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Abstract

We compute the defect entanglement entropy for co-dimension two superconformal mon-
odromy defects in well known maximally symmetric holographic theories of various dimen-
sion. In each case we explicitly relate the universal part of the defect entanglement entropy
to field theory data characterising the defect conformal field theory. We provide evidence
that, unlike in the bulk theories in which the defects reside, the universal part of the defect
entanglement entropy does not necessarily decrease along a renormalisation group flow.
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1 Overview

Much as superconformal field theories provide an important computational handle on the
physics of interacting quantum field theories, conformal defects which preserve some amount
of supersymmetry present an interesting opportunity to efficiently characterize the physics
of quantum field theories deformed by operators which break (some part of) the ambient
theory’s spacetime symmetries.

Understanding such deformations is particularly interesting in the context of the renor-
malization group (RG). While Poincaré invariant theories deformed by spatially homogenous
couplings to relevant operators are known to exhibit monotonicity along an RG flow in cer-
tain dimension dependent observables, a similarly robust characterization of the behaviour
of defect theories at different length scales remains lacking.

In this work, we focus our attention on a particular class of codimension two defects
in superconformal field theories (SCFTs) of dimension d = 3, 4 and 6 on Minkowski space.
These defect conformal field theories (dCFTs) preserve an SO(d− 2, 2)× SO(2) ⊂ SO(d, 2)
subgroup of the ambient theory’s conformal group, as well as at least two Poincaré super-
charges. They are characterized by non-trivial monodromies for Abelian subgroups of the
global symmetry enjoyed by the theory, optionally accompanied by a conical deficit/excess
at the location of the defect.

The monodromy parameters, which we generically refer to as gµI , can be understood
as flat background connections VI which couple to the conserved currents JI of the global
symmetry. From this perspective, the monodromy defect is described by a superconformal
deformation of the ambient SCFT of the form

SdCFT = SSCFT +

∫
VI ∧ ⋆JI with VI = gµIdz. (1.1)

Here z is an angular coordinate with period ∆z = 2π normal to the defect’s worldvolume.
Specifically, translations along z realize the SO(2) factor in the preserved SO(d − 2, 2) ×
SO(2) symmetry of the defect theory. Upon application of Stokes theorem, integrating
the background gauge field around the defect one finds that the monodromy defect can be
thought of as localised magnetic flux piercing the origin of the plane normal to the defect.

Our focus in this work will be on understanding some features of superconformal mon-
odromy defects in strongly interacting SCFTs. In particular, we extend the investigations
initiated in [1, 2, 3, 4] to include a study of the entanglement entropy between a spherical
entangling region surrounding the defect and its complement on a fixed time slice. In each
example, we are able to express the defect contribution to this entanglement entropy en-
tirely in terms of field theory defect data—in particular, in terms of the monodromy sources
gµI and a conical deficit parameter n characterising the presence (or absence) of a conical
singularity at the location of the defect.

Subsequently, we use our results together with those of [2, 3, 4] to express the defect’s
contribution to the entanglement entropy in terms of the so-called “defect conformal weight”
hD which appears in the expectation value of the stress tensor in the defect SCFT (Weyl
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transformed to an AdSd−1 × S1 background)

⟨Tab⟩dxadxb = −hD

2π

[
ds2(AdSd−1)− (d− 1)n2dz2

]
, (1.2)

and a remainder. In turn, the remainder is shown to be proportional to the defect free
energy ID in three dimensions, and the defect Weyl anomaly coefficient b, A in four and
six dimensions respectively. In even dimensions, this provides an explicit realisation of
the general expectation for the defect entanglement entropy for codimension two conformal
defects given in [5] and generalised in [6]. In odd dimensions we are unaware of analogous
expectations.

From this reparametrisation of the defect entanglement entropy, we position ourselves to
comment on the behaviour of the defect entanglement entropy along an RG flow. Distinct
from the class of flows discussed in e.g. [7, 8, 9], we motivate the existence of an RG flow
between particular defect SCFTs driven by spatially homogeneous mass deformations away
from the defect. By explicitly evaluating the defect entanglement entropy in the putative UV
and IR defect theories, we discover that (unlike its analogue in the ambient theory without
defects) the universal part of the entanglement entropy does not in general decrease along
such a flow.

As a by-product of our analysis, we are further led to revisit the holographic renormalisa-
tion relevant for observables of the d = 6 monodromy defects. This enables us to generalise
the results of [10] which relate to the dependence of the defect anomaly coefficient A on the
monodromy sources to include also the dependence on the conical singularity parameter n.

The plan for the rest of the paper is as follows: in section 2, we briefly review the broad-
stroke features of the solutions holographically dual to the superconfonformal monodromy
defects of interest, as well as the holographic prescription for computing the spherical en-
tanglement entropy for entangling regions centered on the codimension two defect. We then
define the defect entanglement entropy and introduce a simple formula which can be used
to compute it in these backgrounds.

In sections 3 and 4, we apply our formula to superconformal monodromy defects of
the ABJM theory and N = 4 Super Yang-Mills respectively. In each case, we discuss the
behaviour of the defect entanglement entropy under the putative renormalization group flows
between superconformal defect theories driven by spatially homogeneous mass deformations
away from the defect. In section 5 we reproduce known results for the defect entanglement
entropy for monodromy defects in the 6d N = (2, 0) theory. We then combine these results
with various observables computed via holographic renormalization to extend these results
to systems with conical singularities.

We conclude in section 6, providing further context for our results and discussing their
consequences. Appendix A catalogues the solutions studied in this work, while appendix B
describes in detail the holographic regularization and renormalization prescriptions required
to obtain finite field theory observables. In appendix C, we observe that while the defect
contribution to the entanglement entropy does not necessarily decrease along the RG flows
introduced in sections 3 and 4, in these systems there is a scheme independent part of the
sphere entanglement entropy evaluated in those dCFTs “at large” which does.
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2 Entropic central charges from holography

2.1 General considerations

An efficient means of studying strongly coupled dCFTs is to holographically encode their
symmetries in the isometries of a bulk gravitational solution. We accomplish this by studying
gravitational solutions of type IIB and D = 11 supergravity which can be realised in the
maximal gauged supergravities that descend from these theories upon dimensional reduction.

The solutions fall within an ansatz with metric of the form

ds2 = e2V ds2 (AdSd−1) + h2dz2 + f 2dy2 (2.1)

in which z is a coordinate on S1 with period ∆z = 2π, and V, h, and f are functions which
depend only on y. The isometries generically preserved by these backgrounds are easily seen
to correspond to the symmetries characterizing the conformal monodromy defects introduced
above. In particular, the AdSd−1 foliation gives rise to the SO(d − 2, 2) factor, while the
invariance under translations along z coincides with the preserved SO(2).

Consistent with these isometries, the bulk gauge fields holographically dual to the global
symmetry currents coupling to the monodromy sources are taken to be

AI = aIdz (2.2)

with a a function of y. There may also be other bulk fields present in the solution, such as
scalars—again they are taken to depend only on the y-coordinate, but will play little role in
what follows.

When an explicit parametrisation is required, we take coordinates on the AdSd−1 leaves
such that

ds2 (AdSd−1) =
1

Z2

(
−dt2 + dZ2 + dr2|| + r2|| dΩ

2
d−4

)
, (2.3)

with Ω2
d−4 a metric on the unit radius Sd−4. For the special case in which d = 3, the AdS2

leaves are parametrised by the coordinates (t, Z) alone.
As shown by [11, 12], the quantum entanglement in a holographic quantum field theory

between a spherical entangling region and its complement is encoded gravitationally in the
area of a particular minimal surface within the bulk. This prescription was first applied
to bulk solutions holographically dual to defect conformal field theories in [13]. There it
was shown that for a codimension two defect in a d dimensional field theory, the spherical
entanglement entropy for an entangling region of radius R is given by the integral expression

SEE =
π

2G
(d+1)
N

vol(Sd−4)

∫
dr||

Rrd−4
||(

R2 − r2||

)(d−2)/2

∫
dy e(d−3)V |fh|. (2.4)

Some care is required when using this expression to compute holographic entanglement
entropies. In particular, by convention one is to take vol(S0) = 2, and moreover, when d = 3
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the correct expression reduces to

SEE =
π

2G
(4)
N

∫
dy |fh|. (d = 3) (2.5)

One must also pay careful attention to the limits of integration. As a consequence of the cut-
off procedure used to holographically regulate the short distance divergences which appear
in the entanglement entropy, the integrals in (2.4) do not generically factorize.

While a careful discussion of the details can be found in appendix B of [13], the main
idea is as follows: upon implementing a conformal transformation such that the dual dCFT
inhabits R1,d−1, the bulk solution is brought to a form in which distances from the boundary
are measured by a Fefferman-Graham (FG) radial coordinate which can be thought of as
tracking energy scales in the dual theory in the familiar way. A short distance cut-off ϵ is
then implemented on this FG radial coordinate.

The integral over r|| is subsequently taken over r|| ∈ [0, rϵ] with rϵ =
√
R2 − ϵ2. The

integral over y also needs to be regulated in an analogous manner. In this case, however, the
coordinate transformation implementing the boundary conformal transformation muddies
the waters somewhat. The FG cut-off dual to the short distance regulator becomes a surface
in the original coordinates which can be parametrised as yϵ(r||, R).

As the notation suggests, this cut-off in y introduces additional r|| dependence which
must be accounted for in the integral over r||. For the bulk solutions holographically dual to
codimension two defects studied in this work, the coordinate y then takes values y ∈ [yc, yϵ],
where yc is the location of the holographic defect “core”—the location in the bulk where the
spatial geometry smoothly caps off in a regular way.

2.2 Entropic central charges for holographic defects

As emphasised above, the defect entanglement entropy is generically a divergent quantity
regulated by the short distance cut-off ϵ. Thus, in order to extract physical data character-
ising the defect, it is first necessary to understand the structure of these divergences. This
structure, in turn, depends on both the dimensionality of the bulk CFT and the codimension
of the defect it supports.

In [13] an argument is provided, based on an appeal to weak coupling intuition and the
result of [14], that in the ϵ → 0 limit the spherical entanglement entropy for the defect
generically contains both divergent and non-divergent terms characteristic of the vacuum
(i.e. the bulk theory in the absence of the defect) as well as terms inherent to the presence
of the defect. The former are of course agnostic to the details of the defect. Accordingly, a
simple prescription for extracting physical information characterising the defect is provided—
one simply computes the difference in the entanglement entropy between the dCFT and the
vacuum, removing these agnostic terms:

∆SEE ≡ SdCFT
EE − S0

EE. (2.6)

Specialising to codimension two monodromy defects, which are parametrised by mon-
odromy parameters gµI and (optionally) by the presence of a conical deficit/excess at the
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location of the defect with parameter n > 0, we analogously define the quantity

∆SEE = SEE[gµ
α;n]− nSEE[0; 1], (2.7)

which we refer to as the “defect entanglement entropy”. For such defects, the expected form
of the defect entanglement entropy in the ϵ → 0 limit is

∆SEE = cd−4
Rd−4

ϵd−4
+


C(d)
D + . . . d odd

for

C(d)
D log

(
2R
ϵ

)
+ . . . d > 2 even

(2.8)

where the constants cd−4 are non-vanishing only for d ≥ 5. Unlike the cd−4, the coefficients

C(d)
D are cut-off independent—rescaling the short distance cut-off ϵ does not modify their

value. In this sense they are sometimes referred to as “universal” and can be used to
quantify physical properties of the defect.

In the absence of defects, the vacuum analogues of the C(d)
D —which we might refer to as

C(d)—appearing in the entanglement entropy play a distinguished role [15, 16, 17, 18, 19].
For example, when d = 3 the coefficient C(3) is be proportional to the partition function
of the Euclidean CFT3 on S3. In d = 4 on the other hand, C(4) is proportional to the
a central charge which appears in front of the Euler density term in the trace anomaly.
Importantly, it is generally expected (and in some cases proven to be true) that the C(d)

obey monotonicity properties along an RG flow, decreasing from UV to IR. For this reason,
the C(d) are sometimes referred to as “entropic c-functions” [20]. It is an open and interesting

question whether or not the C(d)
D obey similar monotonicity properties. This question largely

motivates the present work.
For the codimension two monodromy defects discussed in this work, it turns out that one

can compute the C(d)
D fairly simply. Let us first introduce the notation [. . .]D, where for any

defect quantity F depending on the defect data, F [gµI ;n], we have

[F ]D ≡ F [gµI ;n]− nF [0, 1]. (2.9)

We then find that for the class of defects studied here,

C(d)
D = −2⌈

d
3
⌉ (−π)⌈

d
4
⌉

4G
(d+1)
N

[∫
dy e(d−3)V |fh|

]
D

for 3 ≤ d ≤ 6 (2.10)

with ⌈.⌉ the ceiling function. As before, the y-integral is over y ∈ [yc, yϵ], as explained in
further detail in appendix B.

Our primary aim is two-fold: we wish to evaluate (2.10) explicitly for families of super-
conformal monodromy defects in well known holographic field theories, and subsequently
investigate the behavior of C(d)

D under renormalisation group flow.
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3 Defect entanglement entropy in ABJM theory

A simple class of holographic superconformal monodromy defects in d = 3 are provided
by the solutions to the maximal SO(8) gauged supergravity in D = 4 recorded in (A.1).
These solutions can be uplifted on the seven sphere to D = 11 supergravity [21], and are
dual to conformal monodromy defects in the ABJM theory which generically preserve two
Poincaré supercharges. In addition to the conical singularity parameter n, the defects are
characterized by three independent flavor monodromy sources.

3.1 Results

Evaluating (2.10) on the holographic monodromy defect solutions within the STU truncation
of D = 4 gauged supergravity (A.1) yields

C(3)
D =

πL2

4G
(4)
N

[
n

∫
dy

]
D
=

πL2

4G
(4)
N

n
(
yϵ − y0ϵ + y0c − yc

)
(3.1)

where the superscript “ 0 ” denotes a quantity evaluated in the background dual to the
(defectless) vacuum. We thus see that the crux of the computation becomes the evaluation
of the quantities yϵ and yc in terms of the defect parameters n and gµI .

While the general result written in terms of arbitrary values for the flavor monodromies is
rather unwieldy, there are simple subtruncations of the STU theory that provide illustrative
examples. We first exhibit one such example, before turning to the general case.

Notably, the result for the minimal gauged supergravity defect (A.6) can be written

C(3)
D =

πL2

4G
(4)
N

(n− 1) =
1

2
FABJM
S3 (n− 1) (3.2)

where

FABJM
S3 =

πL2

2G
(4)
N

=

√
2π

3
N3/2 (3.3)

is the free energy of ABJM on S3. As the monodromy defects dual to the minimal gauged
supergravity solutions are necessarily accompanied by a conical singularity at the location
of the defect, it is reassuring that C(3)

D vanishes when n = 1 in this case.
Interestingly, using the results of [3], we observe that this defect entanglement entropy

can be written in terms of the defect field theory data ID and hD, where

ID ≡ −
[
In[gµ

I ]
]
D

(3.4)

and In[gµ
I ] is the Euclidean on-shell action of the dCFT. In particular, in our conventions

we have

hD =
π

2n

∑
I

⟨J I⟩ with ⟨J I⟩ = − N3/2

6
√
2π

(
2gµI

1 + 2gµI

n

)
FABJM (3.5)
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and

FABJM ≡
[(

1 +
2 gµ0

n

)(
1 +

2 gµ1

n

)(
1 +

2 gµ2

n

)(
1 +

2 gµ3

n

)]1/2
, (3.6)

as well as
ID = n

(
1−FABJM

)
FABJM
S3 . (3.7)

Importing these results, we eventually find

C(3)
D = ID − 2πnhD. (3.8)

In fact, this expression holds not only for the minimal gauged supergravity defect, but for
the entire class of STU superconformal monodromy defects considered here!

Such a relationship is not entirely unexpected. Indeed, the n → 1 limit of the supersym-
metric charged Renyi entropy computed in [3] can be used to define a defect entanglement
entropy for monodromy defects without conical singularities. The supersymmetric charged
Renyi entropy is defined as

Sn =
In[gµ

I ]− nIn=1[gµ
I ]

n− 1
, (3.9)

with all supersymmetry constraints on the monodromy sources imposed. As explained in
[3], some care is required in taking the n → 1 limit—here we will take the limit by keeping
the independent flavor monodromy sources defined in (A.4) fixed.

Introducing the quantity
∆S1 ≡ S1 − S1

∣∣
gµF=0

, (3.10)

which is the difference between the n → 1 limit of the supersymmetric charged Renyi entropy
for arbitrary flavor monodromies and for the ABJM vacuum, explicit computation yields

∆S1 = ID − 2π hD (3.11)

which agrees with (3.8) evaluated at n = 1.

3.2 RG flows and C(3)
D

In conformal field theories without defects, the scheme independent part of the entanglement
entropy has been shown to exhibit monotonicity along a renormalisation group flow. It is
interesting to wonder whether this continues to be the case for defect conformal field theories.

Towards this end, we can evaluate the defect entanglement entropy (3.8) at the endpoints5

of a putative RG flow between a monodromy defect in the ABJM and mABJM theories. We
first motivate the existence of such a flow. In the absence of defects, a supersymmetric RG
flow can be induced by deforming the ABJM theory (in flat space) via a spatially homogenous
mass term for a particular combination of bosonic and fermionic bilinears [22, 23].

5Strictly speaking, we have not shown here that C(3)
D for the monodromy defect in mABJM theory takes

the form (3.8), though for n = 1 evidence for this is provided by a similar analysis to that which led to
(3.11).
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In the presence of defects, it is thus natural to posit the existence of an RG flow from
the ABJM defect with µB = 0, and the mABJM defect with the same values of (n, µF1 , µF2).
Such a flow would be driven by the same (homogenous) supersymmetric mass deformation—
in other words it is an RG flow driven by an operator which is not localised on the defect.
Whether or not such an RG flow exists, even in the holographic limit, is a difficult question
to fully address. As emphasised in [3], there exist ABJM defects with µB = 0 and values of
(n, µF1 , µF2) for which no mABJM defect can be realised. In what follows, we will restrict
our attention to putative flows between ABJM and mABJM defects with (n, µF1 , µF2) values
that satisfy the naive existence bounds, keeping in mind that the allowed parameter space
of flows is not yet known.

One may gain some intuition for the behaviour of the defect entanglement entropy along
such an RG flow by considering a flow between defects absent of conical singularities (i.e.

with n = 1). The quantity C(3)
D with n = 1 is plotted for both the ABJM and mABJM defect

theory in figure 1. It is immediately clear that within the “allowed range” of monodromy
parameters (µF1 , µF2) for the putative flow, in both cases C(3)

D can vanish, and indeed change
sign. Such behaviour has been noted previously, for example in [2].

Figure 1: The scheme independent part of the defect entanglement entropy, C(3)
D , for ABJM

with µB = 0 (left) and mABJM (right) defects with n = 1. The parameter κ = ±1 appears
here to aid in comparison with [3]—in this work we take κ = 1 without loss of generality.

The locus of monodromy parameters which lead to a vanishing C(3)
D in the absence of

conical deficits is shown in figure 2. Importantly, one observes that this locus does not
everywhere coincide for the ABJM and mABJM defects. It is thus immediately clear that in
the absence of conical deficit, the defect entanglement entropy, C(3)

D , can not be monotonic
along such bulk RG flows.

Generalizing to flows between defects with n > 1, one finds that monotonicity of C(3)
D is

not generic, but indeed depends on the value of n. This is illustrated for several representative
examples in figure 3. There, the ratio of C(3)

D between the ABJM and mABJM defects is
given. Empirically, one finds that for sufficiently large—but not too large—values of n (e.g.
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-1.0

-0.5

0.0

0.5

1.0

κ g μF1

κ g μF2

Figure 2: The locus of monodromy parameters at which C(3)
D , for ABJM with µB = 0

(blue) and mABJM (red) defects with n = 1 vanishes. The “allowed region” of monodromy
parameters under which a flow naively might exist is given by the interior of the dashed
triangle.

n = 12), the quantity C(3)
D may either increase or decrease from UV to IR.

Moreover, we note that the value this ratio obtains as one removes the defect depends
on the way in which this limit is taken. Specifically, we find that

C(3)
D [ABJM]

∣∣
gµB=0

C(3)
D [mABJM]

=


2

3
√
3

for n = 1, µFi
→ 0

3
√
3

4
=

FABJM
S3

FmABJM
S3

for µFi
= 0, n → 1

. (3.12)

Thus, although the defect entanglement C(3)
D vanishes in the absence of defects independent

of the order of limits taken, the ratio of this quantity in the presumed UV and IR remains
finite. Indeed, absent flavor monodromies, as the conical deficit is removed the ratio attains
the value C(3)[ABJM]/C(3)[mABJM], which is to say the value of the ratio of the scheme
independent parts of sphere entanglement entropy in the (defectless) UV and IR vaccua.

4 Defect entanglement entropy in N = 4 SYM theory

A class of holographic superconformal monodromy defects in four dimensions is provided by
the solutions to SO(6) gauged supergravity in D = 5 recorded in (A.7). These solutions
can be uplifted on the five sphere to type IIB supergravity [21], and are holographically
dual to two dimensional N = (0, 2) superconformal defects in N = 4 Super Yang-Mills
theory. In addition to the conical singularity parameter n, the defects are parametrized by
two independent flavor monodromy sources.
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Figure 3: The ratio of C(3)
D between mABJM and ABJM (with µB = 0) defects for various

values of n > 1. The monotonicity of this quantity depends on the value of n characterising
the conical deficit.

4.1 Results

Returning again to (2.10), we find that for the holographic monodromy defect solutions
within the STU truncation of D = 5 gauged supergravity (A.7) one obtains

C(4)
D =

πL3

2G
(5)
N

[
n

∫
dy

]
D
=

πL3

2G
(5)
N

n
(
yϵ − y0ϵ + y0c − yc

)
(4.1)

where, as above, the superscript “ 0 ” denotes a quantity evaluated in the background dual
to the (defectless) vacuum. This expression is very similar to that of (3.1), and like there,
we see that for these solutions its evaluation simply requires understanding the dependence
of the limits of integration on the defect parameters.

It is illustrative to consider first the defect entanglement entropy for the comparatively
simple holographic solution to the minimal gauged supergravity theory, given by (A.7) with
(A.12). One obtains

C(4)
D =

πL3

18G
(5)
N

(n− 1)(1 + 5n)

n
=

4(n− 1)(1 + 5n)

9n
aN=4 (4.2)

where

aN=4 =
πL3

8G
(5)
N

=
1

4
N2 (4.3)

is the central charge appearing in front of the Euler density term in the trace anomaly of
N = 4 SYM. Again, this defect contribution to the entanglement entropy vanishes when
n = 1, as in this case there is no monodromy defect without a conical singularity in the
boundary theory.
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As in section 3, it is interesting to try to write C(4)
D in terms of defect quantities. In this

case, the analogous quantities are found in [4] to be

hD = −2π

3n

(
⟨J1⟩+ ⟨J2⟩+ ⟨J3⟩

)
(4.4)

with

⟨J1⟩ = N2

4π2
(gµ1)

(
1 +

gµ2

n

)(
1 +

gµ3

n

)
⟨J2⟩ = N2

4π2
(gµ2)

(
1 +

gµ1

n

)(
1 +

gµ3

n

)
⟨J3⟩ = N2

4π2
(gµ3)

(
1 +

gµ1

n

)(
1 +

gµ2

n

)
(4.5)

as well as
b = 12aN=4 n

(
1−FN=4

)
, (4.6)

where
FN=4 ≡

(
1 +

gµ1

n

)(
1 +

gµ2

n

)(
1 +

gµ3

n

)
. (4.7)

For the general case with arbitrary allowed values of the monodromy parameters, we find
the notable result

C(4)
D =

1

3

(
b− 6πnhD

)
. (4.8)

When n = 1, this expression is in line with the general expectations for codimension two
superconformal defects in four dimensions [5], and is in fact compatible with the discussion
in [4] which generalises these expectations to the case with conical deficits present.

4.2 RG flows and C(4)
D

In the spirit of section 3.2, it is natural to wonder whether or not the quantity obtained in
(4.8) is strictly decreasing along RG flows induced by operators not confined to the location
of the defect. Towards this end, we consider the RG flow in four dimensions between the
N = 4 SYM theory and the N = 2 Leigh-Strassler (LS) superconformal field theory [24, 25].
This Poincaré invariant flow is induced by a supersymmetric mass term for boson and fermion
bilinears, and in some ways can serve as the four dimensional analogue of the flow studied
in section 3.2.

Superconformal monodromy defects in the LS theory were studied holographically in [4].
As before, we posit the existence of an RG flow between monodromy defects in an N = 4
SYM bulk and those in LS, induced by the same homogenous mass deformation that drives
the Poincaré invariant flow. Should such a flow exist, we expect that the values of the
monodromy sources agree in the UV and IR. In particular, one should arrange that µB = 0
also in the N = 4 SYM defect theory.

As in section 3.2, we proceed with the caveat that we have not explicitly shown here
that the defect entanglement entropy in the LS theory takes the form (4.8). Here we leave

12



a detailed investigation of this to the future, and note that evidence in support of (4.8) for
the LS defects is provided by the general arguments of [5].

Unlike the putative flows in 3 dimensional defect CFTs studied in section 3.2, here the
scheme independent part of the defect entanglement entropy C(4)

D in the UV and IR theories
is parametrised only by (n, µF ). In fact, it can easily be written in closed form:

C(4)
D [N = 4]

∣∣
gµB=0

=
aN=4

12n

(
4(gµF )

2 + 27n2 − 22n− 5
)

(4.9)

and

C(4)
D [LS] =

aN=4

8n

(
4(gµF )

2 + 15n2 − 12n− 3
)
. (4.10)

An immediate observation is that the ratio

C(4)
D [N = 4]

∣∣
gµB=0

C(4)
D [LS]

=


2
3

for n = 1, µF → 0

32
27

= aN=4

aLS for µF = 0, n → 1

(4.11)

and thus, as before, the value of this ratio along such a flow can depend on the way a point
in the parameter space is approached. In particular, for defects without conical singularity
the quantity C(4)

D is seen to increase along the flow by a factor of 3/2 across the allowed
region, |gµF | < 3/2. Conversely, in the absence of flavor monodromies, as one removes the
conical deficit this ratio reduces to precisely the value obtained in the homogenous RG flow
aN=4/aLS.

Figure 4: The ratio of C(4)
D between N = 4 (with gµB = 0) and LS defects for various values

of n ≥ 1.
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The behaviour of this ratio throughout the naively allowed parameter space is shown in
figure 4. Interestingly, only for sufficiently large values of n is this ratio greater than one
across the entirety of the allowed region.

5 Defect entanglement entropy in the d = 6 N = (2, 0)

theory

The defect entanglement entropy for codimension two monodromy defects in the d = 6
N = (2, 0) theory was discussed in detail in [2]. Here6 we generalise those results to include
non-trivial deficit angles in the boundary theory, and broaden slightly the holographic per-
spective on these systems. The conformal monodromy defects discussed here preserve N = 1
supersymmetry in four dimensions, and are generically characterized by a conical singularity
parameter n and a single independent flavor monodromy source.

5.1 Results

Once more appealing to (2.10), we find that for the holographic monodromy defect solutions
within the STU truncation of D = 7 gauged supergravity (A.13) one obtains

C(6)
D = − π2L5

32G
(7)
N

[
n

∫
y dy

]
D
= −π2

64

L5

G
(7)
N

n
(
y2ϵ − (y0ϵ )

2 − y2c + (y0c )
2
)

(5.1)

As previously, the superscript “ 0 ” denotes a quantity evaluated in the background dual to
the (defectless) vacuum. Unlike (3.1) and (4.1), in these coordinates the expression for the
defect entanglement entropy does not evaluate to a total integral. Importantly however, from
the results in appendix B we find that upon proper application of the vacuum subtraction
prescription it remains both finite and independent of r||.

The defect entanglement entropy for these holographic monodromy defects is found to
be

C(6)
D = −a(2,0)

π3

3840n3

(
(n− 1) (1 + n (29 + n (227 + 767n)))

+ 2(1 + 3n)(1 + 11n)(gµF )
2 − (gµF )

4
)

(5.2)

where a(2,0) is the a central charge of the 6d theory, given in the conventions of [26] as

a(2,0) =
3

4π

L5

G
(7)
N

=
4

π3
N3. (5.3)

As written, it is easy to see that C(6)
D vanishes in the absence of defects, which is to say when

n = 1 and µF = 0.

6In the section, the conventions for hD differ slightly from those of [2], to remain consistent with the
definitions used in sections 3 and 4 of this work.
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From the analysis of [6], it is known that the defect entanglement entropy in this theory
takes the form

C(6)
D = −

(
4AD − nπ2 hD

)
(5.4)

where we have generalised their results to theories with conical deficit, i.e. n ≥ 1. Here AD
is the defect central charge governing the Euler density term in the defect trace anomaly.

To compute the defect conformal weight hD, one may use the fact that the expectation
value of the renormalized stress tensor (in the conventions of [10]) for codimension two
conformal defects in d = 6 can be written

⟨Tab⟩dxadxb = −hD

2π

[
ds2(AdS5)− 5n2dz2

]
. (5.5)

In order to compute this expectation value holographically, we exploit the full power of
holographic renormalisation [27] in a manner analogous to that used in [3, 4]. This analysis
is somewhat technical, and relegated to the appendix in B.3.1. There we also provide evidence
that hD computed in this way is consistent with expectations imposed by supersymmetry.

In this way, we compute

hD = −a(2,0)
π

960n4

(
1 + 3n− gµF

)(
1 + 3n+ gµF

)(
1− n(3n− 2)− (gµF )

2
)

(5.6)

and from (5.4) we then immediately obtain

AD = −a(2,0)
π3

3072n3

(
1 + n(25n+ 6)− (gµF )

2
) (

1− n(7n− 6)− (gµF )
2
)
. (5.7)

The supersymmetry algebra places strong constraints on the expectation values of various
operators in the defect conformal field theory. In particular, generalising trivially the results
of [28] it is known that for superconformal monodromy defects in d = 4 theories on AdS3 ×
S1
n which preserve N = (0, 2) supersymmetry, the defect conformal weight is proportional

to the R-symmetry one point function. This result was realised holographically for the
superconformal defects studied in [4], and an analogous relation was shown to hold also for
the three dimensional superconformal defects of [3].

The analysis in appendix B reveals that the superymmetric monodromy defects studied
in this section are characterised by one point functions which obey a similar relation. In
particular, in our conventions we have

⟨JR
z⟩ ≡ ⟨JR⟩ = n

5

8π
hD. (5.8)

with hD given by (5.6).
Moreover, we find that the one point function of the flavor current which couples to the

flavor monodromy source µF is given by

⟨JF
z⟩ ≡ ⟨JF ⟩ = a(2,0)

1

384n2
gµF

(
(1 + 3n)2 − (gµF )

2
)
. (5.9)
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Interestingly, using these definitions we observe that the differential relation

dAD =
π3

2

[
1

n
⟨JF ⟩ d[gµF ]−

3

n
⟨JR⟩ dn

]
+

π3

12
a(2,0) dn (5.10)

holds, broadly in-line with general expectation for conformal monodromy defects [10], gen-
eralised to the situation in which conical deficits are present.

6 Discussion

In this work, we have used gauge/gravity duality to compute the defect entanglement entropy
for simple examples of superconformal monodromy defects in d = 3, 4 and 6. By combining
the results of this computation with those of other observables characterizing these defect
theories, we have demonstrated explicitly in each case that the defect entanglement entropy
can be written in terms of the defect conformal weight hD and a dimension dependent
quantity characteristic of the defect. In three dimensions this quantity is ID, the “defect
free energy” computed for these defects in [3]. In dimensions four and six, this quantity is
the defect conformal anomaly proportional to the Euler density on the defect worldvolume.

Central to our analysis is the holographic formula (2.10) which provides a concise means
by which one may extract the “universal” part of the defect’s contribution to the spherical
entanglement entropy for these monodromy defects. It is interesting to compare this for-
mula to other holographic “central charge” formulae. Generalizing slightly the discussion in
appendix E of [29], we consider a (super)gravity theory in D dimensions, with action

S =
1

2κ2
D

∫
dDx

√
−GR[G] + . . . (6.1)

It is straightforward to show that for any warped product manifold of the form

ds2D = e2ϕ1ds2q + e2ϕ2ds2p (6.2)

with Lorentzian ds2q and Euclidean ds2p and where p = D − q and ϕi are scalar functions on
the p-dimensional factor, the action (6.1) can be written as

S =
1

2κ2
q

∫
dqx
√

−gqR[gq] + . . . where
1

2κ2
q

≡ 1

2κ2
D

∫
e(q−2)ϕ1+p ϕ2 volp. (6.3)

When the D dimensional metric is of the form

ds2D = e2ϕ1ds2(AdSq) + e2ϕ2ds2p (6.4)

with ds2p a metric on a compact space, this formula computes a dimension dependent “holo-
graphic central charge” C, proportional to the dimensionless quantity

C ∝ L(q−2)

G
(q)
N

∼ 8π

κ2
D

∫
e(q−2)ϕ1+p ϕ2 volp (6.5)
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where L is the AdSq radius and we have introduced the Newton constant 8πG
(q)
N = κ2

q.
For example, when q = 3, 4 and 5 the holographic central charge C is proportional to the
dual theory’s anomaly coefficient c, three-sphere free energy FS3 , and the anomaly coeffi-
cient a, respectively. These quantities are known to decrease monotonically along spatially
homogenous RG flows in these theories.

If instead the metric (6.4) is asymptotically AdSD and holographically dual to a codimen-
sion two conformal defect, q = D− 2, p = 2 and the metric ds2p is non-compact. Comparing
to the ansatz (2.1), we can formally make the identification ϕ1 = V , ϕ2 = 0, and q = d− 1,
and write

C ∼ 2π

G
(d+1)
N

∫
dy e(d−3)V |fh|. (6.6)

This is precisely the integral which appears7 in (2.10). It is thus tempting to conjecture, by
analogy, that the appropriately defined “universal part” of the defect entanglement entropy
plays a role similar to the holographic central charges when defects are present. In partic-
ular, that this quantity decreases along a spatially homogeneous deformation of the defect
conformal field theory.

By comparing the value of CD in the putative UV and IR of such defect RG flows in
three and four dimensions, we demonstrate that this not the case. Indeed, across the allowed
parameter space of superconformal monodromy defects we consider, the quantity CD is shown
to both increase as well as decrease in the IR (and may even vanish)8. Nevertheless, as we
show in appendix C there is a sense in which a scheme-independent part of the sphere
entanglement entropy in the dCFT “at large” does in fact decrease from UV to IR in these
flows.

There are various interesting extensions of these calculations that are motivated by our
work. The conformal defects we investigate here are known to admit generalizations with
superconformal spatially varying mass deformations by operators in the ambient theory.
These defect conformal field theories are studied holographically in [3, 4]. While the dual
gravitational solutions are only known numerically, the quantities hD, ID and b are known
analytically as functions of the defect parameters n and gµI . It would be interesting to
verify9 whether or not the defect entanglement entropy in these more complicated defect
theories also satisfies (3.8), (4.8).

Even within the relatively simple class of holographic monodromy defects catalogued
in appendix A there remains room for further exploration. In particular, we have focused
entirely on monodromy defects which preserve some supersymmetry. As explained in the
appendix, however, the solutions reviewed in sections A.1, A.2 and A.3 all admit simple su-
persymmetry breaking deformations. It would be interesting to work out in detail the defect

7This integral also arises in application of the “holographic central charge” formula of [30, 31] for related
reasons.

8In fact, even for RG flows localised on the defect it is known that this quantity need not be monotonic
e.g. [32, 33, 34].

9Preliminary investigation suggests that this is indeed the case. We thank Yusheng Jiao for communicat-
ing his results with us.
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theory observables for the non-supersymmetric holographically dual theories, especially in
the context of the defect entanglement entropy.

The techniques employed in this work can also be brought to bear on the rich set of
holographic monodromy defects obtained via double Wick rotation of known supersymmetric
black holes in diverse dimensions. Examples along this line appear in [35], where they
are further explored from the perspective of their uplift to supergravity in ten dimensions.
Somewhat orthogonally, it is also interesting to adapt these techniques to the study of
monodromy defects in systems with reduced spacetime symmetries. This is the approach
taken in [36], where non-conformal defects are investigated holographically.
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A Holographic monodromy defects and supergravity

The monodromy defects investigated in this work all have holographic duals in solutions to
simple truncations of maximal gauged supergravities. The bosonic sector of these truncations
retains the gauge fields in the Cartan of the gauge group. From the perspective of N = 2
supersymmetry, one of these vectors resides in the graviton multiplet while the others fill
out vector multiplets. Such truncations are sometimes referred to as “STU” or “STU-like”
theories.

In this appendix we catalogue the general holographic monodromy defect solutions stud-
ied in this work, in various dimensions. These solutions can be obtained by double Wick
rotation of static black holes in D = 4, 5, and 7 gauged supergravity [21, 37, 38]. Our
conventions are mostly aligned with those of [39].
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A.1 Four dimensions

The general D = 4 STU defect solution with arbitrary monodromy sources can be written
[39]

ds24 =
H1/2

4g2

[1
4
ds2(AdS2) +

1

P
dy2 +

P

4H
n2dz2

]
,

AI =

(
αI −

√
1− ν

qI

n

2g

y

hI

)
dz , XI =

(
H

h4
I

)1/4

.

(A.1)

Here ds2(AdS2) is a unit radius metric on AdS2, and hI , H and P are functions that depend
only on y. They are given by

hI = y + qI , H = h0h1h2h3, P = H − 4y2 − 4νy. (A.2)

The qI are four constants and all the hI must have the same sign, either positive or negative.
The parameter ν breaks supersymmetry—in other words, if we set ν = 0 the solution pre-
serves two Poincaré and two superconformal supersymmetries. Note that if one sets qI = 0
and n = 1 we obtain the maximally symmetric AdS4 vacuum with radius L = 1/2g.

In our conventions we take
αI = µI +

n

2g
(A.3)

and highlight two convenient bases for the monodromy parameters. In the first, we have

gµR = (1− n) = g (µ0 + µ1 + µ2 + µ3) gµF1 = g (µ1 − µ2)

gµF2 = g (µ2 − µ3) gµF ′ =
1

2
g (3µ0 − µ1 − µ2 − µ3) (A.4)

while in the second, which is relevant for putative flows to an mABJM monodromy defect is

gµR = (1− n) = g (µ0 + µ1 + µ2 + µ3) gµF1 = g (µ1 − µ2)

gµF2 = g (µ2 − µ3) gµB = g (µ0 − µ1 − µ2 − µ3) . (A.5)

The relationship between the monodromy source for the R-symmetry µR and the conical
singularity parameter n is imposed by the preserved supersymmetry.

This STU model admits various simple subtruncations. In particular, setting the gauge
fields equal to one another (A0 = A1 = A2 = A3) and the scalars to zero (XI = 1) results in
a truncation to minimal gauged supergravity. The holographic monodromy defect solution
in this subtruncation can be obtained from (A.1) by taking

hI = y + q. (A.6)

The minimal gauged supergravity defect has a non-vanishing monodromy source µR only
when the dual dCFT has a conical singularity at the location of the defect (i.e. when n ̸= 1).
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A.2 Five dimensions

The general D = 5 STU defect solution with arbitrary monodromy sources can be written
[40, 39]

ds25 =
H1/3

g2

[
ds2(AdS3) +

1

4P
dy2 +

P

H
n2dz2

]
,

AI =

(
αI −

√
1− ν

qI

n

g

y

hI

)
dz, XI =

H1/3

hI

.

(A.7)

Here ds2(AdS3) is a unit radius metric on AdS3, and hI , H and P are functions that depend
only on y. They are given by

hI = y + qI , H = h1h2h3, P = H − y2 − νy, (A.8)

where qI are constants. Note that we recover the maximally symmetric AdS5 vacuum solution
with L = 1/g if we set qI = 0 and n = 1. When the parameter ν vanishes, the solutions
generically preserve N = (0, 2) superconformal symmetry in two dimensions.

In our conventions, we take

αI = µI +
n

g
(A.9)

and there are two useful bases for the monodromy sources that are referred to in this work.
In the first, we define

gµR = (1− n) = g (µ1 + µ2 + µ3) , gµF = g (µ1 − µ2) , gµF ′ =
2

3
g (µ1 + µ2 − 2µ3)

(A.10)
In the second, which is relevant for putative RG flows to an LS monodromy defect, we have
instead

gµR = (1− n) = g (µ1 + µ2 + µ3) , gµF = g (µ1 − µ2) , gµB = g (µ1 + µ2 − µ3) . (A.11)

The relationship between the monodromy source for the R-symmetry µR and the conical
singularity parameter n is imposed by the preserved supersymmetry.

Again, this supergravity theory admits various simple subtruncations. When the gauge
fields are all set equal to one another (A0 = A1 = A2) and the scalars vanish (XI = 1),
one obtains minimal gauged supergravity in five dimensions. The holographic monodromy
defect solution in this truncation can be obtained from (A.7) by taking

hI = y + q. (A.12)

The minimal gauged supergravity defect again has a non-vanishing monodromy source µR

only when the dual dCFT has a conical singularity at the location of the defect.
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A.3 Seven dimensions

The general D = 7 STU defect solution with arbitrary monodromy sources can be written
[41, 1]

ds27 =
(yH)1/5

g2

[
ds2(AdS5) +

y

P
dy2 +

P

H
n2dz2

]
,

AI =

(
αI −

√
1− ν

qI

2

g
n
y2

hI

)
dz, XI =

(yH)2/5

hI

.

(A.13)

Here ds2(AdS5) is a unit radius metric on AdS5, and hI , H and P are functions that depend
only on y. They are given by

hI = y2 + qI , H = h1h2, P = H − 4y3 − 4νy, (A.14)

where qI are constants. Note that we recover the maximally symmetric AdS7 vacuum solution
with L = 2/g if we set qI = 0 and n = 1. When the parameter ν vanishes, the solutions
generically preserve N = 1 superconformal symmetry in four dimensions.

In our conventions, we take

αI = µI +
2n

g
(A.15)

as well as
gµR = (n− 1) = −g(µ1 + µ2) and gµF = −g(µ2 − µ1). (A.16)

Once again, the relationship between the monodromy source for the R-symmetry µR and
the conical singularity parameter n is imposed by the preserved supersymmetry.

B Holographic regularization and limits of integration

As emphasised in the main text, the computation of the defect entanglement entropy C(d)
D for

the superconformal monodromy defects studied in this work revolves around evaluation of
the expression (2.10). The crux of this computation is a proper handling of the divergences
encountered in the integral expression[∫

dy e(d−3)V |fh|
]
D
. (B.1)

In this appendix we briefly review the prescription of [13] for regulating these divergences,
and provide various intermediate steps useful in obtaining our main results.

The holographic monodromy defects surveyed in appendix A share several broadstroke
features. Namely, there is a location in the bulk, at y = yc, in which the solution smoothly
terminates. We will refer to this location as the “core”, and it is regular in the following
sense:
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The metric on these spacetimes in the y–z directions can generically be written

ds2
∣∣∣
(y,z)

= e2Ω
[
dy2

P
+ C

P

H
n2dz2

]
(B.2)

where Ω and C are functions of y. The metric function P is a function of y which has
an outermost root (the largest) at y = yc. In the neighbourhood of this root, the various
functions generically behave to leading order like

P = P1(y − yc) + . . . Ω = Ω0 + . . . C = C0 + . . . H = H0 + . . . (B.3)

and thus, introducing the coordinate ρ such that dρ = dy/
√
P , one finds that near the

solution’s core this part of the metric behaves like

ds2
∣∣∣
(y,z)

= e2Ω0

[
dρ2 + C0

P 2
1

4H0

n2 ρ2dz2
]
. (B.4)

Keeping in mind the periodicity of z, ∆z = 2π, we then find that a regular core implies the
constraint

n2 =
4H0

C0P 2
1

. (B.5)

Regularity of the gauge fields then amounts to the requirement that

AI(yc) = 0. (B.6)

The domain of the y coordinate is y ∈ [yc,∞], and it is straightforward to see that for
the solutions of appendix A it is the upper limit of this domain which leads to divergences
in the individual terms in the expression given in (B.1). To regulate these divergences, we
find it convenient to introduce a holographic cut-off at y = yϵ.

To do so, we first bring the asymptotic region of the metric (near the AdSd+1 boundary)
to a canonical Fefferman-Graham (FG) form,

ds2d+1 = L2dζ
2

ζ2
+

L2

ζ2

[
g1

(
ζ

r⊥

)(
−dt2 + dr2|| + r2|| dΩ

2
d−4

)
+ g2

(
ζ

r⊥

)
dr2⊥ + g3

(
ζ

r⊥

)
r2⊥n

2dz2

]
(B.7)

where the functions, to leading order, behave like

gi = 1 +O
(

ζ

r⊥

)
(B.8)

and we have allowed for the presence of a conical defect on the boundary parametrised by
the constant n.
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The coordinate transformation which accomplishes this manoeuvre is reported in [13] to
be given by

ζ = Z G(y), r⊥ = Z F(y) (B.9)

where

G = e−
1
L

∫ y dy′f
√

1−L2e−2V
and F = e

−L
∫ y dy′f e−V√

e2V −L2 . (B.10)

It is easy to demonstrate that this transformation has the desired effect.
Once this transformation has been performed, the standard prescription is simple to state:

a cut-off is implemented on the FG radial coordinate ζ = ϵ and the coordinate transformation
can then be inverted (at non-vanishing Z) to find the corresponding location in the original
coordinate yϵ.

An important subtlety is that the change in coordinates (B.9), when used in the context
of the entanglement entropy calculation (2.4), is to be evaluated on the minimal surface
obeying Z2 + r2|| = R2. It is thus evident that the cut-off yϵ is generically a function of two

arguments, yϵ(r||, R). Notably, the r|| dependence of the cut-off impedes the factorisation of
the two integrals in (2.4).

By direct computation, however, we find that for the holographic monodromy defects
studied here10 the dependence of (B.1) on r|| completely drops out in the vacuum subtrac-
tion. Thus, in this context, the y and r|| integrals factorize under the action of [. . .]D,
the latter simply giving rise to a dimension dependent prefactor governed by the boundary
entanglement geometry.

We now focus our attention on the specific solutions of Appendix A, providing the limits
of integration for the evaluation of (B.1) using the prescription outlined above.

B.1 Four dimensions

In the coordinates of (A.1), the UV cut-off can be written

yϵ =
Z

ϵ
− 1

4
(q1 + q2 + q3 + q4)−

1

32
(q1 + q2 + q3 + q4)

2 ϵ

Z
+ . . . (B.11)

where Z = R on the entangling surface.
The core value, written in terms of the conical singularity parameter and flavor mon-

odromies, is given by

yc =
1

6
√
3n2

√
2gµF ′ + n+ 1

√
2g(4µF1 + 2µF2 − µF ′) + 3(n+ 1)×√

3(n+ 1)− 2g(2µF1 − 2µF2 + µF ′)
√

3(n+ 1)− 2g(2µF1 + 4µF2 + µF ′), (B.12)

10Indeed we expect that this result can be proven to hold with more generality.
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and the qI can similarly be written as

q1 =
(n− 1− 2gµF ′)

6
√
3n2

√
1 + n+ 2gµF ′

√
2g(4µF1 + 2µF2 − µF ′) + 3(n+ 1)×√

3(n+ 1)− 2g(2µF1 − 2µF2 + µF ′)
√

3(n+ 1)− 2g(2µF1 + 4µF2 + µF ′)

q2 =
(−2g(4µF1 + 2µF2 − µF ′)− 3(1− n))

6
√
3n2
√

2g(4µF1 + 2µF2 − µFp) + 3(n+ 1)

√
2gµF ′ + n+ 1×√

3(n+ 1)− 2g(2µF1 − 2µF2 + µF ′)
√

3(n+ 1)− 2g(2µF1 + 4µF2 + µF ′)

q3 =
(2g(2µF1 − 2µF2 + µF ′)− 3(1− n))

6
√
3n2
√

3(n+ 1)− 2g(2µF1 − 2µF2 + µF ′)

√
2gµF ′ + n+ 1×√

2g(4µF1 + 2µF2 − µF ′) + 3(n+ 1)
√

3(n+ 1)− 2g(2µF1 + 4µF2 + µFp)

q4 =
(2g(2µF1 + 4µF2 + µF ′)− 3(1− n))

6
√
3n2
√

3(n+ 1)− 2g(2µF1 + 4µF2 + µF ′)

√
2gµF ′ + n+ 1×√

2g(4µF1 + 2µF2 − µF ′) + 3(n+ 1)
√

3(n+ 1)− 2g(2µF1 − 2µF2 + µF ′). (B.13)

B.2 Five dimensions

In the coordinates of (A.7), the UV cut-off can be written

yϵ =
Z2

ϵ2
− 1

3
(q1 + q2 + q3)−

1

18
(q1 + q2 + q3)

2 ϵ2

Z2
+ . . . (B.14)

where Z =
√

R2 − r2|| on the entangling surface.

The core value, written in terms of the conical singularity parameter and flavor mon-
odromies, is given by

yc =
(2(1 + 2n)− 3gµF ′)(3g(µF ′ − 2µF ) + 4(1 + 2n))(3g(2µF + µF ′) + 4(1 + 2n))

864n3
, (B.15)

and the qI can similarly be written as

q1 =
(2(1 + 2n)− 3gµF ′)(3g(µF ′ − 2µF ) + 4(1 + 2n)(−3g(2µF + µF ′) + 4(n− 1))

864n3

q2 =
(2(1 + 2n)− 3gµF ′)(3g(2µF − µF ′) + 4(n− 1))(3g(2µF + µF ′) + 4(1 + 2n))

864n3

q3 =
(3gµF ′ + 2(n− 1))(3g(µF ′ − 2µF ) + 4(1 + 2n))(3g(2µF + µF ′) + 4(1 + 2n))

864n3
. (B.16)

B.3 Seven dimensions

In the coordinates of (A.13), the UV cut-off can be written

yϵ =
Z2

ϵ2
− 1

5
(q1 + q2)

ϵ2

Z2
− 3

50
(q1 + q2)

2 ϵ6

Z6
+ . . . (B.17)
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where Z =
√

R2 − r2|| on the entangling surface.

The core value, written in terms of the conical singularity parameter and flavor mon-
odromy source, is given by

yc =
(1 + 3n)2 − g2µ2

F

4n2
, (B.18)

and the qI can be written

q1 =
(n− 1− gµF ) ((1 + 3n)2 − g2µ2

F )
2

16n4(gµF + 1 + 3n)

q2 =
(1− n− gµF ) ((1 + 3n)2 − g2µ2

F )
2

16n4(gµF − 3n− 1)
. (B.19)

B.3.1 Holographic renormalization, one-point functions and the on-shell action

In order to compute various one-point functions for the holographic defects in the 6d N =
(2, 0) theory, we employ the machinery of holographic renormalization [27, 42]. We will
perform this calculation for the theory on AdS5 × S1—the results for an R1,5 background
follow via Weyl transformation. This analysis overlaps with the computation of the stress
tensor one-point function and on-shell action in [1, 2], though the perspective taken here is
slightly different.

In our conventions, the gravitational action which gives rise to the equations of motion
solved by (A.13) can be written

S = SB + SGH + SCT + SCT ′ . (B.20)

Here, the bulk action and Gibbons-Hawking-York term (integrated over the holographic
boundary) are given by

SB + SGH =
1

16πG
(7)
N

∫
d7x

√
−g

(
R− g2V − 1

2
∂ϕ⃗ · ∂ϕ⃗− 1

4
X−2

I F 2
I

)
+

1

8πG
(7)
N

∫
d6x

√
−γK, (B.21)

where

XI = e−
1
2
a⃗I ·ϕ⃗ with a⃗1 =

(
√
2,

√
2

5

)
, a⃗2 =

(
−
√
2,

√
2

5

)
(B.22)

and FI = dAI . Note that I indices are raised and lowered with the identity. The scalar
potential V can be written in terms of a superpotential W like

g2V = 2 δIJ∂IW∂JW − 6

5
W2 (B.23)
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with

W = −g

(
X1 +X2 +

1

2

1

X2
1X

2
2

)
. (B.24)

Additional boundary terms are needed to holographically renormalize the bulk action. These
include the divergent counterterms

SCT =
1

16πG
(7)
N

∫
d6x

√
−γ

(
2W − 1

2g
R[γ]− 1

4g3

(
R[γ]ijR[γ]ij − 3

10
R[γ]2

)
+ . . .

)
(B.25)

where the ellipses contain terms that play no role in the present analysis, as well as finite
counterterms

SCT ′ =
1

16πG
(7)
N

∫
d6x

√
−γ

(
1

160g5

(
δBR[γ]R[γ]ijR[γ]ij + δCR[γ]3

)
+ . . .

)
. (B.26)

Again, these are not the full set of possible finite counterterms11, but as a consequence of the
isometries enjoyed by the solutions we study here, these terms provide a convenient proxy.

Under this holographic renormalisation scheme, we eventually arrive at the following
one-point functions for the holographic defect theories dual to (A.13):

⟨JR⟩ = −1

2

(
⟨J1⟩+ ⟨J2⟩

)
=

n

g58πG
(7)
N

(q1 + q2) (B.27)

⟨JF ⟩ = −1

2

(
⟨J2⟩ − ⟨J1⟩

)
=

n

g58πG
(7)
N

(q2 − q1) (B.28)

⟨Tij⟩ dxidxj = −4(q1 + q2)− 5(2 + δB + 5δC)

40g5πG
(7)
N

[
ds2(AdS5)− 5n2dz2

]
(B.29)

To fix the coefficients of the finite counterterms, δB,C , we appeal to the fact that in three
and four dimensions superconformal monodromy defects preserving at least two Poincaré su-
percharges are characterized by a conformal weight proportional to the R-symmetry current
[28, 3]. Assuming this is the case also in six dimensions, this can be arranged provided that

δB + 5 δC = −2 (B.30)

in which case

⟨Tij ⟩dxidxj = −hD

2π

[
ds2(AdS5)− 5n2dz2

]
(B.31)

with

hD =
L5

160G
(7)
N

(q1 + q2) . (B.32)

11For a basis of the purely gravitational 6 derivative terms, see e.g. [43]. We leave a more comprehensive
study of the allowed finite counterterms and their interplay with supersymmetry to future work.

26



Finally, we compute the value of the on-shell action using our holographic renormalization
scheme. Towards this end, it is expedient to use the fact that the isometries of (A.13) allow
one to express SB as a total derivative on-shell12. In particular, we find

Sos
B =

1

16πG
(7)
N

∫
d7x

√
−g∇νq

zν where qµν = 2∇µkν +
∑
I

X−2
I AI

ρk
ρF I

µν (B.33)

and k = ∂z a Killing vector of the background solution.
For metrics of the form (2.1) and writing the gauge fields as AI = aIdz with the aI

functions of y, one obtains

Sos
B = − 1

8G
(7)
N

∫
⋆5 e

5V

[
2h′

f
+

1

fh

(
a′1a1
X2

1

+
a′2a2
X2

2

)] ∣∣∣∣∣
yϵ

yc

, (B.34)

where ⋆5 is the Hodge dual taken with respect to the unit radius AdS5.
Evaluated and summed together with SGH , SCT and SCT ′ on-shell, one obtains

Sos =
1

4g5G
(7)
N

vol5

[
2g(α1q1 + α2q2)− 5n(2 + δB + 5δC)

]
+

1

8G
(7)
N

vol5 e
5V 2h′

f

∣∣∣∣∣
yc

=
1

4g5G
(7)
N

vol5

[
2g(α1q1 + α2q2)− 5n(2 + δB + 5δC) + 2y2c

]
(B.35)

where vol5 is the (appropriately regulated) volume of a unit radius AdS5. Using the renor-
malisation scheme (B.30), this can be written

Sos =
1

2g5G
(7)
N

vol5

[
g(α1q1 + α2q2) + y2c

]
(B.36)

= 2π vol5
1

n

[
4n⟨JR⟩ − gµR⟨JR⟩ − gµF ⟨JF ⟩

]
+ 2π vol5

a(2,0)

96
y2c (B.37)

where we have used the definitions

gµR = (n− 1) = −(µ1 + µ2) and gµF = −(µ2 − µ1) (B.38)

as well as (B.27), (B.28) and (5.3). Further substituting (B.18) into this expression allows
one to write the renormalized on-shell action entirely in terms of field theory quantities. In
fact, expressing the on-shell action entirely in terms of the conical singularity parameter and
the flavor monodromy source yields

Sos = vol5
π

48
a(2,0) n y2c (B.39)

12See e.g. footnote 21 of [3].
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C Sphere entanglement entropy and defect RG flows

In sections 3.2 and 4.2 we demonstrated that the defect contribution to the sphere entan-
glement entropy, CD, does not necessarily decrease along an RG flow driven by spatially
homogeneous deformations away from the defect. It is interesting to wonder whether or
not the same is true for the universal part of the sphere entanglement entropy in these
codimension two dCFTs “at large”.

Towards this end, in this appendix we study the quantity C(d) defined as

C(d) ≡ C(d)
D + n C(d)

0 (C.1)

where C(d)
0 is the universal part of the sphere entanglement entropy evaluated in the (defect-

less) CFT vacuum. In particular, we evaluate this quantity in both the UV and IR of the
putative dCFT RG flows of sections 3.2 and 4.2. We show that in both cases

CdCFT
UV > CdCFT

IR (C.2)

for all allowed values of the defect parameters n and gµI .

C.1 dABJM RG flow

This putative flow is driven from the dABJM theory by a spatially homogeneous mass
deformation. It is conjectured to arrive at the defect mABJM theory in IR.

Figure 5: The ratio of C(3) between ABJM and mABJM (with µB = 0) defects for n = 1.
This quantity is greater than one for all allowed values of the monodromy sources.

C.2 dN = 4 SYM RG flow

This putative flow is driven from the defect N = 4 SYM theory by a spatially homogeneous
mass deformation. It is conjectured to arrive at the defect LS theory in IR.

28



n=2

n=6

n=12

Figure 6: The ratio of C(3) between ABJM and mABJM (with µB = 0) defects for various
values of n > 1. This quantity is greater than one for all allowed values of the monodromy
sources.
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