the North Pole and South pole, the chiral and anti-chiral part of the Killing spinor and the

Hamiltonian reduce to

NP : εi+α = 0 , ε i−α̇ =

(
σ3 exp

[
i
(τ + ψ)

2
σ3

])i
α̇ , H = L0 − J0 = 2J

(+)
0 ,

(4.10)

SP : ε i+α =

(
−iσ3 exp

[
i
(τ + ψ)

2
σ3

])i
α , ε i−α̇ = 0 , H = L0 − J0 = 2J

(−)
0 . (4.11)

where J
(±)
0 are also defined to be anti-Hermitian. Therefore, a representation of SU(2)+ ×

SU(2)−×SU(2)R is twisted to the representation of SU(2)+×SU(2)−R and SU(2)+R×SU(2)−

(where SU(2)±R is in the diagonal of SU(2)±×SU(2)R), at the north pole and the south poles,

respectively.

Given a field in a representation (m,n), the trace in the numerator of (4.6) is easily calculated

at the north pole and south pole:

NP : Tr(m,n)e
tH
` = n(q−|m−1| + q−|m−1|+2 · · ·+ q|m−1|−2 + q|m−1|) ,

SP : Tr(m,n)e
tH
` = m(q−|n−1| + q−|n−1|+2 · · ·+ q|n−1|−2 + q|n−1|) .

(4.12)

To obtain the determinant we finally have to take integral over the index,

logZindex =
1

2

∫ ∞
ε

dt

t
ind(D10)(t). (4.13)

where ε is a cut-off that is independent of the scale is the size of the spacetime `.

If all we care about the one-loop determinant is its dependence on the area of the black hole,

i.e. the scaling with `, then we to compute the coefficient a0 such that logZindex ∼ a0 log `+O(1)

as we scale the charges of the black hole to take `→∞. The coefficient a0, in turn, is obtained

from the constant term in the t→ 0 expansion of the index,

1

4
ind(D10)(t) = · · ·+ a−2

t2
+ a0 + a2 t

2 + · · · . (4.14)

However, in this paper we are interested in the dependence of the one-loop determinant on the

orbifold parameters, and therefore we need to calculate ind(D10)(t) exactly.
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To make things concrete, as a first example, we will compute the index of the vector

supermultiplet in Section 4.3. This is known for the leading AdS2 saddle [36] but the result

is new for the orbifold geometry.

4.1.2 The construction of the Qeq-complex

Given the above formalism, what remains is to assemble all the fields in the cohomological

variables for a given supercharge and read off the charges of the various modes under this rotation.

For a matter multiplet around a fixed background this is not a difficult task—one begins with

the lowest component of the supermultiplet and follows the variation of a fixed supercharge to

all the fields of the multiplet. When the fields of the theory have gauge invariance, the problem

is a little bit more subtle as we need to include the Fadeev-Popov ghosts in the list of fields in

order to maintain the covariance of the problem. The problem when doing this in supergravity,

rather than in usual gauge theory, is

(a) that the usual supersymmetry variations on the fields only holds up to gauge transforma-

tions,

(b) to work out the action of the supercharge on the ghosts.

Both these problems are solved consistently by demanding that the algebra Q2 = H holds

as such (without additional gauge variations) on all the fields of the theory (see e.g. [89, 76]).

For the Weyl multiplet, the problem becomes more subtle because all transformations of the

theory—including the supersymmetry variation—are realized a priori as gauge variations and

one needs to first fix a background supersymmetry variation around a curved background. The

technical issue boils down to essentially the same one as mentioned in Section 3.1, namely the

softness of the gauge algebra. The deformation of the BRST algebra presented in [37, 38] is thus

also practically useful to calculate the one-loop determinant.

Now we move on to the second issue, the need to determine the action of the supercharge

on the ghosts. To explain how this works its useful to provide more details on the Weyl

supermultiplet in the off-shell superconformal formalism, which after coupling to an auxiliary vec-

tormultiplet and a hypermultiplet can be gauge fixed to the Poincare N = 2 graviton multiplet.

The Weyl multiplet consists on gauge fields for the following transformations18: translations

generated by P a, dilatations which we denote by Dil, special conformal transformations by

18Where upper (lower) i,j, . . . denote indices in the (anti)-fundamental of SU(2)R, µ,ν, . . . denote spacetime
indices, and finally a,b, . . . denote frame indices directions for spacetime.
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K, Lorenz transformations by Mab, U(1)R transformations by A; SU(2)R transformations by

V i
j, supersymmetry transformations by Qi and superconformal transformations by Si. Besides

these gauge fields the Weyl multiplet includes auxiliary tensor fields T±ab (where the superscript

indicates the chirality) a scalar D and fermions χi. We refer to [38] for more details, and in

particular section 3 and 4 for the full development of the formalism, and restrict ourselves here

to pointing out a couple of differences compared to rigid supersymmetry.

While the action of the supercharge on the fields in the supermultiplet can be simply read

off from the supersymmetric variation of each field, the action of the supercharge on the ghosts

is determined by the structure constant of the symmetry algebra of supersymmetry variations.

The supersymmetry algebra of two rigid supercharges typically has the form

{Qi , Qj} = (γaPa + iZ)δij , (4.15)

where P a is local translation and Z is a central charge. In conformal off-shellN = 2 supergravity,

this has the following non-linear form,

[δQ(ε1), δQ(ε2)] = δcgct(ξ) + δM(ε) + δK(ΛK) + δS(η) + δgauge , (4.16)

where cgct is the so-called covariant general coordinate transformation which includes all the

gauge symmetries of the theory, M , K, and S are, respectively, the local Lorentz, special

conformal, and S-supersymmetry transformations, and δgauge includes additional gauge transfor-

mations (including central charges) external to the minimal supergravity algebra. The composite

parameters εab are given by

εab = i
1

2
ε2i+ε

i
1+T

ab+ + i
1

2
ε2i−ε

i
1−T

ab− , (4.17)

and there are similar expressions for ξµ, Λa
K , and ηi.

As a result, e.g. there can be structure functions relating two supersymmetry transformations

and the Lorentz transformation Mab which is proportional to the field T ab. According to the

deformed BRST formalism of [38], this implies that the Qeq-variation of the ghost cab for Lorentz

transformations is proportional to T ab. Similarly, the anticommutator

{Qi , Sj} = −δij(γabMab +Dil − γ5A) + 2V i
j , (4.18)

where Dil is the dilatation gauge symmetry of the conformal supergravity. By reading off the
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structure functions from this equation, we deduce that the Qeq variation of the dilatation ghost

is the ghost for S-supersymmetry.

Having briefly reviewed how to obtain the transformation under Qeq for the quantum fluc-

tuation of all the fields in supergravity around a certain background, we now describe the

procedure [38] of classification of all these fields either as cohomological primaries (Φ or Ψ) or

descendants (QeqΦ and QeqΨ). .

• We will choose a certain twist of all the fields, either by considering the diagonal SU(2)+R

in SU(2)+ × SU(2)R or the diagonal SU(2)−R in SU(2)− × SU(2)R which both commute

with the action of Qeq. This choice of twist is not unique and some choices do not lead to

a valid classification of all the fields in a Qeq-cohomology complex.

• We start with a bosonic or fermionic field, φR or ψR respectively, transforming in a given

irrep R of the twisted group. The variations QeqφR and QeqψR are both in the irrep R.

• We then try to find a twisted fermionic or bosonic field, which we denote by ψ̃R or φ̃R, that

appears linearly, without any derivatives acting upon it, in QeqφR or in QeqψR respectively.

If such a term exists, then we classify φR ∈ Φ or ψR ∈ Ψ, respectively, and ψ̃R ∈ QeqΦ

or φ̃R ∈ QeqΨ. If no such terms exists in QeqφR or in QeqψR then we try to find another

fermionic or bosonic field whose variation under Qeq has a term linear in the fields φR or

ψR respectively. In such a case, we would conclude that φR ∈ QeqΨ or ψR ∈ QeqΦ and the

field whose variation we considered

• We repeat the process until it is no longer possible to pair fields into cohomological

primaries and descendants. If we cannot classify all the fields into (Φ , QeqΦ ,Ψ , QeqΨ)

by failing to preform the previous two steps, then we have to consider a different twist and

repeat the previous steps until all the fields are classified.

4.2 One-loop determinant on the orbifold from index theorem

In the previous subsection we have abstractly explained how to compute the one-loop deter-

minant around the leading black hole saddle using the Atyiah-Bott index theorem. We will

now extend this method of computation for the orbifold geometries. As previously mentioned,

from the 4d perspective the orbifold geometry can be understood as a Zc quotient, generated
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by γ = e
2πH
c , which in terms of the coordinates in (4.7) is given by the identification,

(τ, ψ) ∼
(
τ +

2π

c
, ψ +

2π

c

)
∼ (τ, ψ + 2π) . (4.19)

Since we are working with ungauged supergravity, no field is charged under the gauge fields

in the vector multiplets. This implies that the square of the supercharge does not involve any

rigid gauge transformation of these gauge fields.19 Consequently, the one-loop determinant is

independent of the orbifold parameter d, which appears as a twisted boundary condition on fields

with D0-charge. The same argument implies that the one-loop determinant is independent of n.

This is consistent with the structure of the Kloosterman sum since the d and n dependence

appear in an exponential reproduced by a term in the action, and not as a correction to the

one-loop determinant.

The traces in the index in (4.3) can then be related to those on the AdS2 × S2 geometry

by using the method of images. Instead of inserting δ4(x̃ − x) in the integral over d4x in the

orbifolded geometry that computes the trace in (4.3) on the orbifolds, we can instead insert
1
|Zc|
∑

γ∈Zc δ
4(x̃(γ, t)− x), with x̃(γ, t) = (γ · e tH` )x = e( t`+ 2π

c )Hx, within the d4x integral over an

un-quotiented AdS2 × S2. Here, |Zc| = c is the dimension of the quotient group which gives the

total number of images. The index on the Zc orbifold geometry, which we denote by indc(D10)(t),

can therefore be written as

indc(D10)(t) =
1

c

∑
γ∈Zc

∑
{x|x̃(γ,t)=x}

TrΦ

(
γ · e tH`

)
− TrΨ

(
γ · e tH`

)
det (1− ∂x̃/∂x)

, (4.20)

which can now be evaluated explicitly using (4.12) for the denominator and (4.9) for the

numerator, now with q = e
t
`
+ 2π

c .

4.3 An example: the N = 2 vector supermultiplet

To make things concrete, it is useful to review the computation of the one-loop determinant for

the N = 2 vector supermultiplets around the leading saddle using the results in Section 4.1,

after which the one-loop determinant around the orbifold geometries can be easily computed

using the method of images presented in Section 4.2. In its off-shell formulation, the fields of

19This fact was implicitly used before in the one-loop calculations of [36, 38]. Note that the presence of such
a rigid gauge transformation in Q2

eq would affect the index, even on the AdS2 × S2 geometry.
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the N = 2 vector supermultiplets are

(Aµ, X,X, λ
i, Y ij) (4.21)

where Aµ is the vector field, X is a complex scalar whose complex conjugate in X, λi are two

gaugini that form an SU(2) doublet and Y ij are auxiliary scalars that form an SU(2) triplet. In

addition, in order for the supersymmetry transformations to close off-shell we have to include

the ghosts (b,c,B) associated to the U(1) gauge transformations, where b and c have fermion

statistics and B has bosonic statistics. Within the BRST formalism described in the previous

subsections, we can now extract the action of the equivariant supercharge on (Aµ, X,X, λ
i, Y ij)

by deforming the supersymmetric variation as described in Section 4.1. Before doing so, we

perform the following twist for the fields in the vector supermultiplet,

Field or ghost SU(2)+ × SU(2)− × SU(2)R irrep SU(2)± × SU(2)R∓ irrep
Aµ (2,2,1) (2,2)
X,X (1,1,1) (1,1)
λi (2,1,2)⊕ (1, 2,2) (2,2)⊕ (1, 1)⊕ (1, 3)
Y ij (1,1,3) (1,3)
c, b, B (1,1,1) (1,1)

To make the calculation more explicit, it is useful to see how to perform the twist for the

gaugini by projecting against the fixed Killing spinor εi to obtain the three irreps listed in the

table above:

λ(2,2) ≡ λµ ≡ εiγµλ
i , λ(1,1) ≡ λ ≡ εiγ5λ

i , λ(1,3) ≡ λij ≡ −2ε(iCλj) , (4.22)

where C is the charge conjugation matrix.

We start with the transformation under Qeq of the quantum fluctuation for the gauge field

Aµ which includes,

QeqAµ = λµ + ∂µc . (4.23)

Since the twisted variable λµ appears without derivatives, it is the cohomological descendant

of Aµ. Thus Aµ ∈ Φ and λµ ∈ Ψ. Due to the nature of the twisting, as previously mentioned

Aµ and λµ lie within the same (2,2) twisted representation. One can then easily check that

Qeqλµ contains no terms linear in the fields of the vector supermultiplet without any derivatives,

confirming that λµ is indeed a cohomological descendant.
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Next, we see that the variation of the linear combination ImX = −i(X −X) transforms as

Qeq ImX = λ , (4.24)

from which we deduce that ImX ∈ Φ and λ ∈ QeqΦ. The transformation under Qeq of the

remaining twisted representation of the gaugino, λij which transforms as (1,3) under SU(2)∓ ×
SU(2)R±, involves

Qeqλ
ij ⊃ Y ij , (4.25)

which thus implies that λij ∈ Ψ and Yij ∈ QeqΨ. What remains to be classified is the other

linear combination of scalars, ReX = X +X as well as all the ghost fields. We find ReX when

looking at how the ghost c transforms under Qeq,

Qeqc ⊃ i
(
εiε

i
)

ReX , (4.26)

which thus means that the ghost c ∈ Ψ (due to its spin statistics), and ReX ∈ QeqΨ, rather

than being part of Φ. Finally, the ghosts b and B are related through the transformation

Qeqb = B , (4.27)

which finally means that b ∈ Ψ and B ∈ QeqΨ.

To summarize, we thus have the following fundamental fields in the Qeq cohomology complex,

Φ ⊆ QeqΦ

A(2,2) λ(2,2)

ImX1,1 λ(1,1)

Ψ ⊆ QeqΨ

λ(1,3) Y(1,3)

(c)(1,1) ReX(1,1)

(b)(1,1) (B)(1,1)

where the subscript indicates the twisted representation of each cohomological primary/descendant.

Thus, to obtain the index associate to this supermultiplet, we simply use the representations

listed in the table to compute the bosonic and fermionic traces in (4.6) by using (4.12):

TrNPΦ

(
e
tH
`

)
= TrSPΦ

(
e
tH
`

)
= Tr(2,2)

(
e
tH
`

)
+ Tr(1,1)

(
e
tH
`

)
,

TrNPΨ

(
e
tH
`

)
= TrSPΨ

(
e
tH
`

)
= Tr(1,3)

(
e
tH
`

)
+ 2 Tr(1,1)

(
e
tH
`

)
.

(4.28)

Thus, in total we find that the index for the vector supermultiplet on the regular black hole
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geometry is given by

indN=2
vect. (D10)(t) =

4(q + q−1)− 8

(1− q)2 (1− q−1)2
=

4 q

(1− q)2
with q = e

it
` . (4.29)

A useful check of (4.29) can be made by computing its contribution to the logarithmic corrections

of the black hole entropy. As described in Section 4.1, we simply need to extract the coefficient

avect.
0 = −1/12 in the small t expansion of (4.29). This agrees with the result of [85], which

computed the heat-kernel associated to the differential operators acting on fields in an N =

2 vector supermultiplet around the on-shell AdS2 × S2 saddle. The index on the orbifolded

geometry is given by the sum over images and simplifies to

indN=2 s.c.
vect., c (D10)(t)

∣∣∣∣
NP/SP

=
2 c qc

(1− qc)2

∣∣∣∣
NP/SP

, with q = e
it
` , (4.30)

which leads to a one-loop determinant around each orbifold geometry that has non-trivial c-

dependence. Extracting the coefficient avect., c
0 = −c/12 from the small t expansion, we find that

our result is consistent with the heat-kernel result obtained in [86, 87], that extracted the leading

logarithmic correction for the entropy contribution of each orbifolded geometry.

In the previous paragraphs we focused on how the one-loop determinant scales with the AdS

radius in the semiclassical limit, but we can also see the full c-dependence. To do this we first

need to expand the index as 2cqc

(1−qc)2 =
∑

n≥1 2cne−it
n
`
c for the north pole piece. The north pole

contribution to the one-loop determinant is e∂s(
∑
n≥1 2cn(nc/`)−s)

s→0 . At the south pole we have a

similar expression up to an overall factor of (−1)s since the expansion has to be done in powers

of q−1. After taking the derivatives and using zeta function regularization

log
(
Zvec

1−loop
)

= − iπ

12
c+

c

6
log c+ 2c ζ ′(−1)− c

12
log `2. (4.31)

This calculation was done in [36] for c = 1 and was pointed out that one can neglect overall

numerical constants and focus on the power of `2 = e−K(φ). When attempting to sum over

orbifolds, it is important how the numerical overall constant depends on its order c. We will see

below that to obtain the correct microscopic black hole index we need the one-loop determinant

of bulk modes, and therefore the index computed above, to be independent of c. This will be

the case when all fields of N = 8 supergravity are included in the one-loop determinant.
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4.4 The index of all N = 2 supermultiplets

In this section we discuss how to compute the index of the the spin-3
2
, with the goal of treating

the supersymmetry transformations of one complex supercharge in an off-shell manner. In order

to achieve this goal, we first discuss the N = 4 Weyl supermultiplet for which an off-shell

formalism is known [90, 91]. We decompose this multiplet into N = 2 multiplets, and identify

the off-shell fields that reduce, upon gauge-fixing, to the on-shell spin-3
2

multiplet in N = 2

supergravity.

4.4.1 The N = 4 Weyl supermultiplet

The N = 4 Weyl multiplet has an SU(4)R symmetry. The fields of the N = 4 Weyl multiplet

are presented in Table 2, along with the list of gauge transformations in the theory. The ghosts

corresponding to these gauge transformations are presented in Table 3. The fields and ghosts

together comprise 252 B + 252 F off-shell degrees of freedom.

Local symmetry Gauge fields SU(4) rep Degrees of freedom
g.c.t eaµ 1 16 B

Dilatation D ADµ 1 4 B
Sp. conf. Ka faµ 1 composite
Lorentz Mab ωabµ 1 composite
SU(4)R V iµ j 15 60 B
U(1)R ARµ = aµ 1 composite

Q-susy ψ i
µ 4 64 F

S-susy φ iµ 4 composite

Auxiliary fields Degrees of freedom

T ijab 6 36 B
Eij 10 20 B

Dij
kl 20′ 20 B
φα 1 2 B
Λi 4 16 F

χijk 20 80 F

Table 2: The 158 bosonic (B) and 160 fermionic (F) matter fields of the Weyl multiplet. These
fields have 30 B + 32 F gauge degrees of freedom (see Table 3). Upon subtracting the gauge degrees
of freedom we have 128 B + 128 F degrees of freedom as in [90].

In order to reduce theN = 4 off-shell Weyl multiplet toN = 2 multiplets, we first decompose

the various irreps of SU(4)R under the maximal SU(2)R × SU(2)′ × U(1) subgroup, where the
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Local symmetry Ghosts Degrees of freedom
g.c.t (cµ,bµ,Bµ) 8 F + 4 B

Dilatation D (cD,bD,BD) 2 F + 1 B
Sp. conf. Ka (c a

K ,b
a
K ,B

a
K ) 8 F + 4 B

Lorentz Mab (cabM ,babM ,Bab
M) 12 F + 6 B

SU(4)R (c iR j ,b
i
R j ,B

i
R j) 30 F + 15 B

Q-susy (c iQ ,b
i
Q ,B

i
Q) 32 B + 16 F

S-susy (c iS ,b
i
S , B

i
S) 32 B + 16 F

Table 3: The 94 bosonic (B) and 92 fermionic (F) ghosts of the Weyl multiplet.

first SU(2)R is the symmetry of N = 2 supergravity. Then we collect the fields in a given

representations of SU(2)′, and track the closure of supersymmetry transformations. The results

are presented in Tables 4 and 5.20

N = 2 rep SU(2)′ rep d.o.f. Gauge freedom gauge-fixed d.o.f.
Weyl 1 43 B + 40 F 19 B + 16 F 24 B + 24 F

Spin-3
2

2 2 (36 B + 40 F) 2 (4 B + 8 F) 2 (32 B + 32 F)
Vector 3 3 (9 B+ 8 F) 3 (1 B + 0 F) 3 (8 B + 8 F)
Chiral 1 16 B + 16 F 0 B + 0 F 16 B + 16 F

Table 4: Reduction of the N = 4 off-shell Weyl multiplet to N = 2 multiplets with a total of
128B+128F degrees of freedom.

Next we discuss the reduction of the off-shell conformal supergravity to the on-shell Poincaré

supergravity. We first remind ourselves of this reduction for N = 2 supergravity. Each off-shell

multiplet has a number of non-propagating auxiliary fields which can be solved algebraically

(i.e. integrated out). A familiar example is the SU(2)R triplet of auxiliary fields Yij in the N = 2

off-shell vector multiplet, which is integrated out by this procedure. In addition, the off-shell

Weyl multiplet of superconformal gravity has additional gauge symmetries compared to the

Poincaré theory. In order to reach the Poincaré theory, one adds additional matter multiplets

which fix the extra gauge freedom of the superconformal theory. At the end of this procedure,

we are left with a number of propagating fields which form the Poincaré gravity supermultiplet.

It is useful to go through this procedure in a bit of detail.

The gauge symmetries of the N = 2 Weyl multiplet of conformal supergravity are general

20We thank Dan Butter for useful conversations related to this reduction and, in particular, for pointing out
the importance of the chiral multiplet in this reduction.
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Field SU(4)R rep N = 2 Weyl N = 2 spin-3
2
N = 2 vector N = 2 chiral

eaµ 1 (1,1) – – –
ADµ 1 (1,1) – – –
Vµ

i
j 15 (3,1) ⊕ (1,1) 2(2,2) (1,3) –

φα 1 (1,1) – – –

T ijab 6 (1,1) (2,2) – (1,1)
Eij 10 – (2,2) (1,3) (3,1)
Dkl
ij 20′ (1,1) 2(2,2) (3,3) 2(1,1)

ψiµ 4 (2, 1) (1, 2) – –
Λi 4 – (1, 2) – (2,1)

χijk 20 (2,1) 2(1, 2) + (3,2) (2,3) (2,1)

Table 5: Reduction of the N = 4 off-shell Weyl multiplet to N = 2 multiplets. Each SU(4)R
representation decomposes into a number of representations under SU(2)R × SU(2)′, which falls
into one of the four N = 2 supermultiplets (Weyl/spin-3

2/vector/chiral). The scalars φα and Eij are
complex and the other bosons are real. All the fermions are in a 4-dimensional spinor representation
which is suppressed.

Ghost SU(4)R rep N = 2 Weyl N = 2 spin-3
2
N = 2 vector

(cµ,bµ,Bµ) 1 (1,1) – –
(cD,bD,BD) 1 (1,1) – –
(caK ,b

a
K ,B

a
K) 1 (1,1) – –

(cabM ,b
ab
M ,B

ab
M) 1 (1,1) – –

(ciR j,b
i
R j,B

i
R j) 15 (3,1)⊕ (1,1) 2(2,2) (1, 3)

(ciQ,b
i
Q,B

i
Q) 4 and 4 (2,1) – (1, 2)

(ciS,b
i
S,B

i
S) 4 and 4 (2,1) – (1, 2)

Table 6: Reduction of the ghosts in the N = 4 off-shell Weyl multiplet to N = 2 multiplets.
Once again we list the representation of each ghost under SU(2)R × SU(2)′.

coordinate invariance21 and Q-supersymmetry (both of which are present in the Poncaré theory),

and dilatation Dil, special conformal symmetry K, SU(2)R and U(1)R, S-supersymmetry (which

are not present in the Poincaré theory). The Poincaré theory contains a U(1) vector field

called the graviphoton. In order to reduce to Poincaré supergravity, we couple the Weyl

multiplet to one N = 2 vector and one N = 2 hypermultiplet.22 Let us consider these

matter multiplets to be on-shell, as in the off-shell formalism, the auxiliary fields of the matter

multiplets can be integrated out.23 So the vector multiplet contains (Aµ, X,X, λ
i), i = 1,2, and

21In the superconformal formalism this appears after imposing some constraints which involve the local Lorentz
transformations.

22Instead of the hypermultiplet, we could also choose a tensor multiplet or a non-linear multiplet [71].
23Recall that there is no known Poincaré-invariant off-shell formalism with a finite number of fields for the

hypermultiplet. Here we are only interested in the off-shell completion for one complex supercharge for which
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the hyper contains (AiI , ζI), I = 1,2. First let us consider bosonic fields and their associated

transformations. The special conformal symmetry K is fixed by setting the gauge field for

dilatations ADµ (often called bµ) to zero. Dil and U(1)R are fixed by setting
√
ge−K to its

asymptotic value, and SU(2)R is fixed by setting AiI = AδiI .

Further, the Weyl multiplet has a non-propagating field D which couples linearly (as a

Lagrange multiplier) to a linear combination of A and X, and the scalar A is fixed by integrating

out D. At the end of this procedure, the extra gauge invariances and the non-propagating fields

in the Weyl multiplet are all fixed, and the only propagating field in the matter sector is the

gauge field itself which is identified with the graviphoton of the Poincaré supergravity. In the

fermionic sector, there is a similar story. The S-supersymmetry transformations account for

8 degrees of freedom, and the non-propagating Lagrange multiplier χi field has 8 degrees of

freedom, which together fix the 8+8 propagating fermions of the matter multiplets.

Now we repeat the procedure for the off-shell N = 4 Weyl supermultiplet. The new gauge

symmetries compared to the N = 2 case are: four instead of two Q and S supersymmetries,

and SU(4)R instead of SU(2)R. The procedure to go to the Poincaré theory is presented in [90].

The Poincaré theory has 6 vector fields (graviphotons). So we add 6 N = 4 vector multiplets,24

each of which has 1 vector field, 6 scalars, and 16 fermionic degrees of freedom. The K-gauge is

fixed as usual by setting ADµ = 0. The SU(4)R gauge symmetry (15) and the dilatation symmetry

(1) together fix 16 scalars, and the 20 Lagrange multipliers Dij
kl fix 20 scalars, so that, together,

all the 36 scalars are fixed. In the fermionic sector we have 16 S-supersymmetry transformations

and 80 Lagrange multipliers χijk , which together fix the 96 degrees of freedom.

We now go through the above gauge-fixing procedure keeping track of N = 2 multiplets. As

explained above, the N = 4 Weyl multiplet consists of 1 N = 2 Weyl + 2 N = 2 spin-3
2

+

3 N = 2 vector multiplets. We want to keep track of how the gauge symmetries plus Lagrange

multipliers fix the propagating fields in the matter multiplets. We read off the fields from Table 5,

and present the results in Table 7.

The bosonic and fermionic totals in the above table should be matched with the scalars and

fermions, respectively, of the gauge-fixing matter. We assume that the only N = 2 matter can

be vector multiplets (2 scalars + 8 fermions) or hyper multiplets (4 scalars + 8 fermions). It is

now clear that, under an N = 2 decomposition, in order to achieve a consistent N = 2 Poincaré

theory, we have the following unique pairing of multiplets with gauge-symmetry + gauge-fixing

matter (all multiplets refer to N = 2):

we do have an off-shell formalism [76, 36].
24In this case these multiplets are necessarily on-shell, as there are no known off-shell N = 4 matter multiplets.
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N = 2 Gauge (B) D Tot (B) Gauge (F) χ Tot (F)
multiplet symmetry EOM symmetry EOM

Weyl Dil (1)+ SU(2)R (3) 1 6 S-susy (8) χi (8) 16
+ U(1)R (1)

Spin-3
2

U(1) (4) 4 8 S-susy (4) 20 24
Vector U(1) (1) 3 4 – 8 8
Chiral – 2 2 – 8 8

Table 7: The number of parameters in a multiplet that need to be fixed by the addition of matter.
This includes parameters labelling gauge freedom and parameters from the Lagrange multipliers
Dij
kl and χijk .

Weyl + (1 vector + 1 hyper)matter,

Spin-3
2

+ (2 vectors + 1 hyper)matter,

Vector + (1 hyper)matter,

Chiral + (1 vector)matter.

To obtain the original N = 4 gauge-fixing, we can only have N = 4 vectors as matter, which

implies (again, all multiplets refer to N = 2):

Weyl + (vector + hyper)matter,

(Spin-3
2

+ Vector) + 2(vector + hyper)matter,

Vector + Chiral + (vector + hyper)matter.

The final conclusion from this subsection is that in a formalism where we have off-shell

supersymmetry with one complex supercharge and arrange the fields in a manifestly N = 2

covariant manner, the spin-3
2

multiplet should be gauge-fixed using 2 N = 2 vectors + 1 N = 2

hyper multiplet in order to obtain an on-shell spin-3
2

multiplet of Poincaré supergravity.

In the following subsection we perform a consistency check of this conclusion: we calculate the

index of all N = 2 supermultiplets in both the superconformal theory and in the super-Poincaré

theory. We will show that the resulting one-loop determinants indeed agree with past one-loop

calculations, not around the localization locus, but rather around the on-shell geometries, in a

limit where we can do a consistent comparison.

4.4.2 The Qeq-complex and the index of the N = 2 supermultiplets

In this subsection we decompose the N = 4 Weyl multiplet into Qeq-elementary and descendant

fields (the Qeq-complex), using the procedure developed in [38]. Once we have achieved this
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we use the separation of the N = 4 Weyl multiplet into N = 2 multiplets as described in the

previous subsection, in order to read off the elementary and descendant fields of the N = 2

spin-3
2

multiplet. This then leads us to the calculation of the index of the spin-3
2

multiplet.

The main ideas of the construction of the Qeq-complex were sketched in the previous subsec-

tion. The practical steps are as follows: we begin by twisting all the fermionic fields using the

Killing spinor εi in the AdS2× S2 background. We then write down the supersymmetry variation

of all the supergravity fields and keep track of the charges under SU(2)+×SU(2)−×SU(2)R×
SU(2)′ as described above. We start with the top component (which is say bosonic) in a given

representation and consider its Qeq-variation, which is typically a linear combination of products

of various twisted fields and Killing spinor bilinears. Among these terms we isolate terms which

are purely linear in the fields (in this case fermionic) without derivatives (so that the change of

variables to the twisted fields is invertible). If we find such a fermionic field, it is a descendant

and the original bosonic field is elementary. Then we move down the supermultiplet, considering

the representations of fields which have not been classified and repeat the process, interchanging

bosons and fermions if needed. The c-ghosts are classified according to the discussion sketched

near Equation (4.18).

In the off-shell superconformal formalism, the relevant part of the supersymmetric transfor-

mation under Q and S of the fields in the N = 4 Weyl multiplet are [90, 91]:

δeµ
a = εiγaψµi + h.c. ,

δψµ
i ⊃ −bµεi − 2Vµ

i
jε
j − 1

2
γabTab

ijγµεj − γµηi ,

δbµ ⊃ −
1

2
ψµ

iηi + h.c. ,

δVµ
i
j ⊃ εkγµχ

i
kj − ψµiηj +

1

4
δijψµ

kηk ,

δΛi ⊃ Eijε
j +

1

2
εijklTbc

klγbcεj ,

δEij ⊃ −2εkχmn(i εj)kmn + 2η(iΛj) ,

δTab
ij ⊃ −2ε[i

(
γ[aφb]

j] +
1

2
γ · T j]kγ[aψb]k

)
+

1

2
εkγabχ

ij
k −

1

4
εijklηkγabΛl ,

δχijk ⊃ −
1

2
/DT ijabεk +Dij

klε
l +

1

2
T ijabγ

abηk +
2

3
δ

[i
kTab

j]lγabηl −
1

2
εijlmEklηm ,

δDij
kl ⊃ εijmnεpT abkl [2Tabnpλm + TabmnΛp] , (4.32)

where we have only included the variations that are either linear in one field or, when expanding

around the localization background described in Section 3, could be linear in the quantum
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fluctuations of a given field. One can therefore then use (4.32) to write down the supersymmetric

variations for the quantum field fluctuations around the localization background described in

Section 3.1. Including ghosts one finds the BRST variations which then need to be modified, as

described in Section 4, to find the equivariant variation. To exemplify how the cohomological

partners are found in this case, we will simply list the first few steps of the algorithm presented

in Section 4.1. The first few variations are as follows. The first variation tells us that

eµ
a = e(3,3,1)⊕(1,3,1)⊕(3,1,1)⊕(1,1,1) ∈ Φ,

ψaµ = ψ(2,2,1)⊗(2,2,1) = ψ(3,3,1)⊕(1,3,1)⊕(3,1,1)⊕(1,1,1) /∈ Ψ . (4.33)

where we in the subscript we shall list the twisted SU(2)± × SU(2)R∓ × SU(2)′ representation

associated to each field. The next relations tell us that

ψ(2,4,1) ∈ Ψ , ψ(2,2,1)⊗(1,1,1) ∈ Ψ . (4.34)

and consequently,

V(2,2,1) 6∈ Φ , V(2,4,1) 6∈ Φ . (4.35)

There is an additional component of the gravitino which is also in the (2,2,1) twisted repre-

sentation. When modifying (4.32) to obtain the BRST variation the term γµη
i includes the

fluctuation for the ghost field cS which after twisting is also in the (2, 2,1) representation. Thus,

we conclude that

ψ(2,2,1)′ ∈ Ψ , (cS)(2,2,1) 6∈ Φ . (4.36)

Continuing on in this manner, we obtain the full classification of the N = 4 Weyl supermultiplet.

We present the results split into the N = 2 multiplets following the decomposition in Table 5:

the fields that are part of the N = 2 Weyl multiplet are shown in Table 8, those that are part

of the spin-3
2

multiplet in Table 9, those in the vector multiplet in Table 10, and finally those in

the chiral multiplet in Table 11.
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Φ ⊆ QeqΦ

e(3,3,1) ψ(3,3,1)

e(3,1,1) ψ(3,1,1)

e(1,3,1) ψ(1,3,1)

e(1,1,1) ψ(1,1,1)

V(2,2,1) χ(2,2,1)

T(1,3,1) χ(1,3,1)

(cQ)(1,3,1) (cR)(1,3,1)

(cQ)(1,1,1) (cR)(1,1,1)

(ADµ )(2,2,1) (cK)(2,2,1)

b∗ B∗

Ψ ⊆ QeqΨ

ψ(2,2,1) (cS)(2,2,1)

ψ(2,2,1) V(2,2,1)

ψ(2,4,1) V(2,4,1)

χ(1,1,1) D(1,1,1)

(cM)(3,1,1) T(3,1,1)

(cM)(1,3,1) (cS)(1,3,1)

(cD)(1,1,1) (cS)(1,1,1)

(cµ)(2,2,1) (cQ)(2,2,1)

b∗ B∗

Table 8: Cohomological primaries and descendants in the N = 2 Weyl supermultiplet. The
representation labels are the Cartans of SU(2)∓ × SU(2)R± × SU(2)′. All fermionic/bosonic b-
ghosts are cohomological primaries whose descendents are the bosonic/fermionic B-ghosts with the
same SU(2)∓ × SU(2)R± × SU(2)′ representations. All the fields in this multiplet are singlets
under SU(2)′ and, if we suppress the notation 1, this table is the same as Table 6 of [38].

Ψ ⊆ QeqΨ

ψ(2,3,2) V(2,3,2)

ψ(3,2,2) T(3,2,2)

ψ(2,1,2) V(2,1,2)

ψ(1,2,2) (cS)(1,2,2)

Λ(1,2,2) E(1,2,2)

χ(1,2,2) D(1,2,2)

χ(1,2,2) D(1,2,2)

(cR)(1,2,2) E(1,2,2)

b∗ B∗

Φ ⊆ QeqΦ

V(2,3,2) χ(2,3,2)

V(2,1,2) χ(2,1,2)

T(1,2,2) χ(1,2,2)

T(1,4,2) χ(1,4,2)

(cS)(2,1,2) χ(2,1,2)

(cQ)(2,1,2) Λ(2,1,2)

(cQ)(1,2,2) (cR)(1,2,2)

b∗ B∗

Table 9: Cohomological primaries and descendants in the N = 2 spin-3/2 supermultiplet.

Φ ⊆ QeqΦ

V(2,2,3) χ(2,2,3)

E(1,1,3) χ(1,1,3)

Ψ ⊆ QeqΨ

χ(1,3,3) D(1,1,3)

(cR)(1,1,3) E(1,1,3)

(bR)(1,1,3) (BR)(1,1,3)

Table 10: Cohomological primaries and descendants in the N = 2 vector supermultiplet.

Index calculation

Using the results in the tables above we can now easily calculate the index of the various

multiplets using the fixed-point formula (4.6), and the trace formula (4.12). In the super-
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Φ ⊆ QeqΦ

φ(1,1,1) Λ(1,1,1)

φ(1,1,1) Λ(1,1,1)

E(3,1,1) χ(3,1,1)

T(1,3,1) χ(1,3,1)

Ψ ⊆ QeqΨ

Λ(1,3,1) E(1,3,1)

Λ(3,1,1) T(3,1,1)

χ(1,1,1) D(1,1,1)

χ(1,1,1) D(1,1,1)

Table 11: Cohomological primaries and descendants in the N = 2 chiral supermultiplet.

conformal formalism, the results for the various N = 2 multiplets on the smooth AdS2× S2 are

thus given as follows:

Vector : indN=2 s.c.
vect. (D10)(t)

∣∣
NP/SP

=
2(q + q−1)− 4

(1− q)2 (1− q−1)2

∣∣
NP/SP

, (4.37)

Hyper : indN=2 s.c.
hyper (D10)(t)

∣∣
NP/SP

= − 2(q + q−1)− 4

(1− q)2 (1− q−1)2

∣∣
NP/SP

, (4.38)

Weyl : indN=2 s.c.
Weyl (D10)(t)

∣∣
NP/SP

=
2(q2 + q−2)− 6(q + q−1) + 8

(1− q)2 (1− q−1)2

∣∣
NP/SP

, (4.39)

Spin-
3

2
: indN=2 s.c.

spin 3/2 (D10)(t)
∣∣
NP/SP

=
−2(q2 + q−2) + 4(q + q−1)− 4

(1− q)2 (1− q−1)2

∣∣
NP/SP

, (4.40)

Chiral : indN=2 s.c.
chiral (D10)(t)

∣∣
NP/SP

= 0
∣∣
NP
, (4.41)

where the “s.c.” upper-script indicates that we are still working in the off-shell formulation

of supergravity in the super-conformal formalism. As in the example of the N = 2 vector

supermultiplet given in Section 4.3, we have separated the contribution of the north and south

poles since one needs to carefully treat them in a small q, respectively q−1, expansion.

Following the discussion in Section 4.4.1, we can now write the indices of N = 2 after fixing

to super-Poincaré. We will denote such results using the “s.P.” upperscript. Directly listing the

the results for the orbifold geometries using the sum over images discussed in Section 4.2, we

find

Vector : indN=2 s.P.
vect., c (D10)(t)

∣∣
NP

=
2cqc

(1− qc)2

∣∣
NP
, (4.42)

Hyper : indN=2 s.P.
hyper, c (D10)(t)

∣∣
NP

=
−2cqc

(1− qc)2

∣∣
NP
, (4.43)

graviton : indN=2 s.P.
Graviton, c(D10)(t)

∣∣
NP

=
2q2c + 2(c− 2)qc + 2

(1− qc)2

∣∣
NP
, (4.44)

gravitino : indN=2 s.P.
Gravitino, c(D10)(t)

∣∣
NP

= −2q2c + 2(c− 2)qc + 2

(1− qc)2

∣∣
NP
, (4.45)

50



We can finally put together the N = 2 supermultiplets gauged fixed to super-Poincaré, to form

the N = 4 vector and Weyl or N = 8 Weyl multiplets. These multiplets are found by putting

these together

N = 4 vector→ N = 2 vector + hyper :

indN=4 s.P.
vector (D10)(t) = 0 , (4.46)

N = 4 graviton→ N = 2 graviton + 2 gravitini + vector in s.P. :

indN=4 s.P.
graviton (D10)(t) = −2 , (4.47)

N = 8 graviton→ N = 2 graviton + 6 gravitini + 15 vectors + 10 hypers in s.P. :

indN=8 s.P.
graviton (D10)(t) = −10 . (4.48)

We emphasize that the results (4.46)-(4.48) are exact, and are not expansions at leading order

in t. Importantly, the indices of the N = 4 and N = 8 supermultiplets are all independent of t.

Because of this on the orbifold geometry, the sum over images discussed in Section 4.2 implies

that the index of such super-multiplets is c-independent. Since the result is t-independent we

have also summed the contribution of the north and south pole since we not longer have to

distinguish the two in the small q, respectively small q−1, expansion.

The results (4.46)–(4.48) also agree with the leading quantum correction found for the orbifold

entropy [87], who noticed that the coefficient in front of the logarithmic correction in the black

hole area is independent of c. Nevertheless, (4.46)–(4.48) are much stronger results: as we

shall see, it predicts that not only this coefficient in the quantum correction to the entropy is

c-independent but also the entire one-loop determinant of all bulk modes is also c-independent.

To obtain the one-loop determinants from the results (4.42)–(4.45) for the indices of the

various supermultiplets that we have discussed we simply have to follow the same procedure as

in Section 4.3 and perform the integral over t, appropriately keeping track of the expansion in q

and q−1 at the north and south poles, respectively. Below, we shall list the one-loop determinants

obtained through this procedure.
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4.5 A summary of results

The one-loop determinants are given by a contribution captured by the index Zindex, and a

correction from a proper treatment of zero-modes which is explained in the next section. Since

the results for the indices associated to each supermultiplet had an intricate derivation, below

we summarize the contribution to the one-loop determinants from these indices for all N = 2,

4 or 8 supergravity supermultiplets, when gauge fixed to the super-Poincaré theory. For the

AdS2 × S2 geometries as well as for the orbifold geometries, the one-loop determinants of all

N = 2 super-multiplets are:

log
(
ZN=2 vector

index

)
= − iπ

12
c+

c

6
log c+ 2c ζ ′(−1)− c

12
log `2 ,

log
(
ZN=2 hyper

index

)
=

iπ

12
c− c

6
log c− 2c ζ ′(−1) +

c

12
log `2 ,

log
(
ZN=2 graviton

index

)
= − iπ

12
c+

c

6
log c+ 2c ζ ′(−1) +

(
1− c

12

)
log `2

log
(
ZN=2 gravitino

index

)
=

iπ

12
c− c

6
log c− 2c ζ ′(−1)−

(
1− c

12

)
log `2 . (4.49)

It is also useful to have the expression for the index ind(D10)(t) associated to each multiplet,

which we gave above in equations (4.42)-(4.45). These expression present complicated depen-

dence with the orbifold parameter. For N = 4 super-multiplets we have a much simpler answer:

ZN=4 vector
index = 1 ,

log
(
ZN=4 graviton

index

)
= − log `2 . (4.50)

Finally, for N = 8 super-multiplets we obtain:

log
(
ZN=8 graviton

index

)
= −5 log `2 . (4.51)

Thus we see that the answer is independent of the orbifold parameter c for the N = 4 theory as

well as the N = 8 theory.

5 The role of large gauge transformations

Large (super)diffeomorphisms that are nearly zero-modes have been found to control the low-

temperature limit of near-extremal (or near-BPS) black holes (see our companion paper [58]
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and references therein). In this context, their role within the localization framework presented

in this paper should be re-analyzed. At the beginning of Section 4, we noted that in addition

to the modes whose one-loop determinant we have considered in the previous section there are

additional large diffeomorphisms, some of which are zero-modes of QeqV and some that are not.

We denote the full one-loop determinant by:

Z
QeqV
1-loop ≡ Z

QeqV
zero-modesZ

QeqV
non-zero . (5.1)

Z
QeqV
zero-modes is given by the full integral over the space of large super-diffeomorphisms that are

zero-modes. Z
QeqV
non-zero includes the contribution of all other modes, part of it is reproduced by

the index calculation of the previous section but also has contributions from treating boundary

non-zero-modes carefully. In Section 5.1, we follow [38] and clarify how the presence of such

boundary non-zero modes affects the relation between the index contribution Z
QeqV
index computed

in the previous sections and Z
QeqV
non-zero. Nevertheless, in [38] the path integral over the zero-modes

and therefore the entire moduli space of large super-diffeomorphisms was not considered and

thus the full φ0 and c-dependence of their contribution was left undetermined beyond leading

order. In Section 5.2 and 5.3, we compute this path integral explicitly to finally obtain the

full one-loop determinant around the localization locus. A more general analysis about the

role of these large diffeomorphisms in the gravitational path integral for extremal black holes is

discussed in a companion paper [58].

5.1 Effect of large gauge transformations on the bulk one loop de-

terminant

Large gauge transformations or large diffeomorphisms are pure gauge modes whose gauge pa-

rameters are not normalizable and thus, in our case, are non-vanishing at the boundary of AdS2.

Such modes are physical and should be integrated over since they have a non-trivial effect on

physically observables quantities. For example, both large diffeomorphisms affect the extrisic

curvature of the boundary while large gauge transformations affects the value of the electro-

magnetic boundary term. This is true as long as such modes do not correspond to isometries

of the spacetime or of the gauge bundle. In fact, as we shall see the exclusion of such isometry

modes from the space of physical large diffeomorphisms will play an important role below.

To analyze the role of all large diffeomorphisms modes in the relation between Z
QeqV
index and

Z
QeqV
non-zero, we will start by studying the illustrative example of the simplest large-gauge transfor-
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mation, that for the U(1) gauge fields AIµ that are part of the vector supermultiplets. They are

normalizable modes with Abdry
µ = ∂µΛ obtained from non-normalizable scalar modes Λ where for

the purposes of this section we will drop the I label associated to each vector supermultiplet25.

Such modes transform under the equivariant variation as QeqA
bdry
µ = λbdry

µ where λbdry
µ is a

boundary mode associated to the gaugino. Boundary modes that are zero-modes also satisfy

Q2
eqA

bdry
µ = HAbdry

µ = nνF bdry
νµ = 0 . More generally, all large bosonic gauge transformations and

diffeomorphisms (denoted by Φbdry) that are zero-modes also satisfy

Q2
eqΦbdry = HΦbdry = 0 . (5.2)

For all such modes V is vanishing—this can be easily seen for Abdry
µ since for such modes V solely

contains composites of the vanishing boundary field strength. This consequently implies that

QeqV|Abdry
µ

= 0 and, more broadly, that

QeqV|Φbdry = 0 . (5.3)

Thus, all modes Φbdry are zero modes of the Qeq-exact deformation term in supergravity,

confirming that they are part of the localization locus. For extremal black holes it has also

long been known that such modes are zero modes of the original supergravity action making

their path integral somewhat more subtle as we explain in Section 5.3. The superpartners

QeqΦbdry are however not necessarily zero-modes of the deformation term, even though they are

boundary modes. Explicitly, the deformation term for such superpartners can be consistently

chosen to be

QeqV|QeqΦbdry = −(QeqΦbdry)H(QeqΦbdry) = −Qeq

[
ΦbdryH(QeqΦbdry)

]
, (5.4)

which, from the last equality, is also clearly Qeq-exact and thus remains a valid deformation in

the localization procedure. Thus, the contribution of the modes QeqΦbdry for which the one-loop

determinant can be explicitly obtained from (5.4), should be distinguished from that of Φbdry

for which a full path integral should be considered. To simplify notation we have rescaled H by

` when discussing the quadratic fluctuations of QeqV .

Similarly, let us consider large fermionic gauge transformations, i.e. the fermionic parts in the

super-diffeomorphisms of supergravity. Such fermionic modes are either cohomological primaries,

25Non-normalizable gauge parameters generate zero-modes only for certain choice of the dependence on S2.
For example for vector zero-modes they involve a constant gauge transformation along S2. Some zero-modes in
the metric involve spin one harmonics, e.g. the ones realizing the rotational SU(2) isometries of S2.

54



which we denote by Ψbdry, or they are cohomological descendants, in which case they can be

written as QeqΦpre-bdry for the appropriate bosonic mode Φpre-bdry.26 In both cases, for such

fermionic modes Qeq is nilpotent. Similarly, to the bosonic case, V vanishes for such modes,

implying

QeqV|Ψbdry = QeqV|QeqΦpre-bdry = 0 , (5.5)

which means that both Ψbdry and QeqΦpre-bdry are part of the localization locus and should be

fully integrated over to obtain their contribution to Z
QeqV
zero-modes. The superpartners of such modes,

QeqΨbdry and Φpre-bdry are however not zero-modes of the deformation term, given the definition

(3.5) of V . Specifically, evaluating the deformation term for these superpartners yields

QeqV|QeqΨbdry = −(QeqΨbdry)1(QeqΨbdry) , QeqV|Φpre-bdry = Φpre-bdryH2Φpre-bdry , (5.6)

again Qeq-exact due to the nilpotency of Ψbdry and QeqΦpre-bdry.

Thus, we find that Z
QeqV
non-zero =

√
det∗f Kf/det∗b Kb, where ∗b includes all bosonic modes

with the exception of Φbdry, while ∗f includes all fermionic modes with the exception of Ψbdry

and QeqΦpre-bdry. Using (5.4) and (5.6) we can explicitly separate out the contribution of the

superpartners of large super-diffeomophisms to the one-loop determinant:

ZQeqV
non-zero =

√
det∗f Kf

det∗b Kb

=

√
detQeqΦbdry(H)

detΦpre-bdy(H2)

det′Kf

det′Kb

=

√
detΦbdry(H)

detΦpre-bdy(H2)

det′ΨH

det′Φ H
(5.7)

where the ′ indicates that we are only considering the determinant over the bulk modes, no longer

including the contribution of Φbdry, QeqΦbdry, QeqΨbdy, or Φpre-bdy. After the second equality

sign, we have dropped the one-loop determinant of the QeqΨbdry modes since (5.6) implies that

this determinant equals 1. Now, in the ′-space, all fields have Qeqsuperpartners. Consequently,

the differential operators Kf and Kb are related and the third equality follows.

26In supergravity, it can be checked non-elementary bosons are not zero modes of either the supergravity
action or of the deformation term and, for this reason, they have not been considered above.
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In total, writing the heat-kernel transformation associated to Z
QeqV
non-zero, we find

logZQeqV
non-zero = −1

2

∫
dt

t

(
TrΦbdrye

tH
` − 2TrΦpre-bdrye

tH
` + TrΨ′e

tH
` − TrΦ′e

tH
`

)
=

∫
dt

t

[
−TrΦbdrye

tH
` +

1

2

(
TrΨbdrye

tH
` + TrQeqΦpre-bdrye

tH
`

)]
− 1

2

∫
dt

t

(
TrΨe

tH
` − TrΦe

tH
`

)
, (5.8)

where we have reintroduced the scale ` in order to make the comparison with the previous section

easier. The spaces Ψ and Φ is now the entire space of normalizable modes associated to fields

that are cohomological primaries, including all boundary modes. The difference of traces for

such modes is precisely what the index of the operator D10 computes,

indN=8 s.P.
Weyl (D10)(t) = TrΦe

tH
` − TrΨe

tH
` . (5.9)

Additionally, since all modes Φbdry, Ψbdry and QeqΦpre-bdry are nilpotent under the action of Qeq,

the traces in the square paranthesis simply count the number of zero modes in each set. Since

the number of zero modes is technically divergent, it has to be regularized by considering the

ratio of bulk one-loop determinants for different values of φ0. We will denote the number of

regularized zero modes by

nbos
bdry ≡ TrΦbdryet̃H , nferm

bdry ≡ TrΨbdryet̃H , with t̃ =
t

`
. (5.10)

The regularized number of zero modes can be concretely obtained by zeta function regularization,

excluding the contribution of the modes that correspond to bosonic or fermionic isometries and

thus should not be integrated-over. On the smooth AdS2 × S2 geometry the super-isometry

group is HDisk = PSU(1,1|2) which has 6 bosonic generators and 8 fermionic generators. Each

generator has an associated large super-diffeomorphism mode that has to be subtracted in the

regularization of the number of bosonic and fermionic zero-modes. One should similarly subtract

the contribution of modes with Λ = constant for each vector supermultiplet. Consequently, for

the smooth AdS2 × S2 geometry

nbos
bdry ≡ n1-form

bdry + ngrav
bdry , ngrav

bdry = −6 , n1-form
bdry = −nv , nferm

bdry = −8 , for c = 1.

(5.11)

For the orbifolded geometry the super-isometry group is Horb. which has 2 bosonic generators
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and 4 fermionic generators, which implies that

ngrav
bdry, c = −2 , n1-form

bdry, c = −nv , nferm
bdry, c = −4 , for c > 1 . (5.12)

Thus, we find that Z
QeqV
bulk is related to the index computed in the previous section through

log ZQeqV
non-zero, c =

(
−nbos

bdry, c +
1

2
nferm

bdry, c

)
log(`) + log Z

QeqV
index, c , (5.13)

where

log Z
QeqV
index, c =

1

2

∫ ∞
ε

dt

t
indN=8 s.P.

Weyl, c (D10)(t). (5.14)

The fact that −nbos
bdry,c + 1

2
nferm

bdry, c = 2 + nv
2

for the c = 1 smooth AdS2 × S2 geometry is different

than −nbos
bdry,c + 1

2
nferm

bdry, c = nv
2

contribution for the orbifolded geometries with c > 1 might seem

problematic at first sight since it seemingly suggests that the φ0-dependence (and not only c-

dependence) of Z
QeqV
index, c on the two geometry types is different. However, as we shall see in the

next subsection, the measure of the integral over all physical modes is such that Z
QeqV
1-loop has the

same φ0-dependence on all geometries that we sum over in the gravitational path integral.

5.2 Integration measure in the space of large gauge transformations

Thus, what remains to be evaluated is Zbdy.
zero-modes, c, the path integral over the localization locus

of the zero modes:

Zbdy.
zero-modes, c =

∫
Large-diffeomorphisms

Super-isometries

[d(Aµ)Large gauge transf.][dhLarge super-diffs.
µν ][dψLarge super-diffs.

µ ] , (5.15)

where (Aµ)Large gauge transf. and hLarge gauge transf.
µν are part of Φbdry and, depending on their twisted

representation, twisted components of ψLarge super-diffs.
µ are either part of Ψbdry or of QeqΦpre-bdry.

The integration space for large super-diffeomorphisms is given by Diff(S1|4). There are two

types of bosonic modes in Diff(S1|4), which correspond to fluctuations of the metric that we

integrate in (5.15) when travelling along the AdS2 boundary: the first captures fluctuations in

the shape of the asymptotically AdS2 boundary and the second captures rotational fluctuations

around S2. Similarly, the fermionic modes in Diff(S1|4) correspond to fluctuations of the gravitino

when travelling along the AdS2 boundary, that we also integrate in (5.15). Finally, the integration

space of the large gauge transformations in (5.15) is Loop(U(1)) for each gauge field AIµ.

From Diff(S1|4) we have to quotient out the appropriate super-isometry group, corresponding
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to the modes that are not physical. Thus, on the smooth AdS2 × S2 geometry the integration

space is Diff(S1|4)/PSU(1,1|2) and on the orbifold geometry it is Diff(S1|4)/Horb.. The inte-

gration space for the large gauge transformations is similarly [Loop(U(1))/U(1)]nv for black

holes in the grand canonical ensemble. If we instead want to consider black holes in the

canonical ensemble,27 we need to perform an additional integral over the holonomy around

the AdS2 boundary in order to fix the charges. Therefore, the integration space for large gauge

transformations in the canonical ensemble is [Loop(U(1))]nv .

We take the measure over all fields to be given by the ultralocal measure. For example, for

the gauge fields in the vector supermultiplets, we require that∫
[d(Aµ)]e−

∫
d4x
√
ggµνAµ Aν = 1 . (5.16)

In (5.16) and in the analogous equations for the metric and gravitino, we can rescale the fields

to fully extract the dependence in the integration measure on the overall scale ` entering in

the metric gµν . (We remind the reader that `2 ∼ 1/(φ0) on the localization locus.) This is a

correct rescaling of the fields close to the localization locus and, since we are only interested in

computing the quadratic fluctuation determinant around this locus, we do not have to consider

fluctuations in the metric within the definition of the integration measure (5.16). This rescaling

of the fields in (5.16) and in the analogous equations for the metric and gravitino was discussed

in [85, 92, 38] for the smooth AdS2 × S2 geometry. A similar analysis can be performed on the

orbifolded geometries taking the different super-isometry group into account. The resulting path

integral (5.15) over zero-modes is

Zbdy.
zero-modes, c=1 = (`)czero-modes

∫
Diff(S1|4)
PSU(1,1|2)

D(Large-diffs)

∫
[LoopU(1)]nv

D(Large gauge) , (5.17)

Zbdy.
zero-modes, c = (`)czero-modes, c

∫
Diff(S1|4)
Horb.

D(zero-modes)

∫
[LoopU(1)]nv

D(Large gauge) , (5.18)

where the coefficient czero-modes, c takes the form

czero-modes, c = β1-formn1-form
bdry, c + βgravngrav

bdry, c −
1

2
βfermnferm

bdry, c . (5.19)

Here β1-form, βgrav, and βferm are coefficients that capture the number degrees of freedom of the

27Recall that we are still studying an index in which angular momenta are not fixed. Here, by canonical
ensemble we mean that all U(1)nv+1 charges are fixed.
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1-forms, graviton and gravitino and were found to be [85, 92]

β1-form = 1 , βgrav = 2 , βferm = 3 , (5.20)

while the coefficients n1-form
bdry, c, n

grav
bdry, c, and nferm

bdry, c are given in (5.11) for the smooth AdS2 × S2

geometry, and in (5.12) for the orbifold geometry. The remaining integrals over zero-modes

in (5.17)–(5.18) is independent of ` but can still depend on the topology of the geometry, and

therefore on the parameter c of the orbifold.

We now combine the powers of ` appearing in (5.17)–(5.18) with the powers of ` appearing

from counting the total number of zero-modes in (5.13). In total we find a power (`)cnon-index

coming from the zero-modes, with cnon-index given by

cnon-index = (β1-form − 1)n1-form
bdry, c + (βgrav − 1)ngrav

bdry, c −
1

2
(βferm − 1)nferm

bdry, c = 2 , for all c .

(5.21)

Notice that due to the particular values of ngrav
bdry, c and nferm

bdry, c in (5.11) for c = 1 and (5.12)

for c > 1, we find that (5.21) is the same for AdS2 × S2 and its orbifolds. Using the fact that

the index of the N = 8 graviton supermultiplet also has the same scaling with ` for all these

geometries, this means that the overall scaling with ` of the full one-loop determinant is also

precisely the same for all these geometries. As we shall see in Section 6 for the 1
8
-BPS black

hole index, the fact that cnon-index is independent of the geometry around which the one-loop

determinant is computed is a crucial detail needed to obtain the correct form of the Rademacher

expansion.

5.3 The connection to the N = 4 super-Schwarzian

What remains to be done is to evaluate the path integrals in (5.17) and (5.18) over the zero-

modes, with their `-dependence stripped off. The integrals that we would like to compute are

schematically given by

Vol

[
Diff(S1|4)

HDisk

]
=

∫
Diff(S1|4)
HDisk

D(zero-modes) , Vol

[
Diff(S1|4)

HOrb

]
=

∫
Diff(S1|4)
HOrb

D(zero-modes) ,

Vol [Loop(U(1))] =

∫
Loop(U(1))

D(Large gauge) (5.22)
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where the boundary conditions for the zero modes will be clarified momentarily. All integrals

above are technically divergent and need to be regularized. This brings up two issues that we

need to address:

• All volumes in (5.22) should have a non-vanishing regularized value; otherwise, the grav-

itational path integral would incorrectly predict that BPS black holes do not have a

degeneracy. This should be contrasted to the case of non-supersymmetric black holes

discussed in the companion paper [58]. In that case a similar integral, over zero-modes

appears but there we find that Vol [Diff(S1)/SL(2,R)] = 0 after a consistent regularization,

suggesting that non-supersymmetric extremal black holes do not have a degeneracy that

scales as exp(Area/4GN).

• Vol
[
Diff(S1|4)/HOrb

]
can have a c-dependence from that of the boundary conditions for the

zero-modes that we integrate over in (5.22). To complete the computation of the one-loop

determinant for all geometries we would thus like to determine this c-dependence.

To regularize the quantities in (5.22) we would like to compare the partition functions of black

holes at zero temperature to the partition function of black holes at some non-zero temperature.

This is because in the latter case the zero-modes (5.22) of the action and of the localizing

deformation will now gain a “mass” in the supergravity action and will thus no longer be zero-

modes [58]; instead, in the limit of low-temperatures we will refer to these modes as “nearly

zero-modes”. In this limit, these modes decouple from all other bulk modes whose one-loop

determinant we have computed in Section 4.4 and the effective theory associated to these modes

becomes strongly coupled. Nevertheless, as we explain in detail in the companion paper [58]

the effective theory associated to these modes turns out to have a path integral that is exactly

solvable even at strong coupling, at small temperatures.28 Explicitly, the first two integrals in

(5.22) are given by the zero-temperature limit of the N = 4 super-Schwarzian path integral,

with appropriate boundary conditions for the disk and orbifold geometries respectively. The

final integral in (5.22) is given by the zero-temperature limit of a particle moving on a circle.

For black holes in the canonical ensemble the path integral in (5.22) should be taken in a sector

with fixed U(1) charge.

The volume of the space of gauge zero modes

We will first consider the path integral over the large gauge transformations, Aτ = ∂τΛ, for the

gauge fields in the vector supermultiplets. At small temperatures the gauge transformations gain

28For N = 0,1,2 super-Schwarzian this has been understood in [93] and [94, 95], while for the case of the
N = 4 super-Schwarzian its path integral was studied in [96] using similar techniques.
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a non-zero mass due to the electromagnetic boundary term Ssugra, bdy ⊃
∫
∂(AdS2×S2)

d3x
√
hAµFµνn

ν .

This term simply evaluates to [97, 98, 69]

IParticle on U(1) = − T

EU(1)

∫ 2π

0

dτ (∂τΛ(τ))2 , (5.23)

where T/EU(1) is the coupling of the U(1) nearly zero-mode where EU(1) is determined by the

background charge of the black hole. As we shall see shortly, the exact value of EU(1) for the

black holes that we study in this paper is unimportant in the extremal limit.

While working in the grand canonical ensemble, with a chemical potential given by µU(1)/T =

αU(1), we need to impose the boundary condition Λ(τ + 2π) = Λ(τ) +αU(1). The holonomy αU(1)

is conjugate not to the total charge of the higher dimensional U(1) field, but its fluctuation q̃

around the background value. However, since we are interested in fixing the charges of the black

hole for the gauge fields in all the supermultiplets we should fix q̃ = 0. This can be achieved by

performing a Fourier transform in the holonomy associated to each gauge field, setting q̃ = 0.

Thus, the partition function for the theory of nearly zero-modes associated to each gauge field

is given by

ZParticle on U(1)(β, q̃ = 0) =

∫ 2π

0

dαU(1) Z(β, αU(1))

=

∫ 2π

0

dαU(1)

∫
Loop(U(1))

U(1)

DΛ e−IParticle on U(1)[Λ,αU(1)] , (5.24)

Since this is just the theory of a particle moving on a circle, (5.24) can be computed easily. By

taking the zero-temperature limit of the resulting expression we obtain the following regularized

volume of the space of gauge zero modes

Vol [Loop(U(1))] = lim
T→0

[
ZParticle on U(1)(β, q̃ = 0)

]
= 1 . (5.25)

The volume of the space of disk zero modes

We now consider the path integral over the large super-diffeomorphisms on the disk, which

can be understood as fluctuations of the boundary curve inside rigid AdS2 or as specific metric

fluctuations with a fixed boundary. These metric fluctuations are parametrized by a reparametriza-

tion mode f(τ), where we label the boundary time by τ . Similarly metric fluctuations around

S2 by g(τ) ∈ SU(2) and fluctuations of the gravitino by η(τ) and η(τ). Together, (f, g, η, η)

describe the elements of Diff(S1|4) that we have to integrate in the first path integral in (5.22).
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At small but non-zero temperature all these modes gain a non-zero mass just like in the case

of large gauge transformations discussed above. In [58], we show that the action associated to

these modes is given by that of the N = 4 super-Schwarzian theory,29

IN=4 Schw. = − T

Egap

∫ 2π

0

dτ
[
Sch(f,τ) + Tr(g−1∂τg)2 + (fermions)

]
. (5.26)

where Egap ∼ 1
`Pl∆3/2 . The ratio Egap/T is identified as the coupling of the theory. At low

temperatures we indeed find that the effective theory is strongly coupled. The nomenclature

“Egap” arises from the fact that this energy scale was shown to give the gap scale between BPS

states and the lightest non-BPS states in the super-Schwarzian theory [96]. Nevertheless, just as

in the effective theory for large gauge transformations discussed above, the exact value of Egap

is unimportant if we are solely interested in the degeneracy at extremality. Thus, to evaluate

the first volume in (5.22) we will take

Vol

[
Diff(S1|4)

HDisk

]
= lim

T→0

∫
Diff(S1|4)
PSU(1,1|2)

DfDgDηDη e−IN=4 super-Schw. , (5.27)

To compute (5.27) we however need to specify the boundary conditions for the fields f(τ),

g(τ) and η(τ). These are given by

f(τ + 2π) = f(τ) , g(τ + 2π) = ei2πασ3 g(τ) , η(τ + 2π) = −ei2πασ3η(τ) , (5.28)

with

α =
β ΩE

4π
, (5.29)

where ΩE is the angular velocity on S2.

The first boundary condition in (5.28) imposes that the interior of the AdS2 region is smooth.

The second fixes that the black hole horizon rotates by an angle βΩE when going around the

boundary of AdS2,30. The third boundary condition, for the fermionic modes, comes from

identifying this angle of rotation as a chemical potential for the rotational SU(2) symmetry

under which the fermionic fields are charged. Since the gravitino and metric are related by Qeq

the boundary conditions should preserve supersymmetry which corresponds to computing an

29The appearance of the N = 4 super-Schwarzian should not come as a surprise. The same effective theory was
shown to arise when dimensionally reducing the 4D supergravity on S2 in the near-horizon region of near-BPS
black holes to a 2D theory of N = 4 super-JT gravity [96].

30The rotation is around an axis whose rotation generator we identify as σ3.
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index. This corresponds to setting α = 1/2, in which both the fermionic boundary mode η(u) in

(5.28) is periodic. Nevertheless, in [43] it was shown that even with these boundary conditions,

bulk fermions (such as the gravitino itself) are still anti-periodic around all contractible bulk

cycles which is necessary in order for the bulk to have a smooth spin structure. Later, in

Section 7, we will use the fact the path integral of these zero-modes is computable for arbitrary

α to show that, in fact, the degeneracy and index of such black holes agree for all geometries

that are locally given by AdS2 × S2.

Next, we want to find the saddle-points of (5.27), to start expanding the fields f , g η, and η

around these saddles. Taking (5.28) as our boundary conditions, we find an infinite number of

solutions which we label by n ∈ Z,

f(τ) = tan
(τ

2

)
, g(τ) = eiτ [n+α]σ3 , η(τ) = η(τ) = 0 . (5.30)

Because the space of field configurations Diff(S1|4)/HDisk is symplectic, it turns out that fluctua-

tions in the path integral around each saddle in (5.30) are one-loop exact. This yields a partition

function [96]

ZN=4 Schw.
Disk (β, α) =

∑
n∈Z

Egap

T

2 cot(πα)(α + n)

π3(1− 4(n+ α)2)2
e

2π2 T
Egap

(1−4(n+α)2). (5.31)

In the limit α → 1/2, all terms vanish with the exception of the n = 0 and n = −1 saddles. In

this case the sum of the two saddles gives

ZN=4 Schw.
Disk

(
β, α =

1

2

)
= 1 , (5.32)

which is completely independent of β, as we would expect from the index. Since we are computing

an index in a supersymmetric theory, this temperature independence should not come as a

surprise. Thus, we find that the first volume in (5.22) gets regularized to

Vol

[
Diff(S1|4)

HDisk

]
= lim

T→0

[
ZN=4 Schw.

Disk

(
β, α =

1

2

)]
= 1 . (5.33)

The volume of the space of orbifold zero modes

We now consider the path integral over the zero modes on the orbifolded geometries. As ex-

plained above, on the orbifold we need to make the following identification within the coordinate
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system (4.7),

(τ, ψ) ∼
(
τ +

2π

c
, ψ +

2π

c

)
∼
(
τ, ψ + 2π

)
. (5.34)

The identification (5.34) now dictates different boundary conditions for the nearly zero-modes

in (5.26) than those considered on the disk. We now have:

f(τ + 2π) =
f(τ) + tan(π/c)

1− f(τ) tan(π/c)
, g(τ + 2π) = e2πiασ3 g(τ) e2πi 2π

c
σ3 , η(τ + 2π) = −e2πiασ3η(τ) ,

(5.35)

where α once again corresponds to the chemical potential associated to black hole rotation. The

index is once again computed by taking the limit α → 1/2. The effective theory arising by

evaluating the gravitational action at finite temperature remains the N = 4 super-Schwarzian

(5.26), unchanged from the case of the smooth geometry. Just like on the smooth geometry,

there are multiple saddles satisfying the equations of motion of the N = 4 super-Schwarzian and

satisfying the boundary conditions (5.35). These saddles, that we label by n, come in pairs and

are given by

f(τ) = tan
( τ

2c

)
, g(τ) = eiτ[n+α± 1

2(1− 1
c)]σ3 , η(τ) = η(τ) = 0 , (5.36)

Using the fact that the path integral of the N = 4 super-Schwarzian is one-loop exact, we

can use (5.36) to find that the partition function with a supersymmetric defect is given by

ZN=4 Schw.
(c) (β,α) =

∑
n∈Z

Egap

T

cot(πα)

4π3

(
e

2π2 T
Egap

[ 1
c2
−4(n+ 1

2
−α− 1

2c
)2]

(1− 2α + 2n)2
− e

2π2 T
Egap

[ 1
c2
−4(n+ 1

2
+α− 1

2c
)2]

(1 + 2α + 2n)2

)
.

(5.37)

When the partition function is computed for α→ 1/2, the partition function in (5.37) simplifies

drastically since only the n = 0 and n = −1 terms survive, giving

ZN=4 Schw.
(c)

(
β, α =

1

2

)
=

1

c
(5.38)

at any temperature. Just like in the case of the disk, in Section 7 we will confirm that the entire

contribution to (5.38) comes from states with zero angular momentum, indicating that for such

geometries the degeneracy and index agree. In summary, the integral over the zero-modes in a

geometry with a supersymmetric deficit at the origin is

Vol

[
Diff(S1|4)

HOrb

]
= lim

T→0

[
ZN=4 Schw.

(c)

(
β, α =

1

2

)]
=

1

c
. (5.39)
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All of the above results confirm that all volumes are non-zero, which confirms that, in contrast

to non-supersymmetric black holes, 1
8
-BPS black holes have a large degeneracy.

6 Putting it all together: 1
8-BPS black hole index

Having analyzed the localization manifold, its action, and the one-loop determinants around

them including a careful treatment of boundary modes, we can put everything together and

reproduce the microscopic index of the 1
8
-BPS black hole from supergravity.

There are four improvements over the previous results of [32] and its follow-ups. Firstly,

we work with the full N = 8 supergravity keeping all vector multiplets, instead of using the

truncation considered in [32], and we work with arbitrary R-R charges (qΛ,p
Λ) in the type IIA

formulation. Note that the evaluation of the one-loop determinant even for c = 1 in [32] is

incomplete and, as explained in [36], a more careful treatment within this truncation leads to an

answer inconsistent with the large-charge limit. It is therefore crucial to consider the full theory.

Secondly, we work with arbitrary R-R charges (qΛ,p
Λ) in the type IIA formulation and obtain a

final black hole index, including all charge-dependent prefactors. The resulting index is invariant

under the U-duality subgroup that shift only the R-R charges and thus provide a non-trivial

consistency check on the measure over the localization manifold proposed in (3.21). Thirdly, we

perform the exact path integral over the moduli space of large super-diffeomorphisms. Finally,

we perform the calculation for the orbifolds c 6= 1 and verify the one-loop determinant and the

measure give the right c dependence to reproduce the microscopic Rademacher expansion of the

index.

Now, we move on to the calculation. Firstly, we compute the action on the localization

manifold in terms of the prepotential given in (3.18) as explained in Section 3.1. The result can

be written in terms of the intersection matrix and charges as

I[φ] =
π qΛ φ

Λ

c
− 4π

c
ImF

(φΛ + ipΛ

2

)
(6.1)

=
πCIJKp

IpJpK

cφ0
− 3πCIJKφ

IφJpK

cφ0
+
πq0φ

0

c
+
πqIφ

I

c
. (6.2)

The fact that the action is quadratic in φI will be crucial later.

The second step is to compute the one-loop determinant, combining the contribution from

bulk and boundary modes found in Section 4.4 and regulating the boundary zero-modes as
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explained in Section 5.3. First of all, the index computed in Section 4.5 gives for N = 8

supergravity the contribution Z
QeqV
index, c = e5K. The full non-zero mode determinant Z

QeqV
non-zero, c

(which combines the contribution of the index with that of the boundary non-zero modes as in

(5.13)) as well as the contribution of the zero modes Z
QeqV
zero-mode, c in (5.1) are given by

ZQeqV
non-zero, c =

 e5K e−
17
2
K , c = 1 ,

e5K e−
15
2
K , c > 1 ,

, Z
QeqV
zero-mode, c =

 e
15
2
K , c = 1 ,

1
c
e

13
2
K , c > 1 .

(6.3)

The full one-loop determinant is the product of these two contributions. The final answer

simplifies and can be written compactly for any c:

Z
QeqV
1-loop, c(φ) = ZQeqV

non-zero, c(φ)Z
QeqV
zero-modes, c(φ) =

e4K

c
, (6.4)

=
1

c

(
φ0

−2CIJKpIpJpK

)4

. (6.5)

Upon putting together the action on the localization manifold, the one-loop determinant, and

the measure in (3.21), we obtain the full contribution of the Zc orbifolds to the index,31

W (c)(q,p) =
√
cKc(∆)

∫
d16φ

√
−2CIJKpIpJpK det (3CIJ)

c16(φ0)18

1

c

(
φ0

−2CIJKpIpJpK

)4

× exp

(
−πCIJKp

IpJpK

cφ0
+

3πCIJKφ
IφJpK

cφ0
− πq0φ

0

c
− πqIφ

I

c

)
. (6.6)

Here we have pulled out the Chern-Simons partition function
√
cKc(∆) from the integral, as is

independent of φΛ. We now integrate out the scalars φI , I = 1, . . . , 15 which have a Gaussian

action in (6.6):

∫
d15φ exp

(
3πCIJKφ

IφJpK

cφ0
− πqIφ

I

c

)
=

√
− c15(φ0)15

det(3CIJ)
exp

(
− π

12c
φ0qIC

IJqJ

)
, (6.7)

The eigenvalues of CIJ are numbers fixed in terms of the charges which can be positive of

negative. We will see below the need to pick the contour for the φ0-integral to be along the

imaginary axis, both to make the integral convergent and to match with the microscopic result.

Therefore the Gaussian integrals are oscillatory and not divergent.

31Note that the measure and one-loop determinants in W (c)(q,p) are independent of φI which will allow us to
easily perform the integral over these fields.
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Using this result we obtain the black hole index as a single integral over φ0:

W (c)(q, p) = Kc(∆)

∫
dφ0 1

c

(φ0)5/2

i(−2CIJKpIpJpK)7/2
exp

(
−πCIJKp

IpJpK

cφ0
− πφ0

c
(q0 +

1

12
qIC

IJqJ)

)
,

(6.8)

where we have identified ∆ as in (3.19) ∆ = 4CIJKp
IpJpK

(
q0 + 1

12
qIC

IJqJ
)
. Performing the

following change of variables σ = −πCIJKpIpJpK
cφ0 , we find that the integral (6.8) can be finally

rewritten in the same way it appears on the Rademacher expansion

W (c)(q, p) = Kc(∆)
2π

c9/2

(π
2

)7/2 1

2πi

∫
dσ

σ9/2
exp

(
σ +

π2∆

4c2σ

)
. (6.9)

If we take a contour along the imaginary axis with Re(σ) > 0 then we reproduce the integral

representation of the Bessel function Ĩ7/2(z) appearing in the microscopic formula (2.7). As

explain in [32] the issues related to the precise integration contour of φΛ can be traced to the

indefiniteness of the Euclidean action in gravity.

We see at this point a benefit of having kept all charges general. Since the prefactors depend

on charges it is a non-trivial result that the measure proposed in (3.21) is such that all factors

that would spoil the invariance under the subgroup that acts on the 15 of the electric and

magnetic RR-charges cancel, resulting in a function only of ∆.

In total we thus find from the localization calculation in supergravity that the index of the
1
8
-BPS black hole is given by

W (q,p) =
∑
c

W (c)(q,p) =
∞∑
c=1

2π

c9/2

(π
2

)7/2

Kc(∆)Ĩ7/2

(π√∆

c

)
= Wmicro(∆) , (6.10)

and it precisely matches the Radamacher expansion of the microscopic index obtained in (2.7).

7 The index vs. partition function:

why only orbifolds contribute to both

So far we have shown that the index obtained from the gravitational integral using localization

precisely matches the index obtained from the microstate count of state in the D1/D5 construc-

tion. We would now like to argue that the supergravity path integral implies that this index
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exactly agrees with the actual degeneracy of 1
8
-BPS black holes, i.e. all extremal black hole

states are in fact bosonic. This statement applies to all configurations that are asymptotically

AdS2×S2, and not necessarily to degrees of freedom that live outside of this region, since those

are out of our computational control. In particular, a subtlety we will not address is how the

microscopic degeneracy of the D-brane system, whose degrees of freedom are not clearly located

in the AdS2 × S2 region, is related to the black hole degrees of freedom.

These issues were addressed in [30]. The new ingredients in this section are to carefully

incorporate the large super-diffeomorphisms into this analysis and show that no other geometry

contributes to the degeneracy while having vanishing index. This leads to a refined version of

the previous arguments made in the literature.

We first show the contribution of the gravitational path integrals in the grand canonical

ensemble when fixing the angular velocity to that corresponding to the index (with ΩEβ =

2π) and in the canonical ensemble with fixed angular momentum (with J = 0), agree at zero

temperature

ZT=0
1
8

-BPS BH,Σ

(
∆,ΩE =

2π

β

)
= ZT=0

1
8

-BPS BH,Σ
(∆, J = 0) , (7.1)

when expanding about a large class of geometries, with each geometry Σ being locally given

by AdS2 × S2. (7.1) would not only indicate that the index is equal to the partition function

but also that all 1
8
-BPS black hole states carry only zero spin. We will start by first showing

that (7.1) holds for manifolds Σ that preserve supersymmetry and that we have considered in

our localization computation—the smooth AdS2 geometry and its orbifolds. We will then show

that for geometries Σ that do not admit the existence of a globally defined killing spinor, such

as manifolds of higher genus or with multiple defects, both terms in (7.1) vanish due to path

integral over large super-diffeomorphisms.

If studying the partition function instead of the index the only difference are the boundary

conditions that we impose at the edge of AdS2 × S2. In a co-rotating frame the circle at the

boundary of AdS2 is contractible, and therefore all fermionic fields are anti-periodic when going

around it for the computation of the index as well as the partition function. The only difference

in boundary conditions in such a case is for the large super-diffeomorphism modes which fix

the angular velocity of the black hole. As we’ve seen above when computing the index we

fixed ΩE = 2π/β while to compute the partition function we need ΩE = 0. To extract more

information about what angular momenta contribute to the degeneracy (whether states with

J 6= 0 contribute), we should further keep ΩE arbitrary.

68



At zero-temperature, both the smooth AdS2×S2 geometry and the orbifolds considered above

have globally well-defined killing spinors which we can use to define the supercharge Qeq with

respect to which we localize. Following the procedure discussed in Sections 2 and 4 and using

the fact that the boundary conditions for the bulk modes remain unchanged, the path integral

over such modes also yields the same result. Thus, what remains to be done in order to confirm

(7.1) is to perform the path integral over large super-diffeomorphisms with arbitrary ΩE. In the

case of smooth AdS2 × S2 geometry, taking the T → 0 limit of (5.31) we find (with α = ΩEβ
4π

),

lim
T→0

ZN=4 Schw.
Disk (β, α) = 1 , ∀ α . (7.2)

Similarly, for the orbifold geometries, taking the T → 0 limit of (5.37) we find that

lim
T→0

ZN=4 Schw.
Orb (β, α) =

1

c
, ∀ α . (7.3)

From doing the Fourier transform in α for arbitrary J , this implies that in the canonical ensemble

for angular momenta, for the two types of geometries that contribute to the index

lim
T→0

ZN=4 Schw.
Disk (β, J) = δJ,0 , lim

T→0
ZN=4 Schw.

Orb (β, J) =
δJ,0
c
. (7.4)

Thus, because we are able to localize the bulk modes and because the integral over the boundary

modes remains unchanged, we conclude that for all the geometries that preserve supersymmetry

ZT=0
1
8

-BPS BH, disk/orb

(
∆,ΩE =

2π

β

)
= ZT=0

1
8

-BPS BH,disk/orb
(∆, J = 0) . (7.5)

We now consider the path integral over the zero modes on geometries that do not preserve

supersymmetry. We will start with the case of orbifolds that do not preserve supersymmetry;

for these, the angle of the defect is not identified with the angle of rotation around S2 when

going around the defect. Taking the coordinates of AdS2 × S2 as in (4.7), we consider the more

general identification

(τ, ψ) ∼
(
τ +

2π

c
, ψ − 4πϕ

)
∼
(
τ, ψ + 2π

)
, (7.6)

where ϕ parametrizes the angle of rotation of S2 as one goes around the defect, and, unlike

the supersymmetric case, we will take 2ϕ 6= 1 − 1/c. The identification (7.6) now dictate new

boundary conditions for the nearly zero-modes in (5.26), with g(τ + β) = ei2πασ3 g(τ) e−i2πϕσ3 .
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For generic values of ϕ, the partition function in the grand canonical ensemble is [43]

ZN=4 Schw.
(c,ϕ) (β, α) =

∑
n∈Z

T

Egap

cot(πα)

2π

(
e

2π2 T
Egap

( 1
c2
−4(n−α+ϕ)2) − e2π2 T

Egap
( 1
c2
−4(n+α+ϕ)2)

)
. (7.7)

Contributions of these defects to both the index and the degeneracy vanish. A straightforward

way to observe it is that now the overal factor of T is in the numerator and therefore Zc,ϕ(β →
∞,α)→ 0 for all α. We thus conclude that orbifolds that do not preserve supersymmetry

lim
T→0

ZT=0
1
8

-BPS BH,(b,ϕ)
(∆, J) = 0 , (7.8)

for all angular momenta J .

Next we consider higher genus geometries that could also possibly have defects on them. If we

want to be able to smooth out the geometry by considering its fibration over the additional S1

that we used to make the supersymmetric orbifolds smooth in 5D, then the defect angle of

all such defects needs to be quantized with 2πϕi = 2π(1 − 1/ci) with ci ∈ Z, for each defect

i ∈ {1, . . . ,m}. All such geometries have a closed geodesic separating the asymptotic boundary

from the higher genus multi-defect component.32 This changes the boundary conditions for the

large super-diffeomorphism modes to

f(τ + 2π) = e
b
2f(τ) , g(τ + 2π) = e2πiασ3 g(τ) e2πiϕσ3 , η(τ + 2π) = −ei2πiασ3η(τ) .

(7.9)

where b parametrizes the length of the closed geodesic that is homotopic to the asymptotic

boundary. The space between the asymptotic boundary and this geodesic is usually referred to

as a trumpet. Above, ϕ parametrizes the angle of rotation of S2 as one goes around the closed

geodesic of the trumpet. The path integral over these modes can now be computed to be [43]

lim
T→0

ZN=4 Schw.
Trumpet (b,ϕ) (β, α) = 0 , ∀α , (7.10)

in the limit T → 0, and upon taking the Laplace transform of the partition function for general

T (which is the same as (7.7) upon replacing 1/c→ −ib) with respect to β we find a continuous

density of states that starts at the energy Egap above the extremal energy E 1
8

-BPS BH ∼ ∆1/4,

ρtrumpet, (b,ϕ) ∼ Θ(E − E 1
8

-BPS BH − Egap) . (7.11)

32This is the case as long as g ≥ 1 and m ≥ 0 or when g ≥ 0 and m ≥ 2. We have already considered the case
g = 0 and m = 1 in (7.8).
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We can now glue back the trumpet to a higher genus surface. To do this we in principle need

to include the contribution of matter fields (which we denote by Zmatter
(b,ϕ) ) as well as the integral

over the moduli space for a surface of genus g with m defects that is glued to the trumpet (which

we we denote by Volg,m). While in principle the contribution of matter fields is divergent for

small values of the trumpet geodesic length [1] and the volume of the moduli space for such

surfaces is unknown for the supersymmetry amount that we are interested in, (7.11) implies

that in the strict T → 0 limit of partition function we have33

lim
T→0

∫
dµ[b] dµ[ϕ]ZN=4 Schw.

Trumpet (b,ϕ) (β, J)Zmatter
(b,ϕ) Volg,m = 0 , (7.12)

for all angular momenta J . Now that we have seen that the partition function of arbitrary non-

supersymmetric orbifolds (7.8) and the partition function of surfaces with arbitrary genus and

an arbitrary number of defects (7.12) all vanish, we conclude that no other geometries that are

locally AdS2 × S2 contribute to the degeneracy. For this reason, we find that the gravitational

index computed in Section 6 (which we have denoted by W (p, q)) is the same as the actual

degeneracy of a single black hole (which we denote by d 1
8

-BPS BH):

W (p, q) = ZT=0
1
8

-BPS BH
(∆, ΩEβ = 2π) = ZT=0

1
8

-BPS BH
(∆, ΩE = 0) = d 1

8
-BPS BH . (7.13)

Since d 1
8

-BPS BH is not a protected quantity on the string theory side, (7.13) is not necessarily

valid along the entire moduli space of the D1D5 CFT that is used to describe the black hole

microstates. In fact, at the orbifold point it is known that the degeneracy of BPS states is much

larger than the index, implying a large cancellation between bosonic and fermionic degeneracies.

This degeneracy between bosonic and fermionic states is expected to be lifted when going away

from the orbifold point in order for (7.13) to be valid, and was explicitly verified in various

examples in [30]. We discuss how this expectation is consistent with the path integral description

of near-BPS states in more detail in the following discussion.

33(7.10) is insufficient to show that the partition function vanishes. For example, in the non-supersymmetric
theory, the partition function on the trumpet still vanishes as T → 0. Nevertheless, in the absence of matter,
due to the fact that Volg,m(b) are polynomial in b, the partition function for surfaces whose genus is higher than
1 is divergent as T → 0. On the other hand, (7.11) is a feature, albeit not obviously, of supersymmetry and is
sufficient to show that the partition function is indeed vanishing at zero temperature.
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8 Discussion and future directions

We have found that the the index of 1
8
-BPS states obtained in string theory is the same

as the index obtained from localizing the gravitational path integral. On a technical level,

this match is a culmination of two directions of research. The first is the development of

localization in supergravity [30–36], and in particular the formalism for BRST quantization of

supergravity initiated in [37, 38] which we extensively used to set up and calculate the functional

integral. The second direction of research which we have heavily relied upon has been that of

the (super)Schwarzian [99–110, 96, 69, 111–113]. Above, we have emphasized the role of this

quantum mechanical system in the proper quantization of the boundary modes. Without the

exact contribution of both the bulk modes and of the N = 4 super-Schwarzian around all the

different geometries and field configurations that we localized to, it would have been impossible to

obtain the exact match between the microscopic string theory computation and the macroscopic

path integral calculation.

Below we shall discuss how the above match, together with recent results in the literature

[96, 43], offer a comprehensive view for the quantum mechanical properties of BPS black holes

and, to a lesser (but still meaningful) extent, near-BPS black holes. We also discuss a number

of different future directions of research.

8.1 BPS states vs. non-BPS states

In the introduction we motivated our work by asking whether the gravitational path integral is

sufficiently powerful to reproduce the exact number of black hole microstates within an energy

window. The results in Sections 3 to 6 show that by localizing gravitational path integral the

difference in bosonic and fermionic degeneracies can be obtained exactly using localization. The

fact that we have managed to also compute the degeneracy (which is not obviously protected by

supersmmetry from the perspective of a putative boundary theory) is a non-trivial fact. Below,

we shall explain how this calculation can be further extended to compute the total number of

states within an energy window that starts at extremality.

As discussed in Section 7, what is perhaps more surprising is that the gravitational path

integral allows us to probe observables (at strong string coupling, away from the orbifold point

of the D1D5 system) that are unprotected, i.e. the exact degeneracy of states at the BPS

energy level in a sector of fixed charge and angular momentum. This is because from the

perspective of the gravitational path integral, the same supersymmetry preserving geometries
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were shown to contribute to both the index and to the degeneracy, while geometries preserving

no supersymmetries contributed to neither. The path integral over the nearly zero-modes of the

super-Schwarzian reveals even more if studying the density of states of such a system rather than

its partition function. For the geometries that preserve some amount of supersymmetries the

integral over the nearly zero modes gives, in addition to the degenerate number of states at the

BPS energy, a continous density of states that starts at energies E = E 1
8

-BPS BH +Egap [96, 43]:

ρcont.
Disk, (c,ϕ) ∼ Θ(E − E 1

8
-BPS BH − Egap) , ρcont.

Orbifold, c ∼ Θ(E − E 1
8

-BPS BH − Egap) , (8.1)

where for the black holes discussed above, we remind the reader that [96]

Egap ∼
1

∆3/2
, ∆→∞ (8.2)

up to stringy corrections which are subleading in 1/∆. Similarly, on geometries preserving no

supersymmetries the integral over nearly zero modes yields [43]

ρorbifold, (c,ϕ) ∼ Θ(E − E 1
8

-BPS BH − Egap) , ρtrumpet, (b,ϕ) ∼ Θ(E − E 1
8

-BPS BH − Egap) , (8.3)

In other words (8.1) and (8.3) indicate that the spectrum of near-BPS microstates only starts

at E 1
8

-BPS BH +Egap

(
1 + O

(
1/∆

))
, where one could imagine the correction to Egap arises, via a

mechanism similar to [9], from summing geometries with arbitrary topologies obtained by gluing

the answer in (8.3) as explained in Section 7. Going back to the question that we posed in the

introduction, we can expect that not only is d 1
8

-BPS BH the degeneracy of BPS black holes, but

additionally34

∫ E 1
8 -BPS BH

+#Egap

E 1
8 -BPS BH

dEρ(E) = d 1
8

-BPS BH . (8.4)

for any number # that is smaller than 1 by an amount that does not scale downwards with 1/∆ as

∆ is made large. As # becomes larger than 1 the path integral around any given saddle as well as

the topological expansion becomes out of control and we find can only estimate the total number

of states rather than recover an exact integer as in (8.4). Nevertheless, for E > E 1
8

-BPS BH +

Egap the continuum density of states found in [96] obtained from the expansion around the

34Here, we assume that doubly non-perturbative effects in ∆, which contribute beyond the topological
expansion which we have considered when summing geometries that contain a “trumpet” geometry, might yield
a non-zero number of states between E 1

8 -BPS BH and E 1
8 -BPS BH + #Egap. It would nevertheless be valuable to

understand whether this is indeed the case.
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leading AdS2 × S2 offers a good course-grained approximation to the densely spaced discrete

spectrum of black hole mirostates that we expect to exist for such energy values. Understanding

how to resolve this discretum requires full control over both stringy corrections and over the

sum of all geometries, a daunting task since the geometries in question no longer preserve any

supersymmetries.

The contrast in the cases with # < 1 and # > 1 is also captured by looking at multi-boundary

contributions to the gravitational path integral for the total number of states between E 1
8

-BPS BH

and E 1
8

-BPS BH + #Egap. There are no connected multi-boundary contributions to the number of

states when # < 1 and thus the quantity (8.4) does not suffer from the factorization puzzle that

affects other observables—this is of course consistent with the fact that d 1
8

-BPS BH ∈ Z which

points towards a conventional Hilbert space interpretation. Counting states for # > 1 (8.3)

shows that wormhole contributions exist, pointing towards the fact that individual microstates

cannot be distinguished but their chaotic energy statistics might be computable through the

contribution of such connected geometries.

Finally let us comment on the role that stringy corrections can play in the statements made

above. In [113], it was shown that Egap receives stringy corrections where higher derivative terms

are include in the supergravity action.35 Stringy corrections are not of concern however for the

gravitational index—we expect the value of the supergravity action along the localization locus

to be independent of the higher-derivative correction. Furthermore, we saw that the integral

over boundary zero-modes ended up being completely independent of Egap for all geometries.

Therefore we only need to be careful about the upper bound of the integral in (8.4) which does

receive stringy corrections. At weak string coupling, we expect that Egap → 0 in order to find

agreement with the D1-D5 system at the orbifold point for which there is a large difference

between the degeneracy of states at the BPS energy and the index of such states. A related

issue is that at weak string coupling we do not really know how to distill the would-be black

hole degrees of freedom from the rest of the D-brane quantum mechanics.

8.2 BPS black holes have a Type I von Neumann algebra

Understanding the algebra of observables in quantum gravity has been a problem of recent

interest [114–117]. Recent results show that semiclassical gravity can promote an algebra from

35In [113] the stringy corrections to Egap were determined in the context of near-BPS black holes in AdS5×S5

with a broken SU(1,1|1) near-horizon isometry. While it would be informative to redo that analysis for the
black holes discussed in this paper which have a PSU(1,1|2) at extremality, we expect that the role of stringy
correction on Egap in the two cases to be qualitatively similar.
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type III to type II, and the results in this paper indicate that observables for BPS black holes

in fact can be promoted to a type I algebra. While the fact that the gravitational path integral

reproduces an exact integer as T → 0 meet seem sufficient to claim a type I algebra, it is useful

to verify that this integer indeed has the interpretation of the dimension of the Hilbert space of

BPS black holes. To show this, we need to be able to be able to define density matrices in this

space and show that the rank of all matrices is finite (and, importantly, integral). For this, we

will check that the maximally mixed density matrix indeed has a size equal to the degeneracy

d 1
8

-BPS BH discussed in the previous section. We construct the thermofield double state at zero

temperature |TFD(T = 0)〉 in a sector with fixed charges, define its associated pure density

matrix, and the reduced density matrix on one of the sides (say, the left side),

ρTFD = |TFD(T = 0)〉〈TFD(T = 0)| , ρL = TrR(ρTFD) . (8.5)

The Renyi entropy Sα associated to ρL is obtained by gluing α copies of a boundary segments,

each with an infinite length to form a closed boundary that also has β →∞. Filling in the bulk

with the geometries that contribute to the fixed charge partition function in the limit of β →∞,

Sα =
1

1− α
Tr (ρL)α

(Tr ρL)α
=

1

1− α

[
α copies of segments of proper length β︷ ︸︸ ︷ / 


α]

=

 +


1−α

1− α
=

(d 1
8

-BPS BH)1−α

1− α
. (8.6)

Here the third equality follows from the fact that the same geometries contribute to both the

numerator and denominator in the limit β →∞. This confirms that ρL is the maximally mixed

density matrix for the finite d 1
8

-BPS BH-dimensional Hilbert space of BPS black holes.36

An important point to emphasize is that in the path integral preparation of the zero-

temperature thermofield double state, the inclusion of orbifold geometries in the bulk is crucial

in order to recover a Renyi entropy that is consistent with a maximally mixed state in a

finite dimensional. One can therefore wonder whether the presence of the orbifolds in the

36For a discussion involving matter correlators see [118, 119].
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state preparation plays an important role for other observables in the theory and, in particular,

whether one can construct observables for which the orbifold geometries become dominant.

8.3 Future directions

Before jumping into possible future directions we would like to make a list of technical questions

regarding the calculations in this paper which would be good to address in the future:

• Perhaps the most important one is to find a principle that determines uniquely the correct

measure over the localization manifold. Our choice of ultra-local measure turned out to

be consistent with the U-duality invariance that is known to exist in the UV string theory

completion but is not in any way explicit at the level of the AdS2 × S2 supergravity path

integral. While we believe that this provides strong evidence for the validity of our choice

of ultra-local measure, it would be highly satisfying to give a first-principles derivation

of (3.20).

• It is possible to give a 4d interpretation of the terms in the Kloosterman sum as describing

the topology of certain gauge fields. The evaluation of the action and in particular the

phases involved in the Kloosterman sum was done by lifting from 4d to 5d and then

reducing down to 3d Chern-Simons [34]. It would be nice to compute the action in a fully

4d formalism to make the whole calculation self-consistent.

• We have done the calculation in a type IIA frame with only D0-D2-D4 charge. It would

be nice to extend the calculation to allow for D6 charge.

• We have used an N = 2 formalism to treat N = 8 supergravity. This works as long

as we study states with vanishing charge under the NS-NS gauge fields in the gravitino

multiplets, coming from the isometries of T 6. It would be nice to extend this calculation

to non-zero charge and verify the full U-duality invariance.

The technical steps necessary for performing the localization computation rely on several

steps, none of which require working solely with the N = 8 supergravity theory, and should be

applicable in theories with less supersymmetry. For instance, in theories of N = 4 supergravity

obtained by a dimensional reduction on T 2×K3, one might hope to reproduce the exact degen-

eracy of 1
4
-BPS and 1

2
-BPS black holes. In the former case one has to remove the contribution

of multi-center black holes from the index. The resulting index for single-center black holes
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is the Fourier coefficient of a mock Jacobi form [120], whose Rademacher expansion is more

complicated than the one for true Jacobi forms that we considered in this paper [121, 122].

In the latter case, while the Rademacher expansion of the associated modular form is, in fact,

simpler than the one studied in this paper, the difficulty is that 1/2-BPS black holes have a

small horizon area and it is therefore difficult to define the gravitational path integral to start

with. For theories of N = 2 supergravity, finding the exact index of black holes is even more

difficult [56]—in such cases the prepotential can receive corrections at arbitrary loop order and

an exact formula is unknown.

In this paper we have shown that the gravitational functional integral in AdS2 takes the form

of the infinite series (1.1) which reproduces the convergent microscopic expansion (2.7). The

elements of the sum in the gravitational picture are interpreted as contributions from a series of

orbifolds. For AdS3/CFT1 a very similar series of orbifolds are also known on both sides [42]. In

fact, such a series of orbifolds is also known to contribute in higher dimensional AdSd + 1/CFTd

situations for d = 3,4 [123–126]. It would be interesting to make the link to the microscopic

indices more precise in all these cases.

The fact that we have managed to fully localize the gravitational path integral for BPS

black holes makes us hopeful that we might be able to perform this procedure to match a

variety of boundary quantities that are protected by supersymmetry and do not rely on the

asymptotics of the spacetime being AdS2 × S2. Two examples come immediately to mind.

Firstly, as mentioned above, it is known that multi-center center solutions can contribute to

the 1/4-BPS index in N = 4 supergravity. It would be interesting to understand whether the

contribution of such configurations to the gravitational path integral can also be computed from

asymptotic flat space and matched to the string theory answer. Secondly, one could also hope

to replicate the computation for spacetimes that are asymptotically AdSd×M with the hope of

matching quantities that are protected by supersymmetry in a boundary SCFTd−1. Progress in

this direction has been made in [127, 128], where the S3 partition function of a boundary theory

has been matched by performing the localization procedure in an asymptotically AdS4 bulk.

Now, armed with a better understanding of how to compute one-loop determinants around the

localization saddles, we hope to address a much greater variety of examples in near future.
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A A brief summary of Jacobi forms and the Rademacher

expansion

We set q = e2πiτ and ζ = e2πiz with τ ∈ H, z ∈ C. The odd Jacobi theta function is given by

ϑ1(τ, z) =
∑

n∈Z+ 1
2

(−1)n qn
2/2 ζn . (A.1)

The Dedekind eta function is

η(τ) = q
1
24

∞∏
n=1

(1− qn) . (A.2)

We recall below a few relevant facts about Jacobi forms [129]. A Jacobi form of weight k and

index m is a holomorphic function ϕ(τ, z) from H×C to C which transforms under the modular

group as

ϕ
(aτ + b

cτ + d
,

z

cτ + d

)
= (cτ + d)k e

2πimcz2

cτ+d ϕ(τ,z) ∀

(
a b

c d

)
∈ SL(2;Z) (A.3)

and under the translations of z by Zτ + Z as

ϕ(τ, z + λτ + µ) = e−2πim(λ2τ+2λz)ϕ(τ, z) ∀ λ, µ ∈ Z . (A.4)

Here the integers k,m are called the weight and index, respectively, of the Jacobi form. The

equations (A.3), (A.4) imply the periodicities ϕ(τ + 1,z) = ϕ(τ,z) and ϕ(τ,z + 1) = ϕ(τ,z), so
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that ϕ has a double Fourier expansion

ϕ(τ,z) =
∑
n,r∈Z

c(n, r) qn ζr . (A.5)

The function is called a weak Jacobi form if c(n, r) = 0 unless n ≥ 0. Equation (A.4) is then

equivalent to the periodicity property

c(n, r) = Cr(4nm− r2) , where Cr(∆) depends only on rmod 2m. (A.6)

We have, for a Jacobi form ϕ of weight k and index m, the double Fourier expansion

ϕ(τ,z) =
∑
n,`∈Z

c(n, `) qn ζ` . (A.7)

The transformation property of a Jacobi form of index m under elliptic transformations implies

that its Fourier coefficients obey

c(n, `) = Cν(∆) , ∆ = 4mn− `2 , ν = ` mod 2m, (A.8)

for some functions Cν . In effect, the elliptic symmetry reduces a function of two variables to

a 2m-dimensional vector of functions of one variable ∆ = 4mn − `2, which is invariant under

elliptic transformations. In the case of our interest, the Jacobi form (2.4) has index m = 1,

and ` = 4n− `2 mod 2, so that the two functions Cν(∆), ν = 0,1 mod 2 can be captured by one

function, C = C0 (or C1) for ∆ even (or odd), for all Fourier coefficients.

The Rademacher expansion is the following formula for the coefficients Cν(∆) of a Jacobi

form of weight k < 0 and index m as in (A.7) for ∆ > 0,

Cν(∆) =
∞∑
c=1

( c

2π

)k− 5
2
∑
∆̃<0

Cµ(∆̃) Kl(∆, ν, ∆̃, ν̃; c)

∣∣∣∣ ∆̃

4k

∣∣∣∣ 3
2
−k

I 3
2
−k

(
π

c

√
|∆̃|∆

)
, (A.9)

where Ĩρ, the modified Bessel function of index ρ, is given by the following integral formula,

Ĩρ(z) =
1

2πi

∫ ε+i∞

ε−i∞

dσ

σρ+1
exp
(
σ +

z2

4σ

)
. (A.10)
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It is related to the standard I-Bessel function by

Ĩρ(z) =
(z

2

)−ρ
Iρ(z) , (A.11)

which admits the asymptotic expansion, with µ = 4ρ2,

Iρ(z) ∼ ez√
2πz

(
1− (µ− 1)

8z
+

(µ− 1)(µ− 32)

2!(8z)3
− (µ− 1)(µ− 32)(µ− 52)

3!(8z)5
+ . . .

)
. (A.12)

The coefficients Kl(∆,ν,∆̃,ν̃; c) are generalized Kloosterman sums, equal to 1 for c = 1 and

defined for c > 1 as

Kl(∆,ν; ∆̃,ν̃; c) := e
πi
2

( 1
2
−k)

∑
−c≤d<0
(d,c)=1

e2πi d
c

(∆/4m) M(γc,d)
−1
νν̃ e2πia

c
(∆̃/4m) , (A.13)

where γ =
(
a b
c d

)
∈ SL2(Z) and M is a 2m-dimensional representation of SL2(Z) which trans-

forms the standard theta functions of weight 1
2

and index m ∈ Z+,

ϑm,µ(τ,z) =
∑

`=µmod 2m

q`
2/4m ζ` , (A.14)

as

ϑm,µ

(
aτ + b

cτ + d
,

z

cτ + d

)
= (cτ + d)

1
2 e2πim cz2

cτ+d M(γ)−1
νµ ϑµ,`(τ,z) , (A.15)

where the square root is defined by choosing the principal branch of the logarithm. The matrix

M(γ) is called the multiplier system.

An explicit formula for the value of M−1 on an arbitrary element γ =
(
a b
c d

)
∈ SL2(Z) is

given in [82] (with r = m+ 2). In the above conventions we have [34]

M−1(γ)νµ =
e
πi
4 sign(c)√

2r|c|
exp
(
− iπ

6
Φ(γ)

)
∑
ε = ±

c−1∑
n=0

ε exp
( iπ

2rc

(
d(ν + 1)2 − 2(ν + 1)(2rn+ ε(µ+ 1)) + a(2rn+ ε(µ+ 1))2

))
.

(A.16)

Here the Rademacher Φ-function is defined as

Φ(γ) =
a+ d

c
− 12 sign(c) s(a,|c|) , (A.17)

80



where the Dedekind sum is, for c > 0,

s(a,c) =
1

4c

c−1∑
j=1

cot
(πj
c

)
cot
(πja
c

)
. (A.18)

It can be shown from these expressions that each term in the the generalized Kloosterman

sum (A.13) depends only on the equivalence class Γ∞\SL(2,Z)/Γ∞.

B From BRST variation to equivariant variation

The main purpose of this appendix is to review the developments of the BRST quantization

in the off-shell formulation of supergravity, discussed in detail in [37]. We will describe how to

obtain the BRST variations of fields and ghosts as well as how to deform these variations to

obtain the equivariant transformations with respect to the Qeq which we used in our localization

procedure. We start with the infinitesimal gauge transformation of some bosonic or fermionic

field φi, whose gauge parameter is ξα

δξφ
i = R(φ)iαξ

α , (B.1)

where R(φ)iα can include derivatives acting on ξα, who itself might be bosonic or fermionic.

Commuting or anti-commuting two such transformations we need to obtain a third,

δξ1δξ2 − δξ2δξ1 = δξ3 (B.2)

with ξα3 = f(φ)βγ
α ξβ1 ξ

γ
2 . In usual gauge theories, f(φ)βγ

α are the structure constants of the

gauge group and are thus independent of φ. In the superconformal formulation of supergravity

f(φ)βγ
α indeed generically depend on some of the supergravity fields φi and therefore we refer

to them as “structure functions” and the gauge algebra is called “soft”.

To quantize such theories, we need to add a set of ghost fields c, and write down the BRST

transformations acting on all fields

δbrstφ
i = R(φ)iαΛcα , δbrstc

α =
1

2
f(φ)βγ

αcβΛcα , (B.3)
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where we can see that the BRST transformation δbrst is nilpotent by acting on φi or b repeatedly:

δ2
brst = 0 . (B.4)

Similar transformations apply to the anti-ghosts bα and to the Lagrange multipliers Bα. We

shall come back to the variations of these fields after explaining how to deform the BRST

transformations for φi and cα.

To determine the one-loop determinant around each point on the localization locus we need

to define the action of the equivariant variation on all quantum fluctuations of fields and ghosts

in the theory. To do this, we separate the fields and ghosts into their background values φi and

cα, and their quantum fluctuations φ̃i and c̃α. The BRST fluctuation acting on the variation is

therefore,

δbrstφ̃
i = δbrstφ

i − δbrstφi , δbrstc̃
α = δbrstc

α − δbrstc
α . (B.5)

What is this background for the fields φi and cα along the localization locus that we are

interested in? Close to the boundary where the spacetime is locally AdS2×S2, there exists a set

of locally defined Killing spinors associated to the PSU(1,1|2) superisometry. We then choose

one of the Killing spinors associated and require that it can be globally defined everywhere in

the bulk. Field and metric configurations for which a Killing spinor cannot be globally defined

do not contribute to the path integral when the boundary observable under study is protected.

We then fix the ghost associated to the supersymmetry transformation with respect to which

the Killing spinor to be equal to the Killing spinor itself. All other ghosts will be set to zero.

Due to the Killing spinor equation or due to the vanishing of the other ghosts, we have that

δbrstφi = ΛcαR(φ)α
i = 0 , (B.6)

for all points on the localization locus. To properly define Qeq we however need to deform the

BRSY transformation to an equivariant transformation

δbrst ⇒ δeq (B.7)

in such a way that δeq is no longer nilpotent. This can be done by taking the BRST transfor-

mation on the background (B.6) and on the quantum fluctuations (which can be derived from

(B.3)) to remain unchanged. However, in contrast to the BRST transformation, we will fix the
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transformations on the non-zero background ghost to also vanish. In other words, we thus define

δeqφ
i

= 0 , δeqφ̃
i = R(φ)iαΛ(c+ c̃)α ,

δeqc
α = 0 , δeqc̃

α =
1

2
f(φ)βγ

α(c+ c̃)βΛ(c+ c̃)α − 1

2
f(φ)βγ

α cβΛcα , (B.8)

Squaring the newly defined transformation, one finds

δ2
eq = δξ 6= 0 , [δeq , δξ] = 0 , (B.9)

where the transformation δξ is given by

δξφ = 0 , δξφ̃
i = ξ

α
R(φi)α

i , δξc
α = 0 , δξ c̃

α = f(φ)βγ
α(c+ c̃)βξ

γ
, (B.10)

with

ξ̃ = Λ[2f(φ)βγ
α cβΛ1]c

γ , (B.11)

Since the only non-vanishing ghosts are fixed to be given by one of the Killing spinors of the

spacetime, the transformations (B.10) are exactly what we expect under the bosonic isometry

obtained by constructing the Killing vector from the bilinear of the Killing spinor that we used

as our ghost background. In our case, this is the U(1) generator L0 − J0 in the AdS2 × S2 or

orbifold geometries. To check that δeq is a proper equivariant transformation we finally need

to define its action on the anti-ghosts bα and on the Lagrange multipliers Bα. To start, the

background of these fields is set to zero, bα = 0 and Bα = 0. The equivariant variation on their

quantum fluctuations is then defined to be

δeqb̃α = ΛBα , δeqB
α =

1

2
f(φ)δε

β cδ Λ cε f(φ)αβ
γ . (B.12)

Acting once again on the anti-ghosts and on the Lagrange multipliers we find δ2
eqbα = δξbα =

ξf(φ)βα
γbγ, δ

2
eqBα = δξBα = ξf(φ)βα

γBγ which is once again the expected transformation under

the bosonic U(1) transformation generated by δξ. This indeed confirms that δ2
eq = δξ for all

fields and ghosts and therefore δeq is a valid equivariant transformation.
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C On possible truncations of N = 8 supergravity

The first calculation of the Bessel function appearing in the Rademacher expansion of the N = 8

black hole index was outlined in [32]. The calculation in that reference had some drawbacks

which we addressed in this paper. In this appendix we clarify the relation between the two

approaches for readers familiar with that work.

Firstly, instead of working with the full 4d N = 8 supergravity theory obtained from a

toroidal compactification of type IIA theory, the calculation was done in a truncated theory.

From the point of view of the low-energy effective theory, the truncation is obtained as follows.

All the fields of the low-energy theory fall into a single representation of N = 8 supersymmetry

containing the graviton, i.e. the N = 8 graviton multiplet. We reduce this representation in

terms of representations of a particular N = 4 sub-algebra. This gives an N = 4 graviton

multiplet (= N = 2 graviton + 2 spin-3
2

+ 1 vector), four N = 4 spin-3
2

multiplets (each =

N = 2 spin-3
2

+ 2 vectors + 1 hyper), and 6 vector multiplets (each = N = 2 vector + hyper).

Next we throw away the spin-3
2

multiplets, and then reduce the into N = 2 representations.

Now we have an N = 2 graviton multiplet, 2 spin-3
2

multiplets, 7 vector multiplets, and 6 hyper

multiplets. Finally, we throw away the the hyper multiplets. The remaining N = 2 theory is

precisely N = 2 to nv = 7 vector multiplets for which we write a prepotential below. The T 6

compactification has SO(6,6;Z) T-duality which is a subgroup of the full E7,7 U-duality. The

28 gauge fields of the theory decompose as 28 = 12 + 16. The vector 12 is in the NS-NS sector

while the spinor 16 is in the R-R sector. Now we can identify the 16 gauge fields in the R-R

sector with the 4× 4 = 16 gauge fields in the four N = 4 spin-3
2

multiplets that we drop in the

truncation. The NS-NS fields behave as in usual CY3 compactifications, while the R-R fields

decouple classically.

The truncation consists on N = 2 supergravity coupled to nv = 7 vector multiplets and to

perform the localization calculation we need to specify its holomorphic prepotential. In the M-

theory description, each vector multiplet is associated with a 2-cycle (or its Hodge-dual 4-cycle)

inside the CY3. For concreteness we label them in the following way:

Σ45 → X1, Σ67 → X2, Σ68 → X3, Σ69 → X4, Σ78 → X5, Σ79 → X6, Σ89 → X7,

Σ46 → X8, Σ47 → X9, Σ48 → X10, Σ49 → X11, Σ56 → X12,

Σ57 → X13, Σ58 → X14, Σ59 → X15. (C.1)

With these conventions, in the truncation described above, the vector multiplet I = 1 is
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associated to the T 2 and the other 6 vector multiplets I = 2, . . . , 7 are associated to the
(

4
2

)
= 6

2-cycles of the T 4. Now we can read off the holomorphic prepotential by considering the

intersection numbers of the 4-cycles on the T 6. We obtain the following simple formula,

Ftrunc.(X) = −1

2

X1CabX
aXb

X0
, a = 2, . . . , 7, (C.2)

where Cab is the intersection matrix of the 2-cycles of the T 4. We can use the conventions of

Section 3.2.1 to compute since its a particular case of CIJK when I = 1 and J,K = 2, . . . ,7.

In this appendix we want to use the fact that we did the calculation in the full N = 8

supergravity theory to integrate out the extra fields and reevaluate the validity of the trun-

cation considered in [32]. Obtaining the truncated theory is easy and involves turning off the

hypermultiplets and turning off the vector multiplets X8 to X15. This implies we should also

restrict to states with vanishing charges associated to these vectors p8 = . . . = p15 = 0 and

q8 = . . . = q15 = 0. It is easy to see that the prepotential (3.18) reduces to (C.2) after identifying

Xa = {X1, . . . , X7}, and similarly for the charges.

Now we want to compare the result from applying localization to this truncation to the result

obtained from N = 8 supergravity after setting to zero the extra charges. This is not trivial since

we still need to integrate out the extra localization manifold coordinates that the full theory has

compared to the truncation. In our parametrization we need to integrate out φ8, . . . ,φ15. Since

the measure over the φ’s and the one-loop determinant both depend only on φ0 the integration

is simply Gaussian over the exponential of the action on the localization manifold. This gives

∫ 15∏
I=8

dφI exp

(
15∑

I,J=8

3πCIJKφ
IφJpK

cφ0

)∣∣∣
p8=...=p15=0

=
4c4(φ0)4

(P 2)2
, P 2 = paCabp

b. (C.3)

This seems to indicate that integrating out the extra vector multiplets involved in the trun-

cation results in a non-trivial contribution to the remaining integrals. Nevertheless this factor

disappears if we correct the measure over the nv = 7 vector multiplets to be over

[d8φ]c ≡ d8φ

√
2 det′

( 1

2c
Im FΛΣ

)
, (C.4)

where the prime denotes that the determinant is taken only over the directions Λ = 0, . . . ,7 and

only φ0, . . . ,φ7 are turned on. Its easy to check that the mismatch between this measure and the

measure over all the vector multiplets precisely cancels the integral over the remaining vectors

85



(C.3). The final answer is

W (c)(q,p) =
√
cKc(∆)

∫
[d8φ]c c

−1e4K(φ) e
4π
c

ImFtrunc

(
φΛ+ipΛ

2

)
−π
c
qΛφ

Λ

, (C.5)

where we only turn on the charges and moduli in the truncation. Since this is equivalent to

the original integral over 15 moduli we already know this gives the right answer to match the

microscopic entropy.

The integral in (C.5) is precisely the starting point of [32] for c = 1 (and we extended it to the

case c 6= 1 in this paper). This formula almost shows that the truncation is consistent off-shell

except for the one-loop determinant. The action and measure is indeed the one corresponding

to the truncation (as well as the boundary-mode contribution to the c-dependence 1/c) but the

bulk one-loop determinant e4K corresponds only to the full N = 8 supergravity theory.

One approach to justify the calculation in [32] can be to postulate we include off-shell

contributions from the N = 8 supergravity theory in the one-loop determinant, but not include

the extra coordinates on the localization manifold. This is inconsistent since we would be

treating two sets of off-shell modes differently without a good reason. Another approach is to

see whether we can find an N = 2 theory (without gravitino multiplet) that reproduces the

bulk one-loop determinant e4K. Imposing that the bulk one-loop determinant be c-independent

restricts nH − nV = 1. Since in the truncation nV = 7 we can set nH = 8 without affecting

the localization integral, other than the bulk one-loop determinant. The problem is that this

unique choice set by looking at the c-dependence gives e−2K for the bulk one-loop determinant.

Therefore we conclude there is no N = 2 supergravity theory able to reproduce (C.5).
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