
Topics in Supersymmetry Theory: 

L A Superspace Action for Ten-Dimensional Supersymmetric 

Yang-Mills Theory in Terms of Four-Dimensional Superfields; 

2. Gauge Groups for Type-l Superstrings 

Thesis by 

Augusto Sagnotti 

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements 

for the Degree of 

Doctor of Philosophy 

California Institute of Technology 

Pasadena, California 

1983 

(submitted May 23, 1983) 



-ii-

To my parents , 
Giovanni and Iole Sagnotti , 

and to my wife 
France sea 



-iii-

Acknowledgements 

I would like to express my deep gratitude to my advisor, J. H. Sch~·arz, for 

introducing me to supersymmetry, supergravity and superstrings, for constant 

guidance and support over the two years I have been with him, and for creating 

an exciting athmosphere by surrounding the students with four exceptional 

Research Fellows: Jim Gates, Martin Rocek, Warren Siegel and Theodore 

Tomaras . 

I would also like to thank my friends and teachers Prof. Bruno Crosignani 

and Prof. Paolo Di Porto of Rome University for encouraging me to start a Ph. D. 

in Theoretical Physics, and for their interest in my work over these years at Cal­

tech, Barton Zwiebach for sharing with me the excitement and the difficulties of 

the beginning, and Neil Marcus for a steady and enjoyable collaboration over the 

last year. 



~~iv-

Ju>stract 

This thesis is an account or most of the work that I did in Supersymmetry 

and Supergravity over the last two years . It deals with two major topics. the 

construction of a new superspace action for ten-dimensional supersymrnetric 

Yang-Mills theory in terms of four-dimensional superfields. and the classification 

of the gauge groups allowed at the classical level in the type-1 superstring 

theory. In addition, it contains a discussion of work that 1 did showing the 

uniqueness of supergravity in eleven dimensions and the uniqueness of the free 

Rarita-Schwinger action for rnassles~ and massive spin-~ fields . 
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Chapter 1 

Introduction to Supersymmetry 
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1.1. Introduction 

Super symmetry [ 1] is a symmetry of Relativistic Field Theory relating fields 

of different spin. It corresponds, from the .algebraic point of view, to enlarging 

the Poincare algebra by the inclusion of extra spinorial generators whose 

anticommutator generates the translations t . 

Supersymmetry has stimulated much theoretical interest over the last 

years, mainly because of its undeniable aesthetic appeal. To be honest, how-

ever, one has to admit that to date there is no compelling phenomenological evi-

dence that forces supersymmetry into our picture of the fundamental interac-

tions , contrary to what happened previously for the Poincare symmetry and for 

the internal symmetries of hadron physics . The main problem in this respect is 

that , as we will see, particles in the same irreducible representation of the 

supersymmetric generalization of the Poincare algebra are sets of bosons and 

fermions in equal numbers and all wiih the same mass , a circumstance that 

clearly does not correspond to observation. As a symmetry of nature, super-

symmetry must therefore be a broken symmetry. Why bother, then? The 

motivation for dealing with supersymrnetry is actually to be found in the 

mathematical structure of the theories . A somewhat loose, but very successful 

analog of such a situation can be found in the electroweak theory, where the 

SU(2) x U( 1) symmetry, hidden as spontaneously broken to U( 1)em , is 

mathematically appealing in that it leads to a renormalizable theory *. In a simi-

lar fashion, introducing supersymmetry, spontaneously or even explicitly 

t Corresponding to the number (!'-.') of supersymmetry generators in the algebra, one talks 
about N-extended supersyrrunetry. 

* The a...-,alogy is not too strong, because the SU(2) x U(l) multiplets are observed in weak in­
teractions. 
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broken, in gauge theories, leads to improved ultraviolet behavior, resulting from 

cancellations between contributions from fermionic and bosonic members of the 

same supermultiplet. Far more important, in the opinion of the author, is the 

possibility of constructing supersymmetric theories of gravity [2], where the 

metric tensor is unified via supersymmetry with matter fields . In this case, the 

cancellation of ultraviolet divergences is more crucial, as it leads to the first 

examples of couplings of matter to gravity which do not introduce any diver-

gences in the S matrix at one loop. 

Continuing in this direction, one also realizes that the supersymmetric 

theories of gravity, known as supergravity theories, are descendants of multilo-

cal field theories defined in ten-dimensional space time, known as superstring 

theories [3]. These are the first examples of string theories v.ithout tachyons in 

their spectrum. Moreover, when interpreted in four dimensions via 

compaclification of six of the nine spatial dimensions , they appear as 

"corrected" supergravity theories, with further hope of providing a perturba­

tively calculable quantum theory of gravity. Aga.in, to be honest, one should 

stress here that no ultraviolet divergences have been found to date in the S 

matrix of pure gravity , or in the S matrix of extended supergravity . In some 

sense , however, there is no reasonwhy the S matrix of dimensionally regularized 

pure gravity should not contain 1. divergences in two loops, and no unquestion­
c 

able reason why the same should not happen in supergravity for the 1. terms in 
c 

three loops. Furthermore, only one-loop amplitudes have been calculated so far 

in the superstring theories. Even though string theory amplitudes are less 

singular than the corresponding amplitudes in supergravity, in that they con-

verge in higher dimensions, where these diverge, nothing is known to date 

beyond one loop . 
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If one takes a positive attitude toward supergravity and superstrings, the 

natural thing to do in this context would then be trying to fit the known particles 

into the spectrum of the most suitable supergravity theory, or in the 

massless spectrum of a superstring theory. Again, the impact with this program 

(a very ambitious one, indeed), is not totally encouraging, as to date there is no 

widely agreed upon scheme for extracting the low-energy gauge theories from 

supergravity. Three different mechanisms have been proposed. One has to do 

with the conjectured formation of bound states providing propagating bosons 

that would mediate the local SU(B) symmetry of the N=B supergravity theory, 

for which the gauge fields are composites of the scalars at the classical level. 

The second mechanism attempts to relate the gauge symmetries observed at 

low energy to compactified solutions of higher-dimensional supergravity 

theories . Finally, the third mechanism has to do with the option of adding 

dimensionless coupling constants to extended supergravity theories . 

All these approaches have problems , which I will now mention very briefly. 

In the first case, the conjectured formation of bound states is motivated by the 
• 

situation encountered in two-dimensional nonlinear a-models, and there is no 

proof that this would also occur for supergravity. Even leaving this problem 

aside , the formation of bound stales would lead to a large number of unwanted 

states, and there are at best highly disputable mechanisms invoked to explain 

why the unwanted states should acquire large masses and be unobservable at 

low energies. The compactification program is a more straightforward one to 

carry out at the moment, and it is giving the first results . As anticipated, it has 

to do with the possibility of writing supergravity theories in higher-dimensional 

spacetimes, up to and including D= 11. To reconcile this with our four­

dimensional perception of space time , one interprets (D-4) of the spatial coordi-

nates as parametrizing a compact manifold, and extracts the four-dimensional 
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physics from the study of the lowest modes of oscillation about the compactified 

solution. Symmetries of the ground state solution then translate into gauge 

symmetries . Several exact solutions of the field equations of D=11 supergravity 

are known by now [ 4]. It is remarkable in this respect that solutions to the field 

equations with four-dimensional anti-de Sitter symmetry and the seven remain­

ing spatial coordinates parametrizing a manifold with SU(3) x SU(2) x U(l) sym­

metry have been found [5]. While this program can in principle be carried out 

up to the end, the choice of one manifold rather than another for 

compactification appears to be somewhat unmotivated and ad !we. Finally, the 

last mechanism is the most conventional one. It has to do with the spontaneous 

breaking of the local symmetries of the gauged extended supergravity theories . 

In this respect, the main problem was pointed out a long time ago [6]: even 

SO(B) is too small to contain SU(3) x SU(2) x U(l) . If. however, one tries to fit 

only a subgroup of the low-energy group, the explicit study of the extrema of the 

potentials in extended supergravities acquires some immediate interest [7]. 

This approach and the compactification approach are expected, although not 

proved, to be intimately connected, in that extrema of the potentials of four­

dimensional supergravity would correspond to compactified solutions of the 

higher-dimensional field equations .and vice versa. One problem common to both 

these approaches is that one ends up with a large negative cosmological con­

stant. 

Supersymmetry in general, and supergravity and superstrings in particular, 

also present some interesting problems of a more formal and technical nature. 

In this context, a main puzzle has lo do with the off-shell closure of supersym­

metry algebras . In general, we are not very skilled at present in writing super­

symmetric theories . All we can do in most cases is to consider a set of fields, 

each of which is associated with one irreducible representation of the Poincar~ 
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group, and adjoin them into actions which are made supersymmetric by the 

choice of a few parameters . The supersymmetry, as we remarked, is related to 

a suitable choice of parameters, and is therefore not an easily recognizable pro­

perty. Moreover, the set of fields at our disposal is not in general an off-shell 

representation of supersymmetry, and correspondingly the supersymmetry 

algebra closes on the fields only when the field equations are used . The recipe 

for closing the supersymmetry algebra off-shell can be found in the more fami­

liar case of the Lorentz algebra. Just as one, in this case, adds to the transverse 

propagating components of, say, the electrodynamic potential two more com­

ponents to complete the four-vector A~, so one completes an on-shell supersym­

metry multiplet by adding extra gauge and auxiliary degrees of freedom . The 

problem is that auxilia:ry fields are not knov.m for most supersymmetric 

theories , and there are formal arguments suggesting that they cannot be found 

for all cases of interest [B]. 

A consequent, but equally interesting, problem, is learning how to describe 

supersymmetric theories in terms of superfields [9]. Superfields are generaliza­

tions of ordinary fields defined in superspace, an enlargement of space time by 

the inclusion of extra spinorial coordinates . On account of the anticommuting 

nature of the spinorial coordinates, superfields are just a compact-looking 

regrouping of a finite set of fields, including those of an off-shell supermultiplet. 

It thus seems that the natural thing to do would be to mimic the steps that one 

takes in going from the two transverse propagating components of the electro­

dynamic potential to the four-vector A~. completing supersymmetry multiplets 

by the addition of auxiliary fields, and finally attempting to regroup the resulting 

set of fields into one (or more) superfields. Even if the auxiliary fields are 

known, this last step is usually a highly nontrivial one, because there are, in gen­

eral , several extra gauge degrees of freedom in the superfields, which are not 
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known a priori. Moreover, the actions one writes in superspace are usually 

complicated-looking, nonpolynomial and not manifestly gauge covariant. 

The main hopes attached to superspace formulations have to do with the 

expectation that making the supersyrnmetries manifest can say something 

about the unknown quantum behavior of supergravity. Indeed, assuming that a 

a formulation of N=B supergravity in terms of N=B superfields can be found 

boosts from three to seven loops the first possible occurrence of ultraviolet 

divergences in the S matrix of the theory. 

In this first chapter, we will start by describing the N= 1 super-Poincare 

algebra (and the corresponding super-de Sitter algebra) in four-dimensional 

space time and some of their most interesting higher-dimensional analogues . 

Then we will study the particle representations of the super-Poincare algebra, 

and we will describe in some detail the component formulations of a few basic 

models with N= 1 supersymmetry in four dimensions, the Wess-Zumino model. 

the N= l supersymmetric Yang-Mills theory and N= 1 supergravity, and of super­

gravity in eleven dimensions . Jn particular , we will show that, contrary to what 

happens in four dimensions , supergravity cannot accommodate a cosmological 

term consistent with local supersymmetry in eleven dimensions . The appendices 

contain some useful material about supersymmetry algebras, and a proof that 

the Rarita-Schwinger action is the unique one for a spin-~ field . Most of this first 

chapter is a pedagogical introduction to several issues encountered in super­

symmetry and supergravity, and consequently most of the material here is well 

known. We chose to write in this form, as it allows us to collect several otherwise 

unconnected topics we have touched upon in learning about supersymmetry, 

thus providing at the same time some background material for the discussion of 

the new superspace action presented in chapter 2. The contributions of the 

author are in part in the discussion of the algebras , in the generalization to 
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eleven dimensions of the original study of the particle representations of the 

Poincare algebra, in the discussion of the uniqueness of supergravity in eleven 

dimensions, and in the discussion of the uniqueness of the Rarita-Schwinger 

equation. 
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1.2. Supersymmetry algebras 

In the previous section we have remarked that, from the algebraic point of 

view, N-extended supersymmelry corresponds to an enlargement of the 

Poincare group by the inclusion of N sets of anticommuting charges, transform-

ing as N spinors under the Lorentz group. The simplest case is the one in which 

only one spinorial generator is present. This is the N= 1 super Poincare algebra, 

which we now describe. 

Given the Poincare algebra t 

(1.2.1a) 

(1.2.1b) 

(1 .2.1 c) 

where [J denotes antisyrnrnetrizalion with unit strength, we supplement the set 

of translation generators P J.J. and Lorentz generators J JW by the inclusion of a 

spinor Q satisfying }he Majorana condition 

(1.2.2) 

C, known as the charge conjugation matrix, is antisymmetric and satisfies~ 

c-1 
1j.J. c = --/~' (1.2.3) 

The extension of (1.2.1 ) into the super-Poincare algebra ' then follows from only 

two elements, the postulated behavior of Q under Lorentz transformations, and 

the requirement that, in analogy with eqs. (1.2.1), no dimensioniul parameters 

f We use the signature(-+ .. +) throughout. 

~We denote foUT-dimensionaJ Dirac matrices by "//!!.' and rugher-dimensional Dirac matrices 
by f p,· Moreover, 'l.JJrt .. J.J.n (f ~ .. ....,,) is a product of Dirac matrices antisymmetrized in all the 
mdices w1th strength one. 
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enter the algebra. 

Indeed, it is simple to show that all the Jacobi identities are satisfied for 

[P~,P11] = 0 , (1.2.4a) 

[P ~·J 11p] = -2 i 17~[11 Pp] . ( 1.2.4b) 

[J~II•JpC7] = 4i J~(p7JII)C7) • (1. 2.4c) 

[Qa , P~] = 0 , (1. 2.4d) 

[ Qa,J ~~~] = ~ (-y~)ap Qp • (1.2.4e) 

f Qa, Qpl = -(-r C)apP ~ (1. 2.4f) 

This is the N= 1 super Poincare algebra. It is the global algebra of theories 

invariant under simple supersymmetry in four-dimensional space time . The new 

equations ( 1.2.4d) and ( 1. 2.4e) simply state that Q is a spinor of four-dimensional 

space time invariant under translations. Far more interesting is eq. (1. 2.4f), 

which allows one toJrecover the translation generators from the anticommutator 

of two spinorial charges . The Q's, therefore, are the more fundamental objects . 

The consistency of eq. (1.2.4f) rests heavily on eqs . (1 .2.2) and (1.2.3) . In fact, 

these imply that (~C) is a symmetric matrix, a necessary requirement in view 

of the form of eq. (1. 2. 4f). 

The N-extended super-Poincare algebra corresponds to enlarging (1. 2.4) by 

endowing the Q's with an SO(N) vector index. The resulting N spinorial charges 

are still invariant under translations and rotate as independent spinors under 

the Lorentz group, so that eqs . (1.2.4d) and (1. 2.4e) are replaced by 

(1.2.5a) 

and 
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(1.2 .5b) 

respectively. ~ more interesting modification can take place for (1.2 .4f). The 

naive modification would be writing 

(1.2.6) 

Extra terms, however , can be present on the r .h .s of (1.2.6). These terms are 

usually denoted as "central charges" to indicate that they appear on the r.h.s. of 

the equations defining the superalgebras, but commute with all generators of 

the superalgebras. Rather than writ~ out directly the terms involving central 

charges, we will now show how their very appearance in the algebras finds a 

natural explanation in the existence of higher-dimensional analogs of the super-

Poincare algebra (1.2.4). This will be of some relevance to our discussion in 

chapter 2. 

Higher-dimensional analogs of the super-Poincare algebra are, indeed, very 

useful . By setting some of the higher-dimensional momenta to zero, they pro-

vide very convenient compact rewritings of extended supersyrnmetry algebras 

in four dimensions . A higher-dimensional analog of theN= 1 super-Poincare alge-

bra would differ from ( 1. 2.4) only in two respects. First of all, the vector indices 

would span the D values (O, .. ,D-1), rather than the four values (0,1,2,3) . The 

second, and more important, modification is that the lowest spinor representa-

tions of higher-dimensional Lorentz groups are direct sums of an even number 

(actually, a power of two) of spinor representations of the four-dimensional 

Lorentz group . Therefore, the analog of the charge Qa of (1.2.4) would regroup 

an even number of four-dimensional charges. As to the signature of the higher-

dimensional spacetime, one is forced to keep only one time dimension in order 

not to generate scalar fields of wrong metric (ghosts) by dimensionally reducing 

higher-dimensional tensors . 
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We can now ask ourselves what values of the dimensionality D of space time 

allow a direct generalization of eqs. ( 1.2.4). It should be emphasized that the 

restrictions do not originate from the bosonic part of ( 1. 2.4) which, as is evident, 

can be written (i.e , the corresponding Jacobi identities close) in any space time 

dimension, but from the presence of the spinorial charge Q. This charge is 

required to satisfy a covariant constraint, the Majorana condition (1.2.2), and 

the question can be rephrased as follows : for what values of D does an antisym­

metric C, satisfying (1 .2.3), exist? This question can be answered in different 

ways . For example, the explicit construction of Dirac matrices in D>4 will 

suffice for studying a few cases . This can be done most simply by taking direct 

products of the 2 x 2 hermitian matric-es {1'2,0'l,0''2,o-3) , where where 1'2 is the 2 x 

2 unit matrix , and ai are the Pauli matrices . The result is that an antisym­

metric C satisfying (1. 2.3) can be found only for (D=2.3 ,4 ,10.11, .. ) . In general, 

following ref. [: 0], we can note that the very existence of an antisymmetric 

matrix c satisfying ( 1. 2. 3) implies that antisymmetric products of r matrices 

are such that (fJ.I-
1 
.. J.ln C) is symmetric for n = (1,2) mod4, and is antisym­

metric for n = (0,3) mod4. This gives a total of 2D matrices, out of which 

2[D/ 2]-l (2[D/Z] + 1) must be symmetric. This also leads in general to a con­

tradiction, as the r J.lol .. J.ln 's can also be counted directly by looking at their index 

structure . The result is that an antisymmetric C exists only forD= 2, 3,4 (mod 

8). 

Indeed, the discussion following eqs. ( 1.2.4) indicates that the condition that 

an antisymrnetric C exists is somewhat too strong, and can therefore be relaxed. 

All we need to write eq. (1 .2.4f) is an object C such that (fJ.' C) is a symmetric 

matrix for all values of f.L . This can be certainly realized with an antisymmetric 
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C satisfying (1.2 .3), but another possibility exists, namely a symmetric C' 

satisfying 

(1.2.7) 

Such a C' can indeed be found in D=O, 1.2 (mod 8). This completes our list and 

shows that the super-Poincar~ algebra (1.2.4) exists in spacetimes of dimen­

sionality D=2,3,4,8, 9, 10, 11, .. 

Going back to central charges, the point is that a higher-dimensional analog 

of ( 1.2.4f) would read 

( 1. 2.8) 

where PI are the generators of translations in the extra dimensions, and 

(I = 4, .. ,D-1). From the four-dimensional point of view, the PI annihilate all 

physical slates, and commute '\\'ith the four-dimensional subset of the Lorentz 

generators. They are thus central charges [ 11]. 

In discussing 9-igher-dimensional analogs of (1.2.4), we have also learned 

that supersymmetric theories are bound to look more compact, and thus 

simpler, in spacetimes of higher dimensionality, a very useful supplement to our 

somewhat limited skills in constructing them. The reason for this is simply that, 

just as happens with the generators in the algebra, higher-dimensional spinors 

regroup several four-dimensional spinors, and higher-dimensional tensors 

regroup several four-dimensional tensors. Indeed, this was the original motiva­

tion for considering supersymmetric theories in spacetimes of higher dimen­

sionality, and soon after the construction of ten- dimensional supersymmetric 

Yang-Mills theory was shown to yield the N=4 supersymmetric Yang-Mills theory 

in four dimensions [ 10, 12] by dimensional reduction, similar steps were followed 

leading to the construction of N=8 supergravity [13] by dimensional reduction 
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of supergravity in eleven dimensions [ 14]. In this respect, it should be noted 

that an early attempt to construct N=B supergravity directly in four-dimensions 

[15] could not be completed because of the sheer complexity of the theory. 

As is well known, the Poincare algebra (1.2.1) can be recovered by taking a 

singular limit (contraction) of either of the two simple algebras 

[ J - ~ PJ.I..PV - ± 2 ' 
R 

(1.2.9a) 

( 1.2. 9b) 

(1.2.9c) 

The limit corresponds to letting R-+ oo. The algebra (1.2.9) is denoted as de 

Sitter algebra if the "plus" sign is chosen, and as anti-de Sitter if the "minus" 

sign is chosen. 

This raises the question of which simple superalgebras give rise to the 

super-Poincare algebra ( 1.2.4) upon contraction. The answer is known and, con-

trary to eqs . (1.2 9), is unique. The bosonic subalgebra must correspond to 

choosing the "minus" sign in eq (1.2.9). It is therefore always an anti-de Sitter 

algebra The other (anti)commutators are : 

(1 .2.10a) 

(1.2 .1 0b) 

( 1.2.10c) 

The appearance of JJJ.v on the r.h.s eq. (1.2.10b) is not surprising, because now, 

on account of the bosonic algebra (1.2 .9), the P J.l.'s and J JJ.v's play a similar role. 

We note that the closure of the new Jacobi identities introduced in enlarging 

(1.2 .1) and (1.2.4) is an immediately recognizable property. All one needs is that 
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the 'lp.'s be a set of (anti)hermitian Dirac matrices out of which matrices 'lp.11 

reproducing the algebra of the bosonic operators can be constructed. This also 

applies to the super-de Sitter algebra (1.2.9)-(1.2.10), and it is what forces the 

"minus" sign in eq. (1.2.9a). It also fixes all the relative coefficients in (1.2.10). 

The new feature, as compared to the super-Poincar~ algebra (1.2 .4), is that 

there is now an additional nontrivial Jacobi identity, obtained from the 

(anti)commutator of three Q's . The identity in question is 

( 1.2.11) 

and. using (1.2.10), can be written in the form 

This condition is trivial in the Poincar~ limit (R-+oo) , but needs separate and 

detailed investigation otherwise [ 16,17]. We will now show how to carry out such 

an analysis, in a way that directly generalizes to higher dimensions . This is 

essentially all one needs to study super-de Sitter algebras in arbitrary space-

time dimensions . Before doing so, however, we want to remark that. by the 

same reasoning as for the super-Poincar~ case or, equivalently, by inspection of 

of ( 1. 2.10b), we see that now C must satisfy a stronger condition than it did in 

the super-Poincar~ case . Indeed, now not only (f .u C)afJ· but also (f JJ.ll C)afJ· 

must be symmetric matrices. Notice that from (1.2.3) it follows that 

(1.2.13) 

and , as anticipated in discussing the super-Poincar~ case, the same follows from 

(1.2 .7) . We can also see that (1.2 .13) implies 
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(1.2.14) 

and therefore not only (f ~C), but also (f p.~~ C) are symmetric matrices. How­

ever, the choice of a symmetric C' as in eq. (1.2.7) introduces one extra "minus" 

sign, and the result is that (f p.~~ C') is antisymmetric. Going back again to what 

said for the super-Poincar~ algebra, we see that only the cases of D=2,3,4, 10,11 

are left as possibilities for writing the N=l super-de Sitter algebra (1.2.9)-

(1.2.10) . 

To decide which of these cases works , we must solve (1.2 .12). This equation 

is somewhat complicated-looking , but, as we now show, is amenable to a simple 

treatment using Fierz identities. Consider first the case of four dimensions, and 

define the two quantities 

and 

x~P16 = ~( (yw C)ap("Y~v)-,6 + (-yJW C)fJ7 (-yp.~~)a6 + (-yJW C)1a (-y~v)p611 . 2.15b) 
• 

The important point to notice here is that, on account of the explicit cyclic sym-

metrization and of the symmetry of (-y~C) and (-yp.~~C), x 1 and x 2 are totally 

symmetric in their first three indices. The other possible quantities, obtained 

from x 1 by replacing -yJ.J. with 1. 'lp.~~pa (Rj -y5) and "Y~vp (Rj -yJ.J. -y5), on the other 

hand, are all antisymmetric. It follows that Fierz identities must exist connect-

ing just x 1 and x 2. All we need to proceed further is the Fierz identity 

(1.2.16) 

where the other terms can be ignored, as they are not relevant to this analysis. 

From this it follows that 
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(-yP-C)af1(1JJ.yr6 =! (1J.1. 1p~)a6(-,PC)f17 

- i (1JJ.1pa-rJJ.)a6 (-y~XI C)f17 + ... 

( -yP'v c) ap ( 1 J.I.V yr6 = ! ( 1 J.I.V 1 P ~v) a6 ( -,P C) ftr 

- i (1J.I.V1pa-yJJ.V)a6 (-,Pa C)f17 + · · · 

Using the results given in Appendix A, these relations can be written 

and 

( 1.2.17a) 

(1. 2.17b) 

(1.2.1 Ba) 

( 1. 2. 1Bb) 

Adding to these equations the two cyclic permutations in (a.f31 ) and using the 

symmetry of (1JJ. C) and (1JJ.v C) in their spinor indices yields equations for x 1 

and x 2 : 

(1. 2. 19) 

It follows that in four dimensions all the Jacobi identities are satisfied for the 

super-de Sitter algebra. 

We can now ask ourselves whether the super-de Sitter algebra closes also in 

the other cases where a C can be defined, and especially in eleven dimensions 

and in ten dimensions , two cases of particular relevance in supersyrnmetry 

theory. Consider first the case of D= 11 . As always in spacetimes of odd dimen-

sionality, the analogue of the r5 of four dimensions is now one of the r matrices 
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carrying a spacetime index. As a consequence, the eleven-dimensional r 
matrices satisfy the algebraic constraint 

n(n-1) 

ral .. a., = ( -1) 2 al .. a,.b l"bll-n r 
(11-n)! c bt .. bu-n , (1.2.20) 

and only r #-'' r J.U'' r J.WP• r #J.VPU and r J.U'PUT are independent . Moreover, it follows 

from the propertieS Of C in e q. ( 1. 2. 3) that f #-' C, f #J.V C and f #J.VpUT C are sym­

metric, whereas f J.WP C and f J.WPU Care antisymmetric. Thus, We can now find at 

best identities connecting xrttr~' x~ftr6 and xCf11~' where xl and Xz are defined 

in eqs . (1.2.14) , and 

(1.2.21) 

Correspondingly, eqs . ( 1. 2.17) are replaced by 

(fJ.L c)aP (f J.Lrr~ = 312 (fJ.L fP r #-')a~ (r p C)h - 6~ (f#o' fPU l~)a~ (r pu c)P7 + 

and 

_1_ (pt[i't··Por )a~ (r c)ttr + . .. 
32·5! #-' Pt ··Ps ' 

(fJ.LV c)aP (r J.W)-r~ = d-
2 

(fJ.W fP r J.LV)a~ (fp c)ttr 

- - 1 (fJ.LVfPU r ) 11~ (r c)f17 + 64 J.W pu 

_1_ (ptv[Pt··Psr )a~ (f c)ftr + ... 
32· 5! #o'V Pt .. Po • 

(1.2 .22a) 

(1.2.22b) 

( 1.2.22c) 
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Using the results in Appendix A and adding the two cyclic permutations in 

(r:x{3-y), these equations can be converted into as many relations between x 1, x 2 

and x 5 : 

35 X 1 + 13 X 2 - 5 X 5 = 0 , 

(1.2.23) 

The problem is that, in contrast to what happens in four dimensions, these rela­

tions are not enough to set x 1 and x 2 simultaneously to zero, because they are 

linearly dependent. They do provide one relation between x 1 and x 2, 

(1.2.24) 

but this does not close the super-de Sitter algebra. as eq. (1.2.12) demands that 

x 1 be equal to x 2 . Consequently, the super-de Sitter algebra does not generalize 

to eleven dimensions. 

Next we consider the case of ten dimensions . Now there is no "a priori" 

algebraic dependence of the r matrices, as the space time has even dimen­

sionality. However, in ten dimensions one can simultaneously impose both the 

Majorana and the Weyl conditionsi . It follows that, when working with the Weyl 

projected r matrices 

(1.2.25) 

one finds that, as in D= 11, only f .U' f .uv• f J.WP ' f ,uvpa and f ,uvpcrr are independent . 

The problem, however, is that now the presence of the second term in eq. 

i In general [10], this can be done for D=2 (mod 8). 
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(1.2.10c) is incompatible with the Weyl condition that the Majorana charge 

satisfies, and correspondingly the super-de Sitter algebra does not exist in ten 

dimensions . The same arguments rule out the super-de Sitter algebra in the 

case of two dimensions as well, as there also one can define Majorana-Weyl spi-

nors . Finally, in three dimensions the super-de Sitter algebra does exist, as it 

can be seen directly that x 1 equals x 2 , without the need of any Fierz transfer-

mation. 

Summarizing, we have seen that the N= 1 super-Poincare algebra exists in 

2, 3, up to 4 dimensions . It should be noted that the cases of D= 10 and D= 11 are 

very different. In D= 10, as we have seen, the super-Poincare algebra does not 

have a simple extension, just because this is incompatible with the Weyl pro-

perty of the spinorial charge Q. On the other hand, in eleven dimensions a sim-

ple extension of the super Poincare algebra does exist. 1t is just more compli-

cated than the de Sitter algebra (1.2.10) , and is obtained by adjoining toP JJ- and 

J JJ-V extra bosonic generators grouped into a fifth-rank antisymmetric tensor of 

SO(l,1 0), Ga
1 

.. a
5

· The P w J JJ-V and Ga
1 

.. a
5 

then generate the Sp(32) algebra. We 

thus obtain the (anti)commutators of the super-de Sitter algebra. Vvith an extra 

term in the f Q, Q l anticommutator, which now reads 

f Qa, Qpl = - (fJJ- C)ap P JJ-- ZiR (fJJ-V C)ap J JJ-V 

1 (fJ.~ol .. JJ-5 C) G - 51 R ap JJ-I .. JJ-5 ' 

In addition, there are the following extra commutators involving G: 

( 1. 2 .26a) 

(1.2 .26b) 

(1.2.26c) 
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(1.2.26d) 

This is the Osp(l l32) algebra, and is the minimal simple extension of the super-

Poincare algebra in eleven dimensions . To prove closure, one proceeds as in the 

super-de Sitter case. The only nontrivial Jacobi identity is the one involving 

three Q's . One can then use the identities derived above to show that closure 

follows directly from the third of eqs . (1.2 .23) . 
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1.3. Particle representations of the super-Poincare algebra 

The particle representations of the super-Poincar~ algebra (1.2.4) can be 

studied using a remarkably simple method, originally due to Salam and Strath­

dee [18], and later generalized by Gell-Mann and Ne'eman [19] to the more com­

plicated case of N-extended super-Poincar~ algebras. The idea is to reduce the 

problem to the simpler one of studying the particle representations of the 

Poincare algebra, the solution of which has long been known. In this last case we 

know that it is necessary to distinguish between massless states (p2 = 0) and 

massive states (P2 = m 2 >0). The states are classified picking a canonical 

momentum, say PJ.L = (1001) for the massless case, and PJ.L = (1000) for the 

massive case, and considering the subgroup of the Lorentz group which leaves 

the canonical momentum invariant (the little group of the canonical momen­

tum), which is S0(2) in the massless case, and S0(3) in the massive case . Then, 

given one state, applying to it the operators of the little group has the effect of 

completing it into an irreducible representation of the little group. This leads to 

the familiar chains of (2J + 1) states in the massive case and to the familiar 

sets of one (or two, if CPT is enforced) helicity states in the massless case . The 

crucial point is that, as in the Poincare case, the operator p1-Lp J.L commutes with 

all the generators in the algebra. and is therefore a Casimir invariant. This is 

what allows one to study representations of the super-Poincare algebra by fixing 

canonical momenta and by looking at representations of the corresponding little 

groups . 

In order to extend the discussion to the case of the super-Poincare algebra, 

it is also necessary to distinguish between massive and massless states . Con­

sider first massive states. Then the nontrivial (anti)commutators in the algebra 

are 

(1.3.la) 
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and 

(1.3.lb) 

In order to proceed further, we need an explicit representation of the -y 

matrices , and the standard one 

(1.3.2) 

will suffice. The charge conjugation matrix is then: 

[ 
0 -ia

2
] 

C = -ia2 0 , (1. 3.3) 

and writing 

s] 
52 

Q= 53 0 (1.3.4) 

s4 
one see s that the Majorana condition Q = C QT results in the two conditions 

(1. 3.5) 

It follows that (1. 3.1 b) can be written 

(a. ,{3 = 1,2) ' (1.3.6) 

a very suggestive expression, as it closely resembles the algebra of creation and 

annihilation operators for a system of fermions v-.ith two states available. 

Together with this relation, we have (1. 3. l a) , which in terms of the S's is written 

(1.3 .7) 

with a a Pauli matrix, and the angular momentum commutation relations 

between the J 's: 
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[1,1] = iJ . ( 1.3.8) 

The algebra (1.3.6)-(1.3.8) is still somewhat complicated-looking, essentially 

because of (1.3.7). If one could diagonalize it, then its representation could be 

studied very simply. This can indeed be achieved by abandoning the J's in favor 

of the operators 

(1.3 .9) 

which, on account of ( 1.3.6) and (1.3.8), also satisfy the angular momentum alge-

bra 

[~ ~] . ~ 
J ,J = 'L J . (1.3.10) 

Moreover, the relative factor between the two terms in eq. ( 1.3. 9) ensures that 

the )·s commute with the S's . It follows that the representations of the algebra 

(1. 3.6), (1.3.7) and (1.3.1 0) are simply obtained starting from the representa­

tions of the S0(3) algebra (1.3.10) and extending them to realize (1.3.6). If we 

start '\\'ith a chain of states with -j !f:.j 3!f:.j which are a Clifford vacuum, i.e which 
' 

satisfy sto.l ih> = 0, we can construct from a state Jjh> the four states 

(1 .3.11) 

which are all eigenstates of j 2 with eigenvalue j (j + 1) and of h with eigenvalue 

h · The problem is that } is not an easily recognizable object, as it contains the 

angular momentum generators 1 together with additional fermionic bilinears. 

The simplest way of disentangling the angular momentum content of the chains 

is to use the third component of (1.3.9) to extract the eigenvalues of j3 for the 

four states (1.3.11). The result is: 

J31ii300> =hlii300> 
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J 3 Iii 31 o> = (i 3 - ~) Iii 31 o> 

J31i ]sO 1> = U3 + ~) li ]sO 1> 

J3li i311> = i31i is1 0> . (1.3.12) 

Looking at the highest j 3 value then tells us that we have four chains, two of 

which have opposite parity (as the productS 1 S 2 has negative parity) and angu­

lar momentum j . The remaining two chains have angular momentum (j + ~) 

and (j - ~) respectively. We wish to emphasize that all the states in a gi:uen 

superm:ultiplet have the same mass m : Moreover, in a given multiplet there are 

equal numbers of Bose and Fermi degrees of freedom. The multiplet with lowest 

spins contains a scalar, a pseudoscalar and a Majorana spinor. The correspond-

ing field theory model is the massive Wess- Zumino model. 

We now turn to the case of massless states . This appears to be more 

interesting, because exact gauge symmetries force particles of spin ~ 1 to be 

exactly massless, and with them all their superpartners must also be massless t 

In this case the canonical momentum is PJJ. = (1001), and (1.2 .4f) becomes 

(a,{3=1, .. ,4). (1.3.13) 

Rather than dealing with the four components of Q, as defined in eq. (1.3.4), it is 

now more convenient to work with 

(1.3.14) 

as they satisfy the easily recognizable algebra 

tsee, however, the discussion in section 2.4. 
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fs 1 ,st1 ~ = 1 
' 

(1.3.15a) 

fsz,st2~ = 0 . (1.3.15b) 

fs 1 ,s 2~ = 0 , (1.3.15c) 

fs1,st2~ = 0 (1.3.15d) 

Consequently the two-element Clifford algebra that we had in the massive case is 

now a one-element Clifford algebra, together with a one-element Grassman alge-

bra. Since states of positive norm can only represent trivially the Grassman 

algebra (1.3.15b) , all we are left with is one fermionic creation operator, say s 1, 

and the corresponding annihilation operator s t 1. Given one irreducible 

representation of the Poincare algebra, which in the massless case we are now 

dealing with consists of only one state, we form irreducible representations of 

the super- Poincare algebra by adjoining it with another state differing from it in 

helicity by ~ unit. Consequently massless irreducible representations contain 

couples of states of adjacent helicity. Enforcing CPT then leads to add to a cou­

ple of states of helicities (j ,j + ~) two more states of helicities ( -j, -j -~) . The 

(2, ~) multiplet is perhaps the most remarkable one, as it leads to the super­

symmetric generalization of Einstein's general theory of Relativity, N= 1 super­

gravity [20]. The (l,i) multiplet leads to the N= l supersymmetric Yang-Mills 

theory, where an adjoint set of Majorana (or Weyl) spinors is minimally coupled 

to a Yang-Mills boson. 

The case of extended super-Poincare algebras was also studied a long time 

ago [19]. There are now more fermionic charges, and therefore more fermionic 

creation and annihilation operators . As a consequence, one gets longer multi-

plets . There are also upper bounds on the number of supersymmetries for a 

given maximum helicity. In particular, maximum helicity ~ (Wess-Zumino 
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model) is possible only for N=1 and N=2 supersymrnetry. Maximum helicity 1 is 

possible up to N=4 supersymmetry. and maximum helicity 2 is possible up to 

N=B supersymmetry. The particle multiplets for supersymmetric Yang-Mills and 

for supergravity are summarized below: 

Supersymmetric Yang -Mills 

spin N=O N=l N=2 N=3 N=4 

1 1 1 1 1 1 

l - 1 2 4 4 
2 

0 - - 2 6 6 

Supe:rgravity 

I 
spin N=O N= l I N=2 N=3 N=4 N=5 N=6 N=7 N=B 

I 
I 

2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 

3 - 1 2 3 4 5 6 8 8 z 

1 - - 1 3 6 10 16 28 28 

1 -z - - 1 4 11 26 56 56 

0 - - - - 2 10 30 70 70 
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We now want to show how a simple generalization of the arguments 

presented above allows to study the particle representations of higher-

dimensional super-Poincare algebras . In particular, we will discuss the massless 

representations of the D=ll super-Poincare algebra [16], thus showing why D=ll 

is an upper bound for the construction of supergravity theories. The starting 

point is the super-Poincare algebra (1.2.4), rewritten for the case of D=11. so 

that the vector indices now run over the eleven values (0, .. ,10), and the spinorial 

charge Q has 32, rather than 4, components . The next step is then picking a 

canonical momentum, which we take to be pP. = (1001..0) . The little group of 

pP. is the S0(9) subgroup of the eleven-dimensional Lorentz group that leaves 

our pP. invariant . Massless states in D= 11 are therefore classified by representa-

tions of this transverse S0(9) group , and the relevant part of the super-Poincare 

algebra now becomes 

(1.3.16a) 

(J,J ~ 0,3) ' (1.3.16b) 

J 

(1.s .1 sc) 

As in the four-dimensional case, .the next step consists in picking an explicit 

representation of the Dirac algebra, and subjecting the charge Q to the Majorana 

condition. We wish to emphasize that now the r matrices are rather compli-

cated objects, as they are 32-dimensional. Choosing a convenient representa-

tion of the eleven-dimensional Dirac algebra can therefore simplify matters con-

siderably. The main feature a convenient representation must have is to split 

simply when specializing to the S0(9) subgroup in eq. (1.3.16b) . Such a represen-

tation is discussed in Appendix B. 
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Using the explicit form of the r matrices in Appendix B. we see that the 

Majorana condition forces the charge Q to have the form 

Q = V2ii 

u 
D 

(1.3.17) 

where U and D are eight-component vectors. Eq. ( 1.3.16c) then implies the fol-

lowing anticommutation relations : 

(1. 3.18) 

lt follows that the D's satisfy a Grassman algebra, and therefore annihilate all 

particle states , which have positive norm. Restricting (1. 3 .1 6a) to such positive 

norm states gives 

<'IV' I u I'll'> 

<'\l'' I [Qa ,JIJ ]I '\l'> = ~(riJ)ap ~ (1. 3.1 9) 

<'IV' I ut I'll'> 

Defining 

Ua = [~.] (1. 3.20) 

and using the results in Appendix B. we can write eqs . ( 1. 3.1 6) in terms of the 16 

"' 
X 16 matrices f JJ : 

(1.3 .21a) 

(1.3.21b) 
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(1.3.21c) 

In analogy with what was done in the D=4 case, in order to disentangle the alge-

bra (1.3.21) we define the operator 

(1.3.22) 

..... 
Here C' is obtained suppressing the central 16 rows and the central 16 columns 

of C', a symmetric matrix satisfying 

(I ~ 0,3) ' ( 1.3.23) 

which in our representation takes the form 

ls 

-ls 
C' = i -ls (1.3.24) 

ls 

Thus, 

C· = i [~. ~·] . (1.3.25) 

Demanding that (1.3.21c) hold for the Jij then gives y = ~· and the operators 

"' i T "'I "' 

Ju=Ju+2u (C)fuu (I.J~0.3) (1.3.26) 

generate an S0(9) algebra, which we denote as SO (9), to emphasize that its 

generators are the 'JJJ. not the Ju. They also commute with the u's and u t·s . 

The algebra (1.3 .21) correspondingly takes the simpler form 

(1.3.27) 
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and its irreducible representations, in analogy with the four-dimensional case, 

are constructed starting from an irreducible representation of the bosonic alge­

bra. and extending it by applying to its states the U's and the ut·s. To be more 

precise, one starts from a representation of the bosonic algebra which is a 

Clifford vacuum, i.e. is such that 

Ualv>=O (a = 1, .. ,8) (1.3.28) 

on all its states I v >, and applies to all states all the independent nonvanishing 

products of the ut·s . 

AI;; in the four-dimensional case, the main problem is that the physical 

"" meaning of the J !J is not clear. Again, however, we can classify the states simply 

by looking at their helicity content, i.e . by looking at their J 12 eigenvalue . The 

procedure we have discussed here is exhaustive and, in principle can lead to 

construct all the irreducible representations of the eleven-dimensional super-

Poincare algebra . There is one case, however, which deserves some attention, 

and which we will now describe in some detail. We want to study what the smal-

lest irreducible representation is . Since the fermionic operators just enlarge 

representations of the bosonic algebra by a factor 28, it follows that the smallest 

representation is constructed starting from a state I v > which is an 50(9) 

singlet, i.e such that 

1u lv>=O (I ,J 7c 0,3) . (1.3.29) 

Then the helicity content of this state is obtained by simply noting that 

"" J 12 I v > = 0, and U a I v > = 0. Indeed, these two conditions imply 

(1.3.30) 
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The choice ua ! v > = 0 thus leads to a Clifford vacuum I v > which has helicity 

-2. The other states of the smallest irreducible representation then follow by 

applying to lv >the u··s. This leads to the following set of states: 

states helicity multiplicity 

lv> -2 1 

• 
u al lv> -~ B 

2 

• • u [a1 U lleJI v> -1 28 

• • • u £a1 U aeu aslv> -1 56 
2 

I 

• • • • u £a1 U lieU lis U a4JI v> 0 70 

together with the CPT conjugates of the states of nonzero helicity. This 

representation is the only one we can find in eleven dimensions with maximum 

helicity 2, and has the helicity content of N=B supergravity. As is well known, the 

corresponding supergravity theory has actually been constructed by Cremmer, 

Julia and Scherk [ 14]. Before concluding this section, we want to show how the 

group theory analysis presented before leads directly to the set of fields 

corresponding to a given multiplet. This example is preliminary to our discus-

sion of supergravity in eleven dimensions in the next section, but is also meant 

to illustrate a general point: the group theory analysis of the multiplets practi-

cally amounts to writing down the linearized lagrangian field theory for a given 

multiplet. We start by noting that it is more natural to describe the states of a 

multiplet in terms of S0(9) representations, rather than in terms of their heli-

city content. Consider first the 128 Bose states. The need to accommodate one 
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and only one helicity 2 state leads necessarily to the 0(9) representation 

corresponding to the traceless part of the Young tableau OJ, which 

corresponds lo a two-index symmetric and traceless tensor of 0{9) and 

describes 44 Bose degrees of freedom with helicity content 

1·(A=±2) + 7·(A=±1) + 28·(A=0). The remaining 21·(A=±1) + 42·(A=0) Bose 

degrees of freedom can then only be described by either one of the two 0{9) 

representations: 

or 

each one of which decomposes under 0(2) into: 21 · (A=± 1) + 42· (A=O) . The ten­

sors having the transformation properties described by the above Young 

tableaux are the totally antisymmetric A[ijk] and A[ijklmn]• respectively. 

Thus, as far as lhe Bose states are concerned, they can only be described 

by the fields 

or by 

For the Fermi degrees of freedom the only possible field choice is a 

Majorana vector-spinor 'fj;J.I.. because the defining (~) and the spinor (1§) 

representations of 0(9) decompose under 0(2) as follows : 

~ "' 1· (A=± 1) + 7· (A=O) 
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so that the product~ X 1§ contains exactly the helicity states we want, after we 

gauge away (using the gauge invariance of the 1 + 10-dimensional form of the 

Rarita-Schwinger Lagrangian) the B·(A=±~) extra degrees of freedom. 

Any other choice of fermion fields like, for instance, the generalization of 

the field ('l/l(af17)(x ), 1/l(;,_ift)(x )) of 1 + 3 dimensions, leads to too many helicity -~ 

or helicity -~ states. 
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1.4. Field theory models with simple supersymmetry 

In this sectiont we want to describe three field theory models possessing 

invariance under simple supersymmetry in four dimensions, the Wess-Zumino 

model, the N=1 supersymmetric Yang-Mills theory , and the N=1 supergravity 

theory. Then we will discuss supergravity in eleven dimensions , showing in par­

ticular its uniqueness . 

Let us start by considering the simplest supersymmetric model in four 

dimensions . It is a free action for a scalar , a pseudoscalar and a Majorana spi­

nor, all massless . It was the model that first showed four- dimensional super­

symmetry, and is known as the Wess-Zurnino model [22]. 

The action is 

(1. 4. 1) 

where A is a scalar and B is a pseudoscalar. and is invariant under the global 

supersymmetry transformations : 

oA =it!-.. 

o B = - i t 15 f. . 

(1. 4.2) 

with c a constant Majorana spinor . Indeed, varying S in eq. ( 1. 4 .1) gives. apart 

from a total divergence, 

which vanishes on account of the symmetries of the spinor matrix elements 

t We use t he Minkowski met r ic(-+ .. +) throughout. 
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induced by the Majorana property of A. Before proceeding to introduce super­

symmetric interacti-ons in this model, we want to compute the commutator of 

two supersymmetry transformations on the fields . We start by computing the 

commutator on A. and write 

(1.4 .4) 

Subtracting the same expression with c 1 and c2 interchanged then gives 

(1 .4.5) 

Repeating the same exercise forB gives the same answer, i.e . 

(1.4.6) 

The situation is different, however, when we go on to compute the commutator of 

two supersymmetries on the spinor 'A . Now we get : 

(1.4.7) 

and antisymmetrizing in 1 and 2 gives 

To write this quantity in a form similar to ( 1.4. 5), we must perform a Fierz 

transformation to bring c 1 and c2 together. To this end, we note that, since 

(1.4 .7) is manifestly antisymmetric , only the fJJ. and CJJJ.v terms will enter the 

Fierz expansion. The result is 

(1 .4.9) 

and is actually simpler, as it contains only /p. terms. The first term is clearly the 

same as the corresponding terms in eqs . (1 .4.4) and (1.4. 5) . On the other hand, 
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the second term in {1 .4. 9) has no analogue in the case of the bosons. It is pro­

portional to the l;quation of motion of the -spinor, and therefore disappear-s alto­

gether for an on-shell spinor. This illustrates a recurrent feature of supersym­

metric models, the nonclosure of the supersymmetry algebras on some of the 

fields off the mass-shell. The discussion of the particle representations of the 

super-Poincare' algebra given in section 3 also tells us why this happened. Off­

shell the Majorana spinor ?-.. describes four degrees of freedom, rather than two, 

and equality of the numbers of Bose and Fermi degrees of freedom can be 

achieved only at the cost of introducing extra nonpropagating degrees of free­

dom (auxiliary fields) that disappear altogether on the mass shell. To attain 

equality of Bose and Fermi degrees of freedom in our case we need extra 

nonpropagating degrees of freedom with an excess of two bosons over fermions . 

To determine the auxiliary fields, we perform one more Fierz transformation on 

the second term in eq. (1.4.9), and re·write (1 .4.9) in the equivalent form 

- (1~)) . (1.4.10) 

The structure of the last two terms then suggests the solution to the problem. 

We modify the transformation of?-.. and write : 

o ?-.. = F t + 75 G c +~(A - 75B) c , 

oF=c~?-.., 

o G = c-y5 ~ ?-.. . 

(1.4.11a) 

(1.4.11b) 

(1.4 .11c) 

The transformations of A and B, on the other hand, remain those in eqs . (1.4.2). 

Then the new terms we introduce in the commutator on ?-.. cancel the second 

term in eq. (1.4.1 0) , and lead to 
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{ 1.4.12) 

even off the mass shell. Furthermore. one can show that 

(1.4.13) 

The action itself is invariant under the modified transformation laws ( 1.4.11) 

provided we add nonpropagating kinetic terms for F and G. and write 

J 4 ~ 1 1 i - F
2 

G2 ~ s = d X -ADA + - B DB - -X~ X + - + -
2 2 2 2 2 . (1 .4.14) 

One can also introduce supersyrnmetric interactions in this model. This 

requires adjusting the relative strengths of spinor-scalar couplings and scalar 

self-couplings. and modifying the on-shell supersyrnmetry transformations 

(1. 4 .2) by the addition of nonlinear terms . 

The next model we wish to consider is the N= 1 supersyrnmetric Yang-Mills 

theory . lt describes the interactions of an adjoint multiplet of Majorana (or Weyl) 

spinors, minimally coupled to Yang-Mills bosons . The action is : 

( 1.4.15) 

where 

Fa = a A a - a A a + g J abc A b A c 
f.J-V fJ- V V fJ- fJ- V 

(1 .4. 16) 

with f abc totally antisymmetric structure constants of a semisimple Lie alge­

bra. The action (1 .4. 15) is invariant under the supersyrnmetry transformations 

(1.4.17a) 



-39-

(1.4.17b) 

with c a constant Majorana spinor. Indeed, inserting (1.4.17) into (1.4.15} leads 

to 

6 S = tr J d4x ~- i (c f'v [V,u,FJW] + ~ "tf',u.v-1' [Vp),] FJW 

+ ~X[(l,..UA)f',u),]~ (1.4.18) 

or, using the Bianchi identity, to 

(1.4.19) 

All we need now is the Fierz identity for four dimensions which, using the results 

in Appendix A. is seen to imply 

(1.4.20) 

Relabeling a and c above then shows that ( 1.4.19) vanishes , and therefore proves 

that the action (1. 4.18) is supersymmetric . 

Next we consider the commutator of two supersymmetry transformations . 

Commuting two supersymmetries on A.u we get 

(1.4.21) 

This can be written: 

(1.4.22) 

This illustrates a new feature, peculiar to supersymmetric theories containing 

gauge fields : the commutator of two supersymmetries closes on the gauge fields 

only modulo a gauge transformation. This result, however, should not be very 

surprising, as it occurs also for the more familiar case of the Lorentz 
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transformations . Alternatively, it could be noted that the r.h.s . of (1.4.21) is 

gauge covariant. This has an effect on the commutator on the other fields: the 

spatial derivative in the translation part will be replaced by a covariant deriva­

tive . 

Next we consider the commutator of two supersymmetry transformations 

on the spinor "A . Counting degrees of freedom indicates an excess of Fermi 

degrees of freedom by one unit off-shell. As a consequence, we expect nonclo­

sure of the supersymmetry algebra on "A . This is indeed the case, and the result 

can be written, after a Fierz rearrangement, 

[c5z,c51 ] "'Aa = 2i (ll i""tz) (VJ.'"'A)a + i ((')'5t1) (tz/'5(» "'A)a) 

- ( lp2)) . (1 .4. 23) 

Working in analogy -with what done for the Wess-Zumino model, we see that we 

can dispose of the additional terms in ( 1.4.23) by introducing an adjoint multi­

plet of pseudoscalar fields Da such that, under a supersymmetry transforma­

tion, 

(1.4.24) 

and by modifying the supersymmetry transformation of "A into 

(1.4.25) 

Then commuting two supersymmetries on Da also gives 

(1 .4.26) 

and closure of the algebra off the mass-shell is achieved. The action is then 

made invariant by adding a suitably normalized nonpropagating kinetic term for 

na . The final result can be written: 
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S - j 4 f 1 i-[ ] D
2

J - tr d x - - F1W F - -A X A - -4 jJ.l/ 2 ' 2 . (1.4.27) 

We wish to emphasize that the interacting theory has a field-dependent super-

symmetry algebra that coincides with the super-Poincare' algebra only in the 

limit of vanishing fields . This is a new feature that one encounters when dealing 

with interacting supersymmetric theories . 

Having discussed the Wess-Zumino model and the N=1 supersyrnmetric 

Yang-Mills theory, we now turn to consider the simplest supersymmetric gen-

eralization of Einstein's general theory of Relativity [20]. This model describes 

interactions of the gravity field (here described by means of a vierbein vm JJ.) 
and a Majorana spinor-vector 1fw all governed by a single dimensionful coupling 

constant k. The resulting action is invariant under one local supersyrnmetry 

transformation. 

Describing the supergravity action requires separate discussions of the 

actions for yn JJ. and 1/JJ.L. As anticipated. the gravity field in supergravity is 

described by a vierbein field vm JJ.' rather lhan by the metric tensor g JJ.V' Here 

curved vector indices will be denoted by small Greek letters, and fiat vector 

indices will be denoted by small Latin letters . Replacing g JJ.II with vm J.L provides 

the "fiat to curved" index converter necessary to put spinors in curved space-

time, but this apparently increases the number of components of the gravity 

field from 10 to 16. However, the set of local symmetries of the Einstein action is 

correspondingly increased by the addition of the local Lorentz symmetry in the 

tangent space , which effectively gauges away the extra six components . 

To write the pure Einstein action in the vierbein formalism, we introduce 

the spin connection (;)J.L mn, which is the gauge field for the local Lorentz transfor­

mations in the tangent space, and we define the curvature 

(1.4.28) 



-42-

Finally, we postulate the action 

(1 .4.29) 

This expression does not bear an obvious resemblance to the conventional way of 

writing the Einstein action in terms of the metric field and of the Christoffel 

symbols 

(1.4.30) 

The equivalence between the two formulations is established as follows . First of 

all one relates the metric tensor to the vierbein by writing 

(1 .4.31) 

which already implies that V = ~. Then one eliminates CJ in eq. (1.4.32) 

using its nonpropagating equation of motion, which is 

(1.4.32) 

Using the antisyrntnetry of c.; in its two fiat indices , this equation can be solved 

to give 

,, mn- l(vnva vm - ymva vm 'I-
ON j.L - 2 1/ j.L 1/ j.LJ 

Using this expression and the conventional (i.e torsionless) expression of the 

Christoffel symbols in terms of the metric 

ra _ 1 ap ( + ) 
J.LV - 2 g g PJ.L,ll g pv,J.L - g J.LV ,p • (1 .4.34) 

together with the relation (1.4.31) between vm J.L and g J.LV• one can then show that 

(1.4.32) and (1.4.33) fit together into the simple condition 
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(1.4.35) 

which states that the vierbein is covariantly constant. Finally, using (1.4.35) one 

can show that 

(1.4.36) 

and the equivalence between (1.4.29) and (1.4.30) is proved. This presentation 

is,of course, not the only way of looking at the problem, and one could as well 

turn the argument around and take (1.4.35) as the starting point. 

In the presence of spinors, one is . forced to work with the vierbein, and the 

action ( 1.4.29) is the starting point in the construction of the supergravity 

action. Our next task will be to describe the Rarita-Schwinger action for the 

gravitino field 1/JJ.I.. The free action for a massless Majorana gravitino can be writ­

ten 

(1.4.37) 

It is invariant under the gauge transformation 01/IJ.I. = aj.l.c, with f: an anticom­

muting Majorana spinor . The corresponding free action for a massive gravitino 

follows by adding to (1.4.37) the mass term 

(1.4.38) 

As (1.4.37) and (1.4. 38) are not very familiar objects, we find it convenient to dis­

cuss their properties in some detail. In order not to interrupt our description of 

supergravity, however , we prefer to relegate the discussion of the properties of 

the Rarita-Schwinger action to Appendix C. There we will show [25] that 

(1.4.37)-(1.4.38) is the unique free action (up to field redefinitions of the form 

1/IJ.I. -+ 1/IJ.I. + A. fJJ. 1·1/1) which propagates only spin-~ modes, is linear in the deriva­

tive af.l.' does not contain nonlocalities and yields identical equations of motion 
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for the fields that enter it . 

For our present purpose, what is most important is that the gauge invari-

ance 01/1~ = o~c has a parameter which, apart from its being space-time depen­

dent, looks like the supersymmetry parameters encountered for the Wess-

Zumino model and for the N=1 supersymmetric Yang-Mills theory, as it is an 

anticommuting Majorana spinor. The gravitino thus suggests itself as the gauge 

field of supersymmetry. Constructing the supergravity action amounts to follow-

ing steps conceptually similar (if technically far more difficult) to those one 

would follow in constructing the full self-interacting Yang-Mills theory from the 

corresponding free theory. In this case we must start from a globally supersym­

metric model ( and here is where gravity already enters ) and make the super-

symmetry local by the addition of suitable extra couplings. 

Our starting point is therefore the Einstein action in the form ( 1.4. 29), 

together with the Rarita-Schwinger action (1.4.37), covariantized with respect to 

general coordinate transformations, i.e . 

(1 .4.39) 

No vierbein determinant ~ppears in front of the second term above, because c is 

a tensor density. ')'-matrices bearing a curved index are related to ordinary 

constant ')' matrices with fiat indices via contraction with the vierbein, so that 

')'JJ. = ym JJ. 'I'm . Finally, the covariant derivative Dp can be written omitting the 

symmetric Christoffel connection altogether, as this would drop out because of 

the antisymmetrization. Thus 

(1.4.40) 

The next step is writing supersymmetry transformations under which (1.4.42) is 

invariant. The natural candidate for the gravitino transformation is the 
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generalization of the gauge invariance of eq. { 1.4.37) to include covariantization 

with respect to general coordinate transformations , i.e. 

(1.4.41) 

Together with this transformation, we need the transformation of vm JJ.• and the 

transformation of CJp. mn . Actually, one can forget about CJ altogether, since it is 

possible to arrange things in order that it does not contribute to the variation, 

by taking it to be that function of V and '1/1 that satisfies its algebraic equation of 

motion. This trick, usually denoted as 1.5 order formalism, follows from the 

observation that in varying the action one produces 

_2_§_ 0 ym + 6S o'f/1 + 6S OCJ ab 
6 ym JJ. JJ. 61/lp. JJ. 6CJJJ. ab P. ' 

( 1.4.42) 

and the last term vanishes identically, irrespective of what owp. ab is, if the spin 

connection satisfies its equation of motion. The important point to notice, how-

ever, is that the addition of the 'f/;w'f/1 coupling in eq. (1.4 .39) modifies the equa-

tion for w from its form ( 1.4.35) to 

This, in turn, can be solved to give 

(1.4.44) 

where c.;0 JJ. mn is given in eq. (1 .4.33) . Eq. (1.4.44) can equivalently be restated in 

the form of a condition that the vierbein be covariantly constant, as in eq. 

(1.4.35), but with the Christoffel symbols no more symmetric in their two lower 

indices, and therefore possessing a torsion part 
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(1.4.45) 

Summarizing, the requirement that CJ in eq. (1.4.39) satisfy its nonpropagating 

equation of motion has had the effect of hiding in its definition quadratic terms 

in the gravitino 1/JJJ., which i.n turn introduce quartic spinor couplings in eq. 

(1.4.39) . 

We now vary VJJ. m and 1/JJJ. in eq. (1 .4 .39), which gives 

oS = j d4x ( ~ o V m (RJJ. - 1 V. JJ. R) - 1 cJJ.vpa(o ;J; ) -v5 -v D ~1' -{ 4k 2 }J- m 2 m 2 'f' }J- I I II p 'I' C1 

(1.4.46) 

Inserting (1.4.41) above and integrating by part the second term then gives : 

(1.4.47) 

., 
where the last term originates from integrating by parts the second term in eq. 

( 1. 4 .46) . We can now rewrite more conveniently ( 1.4 .46) by using ( 1.4.43) and 

lhe relation between the commutator of two covariant derivatives on c and the 

curvature tensor in eq. (1.4.28) . The result is : 

where we notice that all terms involving the Riemann tensor in the variation of 

the Rarita-Schwinger action have reduced to terms involving the combination 

(R JJ. m - ~ vm JJ.R) . Requiring cancellation of these terms then determines the 

transformation of the vielbein to be 
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{1.4.49) 

and one is left with 

(1.4.50) 

which vanishes upon a Fierz rearrangement. Consequently the action for N= 1 

supergravity in four dimensions is 

(1.4.51) 

with c.J determined by eq. (1.4 .42), and is invariant under the local supersym-

metry transformations 

(1.4.52a) 

and 

(1.4.52b) 

The Einstein action for pure gravity (1.4.29) embodies three main features, 

the invariance with respect to general coordinate transformations and local 

Lorentz transformations, and the absence of terms containing more than two 

derivatives . As is well known, however, these two features are also preserved if 

we modify (1.4.29) by the addition of a cosmological term, and write 

(1.4.53) 

where the cosmological constant "A can have any sign. It is then natural to ask 

whether the action of simple supergravity in eq. (1.4.51) can also accommodate 

a cosmological term compatibly with local supersymmetry. The answer to this 
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question is contained in the discussion of superalgebras in section 2. There we 

have seen that the N= 1 super-Poincare' algebra in four dimensions can be 

recovered by contracting a simple algebra, the super-de Sitter algebra. The 

peculiar feature is that in this case the bosonic algebra is constrained to be 

anti-de Sitter, rather than de Sitter. This , in turn, fixes the sign of the cosmolog-

ical term, which is bound to be negative . To construct this theory [23], we start 

by adding to (1.4.51) a negative cosmological term, and modify action and 

transformation laws in order to attain local supersymmetry of the resulting 

action. The first modification one needs is the addition of a mass term for the 

gravitino which, as shown in Appendix C, is of the form ~f.J.uf..W't/1 11 once we choose 

for the kinetic term the form ( 1. 4. 37) . We are thus led to consider 

(1.4.54) 

Then, requiring that the variation of all terms quadratic in 1/1 cancels leads to 

modify the supersymmetry transformation of 1/1 into 

(1.4.55) 

and this fixes the action, apart from quartic spinor terms arising from the varia-

tion of the vierbein in the mass and kinetic terms . No additional quartic spinor 

terms are needed. however, as 

oS = J d 4x f ~ef..WPU(~f.J./'5t)(~pl'v1/lu)- X4V(c-f1/Jp)(~f.J.uf..W1/Jv) + 

x4v (~f.J. cf'll'l/lv) (c l'f.J-1/Ip) ~ , (1 .4.56) 

which can be shown to vanish by a Fierz rearrangement. 
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The last model with simple supersymmetry we wish to describe here is sim-

ple supergravity in eleven dimensions . As we have shown in section 2 , group 

theory directly sorts out D=11 as the largest dimensionality of spacetime where 

a supersymmetric multiplet containing no states of helicity greater than two 

exists . We have also remarked that the smallest supermultiplet of the D=ll 

super-Poincare' algebra contains a set of states with the same helicity content 

as the 256 states of N=B supergravity. Indeed, as we have seen, the information 

provided by the study of the super-Poincare' algebra is almost equivalent to 

knowing the noninteracting form of the corresponding field theory. The only 

ambiguity is related to different choices of fields that on-sheU describe a given 

set of states . Supergravity in eleven dimensions provides an example of such an 

ambiguity. As we have seen in section 3, the ambiguity has to do with the bose 

fields , since the 126 fermionic degrees of freedom sort out a Majorana gravitino 

as the only possible field choice . Of the 128 bose degrees of freedom , 44 are 

accommodated by the elfbein vm JJ.• whereas for the remaining 84 there are two 

possible choices of field, a third-rank antisymmetric tensor gauge field AJ.Wp• and 

a sixth-rank antisymmetric tensor gauge field A.ut ··JJ.e · It is then straightforward 

to write the corresponding free theories and their supersymmetry transforma-

tions . The first case gives the free action 

S =-J dllx f [ V2 R(V,G..l) ]tin- _211j;J.J-fJJ.11PBv1/lp 
4k 

- 2 .~! (FJJ.vpa)
2 ~ , 

and the corresponding supersymmetry transformations 

(1.4.57) 

(1.4.58a) 

(1.4.5Bb) 
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(1.4.58c) 

Here c is a constant Majorana spinor, [] denotes antisymmetrization with 

strength one, and the field strength 

is invariant under the gauge transformations 

The second case gives the action 

s = J d11x ~ -[ v2 R(V,CJ)]lin- _21 ~jJ.fi'LVPBv"//p 
4k 

+ 2·~' (F al··a7)2 ~ ' 

and the corresponding supersymmetry transformations 

where tis again a constant Majorana spinor, and the field strength 

is invariant under the gauge transformations 

(1.4.59) 

(1.4.60) 

(1.4.61) 

(1.4.62a) 

(1.4.62b) 

(1.4.62c) 

(1.4.63) 

(1.4.64) 

In attempting to promote the supersymmetry to a local symmetry, one fol-

lows steps similar to those described for the case of N=l supergravity in four 
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dimensions. There are two technical complications in this case . First of all, the 

actions contain one e)..i.ra field, apart from '1/JJJ. and vm JJ.• and correspondingly 

more couplings are possible and, in generaL needed. Moreover, the eleven-

dimensional Dirac algebra is considerably more cumbersome than the four-

dimensional one, in that one is dealing with antisymrnetrized products of several 

r matrices that must be multiplied and combined together. The main tool one 

needs is eq. ( 1.B.3), which provides the decomposition for the product of two 

antisymmetrized products of r matrices. 

We consider first (1.4.57). As in the discussion of N=l supergravity in four 

dimensions, we use 1.5 order formalism and do not vary CJ. As a first step, the 

full nonlinear vielbein content is introduced, by demanding invariance under 

general coordinate transformations . Then, in order to make the supersymmetry 

local, one needs to add the Noether term 

in order to cancel the residual ac terms from the variation of the kinetic term 

of 1/JJJ. in eq. (1.4.57). The terms of the form kcFF. generated by varying 

6 'if; Rj c F in the Noether term, and by varying the vielbein in the kinetic term of 

AJJ.vp• do nol completely cancel against one another, but add up to 

which is canceled by adding the gauge-invariant term 

( 1.4.67) 

One then fixes the cubic terms in the transformation law for '1/!JJ. and the quartic 

terms in the action by supercovariantization. The final answer is the action of 

Cremmer, Julia and Scherk [14]: 
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2/C aR-{Ja'{J'-'6' ~ + E: ~' ' JWP A F Q.J.F •R•...;Jt• ( 144)2 J.I.Vp Qt'l" at' I U 1 
(1.4.68) 

with 

""' 
F JJ.vpa = F JJ.Vpa + 3/C~[.,u.f vp 1/1 a) (1.4.69a) 

and 

(1 .4.69b) 

the supercovariant extensions of F and c.; respectively. Correspondingly, the 

supersymmetry transformations are given by 

(1.4. 70a) 

(1.4.70b) 

( 1.4. 70c) 

We now discuss what happens when one tries to construct an interacting 

theory in eleven dimensions starting from the action in eq. (1.4.61) [16,24]. As 

before, one starts by covariantizing the action vvith respect to general coordi-

nate transformations. Then, to make the supersymmetry local, the addition of 

the Noether term 

is necessary and, again, the k cFF terms in the variation of the lagrangian do 

not cancel completely, but lead to 
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The analogue of the term in eq. (1.4 .67} is not available now, simply because 

( 1.4. 72) does not have the right index structure. The only possibility of cancel-

ing it requires adding a cosmological constant but, as we now show, even this 

attempt fails, and it is not possible to construct an interacting supersymmetric 

theory with Aa
1 
.. a

6 
[ 16]. To show that this is the case, we add to the action the 

term 

(1.4.73) 

and modify the supersymmetry transformation of 1/IJ.I. to include the term 

(1 .4.74) 

which is enough to cancel (1.4.72) . But the effect of the new transformation for 

the gravitino on the remaining terms in the action then leads to the addition of a 

mass term for 1/IJ.I. and of a cosmological constant. We are thus led to consider 

the action 

' 

( 1.4. 75) 

A critical test is now to check whether the terms generated by varying o'lj; ~ : 2 

in the Noether term cancel against the terms generated by varying 01/1 ~ tF in 

the mass term. This does not happen, but rather we are left with 

(1.4.76) 
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In the same way [ 16]. one can show that it is impossible to modify the Crem-

mer, Julia Scherk theory to include a cosmological term consistent with local 

supersymmetry. Starting from (1.4.68), one adds a cosmological term and the 

necessary (by supersymmetry) '1/lp. mass term, and modifies the '1/Jp. transforma­

tion by the addition of the term ( 1.4. 75). But again one arrives at the same 

difficulty as the one encountered in the six-index case: the variation o'lj; Rj f:F in 

the mass term does not cancel against the variation o'lj; Rj -; in SN, but rather 
k 

they add up to 

(1.4.77) 

which is the analog of ( 1.4. 76) and is impossible to cancel. 

The failure of these attempts has an explanation in terms of group theory. 

It has to do with the fact that, as we have seen, no super-de Sitter algebra exists 

in eleven dimensions, as such an algebra would be the global algebra of a model 

with cosmological term and an Abelian gauge symmetry for the antisymmetric 

tensor Ap.vp (or for Aa
1 
.. a

6 
). The conclusion is that, in eleven dimensions, super­

gravity has the unique form (1.4.68), built out of the set of fields 1/lp.. vm p. and 

Ap.vp and, differently from the case of four dimensions, it cannot be modified to 

accommodate a cosmological term consistently with local supersymmetry. 
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Appendix A 

The equations derived in section 2 when discussing the closure of the 

super-de Sitter algebra in several dimensions involve the evaluation of terms 

like (f*"H"'n fv
1 
__ v" f ~--~,,J This can be done very simply using the following 

resultt: 

(l.A.l) 

where D>m + n . As usual. fa
1 

.. a" denotes a product of k f matrices, totally 

antisymmetrized and normalized so that it equals r a
1

· .r a" when the indices are 

all different. 

In order to prove (l.A.l) , we start by considering the case in which k indices 

out of the set (a1, .. ,o:m) , say (a1, .. ,ak), coincide with k indices out of the set 

({3 1, .. ,f3m), say ((3 1, .. ,(3k) . This circumstance corresponds, for example, to the 

arrangement 

(l .A.2) 

There are several dispositions of the indices which are equivalent to the one 

shown in eq. (l.A.2), corresponding to different possible choices of the indices 

((3 1, .. ,(3k) and of the indices (a 1, .. ,ak) , and to different relative permutations of 

the sets (a1, .. ,ak) and ((3 1, .. ,(3k) . The total number of these cases is : 

[:] ~] k' (l.A.3) 

t I thank J. H. Schwarz for teaching me this. 
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The remaining indices {ak+l ··an) in (1.A.2} contract against the indices in the 

other r a:l .. a:,.' and this corresponds to 

!D-ml (D- m}..(D- m -n +k +1) = n-k (n- k)l {l.A.4) 

possibilities . Multiplying ( 1.A.3) by {1 .A.4) then gives the total factor for this 

case , 

(1 .A5) 

where the overall sign accounts for the exchanges of r matrices with respect to 

the original permutation. If D <m +n , some of the m indices ({3 1, .. ,f3m) must 

equal some of the n indices (a1, .. ,an), and the sum in eq. (l.A.1) therefore 

starts from rnax(D -m -n ,0), rather than from 0. In general, we thus have : 

(l.A.6) 

from this result we obtain the following 3 tables, where we collect some 

identities for D=4, 10, 11. 

D (P.'faf~)/(fa) (r~ r a,B r ~); (r a,B) (r~ ral .. a5 r~)/ (r Cll .. ~) 

4 -2 0 0 

10 -8 6 0 

11 -9 7 -1 
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D Cll"' r .. r ,...,); cr .. ) (Il"' r.., r ,...,) I (r ..,) cr~r "1·-"5 r ~)/ cr .. 1 .... :) 

4 D 4 D 

10 -54 -26 10 

11 -70 -38 10 

D c~~··.usr r ) .. 1'-J. ··JJ<:.. c~· -"'sr ~r~t ··~) c~ .. .usr r ) 
at ·· ":i 1'-J. ·· JJ<:.. 

4 0 0 0 

10 0 -3360 0 

11 -5040 -5040 -1200 
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AppendixB 

In this section we summarize our conventions for the eleven-dimensional 

Dirac algebra which we use in the discussion of the algebras and in the discus-

sion of supergravity in eleven dimensions. We use the Minkowski metric 

TJMN = diag(-1,+1, .. ,+1), M,N = 0,1, .. ,10 and our rM's satisfy the Dirac alge­

bra ffM,fNl = 2TJMN and are chosen to obey the condition: 

Antisymmetric products of r-matrices are defined by: 

(l.B .l ) 

where the square brackets denote antisymmetrization with unit strength. One 

can now prove that those antisymmetrized products are related by: 

(l.B .2) 

and consequently all the products of f-matrices can be expressed in terms of 

1, r m' r mn' r mnp ~ r mnpq and r mnpqr' which multiplied with factors of i where 

necessary in order to become Hermitian, form a complete set of 1024 32 X 32 

Hermitian matrices . 

Antisymmetric products of f-matrices can be combined according to 

The coefficients in the expansion are determined by the condition that all traces 

be removed from the r .h.s. 

Fierz rearrangements are performed using : 

(l.B.4) 
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where M, N are any 32 x 32 matrices and Oi is a shorthand for any matrix in 

the set I 1 , r m , r mn , r mnp , r mnpq , r mnpqr ~ . 

Explicit evaluation of the traces leads to: 

MapW = 
3
1
2 
1(NM)7PoQ~+{N~ M)7Pf~- ~ (Nrmn M)#fmn4~-

- ...!_ (Nrmnp M)7Pf ac5 + ...!_ (Nrmnpq M)7Pf ac5 + 3! mnp 4 ! mnpq 

+ 1._ (Nrmnpqr M)7Pf ac5) 
5! mnpqr >· (l.B.5) 

A convenient choice of the Dirac · matrices rM, M = 0,1, ... ,10, in 11-

dimensions used in Section 1 of the text is : 

( l.B.6) 

The 4 x 4 matrices 1JJ. are the Dirac matrices in four dimensions , they 

satisfy: I~. "/''~= 27]J.W = 2 diag(-+++) and are taken in the form (spinorial 

representation) : 

The 4 X 4 matrices ai and f3i , i = 1 ,2,3 are : 

satisfying 
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( l.B.?) 

In these conventions, one can immediately verify that 

ff.u.rN~ = 277.uN = 2 diag(-1,+1,+1,+1, .. ,+1) M,N = o,1,2, .. ,10 

r6 = ro. r] = -r1 • I= 1,2, . . ,10 

rJ= fo. rl= fz, rT= -rl for I~ 0,2. (l.B.B) 

The charge conjugation matrix which in 1 + 10 dimensions must satisfy 

(1.B.9) 

takes, in our conventions, the explicit form 

(l.B.lO) 

and also satisfies 

(l.B.ll) 

Given the matrices fM, M = 0,1,2, ... ,10 which obey the Dirac algebra, one 

can prove that the matrices: 

'LMN = ~ [fM .fN] = ~ fMN· 

satisfy the SO( 1,1 0) algebra 

and, in particular, the matrices 'LIJ, I ,J ~ 0,3 satisfy the 0(9) algebra: 

(1 .B.l2) 

(l.B.13) 

(l.B.l4) 
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We have [f'>.~IJ] = 0, I,J ~ 0. which means that the 32 X 3~ matrices ~IJ 

with J,J = 1,2, ... ,10 form a reducible representation of 0(10) . This can be 

decomposed into its two 16 dimensional irreducible pieces ( 1,..6+ 1,..6) according to 

the eigenvalue of ro they correspond to. using the projection matrices: 

1±f'> 
2 

(l.B.15) 

Under 0(9) the two 16-dimensional representations are equivalent and the 

decomposition is actually 

3.,.2 of SO( 1,10);... 1,..6 + 1.,.6 of S0(10) C SO(l, 10) 
spin or 

""1_6 + 1.,.6 of S0(9) C · 50(1,10) . 

We now discuss a few properties of the matrices f M valid in the representa-

tion (l. B.6) , (1. B.7) and which are used in the text. 

We first split the indices JIJ 1 •• • "#- 0,3 into two subsets, denoted by: 

i lj , ... = 112 
. . 4,5, ... . 10" 'L,J , ... = 

Statement 1. As can be checked using (l.B.6) and (l.B.7) the matrices fu 

have the form : 

AIJ 0 KIJ 
fiJ = -i 0 Bu 0 IIJ "#- 013 

Kut o Mu 
(1.B.1 6) 

where A I Kl M are B x B matrices, while B is 16 x 16, and 

Aut = Au I MIJ t = MIJ I BIJ t = BIJ are required by the antiherrniticity of the 

fu's . 

F'rom the form (l.B. 16), it follows that the 16 X 16 matrices : 

...., _ ·[Au Ku] . r/J = -'L Kut Mu I IIJ "#- 013 (l.B.l7) 
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form the 16-dimensional spinor representation of 0(9), since fJJ = ~ r!J satisfy 

eq. (1.B.l4) . The same is true for the B1J matrices . 

with 

and 

Statement 2. The matrices I\; and r~ have the form 
t.J 

r,2 = -i{~ -~.] 

"' [A.., 0 l r_ = -i "'3 
ij 0 A.., 

1-J 

A1 =A..- and A! = -.A.... . 
ij ij ij ij 

"' 
As for the matrices r--:. they all have the form : 

t} 

"' - . 0 r "':- -t K 
1} 1] 

K -] lj 
0 I 

K-

Kt = K -, KT... = -K-
lj lj li li 

..... - . 0 r--:- -t -K 
2} 2] 02i I Kt_ = -K -I KT... = -K - · 

2j 2j 2i. 2j 

The proof of this statement is based on the observation that 

[')' 1.-f] = -2i12 x a3 = -2i[~3 ~3] = -2i 

1 

-
1 

1 

-1 
-1 

-1 
-1 

[ -r.,5J = -2i o -i 
i 0 

0 -t 

i 0 

-1 

(l.B.lB) 

(l.B.l9) 
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The relative sign of the (11) and (44) or of the (14) and (41) elements of the 

above matrices determines the relative signs of the elements of the matrices 

fii, f"':"> or f 1~. f2i~' respectively. The rest is determined by the hermiticity of 
'tj 'l 

"' the f's and from the symmetry properties: 

which, in turn. follow from (l.B.B) and (l.B.l6) . 

"" ...... 
The matrices L 12 and ~ generate the 0(2) x 0(7) maximal subalgebra of 

tJ 
"" 0(9), while the rest. L .~· belong to 0(9)- 0(2) x 0(7). 

'tJ 

Because of (A.lB) the matrices -
2
1 A.;...., satisfy the 0(7) algebra forming its 

tJ 
eight-dimensional spinor representation. 

As explained above, using the Dirac matrices in D-dimensions. one can con-

struct the so-called spinor representations of the O(D) groups. For example, we 

showed that starting with the matrices rM in (l .B.B). the matrices LMN in 

(1. B.l 2) satisfy the SO(l.lO) algebra (l.B.12) and. in particular. using the 

matrices rf,J = 1,2, ... ,10, one can construct LJJ which generate a 32-

dimensional reducible representation of SO(lO) subset SO(l,lO). 

Assume now that we can construct a matrix C or C' such that: 

CfxC-1 = -rJ and cT = -C (X= O,l, ... ,D-1) 

or 

CTxC'-1 = rJ and C'T = C' . 

Then in either case we will have: 

with 
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C =COT C'. 

But then if Q is a spinor under SO(D), i .e ., if under an SO(D) rotation with 

parameters ""XY = -CJYX 

the quantities (;Q transform according to: 

Thus using Q and (;Q we can i~mediately build a scalar bilinear in Q, 

namely: 

is a scalar under SO (D) . 

The definition of LXY and the Dirac algebra lead to: 

-with R ( CJ) the D x D orthogonal matrix representing the SO(D) rotation with 

parameters ""XY in the defining D-dimensional representation. 

The quantities 

are then tensors under SO(D) and, in particular: 

is an antisymmetric two-tensor under SO(D) . 
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Restriction of the values of X and Y gives an antisymmetric two-tensor 

under the corresponding SO(D') (D' < D). 
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AppendixC 

We want to show that the free Rarita-Schwinger action (1.4.40), including 

the mass term (1.4.41), is the unique free action (apart from linear field 

redefinitions) [25] that satisfies the following conditions: 

(1). It propagates only spin* modes ; 

(2). It is linear in the derivative operator ; 

(3) . It contains no nonlocal terms ; 

(4). It yields identical field equations for the two fields it appearing in it. 

To this end, we start by recalling the discussion given in ref. [2], and we 

notice that the condition that no spin-~ modes propagate can be replaced by 

the requirement that, on shell, the two conditions --y ·"f/1 = 0 and B·"f/1 = 0 hold. To 

deal with this problem, we find it convenient to introduce spin-projection opera-

tors. This just amounts to rewriting the most general kinetic term linear in the 

derivative operator for 1/iJJ.. 

( l. C.1 ) 

in terms of an equivalent, but orthonormal, basis . The projectors we need are : 

1 1"" "" 
(Prd.uv = 3 1JJ.1v 

1 1 "" 
(Prz )JJ.v = V3'JJ. ""v 

.1 1 
(Pil )JJ.V = y'3 c.;JJ.fv 

.1 

(Piz)JJ.V = c.;JJ.c.;V • (l.C.2) 

where 
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~ (.)J.L = 
D 

(1.C.3) 

The projectors in eq. {l.C .2) satisfy the following properties: 

(1) . orthonormality: (P1ii)J.LII(pJ kl.)vp = o1J oik (P1u)w; 

~ l. l. 
(2). decomposition of unity : 1 = P 2 + (P 2

) 11 + (P 2
) 22 . 

Moreover, they are complete in that they span the set of all operators 

entering (l.C .l). Thus we start by writing a free massive field equation of the 

form 

~ 1 1 1 l 

(C1P 2 + czPfl + c3P~z + c4Pf2 + c5P~1)J.Lv~ 1/lv = M'lj;JJ. · (1.C.4) 

~ 

Next, we require that the operator above square to OP 2
, which is tantamount to 

requiring that no spin ~ components propagate, because of the orthogonality 

properties of the projectors, and of the form of the decomposition of unity . The 
3 

obvious solution consists in starting with P 2 ~, but it has to be rejected, as it 

leads to a nonlocal field equation. 
f 

Alternatively, one is led to 

(1.C.5) 

Demanding that ( l .C.5) be a local equation then leads to one relation between o: 

and {3, namely 

2 (1- o:) =- V3o: ({3- {3- 1) . (1.C.6) 

We have thus found a one-parameter family of suitable field equations. The next 

problem is writing an action which yields (1.C.5) upon variation with respect to 

one of the fields in it . The obvious candidate is : 
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but the problem here is that varying with respect to 1/;J.L yields a difierent equa­

tion from what one obtains by varying with respect to 'f/1 11 • To -overcome this 

difficulty, one shifts the field in the field equation before multiplying with 'j;J.L, 

which gives the new action 

(l.C .B) 

Varying 1/lp. now gives 

( l. C.9) 

which, upon iteration, becomes 

3 

o(P2)p.11 (1/lv + "A 'lv'l ''l/1) = M2 (1/lp.. + "A 'lp. 'l ' 'l/1) ( l. C.lO) 

]. 

Multiplying both sides of this equation by P ~ then gives : 

3 

1/lp. + "A'lp.'l ' 'l/1 = p2 (1/lp. + 'A'lp.'l' 'l/1) ( l .C.ll) 

and , contracting with 'lp.· 

(1 + 4"A)'l ·1/l = 0 . ( l.C.12) 

Consequently, the condition that 'l·'l/1 vanish on-shell is preserved by the new 

choice of action, at least provided "A# -i· In terms of the projectors (l .C.2), 

the l.h.s . of the field equation (l.C.9) reads 

3 l l 
[P 2 + cx([1 + "A(3- v3P')]Pr1 + [1 + "A(1- v3p- 1 )]P~z + 
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l l 
[,B + A (,8- "3)] Pfz + [,8-1 + A (3p-l - v'3)] P~J]JW(f 'Y-'11 • (1.C. l3) 

To derive the corresponding equation that follows from varying with respect to 
.1 l 

'J/111 , we first note that Pr2 and P~1 turn into each other upon Majorana !lipping 

and -antic-Gmmute with _q. wher-eas -t.fl.e -Gther p-r-ojectars -ar-e left unchanged by 

Majorana !lipping and commute with (f . Consequently we obtain: 

l ll [p + "A(f3- ..J3) ] P~l- [p-1 + A(3p-1 - v'3) ] Pr2 Cf 'Y'v . (1.C .14) 
JJ-11 

and comparison with (1 .C.13) yields one single condition that determines A to 

be 

( l. C.l 5) 

The final result is : 

l s ~ + rr1 l .1 2.../3 _ 2R-1 + M ~" p?. + ,.., ,.., (P2 + p2 ) + --=---=-~=~~ 
r,.. ({3 _ v'3p-1)2 12 21 ({3 _ v'3p-1)2 

(1.C. l 6) 

Apart from its unfamiliar-looking form, this expression gives a one-

parameter family of actions which can be seen to reduce to the usual form 

( 1.4.40) of the Rarita-Schwinger action in the limit {3 -+ co . These actions in the 

massless case possess the gauge invariance 
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(l.C.l7) 

which also reduces to the standard form in the limit (3 -+ oo . The one-parameter 

family of actions in eq. ( l.C.l6) satisfies all the four conditions listed at the 

beginning of this appendix, and it may appear puzzling that one still has the 

freedom of shifting the field in the action (not in a field equation. as we did to 

derive (l.C.l6)) according to 

(l .C.lB) 

as this clearly preserves the symmetry of the differential operator in ( 1. C.l6) . 

We can do this for example by rewriting ( l .C.1 7) in terms of the projectors as 

This essentially replaces some ')'-matrix algebra by the multiplication rules for 

the projection operators . 

The uniqueness of the Rarita-Schwinger action follows from one peculiar 

feature of (l.C .l6): if the fields are shifted in the action according to eq. (l.C.l9), 

the net result is that (3 transforms according to 

((3 + ~) ( 1 + 4 T) 
{3 -+ -1 + __ ___::_3_-=---

v3 1+T+vf3T,5' 
( l.C .20) 

This in turn implies that every value of {3 can be reached from any other one via 

a simple field redefinition. and therefore the uniqueness of the Rarita-Schwinger 

action. 
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Chapter 2 

Ten-Dimensional Supersymmetric Yang-Mills Theory 
in Terms of Four-Dimensional Supertields 
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2.1. Introduction 

The N=4 supersymmetric Yang-Mills theory (SSYM) [1.2] is very interesting 

for several reasons. It is the maximally supersymmetric interacting theory not 

containing gravity, and as such is unique . Like N=8 supergravity [3], it is a limit 

of a ten-dimensional superstring theory [ 4]. It is invariant under a very large 

.gy·mmetry g-roup , the N=4 superconformal group. Finally, and most impor­

tantly, its perturbation expansion appears to be free of ultraviolet divergences 

{5], even after the addition of suitable mass terms breaking the symmetries of 

the theory [6]. While finiteness is not presently regarded as a crucial feature for 

a renormalizable theory, it offers some hope that supersymmetry may eliminate 

the nonrenormalizable ultraviolet divergences of gravity in the framework of the 

N=8 supergravily theory, or in the framework of the theory of superstrings [7]. 

The original component formulation of N=4 SSYM was obtained from the 

N= 1 SSYM theory in ten dimensions [ 1.2], a theory consisting simply of a 

Majorana-Weyl spinor in the adjoint representation of a gauge group, minimally 

coupled to a Yang-Mills boson. The ten-dimensional theory is reduced to four 

dimensions by assuming independence of the fields on six of the ten space-time 

coordinates . The resulting component theory consists of a vector, four Weyl spi­

nors and six scalars, all in the adjoint representation of the gauge group . 

Correspondingly, the simple ten-dimensional supersyrnmetry breaks into four 

four-dimensional supersymmetries, and the Lorentz group breaks into the 

direct product of the four-dimensional Lorentz group and a global internal 

SU(4) ~ S0(6) group . In the component formulation the SU(4) symmetry is 

manifest , but the four supersymmetries are not. 

As the main problem with making supersyrnmetries manifest is the 

existence of auxiliary fields for the off-shell closure of the supersymmetry 
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algebra, one approach is to forego the use of auxiliary fields altogether, elim­

inate all the gauge and auxiliary degrees of freedom, and formulate the theory 

in terms of light-cone superfields [5,8]. The Bose and Fermi degrees of freedom 

then match even ot! shell, but manifest Lorentz covariance is lost. Each covari­

ant supersymmetry spinor generator splits into two parts, one of which is a 

manifest symmetry of the resulting action. The action also has a manifest inter­

nal S0(4), or even the full SU(4) [8,9] invariance. However, only an E2 subgroup 

of the Lorentz group is linearly realized on the fields . 

A formulation of N =4 SSYM in terms of N = 1 covariant superfields is also 

known [ 10, 11 ]. In this case the Lorentz symmetry, one of the supersymmetries 

and an SU(3)® U( 1) subgroup of the SU(4) are manifest, but the extra super­

symmetries and the SU(4)/ (SU(3)®U(1)) symmetries are realized as compli­

cated nonlinear transformations of the superfields . Recent progress in under­

standing the superspace formulation of N=l SSYM in six dimensions [12,13] 

(which yields N=2 SSYM in four dimensions upon dimensional reduction) also 

allows a formulation in terms of N=2 superfields. The ultimate goal in this kind 

of approach would be a formulation in terms of N=4 superfields . This would also 

be of interest for the superspace formulation of N=4 supergravity, where N=4 

SS!"M would enter as a compensatort. The formulation in terms of N=4 

superfields, if il exists, is expected to possess uncommon features , in order to 

circumvent , for instance, the counting argument of ref . [ 14], which suggests 

that a set of auxiliary fields leading to closure of the supersymmetry algebra 

cannot be found for N=4 SSYM, or for N= 1 SSYM in ten dimensions . In this con­

text, a clear sign of trouble would be finding ultraviolet divergences in six 

dimensions at two loops, as suggested by superstring counting arguments [ 4], 

t See ref. [ 19] for a discussion of compensators. 
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but excluded by superspace counting arguments based on the assumption that 

an N =4 superfield formulation exists [ 15]. Tl'lis problem is currently under 

investigation. 

A possible way to attack the auxiliary field problem is to first seek an off­

shell formulation of the ten-dimensional theory in terms of covariant 

superfields, and then derive the four-dimensional N=4 superfield formulation by 

dimensional reduction in superspace, in analogy with what was originally done in 

components. For this approach, it is interesting to investigate what our present, 

incomplete understanding of the four-dimensional problem can teach us about 

the ten-dimensional theory. This requires undoing a dimensional reduction (an 

operation that might be called dimensional oxidation 1 ), and is the subject of the 

present chapter. Here we show that it is possible to extend the known formula­

tion of N=4 SSYM in terms of N= 1 four-dimensional superfields (extended to 

depend on all ten space-time coordinates) to provide an interesting, if somewhat 

unusual, description of the ten-dimensional theory. While several symmetries of 

the action are not manifest, this formalism is the only one known in which all the 

fields are geometrical objects. This theory can be dimensionally reduced, in the 

normal manner, to give a four-dimensional superspace formulation in any 

4 ~ D ~ 10. This is the first instance in which four dimensional superfields have 

been used to describe a higher-dimensional theory. For the time being, this 

result may be regarded as an arcane application of four-dimensional unextended 

superspace. Our hope, however, is that it may also serve as a useful starting 

point in the search for the complete off-shell ten-dimensional action. In fact, the 

formalism does suggest one tensor auxiliary field that should be included in the 

complete off-shell theory. 

The plan of this chapter is as follows . We start in Section 2 by describing 

the component form of ten-dimensional supersyrnmetric Yang-Mills theory [1.2]. 
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This is then dimensionally reduced in section 3, thus recovering the SU(4) 

covariant form of N=4 SSYM in four dimensions [2]. Section 4 addresses the 

question of the existence of the auxiliary fields for this theory. Here we show 

how considering massive representations of supersymmetry provides enough 

information to recover the sets of auxiliary fields for some simple multiplets 

[ 16]. Whereas the results we present here are very preliminary, and the auxili­

ary fields are known already for the multiplets we discuss, the method we intro­

duce gives nonetheless a very simple way of deriving them. It also allows us to 

explain better the problems encountered with N =4 SSYM, and in particular to 

describe the argument of Siegel and Rocek [14] that indicates that no auxiliary 

fields exist that close the supersymmetry algebra off the mass-shell for N=4 

SSYM. The rest of this chapter is devoted to a description of N= 4 SSYM in terms 

of N= 1 superfields and of the corresponding new ten-dimensional action. These 

sections are based on a paper written by the author on the subject , in collabora­

tion with Neil Marcus and Warren Siegel [ 18]. The appendices contain a few com­

ments about notation and conventions, as well as the derivation of a formula 

used in proving th~ gauge invariance of the ten-dimensional action. 
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2.2. The component form of ten-dimensional SSYM [1,2] 

The ten-dimensional supersymmetric Yang-Mills theory describes the 

interactions of an adjoint multiplet of Majorana-Weyl spinors, minimally coupled 

to Yang-Mills bosons. The Majorana condition 

(2.2.1) 

and the Weyl condition 

~"2 :2 :2} 

are compatible in ten-dimensional spacetime , and reduce the 32 complex com-

ponents of A. to 16 real components off the mass-shell, which correspond to 8 

independent propagating components . This number equals the number of pro-

pagating components of a massless vector in len dimensions, which suggests 

that the model should be supersymmetric . We write the ten-dimensional action 

as 

(2.2 .3) 

where 

(2 .2 .4) 

with a an adjoint index and 

(2 .2.5) 

and the covariant derivative is 

(V-)ac = oac B~ + g fabc A~ , 
JJ. J.L JJ. 

(2.2.6) 

with the hatted indices running from zero to nine . The non-Abelian field 
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strength is therefore 

Ji'«~ = a~A~ - a~A~ + g J abc A~ A~ 
~~~ J.1. II ~ V J.1. V 

(2.2 .7) 

Indeed, as we now show, the supersymmetry transformations are 

oA~ = -i l'f~i\a 
#J. J.l. 

{2.-2 .-Sj 

Varying Sand substituting in it the transformations (2.2.8) yields 

(2.2 .9) 

Then, composing the r matrices according to 

(2 .2.1 0) 

and integrating by parts the covariant derivative onto F. leads to cancellation of 

the first term in eq. (2.2.9), and one is left with 

the firsl term of which vanishes on account of the Bianchi identity 

(2 .2.1 2) 

Then 

-{f.£.13) 

This term can then be analyzed by means of the Fierz identity which, for ten-

dimensional Majorana-Weyl spinors, is written 
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r:._b xa = -1 r; (f;:a 1'- A b) + _l_r~vp (f;:a r ~-- t..b) 
16 J.L 6 ·16 J.LIIP 

__ 1_~1·· .U..,(f;:a r ~ _ t..b) . 
32·5 1 J.l.t ·· f.J-5 

(2.2.14) 

• 

More convenient for our purposes is the identity we can derive from (2.2.14) 
~ 

by multiplying from the left by ra and from the right by r ~. since then 
a 

Then 

!abc (lf;Aa)(Abf~t..c) =~~abc (tf~f..C)(Aaf~t..b) 

__ 1 fabc(ly;vpf..c) (Xa f ___ f..b) , 
24 J.LIIP 

(2.2.15) 

(2 .2.16) 

(2.2. 17) 

where the second term vanishes because it is symmetric under the interchange 

of A a and A b . Relabeling cyclically the indices iri the first term on the r.h. s . of 

eq. (2.2.1 7) then leads to 

Jabc(lf-Aa)(Xbf~J..c)=O, 
J.L 

which proves the supersymmetry of the theory. 

(2 .2. 18) 
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2.3. Dimensional Reduction to Four Dimensions and N=4 ::s¥M [2] 

Dimensionally reducing a higher-dimensional field theory means imposing 

that its fields depend only on a subset of the total set of coordinates. In particu-

lar, to reduce the ten-dimensional theory of section 2 to four dimensions, we 

assume that both A~ and A. a depend on x 0 • x 1 • x 2 and x 3 only, thus dropping 
IJ. 

derivatives with respect to the extra six spatial coordinates. Expanding the 

kinetic term of the non-Abelian vector tietd in eq. ~"2.2.~} gives: 

where f..l, v run from zero to three, I and J are S0(6) vector indices, and 

(2.3.2) 

gives four-dimensional gauge-covariantized kinetic terms for the six scalars Af, 

once the derivatives o I have been dropped. Moreover, 

(2.3.3) 

gives quartic self-interactions for the six scalars . The dimensional reduction for 

the bosons thus gives: 

(2.3.4) 

The S0(6) notation for the scalars Aa I can be translated into SU(4) nota­

tion by regrouping the six scalars into a self-dual antisyrnmetric tensor of SU(4) 

as follows. One defines 

a _ 1 (Aa + · Aa ) 
fP14- V2 4 7, 5 
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rna = _1_ (A a. + i Aa ) 
T34 ..J2 B 9. (2.3.5) 

Then one fixes the remaining components of rpij by antisymmetry and by impos-

ing the duality-reality condition 

rpaii = 1.. eiilcl (/la = (rllU:). 2 Tiel Tt} · 
(2.3 .6) 

What is important for our purposes is that the choice of normalization in eq. 

(2.3.5) gives 

(2. 3. 7) 

On account of the self-duality, pairs of SU(4) indices can be freely raised and 

lowered in the contraction of two rp 's . The reduction of the vector kinetic term 

thus takes the final form 

Next one considers the spinor kinetic term, which is written 

(2 .3 .9) 

In terms of the SU(4) notation for the six-dimensional indices, this becomes 

_ i y,_a r.u [V A]a _ iJl J abc ('A a pi A c) m b. 
2 _u> 2 Tt) ' 

(2.3.1 0) 

where the definitions of the fij in terms of the f 1 are the same as those of the 

rpij in terms of the A f . The ten-dimensional Majorana-Weyl spinor A a , however, is 

not an irreducible representation of the four-dimensional Lorentz group , and to 

complete the reduction one must split it accordingly. To this end one needs a 

suitable representation of the ten-dimensional r matrices, which we take to be 

(J.L = 0' .. '3) ' 
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(2.3.11) 

where 7/J- is a 4 x 4 representation of the four-dimensional Dirac algebra, ai are 

the Pauli matrices, 12 is the 2 x 2 unit matrix and ® denotes outer product of 

two matrices . Correspondingly, the fii take the form 

(2 .3.12) 

where 

(2 .3.13) 

The charge conjugation matrix induced by the choice (2.3.11 ) is then 

(2 .3.1 4) 

where 14 denotes a 4 X 4 unit matrix, and the ten-dimensional helicity matriX f J.l-

is : 

(2.3.15) 
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The ten-dimensional Majorana-Weyl spinor A. is obtained from a general 32-

component spinor by imposing the constraints (2 .2.1) and (2.2.2). The result 

can be expressed in terms of four independent four-dimensional Weyl spinors 

and their Majorana conjugates, and takes the form 

(2.3.16) 

where 

- 1 ) L - z (1 +15 (2.3.17a) 

and 

R = i ( 1 -/'5) (2.3.17b) 

are the usual four-dimensional helicity projectors . Corresponding to eq. 

(2.3 .16) , we have 

(2 .3. 18) 

and the firs t term in eq. (2. 3.1 0) translates into 

(2 .3.19) 

which, expanding and undoing the Majorana conjugations, can be recast into the 

familiar form for the kinetic term for four Weyl spinors : 

(2.3.20) 

To conclude the construction of the four-dimensional action, one must reduce 

the second term in eq. (2 .3.10), which will give Yukawa couplings between the six 
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scalars and the four Weyl spinors . To this end, we write 

(2 .3.21) 

Consequently 

using the definitions of Pij and P'ii .giv..en.Jn .e.q . ..(.2.3.13) .and the self-duality of 

c rpij. 

The final result is therefore 

S = f d4x ~ ~1 F;w f?O'JJ.v- ~(D-JJ.rp.lj)(DJJ.rpaii)­

a; f abc f o.de cpi~ rpfl cprJ.ii cpekl - i X. a i fJ.L D J.L ( L Xa:i) 

(2 .3.23) 

which is the N=4 SSYM theory in four dimensions, written in manifestly SU(4) 

covariant form . WcJrking with Majorana spinors rather than with Weyl spinors in 

four dimensions would lead to an S0(4) invariant form of N=4 SSYM. One should 

notice that the SU(4) invariance cannot be extended to a U(4) invariance, 

because of the duality condition on cp.lj . 

To conclude, we notice that the ten-dimensional supersymmetry transfor-

mations in eqs. (2.2.8) translate in four dimensions into 

i "' "' i "'k 'l 
ocpij = .../2 (X.i R Xi -Xi R Xi) - ..J2 tijkl X L x , 

o (L Xa i) = ~ I'J.Lv ~ L ci - ~ (DJ.L cpa:ii) I'J.L R ;i 
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(2.3.24) 

where the ten-dimensional Majorana-Weyl spinor parameter c has been split into 

four four-dimensional Weyl spinor parameters ci ,in analogy with what was done 

for/\., i.e . 

(2.3.25) 
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2.4. Auxiliary flelds and N=4 ~ 

In chapter 1 we have shown how the sets of auxiliary fields necessary to 

close the supersyrnmetry algebra emerge i.n the two very simple cases of the 

Wess-Zumino model and of the N=l SSYM. These two examples have been chosen 

because of their simplicity, but they illustrate very clearly several features of 

the general case . First of all, the nonclosure of the supersymmetry algebra 

a1ways manifests i:tsetf as a consequence o1 Fierz rearrangements one has to 

perform when computing the commutator on the Fermi fielO.s. Another way of 

looking at the thing is saying that, in a theory without auxiliary fields, one can 

have nonclosure only on the fermions, as the supersyrnmetry algebra produces 

one spatial derivative , which is enough to generate a fermionic equation of 

motion, but is not enough to generate a bosonic equation of motion. The second 

remark is that the search for auxiliary fields is essentially a problem concerning 

free field theories. The inclusion of interactions is only a technical complication. 

It can at best select some of the sets of auxiliary fields one determines in the 

free case as the only consistent ones, but the mechanism responsible for the 

cancellations is already clearly operating at the level of free theories .F'rom now 

on we will therefore deal exclusively with free field theories . The next observa-

lion we want lo make is thal there is evidently some sort of rationale that 

selects one set of auxiliary fields rather than another for a given model. The 

first rule of thumb we have seen operating is that the auxiliary fields add as 

many nonpropagating degrees of freedomi as are needed to balance the 

numbers of bose and Fermi degrees of freedom off-shell. There is actually more 

to it, as in the case of the N=l SSYM this would just tell us that we need one 

extra bose degree of freedom whereas, as we have seen, closure can only be 

i We have onJy encountered bosonic auxiliary fields, but in more complicated cases also fer­
mionic auxiliary fields are found . 
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achieved provided one adds a pseudoscalar auxiliary field D. 

In chapter 1 we have discussed the particle representations of the super-

Poincare algebra for the two cases of massive and massless states. Actually, we 

have stressed that massless representations lead to the more interesting 

models, just because gauge invariance demands that the fields in multiplets con-

taining gauge fields be exactly massless . As we will now see, massive representa-

tions of supersymmetry serve another, equally interesting purpose, as they 

d.et~ine the sets 1Jf a:u.xil'in.ry fields closing the supersymmel"iJ tJlge-brtl 'fjf tft:e 

mtJ.Ssless mnd2ls off-shell [16]t. All we need to recall is that massive representa-

tions of simple supersymmetry contain two chains of spin J, one chain of spin 

(J+~) and one chain of spin (J-i) . Moreover, the last two chains always have 

opposite parity. Thus, if we consider the N= 1 SSYM, we see directly that the vee-

tor AJJ. describes a spin-1 chain off-shell (the lime component can be gauged 

away) . Moreover, the Majorana spinor f.- describes one propagating spin-~ multi­

plet and one auxiliary spin-~ multiplet , and completing a massive multiplet 

necessarily requires a pseudoscalar field . Jn the same way, the Wess-Zumino 

model requires the addition of one scalar and one pseudoscalar auxiliary field to 

achieve off-shell closure of the algebra, because again the Majorana spinor f.­

descr ibes one propagating and one auxiliary spin-~ multiplet, and one scalar 

and one pseudoscalar is all one needs to complete two massive representations 

of supersymmetry. 

The procedure is completely general . One starts with the on-shell content 

of the multiplet , and determines what massive representations are described by 

the given fields off-shell. Then one fits these components in massive 

t de Wit and Ferrara [17] and Siegel and Roeek [14] have previously remarked that a close 
connection exists bet ween massive represent ation of supersymmetry and off-shell massless 
represent ations . These aut hors, however, do not use this as a quantit at ive tool for predicting 
the form of off-shell supermultiplet s. 
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representations of supersymmetry, and the missing components, determined in 

number. spin and parity, are the auxiliary fields that are needed to close the 

off-shell algebra. These results are very preliminary, and the procedure has 

been applied so far only to a few relatively simple cases, apart from the two 

described above, namely N=l and N=2 supergravity, N=2 SSYM and the N=2 

scalar multiplet (in this case limitedly to the simplest solution, involving an off­

shell central -ch-ar-ge}, -reproducing una:mhiguously the known sets of auxiliary 

fields . We found it worthwhile to present this discussion because the result is so 

simple and elegant. and already adds some clarity to the description of off-shell 

multiplets . The more complicated cases of the N=2 scalar multiplet with vanish­

ing off-shell central charge , of the N=3 supergravity, and of the N=4 SSYM are 

under investigation. The crucial step in being able to carry out this procedure 

up to the end is choosing the form for the nonpropagating kinetic terms of the 

auxiliary fields , because this determines what spin components they describe. 

For example 

(2 .4.1) 

describes one spin- 1 chain and one spin-0 chain, whereas using a gauge-invariant 

kinetic term (which requires other bosonic auxiliary fields, apart from A~) would 

actually eliminate the spin-0 part . 

This discussion also allows us to introduce the counting argument of Siegel 

and Rocek [ 14] that suggests that no auxiliary fields can be found to close the 

supersymmetry algebra off-shell for N=4 SSYM. Before proceeding, we note that 

kinetic terms for auxiliary fermions involve two distinct nonpropagating spinors, 

just because spinors have halhnteger dimensionality, and two identical ones 

cannot make up four powers of mass . Thus, we will consider fermionic auxiliary 

fields to have nonpropagating kinetic terms of the form 
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X 1/1 , (2.4.2) 

with, say, X of dimension -2
5 and 1/1 of dimension ~. The discussion presented 

2 

above tells us that an off-shell representation of supersymmetry contains an 

integer number of massive representations of supersyrnmetry. The dimen-

sionality of the smallest of such representations can be determined by counting 

the number of fermionic creation operators one has in the algebra, and is 22N . 

Since the bosons and fermions occur in equal numbers in the representation, it 

follows that the fermions add up to a total of 22N-t. On the other hand, the form 

of the kinetic term in eq. (2 .4.2) implies that ferrnionic auxiliary fields always 

enter the action in pairs, or that the number of auxiliary Fermi components is 

an even multiple of the number of components ( 4) of a four-dimensional spinor . 

Moreover, if we restrict our attention to the case of even number (N) of super-

symmetries, we have a stronger constraint in that all representations of SU(N) 

(N even) with an odd number of indices of the fundamental representation have 

a number of components that is an integer multiple of the number of com-

ponents of the fundamental representation, and ferrnionic auxiliary fields always 

bear an odd number of internal SU(N) indices . Therefore, the total number of 

components (physical and auxiliary) of the physical Fermi fields must differ 

from the total Fermi dimensionality of the off-shell representation by an integral 

multiple of BN. This gives compatible answers for all multiplets of interest, 

apart from N=4 SSYM, where 22N-t equals 128, which is not the total number of 

components of the four physical Fermi fields (=16) modulo BN (=32). The same 

difficulty is encountered when dealing with N= 1 SSYM in ten dimensions . 

This implies that, if some of the assumptions made above cannot be 

relaxed , no covariant superfield formulation can be found for N=4 SSYM or for 

N=l SSYM in ten dimensions . In the next section we give a temporary (or, possi-

bly, permanent) alternative to a complete covariant superfield formulation of 
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ten-dimensional SSYM in superspace, by showing that it is possible to extend the 

known formulation of N=4 SSYM in four dimensions in terms of N=l superfields 

to provide a description of the ten-dimensional theory. 
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2.5. The New Superspace Action for Ten-Dimensional Supersymmetric Yang­

Mills Theory in Terms of Four-Dimensional Superfields 

2.5.a. Geometry and Field Equations 

As stated in the introduction, the component form of N=4 SSYM in four 

dimensions [1.2] consists of a vector, four Weyl spinors and six scalars, all in the 

adjoint representation of a gauge group, and interacting via a single coupling 

constant . The corresponding formulation in terms of N= 1 superfields [ 10, 11] fits 

the six scalars and three of the spinors in an SU(3) triplet of chiral superfields, 

and the remaining spinor and the vector in a real scalar superfield. The action 

is : 

(2.5 .1 ) 

where W a = 152 ( e-"v D a e"v) is the chiral field strength of the real superfield, 

and the trace is over the group indices, with tr( Ta Tb) = oab . The action (2.5 .1 ) 

is invariant under the gauge transformations 

(2 .5.2a) 

(2.5.2b) 

with A an infinitesimal Lie-algebra valued chiral parameter. In the rest of this 

section we shall. for simplicity, set g = 1. 
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The chiral superfields transform as matter fields under the four-

dimensional gauge transformations in eqs . (2 .5 .2) . In the ten-dimensional 

theory. however, the e = 0 parts of rpi are components of the ten-dimensional 

vector , and are thus gauge fields . This suggests, as a first step, that the gauge 

transformation of rpi in eq. (2 .5.2b) be modified by the addition of terms involv-

ing derivatives of the gauge parameter with respect to the extra dimensions . The 

chirality of rtJi and SU(3)-covariance then lead uniquely to : 

(2.5 .3) 

Here the derivatives with respect to the extra six spatial coordinates have been 

grouped into a ~ of SU(3), in analogy with the grouping of the six four-

dimensional scalars into the e = 0 parts of the chiral superfields . 

With every field now being a gauge field, it is of interest to consider the 

covariant derivatives V ~ , V a · Vi and Vi . As usual . V a~ is defined to be the 

anticommutator of the spinorial covariant derivatives . Working in the chiral 

representation, one demands that the covariant derivatives all transform as 

(2.5.4) 

under a gauge transformation, with A a chiral parameter. The covariant deriva-

lives are therefore : 

v· = JJ· -ir· = IJ· a- a a a • 

D . f -vD v '~a = a - t a = e a e ' 



-94-

· - . . · -v - . . · v vz. = ot - 'L J1t = e (at - 'L ({;
1

) e . (2.5.5) 

Taking commutators of covariant derivatives then generates field strengths , 

which by construction transform covariantly under gauge transformations. The 

ntmvanishing field strengths are : 

. 
Wa=[Va,fVa,V~!]=D2 (e-vDaev), 

. [ ( -v- · v) J [ ( -v ~· v) J + 1. e BJ e ,cpi + e ~ e ,cpi . (2.5.6) 

W a· W ~, F ai and F ;,_ i have dimension ~, whereas Fij , P,i and F/ have dimen­

sion 2 . 

It should be noted that the form (2.5.5) of the covariant derivatives follows 

from the constraints 
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(2.5.7a) 

(2.5.7b) 

where, in the chiral representation, we choose V~ = D~ . The new constraints are 

easily understood by examining the field strengths . At e = e = 0, Fii, p>ii and 

F/ contain the part of the non-abelian field strength F ~ corresponding to the 
JJ.ll 

extra six dimensions , and Wa , W~. Fai and F~i contain the components of the 

ten-dimensional spinor . The new constraints (2. 5. 7b) simply state that the field 

strengths F ai and F ~i vanish. This is necessary as at e = e = 0 they would con-

tain 3 new physical spinors, which do not exist in the component theory . 

We can now ask ourselves what covariant equations of motion we can write 

for the ten-dimensional theory using the field strengths in eqs . (2 .5.6) . Interest­

ingly, the answer is almost uniquely determined by dimensionality and SU(3)-

covariance . Indeed, the equation of motion for V can only be 

2 ~ va, W a ! + -y Fi i = 0 , (2.5.8) 

and the equation of motion for fPi can only be 

(2.5.9) 

The constants -y and 6 are then fixed by comparison with the four­

dimensional theory to be -y = -1, 6 = -i/ 2. They could also be determined by 
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demanding the covariance of the field equations under the non-manifest sym­

metries of the theory . 
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2.5.b. The Action 

The next problem is to construct an action that yields these equations of 

motion. To this end, we notice that, under arbitrary variations of the fields, the 

ten-dimensional action must vary as : 

(2.5.10) 

where tl v = e -V oe vis the gauge covariant variation of V, and where e -V orpi e vis 

the chiraUy covariant variation of ?pi. Reconstructing the action from this varia-

tion is not straightforward, as the equations of motion mix the various field 

strengths and involve the field strengths themselves, not only their derivatives . 

To proceed further, it is convenient to introduce in eq. (2 .5.10) the explicit form 

of the field strengths in terms of the fields . One obtains : 

( -v- · V) ( ( -V i V) -V- · ( V ) . [ -V i V] ) J - oi e ot e + i oi e rp e - e ot e Cfii - t Cfii 1 e VJ e ) 

Jd 2 J< (.D-z( -v-· v. -V-i v) 1 iJ'k(a 0 '[ l)J + eur.pi(t e ate-te r.pe -2t jCfik- kCfij-t Cfij,Cfik,) 

(2.5.11) 
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Most of the terms in the action can indeed be guessed, using eq. (2.5 .11) and 

comparing with the four.-dimensional action given in eq. (2 . 5 .1 ) . One is thus led 

to consider 

+ i fd ze -i [ ~ -k J 1 Jdze i]'k a 1 jdGe -i -a}· -k 3! f:ijkrt' If' ,rp -2 f: riJi jriJk -2 f:ijkriJ rp 

(2 .5. 12) 

This action in fact yields the correct equations of motion for riJi and -rpi. ln 

the vector equation, however , the terms with two ai 's are not reproduced 

correctly , as the last term in eq. (2.5. 12) varies as 

(2.5 .13) 

whereas the corresponding term in eq. (2 .5. 11) is 

(2 .5.14) 

One therefore needs to find a new term to be added to the action that varies 

into 

• (2 .5.15) 

Such a term must be very similar in structure to the last term in eq. (2 .5.12), 

but must be odd under the interchange of ai and (3i , and ca:nnot be written in 
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terms of the potential e v only, but must also contain the prepotential V expli-

citly. In order to complete the construction of the action, it is convenient to 

expand the last term in eq. (2.5.12) in powers of V using 

-L 
-v v 1 - e v ( ) 

e ai e = Lv ai v ' (2 .5.16) 

where LvX = [ V,X] . The result is 

(2 .5.17) 

and the missing term is 

(2.5.18) 

which contains the odd function of Lv corresponding to (2.5.17), and is thus odd 

under the interchange of oi and Bi i. A proof that varying this term yields 

(2.5.15) can be found in appendix B. 

It is interesting to note that the term in eq. (2.5 .18) can be also recovered 

from eq. (2.5. 15) using a prescription recently given by Koller [13]. One recon­

structs the term from its variation simply by replacing V with tV, fj, V with V, 

and by integrating over t from zero to one. This trick replaces functional 

integrations with respect to the fields with integrations over scalar parameters, 

thus undoing the combinatorics of functional differentiation. In our case, the 

method works particularly simply if we start from eq. (2.5.14), and write 

(2.5.19) 

Performing the t -integration then clearly leads to the sum of (2.5.17) and 

t Note that tr (A L.;' B)= ( -l)n tr (B L.;' A) . 
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(2.5.18). 

We have thus found that 

(2.5.20) 

yields the equations of motion (2.5 .8) and (2.5 .9) ("with 'l = -1 and c5 = -i/2) 

and is invariant under the gauge transformations in eqs. (2.5.3). We wish to 

emphasize that the action in eq. (2.5.20) yields gauge covariant equations of 

motion, even though it is not expressible in terms of field strengths and covari-

ant derivatives only. Only the purely chiral (or antichiral) terms are obviously, if 

not manifestly, gauge invariant, as they have the form of a gauge invariant mass 

term for a three-dimensional non-abelian gauge theory. The lack of manifest 

gauge invariance will be a common feature of all extended superspace formula-

tions of supersymmetric theories, as increasing the number of anticommuting 

coordinates lowers the dimensionality of the volume element , and does not leave 

room for squares of curvatures, which have at least dimension 3. 

Starting from eq. (2.5.20), one can recover the usual component form of the 

ten-dimensional theory as follows. First, for simplicity, one goes to a Wess-

Zumino gauge eliminating the chiral and antichiral parts of V and reducing the 
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action to a polynomial function of V. Then one integrates out the e 's, replacing 

the integrals by spinorial derivatives and using the definitions of the component 

fields in terms of the superfields given in appendix A. The following changes of 

notation are then required. First of all, the spinors are grouped together into a 

ten- dimensional spinor. Then the four-dimensional spinor indices are eliminated 

in favor of four-component notation. Finally, the complex SU(3) triplets of spa-

tial derivatives ai and of field components Ai are regrouped according to the 

conventional S0(6) vector notation. The result of these manipulations is 

S 10 = tr j d 10x ~ - .!. FJW F -- - -
2
i X.!;:;_ D;; /-. 

4 ~)/ ,... 

(2.5.21) 

which is the usual component form of the ten-dimensional action, together with 

extra terms that vanish when the equations of motion for the auxiliary fields are 

used. lt is interesting to note that the equations of motion for the auxiliary 

fields are 

(2.5.22a) 

(2.5.22b) 

The right-hand sides of eqs. (2 .5.22a) and (2.5.22b) are, respectively, the SU(3) 

singlet and triplet parts of the 19 of S0(6) 

(2.5.23) 
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This suggests that the bosonic auxiliary fields Fi. F" and D would appear in the 

complete ten-dimensional action together with extra auxiliary fields completing 

a 45 of S0(9,1). G~. There should, of course. be other auxiliary fields as the 
-- JW 

number of bosonic auxiliary fields must exceed the number of fermionic auxili-

ary fields by only 7, for the off-shell equality of Bose and Fermi degrees of free-

dom. 
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2.5.c. Global Symmetries of the Ten-Dimensional Action 

The four-dimensional action in eq. (2.5.1), besides being gauge invariant, 

possesses several global symmetries [ 19]. It is invariant under the direct pro-

duct of the four-dimensional Lorentz group and an S0(6) R:j SU(4) group 

corresponding to spatial rotations in the extra dimensions . Moreover, it is 

invariant under four global supersymmetries. Indeed, as stated in the introduc-

tion, the four-dimensional action possesses the full N=4 superconformal sym-

metry. This, however, does not concern us, as we are interested in symmetries 

that generalize to the ten-dimensional theory. 

Consider first the supersymmetry that corresponds to the N = 1 superspace 

coordinates. Its parameter fits into an x-independent real scalar superfield (, 

which also contains, in its nongauge part, the parameters of four-dimensional 

translations and of the U(l) subgroup of the SU(4) realized as combined chiral 

rotations of the fermionic superspace coordinates and of the chiral superfields 

(R-transformations) . These transformations correspond lo shifts of the super-

space coordinates. In four dimensions , by adding a gauge transformation of 

parameter 

(2 .5.24) 

they can be written in the covariant form 

. 
ll V = i [ (VCX () W a - (Va () W ~ ] , 

(2 .5.25) 

The modified transformations in eq. (2.5 .25), however, are not a symmetry of the 

ten-dimensional action as they stand. A signal of this is that they are not gauge 
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invariant (not even up to a gauge transformation) in D >4. in contradiction with 

the commutativity of supersymmetry transformations and gauge transforma-

tions. Moreover. invariance of the fifth and sixth terms in eq. (2 .5.20) demands 

that the transformations be modified by the addition of orbital pieces . The 

correct transformations are : 

Apart from the orbital pieces, the changes amount only to the replacement of 

the non-covariant quantity V a rpi with the field strength F ai . 

Next we consider the three extra four-dimensional supersymmetries. Their 

parameters, together with the parameters of central charge transformations zi 

and the parameters of SU(4)/(SU(3)®U(l)) transformations CJi· fit into an 

SU(3) triplet of x-independent chiral superfields Xi 

(2 .5.27) 

The four-dimensional action is indeed invariant under 

-t n2(·d -v -k v) 2 · (na ) W vrpi = tijk v X e rp e + '!. v Xi a . (2 .5.28) 

In finding the corresponding transformations for the ten-dimensional 

action, it is useful to note that the central charge transformations become 

translations in the extra dimensions. Moreover, the SU(4)/(SU(3)®U(l)) 
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transformations are Lorentz transformations in the extra dimensions and, as 

such, acquire orbital parts . The correct transformations for the ten- dimen-

sional action are : 

A • ( -V i V . ) - V -) V 
u V ="' e Xi rp e - Xt rpi - e (x·a + x·a e 

(2 .5.29) 

By adding a gauge transformation of parameter 

the x-transformations can be cast in a more elegant form, involving the field 

strengths of eqs (2 .5.6) : 
r 

. 
D. v = i ( e-v x· rp e v - X. rp) - e-v (x· a + \ 3) e v + 2 ciik xk (V" x!) F ~ i 

. 
2 iik - (na ) F + d k ( r;a F .i l ijk - ( na F l 

- C Xk v Xi ai Ciik X X c V , a > - C Xi xk c v • ai > • 

(2 .5.31) 

This result, unlike the (-transformations , contains, as well as covariant 

terms, non-covariant ones which cannot be eliminated because of the chirality 

of rfJi . As a consequence, x-transformations commute with gauge transforma­

tions only up to a gauge transformation of parameter - x· a A . 
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Finally, we consider the remaining Lorentz transformations, corresponding 

to S0(9, 1)/ SU(4) . Of these. the purely four-dimensional Lorentz transforma-

tions are an obvious symmetry of the action. manifest in the way the spinor 

indices are contracted together, with the superfields V. rpi and -rpi transforming 

as scalars under them. On the other hand, the "off-diagonal" Lorentz transfer-

mations which rotate the four-dimensional coordinates into those of the extra 

six dimensions, and therefore have no analogue in the four-dimensional theory, 

are not an obvious symmetry and require direct investigation. It is natural to try . 
a a 

to fit the corresponding parameters Xi into an SU(3) triplet of complex x-

independent superfields . This, however, does not lead to a symmetry of the 

action, which is not surprising , as the extra parameters do not correspond to 

symmetries of the component action. Restricting the complex superfields to be . 
aa -

of the form~ = 'Ai eae~. i.e. demanding that they only have a nonvanishing 

e ae;. component , is indeed enough to ensure that the transformations 

. 
+ t./a[(xa;. + ieae;_)Bi- xi Ba~J q;i 

(2 .5.32) 

be an invariance of the ten-dimensional action. We note that the chirality of q;i 

demands that the four-dimensional coordinates x a~ appear in the orbital parts 

of these transformations only in the chiral combination (xa~ + ieae~). and . 
- aa 

thus the explicit e a e ~ 'Ai 's cannot be absorbed in a general superfield 'Ai . 
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2.5.d Quantization and Feynman Rules 

We now turn to the problem of quantization. Following the standard pro-

cedure for quantizing gauge theories, we musl add a gauge-fixing term and the 

corresponding Faddeev-Popov ghost action. To this end, we notice that the 

lagrangian in eq. (2 .5 .20) contains quadratic terms mixing the vector and chiral 

multiplets, a situation similar to that of spontaneously broken Yang-Mills theory, 

where the kinetic terms mix scalar and vector fields . The nonlocal gauge-fixing 

term 

generalizes the four-dimensional Feynman-type gauge and diagonalizes the 

kinetic term in an SU(3) covariant way. This is the gauge-fixing term associated 

with the gauge 

(2.5.34) 

The Faddeev-Popov ghost lagrangian is then determined to be : 

Srp = -tr J d 10x d4e ~ (c '+ c')[Lx(c +c) + Lx cothLx (c -c) ] 
2 2 2 

which also contains nonlocal terms. The nonlocalities are only introduced by 

our gauge choice, and it turns out that rearranging the covariant derivatives 

according to the standard rules of superfield perturbation theory (10] always 

cancels the nonlocal terms in Green functions not involving external ghosts. 
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The propagators are obtained by inverting the quadratic part of the gauge-

fixed lagrangian 

(2.5.36) 

There is now a rp-rp propagator of the form 

(2.5.37) 

and a corresponding rp-rp propagator, resembling those of a massive chiral multi-

plet . The other propagators differ from those of the four-dimensional theory in 

the corresponding Feynman-type gauge only by the obvious replacement of 0 4 

with D 10 There are also some additional vertices in the theory coupling vectors 

to a single chiral superfield , additional purely vector vertices and new couplings 

of chiral fields to ghosts . The propagators and cubic vertices of the theory are 

shown in figure 1. lt should be noted that the new contributions to the purely 

vector vertex do not involve spinorial derivatives, and therefore usually do not 

contribute to loop diagrams. 

In order to compute quantum corrections , one must, as usual, regularize 

the theory to localize and control the infinities of the Feynman diagrams . As 

one wants the regularization scheme to preserve as many of the symmetries of 

the theory as possible, one can use the only freedom in the theory: the fact that 

it can be written in any space-time dimension D~ 10 by dimensional reduction. 

We should point out that here we use two different dimensional reductions . The 

first is a classical procedure . If one wants to work in D < 10 dimensions, one 

must set some of the ai 's to 0 t (i.e . the fields are taken to be independent of 
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some of the xi's) . Thus, in D=6, for example, one would set Bz = iJ3 = 0. The 

second is adapted from the dimensional reduction scheme of ref. [20]. in which 

one keeps the indices of the fields and of the D operators fixed, white varying 

the range of the indices of the momenta. In our case, as we encounter terms 

where a oi is contracted with an t tensor, we shaH keep the SU(3) indices run-

ning over an integral number of values, and let the 4-dimensional momenta 

become 4 - 2t dimensional. Thus, in D=6, for example, we would work with o1, 

a1 and oJJ., with J.L = 1, · · · , 4- 2t. 

Calculations with this model parallel those in four dimensions . They are 

somewhat more laborious, however, because the addition of the new vertices, 

and especially the presence of the new chiral propagators. increases consider-

ably the number of diagrams contributing to a given process . As an example, 

consider the one-loop corrections to the propagators in D > 4. The relevant 

diagrams are shown in figure 2, where we have taken care to distinguish between 

diagrams contributing in four dimensions and extra diagrams introduced by the 

new vertices of the ten-dimensional action. In D >4 the diagrams containing ver-

tices of the four-dimensional theory only do not separately add up to zero. 
k2 

because the D-algebra generates terms like ~ 4 )£ , which only vanish in 
k (k + p 

four dimensions, where they are massless tadpoles . However. when the new 

diagrams are added, one finds that, as in the corresponding gauge in four-

dimensions, aU the one-loop propagator corrections vanish identically in this 

theory in the gauge (2.5 .34) for any D ~ 10. 

In four dimensions , all three particle vertices are finite, as suggested by 

superfield power counting rules and N=4 supersymmetry. As with the propaga­

tors, one might hope that this feature would persist in higher dimensions. The 

tin odd dimensions, because of our comple:z SU(3) notation, it is necessary to set one 
{}~ = a~ . 
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{ 
(0=4): 0 

~·®·~= (0>4):-Q- + -o- + -v- + 

' { (0=4): -o- + 

,;, ® .¢: (0>4): -v-
.~. 

{
(0=4):0 ' 

¢Gv: (0>4): -o- + -o- + -v- + 

e' ...... c c' ..... e c' ......... e 
( 0 = 4) : ,..,.,.: '~ + NV., ~.....,..,... + ,..,..,.,' ;vv.. 

C ......... 'e' C' .. ~'t' f' ... C""'C' 

(0>4):~+~ 

- __ • c e· c e· c c c e' ! (0=4): --~-- + --~--
c e· · 

(0>4): --~-­
c e· c e' 

Figure 2 One-loop propagator diagrams 
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situation for the higher-point Green functions, however, is somewhat more com-

plicated. For example, the triple chiral vertex is corrected by the appropriate 

diagrams in figure 3 that, in six dimensions, give the divergent contribution 

i f 6 4 i "k 2 

( ) 3 d x d e c J (D rfi) [ rpi I rf1c J I 

4 411' c 
(2 .5.38) 

which must be removed by adding a counterterm. It thus appears that the 

theory is already divergent at this level. As Green functions are gauge depen-

dent, however , we must check whether this divergence is a physical one or not . 

One's first thought may be that, as in D >4 there is no phase space for massless 

three-particle interactions , divergences in three-point functions are irrelevant. 

This is clearly not true, however, as they can contribute in higher point non lPI 

S-matrix amplitudes . It is thus necessary to study whether the counterterm of 

(2 .5.38) contributes as an insertion inS-matrix amplitudes . 

A well kno..,.,.11 example of a "harmless" divergence , familiar from ordinary 

renormalizable field theories , is that of wavefunct ion renormalization. In non-

renormalizable theories the existence of dimensionful coupling constants allows 

this concept to be generalized to arbitrary nonlinear field redefinitions . Generi-

cally, if we shift a field 'it by t ~ t + hllt. the action transforms as 

s [ t J ~ s ['it J + h ~ ~ A 'it ' (2.5 .39) 

where ~; can be recognized as the equation of motion for 'it . Divergences pro­

portional to equations of motion can therefore be absorbed at one loop by field 

redefinitions which, as is well known, do not affect the S matrix [21]. These 

infinities are familiar from the case of pure gravity at one loop [22]. and are the 

only kind of divergences allowed in non-renormalizable theories . 
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Ft,g~e 3 One-loop:;:,::,; . :;:,;;: and :;:;V diagra.'":'l.s 

Flgure 4 One-loop rf:f:f:f d 1 ~rarns 
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The counterterm of (2.5 .36) does not appear to vanish when the equation of 

motion of fPi is used, as the linearized equation of motion for fPi relates it to V 

and ~m . However. when the divergent parts of the other three-point functions 

are added , (2.5.36) mixes with suitable contributions from the rprprp and rprp V 

vertex corrections in figure 3 to become 

which is proportional to the linearized equation of motion of rpi . This can be 

eliminated by the field redefinition 

(2 .5.41) 

Similarly, it can be shown that all the one-loop infinities of the three point func­

tions in D> 4 are field redefinitions . It may be noted that . while field 

redefinitions do not occur in four dimensions for the three-point functions . they 

do occur for the four-point functions in superfield ~SYM theory [23]. 

The next step is to consider the 1PJ four point Green functions. the least 

divergent of which is the rprp:prp amplitude . The diagrams contributing to this 

amplitude are shown in figure 4 . Superfield power counting now shows that the 

amplitude becomes divergent in eight dimensions, and the one-loop rprp:prp S-

matrix is thus finite in six dimensions . In eight dimensions. however, the diver-

gence of this amplitude is not a gauge artifact , and the S matrix itself now 

diverges . This can be seen as, after the contribution from the 1PI amplitude is 

added to eq. (2 .5.40) and the nonlinear field equations are used, the resulting 

divergent rprprprp terms do not vanish. Therefore. we conclude that at one loop 

the S matrix starts to be ultraviolet divergent in eight dimensions . This result 

agre~s with the superstring calculations of ref. [ 4]. 
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We conclude by dra?.'ing to the attention of the reader the remarkable 

ghost-free gauge fP1 = Qt, that in SiX dimensions reduces the action to 

(2 .5.42) 

where i is now an SU(2) index. Many of the interactions involving chiral fields 

have disappeared, leaving only a minimal coupling of the scalar superfield to the 

remaining chiral superfields rp2 and rp3. The price for this , however, is a comph-

cated vector propagator : 

1 
06 

DaD2 D 
1+2 0 a~ . 

10 
(2 .5.43) 

This propagator involves four spinorial derivatives, which considerably compli-
J 

cates the evaluation of graphs. 

tit may ~pear puzzling that one ce.n set both. cp 1 a.Tld ~~to ze!'o. However, e li.Ttee.r combill~ 
tion of ~ a."ld cp 1 is t!'a."lS!erred to the lower components of V. 



-116-

Appendix A 

We use two-component notation for the four-dimensional indices 

throughout. Our conventions are those of ref. [24]. so that our spi.norial covari-

ant derivatives are 

(2.A.1) 

satisfying 

(2 .A.2) 

The derivatives v.ith respect to the extra six coordinates are grouped into 

the three complex quantities ai and their complex conjugates (3i . For example 

It follows that 

a a . a 
1=--+t-­ax4 ax5 

(3i a. = Ds , . t 

(2 .A 3) 

(2 .A.4) 

where 0 6 denotes the part of the D'Alembertian operator corresponding to the 

extra six coordinates . The definition we use for the components of vectors differs 

from (2 .A.3) by a normalization factor so that, for example 

(2.A.5) 

and one goes from S0(6) vector indices to SU(3) indices according to 
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and 

(2.A.6) 

Ten-dimensional vector indices are denoted by hatted Greek letters . 

The component fields are defined in terms of the covariant derivatives and 

field strengths as 

(2.A.7) 

ate = e = 0. Here fa~ is the connection in the anticommutator of Vla and V~ 

and fi is the connection in \?i . In a Wess-Zumino gauge these definitions 

become 

D = DaiJ2Da V 

(2.A.B) 
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AppendixB 

We want to show that the variation of the term in eq. (2.5.18) is indeed 

(2.5.15). To this end, it is convenient to rewrite (2.5.18), using an exponential 

parametrization, as : 

(2 .B.1 ) 

Then, in order to perform the variation, all one needs is the following formula for 

the varying the exponential of a commutator 

(2 .B.2) 

The variation of (2.B.1 ) can be written, using another exponential parametriza-

tion, 

+ e zLv [ (ai V), e -yLv (Bi "\-') ]+ e 11Lv [ e -zLv (Bi V), (Bi V) ] 

or, using the symmetry of the integrand above under the interchange of y andz. 
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The answer then follows after performing they and z integrations and using the 

identity 

(2.B.5) 

which is a direct consequence of eLvA = evA e -v. and the identity 

[ 1 A 1 B] _ 1 [ 1 B l 1 [ 1 A B l 
Lv ' Lv - Lv A ' Lv J + Lv Lv ' J ' 

(2.B.6) 

which is just a convenient rewriting of the Jacobi identity . 
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Chapter 3 

Gauge Groups for Type-1 Superstrings 
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3. 1. In lroduction 

In Chapter 1 we have given a description of the super-Poincar~ algebras . We 

have also emphasized how the study of their particle representations alone sug­

gests the existence of several local-field theory models possessing invariance 

under global or local supersymmetries. As we have seen, the theories in the 

latter category are rather remarkable, as they are supersyrnrnetric generaliza­

tions of Einstein's General Theory of Relativity possessing invariance under a 

number (~B) of local supersyrnmetries, and thereby providing unifications of the 

gravity field Vvith other matter fields of lower spin. In particular, the maximally 

extended of these supergravity theories is a model of an unprecedented com­

plexity, with an on-shell content consisting of as many as 256 states (128 bose 

and 128 fermi) connected by a symmetry principle (the N=B supersyrnmetry), 

so that they span a single irreducible representation. 

The main attempts to relate supergravity to low energy (~ 100 GeV) 

phenomenology are presently connected with the N=B model. The motivation of 

this program has to do with one property of this 'theory, namely the very tight 

constraints imposed by supersyrnmetry, which make its multiplet of states the 

unique one compatible with N=B supersyrnmetry. Supersyrnmetry itself also 

stimulates the hope that N=B supergravity will provide a quantum theory of 

gravitation and matter with an S-matrix free from nonrenormalizable ultraviolet 

divergences . On the other hand, connecting N=B supergravity to phenomenol­

ogy appears not to be a straightforward task, as neither the multiplet of states it 

describes, nor their interactions, bears an obvious resemblance to the low­

energy phenomenological theories based on Yang-Mills type interactions. More­

over, to date the hope that N=B supergravity is free from ultraviolet diver­

gences is only sustained by a few simple power-counting arguments that, based 

on more or less favorable assumptions, can at most stretch the expected onset 
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of ultraviolet divergences up to seven loops. Settling this issue completely by 

means of formal arguments alone appears to be very difficult, because the non­

renormalizable interactions in supergravity can in principle produce ultraviolet 

divergent expressions which are necessarily of more complicated structure as 

the order of the expansion is increased. Explicit calculations could settle this 

issue if divergences are found in corrections to S-matrix amplitudes with a given 

number (~3) of loops, but such calculations appear to be too difficult to tackle 

within the presently la10-wn formulations of supergravity. It is undeniable, how­

ever, that super symmetry does have a softening effect on the ultraviolet diver­

gences of local field theories , and one may wish to keep it as a feature of a fun­

damental theory of gravitation, even if one abandons the hope of using N=B 

supergravity as such a theory. 

1t is most remarkable, in this respect, that N=B supergravity is already 

known not to be the end of the road . Rather, it is a special case (indeed, a singu­

lar limit) of a multilocal field theory defined in ten-dimensional spacetime, 

known as type li superstring theory [1,2]. This theory combines the multiplet of 

massless states of N=B supergravity and an infinite number of massive super­

symmetry multiplets into the set of excitations of an extended object (a string 

moving in ten-dimensional spacetime) . The resulting field theory has local 

interactions, corresponding to the joining and splitting of strings. The interac­

tions in this model are all governed by two parameters, one of which character­

izes the strength of the gravitational interaction, whereas the other determines 

the masses of the excited states of the strings . However, only the cubic cou­

plings have been formulated in a field-theoretic language so far , and the con­

struction of the full theory represents one of the main challenges for the near 

future in this context . 
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From the point of view of ten-dimensional spacetime, the ground state (i.e., 

the massless sector) of a superstring of type II is the set of states of N=2 super­

gravity t . There is also another , equally remarkable, ten-dimensional superstring 

theory. This is known as superstring theory I, and its ground state includes the 

set of states of N=l supersymmetric Yang-Mills theory in ten dimensions, 

together with the states of N= 1 super gravity in ten dimensions. This second 

model describes Yang-Mills type interactions also, corresponding to a gauge 

group G. 

AB is well known, Yang-Mills theories can be constructed for any gauge 

group G which is a direct product of simple groups and U(l) groups. Our con-

cern in this chapter will be extending this analysis to the theory of type I super-

strings, thus providing a classification of all gauge groups allowed in this case (at 

least at the classical level). In doing this, we shall find it worthwhile to provide 

some basic results about superstring theory. We will only present the material 

we need in order to discuss the problem of introducing Yang-Mills gauge groups 

in the theory of type 1 superstrings . Further details can be found in ref. [6). 

t To be precise, there are two fo:-ms of N=2 supergravity in ten dimensions [3,4,5] , only one 
of which ca.n be o:,tained by reducing the eleven-dimensional supergravity theory. 
Corresponding:y, t.ilere are two fo:-ms of type II supe:-strin8 theory. 
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3. 2. Gauge Groups of ~I Superstrings 

The quantum mechanics of pointlike particles can be described in terms of 

a sum over paths, with each path weighted by the classical action computed 

along it . Correspondingly, local field theories describe the amplitudes for 

scattering of particles in terms of sets of Feynrnan diagrams that link initial and 

final states by means of the interactions in the theories . The quantum mechan­

ics of strings is described in terms of a sum over world sheets swept out by the 

strings in the course of their motion, the weight being the classical action on the 

surfaces . Again, the field theory of strings involves operators creating and des­

troying strings, and the scattering of strings can be described in terms of 

diagrams. However, because of the extended nature of the strings , the diagrams 

are two-dimensionai surfaces . If one borrows the result , familiar from local field 

theory, that a given amplitude is determined by the complete set of correspond­

ing t opolog ically inequivalent diagrams, one is lead to classifying topologically 

inequivalent surfaces (open and closed) in order to describe the perturbation 

expansion of string amplitudes . In particular, tree amplitudes correspond to 

intermediate states involving only one string , and therefore to surfaces with no 

holes or handles . The problem is that, just as happens with diagrams in local 

field theory, surfaces which naively look different may be equivalent upon suit­

able "stretching". This property alone, without any extra dynamical input, 

imposes a constraint on the amplitudes . It implies that the amplitudes provided 

by the theory possess total cyclic symmetry in the external states . This leads, 

in particular, to the equality of the s-channel and t-channel tree amplitudes in 

four-particle scattering, which is commonly called "duality" . Figure 1 illustrates 

this property of tree-level string theory diagrams for a four-particle amplitude . 

The relation 

A(1 ,2,3,4) = A(4,1,2,3) (3.2 .1 ) 
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Flgurr : Duality for a !our-pomt amplitude 
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then evidently holds . This is the standard form of the duality condition. In gen-

eral. for N-pomt tree amplitudes. one can deform diagrams in several ways, thus 

exhibiting different channels that connect two subsets of the total set of exter-

nal states. The generalization of the condition in eq. (3.2.1) then requires that 

the tree amplitudes are totally symmetric under the interchange of the labels of 

the external states. More importantly for our purposes, this picture leads 

directly to the constraints on the amplitudes due to unitarily. These conditions 

follow from the structure of the residues of the poles in the various intermediate 

channels . The poles in the intermediate channels must describe the same parti­

cle states as the external states , i.e they must have the right quantum numbers 

consistent with the known spectrum of the theory . This condition. as we will see. 

imposes severe restrictions on the gauge groups allowed in type I superstring 

theory . 

Before proceeding . however. we need to describe two essential ingredients 

First of all. tree amplitudes possess one more symmetry of a topological nature . 

This occurs because all the states of the strings are eigenstates of an operator , 

the t"'ist operator , that exchanges the endpoints of the strings. More quantita-

lively, the twist operator for on-mass-shell states has the simple form 

T=(-l)m+l, (3 .2.2) 

where m is an operator which gives the mass squared of an excited state of the 

string relative to that of the first excited state . States at even mass levels are 

thus odd under twisting, whereas states at odd mass levels are even under twist-

ing. The corresponding symmetry of the tree amplitudes then follows by twist-

ing all their external legs . and is 

N+t~ 
A(1,2, ... ,N) = (-1) 1 A(N, ... ,2,1) (3.2.3) 
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where ml> · · · ,TnN are the mass levels of the states l, ... ,N . 

The next point we wish to mention is how a Yang-Mills gauge group can be 

introduced in the theory of type-1 superstrings. As we have explained, the tree 

amplitudes provided by the theory possess cyclic symmetry in their external 

legs . The cyclic symmetry is clearly preserved if each amplitude is multiplied 

by a group-theory factor that is also cyclically symmetric. To construct such a 

factor we consider, to start with, a set of matrices representing the generators 

of a Lie algebra. This is done because the massless states of the string are the 

states of N= 1 SSYM in ten dimensions which. as we know, form adjoint multi-

plets . On the other hand, we do not know, a. priDri, which representations 

correspond to the excited states of the string . Taking the trace of the product 

of a number of such matrices provides us with a quantity that has just the 

desired properties, namely it is cyclically symmetric and bears a set of adjoint 

indices . The tree-approximation S-matrix amplitude for a process with N exter-

nal adjoint representation stales is obtained by adding together products of the 

A( 1, ... ,N) and of the trace factors tr (l\a 1 
• • · /\aN) corresponding to the (N- ~ ) 1 

cyclically inequivalent permutations of the external legs, i.e. 

S(l, .. ,N) = I; A(l, .. ,N)tr(l\a1 
.. l\a"·) (3.2.4) 

ptrrm.s 

The natural condition to impose is that, corresponding to a massless pole in 

the channel (l, ... ,r). i.e . corresponding to a set of external momenta such that 

(p 1+ ... +pr)2 = 0, for which the residue of A(l, .. . ,N) is A(l, ... ,r)A(r+l, ... ,N) 

(see fig . 2). the group theory factor can also be split according to 

tr(l\a 1 .. l\a,..) = I;tr(l\a. 1 .. l\a.,.l\1)tr(!./l\a.,.+I .. J\a,..) . (3.2.5) 
I 

lt is clear that. using a suitably large set of matrices /\a.., this condition can 

always be satisfied. lt becomes nontrivial, however, if we require that the /\a;, be 
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matrices of the right kind to describe massless states, i.e. that they label the 

adjoint representation of a group. This provides a constraint both on the gauge 

group and on the representation that is used for the matrices Arl.f.. As in Yang­

Mills theory, one deals only with compact Lie algebras, and correspondingly the 

A's can all be taken to be antihermitian. It is therefore clear that the condition 

(3.2.5) has one obvious solution, the defining representation of a U(N) group, 

which consists of the complete set of N x N antihermitian matrices . This was 

recognized a long time ago by Paton and Chan [7], who emphasized the particu­

lar cases of U(2) and U(3) , then attractive in connection with the attempts to 

use dual models to describe hadron physics. 

This problem has been reconsidered recently by Schwarz [ 8]. His motiva­

tion in doing this was a completely different one. It had to do with attempts at 

basing a description of fundamental interactions on the theory of superstrings, 

regarded as a well-behaved generalization of supergravity. The main new input 

in his discussion has to do with the twist symmetry. This, as we have antici­

pated, implies the relation (3 .2.3) between the amplitudes, and tells us that, 

when factoring (3 .2.4) at a massless pole in the channel (l, ... ,r) , we must con­

sider not only the configuration in fig. 2, but the three more shown in fig. 3. At 

the massless pole the corresponding amplitudes are all proportional to 

A ( 1, . .. ,r) A (r + 1. .. ,n ), on account of (3.2.3) . The corresponding four terms are 

tr(Aa 1 · • • Ao.rf..a,.+t ···A.a..) A(l, ... ,r,J) A(I,r+l, ... ,n) + 

tr(Aa 1 · • · Ao.rAa,.. · · · Ao.r+t) A(l, ... ,r,I) A(I,n, ... ,r+l) + 

tr(Ao.r · · · Aa 1Aa,.+t · · · Aa,..) A(r, ... ,l,J) A(l,r+l, .. . ,n) + 

tr(A.ar · · · Aa 1Aa,.. · · · Ao.r+t) A(r, ... ,l,l) A(I,n, ... ,r+l) . (3.2.6) 

Using eq. (3 .2.3), these terms can be grouped together and written in the form 
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N 

M 
M+l 

F1gure 2 Factorization in the (1, .. ,V.) channel 

M+l 

M M +I 

N 

F1gure 3 Dtagra..rns related by tv.isting to the one in f..g 2 
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A(1 , .. . ,r,I)A(l,r+1, ... ,n)tr((Aa 1 · • · 1\0-.r- (-l)T 1\0-.r · · · L\a 1) 

X (AO-r+I · · · Aa,.. - (-l)(n-T)AO,.. · · · Aa,.+1)) 

We must require that (3.2 .7) can also be written in the form 

A(l, .. . ,r,J)A(I,r+1, .. ,n)tr((Aa1 .. Aa,.- (-1)T Aa,. .. Aa. 1)AI) 

tr (AI (A a,.+ 1 .. A a,.. - ( -1) (n -T) A a,.. .. 1\ a,.+ 1)) , 

(3.2 .7) 

(3 .2.8) 

corresponding to a sum over intermediate states, wilh the index I being an 

adjoint representation index. The factorization leading from (3.2. 7) to (3.2.8) 

can clearly proceed if the matrices multiplying AI are a linear combination of 

adjoint matricest, because adjoint matrices satisfy an orthogonality condition of 

the form 

(:1.2 .9) 

This therefore leads to an infinite set of conditions on the A's, which we write 

(3 .2.10) 

to indic at e tha t these particular combinations of the A's must be adjoint 

matrices for any nand for any choice of a 1 , .. ,a,. . The n=2 case is trivial, as it 

just implies that the A's represent the generators of a Lie algebra. The condi­

tions for n >2. however, are nontrivial, and require separate investigation. 

Three classes of solutions emerge by inspection of (3 .2.1 0) [8]. They correspond 

to the antihermitian matrices A being the matrices of the defining representa­

tions of the classical algebras U(N) , SO(N) and USp(2N). For example, to see that 

the matrices of the defining representation of U(N) are a solution, we construct 

t By adjoint matrices we mean a set of mat rices representing the generators of a Lie algebra. 
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(3 .2.11) 

Then, taking the hermitian conjugate of this expression and using (A"i)t = -A a;. 

gives 

(3 .2.1 2) 

so that (3.2 .11) is also antihermitian, and therefore a matrix of the defining 

representation of U(N). The case of SO(N) also works in the same way, as 

antisyrnmetric matrices are just particular (real) antihermitian matrices . 

Finally, to discuss the case of USp(2N) , it is most convenient to regard it as 

U(N,Q), the set of unitary matrices over the quaternions. Then the discussion 

above directly leads to the conclusion that USp(2K) also satisfies the conditions 

(3.2.10) . 

This still leaves open the possibility that more solutions exist, correspond­

ing to other representations of the classical algebras, or to exceptional algebras . 

To study the solutions of (3.2.10) in general [9]. a few comments are in order. 

First of all. the forfil of the twist operator in eq. (3.2.2) implies that all stales at 

even levels are odd under twisting , and all states at odd levels are even under 

twisting . Consequently (3.2.1 0) would be recovered by studying factorization at 

any even-level pole, rather than only at a massless one . By a minor modification 

of the arguments that led to (3 .2.1 0), we can also recognize that factorization at 

an odd-level pole would require that 

(3.2 .13) 

be a matrix describing one of the odd-level states. The n=2 case here is non­

trivial already , and tells us that odd-level states are associated with anticommu­

tators of the matrices describing the even-level states . This shows that both the 

group and the representation selected for the f.. matrices are important. 
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In order to proceed further, it is convenient to note that the conditions for 

the even and odd-level poles can be combined into the equivalent, but simpler, 

algebraic condition that the A's form an algebra over the reals , i.e . that arbi­

trary linear combinations of the A's with real coefficients form a vector space 

closed under multiplication. We stress here that the conditions in (3 .2.10) and 

(3.2.13) are equivalent to stating that the A's form an algebra only if the linear 

combinations are restricted to have real coefficients, as only in this case the 

hermiticity properties of the A's and of their anticommutators can be 

preserved 

Classifying the solutions to eqs . (3.2 .10) and (3 .2.1 1) thus amounts to classi­

fying the real algebras (not Lie algebras, as we are now dealing with products, 

rather than with commutators) . The problem of classifying algebras, as the 

corresponding one of classifying Lie algebras, is much simpler if the restriction 

that the coefficients be real is temporarily removed , thus considering the com­

plex extension of the algebra . Eventually, of course, one must find some way of 

"taking the real part" of the result . We also notice that, since we are dealing 

with basis elements in the algebra which are either hermitian or antihermitian, 

the matrices A are either an irreducible set, or are a completely reducible one, 

which means they can be reduced to block diagonal form Consequently, without 

any loss of generality, we can assume that the A's are a set of irreducible 

matrices, which is commonly expressed by saying that the algebra they gen­

erate is a simple algebra . The simple complex algebras are classified by 

Wedderburn's theorem [ 1 0]. which states that the only simple complex algebras 

are the full algebras of complex matrices, GL(N,C). This result is much simpler 

than the corresponding one for Lie algebras, where many simple algebras exist. 

lt corresponds to the intuitive idea that any complex N x N matrix can be 

obtained from arbitrary products of a "nontrivial" set of N x N matrices . lt 
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should also be clear why alloYI'ing arbitrary complex linear combinations of the 

A's leads to a simple result : the A's themselves can contain complex elements, 

and combining them with real coefficients leads in general to a subset of the 

GL(N,C) matrices, rather than to the whole set of them. In order to complete 

the classification, and thus to be able to apply our results to solve (3.2 .10), we 

must learn how to "take the real part" of GL(N,C). That is, we must find all sub­

sets of the n 2 GL(N,C) matrices that are closed under multiplication and, when 

multiplied by arbitrary complex factors, reproduce the whole set of GL(N,C) 

matrices. To this end, it is very helpful to note that GL(N.C), being an algebra, is 

also a Lie algebra, and it is known how to "take the real part" of a Lie algebra, 

just by looking at the known list of its real forms. lt is necessary to distinguish 

between two cases. If the original algebra contains -.!=1, it coincides with its 

complexified form GL(N.C) lf not, it is one of the real forms of GL(N,C) that, 

besides being a Lie algebra, is also an algebra. A£ such, it is to be found among 

the real forms of GL(N,C) containing the unit matrix 1 and not containing 

-.!=1 1, which are 

R®SU(1'vT,C) 

GL(N,R) 

R®SU(:p ,g, C) (p +g = N) 

U • (N) (N even) . (3.2 .14) 

Here direct product with R is a shorthand for the condition that all products 

with real multiples of the unit matrix are allowed, and u•(N) is the subset of 

SU(21\') generated by all antihermitian N x N matrices over the quaternions. 

GL(N,R) is clearly an algebra . Moreover, u•(N) is also an algebra, as it is iso­

morphic to the general linear algebra over the quaternions GL(N,Q). Finally, R ® 

SU(N) and R ® SU(p,q) are algebras only in the two-dimensional cases, where the 

isomorphisms SU(2) ~ su•(2) and SU(l,l) ~ Sl(2,R) hold. 
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The solutions of eqs . (3.2.1 0) and (3.2.11) are therefore the general linear 

algebras over the real , complex and quaternionic fields . The matrices 

corresponding to the even-level states span the corresponding maximal compact 

subalgebras SO(N) , U(N) and USp(2N), while the matrices corresponding to the 

odd-level states generate the coset spaces GL(N,R)/SO(N), GL(N,C)/U(N) and 

u •(2N) / USp(2N) . The even and odd states transform under the representations 

of the gauge group collected in the table below: 

group gauge group even states odd states 

I GL(d,R) SO(d,R) 
I 

d(d-1) d(d+ 1) - 1 1 
2 2 ' 

GL(d,C) I U(d,C) 
I 

d2 d2 

u • (2d) I USp(2d) I d(2d+ 1) d (2d-1)- 1 
' 1 

I I I 

These results can be swnmarize d by saying that the YM gauge groups 

allowed in superstring theory 1 are classical compact groups . Exceptional groups 

a.re excluded Moreover , the reduced symmetry of the kinematic factors one is 

dealing with in superstring theory not only restricts the gauge groups , but also 

requires using the matrices of the defining representations for the groups 

allowed . 

It should be stressed that eq. (3 .2.10) was originally derived by considering 

the factorization of tree-level amplitudes . One may therefore wonder whether 

considering the factorization of higher-loop amplitudes would place further res-

trictions on the set of gauge groups allowed in superstring theory 1. We will now 

discuss this for the case of one-loop amplitudes . This is a relatively simple case 

and still illustrates the general features of the factorization . Moreover, it allows 
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to derive simply from first principles which kinds of diagrams one must consider 

at one-loop in the various cases, and the relative factors between them. 

There are three distinct topologies for one-loop string theory diagrams, 

which are shown in fig .4 . The planar diagrams are characterized by having the 

external particles all on the same boundary, and the two boundaries are dis-

tinct. The nonplanar diagrams are like the planar diagrams, but with the 

difference that some of the external particles are emitted from one boundary, 

and some from the other. Finally, the nonorientable diagrams have only one 

boundary, and look like a Mobius strip . The usual prescription is that the planar 

diagrams get an extra factor of N, corresponding to tr( 1) for the boundary with 

no external particles, and that the nonorienlable diagrams are absent in the 

case of the U(N) groups , when the ends of the strings can be thought of as carry­

ing different, and inequivalent. quantwn numbers (N and N respectively) . We 

v.ill now show how factorizing one-loop amplitudes leads directly to these results. 

We start by considering the configuration in fig . 5, where the factorization of 

a one-loop amplituie is shown. As usual , we must consider the amplitude in fig. 

5 together with other amplitudes related to it by twisting. For definiteness , we 

restrict ourselves to the case of external particles corresponding to even levels . 

We proceed in opposite order from what we did in the discussion of tree-level 

urularity, and write the factorized amplitude, to then combine lhe group theory 

factors using the properties of the classical algebras summarized in the appen-

dix . This will then give the imaginary part of the corresponding one-loop ampli-

tude by unitarily, and from it we can read off the relative factors with which the 

three types of diagrams enter in the resulting amplitude. 

Consider the factorized amplitude 
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planar 

N 
. . . . . . . ... 

nonplanar 

M 

nonorientable 

. . . . . . . . 

Figure 4. Topologies for one-loop diagrams 
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N 

.... 

M M+ I 

Flgure 5 . Facto~ization of a one-loop amplitude 
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(A(M+1, ... ,N,l,J)tr(A11 +1 · · · ANA1AJ)+A(N, ... ,M+1,l,J) 

+A(M+1, ... ,N,J,I)tr(A11 +1 · · · ANAJA1)+A(N, ... ,M+1,J,I) 

x (A(1, .. . ,M,I,J)tr(A1 · · · A11 A1A')+A(M, ... ,1,l,J)tr(A11 · · · f..1A1A') 

+A( l, .. . ,M ,J ,I)tr (A1 · · · A11 A' A1) +A (M , ... , l,J ,1) 

(3 .2.15) 

Using the twist condition (3.2.3) this can be written 

+A (M + l, .. ,N,J ,J)tr(A' (AI AM+1 .. AN 

(3 .2.16) 

where m1 and mJ denote the mass levels of the intermediate states . We can now 

expand this expression and contract together products of traces, thus eliminat­

ing the A''s . This requires the use of the conditions (3 .2.10) and (3.2.11) on the 

matrices . The result, apart from an overall factor, is 
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x A(1, ... ,M,I,J)A(M+1, ... ,N,J,J) 

+tr((A1 ... AMAI + (-l)M+ml+m;AIAM ... Al) 

X (AI AM+1 . . . AN + ( -l)N-M+m,+m; AN . . . AM+1Al)) 

x A(l, .. . ,M,I,J)A(M+l, .. . ,N,J,I) 

+tr((AIAl ... AM+ (-l)M+ml+m;AM . .. AlAI) 

X (AM+l ... AN AI + ( -l)N-M+ml+m; AI AN . .. AM+l)) 

X A(l , ... ,M,J,I)A(M+l, ... ,N,I ,J) 

+tr((A1A1 ··· AM+ (-l)M+m1+m;AM · · · A1!/) 

X (Al AM+1 ... AN+ ( -l)N-M+ml+m; AN . . . 1\M+ll\.l)) 

x A(l, ... ,M,J ,I)A(M+l, ... ,N ,J ,I) . (3 .2.1 7) 

We wish to stress that the st ep that led to eq. (3 .2.1 7), starting from eq. 

(3.2 . : 6) , is the crucial one , as undoing it amounts to factorizing the traces . We 

have thus shovm that the conditions (3.2.1 0) are also sufficient to achieve factor­

ization at the one-loop level, as they are at the tree level. 

The next observation has to do with the nature of the terms in (3.2.17) . This 

equation is clearly more complicated than the corresponding tree-level result , 

as there is still one dummy index to be eliminated. To proceed further we need 

identities to simplify terms like 

(3 .2.18) 

Such identities are actually group dependent, and are noticeably different in the 

case of U(N) groups than in the cases of SO(N) and USp(2N) groups . In 
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particular, in the appendix it is shown that the follov.ing results hold: 

(1) for SO(N) : 

f/ !/ = (1 - N ( -1) N1 ) 

t/A1 ... Ar!.J = (-1t N .. . _Al- (-1)N1 tr(A1 .. . AM) I (3.2.19) 

where N1 is the mass level to which the matrices A1 correspond; 

(2) for USp(2N) : 

A1A1 = (-1-N(-1)N1) 

/'/A1 · · · NA1 = - (-1)M AM·· · A1 - (-1)N1tr(A1 · · · AM) I (3 .2.20) 

where N1 is again the mass level to which the matrices A1 correspond; 

(3) for V (N) : 

A1 M AI= -2tr(M) . (3.2.21) 

Eq. (3.2.1 7) can be v.Titten, by relabeling some terms 

(tr((Al . .. AMAI + (-1)M+mi+m;AIAM ... Al) 

X (AM+l . . . AN AI + ( _1)N-M+m1+m; AI AN . . . AM+l)) 

+ tr ((AI Al ... AM + ( -1)M+mi+m; AM . .. AlAI) 

x (AI AM+l ... AN+ ( -1)N-M+mi+m; AN . .. AM+lAl))) 

x A(1 1 .. . 1 M.I ~ J)A(M+1 1 .. . 1N,IIJ) 

+ (tr((Al .. . AMAI + (-1)M+mi+m,AJAM . . . Al) 

X (AI AM+l . .. AN + ( -l)N-M+ml+m; AN ... AM+lA/)) 
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+ tr ((!/ N · · · 1\.U + ( -1).V+m,..-m, AM · · · NA1) 

X (AM+l ... ANA1 + (-l)N-M+ml+mJA11\N . . ·/\M+l))) 

x A(1, ... ,M,I,J)A(M+1, ... ,N,J,I) . (3 .2.22) 

Expanding the traces then gives, apart from an overall factor, 

A(1, ... ,M,J,J)A(M+1, ... ,N,J,J)!- (-1)m1tr(l\1 .. ·1\.M)tr(/\M+l . . ·1\N) 

+ [± 1 ± ( -1 )ml+m, - N( -l)mlJ( -1)M+ml+m, tr (1\1 ... 1\.M AN ... I\.M+1)) ! 

+ A(l, ... ,M,J,J)A(M+l, .. . ,N ,J,J)!- (-1)M+m1tr(N .. ·I\M)tr(I\M+1 .. ·1\N) 

(3 .2.23) 

in the SO(N) and USp(2N) cases , where the upper signs apply to the SO(N) case 

and the lower signs apply to the USp(2N) case , and 

A(1, ... ,M,J,J)A(M+1, ... ,N,J,J) Re[ -(-1)M+m1+m, N 

x tr(/\1 ... 1\.'M AN . .. AM+1)-(-l)mltr(A1 ... AM)tr(AM+1 ... AN)] 

in the U(N) case . 

+ A(l, ... ,M,J,J)A(M+l, ... ,N,J,I) 

x Re[ -N tr (/\1 · .. AN) 

- (-l)ml+m,tr(/\1 . . . AM)tr(AM+l .. . AN)] (3 .2.24) 

This result illustrates the peculiarity of string theories constructed using 

U(N) groups that we have anticipated. It has to do with the absence of N­

independent terms containing a single trace in eq. (3.2.24), as compared with 

eq, (3.2 .23). which applies to the SO(N) and USp(2N) cases. This result can be 



interpreted as follows: the planar diagrams get an extra factor of N correspond­

ing to the boundary with no external particles, whereas the nonorientable 

diagrams do not get this factor, just because they have only one boundary, 

which contains all the external particles. Finally, the nonplanar diagrams 

correspond to products of traces, because some of the particles are on one of 

their boundaries and some are on the other. The absence of N-independent 

terms containing a single trace in (3.2 .24) is just telling us that the perturba­

tion expansion for open strings includes nonorientable diagrams for the cases of 

SO(N) and USp(2N), but does not include them for the case of U(N) . 



-145-

Appendix A 

For SO(N) we can use as basis elements the matrices [ 11] 

.,., .(N) = _1_ (£. {N) _ £.fN)) 
'It] v'2 t] ]t (3.A.1) 

for the even levels, and the matrices 

c.;.(N) = _1_ (£. {N) + E.(N)) 
t] v'2 t] ]t 

(i # j) 

c.; . (N) = y'2 g(N) 
u n (3 .A.2) 

for the odd levels . Here Ei}N) denotes an N x N matrix with (i.j) element equal 

to one and all the other elements equal to zero. It is a very convenient object, as 

it multiplies according to 

(3 .A.3) 

and its trace is 

tr (E {N)) = c5 · t) t) . (3 .A.4) 

As anticipated in the text, the matrices for the even levels are antihermi-

tian, and the matrices for the odd levels are hermitian. Moreover, it can be 

readily verified that they satisfy the following trace relations : 

(3.A.5) 

Then, using the definitions in eqs . (3.A.1) and (3 .A.2), one can prove the following 

relations : 
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f.J T} .(N) t.J = -TJ .(N) v v ' 

(3 .A.6) 

where the f.J ·s are matrices either of the odd levels or of the even levels . Eqs. 

(3.A.6) then imply 

which is obtained decomposing the product A1 · · · AM into its irreducible pieces 

and using eqs . (3.A.6) , and where A.1, .. , AM are taken to be matrices for the even 

levels . 

The case of USp(2N) can be treated along the same lines [ 11 ]. For the even 

levels one uses antihermitian matrices constructed out of 

(3.A.B) 

(i,j = -N. .. ,N) and for the odd levels one uses hermitian matrices constructed out 

of 

(3 .A.9) 

One thus arrives at the following results : 

More simply, one can use quaternionic notation and write the generators in the 

form 

A and ia®B (3.A. 11 ) 
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with A = -A7 and B = BT for the even levels, and A =AT and B = -BT for 

the odd levels. Then 

A1 (X + i a® Y) A1 = A (X + i a® Y) A 

- a®B (X+ i a®Y)a®B (3.A.12) 

and, using 

(3.A.l3) 
i i 

one obtains directly eqs. (3.A.10) . 

The case of U(N) is quite different, as now the same matrices (apart from a 

factor i) are used for both the even and the odd levels. For example, the 

matrices for the even levels are TJij and i c.;ij . From eqs. (3.A.6) it then follows 

that, for U(N), eqs . (3.A.7) and (3.A.8) are replaced by 

fJ M t/ = -2tr (M) . (3 .A.14) 
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