
KIAS-P24005

Axial Anomalies of
Maximally Supersymmetric Tensor Theories

Piljin Yi 1, Yi Zhang 2

1 School of Physics, Korea Institute for Advanced Study, Seoul 02455, Korea

2 Center for High Energy Physics, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China

Abstract

We revisit anomalies of (4, 0) and (3, 1) maximally supersymmetric tensor

theories in d = 6. A (4, 0) on-shell tensor multiplet descends to that of the

d = 5 maximal supergravity upon a dimensional reduction, hypothesized to

offer a strong-coupled UV completion of the latter in the same sense of (2, 0)

theories as the UV completion of d = 5 N = 2 pure Yang-Mills. The grav-

itational anomalies, found to be nonvanishing, had been computed, although

its relevance in the absence of the d = 6 metric is not obvious. We perform

a comprehensive anomaly computation for (4, 0) and (3, 1) tensor supermulti-

plets, respectively, for Sp(4) and Sp(3)×Sp(1) R-symmetry anomalies and the

mixed R-gravitational anomaly thereof, and find that anomalies involving R-

symmetries cancel out identically. We close with questions on how to address

the anomaly in this class of theories with no general covariance.
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1 Maximally Supersymmetric Tensor Theories

In d = 6, we encounter several interesting tensorial theories, which have led to many

fruitful investigations of the landscape of supersymmetric field theories in both d = 5

and d = 6. In particular, the relation between (2, 0) theories with d = 5 maximally

supersymmetric Yang-Mills theories is one of the more remarkable findings that string

theory gave us in the past decades. Relative to this, less understood class of tensorial

theories in d = 6 are those with even larger supersymmetries, (4, 0) and (3, 1), of

which very little beyond their respective field content [1] is known.

The (4, 0) case is particularly interesting because its on-shell field content matches

that of d = 5 N = 4 supergravity multiplet verbatim if we embed the SO(3) little

group of the latter to the former’s counterpart SO(4) ≃ SO(3) × SO(3) diagonally.

The match occurs at the level of the individual Lorentz multiplets when we compactify

a theory on a small circle, which is pretty unusual. Since something similar happens

between d = 6 (2, 0) tensor multiplet and d = 5 N = 2 vector multiplet, this analogy

has led in the past to a proposal [2] that perhaps a (4, 0) theory offers a strong-

coupling completion of d = 5 maximal supergravity in the same sense that (2, 0)

theories do for d = 5 N = 2 Yang-Mills theories.

The main technical hurdle against investigating such a claim, or in fact studying

the tensorial theory by itself, is how poorly we understand the interaction among the

chiral fields therein. Since the metric is not part of these tensor supermultiplets, the

general covariance is replaced by a sequence of tensorial gauge symmetries, and there

remains much uncertainty on how one might go about building an interacting d = 6

Lagrangian (See [3–6] for considerations of free actions). One may suggest that a

non-Lagrangian conformal theory is needed; although this may prove to be the case,

the idea by itself does not offer practical tools for concrete investigations.

One universal aspect of quantum theories for which the complete detail of interac-

tions are not needed is the anomaly. There are three classes of perturbative anomalies

one might compute: gravitational anomalies, R-symmetry anomalies, and those of

the gauge symmetries of the chiral tensors. The anomaly of the last is quite essential

if one is to investigate the above 5d/6d connection, since the d = 5 general covariance

has to descend from these tensorial gauge symmetries, given how the d = 5 metric

arises from a d = 6 chiral tensor.

The (4, 0) and (3, 1) superalgebras are both maximal such in d = 6. With usual

maximally supersymmetric gravitational theories, all of their standard anomaly poly-

nomials either cancel away or a simple Green-Schwarz type topological term appears
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and deals with the remainder. Examples of the latter can be found in d = 8 [7–9],

while the cancellation of the anomaly polynomial is a matter of combinatorics for

d = 4, 6, 10 [10,11]. This past experience led to a previous investigation of the gravi-

tational anomalies of (4, 0) and (3, 1) tensor multiplets [12], which in the end found

nonvanishing results. However, the latter does not need to discourage us given how

neither the proposed 5d/6d connection nor the on-shell field content in d = 6 side

implies d = 6 general covariance in the conventional sense.

On the other hand, one of the cornerstones of the 5d/6d proposal is that the

d = 6 (4, 0) R-symmetry, namely Sp(4)∗ descends unmodified to that of d = 5

N = 4. Unlike the d = 5 diffeomorphisms, these R-symmetries would uplift to d = 6

verbatim straightforwardly, so there is no room to wiggle out if the R-symmetry

proves to be anomalous. Although we are now familiar with anomaly inflow when

we embed a field theory to string theory [13–18], this does not seem to happen for

maximally supersymmetric models.

As such, the main purpose of this note is to check if indeed R-symmetry anomalies

cancel away unlike their gravitational counterpart. Recall how the anomaly polyno-

mial from a chiral field has the general structure of index density,

A(R) ∧ chRG
(R) ∧ chRR

(F) , (1.1)

where RG is a collection of so(d) representations determined by the chiral field in

question while RR is the relevant representation under the R-symmetry.

The procedure that computesRG’s for various chiral fields in the on-shell multiplet

amounts to understanding off-shell field contents, both bosonic and fermionic and the

elaborate gauge fixing thereof. In the next section, we briefly review the result from

recent literature [12,19] for this preliminary step. These contributions would compute

the anomaly all the same if we couple all fields to external gravity and R-gauge fields.

In the rest of this note, we will evaluate the anomaly polynomial and sum over the

Lorentz multiplets in the respective tensor multiplets.

In our notations, the on-shell field content of these tensor multiplets are as follows,

classified by the little group and the R-symmetry group displayed in the respective

first lines [1, 2]:

∗We denote by Sp(r) the compact symplectic group of rank r and sp(r) represents the corre-
sponding Lie algebra.
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• d = 6 N = (4, 0) so(4)⊕ sp(4)

(1,1;42) + (2,1;48) + (3,1;27) + (4,1;8) + (5,1;1)

• d = 6 N = (3, 1) so(4)⊕ sp(3)⊕ sp(1)

(1,1;14′,2) + (2,1;14,2) + (1,2;14′,1) + (3,1;6,2)

+ (2,2;14,1) + (3,2;6,1) + (4,1;1,2) + (4,2;1,1)

For the (3, 1) multiplet, 14 is the rank 2 antisymmetric tensor [[[[2]]]] of sp(3) and 14′ is

the rank 3 antisymmetric tensor [[[[3]]]] of sp(3), respectively. For the former, 27 is [[[[2]]]]

of sp(4) and 48 is [[[[3]]]] of sp(4).

2 Off-Shell Field Content

Under the little algebra so(4) = su(2)⊕ su(2), many of the lower dimensional repre-

sentations are already well-understood off-shell. (3,1) is for example from a self-dual

tensor Bµν . Relatively exotic are the fermionic tensor (4,1) and the bosonic tensors

(4,2) and (5,1). As for free fermionic exotic tensor (4,1), the Batalin-Vilkovisky

(BV) formulation [20,21] providing the covariant path integral quantization has been

studied in [19], and we borrow their results for the sake of completeness. A brief

review of BV formalism (for first-stage reducible theories) itself is also offered in

appendix A.

The (4,1) Tensor

The chiral field (4,1), which we also refer to as the exotic gravitino, has a Lorentz

covariant field realization as a chiral fermionic two form ψµν , satisfying

ψµν = −ψνµ ,

Γ7ψµν = ψµν ,
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here µ, ν are spacetime indices and Γ7 is the chirality matrix in 6d. The field equation

leads to (4,1) is†

Γαβµνρ∂µψνρ = 0 . (2.1)

It is straightforward to obtain this equation from a generalized Rarita-Schwinger

action

S[ψµν ] =

∫
d6x ψ̄µνΓ

µνρστ∂ρψστ . (2.2)

Both the field equation and the action are invariant under the gauge transformations

δψµν = 2 ∂[µϵν] , (2.3)

with spacetime dependent vector-spinor parameter ϵν . This type of gauge symmetry

is called reducible [21], since there are gauge for gauge transformations

δϵµ = ∂µλ , (2.4)

indicating that the gauge transformations (2.3) are not linearly independent.

The gauge parameter ϵ has n = 6 × s components λ has m = s components, for a

total of n−m = (6− 1)× s independent gauge symmetries, where s is the dimension

of the spinor representation at hand. We had omitted the spinor index α for the fields

above.

This reducibility of gauge transformations complicates the covariant path integral

quantization. Thanks to the Batalin–Vilkovisky (BV) field-antifield formalism, one

can perform the covariant quantization systematically.

A crucial step in the BV computations is to use a gauge-fixing fermion‡

Ψ =

∫
d6x

(
C̄ ′

µ χ
µ(ψ) + . . .

)
, (2.5)

†The field strength Hµνρ := 3∂[µψνρ] is self-dual H = ⋆H under the Hodge star operator. One
can derive the self-dual condition using the field equation (2.1) together with the fact that the tensor
spinor is chiral. In general, self-duality is weaker than field equation for chiral tensor spinors. See [3]
and [22] for proofs.

‡This type (2.5) of Ψ is called the delta-function gauge-fixing fermion. It is not the only possibility
and another admissible type is called the Gaussian gauge-fixing fermion. The dynamical ghosts
spectrum resulting from the two are different but they lead to the same degrees of freedom counting
and as well as same anomaly result [19].

4



with the redundant gauge condition

χµ(ψ) ≡ γνψµν −
1

6− 2
γµνρψ

νρ

= 0 , (2.6)

which satisfies the constraint

γµχµ(ψ) = 0 , (2.7)

identically and hence gives the correct number n−m = (6−1)×s of gauge conditions
to fix the independent gauge transformations.

We sketch the BV-quantisation process for ψµν here:

• We introduce ghost fields {Cα
µ , c

α} for gauge parameters ϵαµ and λα, and then

introduce for all the fields ΦI at hand their antifields Φ∗
I to get the minimal

sector

{ψα
µν , C

α
µ , c

α , ψ∗µν
α , C∗µ

α , c∗α} , (2.8)

together with an extended action called the minimal action SM = SM[Φ,Φ∗].

The minimal action is completely determined by a master equation (SM, SM) =

0 and the boundary conditions

S[ψµν ] = SM[Φ,Φ∗ = 0] . (2.9)

• For gauge-fixing, one further introduces trivial pairs of auxiliary along with

their antifields. The minimal action SM is then extended to a non-minimal

action SNM which still satisfies the master equation. The antifields are then

eliminated according to the formula

Φ∗
I =

δΨ

δΦI
, (2.10)

where Ψ(Φ) is an odd functional of ghost number −1 depending on the fields

only, and hence called the gauge-fixing fermion. If Ψ is well-chosen as in (2.5),

the resulting action is properly gauge-fixed and possesses well-defined propaga-

tors.
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ψµν ψ̂µν ρ Cµ C ′
µ c c′ dµ π π′

Chirality + + + + + + + + + +
Grassmann parity 1 1 1 0 0 1 1 1 0 0

Table 1: Chirality and Grassmann parity of the various fields appearing in the gauge-
fixed action (2.11).

• A gauge-fixed action read

Sgauge-fixed =

∫
d6x

(
− 1

2
ψ̄µν /∂ψµν −

1

2
ρ̄/∂ρ+ C̄ ′µ/∂Cµ + c̄′/∂c

+ d̄µγνψµν + π̄γµCµ + π̄′γµC ′
µ + c.c.

)
, (2.11)

with different trace components of ψµν appear:

ψµν = ψ̂µν + (γµσν − γνσµ) + γµνρ (2.12)

where ψ̂µν and σµ are gamma-traceless, γνψ̂µν = 0 = γµσµ. Chirality and

statistics of all the fields are displayed in table 1.

Based on the above data, we can now proceed to read off the representations RG

of the fields in (2.11). The relevant path integral measure is (omitting the complex

conjugates and auxiliary fields are integrated out)∫
Dψ̂µν DρDĈµDĈ ′

µDcDc′ , (2.13)

where a ‘hat’ denotes a gamma-traceless field. We use C∞(V ) to denote set of smooth

sections of vector bundles V .

• The field ψ̂µν for example can be seen as an element of the formal difference

C∞(S+ ⊗ Λ2T ∗M− S− ⊗ T ∗M) , (2.14)

and it contributes as

C∞(S+ ⊗ [Λ2T ∗M+ T ∗M]) . (2.15)

• Ĉµ and Ĉ ′
µ are with the wrong spin-statistics, so they contribute with a minus
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sign. For each of them, we have

−C∞(S+ ⊗ T ∗M− S−) = C∞(S+ ⊗ [−T ∗M− 1]) . (2.16)

• The other dynamical fields c, c′ and ρ are just ordinary chiral fermions they

together contribute to

3 C∞(S+) . (2.17)

The effective complex C∞(S+ ⊗ V) on which the Dirac operator acts in this case is

then

C∞(S+ ⊗ V) = C∞(S+ ⊗ [Λ2T ∗M+ T ∗M]) + 2C∞(S+ ⊗ [−T ∗M− 1]) + 3C∞(S+)

= C∞(S+ ⊗ [Λ2T ∗M− T ∗M+ 1]) ,

and we identify

V = Λ2T ∗M− T ∗M+ 1 . (2.18)

In other words, the above formal collection of representations contributes the factor

chRG
(R) = ch[[[[2]]]](R)− chdef(R) + 1 (2.19)

in the index density (1.1).

The (4,2) Tensor

Now we move to discuss the index density contribution from the bosonic fields. In

the classical paper [10], the gravitational anomaly for a 2k-form potential A with self-

dual 2k+1-form field strength F in d = 4k+2 dimensions is computed. The trick is

to consider generic tensor fields A and F (without duality constraint) as independent

variables, and one integrates over both of them in the path-integral using a first-order

action. In the path-integral measure, the self-dual F+ part and anti-self-dual part

F− both appear. But one can extract anomaly for the (anti-)self-dual part alone

as the Jacobian generated by it under transformations of the Lorentz group in the

corresponding (anti-)self-dual representation. Since there is no gauge freedom in F+

or F−, there is no need to subtract ghost contributions. Similar computations are

already performed in a recent article [12]. We follow the notations of [12] and review

the results.
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The bosonic exotic field (4,2) has a three-index covariant gauge potential real-

ization [2] Dµνρ which satisfies

Dµνρ = D[µν]ρ, D[µνρ] = 0 . (2.20)

Its field strength is defined§ as Sµνρσκ = ∂[µDνρ][σ,κ] which is subject to one-side self-

dual¶ constraint first three indices

Sµνρσκ = (⋆S)µνρσκ =
1

3!
ϵµνραβγS

αβγ
σκ . (2.21)

This self-dual constraint is also the field equation for D which leads to the physical

degrees of freedom (4,2) in the little group.

Since the computations are implemented at the level of field strengths, it is convenient

to use Dynkin labels of to describe the irreducible representations in which the field

strength transforms. The default should be the so(6) Dynkin label. But we would

like to use the “A-type” conventions of su(4) (cf. su(4) ∼= so(6)), for example, we call

[0, 1, 0] the vector representation and the spinor representation with positive chirality

is denoted as [0, 0, 1], while the spinor with negative chirality is represented by [1, 0, 0].

The self-dual field strength S is in the [1, 0, 3] representation. From the tensor product

decomposition

[1, 0, 1]⊗ [0, 0, 2] = [1, 0, 3]⊕ [1, 1, 1]⊕ [0, 0, 2]⊕ [0, 1, 0] , (2.22)

and

[1, 0, 1]⊗ [0, 1, 0] = [1, 1, 1]⊕ [0, 0, 2]⊕ [0, 1, 0]⊕ [2, 0, 0] , (2.23)

we get

[1, 0, 3] = ([1, 0, 1]⊗ [0, 0, 2])⊖ ([1, 0, 1]⊗ [0, 1, 0]⊖ [2, 0, 0]) , (2.24)

where the symbol ⊖ represents a formal subtraction. At the level of smooth sections

of bundles, we list only the sections with contributions to index densities‖

S ∈ C∞(Λ2T ∗M⊗ F+
3 )− C∞(Λ2T ∗M⊗ T ∗M) + C∞(F−

3 )

= C∞ (
S+ ⊗ [S+ ⊗ S+ ⊗ S− − (S− ⊗ T ∗M)⊕2 − (S+)⊕2]

)
.

(2.25)

§The comma in the subscript denotes a partial derivative.
¶Here we are in Euclidean signature.
‖We use ϕ to denote 0-forms and F±

3 stands for tensor bundle with self-dual (anti-self-dual)
three-form fibers.
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It follows that the Chern character RG for the (4,1) tensor is

chRG
(R) = (ch+s(R))2ch−s(R)− 2ch−s(R)chdef(R)− 2ch+s(R) , (2.26)

where we omitted the wedge product symbol between differential forms and ±s (which

we wrote alternatively as ±s in appendix B) stand for the chiral/anti-chiral spinor

representations.

The (5,1) Tensor

The discussion follows closely the previous paragraph. The covariant field of the

(5,1) tensor is represented by Cµνρσ with the same index symmetries as the Riemann

tensor [2]

Cµνρσ = Cρσµν = C[µν]ρσ = Cµν[ρσ] , (2.27)

C[µνρ]σ = 0 . (2.28)

The field strength is defined as

Gµνρστκ = ∂[µCνρ][στ,κ] , (2.29)

and the field equation is the double self-dual condition

Gµνρστκ = (⋆G)µνρστκ ≡ 1

3!
ϵµνραβγG

αβγ
στκ

= (G⋆)µνρστκ ≡ 1

3!
Gµνρ

αβγϵαβγστκ .
(2.30)

The above equation and symmetry ensure that G transforms irreducibly in the [0, 0, 4]

of su(4). It is easy to see that [0, 0, 4] sits inside the tensor product of a pair of self-

dual three-forms F+
3

[0, 0, 2]⊗ [0, 0, 2] = [0, 0, 4]⊕ [0, 1, 2]⊕ [0, 2, 0] . (2.31)

For the [0, 1, 2] part, we have

[0, 1, 0]⊗ [0, 0, 2] = [0, 1, 2]⊕ [1, 0, 1] . (2.32)

The representations [0, 2, 0] and [1, 0, 1] are immediately recognized as the metric g(µν)

and the two-form B[µν] (or Λ
2T ∗M) respectively. As before we build each individual
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[0, 0, 2] by taking the tensor product of 2 positive chirality spinors

[0, 0, 1]⊗ [0, 0, 1] = [0, 1, 0]⊕ [0, 0, 2] . (2.33)

We consider tensor product of four chiral spinors [0, 0, 1] and, applying the tensor

product decomposition, obtain

[0, 0, 1]⊗4 = ([0, 1, 0]⊕ [0, 0, 2])⊗ ([0, 1, 0]⊕ [0, 0, 2])

= ([0, 1, 0]⊗ [0, 1, 0])⊕ ([0, 1, 0]⊗ [0, 0, 2])⊕ ([0, 0, 2]⊗ [0, 1, 0])

⊕ [0, 0, 4]⊕ [0, 1, 2]⊕ [0, 2, 0] ,

(2.34)

where (2.31) is used to get the last three terms. The [0, 0, 4] can now be extracted,

and the result can be recast in terms of sections of corresponding bundles [12]

G ∈ C∞ (
S+ ⊗ [S+ ⊗ S+ ⊗ S+ − (S+ ⊗ T ∗M)⊕3 + (S−)⊕2]

)
+B + g . (2.35)

At this stage, we can state that the sections to which B and g belong do not contribute

to the index density. Simply said, the metric and a generic two-form potential are

anomaly-free.

The relevant (5,1) contribution to the index density is the factor

chRG
(R) = (ch+s(R))3 − 3ch+s(R)chdef(R) + 2ch−s(R) . (2.36)

3 Anomalies

R-Anomaly Cancellation

Let us do a simpler computation of pure R-anomalies, first. Extracting the leading

numbers from the gravitational contributions, we find for each fermionic chiral field

(2,1) → 1

2
=

1

2
A(R)

∣∣∣∣
0-form

,

(3,2) → 5

2
=

1

2
A(R) ∧ (chdef(R)− 1)

∣∣∣∣
0-form

,

(4,1) → 5 =
1

2
A(R) ∧ (ch[[[[2]]]](R)− chdef(R) + 1) ,

∣∣∣∣
0-form

(3.1)
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while for the bosonic field (3,1), represented by the antisymmetric 2-form tensor,

(3,1) → −2 = −1

4
A(R) ∧ chs(R)

∣∣∣∣
0-form

, (3.2)

with the relative − sign.

For d = 6 N = (4, 0), the pure R-anomaly is then,

P
(4,0)
8

∣∣∣∣
R→0

=
1

2

(
ch[[[[3]]]](Fsp(4))− 4× ch[[[[2]]]](Fsp(4)) + 10× ch[[[[1]]]](Fsp(4))

)∣∣∣∣
8-form

=
(i/2π)4

2 · 4!

(
tr

sp(4)
[[[[3]]]] F4 − 4× tr

sp(4)
[[[[2]]]] F4 + 10× tr

sp(4)
[[[[1]]]]=defF

4
)
. (3.3)

The relevant trace formulae were computed in appendix B,

tr
sp(4)
[[[[2]]]] F4 = 3×

(
tr

sp(4)
def F2

)2

tr
sp(4)
[[[[3]]]] F4 = −10× tr

sp(4)
def F4 + 12×

(
tr

sp(4)
def F2

)2

, (3.4)

which shows immediately,

P
(4,0)
8

∣∣∣∣
R→0

= 0 . (3.5)

Hull’s [2] proposal posits that (4, 0) tensor theory is actually an exotic realization of

gravity where (5,1;1) tensor has the metric data hidden therein. If this proposal

is valid, the gravitational and mixed anomaly questions should be addressed with

respect to the gauge symmetry of this (5,1;1) tensor field.

The pure R part of the anomaly polynomial of N = (3, 1) tensor theory goes

similarly as

P
(3,1)
8

∣∣∣∣
R→0

=
(i/2π)4

2 · 4!
(
2× tr[[[[2]]]](F4

sp(3))− tr[[[[3]]]](F4
sp(3))− 8× tr[[[[1]]]](F4

sp(3)) + 5× tr[[[[1]]]](F4
sp(3))

)
+

(i/2π)4

2 · 4!
(
14× tr[[[[1]]]](F4

sp(1))− 24× tr[[[[1]]]](F4
sp(1)) + 10× tr[[[[1]]]](F4

sp(1))
)

+
(i/2π)4

2 · 2! · 2!
(
tr[[[[2]]]](F2

sp(3)) ∧ tr[[[[1]]]](F2
sp(1))− 4× tr[[[[1]]]](F2

sp(3)) ∧ tr[[[[1]]]](F2
sp(1))

)
,(3.6)

where we dropped the pure sp(1) anomaly as their coefficients cancels away without
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further manipulation. For the rest, we again read off the trace formulae from the

previous chapter,

tr
sp(3)
[[[[2]]]] F2 = 4× tr

sp(3)
def F2 ,

tr
sp(3)
[[[[2]]]] F4 = −2× tr

sp(3)
def F4 + 3×

(
tr

sp(3)
def F2

)2

,

tr
sp(3)
[[[[3]]]] F4 = −7× tr

sp(3)
def F4 + 6×

(
tr

sp(3)
def F2

)2

. (3.7)

The first of these three kills the mixed anomaly while the latter two shows that pure

sp(3) anomaly vanishes as well,

P
(3,1)
8

∣∣∣∣
R→0

= 0 . (3.8)

Mixed-Anomaly Cancellation and the Gravitational Remainder

Bolstered by the complete cancellation of the pure R-symmetry anomaly, let us list

the entire anomaly polynomial including the mixed and the gravitational. These

latter have no particular reason to cancel away, a priori, yet, we find below that

the anomaly polynomial, when summed over the field content, leaves only purely

gravitational ones behind in both theories.

For the N = (4, 0) multiplet, the complete list is

(5,1;1) → −1

2
A(R)

(
(ch+s(R))3 − 3ch+s(R)chdef(R) + 2ch−s(R)

)∣∣∣∣
8-form

,

(4,1;8) → +
1

2
A(R)

(
ch[[[[2]]]](R)− chdef(R) + 1

)
ch[[[[1]]]](Fsp(4))

∣∣∣∣
8-form

,

(3,1;27) → −1

4
A(R)chs(R)ch[[[[2]]]](Fsp(4))

∣∣∣∣
8-form

,

(2,1;48) → +
1

2
A(R)ch[[[[3]]]](Fsp(4))

∣∣∣∣
8-form

. (3.9)

We will write the gravitational part in terms of the Pontryagin classes pn [23] and for

the R-symmetry side use the invariants q̂m as defined in (B.2), modulo the necessary

rescaling them by 1/(2π)2m into qm.

We already saw in the previous section that the pure R-symmetry part, i.e., those
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involving qm’s only cancel out. The rest with the gravitational pn part present are

(5,1;1) → −1

2
× 1

5760
(3840p2

1 + 19200p2) ,

(4,1;8) → +
1

2
× 1

5760
(6320p2

1 + 22720p2 − 7440p1q1 + . . .) ,

(3,1;27) → −1

4
× 1

5760
(−1728p2

1 + 12096p2 − 11520p1q1 + . . .) ,

(2,1;48) → +
1

2
× 1

5760
(336p2

1 − 192p2 + 1680p1q1 + . . .) , (3.10)

where the ellipses refer to pure R parts. These together give

P
(4,0)
8 =

1

72
(23p2

1 − 17p2) ̸= 0 , (3.11)

leaving behind pure gravitational anomalies only.

The computation for the N = (3, 1) multiplet is analogous. The index density

contribution are listed as

(4,2;1,1) → −1

2
A(R)

(
(ch+s(R))2ch−s(R)− 2ch−s(R)chdef(R)− 2ch+s(R)

)∣∣∣∣
8-form

,

(4,1;1,2) → +
1

2
A(R)

(
ch[[[[2]]]](R)− chdef(R) + 1

)
ch[[[[1]]]](Fsp(1))

∣∣∣∣
8-form

,

(3,2;6,1) → +
1

2
A(R)(chdef(R)− 1)ch[[[[1]]]](Fsp(3))

∣∣∣∣
8-form

,

(3,1;6,2) → −1

4
A(R)chs(R)ch[[[[1]]]](Fsp(3))ch[[[[1]]]](Fsp(1))

∣∣∣∣
8-form

,

(2,1;14,2) → +
1

2
A(R)ch[[[[2]]]](Fsp(3))ch[[[[1]]]](Fsp(1))

∣∣∣∣
8-form

,

(1,2;14′,1) → −1

2
A(R)ch[[[[3]]]](Fsp(3))

∣∣∣∣
8-form

. (3.12)

From this, we obtain the anomaly polynomials, again with pure R part suppressed

as ellipses, given the eventual cancellation above,

(4,2;1,1) → −1

2
× 1

5760
(7616p2

1 + 15808p2) ,

(4,1;1,2) → +
1

2
× 1

5760
(1580p2

1 + 5680p2 − 7440p1q̃1 + . . .) ,
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(3,2;6,1) → +
1

2
× 1

5760
(1650p2

1 − 5880p2 − 2280p1q1 + . . .) ,

(3,1;6,2) → −1

4
× 1

5760
(−768p2

1 + 5376p2 − 3840p1q1 − 11520p1q̃1 + . . .) ,

(2,1;14,2) → +
1

2
× 1

5760
(196p2

1 − 112p2 + 960p1q1 + 1680p1q̃1 + . . .) ,

(1,2;14′,1) → −1

2
× 1

5760
(98p2

1 − 56p2 + 600p1q1 + . . .) , (3.13)

where qm’s are sp(3)-curvatures invariants while q̃m’s stand for sp(1) invariants. In

the end we find the total

P
(3,1)
8 =

1

180
(−61p2

1 − 293p2) ̸= 0 . (3.14)

which is again purely gravitational.

In conclusion, all anomalies associated with R-symmetries, including the mixed

ones, cancel out completely, leaving behind a net gravitational anomaly. The latter

does not come in a factorized form, so a counter-term of the Green-Schwarz type is

not possible.

4 Further Thoughts

We found a common and mysterious behavior of perturbative anomalies of the two

maximally supersymmetric tensor theories in d = 6; purely gravitational anomalies

do not cancel out, yet the pure R-symmetry anomalies and the mixed anomalies

involving the diffeomorphism and the R-symmetry cancel out entirely. The left-over

gravitational anomaly is no mystery, given how the supermultiplet does not contain

the metric; we have no right to expect the general covariance to hold even classically,

not to mention at the quantum level, in the absence of the metric as a dynamical

field. Therefore, the anomalous diffeomorphism is no big deal. The role of the general

covariance is replaced by various n-form gauge symmetries that shifts the chiral tensor

fields.

What does beg for questions, perhaps with significant implications hidden, is

why the anomalies involving R-symmetry, in particular the mixed ones, all cancel

out. Let us sit back and recall what happens with other maximal supergravities.

Typically the supermultiplet includes a metric, so that the entire superalgebra is
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gauged. Gauging of R-symmetries is a little more subtle since the associated gauge

fields are often frozen on-shell and do not offer dynamical gauge fields. The gauging

can be seen directly only if we go sufficiently off-shell. Nevertheless, the gauging of

the R-symmetries is unavoidable since the superalgebra starts from the translation

invariance which is gauged by coupling to metric, and an incomplete gauging of the

superalgebra would be inconsistent with the superalgebra itself.

This does not necessarily mean the one-loop anomalies must cancel out since the

anomaly inflow mechanism is in principle possible. For models with less than maximal

supersymmetries, such inflows are generically needed and realized in string theory

embeddings. However, for maximal supergravities, there is often no obvious inflow

mechanism from the string theory side, except for the symmetries that involve U(1)R

to be canceled by a Green-Schwarz mechanism. Instead, the maximal supergravities

tend to show complete cancellation of the one-loop anomalies of diffeomorphism and

non-Abelian R-symmetries.

To understand the anomaly structure we saw for the maximally supersymmetric

tensor theories, we need some inkling on how bosonic part of the superalgebra might

be gauged. Regardless of how this is achieved, one expects that at least the R-

symmetry would be eventually gauged in the conventional manner, for which the

pure R-symmetry anomaly cancellation is certainly good news. It is the cancellation

of the diffeomorphism and R-symmetry mixed anomalies that is puzzling.

Chris Hull, who suggested how these theories reduce to d = 5 supergravity upon a

dimensional reduction, has also suggested [24] that these two chiral superalgebras may

admit a modified version where the diffeomorphism would be replaced by exotic gauge

transformations that shift the bosonic chiral tensors similar to how gauge symmetries

act on 1-form gauge connections. These are analogous to how a massless 2-form B

admits 1-form gauge symmetry.

With Hull’s proposal, the would-be diffeomorphisms of d = 5 can be seen to elevate

to d = 6 higher-form gauge transformations, so that one must demand a quantum

Ward identities for these generalized forms of “diffeomorphism”, rendering the above

nonvanishing pure gravitational anomaly aside as irrelevant. In this viewpoint, the

cancellation of the mixed anomaly we have observed become quite mysterious, not

that it conflicts with these thoughts.

Eventually, we need to understand how to quantify anomalies associated with

this generalized notion of “diffeomorphisms”. Although anomalies associated with

higher-form symmetries are now discussed in various literature (see for example the
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landmark article [25]), they are often in the form of discrete versions. For instance,

the object that would minimally couple to a continuous 2-form gauge field B are

strings, so the familiar anomaly computation that starts from the path integral of

chiral quantum fields are no longer useful. Nor are such relevant for the problem at

hand, since the tensor theory would consist of local fields only, however unusual they

might be.

We must have a new computational scheme where chiral bosons and chiral fermions

of these tensor multiplets are coupled in some definite manner, and where we can per-

form Feynman diagram computation or a heat-kernel computation for the anomalous

phase. If we take the suggestion by Hull seriously, there must be a definite set of

couplings in d = 6 as implied by d = 5 maximal supergravity, which would be the

right starting point for the relevant anomaly discussion. We leave this challenge to a

future endeavor.
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A Batalin–Vilkovisky (BV) field-antifield formal-

ism

The Batalin–Vilkovisky (BV) field-antifield formalism [20, 21] provides a systematic

way of quantizing gauge systems that are in general very involved. Due to our interests

and purpose, we give a compact review of only the BV-quantisation algorithm for

first-stage reducible theories, and the notation and conventions mostly follow the
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comprehensive reviews [26, 27]. A detailed and complete discussion on applying this

formalism to the exotic gravitino ψµν can be found in [19].

Gauge structure of first-stage reducible system. Let φi denote the dynamical

field variables in our theory. Our starting point is an action S0[φ
i] which is invariant

under m gauge invariances δφi = Ri
αΛ

α with generator Ri
α and parameter Λα. Fur-

thermore, we demand that the above gauge transformations to be invariant under

n (reducibility) ‘gauge-for-gauge’ transformations δΛα = Zα
a λ

a, and we assume that

there are no further reducibilities.

In other words, this reducible gauge invariance is equivalent to the following state-

ments

δRS0

δφi
Ri

α = 0 , Ri
αZ

α
a = 0 , Zα

a are linearly independent on-shell , (A.1)

with α = 1, . . . ,m and a = 1, . . . , n. Here a contracted index includes space-time

integration and the superscript R (resp. L) indicates that the derivative is acting

from the right (resp. left)∗∗.

In such set-up, the gauge-for-gauge transformations terminate at the first step and

are hence called first-stage reducible theories. The number of independent gauge

redundancies in the fields φi is therefore equal m− n. We can fix these gauge redun-

dancies by imposing an appropriate gauge-fixing condition χα(φ) = 0 that satisfies n

constraints:

Xaα χ
α(φ) = 0 (A.2)

with Xaα of maximal rank.

BV-minimal sector. To perform the BV-quantisation, we first introduce the ghost

Cα corresponding to the gauge parameter Λα, and the ghost-for-ghost ca correspond-

ing to the reducibility parameter λa. Grassmann parity will be denoted as ϵ(φi) ≡ ϵi,

ϵ(Λα) ≡ ϵα and etc, and as for the ghosts, they are always parity-opposed to their

gauge parameters: ϵ(Cα) = ϵ(Λα) + 1 and ϵ(ca) = ϵ(λa) + 1. We have ghosts from

two different stages, to distinguish between them, we introduce the ghost numbers

denoted as gh(X) for a field X. For our classical fields, gh(φi) = 0 whereas for the

ghosts they are just the stage number plus one, i.e. gh(Cα) = 1 and gh(ca) = 2.

∗∗For any function or functional X of the field ϕ we have the variation δX(ϕ) = δϕ δLX
δϕ = δRX

δϕ δϕ.
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We then double the space of field variables by assigning to each field ΦI (collec-

tively notation for the set of all fields) its antifields Φ∗
I . The ghost number assignments

and Grassmann parities of the antifields are related to their ordinary counterparts

gh(Φ∗
I) = − gh(ΦI)− 1 , ϵ(Φ∗

I) = ϵ(ΦI) + 1 (mod 2) . (A.3)

The set {φi, Cα, ca;φ∗
i , C

∗
α, c

∗
a} is called the minimal sets of fields and antifields.

The action S0[φ
i] is then extended to the minimal BV action SM[φi, Cα, ca;φ∗

i , C
∗
α, c

∗
a]

depending on the original fields φi but also on the ghost fields Cα, ca and their

antifields φ∗
i , C

∗
α and c∗a. It is a ghost number zero, even functional that should be a

proper solution of the classical master equation

(SM, SM) = 0 , (A.4)

where the antibracket ( · , · ) is defined as

(X, Y ) =
δRX

δΦI

δLY

δΦ∗
I

− δRX

δΦ∗
I

δLY

δΦI
. (A.5)

Moreover, it should satisfy the boundary condition:

S0[φ
i] = SM[Φ,Φ∗ = 0] . (A.6)

These two conditions completely determine SM, which always exists; it starts with

SM[φi, Cα, ca;φ∗
i , C

∗
α, c

∗
a] = S0[φ] + φ∗

iR
i
αC

α + C∗
αZ

α
a c

a + . . . (A.7)

and the omitted terms carry explicit information about the gauge algebra, on-shell

closure, etc.

Gauge-fixing and non-minimal sector. We introduce three extra trivial pairs:

(C ′α, bα) to fix the gauge freedom of φi, but also two more, (c′a, πa) and (ηa, π′a), to

fix the gauge freedom of the ghosts Cα and C ′α themselves. This is depicted in figure

1. Their ghost numbers and Grassmann parities can be found in table 2.

The non-minimal action is then

SNM = SM + C ′∗
α b

α + c′∗a π
a + η∗aπ

′a , (A.8)
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φi

Cα

ca

C ′α

ηa c′a

bα

πaπ′a

Figure 1: The pyramid of ghosts fields in the first-stage reducible case. The fields
linked by a thick line constitute the minimal BV sector; an arrow a → b indicates
that the field b (along with its partner in a trivial pair) is introduced to fix the gauge
freedom of a. The second pyramid shows the partners of the non-minimal fields of
the first pyramid.

φi Cα C ′α ca c′a ηa bα πa π′a

gh 0 1 −1 2 −2 0 0 −1 1

ϵ ϵi ϵα + 1 ϵα + 1 ϵa ϵa ϵa ϵα ϵa + 1 ϵa + 1

Table 2: Ghost numbers and Grassmann parities of the various fields in the first-
stage reducible case. Antifields have gh(Φ∗

I) = − gh(ΦI) − 1 and opposite parity,
ϵ(Φ∗

I) = ϵ(ΦI) + 1.

which still satisfies the master equation.

To eliminate the antifields, we consider the surfaces in the phase space given by the

following condition††

Σ =

{
{Φ,Φ∗}|Φ∗

A =
δΨ(Φ)

δΦA

}
, (A.9)

where Ψ, called the gauge-fixing fermion, is a Grassmann odd functional with ghost

number −1, i.e.

ϵ(Ψ) = 1 , gh(Ψ) = −1 . (A.10)

When a functional X is restricted on the surface Σ, we mean to replace the depen-

dence of X on the antifields Φ∗
A simply by δΨ(Φ)

δΦA . The tricky point here is to find

an admissible Ψ with which correct degrees of freedom in φi are fixed, and the exis-

tence of propagators is ensured when the action is expanded about a solution of the

equations of motion. In fact, one can show [26] that the path integral quantization is

independent of the choice of admissible gauge-fixing fermions. We discuss here two

choices of Ψ for the first-stage reducible theories.

• Delta-function gauge-fixing. We simply take the well-known [26] gauge-fixing

††There is no need to distinguish between left or right derivatives of Ψ with respect to the fields
δΨ(Φ)
δΦA ≡ δLΨ(Φ)

δΦA = (−1)ϵA(ϵ(Ψ)+1) δ
RΨ(Φ)
δΦA = δRΨ(Φ)

δΦA .
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fermion:

Ψδ = C ′
αχ

α(φ) + c′aωaαC
α + ηaσα

aC
′
α , (A.11)

where ω and σ are of maximal rank and we take the pair (C ′
α, bα) to have indices

down for this paragraph only. The gauge-fixed action then reads

Sδ ≡ SNM

[
ΦI ,Φ∗

I =
δΨδ

δΦI

]
(A.12)

= SM

[
φi, Cα, ca;φ∗

i = C ′
α

δRχα

δφi
, C∗

α = c′aωaα, c
∗
a = 0

]
+ (χα(φ) + ηaσα

a ) bα + ωaαC
απa + σα

aC
′
απ

′a . (A.13)

As we can see, the ghosts Cα and C ′
α are both gauge fields. Their gauge

invariances are fixed by the 2m gauge conditions ωaαC
α = 0 and σα

aC
′α = 0

imposed by the auxiliary fields πa and π′a. The field bα is also auxiliary and

imposes the equation

χα(φ) + ηaσα
a = 0 . (A.14)

Among these m conditions, m−n fix the gauge invariance of the original fields

φi, and the remaining n set the extra ghost η to zero.

• Gaussian gauge-fixing. Alternatively, one can also get the gauge-fixing term

Dαβχ
βχα. The crucial ingredient is to perform a canonical transformation,

which was first discovered for irreducible theories [28] and can be applied to the

first-stage reducible systems as well [19]:

bα → b̃α = bα − χα(φ)

φ∗
i → φ̃∗

i = φ∗
i + b∗α

δRχα

δφi
(A.15)

with other fields unchanged. We then take the gauge-fixing fermion

ΨG =
1

2
C ′αDαβ(φ)

(
χβ(φ) + bβ

)
+ c′aωaαC

α + ηaσaαC
′α , (A.16)

which is of the same form as Ψδ, with only the first term modified. Eliminating
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the antifields using ΨG then gives

SG ≡ S̃NM

[
ΦI ,Φ∗

I =
δΨG

δΦI

]
(A.17)

= SM

[
φi, Cα, ca;C ′αDαβ

δRχβ

δφi
+

1

2
C ′α δ

RDαβ

δφi

(
χβ + bβ

)
(−1)ϵiϵβ , c′aωαa, 0

]
− 1

2
Dαβχ

βχα +
1

2
Dαβb

βbα (A.18)

+ ηaσaα(b
α − χα) + πaωaαC

α + π′aσaαC
′α .

Because of the constraint (A.2) satisfied by χα(φ), there is a privileged choice

for the matrix σaα: simply take σ = X. This gets rid of the unwanted term

ηaσaαχ
α in the last line, and one remains with

SG = SM

[
φi, Cα, ca;C ′αDαβ

δRχβ

δφi
+

1

2
C ′α δ

RDαβ

δφi

(
χβ + bβ

)
(−1)ϵiϵβ , c′aωαa, 0

]
− 1

2
Dαβχ

βχα +
1

2
Dαβb

βbα + πaωaαC
α + π′aXaαC

′α + ηaXaαb
α ,

(A.19)

featuring the desired gauge-breaking term Dαβχ
βχα. We see that the field bα is

propagating wheneverD contains derivatives, and couples to the other fields and

ghosts if D is field-dependent. This generalizes a result of the aforementioned

irreducible theories (e.g. Rarita-Schwinger field) [28] to the first-stage reducible

case.

Integrating over the auxiliary fields πa and π′a will impose the gauge conditions

ωaαC
α = 0 , XaαC

′α = 0 (A.20)

on the ghost fields Cα and C ′α, as in the delta-function gauge-fixing case. On

the other hand, ηa plays here a very different role as it did in (A.13): it is now

a Lagrange multiplier for the constraint

Xaα b
α = 0 (A.21)

on the field bα. Notice how both C ′α and bα satisfy the same constraint as χα(φ)

in this gauge-fixing scheme.
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B Anomaly Polynomials for SO and Sp

Let us make a quick overview of relations among symmetric traces between various

representations.‡‡ For this, it suffices to consider F of the form

iF → fIH
I (B.1)

with the Cartan generators H’s. To relate the anomaly polynomials in other repre-

sentations to those of the defining ones,

q̂m(f) ≡
∑
i

2(fi)
2m (B.2)

will be used as the convenient unit expressions in the following. One universal fact

to keep in mind is that

trR(fIH
I)2m+1 = 0 (B.3)

for any (pseudo-)real representation R. For so and sp, this holds for the defining

representations and all tensor products thereof.

B.1 so(N)

Let us start with the simplest case of so(N = 2r).

tr
so(2r)
adj (fIH

I)2m = 4(r − 1)×
r∑

i=1

(fi)
2m

+4×
∑
i<j

m−1∑
l=1

(2m)!

(2l)!(2m− 2l)!
(fi)

2l(fj)
2(m−l) (B.4)

where 4(r − 1) factor for f2mi is from summing over j ̸= i the contributions from the

roots ±ei ± ej. This results in

tr
so(2r)
adj (fIH

I)2 = (2r − 2)× q̂1(f)

tr
so(2r)
adj (fIH

I)4 = (2r − 8)× q̂2(f) + 3× q̂1(f)
2

‡‡The content of this Appenidx is borrowed from a textbook in writing by the senior author [29].
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tr
so(2r)
adj (fIH

I)6 = (2r − 32)× q̂3(f) + 15× q̂1(f) q̂2(f) (B.5)

and so on.

One can easily extend this to so(2r + 1). Since the root system is extended to

include ±ei’s in addition to those of so(2r), this has the effect of adding a contribution

of the defining representation,

tr
so(2r+1)
adj (fIH

I)2m = (4(r − 1) + 2)×
r∑

i=1

(fi)
2m + · · · (B.6)

which, relative to the above so(2r), merely shift the coefficient of the highest power

summation q̂m(f). The two sets of results combine naturally to

tr
so(N)
adj F2 = (N − 2)× tr

so(N)
def F2 (B.7)

tr
so(N)
adj F4 = (N − 8)× tr

so(N)
def F4 + 3×

(
tr

so(N)
def F2

)2

tr
so(N)
adj F6 = (N − 32)× tr

so(N)
def F6 + 15×

(
tr

so(N)
def F2

)(
tr

so(N)
def F4

)
and so on.

Spinors

Spinor representations of so(N) deserve special attention. The trace formulae for

spinor can be written most universally for both so(2r + 1) and so(2r) via the Chern

character,

chso(N)
s (F) = trse

iF/2π =
∑
µs

⟨µs|e
∑

I fIH
I/2π|µs⟩

=
r∏

i=1

∑
±

〈
± 1

2
ei

∣∣∣∣efiHi/2π

∣∣∣∣± 1

2
ei

〉
=

r∏
i=1

2 cosh(fi/4π) (B.8)

with the subscript/superscript s for spinors.

For so(2r), there is another invariant to compute since the spinor splits into two

irreducible representations, ±s for chiral/anti-chiral spinors. Instead of computing
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them individually, we will compute the difference

ch
so(2r)
+s (F)− ch

so(2r)
−s (F) = tr

so(2r)
+s eiF/2π − tr

so(2r)
−s eiF/2π

=
r∏

i=1

2 sinh(fi/4π)

=

∏
i(fi/2π)

A(F)
=
χ(F)

A(F)
(B.9)

where the numerator, the Pfaffian of F/2π in the defining representation, is the Euler

invariant while we see the A-roof genus downstairs.

To relate the results to those from the defining representation, we may expand the

above, modulo the factors of 2π’s, as follows. With so(2r + 1) spinors, for example,

we find

trso(2r+1)
s (fIH

I)2m = 2r ×
∑

m=
∑

i li

(2m)!∏
i(2li)!

∏
i

(fi/2)
2li (B.10)

The first, m = 2, reproduces

trso(2r+1)
s F2 = 2r−7 ×

(
16 tr

so(2r+1)
def F2

)
trso(2r+1)

s F4 = 2r−7 ×
(
−8 tr

so(2r+1)
def F4 + 6

(
tr

so(2r+1)
def F2

)2
)

(B.11)

The same computation works verbatim for the reducible spinor representation of

so(2r) with both chiral and anti-chiral spinors combined.

If the individual trace formulae for ± spinors of so(2r) are needed, we can take

the same exercise, as long as 2m < r. As is evident from the above Chern classes, the

difference between + spinor and − spinor begins to show starting from 2m = r. For

2m < r, the same expansion formula works for individual ± spinors, except that one

should care to divide the right-hand side by 2. The latter effectively replaces 2r−7

in front by 2r−8, taking into account the half degrees of freedom in the (anti-)chiral

spinor representations.
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B.2 sp(r = N/2)

The case of sp(r) is no different. It shares the same qm(f) as the trace of F2m in the

defining representation, while the adjoint counterpart is

tr
sp(r)
adj (fIH

I)2m = (4(r − 1) + 2× 22m)×
r∑

i=1

(fi)
2m

+4×
∑
i<j

m−1∑
l=1

(2m)!

(2l)!(2m− 2l)!
(fi)

2l(fj)
2(m−l) (B.12)

where the only difference from so(2r) is the additional factor 2 × 22m from ±2ei

contributions. Again, starting from the so(2r) results, it is a matter of shifting

coefficient of qm(f), such that 2r becomes 2r + 22m. This results in

tr
sp(N/2)
adj F2 = (N + 2)× tr

sp(N/2)
def F2 (B.13)

tr
sp(N/2)
adj F4 = (N + 8)× tr

sp(N/2)
def F4 + 3×

(
tr

sp(N/2)
def F2

)2

(B.14)

and so on.

Antisymmetric Tensors

The highest weight of the n-th power antisymmetric tensor is e1 + · · · + en. The

weights for n = 2 are

{±ei ± ej} ∪ {0} (B.15)

which appears identical to the adjoint weights of so(2r = N). The hidden difference

is in the degeneracy of the zero weight, which is r − 1 here as opposed to r for the

so(2r) adjoint. However, this difference does not enter our computation here and the

final results for rank 2 antisymmetric tensor of sp(r) are identical to those for the

adjoint of so(2r),

tr
sp(N/2)
[[[[2]]]] F2 = (N − 2)× tr

sp(N/2)
def F2 (B.16)

tr
sp(N/2)
[[[[2]]]] F4 = (N − 8)× tr

sp(N/2)
def F4 + 3×

(
tr

sp(N/2)
def F2

)2

(B.17)
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where we also used the above fact that the two algebras share the common weights

for the respective defining representations.

The weights for the n = 3 antisymmetric tensor are the following

{±ei ± ej ± ek} ∪ {±el} (B.18)

where the latter set of weights are degenerate r − 2 times. This leads to

tr
sp(N/2)
[[[[3]]]] F2 =

(N − 1)(N − 4)

2
× tr

sp(N/2)
def F2

tr
sp(N/2)
[[[[3]]]] F4 =

(N − 4)(N − 13)

2
× tr

sp(N/2)
def F4

+ 3(N − 4)×
(
tr

sp(N/2)
def F2

)2

(B.19)
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