
WHAT IS AN ANOMALY?
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Abstract. The anomaly of a quantum field theory is an expression of its projective nature. This
starting point quickly leads to its manifestation as a special kind of field theory: a once-categorified
invertible theory. We arrive at this statement through a general discussion of projectivity and
a discussion of projectivity in quantum mechanics. We conclude with a general formula for the
anomaly of a free spinor field.
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This note1 is based on the thesis:

(A) Quantum theory is projective. Quantization is linear.

Hence our answer to the titular question:

(B) The anomaly is the projectivity of a quantum theory.

As such, the anomaly is a feature, not a bug [tH]. It is an obstruction only when quantizing (§4).
Anomalies in quantum field theory have a long history, dating back to work of Steinberger [St],

Adler [Ad], and Bell-Jackiw [BJ]; see [AgVm] for a recent survey and many additional references.

(We do not attempt an account of that history here.) The idea that an anomaly enjoys the

locality properties of a field theory was not explicit in the literature of the 20th century, at least

to my knowledge, though the “inflow” mechanism of Callen-Harvey [CH] is a precursor. The first
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2 D. S. FREED

indications for me came from reading [W1]. This and many more influences led to [FT, F1], in

which anomalies appear as invertible field theories. (The first brief mention of this formulation is at

the end of [FHT].) Nonetheless, this previous work does not tie anomalies in quantum field theory

to projectivity, which is the main point of this note. Significantly, the new viewpoint in terms of

projective field theories leads us to define an anomaly as a once-categorified invertible field theory.

Two myths about anomalies. First, it is often said that anomalies are only associated to symmetries.

However, the theory of a free spinor field (and no other fields) has an anomaly. For example, an

anomaly is present in the minimal 1-dimensional theory with a single spinor field, and there is no

obvious symmetry to which to ascribe the anomaly. Second, one might think that anomalies are

only caused by fermionic fields. Not so! For example, the flavor symmetry of QCD is anomalous—

indeed, that anomaly involves fermions—but the anomaly persists in the effective theory of pions,

which is a bosonic theory in the sense that there are no fluctuating fermionic fields.

1. Projective spaces, linearization, and symmetry

We review the interplay between linear and projective geometry, emphasizing the structure of

symmetries. The key concept is the projectivity of a projective representation. We conclude with

a discussion of the question: What is projective space?

Projectivization of a linear space. LetW be a vector space. For the application to quantum theory

we work over the field of complex numbers, but the exposition generalizes to arbitrary fields. For

simplicity, assume that W is finite dimensional. Associated to W are two objects of a “projective

nature”. The projective space PpW q is the space of lines L Ă W . (A line is a 1-dimensional linear

subspace.) The algebra EndpW q is the space of linear maps T : W Ñ W . One expression of the

projective nature of PpW q and EndpW q is that they do not change when W is replaced by the

tensor product W bK with a line K. Namely, there are canonical isomorphisms

(1.1)
PpW q ÝÑ PpW bKq
L ÞÝÑ LbK

EndpW q ÝÑ EndpW bKq
T ÞÝÑ T b idK

These isomorphisms suggest that the algebra EndpW q is canonically associated to the projective

space PpW q in place of the vector space W , a notion we explain in footnote 4 below.

Projective symmetries. A linear symmetry of W induces a projective symmetry of PpW q, and

conversely a projective symmetry of PpW q has a Cˆ-torsor2 of lifts to a linear symmetry of W .

The relationship between linear and projective symmetries is encoded in the short exact sequence

of Lie groups

(1.2) Cˆ // GL // PGL

2A Cˆ-torsor is a manifold equipped with a simply transitive action of Cˆ. Any projective symmetry lifts to a
linear symmetry, unique up to composition with a homothety : scaling by a nonzero complex number λ P Cˆ.
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which is a central extension. We use notation for the finite dimensional model space W “ Cn`1,

though we drop the dimension n; with appropriate topologies these can also be taken to be groups

of symmetries of infinite dimensional spaces. A Lie group G of projective symmetries is specified

by a Lie group homomorphism G Ñ PGL. It induces a pull back central extension of G

(1.3)

Cˆ // GL // PGL

Cˆ // rG //

OO

G

OO

together with a linear action of the centrally extended group rG.

A linearization of the projective action is a lift of G Ñ PGL to a homomorphism G Ñ GL. A

linearization is equivalent to a splitting of the induced central extension:

(1.4)

Cˆ // GL // PGL

Cˆ // rG //

OO

G

OObb

oo

The obstruction to a linearization is measured by a homomorphism α from G to a classifying space

for the center Cˆ:

(1.5)

Cˆ // GL // PGL // BCˆ

Cˆ // rG
π //

OO

G

OO

α

;;

One geometric model for BCˆ is the category of Cˆ-torsors and isomorphisms of Cˆ-torsors. The

category BCˆ is a groupoid—all morphisms are invertible—and furthermore it carries a symmetric

tensor product. It is in this sense that we have a homomorphism α : G Ñ BCˆ: for each g P G

there is a Cˆ-torsor Lg; for each pair g1, g2 P G there is an isomorphism Lg1 b Lg2 Ñ Lg1g2 ; and

for each triple g1, g2, g3 P G there is a compatibility (associativity, cocycle condition) among these

isomorphisms. In short, a homomorphism G Ñ BCˆ is a central extension of G by Cˆ. The

torsor Lg is π´1pgq in the central extension. The homomorphism α : G Ñ BCˆ is the projectivity

of the projective representation; it measures the deviation from linearizability.

One can turn the story around. Begin with the projectivity α:

(1.6)

BCˆ

G

α

;;

and then define a projective representation with projectivity α to be a homomorphism ρ̄ : G Ñ PGL

that makes the diagram

(1.7)

PGL // BCˆ

G

ρ̄

OO

α

;;
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commute. As argued above, the projectivity α is equivalent to a central extension of G by Cˆ, and

then a projective representation ρ̄ of G is equivalent to a linear representation ρ of rG in which the

central Cˆ acts by scalar multiplication:

(1.8)

Cˆ // GL // PGL // BCˆ

Cˆ // rG //

ρ

OO

G

ρ̄

OO

α

;;

A linearization of ρ̄ is equivalent to a splitting of the central extension, which in other terms is a

trivialization of the projectivity α:

(1.9)

Cˆ // GL // PGL // BCˆ

Cˆ // rG //

ρ

OO

G

ρ̄

OObb

oo

KK

1

W_
»

α

;;

Cohomological interpretation. The homotopy class or isomorphism class (the appropriate phrase

depends on the model of BCˆ) of the projectivity α lies in a cohomology group H2pG;Cˆq. The

precise type of cohomology depends on the nature of the group G. For example, if G is a finite

group, then we can use standard group cohomology of Eilenberg-MacLane, which is equivalent to

the singular cohomology of a space that realizes the classifying space BG. If G is a Lie group, then

a different type of cohomology is needed. As intimated several times now, the central extension

(1.10)

BCˆ

Cˆ // rG // G

α

;;

is a “cocycle” for the cohomology class. Splittings of the central extension—equivalently trivializa-

tions of the projectivity α—form a torsor over characters λ of G:

(1.11)

BCˆ

Cˆ // rG // G

KK

1

W_
»oo

α

;;

λ

ii

Characters are invertible linear representations, or in terms of cohomology, elements of H1pG;Cˆq.
Recall that the class of the projectivity lies in the next higher cohomology group H2pG;Cˆq. This
leads to the main takeaway:

(1.12)
The projectivity of a projective representation is a “suspended” or
“delooped” or “once-categorified” invertible linear representation.
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What is a projective space? In other words, how do we define a projective space without expressing

it as the projectivization PpW q of a linear space W? Our answer is a special case of a definition of

Klein-Cartan. Amodel geometry H ö X consists of a smooth manifoldX equipped with a left action

of a Lie groupH. For example, the model for n-dimensional complex linear geometry is GLnC ö Cn.

The model for n-dimensional hyperbolic geometry is On,1 ö Hn, where Hn is hyperbolic space. An

instance of pH ö Xq-geometry is specified by a right H-torsor T ; the associated manifold

(1.13) XT :“ T ˆH X

carries this geometry. Here T ˆH X is the mixing construction: T ˆH X “ pT ˆ Xq{H, where

h P H transforms pt, xq P T ˆX by pt, xq ¨h “ pt ¨h, h´1 ¨xq. (Example: for n-dimensional complex

linear geometry, XT is a complex vector space and T is the right GLnC-torsor of isomorphisms

Cn –ÝÝÑ XT : bases of XT .) If S is a smooth manifold, then a family of pH ö Xq-geometries

is specified by a principal H-bundle P Ñ S. The geometry lives on the associated fiber bundle

XP Ñ S. Furthermore, we allow S to be a smooth stack. Example: if S “ ˚{{G for a Lie group G,

then an pH ö Xq-geometry over S is a single pH ö Xq-geometry equipped with a G-action.

With this in mind, the model for n-dimensional complex projective geometry has X “ CPn.

There are several possibilities for the group H. For complex algebraic geometry H “ PGLn`1C is

the group of all holomorphic automorphisms of CPn. In Kähler geometry H “ PUn`1 is the group

of holomorphic isometries of CPn. There are infinite dimensional analogs. We will see below that

neither is the correct choice for the model geometry for quantum mechanics.

2. Quantum mechanics as a projective system

We begin with the usual linear description of quantum mechanics, and then point out its pro-

jective nature. Wigner’s theorem is used to determine the correct model geometry for quantum

mechanics.

Quantum mechanics as a linear system. Typically, one gives the state space H, assumed to be a

complex separable Hilbert space, together with a self-adjoint operator H on H, the Hamiltonian.

From this data one defines the space PH of pure states, a convex space of all states, and an algebra

of observables. The space of pure states comes equipped with a function

(2.1)
p : PH ˆ PH ÝÑ r0, 1s

L0 , L1 ÞÝÑ |xψ0, ψ1y|2

that encodes transition probabilities between pure states. Here ψi P Li, i “ 0, 1, are unit norm

vectors in the lines L0, L1 P PH.
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Suppose given times (real numbers) t0 ă t1 ă ¨ ¨ ¨ ă tn ă tf , initial and final pure states

L0, Lf P PH, and observables3 A1, . . . , An P EndpHq. Then the basic quantity in the theory is

(2.2) p
´

Lf , e
´iptf´tnqH{ℏAn ¨ ¨ ¨ e´ipt2´t1qH{ℏA1e

´ipt1´t0qH{ℏ L0

¯

P r0, 1s

This probability is the norm square of a complex amplitude. If we choose unit vectors ψ0 P L0,

ψf P Lf , then the amplitude is the complex number

(2.3)
@

ψf , e
´iptf´tnqH{ℏAn ¨ ¨ ¨ e´ipt2´t1qH{ℏA1e

´ipt1´t0qH{ℏ ψ0

D

H
P C

Of course, we should write the amplitude in terms of the states L0, Lf , not in terms of the auxiliary

choices ψ0, ψf . This is straightforward: as a function of ψ0, ψf , (2.3) is an element of the hermitian

line pLf b L0q˚ – Lf b L0.

It is striking that ordinary amplitudes in quantum mechanics are elements of complex lines rather

than complex numbers.

Quantum mechanics as a projective system. As explained in §1, the space PH of pure states and

the space EndpHq of observables only depend on the projective space that underlies the linear

space H. Therefore, suppose a projective space P in the sense of (1.13) is given. (Shortly we

determine precisely what model geometry we need.) Then P is the space of pure states of a

quantum mechanical system, and there is an associated algebra AP of observables.4 The transition

probability function

(2.4)
p : P ˆ P ÝÑ r0, 1s
σ0 , σ1 ÞÝÑ |xψ0, ψ1y|2H

is defined by choosing a linearization P –ÝÝÑ PH and choosing unit norm vectors ψ0, ψ1 in the lines

of H that correspond to σ0, σ1. One checks5 that (2.4) is independent of these choices.

With this setup in place, the analog of the probability (2.2) is

(2.5) p
´

σf , e
´iptf´tnqH{ℏAn ¨ ¨ ¨ e´ipt2´t1qH{ℏA1e

´ipt1´t0qH{ℏ σ0

¯

P r0, 1s

The amplitude (2.3) is also well-defined in this projective setup; it lives in a hermitian line Lf bL0

that is defined using (2.3) and the gerbe of linearizations of P . As before, the probability (2.5) is

the norm square of this amplitude.

3For us ‘EndpHq’ denotes bounded operators, and for this formal discussion we restrict to bounded observables.
4If H ö X is the model geometry, with X “ CP “ PpHq a model complex projective space of finite or infinite

dimension, so H “ CPN or H is a standard infinite dimensional Hilbert space; and if T is the right H-torsor that
specifies the projective space P “ T ˆH CP; then AP “ T ˆH EndpHq, where H acts by conjugation on EndpHq.

5Use that H “ PQ, and that a linearization of the projective space associated to a PQ-torsor T is associated to a
lift of T to a Q-torsor. (The Lie groups Q and PQ are defined in the next subsection.) The collection of lifts, and so

of linearizations, forms a T-gerbe. See footnote 7 below for one model of a gerbe.
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The symmetry/structure group of quantum mechanics. This is the group PQ of permutations

of the points of a projective space P that preserve the function (2.4), which is the basic data of

quantum mechanics. Fix a linearization P –ÝÝÑ PH; then the group PQ “ AutpP, pq of maps P ÝÑ P
preserving p is the isometry group of the Fubini-Study metric d : PH ˆ PH ÝÑ Rě0. This follows

from the well-known formula (see [BH] for a discussion and references)

(2.6) cospdq “ 2p´ 1

The structure group PQ we seek is the isometry group of a model Fubini-Study projective space.

Example 2.7. If H “ C2, then P “ CP1 is the complex projective line, which is diffeomorphic to

the 2-sphere S2, and the Fubini-Study metric transports to the round metric on S2. The isometry

group in this case is the orthogonal group O3. Observe the group extensions

(2.8)
T ÝÑ U2 ÝÑ SO3

T ÝÑ Q2 ÝÑ O3 “ PQ2

with kernel the group T Ă Cˆ of unit norm complex numbers. The first is a central extension

of the identity component SO3 of the Lie group PQ2 “ O3. Elements of SO3 act projectively

on C2, and U2 is the group of lifts to isometries of C2. The second extension in (2.8) is not central.

The extended group Q2 consists of unitary and antiunitary automorphisms of C2, and antiunitary

automorphisms anticommute with elements of the kernel T.

The following result, known as Wigner’s theorem, is undoubtedly due to Cartan for finite dimen-

sional projective spaces (in the form of determining the isometry group; see [Lo]), and in the infinite

dimensional case appears first in [vNW] without proof; see [Bo] for a history and [F2] for two geo-

metric proofs and references to earlier proofs. Let P be the projectivization of H “ CN in the finite

dimensional case and of a model complex separable Hilbert space H in the infinite dimensional

case. Let PQ denote the group of automorphisms of PH that preserve the function (2.4).

Theorem 2.9 (von Neumann–Wigner). The group PQ of projective quantum mechanical symme-

tries fits into a group extension

(2.10) T ÝÑ Q ÝÑ PQ

where Q is the group of unitary and antiunitary transformations of H.

The import of the theorem is the surjectivity of the map Q Ñ PQ. Each of Q and PQ is a Lie

group with two components; the identity component of Q is the unitary group. Let QN ,PQN be

these Lie groups for H “ CN , and let Q8,PQ8 be these groups in the infinite dimensional case.

This discussion is summarized by the statement (n P Zą0 Y t8u):

(2.11) The model geometry for quantum mechanics is PQn`1 ö CPn
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3. Quantum field theory as a projective system

Now we arrive at the central section of the paper. We begin by reviewing the Segal axioms for

Wick-rotated field theory, in which a field theory is a linear representation of a bordism category.

Then, following the main theme (A), we indicate the variation in which a field theory is a projective

representation of a bordism category. The anomaly is the projectivity of that representation, and

our main conclusion—analogous to (1.12)—is that the anomaly is a once-categorified invertible field

theory. We argue that the physical content of a quantum field theory is contained in a projective

theory rather than a linear theory. In most cases we know, the anomaly extends to a one higher

dimensional ordinary invertible field theory, as we indicate at the end of this section.

Wick-rotated field theory as a linear representation. Segal [S1] first introduced his axiom system

in the context of 2-dimensional conformal field theory. It was taken over to topological field theory

by Atiyah [A], and subsequently extended in many directions. Over time it became clear that the

axioms should apply to general quantum field theories. This general context is the subject of a

recent paper by Kontsevich-Segal [KS]. For our purposes here, we emphasize the formal structure.

There are two discrete parameters that specify the “type” of field theory. The first is a positive

integer n, which in Lorentz signature is the dimension of spacetime. The second is the collection F

of background fields. (In this axiom system there are no fluctuating fields—they have already

been integrated out—but see §4.) Let Mann denote the category of smooth n-manifolds and local

diffeomorphisms, and let sSet denote the category of simplicial sets.

Definition 3.1. A Wick-rotated field is a sheaf

(3.2) F : Manop
n ÝÑ sSet

One needs extra structure on Mann to formulate the sheaf condition, which as usual is in terms of

open covers; see [FH1] for one exposition. Some fields take values in the category of sets: Riemann-

ian metrics, R-valued functions, N -valued functions for a fixed smooth manifold N , orientations,

etc. Others take values in groupoids: G-connections for a fixed Lie group G, spin structures,

etc. Still others take values in higher groupoids: B-fields, C-fields, etc. The choice of sSet as

codomain in (3.2) accommodates all of these. In our usage, F is a finite set of fields, such as

F “ torientations, Riemannian metricsu. For an n-manifold M , the space of sections FpMq of the

sheaf is the space (simplicial set) of fields on M .

Given n,F, we define a bordism category Bordxn´1,nypFq. An object is a closed pn ´ 1q-
manifold Y , embedded in a germ pY of an n-manifold, equipped with a coorientation in that germ,

and equipped with an object of FppY q. (The coorientation is the Wick-rotated remnant of an “ar-

row of time” of a spacelike hypersurface.) A morphism X : Y Ñ Y 1 is a compact n-manifold with

boundary equipped with a partition into incoming and outgoing components, a germ pX of an em-

bedding of the boundary into an n-manifold that extends the germ of a collar neighborhood of

the boundary, isomorphisms of the incoming boundary germs with pY and the outgoing boundary

germs with pY 1, and an object of Fp pXq together with isomorphisms of its restrictions to the bound-

ary germs with the background fields on pY and pY 1. A sample object and morphism are depicted in

Figure 1. Composition is by gluing, and disjoint union provides a symmetric monoidal structure.
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Axiom System: BordnpFq bordism category

n dimension of spacetime

F background fields (orientation, Riemannian metric, . . . )

Vect linear category of topological vector spaces and linear maps

F : BordnpFq ›Ñ Vect linear representation of bordism category

Fully local for topological theories; full locality in principle for general theories

Unitarity is encoded via an additional reflection positivity structure

Kontsevich-Segal: recent paper with these axioms for nontopological theories
geometric form of Wick rotation via admissible complex metrics
theorem constructing theory on globally hyperbolic Lorentz manifolds

->
4
- ⑤

x
Yr

X
7

you ↑ x
"=
y, +yz+yz-put

Yz

Figure 1. An object and a morphism in the bordism category BordnpFq. Germs of
n-manifolds are represented by the shadings, and coorientations by the red arrows.
Background fields are not depicted.

Remark 3.3. A field or collection of fields (3.2) is topological if the sheaf that defines it is locally

constant. Examples include orientations, spin structures, G-bundles for a finite group G, etc. Non-

examples include R-valued functions, Riemannian metrics, G-connections for a positive dimensional

Lie group G, etc. A locally constant sheaf is equivalent to an n-dimensional tangential structure

in the sense introduced into bordism theory by Lashof [La]. For topological fields the bordism

category was first introduced by Milnor in his proof of the h-cobordism theorem [M].

Let Vect denote a suitable category of topological vector spaces and linear maps; see [KS, §3]
for details. The important point is that the linear maps are nuclear, which is a form of smallness.6

Axiom System 3.4. A (Wick-rotated) field theory

(3.5) F : Bordxn´1,nypFq ÝÑ Vect

is a linear representation of a bordism category.

Here ‘linear representation’ means a symmetric monoidal functor of symmetric monoidal categories,

which we simply call a ‘homomorphism’. So F assigns a vector space (state space) F pY q to every

closed pn´ 1q-manifold and a linear map F pXq : F pY q Ñ F pY 1q to every bordism X : Y Ñ Y 1.

Remark 3.6.

(1) A field theory is topological if it factors through a bordism category Bordxn´1,nypF1q in

which F1 is a locally constant sheaf.

(2) For topological theories there is an extended notion of locality.

(3) Just as representations of Lie groups are not necessarily unitarizable (example: SL2R), so
too the notion of unitarity is not part of Axiom System 3.4. Rather, unitarity appears in

the form of reflection positivity, which is a structure on F that we do not elaborate here.

Wick-rotated QFT as a projective representation. As in the case of quantum mechanics (§2),
quantum field theory is a projective system, and so (3.5) should take values in a suitable category

of projective spaces and projective linear maps.

6In quantum mechanics, for example, in real time the evolution is by unitary operators e´itH{ℏ, t P R, whereas
Wick-rotated “evolution” is by smoothing maps e´τH{ℏ, τ P Rą0, which in particular are nuclear (trace class).
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Remark 3.7. At the end of §1 we gave several model geometries for complex projective space. Since

unitarity is not built into Axiom System 3.4, the appropriate model for the projective variation of

the axioms is that of complex algebraic geometry, namely PGLn`1C ö CPn, where n P Zą0 Y t8u.
(For n “ 8 we use ‘CP8’ for the projective space of a distinguished object of Vect, in the same

sense that CN is a distinguished N -dimensional complex vector space.)

Let Line be the category of 1-dimensional complex vector spaces and invertible linear maps

between them; it is a categorified version of the group Cˆ. We seek a categorification of the short

exact sequence (1.2), which we write as:

(3.8) Line // Vect // Proj

Heuristically, Proj is a category of complex projective spaces and projective linear maps, and it

should be based on the particular topological vector spaces and continuous linear maps used to

define the category Vect. More precisely, the Picard groupoid Line, which is a model for BCˆ,

acts on Vect and Proj is the quotient of this action. This quotient is naturally a 2-category, not

a 1-category. See Appendix A for more indications of the definition of Proj. As in (1.5) there is a

classifying space for Line and an extension of the sequence (3.8):

(3.9) Line // Vect // Proj // BLine

We have the ingredients in place to mimic the discussion in §1 that begins with (1.3). Namely,

a projective field theory F is a homomorphism (symmetric monoidal functor) into Proj:

(3.10)

Line // Vect // Proj // BLine

Bordxn´1,nypFq
F

OO

Its projectivity, or anomaly α, is the composition with the map to BLine:

(3.11)

Line // Vect // Proj // BLine

Bordxn´1,nypFq
F

OO

α

77

Since α is a map out of a bordism category, it is a field theory. Shortly we identify its precise

nature. At this stage we simply emphasize the analogy with the map α in (1.5), which measures

the projectivity of a projective representation of a Lie group. Analogous to (1.4), a projective

field theory induces a central extension of a bordism category and a linear representation rF of the

centrally extended bordism category:

(3.12)

Line // Vect // Proj // BLine

Line // ČBordxn´1,nypFq
rF

OO

// Bordxn´1,nypFq
F

OO

α

77



WHAT IS AN ANOMALY? 11

This version of a projective field theory—a linear representation of a centrally extended bordism

category—already appears in Segal’s original paper, namely [S1, Definition (5.2)] (which in fact is

more general). A trivialization of the anomaly is equivalent to a lift of the projective theory rF to

a linear theory F :

(3.13)

Line // Vect // Proj // BLine

Line // ČBordxn´1,nypFq
rF

OO

// Bordxn´1,nypFq
F

OO DD

1

S[
»oo

α

77

oo
F

hh

Trivializations of α—if they exist—form a torsor over homomorphisms λ : Bordxn´1,nypFq Ñ Line:

(3.14)

Line // Vect // Proj // BLine

Line // ČBordxn´1,nypFq
rF

OO

// Bordxn´1,nypFq
F

OO DD

1

S[
»oo

α

77

oo
F

hh

λ

ll

Anomaly as a once-categorified invertible field theory. We begin by elucidating the classifying

space BLine, which we model as a 2-category, just as BCˆ is modeled as a 1-category after (1.5).

A simple model is the 2-groupoid B2Cˆ which has a single object, a single 1-morphism, and the

group Cˆ of 2-morphisms. A more robust model is the 2-category of Cˆ-gerbes,7 or equivalently of

invertible Vect-modules.

Definition 3.15. Fix n,F.

(1) An invertible field theory is a homomorphism

(3.16) λ : Bordxn´1,nypFq ÝÑ Line

(2) A once-categorified invertible field theory is a homomorphism

(3.17) α : Bordxn´1,nypFq ÝÑ BLine

Let Y be an object of Bordxn´1,nypFq, which is essentially a closed pn ´ 1q-manifold. (The addi-

tional data of an object—the germ of a cooriented embedding into an n-manifold together with

a background field—is spelled out following Definition 3.1.) Then λpY q is a complex line, the

1-dimensional state space of the invertible field theory λ on Y . By contrast, αpY q is a gerbe. If

α is the anomaly of a projective theory F , then αpY q measures the projectivity of the projective

space F pY q. Now suppose X is a closed n-manifold equipped with a background field. Then

λpXq is a nonzero complex number, whereas αpXq is a complex line. If F is a projective theory

with anomaly α, then F pXq is an element of the complex line αpXq. (Recall that amplitudes in

quantum mechanics are naturally elements of complex lines—see the text that follows (2.5)—so it

is natural that partition functions of quantum field theories are also elements of complex lines.)

7Here is one model of a Cˆ-gerbe. The data is a set A; for each pair α0, α1 P A a complex line Lα0α1 ; and

for each triple α0, α1, α2 P A an isomorphism of lines θα0,α1,α2 : C
–

ÝÝÑ Lα1α2
b L´1

α0α2
b Lα0α1 . For each quartet

α0, α1, α2, α3 P A there is a condition on the θ’s. A projective space P gives rise to a gerbe in which A is a set of
linearizations of P.
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Interlude: Remarks on the physics of projective theories. We make two observations that may

help locate our picture among more familiar ideas in quantum field theory.

The first is an interpretation of conversations with Nati Seiberg. Namely, one might consider two

(linear) quantum field theories F, F 1 to encode the same physics if there is an invertible theory λ

on the same background fields such that8 F 1 “ F b λ. After all, traditional correlation functions

are ratios, which in a path integral take the schematic form

(3.18)

ş

Dϕ e´Spϕqϕpx1q . . . ϕpxkq
ş

Dϕ e´Spϕq
,

and such ratios are unchanged under tensoring by an invertible theory. In other terms, the cate-

gorical group of invertible field theories operates on the collection of quantum field theories, and

theories in the same orbit encode the same physics. Now simply observe that the orbits are pro-

jective theories.9 Therefore, it is the projective theory that encodes physical information.

The second remark is about the following piece of common lore: A gapped quantum system

is well-approximated at low energy by a topological field theory. In fact, the correct statement is

that it is well-approximated by a projective field theory which is topological: a linear field theory

approximation may not be topological, but its projectivization is. A showpiece example that

illustrates why projectivity is necessary is 3-dimensional Yang-Mills with a nondegenerate Chern-

Simons term. Fix a compact Lie group G. A general level is a cocycle that represents a class

λ P H4pBG;Zq. For e P Rą0 consider the Wick-rotated theory with lagrangian

(3.19) L “ 1

4e2
FA ^ ˚FA ` ΓλpAq,

where ΓλpAq is the Chern-Simons term. For this 3-dimensional theory, the background fields are

(3.20) F “ torientations, Riemannian metricsu.

The following claims are implicit in [W2].

Claim 3.21.

(1) The lagrangian (3.19) determines a family of Wick-rotated field theories parametrized by

e P Rą0.

(2) The singular limit as e Ñ 8 exists and defines a field theory

(3.22) F : Bordx2,3ypFq ÝÑ Vect.

(3) The underlying projective theory F is topological, i.e., it factors through Bordx2,3ypF1q for

(3.23) F1 “ torientationsu

(4) The factored theory F
1
: Bordx2,3ypF1q Ñ Proj has a nontrivial (framing) anomaly.

8The tensor product operation on theories is often called ‘stacking’.
9As stated here, they are projective theories with trivializable anomaly. We can modify the discussion to incorpo-

rate nontrivializable anomalies by passing to centrally extended bordism categories.
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Extension of an anomaly theory. Often it happens that the anomaly theory α, which is a once-

categorified invertible n-dimensional theory, can be presented as the truncation of an invertible

pn` 1q-dimensional theory α̃:

(3.24)

BLine

Bordxn´1,nypFq
α

55

� � // Bordxn´1,n,n`1yprFq
α̃

OO

Here rF is a sheaf of pn ` 1q-dimensional fields. In this case, a field theory F with anomaly α can

be realized as a boundary theory of the invertible field theory α̃. We give an example of this at the

end of the paper: a free spinor field.

4. Anomalies as an obstruction to quantization

In this section we explain the second half of Slogan (A), which was introduced at the start:

Quantum theory is projective. Quantization is linear.

Fix a dimension n, let F be a sheaf of n-dimensional fields, and suppose F : Bordxn´1,nypFq Ñ Proj

is an n-dimensional (projective) theory over F. We want to integrate out some fields in F. Hence

assume that F is the total space of a fiber bundle

(4.1) π : F ÝÑ G

of fields. For the quantization of F , we view the fibers of π as fluctuating fields and the base of π

as background fields. A typical example is the fiber bundle

(4.2)

torientations, Riemannian metrics, G-connectionsu
π

��
torientations, Riemannian metricsu

for G a Lie group. In this case we integrate over G-connections (gauge fields) and treat orientations

and Riemannian metrics as background fields. Quantization of F along π—integration over the

fluctuating fields—should produce a theory G : Bordxn´1,nypGq Ñ Proj. Of course, this integration

process has all the analytic interest and difficulties of quantum field theory. Our limited goal is to

discuss descent of the projectivity (anomaly) along π.

To see the issue, consider a closed n-manifold X. Integration over fluctuating fields on X is

depicted in Figure 2. Here g P GpXq is a background field on X, and the fiber of π over g consists
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↓ afe
/Ax
-x)g(x)

Figure 2. The Feynman path integral on a closed n-manifold X

of background + fluctuating fields f P FpXq that map to g under π. One must integrate the

partition function of F over this fiber. The partition function F pXq is a section of a line bundle

αpXq Ñ FpXq. One is instructed to integrate this section over the fibers of π. However, that

does not make formal sense: we cannot add elements of different complex lines.10 To carry out

the integration we need an isomorphism of the line bundle on each fiber to a constant line bundle:

the fiber over g P GpXq must be identified with a fixed line that depends only on g. In other

words, we must descend the line bundle αpXq Ñ FpXq to a line bundle over GpXq. (Descent

is a parametrized trivialization along the fibers.) This is the argument for the anomaly as an

obstruction to quantization that dates back to the 1980’s. Also from that period is the variation

of this argument for a closed pn ´ 1q-manifold Y , in which case one is descending a gerbe. This is

the Hamiltonian anomaly [FS, NAg, Fa, S2].

An extension of this discussion shows that we must descend the entire anomaly theory α to a

once-categorified invertible theory over G. Trivialization of the anomaly on each fiber lifts from the

projective to the linear, which is the origin of the slogan (A). This descent has an existence and

uniqueness theory. The existence question—anomaly as obstruction—is the basis of the English

word ‘anomaly’ for the projectivity of a field theory.

A descent β of the anomaly theory α fits into the diagram

(4.3)

Bordxn´1,nypFq

π

��

α

++
BLine

Bordxn´1,nypGq
β 33

The data of the descent also includes an isomorphism

(4.4) θ : α
–ÝÝÑ π˚β

10Of course, the integrand must be a density on the fiber, not a function, but the important point is that it take
values in a fixed line on each fiber, not a variable line.
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A change of isomorphism θ is multiplication by an invertible field theory λ : Bordxn´1,nypGq Ñ Line.

Remark 4.5. The descent of the anomaly is a tractable—and often very useful—piece of data for

the quantization of F along π. If one carries out that quantization to produce a theory G over G,

then the anomaly theory of G is not necessarily β: the quantization process may introduce new

contributions to the projectivity. For example, if F is a classical (invertible) theory of a free spinor

field—with a spin structure, Riemannian metric, and possibly a connection as background fields—

then the anomaly α is trivial and β can be taken to be trivial as well. But the quantum theory G

of a free spinor field has a nontrivial anomaly.

5. Anomaly of a spinor field

As an illustration of anomalies, we review the general formula for the anomaly of a free n-

dimensional spinor field; this formula appears in [FH2, §9.2.5]. This anomaly theory extends to

a full pn ` 1q-dimensional invertible theory; as explained earlier, the anomaly is the truncation

to a once-categorified n-dimensional theory. The formula for the extended theory is a map of

spectra in stable homotopy theory, and so we begin with a quick review of the representation of

invertible field theories as maps of spectra. Then we review the data that defines a free spinor

field and conclude with the formula (5.8) for the anomaly theory. We remark that the formula

is a conjecture until more foundations (with differential cohomology) are developed for invertible

field theories and until the general Wick-rotated free spinor field is completely constructed in the

framework of Axiom System 3.4.

The account here is overly laconic, included mainly to illustrate Remark 5.2(1) below. As

compensation, we refer to [FH2] for background, details, and references.

Invertible field theories and stable homotopy theory. The basic idea is that an invertible theory

(5.1) λ : Bordxn´1,nypFq ÝÑ Line

maps into a groupoid : all morphisms in the category Line are invertible. Therefore, λ factors

through the quotient of Bordxn´1,nypFq in which all morphisms are inverted. At that point we

obtain a map of groupoids, which is equivalently a map of spaces. (For a leisurely exposition of

this equivalence, see [Po].) Furthermore, the symmetric monoidal structure on the domain and

codomain in (5.1) mean that the spaces are equipped with an infinite loop structure. Infinite

loop spaces are equivalent to (connective) spectra. In the end, then, an invertible field theory is

represented as a map of spectra.

Remark 5.2.

(1) The passage from categories to spectra makes invertible field theories amenable to a suite

of mathematical tools.

(2) The same passage applies to once-categorified invertible theories.
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(3) Full locality is well-developed for topological field theories, and for invertible theories that

are not necessarily topological we implicitly assume full locality in what follows. In the

general invertible, possibly non-topological, case we need differential versions of spectra;

see [ADH] and references therein.

For a free spinor field we have background fields

(5.3) F “ tspin structures, Riemannian metricsu.

If we drop the Riemannian metrics, then the spectrum obtained from the (extended) bordism

category is the Thom spectrumMSpin. In some cases the anomaly theory we are after is topological,

and thenMSpin is the domain of the anomaly theory. In general, the domain is a differential version.

There is a universal codomain for invertible field theories, characterized in the topological case

by the universal property that the partition functions determine the theory. We use a differential

variant, which for m-dimensional theories is a differential version of the Anderson dual to the

sphere spectrum IZ, shifted according to the dimension. With differential variants implicit, an

pn` 1q-dimensional invertible theory with background fields (5.3) is a spectrum map

(5.4) α : MSpin ÝÑ Σn`2IZ

C
⑤

1,n
- 1

R IX

Figure 3. Minkowski spacetime Mn and the vector space R1,n´1

Spinor field data. This data is given in the relativistic setting. Fix a spacetime dimension n.

Let Mn denote standard Minkowski spacetime. It is an n-dimensional affine space acted upon

simply transitively by the vector group R1,n´1 of translations; see Figure 3. Mn is equipped with a

translation-invariant Lorentz metric and a choice C Ă R1,n´1 of a component of (forward) timelike

vectors—a time-orientation. The spin group Spin1,n´1 Ă Cliff0
n´1,1 is a subset of the even Clifford

algebra.11 Spinor field data is a triple pS,Γ,mq that consists of

(5.5)

S real (ungraded) finite dimensional Cliff0
n´1,1-module

Γ: S ˆ S ÝÑ R1,n´1 symmetric Spin1,n´1-invariant form; Γps, sq P C for all s P S
m : S ˆ S ÝÑ R skew-symmetric Spin1,n´1-invariant (mass) form

11This Clifford algebra has n ´ 1 generators that square to `1 and one generator that squares to ´1.
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The Clifford module S restricts to a spin representation of Spin1,n´1. It is a remarkable theorem that

the positive symmetric pairing Γ exists for all S; this is only true in Lorentz signature. Furthermore,

if S is irreducible, then Γ is unique up to positive scale; in general there is a contractible space of

possible Γ. The mass form m may vanish.

Several important algebraic facts are proved or referenced in [FH2, §9.2.4]. Given pS,Γq, there
is a unique compatible Z{2Z-graded Cliffn´1,1-module structure on S ‘ S˚. Furthermore, every

finite dimensional Cliffn´1,1-module has this form. Crucially, nondegenerate mass forms for pS,Γq
correspond to Cliffn´1,2-module structures on S ‘ S˚ that extend the Cliffn´1,1-module structure.

The anomaly theory. We give the conjectured formula for m “ 0. In [CFLS] the theory with m as

a scalar field is considered, and there is a conjectured formula for the anomaly in [CFLS, §7.4].
Since Γ is a contractible choice, we drop it from the notation. Atiyah-Bott-Shapiro [ABS] identify

the abelian group of equivalence classes of Cliffn´1,1-modules modulo those that extend to Cliffn´1,2-

modules in terms of the KO-theory spectrum, and the module S determines a class in that group:

(5.6) rSs P π2´nKO – rS0,Σn´2KOs,

where S0 is the sphere spectrum.

Claim 5.7. The anomaly theory α “ αpS,Γq of the massless free spinor field is a differential lift of

(5.8) MSpin
ϕ^rSsÝÝÝÝÝÑ KO ^ Σn´2KO

µÝÝÑ Σn´2KO
PfaffÝÝÝÝÑ Σn`2IZ

Here ϕ : MSpin Ñ KO is essentially the Thom class of a real spin bundle, also defined in [ABS].

The map µ is multiplication in the ring spectrum KO, and Pfaff : KO Ñ Σ4IZ is the map that

enters the Anderson self-duality of KO; see [FMS].

Remark 5.9. As written (i.e., without a differential lift), (5.8) is the deformation class of the

anomaly theory α.

Appendix A. On the definition of Proj

We make some comments on the definition of Proj, introduced in (3.8) as the codomain of a

projective field theory (3.10). Our treatment is sparse since a detailed development is the subject

of a forthcoming thesis of Chetan Vuppulury (a student of Domenico Fiorenza).

Warmup: Suppose S is a set equipped with the action of a group G. The naive quotient is the

set S{G of orbits of the G-action. But it flouts the core ethos of categorical thinking to identify

elements of S to form a quotient. Rather, one should remember the group element that effects the

identification. This leads to the action groupoid S{{G whose set of objects is S and whose set of

morphisms is S ˆG. Lesson: The quotient of a set by a group is a 1-category.

The sequence (3.8) exhibits Proj as the quotient of Vect by Line, and the warmup suggests

that this quotient is a 2-category. A model for Line is the groupoid BCˆ; it has a single object
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with automorphism group Cˆ. Hence the 2-category Proj has vector spaces as objects, linear maps

as 1-morphisms, and diagrams

(A.1) V

T0

&&

T1

88�� λ V 1

as 2-morphisms, where λ P Cˆ and the linear maps T0, T1 satisfy T1 “ λT0. (The same adjectives

used to define Vect—certain topological vector spaces, nuclear linear maps—apply to Proj.)

More generally, suppose C is a symmetric monoidal p8, n` 1q-category for some12 n P Zě0. Let

Cˆ Ă C be the maximal Picard subgroupoid of C. Heuristically, define the projectivization PΩC of

ΩC “ HomCp1, 1q as the pullback

(A.2)

PΩC //

��

Cˆ

��
˚ // C

The special case that defines Proj is

(A.3)

Proj //

��

BLine

��
˚ // Alg

where Alg is the Morita 2-category of algebras, bimodules, and intertwiners. The core issue

is to define the pullback (A.2). In fact, more general constructions are given in [JS]. Namely,

Johnson-Freyd and Scheimbauer define categories CÓ and CÑ, each equipped with source and target

homomorphisms s, t : C˚ Ñ C, where ˚ “Ó or ˚ “Ñ. The pullback we seek is presumably the

intersection s´1p1q X t´1pCˆq. Finally, in terms of [JS, Definition 1.4] and the papers that inspired

it, we see that a projective field theory is a field theory relative to its anomaly theory.
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