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1 Introduction and conclusions

There exist various dualities in 3d N/ = 2 supersymmetric field theories. One of the
dualities which is called Seiberg-like duality states that two or more different ultraviolet
(UV) gauge theories flow to an exactly same infrared (IR) fixed point. Unlike Seiberg
duality [1] of 4d N' = 1 gauge theories, Seiberg-like duality of 3d N = 2 gauge theories
is available even for the cases without matter field if big enough Chern-Simons coupling
is turned on. This adds spice to the 3d dualities. Over the past quarter century
numerous Seiberg-like dualities have been reported (see e.g. |2 B3], 14l 5] 6, 7, 8 ©) 10
11, 12, (13, (14}, [15, 16, [17, [18, 19, 20, 21, 22, 23, 24, 25, 26, 27]). Although most of
the investigations of Seiberg-like duality had been centered on gauge theories with
a single factor of gauge group, those of quiver gauge theories with product of two
gauge nodes consisting of classical groups coupled to matter in the vector and rank-2
representations have been recently proposed in [28] by performing Seiberg-like duality
on one of the two gauge nodes. Similar techniques of dualizing a node within a quiver
have been performed [29] [30] [31], B2, 26] for the related monopole duality on nodes
within quivers. It has also recently been demonstrated that various 3d IR dualities
can be understood through reduction of 5d SCFTs [33] [34].

In addition, the story becomes more interesting in the presence of a boundary. The
3d N = 2 supersymmetric field theories with a Lagrangian description can preserve
supersymmetry at a boundary by specifying appropriate UV boundary conditions of
bulk fields [35]. Half-BPS boundary conditions can preserve either N = (1,1) which



have been described in [35, [36], or N' = (0,2) which we focus here. In particular,
N = (0,2) half-BPS chiral UV boundary conditions preserving the U(1)z symmetry
lead to various applications [37, 35, 38, 39, 40| 41} [42] 43| 44, 45], 46| [47]. For pairs
of UV boundary conditions, there exist dual boundary conditions which flow to the
same IR boundary conditions. Abelian dualities of A/ = (0,2) half-BPS boundary
conditions in 3d /' = 2 gauge theories were proposed in [35]. Seiberg-like dualities
of the NV = (0,2) half-BPS boundary conditions in 3d N' = 2 gauge theories are
found in [40] for the unitary gauge theories coupled to chiral multiplets in the vector
representation and in [48] for the orthogonal and symplectic gauge theories with chiral
multiplets in the vector representation.

In this paper we obtain Seiberg-like dualities of generic linear, circular and star-
shaped quiver gauge theories with symplectic, orthogonal and unitary gauge groups
coupled to chiral multiplets in the fundamental and bifundamental representations by
generalizing the dualities of quivers with two gauge nodes in [28]. As strong evidence
we find that supersymmetric full-indices [49] 50, 51], 52, 53, 54] computed as S x S?
partition functions precisely agree with each other for the proposed dual theories. Also
we propose dualities of the N' = (0,2) half-BPS boundary conditions in these quiver
gauge theories. We support our claim by checking that half-indices [37, [38] 39 [40]
computed as S' x HS? partition functions (also see [55 56]) which count boundary
local operators precisely coincide for the proposed dualities where H S? is a hemisphere.
By expanding the full- and half-indices we check the operator mapping across the bulk

and boundary dualities.

1.1 Structure

The structure of this paper is as follows. In section 2] we generalize the dualities of
quiver gauge theories with two nodes of symplectic gauge groups by introducing Chern-
Simons couplings and analyzing three gauge nodes. We also propose the dualities of
the /' = (0, 2) half-BPS boundary conditions in these theories. In section Bl we extend
the dualities of quivers of orthogonal gauge groups to the case with more than two
SO gauge nodes and with other orthogonal gauge groups, O, Spin and Piny. In
section M we further extend the dualities to the quivers consisting of both orthogonal
and symplectic gauge nodes. In section [0l we argue for Seiberg-like dualities of general
linear quivers including circular quivers and linear quivers of arbitrary lengths. In
section [7] we propose that a star-shaped quiver gauge theory is dual to a polygonal
bipyramid quiver gauge theory. We also argue that the nodes we are not dualizing
can have arbitrary additional matter including coupling to other gauge nodes. In this

way the star-shaped quiver can be embedded in an arbitrary quiver and this shows



that in such cases we can dualize any gauge node which has only fundamental and

bifundamental matter.

1.2

Open questions

There are several interesting open problems which we leave for future works.

It would be nice to elucidate general rules of mapping of the (bare and dressed)
BPS monopole operators under the proposed Seiberg-like dualities, to study
the moduli spaces of supersymmetric vacua and to provide further tests of the
dualities by computing other protected quantities, including a sphere partition
function [57, B8, (9], a squashed sphere partition function [60] and a twisted
index [61, 62, [63, 64, 65].

It would be interesting to study in more detail quivers with Chern-Simons cou-
plings, including the monopole operators, the relevant level-rank dualities and
emergence or enhancement of supersymmetry in the bulk [66] and at the bound-
ary [67]. This could include examples with A > 2 supersymmetry [68], (69, [70, [71].

While the proposed Seiberg-like dualities are field theory phenomena, the brane
constructions of 3d A = 2 gauge theories [72, 73] 13] would be useful to generalize
our results. The A" = (0, 2) boundary conditions should be studied by tilting the
5-branes of the brane configurations in [74] with the cross-determinant Fermi at
the NS5-NS5 junction [75], [76] or taking the T-dual of the brane configurations
in [77].

In the presence of the BPS Wilson and vortex line operators, the full- and half-
indices can be evaluated [78, 54, [40]. It would be interesting to compute the

indices to extend the dualities by introducing the line operators.

Mutations on quivers in the cluster algebras [79, [80] have been argued to play
several roles in Seiberg-like dualities [81], 82] 83 [84] [85 [86, 87] (See also [88] 89]
for the relation between certain 3d N/ = 2 Abelian Chern-Simons matter theories
and the cluster algebra). It would be intriguing to explore the relation between

the proposed dualities and the mutations.

Some identities of indices resulting from the Abelian dualities of 3d N = 2
theories are demonstrated e.g. in [90] [40], and [9I] showed that many exact
results, including for U(N) Aharony dualities, could be proven using a vortex

partition function identity. While we have checked the matching of indices as



strong evidence of the dualities, analytic proof of the various identities of in-
dices presented in this paper is desirable. Also the half-index which involves
the 3d bulk degrees of freedom can exhibit interesting properties under modular

transformations [92], 44].

The Seiberg-like dualities in 3d A/ = 2 gauge theories are obtained from 4d
dualities by compactifying 4d AN/ = 1 gauge theories on a circle [10, [93]. It would
be interesting to explore 4d uplifts of the proposed dualities.

Inclusion of boundary N = (0, 2) charged chiral multiplets and gauge multiplets
should generalize the web of dualities of the N' = (0, 2) boundary conditions. In
the presence of 2d bosonic fields the Neumann half-index would be computed by
following the Jeffrey-Kirwan (JK) residue prescription [94, 95, 96] which picks
the contour around poles associated to the bosonic fields of positive (or negative)

charge as evaluated for N' = (0,4) boundary conditions in [97].

The N' = (0,2) half-BPS boundary conditions in 3d N' = 2 field theories are
compatible with the holomorphic twist. They define the boundary Vertex Op-
erator Algebra (VOA) [42] (see also [47]) which conjecturally reproduces the
bulk operator algebra. It would be nice to categorify the proposed dualities to

equivalences of algebras or modules.

The 3d N = 2 U(N) gauge theory coupled to a chiral multiplet in the adjoint
representation plays an important role in the 3d-3d correspondence [98 [54], 99
100} 10T, T02]. As our proposed duality can provide us with dual description of
the theory T'[L(k,1)] [I00] as a special case, it would be interesting to explore
further applications and to extend the description of dualities to include quivers
with rank-2 tensor matter, especially as such matter appears in the quivers after
dualizing one gauge node. Further generalizations to include multiple adjoint

chirals for a gauge node are also interesting [17].

We proposed the dualities of star-shaped quiver gauge theories. The 3d N = 4
star-shaped quiver gauge theories arise from the compactifications of the 6d (2, 0)
theory [103, [104], T05] which are related to 4d N" = 2 theories of class S [106, [107].
In addition, the 3d N/ = 2 star-shaped quiver-type theory has been argued to
appear from certain compactifications of 6d or 5d SCFTs [10§]. It would be
interesting to further study the details of theories including moduli spaces and

the boundary conditions in the star-shaped quiver gauge theories.



2 Symplectic linear quivers

We describe dualities with symplectic gauge groups. We present examples of linear
quivers with two and three gauge nodes. The description in the case of two gauge

nodes without boundary was first presented in [2§].

2.1 USp(2Ny) x USp(2Nz) — [2]N/]

We start by reviewing the triality of 3d N' = 2 quiver gauge theories with two gauge
nodes and one flavor node proposed in [28]. Theory A is a USp(2N;) x USp(2N3)
gauge theory with bifundamental chirals B in the (2Ny, 2N2) representation, as well
as 2Ny chirals () in the fundamental representation of USp(2N;). Theory A has three
kinds of bare monopole operators v, v5* and v%* where the ith superscript stands
for the GNO flux for the ith gauge group and we denote by * an arbitrary non-zero
flux. The bare monopole v’* with fluxes on both nodes can be dressed by polynomials
in Tr(BB), resulting in the dressed monopole operators vy* Tr((BB)*), k= 1,---, Nj.
The Chern-Simons levels and superpotential vanish.

Provided N; = N, — Ny — 1 > 0 there exists a dual theory B given by Seiberg-like
duality on the USp(2N;) gauge factor. The result is a USp(2N;) x USp(2N,) gauge
theory with bifundamental chirals b in the (2N1, 2NN, ) representation, an antisymmet-
ric rank-2 chiral ¢y, of USp(2N,), as well as 2Ny chirals @) in the fundamental repre-
sentation of USp(2N,). We also have a gauge singlet o which is dual to a monopole

UZO in theory A. While the Chern-Simons levels vanish, we have a superpotential
Wp = opvg " + Tr(bgpb). (2.1)

The first term requires the monopole operators vg’o to vanish and the second term sets
bb to zero so that the bare monopoles vy* are not dressed by Tr(bb). On the other
hand, the bare monopoles U%’* can be dressed by monomials in the antisymmetric
chiral ¢f, k = 1,---, Ny [109], as explained in general in [T10]. Consequently theory
B contains two kinds of monopole operators vy*¢F and v}* in the chiral ring.
Provided Ny = Ny — Ny +Ny—1 > 0 there can be a dual theory C given by Seiberg-
like duality on the USp(2N,) gauge factor. The result is a USp(2N; ) x USp(2N,) gauge
theory with bifundamental chirals ¢ in the (2Ny, 2N2) representation, an antisymmet-
ric rank-2 chiral ¢, of USp(2N;), as well as 2N, chirals p and ¢ in the fundamental
representations of USp(2N;) and USp(2N,). Again we have a gauge singlet o which
is dual to a monopole US{* in theory A, but now also additional singlets M in the rank-2

antisymmetric representation of the flavor symmetry group SU(2Ny). Whereas the
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Figure 1: Triality of USp x USp quivers where N, =Ny—N;—1and N, = N, + Ny —

Ny — 1. Note that ¢y, ¢. and M are in antisymmetric rank-2 representations.

Chern-Simons levels is turned off, theory C has a superpotential
We = ocvg™ + Tr(cgec) + Tr(epg) + Tr(gMq). (2.2)

The first term sets the monopoles vg’* to zero and the second term gets rid of cc. As
a consequence, there are two types of monopole operators vg’oqb’j and vZ" in the chiral
ring.

The triality of the USp x USp quivers is shown in Figure [l

The continuous global symmetry groups of the theories are given by a SU(2Ny)
flavor symmetry, two axial symmetries U(1),, X U(1)4,, and the U(1)g R-symmetry.



The following table lists the charges and representations of the fields in each theory.

SU(QNf) U(l)m U(l)az U(l)R
B 1 1 0 B
Q Wf 0 1 rQ
b 1 -1 0 1—rp
O 1 2 0 2rp
Q mf 0 1 rQ
op 1 —2N2 0 2N2<1 - TB) - 2N1 (23)
c 1 -1 0 1—1rp
O 1 2 0 2rp
P 2N; 1 1 rg+rgo
M Nf(2Nf - 1) 0 2 QT’Q
q mf 0 —1 1-— rQ
oc 1 —2N1 —2Nf 2N1(1—7’B)—|—2Nf(1—7’Q)—2N2
The operator map across the triality is summarized as
A B C
™QQ) | meQ) | M
TH(Q(BB)*Q) | Tr(Q4kQ) | Te(pgt~p)
Te((BB)*) | Tr(¢f) Tr(¢r) (2.4)
+.,0 +,+
Uy oB )=
0,4 +,4
vy = oc
+,4 0,+ +,0
Va Up Yo

The monopole operators above are gauge invariant so can be dressed by gauge

invariant combinations of the chiral multiplets, with the mapping between theories
following the pattern indicated in the first 3 lines of the table. Note that there can be

restrictions on the allowed dressed monopoles as noted in this context in [28]. These

follow from the condition that the fields dressing the monopole must be ‘massless’ [110],

as well as requiring gauge invariance and that all F-term constraints are satisfied. This

massless condition is that p(1m) = 0 where p is the weight of the field under the gauge

group and m represents all fluxes of the monopole. Since the monopole flux breaks

the gauge group, each field must be decomposed into irreducible representations of the

broken gauge group and then we can determine which (if any) of these components

remain massless in the given monopole background. We comment on this in some of

the examples we give later.



2.2 Supersymmetric indices for symplectic gauge theories

The supersymmetric full-indices [49} 50, 51], [52] 53], 54], 111] for theories A, B and C

with symplectic gauge groups are

A USp1 7USp2
I ZgaugeZgaugeZmatter A (25)
USp USpa
] ZgaugleZgaugeZmatter B (26)
C USp1 USp
I ZgaugeZgauQQeZmatter C (27)

where Zgquge and Zpauers are the contributions from the vector and chiral multi-
plets with USp; referring to gauge node USp(Ny) and ﬁ:g/pj referring to gauge node
USp(N;). Above we have included Chern-Simons levels k; for USp(2N,) but for now
we take these levels to all vanish.

The gauge contributions are given by

ZUSpr Z 1 7{ ﬁ dsgl) ( (1)>k1m<”
auge — AN AT I ) _Si :
gaug (Do 2NIN[! Pl 27Ti8§1)

x g S |mzm|“&MWm<fh1_qugmﬂ)

i=1
i (D, (D (D, D
x JJ(1 = gme =m0 808y (1 — glmmem Tz D=1 0%) 0 (a.)
1<J

The contributions from the chiral multiplet are

Zmatter A :ZBZé?Vf (29)

Zmatter B :ZbZ¢bZé2VfZJB (210)
_ Nf 7 Ng 7 Ng

ZmatterC —ZCZ¢ch ZM Zq ch . (211)

These can be calculated using the general expressions

1—r e
Z BiFund USp;—USp, (1,0) = (¢"2 a~ )Z V252
NNy g e ) e ()
Ny a—rgm T L (DF . PR A B | :
? a 5§ 1 q)oo(q 2 2 a “s5;° 8 1 q)oo
X HH ‘m(l) (‘])\ \m( )+m(])\ (212>
1j=1 ry 9 (DE _()F. b 3 (DE _(N)E.
== (g2 2 as; = 8; 1 q)oo(q2 2 as; = 8; 1 q)oo

\m(I)\ F
" 1-T+ 1,7, -1, )
N m; J >
ZNFFund USp](/ra CI,) (q 2 a Fz ‘ | H H ( )‘
a=1i=1 (qz 3 as;

10



(1) _,, (D),
J

|m

1-2r g SV D) (D) al (¢""t — a -s; S $ Q) oo
ZAntisym USpI(Tu CL) = (q 2a ) A J H (1 (1)
P RSP M N DN 0) Bt
7 (q 2 as; °s; aq)oo
N D +m 0| 0T (OF
1 (ql—r—kfa—lsi Sj ;CI)oo
% A (2.14)
[m;™ " +m 7| + +
Np (¢ "a 'zt -1,
¢ T s )
A ntisym ) = 2.15
i s 20) = 1] = (219)
a<f
1-T 1
q 20 "/({)x
ZSinglet('ra CL) = (1—) . (216)
(20 9) oo
In particular, we have
ZB =ZBiPund USp;—-USp, (B, 01) (2.17)
N
7o =ZaNFund 1(1Q, 02) (2.18)
Zy =ZpiFund Usp,—Usp, (1 — T8, a;t) (2.19)
Z¢b :ZAntisym USpr (27’3, a%) (22())
ZO'B :ZSinglet(TUBa a1_2N2) (221)
Ze =ZBiFund Usp;—Usp, (1 — g, a;t) (2.22)
Zgbc :ZAntisym USpr (27’3, a%) (223>
N
Zpy! =Zpirundvsp,—-Usp,(TB + 1Q, a102) (2.24)
N
ZMf :ZAntisym SU(NF)(QTQv a%) (225>
N _
Zg" =Zpirunavspr-usp,(1 —7q,a5") (2.26)
—2N; —2Njy
ZO'C :ZSinglet(TUca aq Qg ) (227)

where 7,, = 2(1 —rg)Ny — 2Ny and r,, = 2(1 —rp)Ny + 2(1 — rg) Ny — 2N,

2.3 Boundary 't Hooft anomalies

When we include N = (0, 2) half-BPS boundary conditions, we need to calculate the
anomaly polynomial for the 2d boundary theory. We must ensure that the gauge
anomalies cancel and for proposed dualities we must have matching boundary 't Hooft
anomaly polynomials. In the case of Dirichlet boundary conditions for gauge fields
we also need the anomaly polynomial to calculate the effective Chern-Simons coupling
which enters the half-index [40].

For the multiplets we have discussed the contributions to the anomaly polynomial
are given by the following expressions [40, 48] if we have Dirichlet boundary condi-

tions. For Neumann boundary conditions we just take the opposite sign. Taking the

11



multiplets to have R-charge gz and a vector of U(1),, charges g we have

Ni@Ni+1)

Avim vsp, = — (Np + 1) Tr(sy?) — (2.28)

2
Aoy Fundvsp (qr, @) =N1 Tr(x?) + Ny Tr(s?) + 2NNy (g -a+ (qr — 1)1“)2
(2.29)
ABiruna Uspi—vsp, (qr, @) =N Tr(sy?) + Ny Tr(si®) + 2NNy (¢-a+ (qr — 1)1")2
(2.30)
Nr(2N; —1
AAntisym USpI(qug) :(NI - 1) TI‘(Slz) + % (g ra+t (QR - 1)1‘)2
(2.31)
Ny —2 N¢(N;—1
AAntisym SU(Nf)(qR7g> = ! TI'(Xz) + % (Q ra+t (QR - 1)1‘)2 (232>
1
ASinglet(QRag) 25 (g ra+ (qR - 1)[‘)2 : (233)

In this notation sy is the USp(2Ny) field strength, a is a vector of U(1),, field strengths
and r is the U(1)p field strength. We use x for the SU(2Ny) flavor symmetry field
strength and the expressions for fundamental matter and the antisymmetric multiplet
M are given by the above expressions for bifundamental and antisymmetric multiplets
by replacing an appropriate s; with x. Also, we use the notation I in the above
expressions to refer to the dual USp(2N;) gauge group with field strength §;.

We propose a triality of the following sets of boundary conditions:

e (NN ,N,N) for (VMy,VM,, B, Q) in theory A.

e (D,N,D,N,N,D) for (VMy, VMa, b, ¢, Q, 03) in theory B.

e (N.\D,D,N,N,N, D, D) for (VMl,VMg,C, ¢ey 0, M, q,0¢) in theory C.

We will see that with suitable additional 2d boundary multiplets, we can cancel the
gauge anomalies for the gauge group factors with Neumann boundary conditions, and

match the anomalies. We can then check the matching of the half-indices.

12



Explicitly, we find the following anomaly polynomials for the bulk fields.
ANEEN v == 2N1Nsal — 2NoNyaj + AN No(1 — rp)air + 4NoNy(1 — rg)asr
1
+ ((Nl — N2)2 + 2N1N2’I“B(2 — ’f’B) — 2N2Nf(1 — ’I“Q)2 + §(N1 + Ng)) I'2
+ (Nl — N2 + 1) TI"(S%) + (1 - N1 + N2 - Nf) TI(S%) - N2 Tl"(Xz)
(2.34)
AZ D vnp =— 2N1Noai — 2NoNyga3 + ANy No(1 — rp)air + 4N, Ny(1 — rg)agr

1
+ ((Nl — N2)2 + 2N1N2’I“B(2 — ’f’B) — 2N2Nf(1 — ’I“Q)2 + §(N1 + Ng)) I'2

— (Ny + Ny — Ny — 1) Tr(s3) + Ny Tr(83) — Ny Tr(x?) (2.35)
A v = — 2N1Nsal — 2N Npaj + AN No(1 — rp)air + 4NaNy(1 — rg)asr

1
+ ((Nl — Ng)z + 2N1N27”B(2 — ’/’B) — 2N2Nf(1 - TQ)2 + §(N1 + Ng)) 1'2
— (Ny — Ny — 1) Tr(s?) + Ny Tr(s2) — N, Tr(x?) (2.36)

Recalling that Ny =Ny — N, —1and Ny = N; — N, + Ny — 1, and that due
to the D boundary conditions USp(2N;) and USp(2N,) are global symmetries on
the boundary, whereas USp(2N;) and USp(2N,) are gauge symmetries due to the
N boundary conditions, we can cancel all gauge anomalies with the following 2d

multiplets.

| | USpeN) | USp(2N,) | USp(2N:) | USp(2Ny)
| 2N, 1 2N, 1 (2.37)
I, 1 2N, 1 2N,

Fermi

Fermi
In particular, we need to include
e '), I'; in theory A.
e ['5 in theory B.
e ['; in theory C.

Including the contribution of those 2d multiplets in each theory all gauge anomalies

are cancelled and the resulting anomaly polynomials match
ATotth — — 9Ny Noal — 2Ny Nyaj 4+ 4N No(1 — rg)air + 4Ny Np(1 — rg)agr
1
+ ((Nl — N2)2 + 2N1N27’B(2 - TB) — 2N2Nf<1 - TQ)2 + §(N1 + NQ)) 1'2

+ Ny Tr(82) + Ny Tr(835) — Ny Tr(x?) (2.38)
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It is possible to consider other boundary conditions. The obvious case is to switch
all boundary conditions so we have all Dirichlet in theory A. This will simply change
the sign of the bulk contribution to the anomaly polynomial and it is easy to see that
all gauge anomalies will be cancelled and the anomalies will match if we include 2d

Fermi multiplets
e None in theory A.
e [’y in theory B.
e [’y in theory C.

We will focus on examples with all Neumann boundary conditions for theory A,
but we believe the same dualities will hold with all boundary conditions reversed along
with the above 2d Fermi multiplets. Such dualities have been checked for the case of
a single gauge node for unitary gauge groups [40], and for symplectic and orthogonal

gauge groups [48].

2.4 Half-indices

We now give the expressions for the half-indices with the previously chosen boundary

conditions. For the three theories we have

vV R | s | (2.39)
T3 n povv.p =I0p " O PP USPImt g I o2 (2.40)
1S 5 v vvp.p <IN VP P2 e e IR, T3 10, 115e (2.41)
where
Ny Ny ds(l) Ny
VM USpr _ (9)x 7{ i (SZ(I)S(I)—l; D)oo (SZ(I)ﬂ:S(I)j:; O
N 2N Ny! 11:[1 2mis\ g ’ g ’
(2.42)
keff 1 ~Np (D)2 Dkers mi?
VM USpr _ 1 Z q 2 Lidimi (HZNI uz(') )
D T \N ; @O_ D -1 D (D
(@ i TI @™ Pl ) T (a0 D 0% g)
(2.43)
kepy 1 =21 (2.44)

recalling that N; = N; so N 7 = N;. We also have the prescription that for Dirichlet

(1) o (1)

boundary conditions for the vector multiplet we make the replacement s;’ — ¢™: wu,

in the following matter contributions.
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The 3d matter contributions are given, for either Dirichlet or Neumann boundary

conditions by

H]IM :H]IAntisym SU(NFp) (QTQ

g :H]IBiFund USpI—USpJ(

,03)

1- rQaaQ_l)

[IB —pBiFund USp—USp, (rg,a;) (2.45)
@ —J2NsFund USpy (TQ’ as) (2.46)
P —[pBiFund USpI—USpJ(l —rg, al—l) (2.47)

TM¢ =TAsvm USer (95, 2) (2.48)

o7 =119 (r,  a7?\?) (2.49)
¢ —[BiFund USpr— UspJ(l —rg, al—l) (2.50)

IT% =I1A™m USpr (91, 2) (2.51)
[P —[BiFund USpr—USp, (TB + 70, CL1CL2) (2,52)

(2.53)
(2.54)
(2.55)

oo __tSinglet —2N;
Imee =I1 (Toesai ™ ta

—2N
2 )

For Neumann boundary conditions the 3d matter contributions are

BiFund USpI—USpJ
2

i=1a=1 (20S; " Ta; @)oo
" NI 1 No
ntisym USpr _
]H[N (T7 a) - H r I) (I)_l H r
=1 (q7as;'s;” @) ) \j<i (g
; 1
M[Smglet (T, a) — _
" (4203 )
N

]HI]/%ntisym SU(NF) (T, a)

=Hz1

oy (02076253 ¢)oc

while for Dirichlet boundary conditions the 3d matter contributions are

Ny Ny

T

i=1j=1

BiFund —
HI[DZ und USpy USpJ(T a

Nr Np

i=1 a=1

15

+ (‘J)jF

)= T2

1 Q)o@ 2a

1) oo

1-z 1 (1)

(2.56)

$ Q) oo
(2.57)

1

0
(2.58)
(2.59)
(2.60)

SE'J):E; Q)oo

(2.61)
(2.62)



Ny Ny
ntisym _r _ n (-1 o nT (n*
I US“(r,a>=<H<q1 a7t s ;q>oo> <H<q1 a7 tsi st ;q>oo>

ij=1 i<j
2.63)
]H[f)mglet(r, a) =(¢""2a7Y ¢) s (2.64)
]mgntzsym SU(NF)(’I", a) _ H (ql—%a—lxazﬁ; Q)oo (265)
a<f
(2.66)
Finally, the contributions from the 2d matter multiplets are
Nr Np
1 1
1 =TT TTea sl a)oela2 50l 5 0)oc (2.67)
i=1 j=1

For simplicity we set the global SU(2N;) flavor fugacities x, = 1. Here we show the
expansion of the indices for N,=1and N, = 1.

For rp = 2/5, rg = 2/7, the full-indices which perfectly match for theory A, B and
C are

IA:IB:]C

q16/35 q23/35 28q26/35

=1+ 28a2¢”" + alq?® + —5— +406a5¢"" + “5— + 56aial*F + ———
N— N~ ajas N—— ayas N e’ ajaq
Tr(QQ) Tr(BB) T Tr(QQ)? SN—— Tr(Q(BB)Q), N——

oY o E Tr(QQ) Tx(BB)  §* Tr(QQ)

4 L\ s 6 1 6/7 AT 2 4 _34/35
a — 4060a — 1190a7a — 65
+( a7 + - )q? 4 ( o+ p )+ alald + pow + 1094 q
Tr(BB)2 “~~ Tr(QQ)3 ~~ Tr(QQ)2 Tr(BB), Tr(Qvq),
V0 v0.% Tr(BB) G PP QQ)  Tr(QQ)TH(Q(BB)Q)  Tx(Bygp)
7 T 128( 20+ a® a2l
ajas ajas (?/)2 | L~ ajas
— Tr(Q(BB)*Q) v Tr
v%’i Tr(QQ)?2 vi'i Tr(BB) 4 (@) vf’jﬂ
28
+83933a5+ Tt )¢V (el 4 o ) (2.68)
N—— N~ ~~ aia;
T(QQ)*  W§E Tr(Q(BB)Q), (BB T~
o%* Tr(QQ) Tr(BB) v Tr(QQ)

In theory A the term 28a3g®" counts the meson Tr(Q'Q’) whose coefficient &7 =

28 implies the antisymmetric representation under the SU(8) flavor symmetry, as

3Here we fix the R-charges as in [28]. Note that in order to check the dualities, it is sufficient to

pick any choice of the R-charges which gives a well defined (convergent) index for all theories.
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expected due to the contraction of the /. Sp(6) indices. Then the term 406a3q*/™ counts
the operator Tr(Q'Q7) Tr(Q*Q") which gives 28 for each trace and the product of traces
is symmetric so the number is 28 - 29/2 = 406. Similarly for Tr(QQ)? the counting is
28 -29 - 30/3! = 4060. For Tr(QQ)* it is naively 28 - 29 - 30 - 31 /4! = 31465 but we see
that the coefficient in the index is 31464 indicating that there is one linear relation
amongst these 31465 expressions. Indeed, there is a single linear relation between the
105 expressions formed by contracting pairs of USp(4) indices on Q'Q?---Q®. The
term 56a2a3¢®*/3> corresponds to the dressed meson Tr(Q'(BB)@’) whose number
is 8- 7/2 = 28, with another 28 from Tr(Q'Q’) Tr(BB). The term 28a; a; °¢%/*
corresponds to the operator v%i Tr(Q'Q7). We note that the monopole operators
can be dressed by Tr(QQ) or Tr(BB) provided at least one component of @) or B
remains massless [110] in the monopole background. To the order of our expansion
we see that all monopoles can be dressed by Tr(QQ) or Tr(BB) except for v}** which
cannot be dressed by Tr(BB) — this would appear in the index as ¢%°/a? but we can
see it is absent above. However, we note that v>* can be dressed by Tr(BB). The
asymmetry is because if we only turn on the flux for USp(2) there is no component
of the bifundamental (or any field in a non-trivial representation of USp(2), although
in the case of multiple fluxes some components can be massless due to cancellations
allowing p(m) = 0) which can satisfy the massless condition p(ni) = 0 [110]. However,
turning on only one of the fluxes for USp(6) the component of B which is in the
bifundamental representation of USp(2) x USp(4) (with this being the original USp(2)
and with USp(4) C USp(6)) remains massless.

As we conjecture, the half-indices for theories A, B and C agree perfectly with each

other. With the same R-charge assignment as the full-indices, they are given by

Iy = 113 = I
8q9/14 (ag (w2 +1))

= 1+ 28a3¢”" + a2¢*® + 406a5q" " — +56a2a2¢*Y% + atq*®
—_—— Y e ————

N w N~—~—
T™QQ)  T™ER)  THQQ)? o TQBRQ) BB
8 59/70 2 1 294, 13/14 (3 2 1
8¢ (a1a2 (u” +1)) + 406008457 — q (a3 (w® +1)) +1190a2ag?/®
U L Ne—— w —_—
TH(QBT) reer TH(QQ) Tr(QT) THRQPETHER)
1 1
+q(u2+—2+w2+—2+2)+-~- (2.69)
u w

(. J/
~~

Te(T1T1), Tr(T'2Ty)

where u and w are the fugacities for USp(2N;y) = USp(2) and USp(2N,) = USp(2).
Since in theory A the both vector multiplets obey the Neumann b.c. there is no

monopole operator at the boundary.
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The boundary operator map of across the proposed triality is given by

A | B | c
Tr(QT:) | Tr(QI) Vq (2.70)
Tr(QBT) | Tr(Qvy) | Tr(gely)

where 1), is the fermion in the ¢ multiplet with Dirichlet boundary conditions which
is charged under the global SU(2N;) and USp(2N;) symmetries, and similarly v, is

the fermion in the b multiplet.

2.6 Chern-Simons levels

As is well known, we can also generate non-zero Chern-Simons levels by giving large
positive or negative masses to the chirals () as first demonstrated for symplectic groups
by taking a limit of the partition function in [112]. In the simplest case we start with
2N; = Ny + 2|k| fundamental and anti-fundamental chirals and give masses (of the
same sign) to 2|k| € Z of them to leave N ¢ fundamental chirals. This generates a
Chern-Simons level & for the USp(2N;) gauge node in theories A and B with £ > 0
by sending the masses to +0o and k£ < 0 by sending the masses to —oo. There
are no other changes to theories A and B so the result is that the duality holds for
arbitrary Chern-Simons level k& for USp(2N;y). However, the effect on theory C is
more involved. In the case where we send the masses of 2|k| multiplets @) to o0, in
theory C we must also send the masses of 2|k| multiplets ¢ and of ¢ to Foo while
also sending the masses of 2|k| multiplets p to £oo. This modifies theory C by having
Ny = Ny — Ny + N;/2 + |k| — 1 while having Ny flavors, removing the o multiplet,
and giving gauge group with Chern-Simons levels USp(2Ny), x USp(2Ny)_g.

2.7 USp(2) x USp(6)ar — [2(4 — |k[)] (N1 =1, Ny =3, Ny =4 — [k])

3

Here we have N; = 1 and N, = 1, with Chern-Simons level satisfying |k| € {1, 1,3

2,2 3,2 4}
) 929 Yy 9
We have checked the matching of supersymmetric indices and for k = 1/2, rp = 2/5
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and rg = 2/7 the full indices are given by

IA — [B — [C
1
:1+21a2q2/7+a2 2/5+231a4 4/7_|_ 42@2 2 24/35 +( aﬁll ‘l’ — )q4/5+1771a6 6/7
—— —=— R,_/ A,_/ ~—~ ay ~———
Tr(QQ) Tr(BB) Tr(QQ)? Tr(QQ) Tr(BB), Tr(BB)?2 =~~~ Tr(QQ)3
Tr(Q(BB)Q) vy’

+ 672d%al* — 50 4+21( 24t + ar® )a2g®P +10626a5¢% 7 +
—_——— ~~ ~—~ ~— M—/
TH(QQ)2 Tx(BB),  Tr(Quq), TH(QQ) Te(BB)?,  vE0Tv(QQ) TH(QQ)

Tr(QQ) Tr(Q(BB)Q)  Tr(Byp) Tr(Q(BB)2Q)
(2.71)

We see that the monopole operators with the charge (0, %) are removed due to the
non-zero Chern-Simons level for the second gauge node. In fact, in [113] it is arguedH
that the Chern-Simons terms allow monopole operators to carry an electric charge
given by the Chern-Simons level. In order to form a gauge invariant operator they
must be dressed by charged fields. However, typically even the candidate minimal
gauge invariant dressed monopole operator is not chiral so does not contribute to the
index, with the lowest order dressed chiral monopole operators having even higher
dimension [113] if there even are any chiral monopoles in the theory. Therefore, not
surprisingly, we do not see contributions from any monopole operators charged under
USp(6) to the order we expand. However, the charge (*,0) monopole operators and
dressed versions survive as the USp(2) gauge node has vanishing Chern-Simons level.

Note that in this example there are some features specific to the chosen gauge
groups. E.g. Tr(BB)? and Tr(BBBB) are not distinct operators since the first gauge
node is USp(2).

4The detailed analysis in [113] is for U(N) gauge groups, but we expect a similar results for other
gauge groups — see also [114] 18] for SU(N) theories. It is an important issue to understand the
spectrum of chiral monopole operators for symplectic and orthogonal groups, even in the case of a
single gauge node. We leave this for future work and in this paper simply comment on ‘missing’

monopole operator contributions in some examples.
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The half-indices for k = —% are given by

Iy 5 = 113 v = IS
74" (as (w? + 1))

=1 +21a2 2Ty 2 2/5+231a4 4T _ + 42a %a%qﬂ/% + a4 4/5
H,_/ \\,_/ R,_/ ——— \\,_/

w
™(QQ)  Tr(BB)  Tr(QQ)? ~ Tr(QQ) Tr(BB),  Tr(BB)?
Tr(QT2) T(Q(BB)Q)
7 59/70 241 147 13/14 (3 241
_1q (aras (u® + 1)) n 1771&2(]6/7 q (a3 (w* +1)) + 672a%dlq 34/35
U L, N w P %/—/
~ ' 3 v T 2 T
THQBTY) e TH(QQ) TH(QT) OO (OB ED)
1 1
+q<u2+—2—|—w2—|——2—|—2)—|—~-~ (2.72)
U w

(. J/
-~

Tr(T1Ty), Tr(T'2l2)

2.8  USp(2N1) x USp(2Nz) — [2N/] x USp(2N3)

Here we would like to propose a quadrality of quiver gauge theories with three nodes of
symplectic gauge groups USp(2N;), USp(2N3) and USp(2N3). Let us call the original
theory A. Dualizing the USp(2N;) or USp(N3) lead to a theories B or D which are
easily obtained from the previous discussion.

Another interesting theory arises when we take the Seiberg-like dual of the USp(2N)
gauge node. We propose that it gives a dual theory C with USp(2N;) where N, =
N, + N3 + N; — N, — 1 gauge node. The three gauge nodes USp(2N,), USp(2Ns)
and USp(2Ns) are coupled to 2Ny chiral multiplets py, ¢ and p,. There are antisym-
metric rank-2 chirals ¢! for USp(2N;) and ¢? for USp(2N3), and a singlet chiral M
in the antisymmetric rank-2 representation of the flavor symmetry SU(2Ny). It has a

superpotential

We = ocvg™ 4+ Tr(e1¢ter) + Tr(cadles)
+ Tr(e1p1q) + Tr(capaq) + Tr(cicacs) + Tr(gMq). (2.73)

The first term replaces the bare monopole operator vgi’o with the singlet o while the
second and third terms replace cic; and cocy with ¢(1: and ¢3. The final term replaces
qq with M. The other terms can be viewed as replacing c¢;q with py, cog with p, and
c1¢o with c3.

The proposed quadrality of the USpx USp x USp gauge theories is shown in Figure
2
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2N;

Bl Bg

2Ny 2Ny

M

2N;

C1

USp(2Ny) USp(2N,) ——2—{ USp(2N3)

0! “ 0?
Figure 2: Quadrality of USp(2N;) x USp(2N2) — [2N¢] x USp(2N3) quiver where
leNg—Nl—l, N2:N1+N1+Nf—N2—1 aHngzNQ—Ng—l. All chirals

by, O, @2, pg and M are in antisymmetric rank-2 representations.
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The operator map across the proposed quadrality is given by

A B C D
Tr(QQ) Tr(QQ) M Tr(QQ)
Tl"(Bl(Bng)kBl) TI'(gbb(Bng)k) TI'(CgCg( z)k_l) Tl"((gbd)kBlBl)
Tr(By(B1B1)*By) | Tr((¢)*BaBa) | Tr(cses(¢n)*™") | Tr(¢a(B1B1))
Tr(Q(B1B1)"Q) Tr(Qe;Q) Tr(p1(ep)*'p1) | Te(Q(B1B1)*Q)
Tr(Q(B2B2)" Q) | Tr(Q(B2B2)*Q) | Tr(pa(¢)*~'ps) Tr(QeiQ)
TI"(BlBl)k Tl"(gblg) TI'( i)k TI'(BlBl)k
Tv(ByBs)* Te(ByBs ) Te(¢2)* Te(¢k) (2.74)
+,0,0 +,4.,0 +,0,0
vy B (0 vy
0,0, 0,0, 0,4+
vy vg Ve oD
0,4£,0 4.0 0,4+
vy Vg oo v
4.0 0,4£,0 +,0,0 L4+
Vg Up Vo Up
0,4+ +4 0,0, 0,4,0
Vg Up Vo Up
0,4 +,0,4 0,4 0,4
vy vg (0 vy
Yot 0,4+ £4,4 +,4,0
Vg Up Vo Up

The monopole operators above are gauge invariant so can be dressed by gauge
invariant combinations of the chiral multiplets, with the mapping between theories
following the pattern indicated in the first 7 lines of the table. As for the case of two
gauge nodes there will be restrictions on the allowed dressed monopole operators [110]

and we comment on this in the example we include next.
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2.9 USp(Q) X USp(6) — [6] X USp(Q) (Nl =1, Ny = 3, N3 = 1,
Ny =3)

We have confirmed that the four supersymmetric indices perfectly match. With rg =
2/5 and rg = 2/7 the full indices are given by

M=1=1°=1"

12/ 19/35
=1+ 15a2¢*7 + S+ al  +  d )+ —e+=( al + a3 )+ 120a3q 47
H,_/ a1a2a3 ~— ~— A0503 0~ o~ —_————
Tr(QQ) T Tr(B1B1)  Tr(B2B2) GEE T EO Tr(QQ)?
vy
15 22/35 1
2q4 5 —l—q24/35( =+ 30aia;  +  30a3a3)
N—— —— Tr(QQ)Tr(B1B1), Tr(QQ) Tr(B2 B2),
W50 T(QQ) O Tr(Q(B151)Q) Tr(Q(B2B2)Q)
1 1 1 1
+PP( — + + +q"( 2ddal 4+ af 4+ — +
T aSa? ata$ a?agag) ™ N — a$
S~ S~ SN—— TI‘(BlBl)TI‘(Bsz) Tr(BlBl)2 S~~~
GEOBB WG EOBBy b EE Tr(B1 B2B2Bi) o500
P ) 680a% T P (e
a?ajal a$aja? —_ a$al?al  atal?a§  alal’a}
Tr(QQ)3 S— N——
Uj’i’OTr(QQ) ’U%i’iTY(QQ) Uj’ii’i v%ili vi,il()
32/35
M + 33/35( 1 + 1 + 1 + L )
a?a3a? a?aSal atala? alal ala$
14203 14203 14203 203 102
—— —— ~—~
W5E0Tr(QQ)? vEE0BBy WEEBIB o5 EOBB W E BB,
15
+ >3 — + 345a2a; - 345a5a5 ) — 38¢ 4+
a1a2 a3 —— —— ~—~
g Tr(QQ)? Tr(B1B1), Tr(QQ)? Tr(B2 Ba) Tr(Qvq),

SFOTHQQ) TR THRBIBIQ) TR THQB:B)Q)  Tr(Bivp,), Tr(Bavs,)
2

1 1 a? a
+q8/7< 1.6.6 + 5. 6.4 +3060a§+-~->+q6/5< a_% + —(13 +"'>—|—"'

a1asas apasas as
N~ Tr(QQR)* —~~
Uf’i'iBlBl Uf’i'iBsz vi’O’OBzBQ OOiBlBl

(2.75)

Note that unlike the USp(2) x USp(6) — [8] example, here we get the naively
expected coefficient for the ¢%7a$ term, in this case 3060 = 15 - 16 - 17 - 18/4! for
THQQ)"

We see several bare monopole operators and at higher order they are dressed with
gauge invariant combinations of the other operators. However, some terms are missing.
The first occurs at order ¢%° where we do not see the terms ¢%°/at or ¢°/° /a3 which
would be the contributions from v £0.0 qressed by B1B; and UO’ + dressed by By By. We

have checked the index to higher order than presented here and we see no contributions
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which would correspond to vj’o’o dressed by any operators containing B; operators (or,
of course by symmetry, vg’o’i dressed by any operators containing B, operators). This
is entirely as expected since with only flux for one of the USp(2) gauge nodes, and
fields in non-trivial representations of that USp(2) group cannot obey the massless
condition p(m) = 0, and this clearly applies to B; and Bs in these backgrounds.

One point to note is that for symplectic gauge groups we have no topological
fugacities in the index to keep track of monopole contributions. H This means that
some coefficients can arise from contributions from different sectors. One example at
higher order is the coefficient of ¢%/°/(a%a$) which is found to be 680. This can receive
contributions from the gauge invariant bare monopole operator vj’o’i and from vj’i’i
dressed by Tr(QQ)3. Naively, Tr(QQ)? gives contribution 15-16-17/3! = 680 so at first
it appears as though the vj’o’i monopole is missing. However, in the vj’i’i monopole
background the massless part of ) transforms in the fundamental representation of
the USp(4) gauge group and a careful check reveals a linear relation amongst the 15
naively independent gauge invariant contraction of Q'Q?*Q3Q*Q°Q°.

The half-indices are given by

I pr e = 102 e = 10 v = 1LY v
6¢°/ (ay (w? + 1))

=1+ 15a5¢"" +¢°°( o} + aj )+120a3q"" -

—~— —~~ —_—— w .
(QQ) Tr(B1B1) Tr(Ba2Ba) T (QQ)?2 T OTe)
+ 30a2q*/%( al + a3 )+ ¢*3( 2a3a3 + af 4+ a3 )
~— ~— ~—— ~— ~—
Tr(QQ) Tr(B1B1), Tr(QQ) Tr(B2 B2), Tr(B1B1) Tr(B2B2)  Tr(B1B1)?  Tr(B2B2)?
Tr(Q(B1B1)Q) Tr(Q(B2B2)Q) Tr(B1B2B2B1)
B 6¢°/™ (ag (a1u (v* + 1) + a3 (u* + 1) v)) 68005457 — 90¢"3/™ (a3 (w? + 1))
N uv D N w _
Tr(QBiT1), Tr(QBal'3) (QQ)? Tr(Ql'2) Tr(QQ)
+ 345a5¢>Y( a? + a’ )+ (2.76)
~— ~—
Tr(QQ)? Tr(B1 By), Tr(QQ)? Tr(BaBa),

Tr(QQ) Tr(RQ(B151)Q)  Tr(QQ) Tr(Q(B2B2)Q)

where v, w, u are the fugacities for USp(2Ny), USp(2N,), USp(2N3) and T'; is the Fermi
in the bifundamental representation of USp(2N;) x USp(2N; which is included in the

theories for Neumann boundary conditions for the USp(2/N;) vector multiplet.

5 Although we can of course calculate the contribution to the index for each choice of magnetic

fluxes.
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3 Orthogonal linear quivers

We now discuss similar dualities where we have orthogonal rather than symplectic

gauge groups. We present examples with two and three gauge nodes.

There are distinct orthogonal gauge groups SO(N,), O(N,)+, Spin(N.) and Pin(N,)+
for the Lie algebra so(/N,). The minimal gauge group is SO(IV,) and other gauge groups
can be obtained by gauging two 0-form global symmetries, the charge conjugation
symmetry Z$ and the magnetic symmetry Z3*. In the indices and half-indices we have
discrete fugacities y for Z$ and ¢ for Z}'. We first review the triality of the SO x SO
quiver gauge theories proposed in [28] and mostly consider only the cases where these
discrete fugacities are set to one, i.e. so the gauge groups are SO. However, we expect
all dualities to be generalizable to other orthogonal groups as for the single gauge node
cases without [93] or with boundaries [48].

The structure of the SO x SO quivers take the similar form as the USp x USp
quivers in section 21 Theory A is a SO(N;) x SO(N;) gauge theory with bifun-
damental chirals B in the (N, N3) representation, Ny chirals ) in the fundamental
representation under the SO(Ns). In these theories there can exist three types of

baryonic operators

B i
616231\[1 QN2 M — €ay - ANy Ebl bny Bal . Nl QbN1+1 ) ijz\r\rz
b
ElBNlQNl = MM B(I; - aJJ\\g Q szjill,
l 7
EQQN2 = bty Qzll .- ~sz22, (3.1)

where a;, b; and i;, are the SO(N;), SO(N;) and SU(Ny) indices. Since they are anti-
symmetric in the flavor indices, the second and third types exist only when Ny > N; or
Ny > Nj respectively. The first type exists when Ny > Ny — Ny > 0. The dualities we
discuss are also valid for Ny < N; [4 but in those cases we have no baryonic operators
of the first type since the analogous constructions contracting bifundamentals using
the antisymmetric tensors would have an excess of SO(N;) indices and we have no
flavors in the fundamental of SO(N;) to contract these indices.

For a single gauge node with N, > 2 [ there are two types of monopole operators

v* and v, which are even and odd under the charge conjugation symmetry ZS$ [93].

6Specifically, for both dualities discussed in this section to be valid we need Ny — 2 < Ny <
N1+ Ny +2.
"There are additional monopoles which we do not discuss here in the case where N, > 4 [93] while

for N, < 2 we have no monopoles.
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The monopole operators break the gauge group SO(N,) down to S(O(N.—2) x O(2)).
For the product gauge group SO(N1) x SO(N3) the even monopole operators are

v, oyt v (3.2)

They are gauge invariant and can be dressed with gauge invariant combinations of B
and Q).
The odd monopole operators are not gauge invariant for N, > 2. However, they

can form gauge invariant operators dressed by B and ) in baryonic combinations [28§]
’UZ’OElBNl_2QN1_2,
U2,0€162BN1—2QN2—N1+2’
vite BN M2,
'UB{_€2QN2_2>
vg’_elegBNlQNer_z,
UX’_EQQN2_27
v, 66 BN 2NN (3.3)

where in any cases where the exponent would indicate an negative power, that type
of operator is not present. In the case of zero exponent that component is not present
and this includes the special cases where N; = 2 and/or Ny = 2 where some of the
combinations above reduce to gauge invariant bare monopoles.

Theory B has the dualized SO(N; = Ny — Ny 4 2)) gauge node and introduces a
rank-2 symmetric chiral for SO(N,). Dualizing the SO(N,) gauge node gives theory
C which has Ny flavors for both gauge nodes and rank-2 symmetric chirals for SO(Ny)
and the global flavor symmetry SU(Ny).

In general, under Seiberg-like duality of a gauge node SO(N;) with discrete fugac-
ities x; and (7, the dual gauge node SO(N ;1) has discrete fugacities y; = (;x; and
(; = ¢;. For each gauge node SO(N,) connected to SO(N;) in the quiver diagram we
also have the mapping (; — (;¢; under duality of gauge node SO(Ny).

The triality of SO x SO quiver gauge theories is depicted in Figure [l

The mapping of monopole operators is quite involved for orthogonal gauge groups
so we refer to [28] for details. The mapping of the other operators (and their R-charge
assignment) is similar to the case with symplectic gauge groups so we do not list that
again.

3.2 Supersymmetric indices for orthogonal gauge theories

Writing N; = 2n; + ¢; for ny € Z and ¢; € {0, 1}, the supersymmetric full-indices
[49, (0, 511 B2 53, B54] for theories A, B and C with orthogonal gauge groups can be
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e

Figure 3: Triality of SO x SO quivers where ]\71 = No—N;+2 and ]\72 = Ni+Ny—Ny+2.

All chirals ¢y, ¢. and M are in symmetric rank-2 representations.
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constructed by generalising the expressions for a single gauge node [7, (115, 93] and are

given by
]A :Z;’agzezgagi]ezmatter A (34)
[B :Zgagze Z;ﬁi]e Zmatter B (3 5)
IC :Zgagzezgagi]ezmatter C (36)

where Zyquge and Zpauer« are the contributions from the vector and chiral multiplets
with SOy referring to gauge node SO(N;) and SO; referring to gauge node SO(Nj).

The gauge contributions are given by

i ml(_f) ny dS(I) o 0
SOr __ I 7 o krm;
Zgau;e - Z 2n1+51_1n1' % (H (I)( Sz’ ) I )

nr €1
w g~ Sidverlm /2= lm{mi /2 (H(l — X1q|mgl)/2351)i>
i=1
nr
(I) (1) (1) (1) _
% H(l _ q‘mi +m; |/28§-1)S§I)i)(1 _ q‘—mi +m; ‘/2851) 1S§I)i> (37>
i<j
except for the case where y; = —1 and ¢; = 0 where instead
-m(.I) nr—1 1)
(o 0 ds; (I) 0]
Zouote = o — (s
nr—1
s g~ Zidy ImP =i gD m D /2 (H (1- q|m§”82(1>i2>
i=1
nr—1
(1) @) () (1) _
T gt ingn sy gomienflingo o s
i<j

Above we have included Chern-Simons levels k; for SO(N;) but for now we take these
levels to all vanish.
As for the symplectic case the contributions from the chiral multiplets are

Zmatter A :ZBZé?Vf (39)
Zmatter B :ZbZ¢bZé2VfZJB (310)
Zmatter C :ZchﬁcZ]]JVfZ]\]\/;fZéVfch . (311)

where

e S S D £m )
Zpirund 50,50, (r,a) = (q 7 a™ ') 2= e
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nr ny g q_r Imi? —m3”) _1 (DF (D£. 1_2+M _1 (D£ (D=£.
XHH(q 2 2 a “8 8 1 q)oo(q 2 2 a ~5; " 8 1 q)oo
D, D, ()
i=1 j=1 I+u £ (N)F. Z+$ (I):I: ()£,
(¢ 2 as; = $; 1 q)oo(q2 as; = 5; 1 Q) oo
€
ny 1—£+—‘m5’ d 1 (D+ “ ng o 1-rypmil (J)‘ —1., £, '
" (¢ 2" 2 a s, "X @)oo (¢ 2" a X15; 1)
B %)
= rolmi L g - . Im ;
=1 (g3 2 as] X @)oo =L (gt s T )

1

nr ( _%a_l . ) €1€J
% (H q - XI)FJ,qoo> (3'12)

o (@axixs 9w

N Z || (I)‘ 1 %—i_‘mé a_ISE'I):F « 7Q)
ZNFFundSOI<T7 a) (q T a- " " H H jm D] +
= (qé*’ 5 asgl) Ta;q)

-z 1. -1. €r
> <(q ( zra XITy 7Q)oo) (313)

qZaxrZa;q)
) L<] |m(I):|:m(I)| H

Zsym so,(r,a) = (q

i<j
(D (D] N (D (D]
el T L (T n+ _,,17_14[1?
(@ a s TS ) (¢ ot s g)w
x \ml(.I)fmng)\ (I) (I):F \m( )+m(1)\ (I)i (I)i
(™" 2 as; " S, 1 Q) oo (" 2 as; = S; $ Q) oo
ny I—r +\m( )‘ 1 (I):l: 1—rp _1 “
(q T a xS Q) | (g )0
3.14
. . T+M (I):t (q a; q)oo ( . )
=TT axas) (@)
Np ( 1-r,—1,—1
¢ ot e g q)se
Zsym su(Ng) (T, @) = (3.15)
Y (Ne) al;[B (q axaxBaQ)m
with the prescription that for the case of y; = —1 and ¢; = 0 we must replace every
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occurrence of sﬁf}i with simply £1 and set mﬁf} =0 H So in particular we have

ZB =ZBiFund 50,~50,(TB, 1) (3.16)
2y =Zn, puna 1(rg, az) (3.17)

Zy =Zpirund $0,-s0,(1 —rp,a;) (3.18)
Z g, =Zsym s0,(2rp, a3) (3.19)
Z o =Zsinglet(Top, a1 ) (3.20)

Ze =Zpirund $0,-s0,(1 —rp,ai) (3.21)
Zg. =Zsym s0, (21, a}) (3.22)
Z;]avf =7 BiFund $0,-50,(TB + TQ, 0102) (3.23)
Zad =Zsym suve)(2rq, d2) (3.24)
Zévf =ZBiFund 50,-50,(1 — g, a5") (3.25)
Zoer =Zsingiet(Toe a7 ra; ™) (3.26)

where now r,, = (1 —rg)No— (Ny —2) and r,, = (1 —rg) N1+ (1 —rg) Ny — (N2 —2).

3.3 Boundary 't Hooft anomalies

The gauge anomaly cancellation and anomaly matching works in a similar way to
the symplectic gauge theories. For the multiplets we have discussed the contributions
to the anomaly polynomial are given by the following expressions [40] 48] if we have
Dirichlet boundary conditions. For Neumann boundary conditions we just take the

opposite sign. Taking the multiplets to have R-charge qr and a vector of U(1),, charges

q we have
N;(N;—1
Avar so, = — (N — 2) Tr(sy?) — %ﬂ (3.27)
N NN
AN, Fund 50, (4R q) 271 Tr(x?) + Nj Tr(sy?) + 12 ! (¢-a+ (qr — 1)1")2 (3.28)
NN

ABiFund s0,-50,(ar, q) =Nr Tr(s3?) + Ny Tr(s1?) + (¢-a+ (qr— 1)1')2 (3.29)

N+ 2 N (N¢+1
Asym suvy) (qr, q) = f2 Tr(x?) + % (¢-a+(qr — 1)1")2 (3.30)

Ny(N;+1
Asym so, (ar, q) =(N; +2) Tr(s1”) + %

where here s; is the SO(Ny) field strength.

We propose a triality of the following sets of boundary conditions:

(q-a+(qr—1r)° (3.31)

8See [93] for full details and discussion of how to describe various orthogonal groups with different

global structure.
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e (N,N,N,N) for (VMy,VMs, B, Q) in theory A.
e (D,N,D,N,N,D) for (VMy, VMa, b, ¢y, Q,05) in theory B.
e (N,D,D,N,N,N,D,D) for (VMy, VM, ¢, ¢, p, M, ¢, o¢) in theory C.

We will see that with suitable additional 2d boundary multiplets, we can cancel the
gauge anomalies for the gauge group factors with Neumann boundary conditions, and
match the anomalies. We can then check the matching of the half-indices.

Explicitly, we find the following anomaly polynomials for the bulk fields.

1 1
Aﬁ/f\%l]]\?]\f = — 5 1N2&% — §N2Nfa§ + N1N2(1 — TB)alr + NQNf(l — ’T’Q)agr
1
+ Z ((Nl — N2)2 + 2N1N27”B(2 - ’/’B) - 2N2Nf(1 — ’/’Q)2 - (N1 + NQ)) 1'2
1
— (Ny — Ny +2) Tr(s?) — (N1 + Ny — Ny +2) Tr(s3) — 5V Tr(x?)

(3.32)

1 1
Ag,ﬁ/’?l[])ﬂ,N,N,D = — §N1N2af — §N2Nfa§ + N1N2(1 — TB)alr + NQNf(l — ’T’Q)agr

1
+ Z ((Nl - N2)2 + 2N1N27"B(2 - ’f’B) - 2N2Nf(1 - ’T’Q)2 - (Nl + NQ)) 1'2

1
— (Ny + Ny — Ny +2) Tr(s3) + Ny Tr(83) — 7V Tr(x?) (3.33)

—_

1
A%%?%Q,N,N,N,D,D = — —NlNga% — §N2Nfa§ + N1N2(1 — TB)alr + NQNf(l — ’T’Q)agr

— DN

+ - ((Nl — N2)2 + 2N1N27”B(2 - ’/’B) - 2N2Nf(1 — ’/’Q)2 - (N1 + NQ)) 1'2

S

1
— (Ny — Ny +2) Tr(s?) + N, Tr(82) — 5 Tr(x?) (3.34)

Recalling that ]\71 =Ny — Ny +2and ]\72 = N; — Ny + Ny + 2, and that due to the
D boundary conditions SO(N;) and SO(N,) are global symmetries on the boundary,
whereas SO(Ny) and SO(N;) are gauge symmetries due to the N boundary conditions,

we can cancel all gauge anomalies with the following 2d multiplets.

|| so) | So(,) | SO(W) | SO(,)
1

Fermi |y | N; ‘ 1 ‘ N, ‘ (3.35)

Fermi | I'y 1 N, 1 Nz

In particular, we need to include
e '), I'; in theory A.

e ['5 in theory B.

31



e [’y in theory C.

Including the contribution of those 2d multiplets in each theory all gauge anomalies

are cancelled and the resulting anomaly polynomials match

1 1
ATotal _ _ : | Npa? — §N2Nfa§ + NiNy(1 = rp)ayr + NaNj(1 — rg)agr

1
+ Z ((Nl — N2)2 + 2N1N27’B(2 - TB) - 2N2Nf(1 — ’/’Q)2 - (N1 + Ng)) 1'2

1
+ Ny Tr(83) + Ny Tr(s3) — 5V Tr(x?) (3.36)

It is possible to consider other boundary conditions. The obvious case is to switch
all boundary conditions so we have all Dirichlet in theory A. As noted for the sym-
plectic case, this will simply change the sign of the bulk contribution to the anomaly
polynomial and it is easy to see that all gauge anomalies will be cancelled and the

anomalies will match if we include 2d Fermi multiplets
e None in theory A.
e [’ in theory B.
e [’y in theory C.

Again, we do not present any examples of these boundary conditions but the dualities
should hold for these boundary conditions as was found for theories with a single gauge

node with orthogonal group [48].

3.4 Half-indices

We now give the expressions for the half-indices with the previously chosen boundary

conditions following from all Neumann in theory A. For the three theories we have

I o v v =AM SO SO MR IY (3.37)
T v pyxv.p =I0p " SO SO, T I T2 (3.38)
TS 5 b v p,p =TI SO L, * 20 TG T, T II, 15C (3.39)
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where

VM SO; _ (1) (-1,
MLy 2"1+EI 1n1 (H%QMS )(27&](% % 761)00)

nr nr €1
X (H(SEI)iSf)i; q)oo> (H(XISEIHE; q)oo) (3.40)

i<j i=1

1

m(D nr () Repp 1 sy (12 keps my”
( 1) keps 132 m (CIXI)ZiL:Ilmi q G m (H?I u(.l) 1 )

1
H]IgM 01 = (q)m Z

D _nD () (! DDy D+ (I
< g (T D™ g)oe) (T (o DD !

1
> (3.41)
n (I) + €1
(T (e ™ 0)c )
kepr1 =Ni (3.42)
except for the case of x; = —1 and ¢; = 0 when instead
ny— 1 nr—1 nI 1
VM SOr _(q)oo 7{ (1) (-1, .
N onr— 1 n[ _ 1 H 27TZS (Sz Sj 7q>
i#]
nr—1 nr—1
x < [T P50 q>w> ( LT 7% e (=57 %) (3.43)
i<j i=1
1 1
VM SO
Iy '= ni—1 Z

. n + n +
()3 (=4 @) C p— (H?:ll(qlimi ul(.l) £ Q) oo(—qHF™ ugl) ;q)oo>

m ke n ke mD
( 1)(keff1+1)21 1m(I)<,Z_1 q Reff 1 5701 o (N2 (H?IU(I) FFmy )

i

n mD_mD (I -1 mO4mDy D+ (D+
(T a5 u PP ) ) (Tacy (@0 05005 ). )
(3.44)

X

Note that N; = N; so N;j = N;. We also have the prescription that for Dirichlet

(M gy D

boundary conditions for the vector multiplet we make the replacement s
in the following matter contributions.

The 3d matter contributions are given, for either Dirichlet or Neumann boundary
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conditions by

]HIB :H]IBiFund SO;r—S0Oy (TB al)
)

I[]:[Q :HI[NfFund SO; (TQ7 Clz)

(3.45)

(3.46)

[0 —[pBiFund 501—301(1 —rg, al—l) ( )
% =II°Y"™ 591 (2rp, af) (3.48)
I8 =I1%"9"(r,,, a; ™*) (3.49)
II° =II7*Fend 501500 (1 — g, a7 ") (3.50)
1% =I1°Y" %C1(2rp, af) (3.51)
(3.52)

(3.53)

(3.54)

(3.55)

P :HI[BiFund SO;—S0Oy (TB + ro, a1a2)

M =r%vm SUNE) (91, a2)
g :H]IBiFund SOI—SOJ(l —rQ, a2—l)

oc __TmSinglet —Ny  —Ny
Im°e =I1 (Toeyay tag )

For Neumann boundary conditions the 3d matter contributions are

ny ny
]H[BzFundSO] SO] HH :t
i=1 j=1 q2a5 j 7Q)oo % ;q)OO
ny 1 €J
% (n* )
(quzs (gZaxss;’ ;@)oo
€r€g
><< i ) (3.56)
(quij; 7)o
N} Fund SO Ay 1 1 “
Iy """ (r,a) = ( - ) (3.57)
};[1 g(qgasgnixa;q)m (G7ax1Ta; @)oo
ny 1 nr 1
Sym SOr _
my™ ") = | 1] — 0 (L. 11— GERGED
=1 (qzas; 's;” @) ) \i<j (€7as;” 857 ;@)oo
1 “
X r T [Zt (358>
(4205 9)oo T (g2 axsst) ™ )
Ny

m 1
™ N a) = ] (3.59)
5 (4207625 ¢)oc

while for Dirichlet boundary conditions the 3d matter contributions are

' nr ngy ) . n
M[ngund SO;—S0; (7’, CL) _ <H H(q1—§a—1851)i8§J)$; q>oo(q1_§a_15@('1)i3§‘J) : Q)oo)

i=1 j=1
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ny n €1 ny n €J
_r _ J -r _ I
X ( (¢ 2a " xss) ;Q)oo) (H(q1 20y st ;Q)oo)

=1 i=1
x (¢""2a  xrx s q) L (3.60)
Ny Fund Myl +
Iy " (1, ) :H< (¢""2a~"s{" xa;q>m) (4" 30 Xra; 4)o)
a=1 \i=1
(3.61)
Sym 50 T 1ot 1.0 ()~ (-5 -1 (0 ()
Iy (r,a) = H(q SZa s s $q) oo H(q SZa sy s 1 q)oo
ij=1 i<j
+ o
><< OOH “2a xSl ;q)oo) (3.62)
Ny
Sym SU(N _r _
I, ( f)(r, a) zl_I(q1 207 2678 @) oo (3.63)
a<lp
Finally, the contributions from the 2d matter multiplets are
ny nr N .
I' = (H [T s 0" @)oc(a? st 075 )
i=1 j=1
7~L[ Ef nr €1
1
X (H(qzx.ruy)i;q)oo) <H(q XIS(I):I:;Q)OO) (XS’ (3.64)
j=1 =1

and we recall that y; = x;(;.

As for the full indices, all the above 3d and 2d matter contributions are modified

in the case of xy; = —1 and ¢; = 0 by replacing every occurrence of SSLI,)i with simply

+1, and similarly for the dual group in the case of the 2d Fermi.

3.5 SO(3) x SO(4) —[3] (Ny =3, Ny = 4, Ny = 3)

Here Ny = 3 and N, = 4 so both dual theories also have gauge group SO(3) x SO(4).

The indices for the dual pair actually coincide. For rp = 1/2 and rg = 1/3 we
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have the full—indicesH

"=1%=1¢
2 1/3 2 1 1/2 4 2/3 1 1 3/4 2 1
=1+6a5¢ " +( ai + — )g/" +2la¢" " +(5=5+—==)¢"" +6( 247 +
H/—/ ~— aq W—/ ajas ajas g a;
Tr(QQ) Te(BB) T (QQ)?2 ~ Tr(QQ) Tr(BB), ~
oh? e ot Tr(Q(BB)Q) 2 Tr(QQ)
1 1 1
+3( & + = g™ +q( 2 + = 4+ = + 56a5 — _10
( 1 ai” ) ( 1 a% aglg 2 N V) )
aeBQ Tr(BB)?, ~~ ~— T(QQ3 (@)
vy Y1 BQ Tr(BBBB) (BB) w520 Tr(Byg)
1 1 Tal 6
9 - - 13/12 7/6 3 20a2a4 2
+ ( az{,a2 + ai’az )q +q ( ( H/1_2/ + a% ) + ai‘a% )
v v Tr(QQ)2 TI.(BB)7 v v
T THQQ), vl THQQ), Tr(QQ) Tr(Q(BB)Q), v’ Tr(QQ)? vy el BQ,
0 e2Q? v eQ? (e2BQQQ) Tr(BQ) vy e1e2BQ
1 1 1
5/4 19a%a3 — 194$ 2 — .
+q ( 142 +CL‘?{CL§( 2 +++\/ )+ alag +a51)a:23)+
(e1e2BBBQ) Tr(QQ), v %aBQTHQQ), va Tr(BB) 0\/-/ \2/-/
e1 Tr(BQ)3 U;’OElﬁzBQB UA’+ Tr(BB) vj o+
(3.65)

We note the coefficient 2 of the ¢**/(a3a3) term. This arises from the contributions
of two different dressed monopole operators schematically written v'" Tr(BB). The
main point is that for each SO(N) group the monopole flux breaks the gauge symmetry
so that (loosely speaking) a fundamental splits into a “massive” fundamental of SO(2)
due to the flux and a “massless” SO(N — 2) fundamental following the description in
[110]. For a bifundamental of SO(N;) x SO(N3) we will get a massless bifundamental
of SO(N; — 2) x SO(Ny — 2). However, in the case where the monopole has equal
magnitude fluxes for both groups, we can also get a massless bifundamental of SO(2) x
SO(2) due to cancellation of the flux contributions to the mass. Hence, in the v}™
background there are two distinct gauge invariant operators by dressing the monopole
with the traces of the squares of these two massless bifundamentals arising from B
after symmetry breaking.

Above we have taken the discrete fugacities (; = 1 and x; = 1. The duality
holds for other values and the indices have a similar expansion and identification of
operators. E.g. if we take (; = —1 the effect is simply to include a factor —1 with each
of the monopole operators with flux £ for the SO(3) gauge node. For simplicity here
and in the following examples we list only the results with all discrete fugacities set to
1.

9This example is also presented in [28] but we include a complete identification of the operators

counted by the indices.
10We thank Stefano Cremonesi for explaining this point.
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The half-indices are given by

Iy 5 = 113 = 11§ p

1 1
=1+ 6a2q"? +a2q"* +¢*3( 21a3 —3ay (w1 +— +wy + —)) + 12d%a2¢%/"
—— = ~—~—~ wq Wa ——
T™H(QQ)  TH(BB) THQQ)? ~- ~ TH(QQ) Tx(BB),
QI Tr(Q(BB)Q)

1 1 1
+¢""2(3afas —3aras (v+—+1))+q( 2af —19a3 (wi + — +wy — —
N——" v ~~ w1 w2
e1e2B3Q ~~ ~ Tr(BB)?2 ~ —
QBT Tr(QQ)QT2, 2QQQT2

+3) 4 (3.66)

6 1 W2 w1 1
+ 96a, +v+ - +wwy+—+—+
~—~— v w1y Wa wWi1wW2
r(QQ)3

—
[T, Tel'2

Now consider the case with three gauge nodes. Dualizing either left or right gauge
node leads to the ones discussed in section 3.1 The Seiberg-like dual of the SO(N3)
gauge node gives a SO(Ny = Ny + N3 + N; — N, 4 2) gauge node, all three gauge
nodes have N; flavors, there are bifundamental chirals for each pair of gauge nodes,
there are symmetric rank-2 chirals for SO(V;) and SO(N3), and a singlet chiral in the
symmetric rank-2 representation of the flavor symmetry SU(Ny).

We propose the quadrality of the SO x SO x SO quivers in Figure[dl The monopole
operators can be understood by generalizing the results for the case of two gauge nodes.
We now have possible fluxes for each of the three gauge nodes. Monopole operators
without any negative fluxes are gauge invariant so will contribute to the index and
can be dressed with any gauge invariant operator. A monopole with flux —1 for gauge
node I must be combined with a baryonic combination of operators, specifically it will
have a contraction with the antisymmetric tensor €¢; and dressed with an operator with
N; — 2 indices. In addition there are monopoles with more than one flux. E.g. for any
gauge node SO(N) with N > 4 there are monopole operators with two non-zero fluxes
for that node which need to be contracted with the antisymmetric tensor and dressed
with an operator with N — 4 free indices [28]. The mapping of monopole operators
also generalizes naturally from the two gauge nodes case. As there are many options

we do not list everything explicitly here.

3.7 SO(2) x SO(4) — [1] — SO(2) (N; =2, Ny =4, N3 =2, N; = 1)

Here N, = 3 so the dual theory has gauge group SO(2) x SO(3) x SO(2).
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Figure 4: Quadrality of SO(N;) x SO(Ny) — [Ns] x SO(N3) quiver where N, =

NQ—N1—|—2, 2N2 :N1+N3+Nf—2N2+2 and NgZNQ—N3+2. All chirals ¢b>
1

c)

2 ¢q and M are in symmetric rank-2 representations.
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As we conjecture, the supersymmetric indices precisely agree with each other. For
rg =rc =2/5 and rg = 2/7 we get the following full indices:

M=1"=1°=1"

39/70
=14 a§q2/7 —I—q2/5( a% + ag )+ St a§q4/7 +2a§q24/35( a% + ag )
—— ~— —~— ajasa3 —— ~— ~—
Tr(QQ) Tr(B1B1) Tr(B2B:2) — Tr(QQ)? Tr(QQ) Tr(B1B1)  Tr(QQ) Tr(B2B2)
WY +0 Tr(QB1B1Q) Tr(QB2B2Q)
4 4 2 2 4 azq*™ 7
+2¢"5( ay + 2aya; + as )+ 53 T a3q”
N~~~ N—— ~—~— aias SN——"
Tr(B1 By )2 Tr(B1 Bi1) Tr(B2Bs) Tr(ByBs)?2 ~— Tr(QQ)3
Tr(B1 By B1B1) Tr(B1B2B2B1) Tr(BaB2BaB2)? vy M0 Tr(QQ)
5163(3132)(31B2)
5163(3131)(BZB2)
1 1
19 q67/70 T 1944 q34/35 a2 4 a2
( a2a§ aza% ) 2 ( \/1-/ \E" )
N —~ Tr(QQ)? Tr(B1B1) Tr(QQ)? Tr(B2Bz2)
WPOBiBL, W TOBe By, Tr(QQ) Tr(QB1B1Q)  Tr(QQ) Tr(QB2B2Q)
v%7’0613131 U%7'06332B2
— 5¢q +a2q®3( 13aia3 + 5a] + 5az )
~— N—— ~— ~—~
Tr(Qq) Tr(QQ) Tr(B1B1) Tr(B2B2),  Tr(QQ)Tr(B1B1)%, Tr(QQ) Tr(B2B>)%,
Tr(B19p, ), e1B1¥p, Tr(QQ) Tr(B1B1B1B1), Tr(QQ) Tr(B2 B2 B2 By),
Tr(B2vB, ), e1B2YB, Tr(QB1B1Q) Tr(B1B1), Tr(QB2B2Q) Tr(B2 By),
Tr(Q@B1B1B1B1Q), Tr(QB2B2B2B2Q),
(QB1)e1(B1B1)e1(B1Q)  (QB2)es(B2B2)e3(B2Q)
39/35 3,.79/70
q asq 8 8/7
12 1 2 2 +a2q/ +o (3.67)
S~—— Tr(QQ)*
UOA,+2,O UOA,Jr,O Tr(QQ)2

where the counting can get a bit tedious, e.g. (e;ByBi)? is a linear combination
of Tr(BB;)? and Tr(B,B1B1B;), and we have not explicitly listed the 13 different
gauge invariant combinations of the Q@) By B By By operators. Note that we only see
monopole operators of the form v%*’o to this order but others will contribute at higher

order.
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The half-indices are given by

I ar e = 102 v = 10 o = LY o
g g (WP +w 1)

=1+a2¢”"+¢*°( @} + a )+ alq
~——

~— ~— ~— w P
Tr(QQ) Tr(B1B1)  Tr(B2Bs2) Tr(QQ)? Q‘EQ
+ 2a2¢%4/%( al + a3 Y247 at + 2a3a; +  aj
~— ~— ~— —— ~—
Tr(QQ) Tr(B1B1)  Tr(QQ) Tr(B2B2) Tr(B1B1)?  Tr(B1B1)Tr(B2B2)  Tr(B2Bz)?
Tr(QB1B1Q) Tr(QB2B2Q) (e1B1B1)? Tr(B1B2B2B1) (e2B2B2)?
€1€2(B1B2)(B1B2)
e1ea(B1B1)(B2B2)

so/70 | (@201 (vivg + 0103 4 v1 + vy)) N (agasz (Wduy + uru3 + uy + us))

— 9
V1V2 B U1U2 P
QB?;H Q]%Fg
3 13/14 (, 2
a w+w—+1
+ a8 — 24 ( ) +2aiq34%( al + a3 )+
oo S - g e e
Tr(QQ)F s Tr(QQ)* Tr(B1B1) Tr(QQ)* Tr(B2Bz2)
THQQ)QT THQQ) THQBIBIQ)  TrHQQ) TH(QBBaQ)

(3.68)

4 Ortho-symplectic linear quivers
In this section we study the quiver gauge theories with both orthogonal and symplectic
gauge groups.

The triality of SO x USp quiver is depicted in Figure [5
The required details for the full indices, half-indices and anomalies are mostly

covered in the previous section for symplectic and orthogonal groups. The extra in-
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Q
B
M
Ny Ny
Q b q
b c ~
SO(N) USp(2N>)
Ob (bc

Figure 5: Triality of SO(N;) x USp(2N3) quiver where N, = 2N, — N; + 2 and
2N, = Ny + N ¢+ — 2Ny — 2. Here ¢ is in the rank-2 symmetric representation while ¢,
and M are in antisymmetric representations. Note also that for consistency we must
have N; + Ny even.
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gredients required here are

m N I J
LI1 Zj:‘ﬂ |m§ ):I:mg )‘

1_r _ '
ZBiFundSOI—USpJ(Ta CI,) = (q 2a I)ZZ:

(I () r, (J)
—my| T gD D,

- [m;
et g TS ) (¢ e s S; 1o

2 (g ;
? J
X H H . ‘mz(l)ﬂn(;f)‘ \m,EI)er?J)\ e L
ST (gt as s T e (@3 T s s )
N . \m(‘])\ (J):I: €r
(g T A s ) m

S ro_J
=L (gt axgs T g)s
1—27r -1 NI|mEI):I:m(I)\
Zsymusp (r,a) = (¢ 2 a ') g
I 1) (1) (I)
D-mi L (OF (OF

|m —1
N, _ _ I I N eyt g
[ @S T | [ @ e g
(D _ (D) (4,
- |m —-m; (I) (I)_l L [m; +mj | + +
— < i (D)F ()T,
WL (g as; 's;° 3q)so ST e as s i)
(4.2)
ny 1_T+M 1~ (.
1-2r g ZNIv|m(.I):|:m(»I)| (q 2 a ~S; Sj 7q)oo
ZAntisym SO; (Ta CL) = (q za ) D ’ ‘m(f)fm(f)‘ 1
e B S B I (I~
W (T as s )
I, (I) I) €1
\mz. +mj | n¥ (nF \mg | +
ny (ql—r—l—fa—lsg) Sg) : )oo ny (ql—r+ o a_1XISZ('I) ;Q)oo
X ‘m(.I)+m(vI)‘ (I)i (I)i \m(.l)\ (1):|:
.. 7 J . -t .
1<J (qr+72 as; Sj : Q)oo i=1 (qr-i- 2 axss; 7q>oo
(4.3)
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for the full indices and

ny Ny

. 1
BiFund SOI—USPJ
ty HH : r o (DE (DE
i=1 j=1 ( j 7Q)oo(q2a3i S; 1 q) oo
ny “
‘ 1
X - - (4.4)
Jj=1 (qECLXIS(J) 7Q)oo)
nr 1 ny 1
Antisym SO
) = | 1] ==
=1 (qzas; s q)e ) \i<j (q7asi” 857 1q)eo
€1
1
X < — e ) (4.5)
Hizll (g7axrs;’ ;@)oo
Nyr 1 No 1
Sym USpr _
e = 11 (hasDsD " 11 Fas DT
i,j=1 \g2as; sj 7Q)OO J<l (q as; sj 14d) oo
(4.6)
) nryr njg ., :l:
I[ngFund SOr=USpy (. (HH -1 (1 §)$;q)m(q1—5a—1s§”is§"’ ;q>oo)
=1 j=1
ny n €1
_r _ J
x (H(q1 2a xrs) ;Q)oo> (4.7)
j=1
Antisym SO; T 1o —1.(0) (0~ T -2 -1 (0* (*
I, (r,a) = H(q 20775085 1 q)eo H(q 207570 S5 q)eo
ij=1 i<j
o . + o
X <H(q1‘2a‘1><18§” ;Q)oo> (4.8)
i=1
N N
IS USrr (1 ) 1-1( 1z 1) (D7, T 1oz 1.0 (*
D ) - q a Si Sj 7Q)oo H(q a SZ S 7q>00
t,j=1 1<j
(4.9)
for the half-indices. Again, for the orthogonal groups if x; = —1 and ¢; = 0 we must

replace sl(-l)i with £1.
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The new contributions to the anomaly polynomials are given by

N 2
ABiFund s0;-Usp, (4R, Q) 271 Tr(s;®) + 2N, Tr(st?) + NiNy (¢-a+ (qr — Dr)

(4.10)
AAntzsym SOy (QR7 ) (NI - 2) TI'(SI ) W (Q “a+ (qR - 1)1')2 (411>
Asym sy (aro0) =g+ 1) Te(or?) + I (g oy

(4.12)

4.2 50(3) X USp(4) — [7] (N1 =3, No =2, Ny = 7)
Here we have N; = 3 and N, = 2 so the gauge group for theories A, B and C is
SO(3) x USp(4).

The supersymmetric indices agree with each other. For rp = 2/5 and rg = 1/2
the expansions of full-indices are

"=1%=1¢
13/20 7/10 3/4
=1+ 2la3q 1/2 q3 . +q —+ q -+ alq 4/5 7a a q17/20+28a2 2 9/10
™) T \/ Tr(BB)? eBBBQ Tr(Q(BB)Q)
Uy Uy’ vA
4 az 1 1 23/20 7 6/5
F(2lay— 50 Jgt( T+ 2= b )PV (202 4 o g
ay 10y 10y aj 10y
Tr(QQ)? ?@%) —~— —— —~— —~— =~
r(BYB) v 'BN172Q  WGEFT(QQ) v T Te(BB) 0 TH(QQ) vy TBN1-2Q
21¢°* 13/10 1
+ + 42 + + - 4.13
a2 a3 q ( w aflja%4) (4.13)
R Tr(QQ) Tr(BB)?, \?;—2/
vy~ Tr(QQ) Tv(BB) Tr(Q(BB)Q) vy

HSee also [2§].
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The half-indices are given by

Iy 5 = 113 5 = 11§

763 (ag (Wiwy + wiw3 + wy + ws))

=1+ 2lajq"/* — + a'q"® + TaBasg T/

wW1W2
™QQ) o ” Ty(BB)? ¢BBBQ
2
19/20 2
+ a2q¥/10 2802 +oylar| o T4 (@ (ot )
SN~~~ v v P
Tr(Q(BB)Q) BDT, Y-y
4 1 2, | 5 1
+q(231a2+v+——|—w1+ +w1w2+—+—+ f+wy+—5+3)+ -
N—— (Y w1 W2 w1W2 w2
TI‘(QQ)2 S
F1F1, [al'o
(4.14)

4.3 USp(2N;) x USp(2Ns) — [N/] x SO(Ny)

For consistency we need N3 + Ny to be even. The dualization of the USp(2N,) gauge
node gives a USp(2N; = 2N, + N3 4+ Ny — 2N, — 2) gauge node, all three gauge nodes
have N; flavors, there are antisymmetric rank-2 chirals for USp(2NV;) and SO(N3),
and a singlet chiral in the antisymmetric rank-2 representation of the flavor symmetry
SU(Ny).

We propose the quadrality in Figure

4.4 USp(2)x USp(6)—[5] x SO(3) (N1 = 1, Ny = 3, Ny = 3, N; = 5)
Here N, = 1 so the dual theory has gauge group USp(2) x USp(2) x SO(3).

The full indices are given by

=17 =1=1"

=1+ ¢"" ( == +10a3 ) +a} 2/5+ﬂ+q4/7 SN S
aajag ’ afajag atazay  ajay’af ’

>3 (10a%abal + 1)

1
+ g2/ (20a1a2 + 15a3a3 + s + Bagadq®/% +

aza a?@%‘)ag
4/5 [ 4 1 6/7 55
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B, B,

M
Ny
P1 4 2
1 ~ Co
USp(2M) USp(2N,) SO(N3)
o} “ 02

Figure 6: Quadrality of USp(2N;) x USp(2Ns) — [N¢] x SO(N3) quiver where N, =
NQ—Nl—]_, 2N2 = 2N1—|—N3—|—Nf—2N2—2 and Ng = 2N2—N3—|—2, and we
need N3 + N; to be even. Note that ¢y, ¢f, ¢2 and M are in antisymmetric rank-2

representations while ¢4 is in the symmetric representation.
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The half-indices are given by

I ar v = 13 v = I o = 1Y o
5¢°/M (az (w? + 1))

=1+ 10&3({2/7 + a%qz/5 + 55a§q4/7 — + 5a§q24/35 (4a% + 3a§)

w
5¢9/70 2 9 1
+ 5asalq®® + ¢*° (af + a3) — ¢ (agas (vivy J;v; (v3 +v2 + 1) + 7))
102
2204807 — BE @I A v (et ) t) S0P (@R (wP )
V1V2 w
(4.16)

For these indices and half-indices we do not write the explicit operators contribution

to each term as these can easily be understood from the previous discussions.

4.5 USp(2N;) x SO(Ny) — [Ny] x SO(N;)

Here we need N, to be even. Dualizing the SO(N,) gauge node leads to an SO(N, =
2N1+4 N3+ Ny — Ny +2) gauge node and all three gauge nodes have N flavors, there are
bifundamental chirals for each pair of gauge nodes, there are symmetric rank-2 chirals
for USp(2N;) and SO(N3), and a singlet chiral in the symmetric rank-2 representation
of the flavor symmetry SU(Ny).

The proposed quadrality of the USp x SO x SO quiver is illustrated in Figure [7|

4.6 USp(2) x SO(4) —[1] = SO(2) (Ny =1, Ny = 4, Ny = 2, Nj = 1)

Here N, = 3 so the dual theory has gauge group USp(2) x SO(3) x SO(2).
The full indices of theory A and theory C perfectly match. They are

M=1%=1=1"

11/70 1/5 11/35 5/14 1 31/70 33/70
q q q q Qa2q q
=1+ 2+—4+a§q2/7+ s 2.1 3 2+q2/5<_8+a'§>+ 12 T 1533
B N e R et VI € B S
ad al2a2a4 a2a-a2 o4 q ad B a2
1 1 Gods 1 G2d3 1 193 1
22/35 9/14 47/70 1
q a2q q 2 24/35 2
+a — + 2a3 | + 4.17
g+ o g (2 a7
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B, B,

M
Ny
D1 a 2
USp2N) || S0(Ny) |—2—{ SO(Ns)
o “ 02

Figure 7: Quadrality of USp(2N;) x SO(N3) — [Nf] x SO(N3) quiver with even N
where 2]\71 :N2—2N1—2, ]\72 :2N1—|—N3—|—Nf—N2—|—2 and Ng :NQ—N3+2
Note that ¢4, ¢!, ¢? and M are in symmetric rank-2 representations while ¢, is in the

antisymmetric representation.
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The half-indices are given by

I o = 102 e = 105 oy =TI v
azg”™ (w? +w +1) 4 9020224/

=1+ a§q2/7 + a§q2/5 + a§q4/7 —

w 2039
9,59/70 2 2
+ g (Qa%ag att 2@3) _4q (agas (011;212—2 V1v5 + V1 + vg)) a8
3.13/14 (, 2 1
axq (w?+w+1) + 2aka2YB 4 (4.18)

w
Again, for these indices and half-indices we do not write the explicit operators con-

tribution to each term as these can easily be understood from the previous discussions.

5 Unitary linear quivers

We now come to the case of unitary gauge groups. Again, for two gauge nodes the
general description of these bulk dualities was given in [28]. We will generalize this to
include Chern-Simons levels (see also [26]) and to cases with additional gauge nodes.
As we will discuss, we expect the duality extends to the case with boundary in a
similar way to the symplectic and orthogonal cases, but it appears we need to include
2d charged chiral multiplets (not just Fermis) to cancel gauge anomalies and match 't
Hooft anomalies. This complicates the evaluation of the half-indices by requiring use of
the JK residue prescription which we leave to future work. Here we discuss the anomaly

cancellation and matching, and simply conjecture the dualities with boundaries.

5.1 U(N) x U(Ny) — [N

We summarize the case with two gauge nodes which was presented in [28]. We start
with theory A, and U(N;) x U(N,) gauge theory with bifundamental chirals B and B
in the (N7, Ny) and (N;, No) representations, as well as N; chirals @ in the fundamen-
tal representation of U(N), and N, chirals Q in the anti-fundamental representation
of U(Nz). For now we fix N, = N; and consider cases with N, # Ny to arise from in-
tegrating out some fundamental or anti-fundamental chirals. The Chern-Simons levels
vanish (but can be generated by integrating out fundamental and/or anti-fundamental
chirals) but in comparison to orthogonal and symplectic gauge groups we have U(1)
topological symmetries and background FI terms. Theory A has vanishing superpo-
tential.

Provided Ny = N, — Ny > 0 there is a dual theory B given by Seiberg-like duality
on the U(N;) gauge factor. The result is a U(N;) x U(N,) gauge theory with bifunda-

mental chirals b and b in the (N7, Ny) and (N1, Ny) representations, an adjoint chiral
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¢p of U(N3), as well as Ny chirals @) in the fundamental representation of U(N;), and
N, chirals Q in the anti-fundamental representation of U (Ny). We also have gauge
singlets U§ which are dual to monopoles in theory A. The Chern-Simons levels vanish

but we again have background FI terms. The superpotential is given by
W =atvy" + Tr(bgyb) (5.1)

Provided N, = N; — Ny + N ¢ > 0 there is a dual theory C given by Seiberg-like
duality on the U(N,) gauge factor. The result is a U(N;) x U(N,) gauge theory with
bifundamental chirals ¢ and ¢ in the (Nl,ﬁg) and (N, ]\72) representations, an adjoint
chiral ¢, of U(Ny), as well as Ny chirals p and ¢ in the fundamental representations of
U(N,) and U(N,), and N, chirals § and § in the anti-fundamental representations of
U(N,) and U(N,). Again we have gauge singlets 0% which are dual to monopoles in
theory A, but now also an additional N; x N, matrix of singlets. The Chern-Simons

levels vanish but we again have background FI terms. The superpotential is given by
W =o50i™ + Te(éec) + Tr(gep) + Tr(Gép) + Tr(gMq) (5.2)

The triality of the U x U quivers is shown in Figure 8

The global symmetry group is given by a SU(Ny) x SU(N,) flavor symmetry, two
axial symmetries U(1),, X U(1)q,, two topological symmetries U(1),, x U(1),, and the
U(1)g R-symmetry. The following table lists the charges and representations of the
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M

Figure 8: Triality of U x U quivers where Ny =Ny, — Ny and N, = Ny + Ny — Ns.
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—~

fields in each theory

for simplicity still restricted to the case N, = Ny).

[ SUWNY) [ SUWND) | UMW)y, | UMy [UD)ay | ULy U(1)r
B,B 1 1 0 0 1 0
Q N¢ 1 0 0 0 1
Q 1 N, 0 0 0 1
b, b 1 1 0 0 —1 0 1—rp
b 1 1 0 0 2 0 2rp
Q N; 1 0 0 0 1
Q 1 N. 0 0 1
o 1 1 +1 0 —N, 0 Ny(1—7rg) — (N — 1)
c,é 1 1 0 0 ~1 0 1—rp
be 1 1 0 0 2 0 2rp
p N¢ 1 0 0 1 1 rg+ 710
P 1 N. 0 0 1 1 rp+rQ
M N¢ N. 0 0 0 2 2rg
q N¢ 1 0 0 0 -1 1—rg
q 1 Na 0 0 0 —1 1—7g
o2 1 1 0 +1 | =Ny | =Ny | Ni(1—=rg)+ N1 —rg) — (Na—1)

5.2 Supersymmetric indices for unitary gauge theories

(5.3)

Our notation for the indices |49} 50, 51} 52] 53| [54] for the unitary cases is similar to

that for other gauge groups. However, we now have separate fugacities x and ¥ for

the SU(Ny) and SU(N,) flavor symmetries and we introduce fugacities 21, 2, for the

topological symmetries.

The superconformal indices for theories A, B and C are

A U U-
I" =7} 0eZ o ZmatterA

gauge“ gauge

] ZUl ZU2 Zmatter B

gauge“ gauge
C Uy Us
1 Zgaugezgaugezmatter C
where

D (I)
Zguge = 7{ (= yrrm 2
e ¥ (T2 :

(I)EZ

Ny
g S =PI T (1 — g 2D 01y
? J
i#]
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and

N
Zmatter A :ZB7BZQfZga (58)
N
Zmatter B :Zb’Z,Z@)ZQfZgaZJE ZU]; (59)

Domatter 0 =ZeiZ5. 2y Zpe Znf " 29" 2N 2,1 2, (5.10)

Above we have included Chern-Simons levels k; for U(Ny) etc. but for now we take
these levels to all vanish. Note also that for U; = U (N 1) the topological symmetry is
the same as for U; = U(Ny) so in both cases we label the fugacity z;. There can be
a non-trivial mapping of topological fugacities under Seiberg-like duality. Specifically,
while the fugacities in theory B are the same as those in theory A, in theory C the
matching requires the replacement of z; — 1/25 and z; — 2125. Indeed, this mapping
for theory C is to be expected from the mapping of FI terms as seen from analysis of
contact terms in similar contexts of Seiberg duality [116] 85 911 [30] and it was observed
explicitly in this context in [2§]. ['] The reason the mapping is trivial when the gauge
node being dualized is only attached to other gauge nodes, i.e. has no flavors, is not
entirely clear. However, the explanation seems to be that the same mapping holds
but is a symmetry exchanging some monopole operators. This can be seen explicitly
in the examples later in this section. Note also that for a single gauge node the index
is symmetric under the inversion of the topological fugacity z — 1/z so this mapping
of topological fugacities also cannot be observed in those indices.

The matter contributions are given by

ZB,E; =ZBiFund U,~U» ("B 1)

ng =ZN; Pund U,(TQ; 2)

Zg“ =7N, AntiFund Us(TQ, Q2)
Zyy =ZpiFund vy-v,(1 — 13,07 ")
Z¢b :ZAdj Ui (QTBv CL%)

(5.11)
(5.12)
(5.13)
(5.14)
(5.15)
Z i =Zsingiet(To, 21 a7 22) (5.16)
(5.17)
(5.18)
(5.19)
(5.20)
(5.21)

Ze =Zpirunav,-v,(1 —rp,a;") 5.17
Zy. =Zagjv,(2rp, al) 5.18
ZIJJVf :ZFund Uy (TB + rQ, a1a2> 5.19

Ny
75" =Z antirund v, (1B + 7@, a102)

N —
Zq ! =ZFund Ug(l —TQ, 0y 1)

12The mapping given in [28] differs by exchanging the indices 1 <> 2 on the topological fugacities

but this appears to be a typo.
131.e. specifically 27 — 1/21 and 2z — 2129 for the map to theory B.
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Z{Vf :ZFund Uz(l —TrQ, a;l) (522)

q
_ —2N
Zo% :Zsmglet(rdc" Z2ia1 2 Qg f) (5'23)

where 75, = (1 —rg)No— (N7 —1) and 75, = (1 —r5) N1 + (1 —rg) Ny — (N2 — 1) and

D Dy _
p N; Ny i) (J)‘)/2 (ql—i-(\mi i1=n/2, 1851)$S§_J)i;q>oo
BiFund Ur— UJ r, CL HH (q(‘m(l) (J)‘+T)/2as([):ts(])$.q)
i=1 j=1 i J y {d)oo
(5.24)
Ny N mD_p _ I _
ZNf Hf[ —r —2 (I )|mgl)\/4(q1+(‘ il )/20’ 1(82( )) ! alaq)
B A (a0 2as o )oc
(5.25)
Na Nj +H(miD =) /241 4D
Nq _ 1—r —2¢_(1)\2 \m51)|/4 (q Si Ty 7Q)
ZAntiFundU] - HH(q a (Si ) ) (q(|m(1)‘+7")/2 ( (I))_ll’ q)
a=1 i=1 S; as 00
(5.26)
N L+ (fm{D =D |=r)/2 1 (=1 (D).
ZAdj Ur = ]j(ql_Ta_2>|m§I)_m§I)/4 (q : 5) (I)I ' ( i ) > ’Q)OO
m; —m; r 1 1
ij=1 (g 2D (550) 71 )
(5.27)

Ny Ng

1 TQ
N{Na a3 25 785 ) oo
Zy " =1] H P : (5.28)

aoipo (47003TaTg 5 @)os

5.3 Boundary 't Hooft anomalies

Initially, we focus on the following sets of boundary conditions:
e (N,N,N,N,N,N) for (VMy, VM,, B, B, Q, Q) in theory A.
e (D,N,D,D,N,N,N,D) for (VM3, VMy, b, b, Py, Q,Q,aﬁ) in theory B.

4 (NaDaDaDaNaNaNaNaDaDaD)for(VMlaVM47Caéa¢69pa]5>MaQ>(j>U§)inthe_
ory C.

We will see that with suitable additional 2d boundary multiplets, we can cancel the
gauge anomalies for the gauge group factors with Neumann boundary conditions, and
match the anomalies.

For the multiplets we have discussed the contributions to the anomaly polynomial
are given by the following expressions [40, 48] if we have Dirichlet boundary condi-

tions. For Neumann boundary conditions we just take the opposite sign. Taking the
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multiplets to have R-charge gr, a vector of U(1),, charges ¢ we have

N2
Avaru, == Ny Te(st?) + Tr(sy)? — 711"2 (5.29)

N
L rr(x?) +

AN, Fund v, (4R, @) = 5 Tr(sr®) + 2N Tr(sy) (g -a+ (qr — l)r)

N,
AN, antiFunav; (qr, Q) = 5 + 2 Tr(sr”) — 2N, Tr(st) (¢ -a+ (gr — 1)r)

N N,
Airundv;-v; (Qr, 9) :71 Tr(sy®) + 7J Tr(sr”) + NiN, (g -a+ (qr — 1)1“)2
+ (NJ TI'(SI) — N[ TI'(S_])) (g -a+ (qR — 1)1‘) (530)

2

N
Augj v, (qr, @) =Ni Tr(sr?) — Tr(sy)? + 7" (¢-a+ (g — 1)r)2 . (5.31)

In this notation s; is the U(Ny) field strength, a is a vector of U(1),, field strengths.
We then find for N, = Ny the following anomaly polynomials for the bulk fields,
including FI contributions 2s;y; or 28;y; for each U(N;) or U(N;) gauge group factor

where y; are the topological U(1),, field strengths

A/f\‘f,B/\/u,l]l\ﬂf,N,N,N :NlNga% — Nngag + 2N1N2(1 — rB)alr + 2N2Nf(1 — ’/’B)agl'

1
+ <—(N1 — N2)2 —|— NlNg’l“B(Q — T’B) — NQNf(l — ’I“Q)2) I‘2

2
+ Tl"(Sl)2 + (Nl - Ng) TI(S%) — TI"(SQ)2 + (—N1 + N2 - Nf) TI(S%)

4 2y, Tr(s1) + 2y Tr(sz) — %z\@ (Tr() + Tr(x2)) (5.32)

Ag,f/}fgiD,N,N,N,D :NlNgaf — Nngag + 2N1N2(]_ — rB)alr + 2N2Nf(]_ — ’T’B)agr

1
+ <§(N1 — N3)* + NiNorp(2 — rp) — NaNyg(1 — TQ)Q) r’

+ (—N1 + N2 - Nf) TI(S%) + Tr(§1)2 + N1 Tl"(é%)

- 1
+ 2y Tr(8)) 4+ y? + 2y, Tr(ss) — §N2 (Tr(xfc) + Tr(x2))
(5.33)

A S b v v NDpp.p =NiN2al — NoNgaj + 2N No(1 — rp)arr + 2N, Ny(1 — rp)aqr

2

1
+ <_(N1 — N2)2 + NlNQ’I"B(Q — ’f’B) — NQNf(]_ — ’I“Q)2) I'2
+ (N1 — No) Tr(s]) + Tr(82)* + Np Tr(s5)

1
+ 2y Tr(sy) + 2y Tr(Sy) + y5 — §N2 (Tr(x7) + Tr(x2))
(5.34)
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Recalling that Nl = Ny — N; and Ng = N; — Ny + Ny, and that due to the
D boundary conditions U(N;) and U(N,) are global symmetries on the boundary,
whereas U(N;) and U(N,) are gauge symmetries due to the N' boundary conditions,
we can cancel all gauge anomalies with the following 2d multiplets.

U | UN) | U(R) | U(R) | U(1),, | UQ),,
Fermi | n; | det 1 det™! 1 -1 0
Fermi | 7y 1 det 1 det™! 0 -1
Fermi | Ty | Ny 1 N, 1 0 0 (5.35)
Fermi | Ty | 1 N 1 N, 0 0
Chiral | x; | det 1 1 1 0 0
Chiral | x» 1 det 1 1 0 0

In particular, subject the the ambiguity described below, we need to include
e 11, 12, I'1, 'y in theory A.
e 1o, I's, x2 in theory B.
e 11, ['1, x1 in theory C.

Including the contribution of those 2d multiplets in each theory all gauge anomalies

are cancelled and the resulting anomaly polynomials match
AT =Ny Nya? — NaNja2 + 2N No(1 — rg)ar + 2Ny Ny (1 — rg)agr
+ (%(]\H — N2)? + NiNorp(2 — 75) — NaNy(1 — TQ)2> r’
+ Tr(81)? + Ny Tr(82) + Tr(85)% + Ny Tr(52)

- - 1
+2y1 Tr(81) + y2 + 2y, Tr(3:) +y5 — §N2 (Tr(xfc) + Tr(x2)) (5.36)

It should be noted that conjugate representations give the same contribution to
the anomaly polynomial, so we cannot distinguish between them here. For Fermi
multiplets this is not important as conjugate representations also give the same con-
tribution to the half-index. However, for 2d chirals the contributions are not quite the
same, so we should also consider the possibility that the chirals x; are in the det™!
representations.

While the theory A half-indices can be straightforwardly evaluated, due to the
presence of 2d chiral multiplets the theory B and C half-indices cannot be evaluated
simply by taking a contour around the origin. Instead it is necessary to use the JK

residue prescription [94, 95 [06]. This involves some computational complexity so we
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do not evaluate these in this article, leaving the issue of checking the matching of

half-indices to future work.

We could also consider the case with all boundary conditions reversed. As for the

symplectic and orthogonal groups we can cancel the gauge anomalies and match the

global anomalies by rearranging the bifundamental Fermis, but now we also need to

change the sign of the topological charges of the bi-determinant Fermis. As there are

fewer constraints from cancelling gauge anomalies in this case, there are two obvious

ways to include the determinant representation 2d matter to match anomalies. In

particular we find either

® X1, X2 in theory A.

or

None in theory A.

ny, I'1, x1 in theory B.

n5, I'a, x2 in theory C.

n;, I'1, X2 in theory B.

n5, I's, X1 in theory C.

where we have defined the following additional 2d matter multiplets

U(N,) | U(Ny) | U(N) | U(Ny) | U(1)y, [ U(1),,
Fermi | n} | det 1 | det™?! 1 1 0
Fermi | 7 1 det 1 det! 0 1 (5.37)
Fermi | y; | det 1 1 1 0 0
Fermi | x» 1 det 1 1 0 0
5.4 U(l) X U(2) — [2] (N1 =1,Ny = 2,Nf =N, :2)
We have checked that the three supersymmetric indices coincide. For rp = 1/5,
rg = 3/8 we find the full indices
=1°=1°
2140
=1+aiq" +4a3¢** + a1d®® +—5(zizo+ 27 ' 2o+ 2 ) + 8afa3d® 0 + afg?’
—— e S 010 N—— N ——
Tr(BB) Tr(QQ) Tr(BB)2 v ® oGE Tr(QQ) Tr(BB), Tr(BB)3

o7

Tr(QBBQ)



29/40

a
+ M im a2yt ) 4 10akgY + BataZgP —|—q4/5( al  +
as ~—_————— — ~— —— ~—~
v5% Tr(BB) %% Tr(BB) Tr(QQ)? Tr(QQ) Tx(BB)?, Tr(BB)4
Tr(QBBQ) Tr(BB)
4°/10 a3q37/40
bl izt )+ Y — (it )
ai _/~_/ —— as _,~_/ H/—f
v ETe(QQ) W%E Tr(QQ) v E T(BB)? o%E Te(BB)?
+ 25afalg®™ + Sabad +( @l - 10 Ja+-e . (5.39)
~—_—— —— ~—~ o~
Tr(QQ)? Tx(BB), Tr(QQ) Tx(BB)3 T(BB)S B¥s BYB.Qvs.Qvq

T™(GQ) THGBBQ)  Tr(QBBQ) Tr(BB)?

To this order we have identified all the operators in theory A which contribute. Note
that the contribution at order ¢'%?° would naively have a coefficient 26 from Tr(QQ)?
Tr(BB) giving a contribution 10 to the coefficient and Tr(QQ) Tr(QBBQ) giving a
contribution 16. However, noting the particular gauge groups involved, it turns out
that there is one linear relation between the 6 operators which would generically be
formed in these ways from Q',Q2, Q',Q?, B, B. Therefore the coefficient is in fact
expected to be 25, in agreement with the index calculations.

While the identification of operators above is given for theory A, we can make the
identification in theories B and C too. The details of the operator map are given in
[28] and are similar to the maps for the symplectic and orthogonal gauge groups so we

do not repeat them here.

5.5 Chern-Simons levels

As is well known, we can also generate non-zero Chern-Simons levels by giving large
positive or negative masses to the chirals () as first derived for unitary groups by
taking a limit of the partition function in [112], following the original proposal using
brane constructions in [3]. We can also generate non-zero Chern-Simons levels by
giving large positive or negative masses to the chirals Q and Q. In the simplest case
we start with Ny = N, = N ¢+ |k| fundamental and anti-fundamental chirals and give
masses (of the same sign) to |k| of them to leave Ny = N, = N; fundamental and
anti-fundamental chirals. This generates a Chern-Simons level k for the U(N,) gauge
node in theories A and B with k£ > 0 by sending the masses to +0o0 and k < 0 by
sending the masses to —oo. There are no other changes to theories A and B so the
result is that the duality holds for arbitrary Chern-Simons level k for U(N,). However,
the effect on theory C is more involved. In the case where we send the masses of |k|
multiplets Q and Q to o0, in theory C we must also send the masses of |k| multiplets
¢ and G and of o/, and o to Foo while also sending the masses of |k| multiplets p and
p to +00. This modifies theory C by having Ny = N; — N, + Nf + |k| while having Nf
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flavors, removing the O'g multiplets, and giving gauge group with Chern-Simons levels
U(Nl)k X U(N2)_k

5.6 U(1)xU©2)r—[2— k] (N1 =1,Ny=2 N;=2—|k])

By sending some or all chiral flavor masses to infinity for the example given in sec-
tion 5.4 we can produce examples with £ = 41 or k = £2 where theory A has gauge
group U(1) x U(2), with 2 — |k| flavors, theory B has gauge group U(1) x U(2); with
2 — |k| flavors, and theory C has gauge group U(1)g x U(1)_; with 2 — |k| flavors and
no UéE multiplets.

For k£ = 2 we have removed all flavors and we find agreement of the full indices

given by
A =18 =1 =
q* (a%o + 2+ i)
14 a2¢*° + at¢?® + aS¢*° + 5 o4 (a” —2) g+ al?¢s®

aj

8/5 (20,2 | A4
Q" (a7 27 + 27 + 1 1
kg’ (ai }1 ! i +1) (ai8 ~ ¢/ (afo _ 3) ¢+ a? (a%o _ 2) g1

a2y 1
12/5 (30,3 4 .6 4 | @30 4+ 2) g14/5 1
+q (ay 613 1 )+a%6q13/5_|_(1 2)q +q3<a§’0+zl—|——)
¢ <a4110 —da® 42 + %) 4 (,30 17/5 36 18/5
+ s +a1(a1—2)q/+a1q/
1
/5 (@102 — 222 4+ 2, — 2
Lot -2t s -2 (5.39)
2
alzl

We can see that, at least to order ¢, the indices agree with the results for the k = 0
case given in equation (5.38)) subject to the removal of all terms (in the theory A
interpretation) involving the fundamental chiral multiplets (containing ) and 1) or
any monopole operators with flux in the U(2) gauge group — monopoles with flux only
in U(1) survive.

5.7 U(Nl) X U(NQ) — [Nf] X U(Ng)

As for the previous gauge groups, we can easily generalize to a linear quiver with
three gauge nodes, with a theory D corresponding to dualizing the U(N3) gauge node.
These theories are described by the quiver diagrams in Figure The structure of
theory D is the same as of theory B while, up to some notational differences, theories
A and B are the same as for the case of two gauge nodes other than the additional

U(N3) gauge node and bifundamental matter connecting gauge nodes 2 and 3. The
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generalization of theory C to the case of 3 gauge nodes is a little more involved but

still straightforward. The theory C superpotential is given by

2
W =ogvg™ + ) (Tr(éroler) + Tr(gerpr) + Te(qépr))
I=1

+ Tr(cicocs) + Tr(E1é063) + Tr(gMQ) (5.40)

The topological fugacities are mapped non-trivially but in a generalization of the result
for the case of two gauge nodes so that in theory C (assuming N; # 0) we need to

replace z1 — 2129, 29 — 1/25 and z3 — 2923.

5.8 U(1l)x U(2)— [2] x U(1)

Theory A and its dual theory C, by dualizing the U(2) gauge node, are given by the
quivers in Figure[@ We have confirmed that the full indices match. For rp = 2/5 and
ro = 2/7 they are given by

A=12=1=1P =

1
21+g+z§+1

1+ 4a3¢°7 + ¢*° (ai + a3) + 10a3¢"" + ¢*/° . 5

) T 84232/ (a2 + a)

) q57/70(21 +1)(23+ 1) (212323 + 1)

+ ¢ (a? + a2)" + + 20a8¢5/7
q ( 1 3) a1a2a37 2223 24
z1 + zi 22 +1
+ da3g ( S L) st (a4 )+ (541
1 3

6 Circular linear quivers

As we have confirmed Seiberg-like dualities of linear quivers, we generalize the dualities
to circular quiver gauge theories. This is very straightforward. We just introduce an
extra bifundamental multiplet to connect the two gauge nodes at the ends of the
linear quiver. Dualizing any interior gauge node is the same with the additional
bifundamental present in the original and dual theory, and the superpotential is not
altered by the presence of this additional bifundamental. dualizing the end nodes is
changed, but now they dualize in the same way as all the other nodes. We illustrate
with some examples with three gauge nodes and due to the symmetry we focus only

on the dualization of what was the middle node (i.e. to theory C).
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Ny
D1, D1 %4 2, D2
1, Gy - Co, Co
U(N1) U(N,) U(N3)
d)l c3,C3 @2

Figure 9: Quadrality of U(N;) x U(Ny) — [Ny] x U(Ns) quiver where Ny = Ny — Ny,
N2:N1+N3+Nf_N2 and N3:N2_N3.

61



M

Figure 10: Circular quiver with gauge group USp(2) x USp(6) x USp(2) and its dual
circular quiver with gauge group USp(2) x USp(2) x USp(2). All chirals ¢, ¢? and
M are in antisymmetric rank-2 representations.

6.1 Circular USp(2) x USp(6) — [6] x USp(2)

These theories have the same field content as the linear quivers described in section 2.8
with the specific example in section 2.9 with the addition of a bifundamental chiral for
the two USp(2) gauge nodes with an additional U(1),, axial symmetry with fugacity

ays. Theories A and C are summarized in the quiver diagram in Figure

62



The full-indices match for theory A and C. For rg =r¢ = %, ro = % we have

2 2/7 q12/35 2/5 (2 2 2 4 4)7 3/5 15q22/35
1+ 15&26_] / + m +q / (&1 + a3 + &4) + 120@2(] / + arjasasq / + W
1@903 1@903

¢ (af + af + a})

2 6 2
arasay

1
+ ¢ ( 5 + 30ataj + 1543 (243 + ai)) +
ayas-ag
+¢"° (af (203 + a3) + ai + ajal + a3 + aj) + 680a5¢”” + 5layazazasq®/*
120335 agg®/® g 15 2 4 4 2 2
+ + 345aja, + 15a, (23a3 + 8
2aZa? | wmalas 1 \alalal 10z + 1503 (28a; + 8a3)

+q (ajazas + arasay (a3 + af) — 39)

15a%4a§ 2a§—i—a?L 1
q36/35 ( ( ) + % 4 30a%4a§
1

a?
_I_
a®al$
/% (6aSastal (16a2 + 5a2) + 15ataitad (2a2a2 + 2a3 + ab) + 30a5adtas + a2 + a2 + a?)
+ Aal2gd
143703
N " (aSaza? ((3060ai* + 2) a2 + a?) + aSaja? + af (a§a2 + aSa} + adal + 1) + a3)
aSasajaj
+ 660a1a§a3a4q41/35
6/5 ( 4(o.2 2 2 (0.2 2 4, 4 679
+q aj (2a3 + a4) +aj (3a3a4 + 2a5 + a4) + Py
1a3
ai (a3 +a3)  asay 24, 42, 6, 6 51ayq*/
+ab — — + asa, + asa; +aq+a, | + ——— 6.1
1 s o 304 T+ Q30 + Gz + Oy aralas (6.1)

Compared to the non-circular linear quiver with the same gauge group for the-
ories A and C' we see that there are obvious additional terms arising from the new
gauge invariant operators constructed using the new USp(2) x USp(2) bifundamen-
tal fields Bs. E.g. we have Tr(BsBs) contributing ¢*°a? and Tr(B;ByBs) contribut-
ing ¢*°ajasas. Also, due to the circular quiver structure, monopole operators with

fluxes for either USp(2) gauge node have larger R-charge. For example the vg’i’i and

+,4,0 a0

v bare monopole operator contributions now appear at order ¢*/7
2.6 62 6,622

1/(ajayaza;) and 1/(ataja3ay).

The half-indices will similarly match and can be understood in term of the non-

with fugacities

circular quiver with the additional terms involving Bs. We do not list the half-indices
here, but we do give an example in the next section with a circular quiver with or-
thogonal gauge groups.

6.2 Circular SO(2) x SO(4) — [1] x SO(2)

The theories are similar to the linear quivers in section 3.6l In this example we have
the dual gauge theory whose gauge group is SO(2) x SO(3) x SO(2).

63



M

Figure 11: Circular quiver with gauge group SO(2) x SO(4) x SO(2) and its dual
circular quiver with gauge group SO(2) x SO(3) x SO(2). All chirals ¢y, ¢L, 2, dq
and M are in symmetric rank-2 representations.

The full indices are given by

]A — [B — ]C — ID
=1+ 2ajqg"* + a3¢”" + ¢*° (¢} + a3) + 3aiq"? + darazasg™/*® + 2a3aiq" >
39,70

+ e + asg®™ + 4a2qt¥* (a4 a3) + 2a2¢*4/% (af 4 a3) + 4aSq®*

10203

) 2a2qHs/10
+ 8arazaig®™/* + 3ajajqt ™ + 2¢° (af +a3)” + Py + 8ayatasasq®7*
10203

4 2 23/28 a2q59/70 6 6/7 4 9/10 2 2 37/40 (2 2

+ 2a3a2q®/% + — 3 T A T+ 7a1q""" (va(af + a3) + 8arazasg®™* (af + a3)
103
2457/ (42 4 a2

803V (a2 1 o) + 2RO s (2 2y b (62)
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The half-indices are given by

My arne = o e = M p e = TR v

=1+ 2ajqg"* + a3¢”" + ¢*° (a} + a3) + 3aiq"? + darazasg™/*® + 2a3aiq"**®

yr "M (WP +w+ 1)
w

 Sasaaadg® + 3aalq 1 4+ 20 (a2 + )7+ Sanadanang T + 20kt

59/70

+alg T 46245/ (02 + a3) + 263V (2 + a3) + 4l

aras (Vivguz + vy (V3V3 + VoV3 + Vg + v3) + VaU3)
V1V2U3
2 2 2
asag (uiugug + uy (usus + ugus + ug + usz) + usus)
U1U2U3

2q

2¢7%/70

+a3g™ "+ (6.3)

The full index and the half-index can easily be compared to the linear non-circular
example in section 3.7l In the circular case here the full index is the same with the ad-
dition of gauge invariant operators which can be constructed using the bifundamental
B3 linking the first and third nodes in the quiver. Note that there are some specific
features arising from the fact that in this example the first and third gauge groups
are SO(2). E.g. the a2¢'/* term has coefficient 2 since we can construct two indepen-
dent gauge-invariant operators from B3Bs. These are Tr(BsBs) of course, but also
16385 B5. The ajaza3¢*'/*° term illustrates the circular nature of the quiver, getting a
contribution from Tr(B;ByBs). The coefficient 4 is due to the fact we can replace the
contraction of either or both SO(2) index contractions with €; and/or e3. The story
is similar for the half-index, with the additional point that the Fermis I'y and I's are
different from the non-circular case. Here they are in bifundamental representations
of SO(2) x SO(6) rather than SO(2) x SO(4) as the circular nature of the quiver
modified the dual group for the end nodes.

6.3 Summary

It is now straightforward to generalize to linear quiver gauge theories with n gauge
nodes. Let G;, 1 = 1,2,--- ,n be a classical gauge group of the vector multiplet of
1-th node which is coupled to F; fundamental chiral multiplets ; and bifundamental
chiral multiplets B;_1; and B; ;41 which are also coupled to (i —1)th node and (i+1)th
gauge nodes.

One can find n dual theories by taking the Seiberg-like dual of n distinct gauge
nodes. When the 7th gauge node of gauge group G; is dualized, the resulting theory
has similar fundamental chirals ¢; and bifundamental chirals b,_1 ;, b; ;+1 with modified
charges as well as additional bifundamental chirals b;_; ;11 between the adjacent gauge

nodes G;_; and G,41, F; chirals p;_; ; transforming as the fundamental representation
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Figure 12: Dualization on the the ith node of gauge group G; in linear or circular

quivers.

under the G;_4, Fj chirals p;;;; transforming as the fundamental representation under
the G;, chirals ¢;_; transforming in a rank-2 representation under the G;_i, chirals
¢i+1 transforming in a rank-2 representation under the, G;,;, and gauge singlets M;
in a rank-2 representation of the flavor symmetry group, and o; (see Figure [I2)). The
specific rank-2 representation depends on the group G; being dualized. In particular,
it is antisymmetric if G; is symplectic and symmetric if G; is orthogonal.

Note that while we can dualize any of the gauge nodes, once we have dualized one
of them we cannot then immediately dualize either of the neighboring gauge nodes as
they now have a different matter content, specifically a rank-2 tensor. It is known how
to dualize such 3d theories but we do not pursue this in this article. We also leave for
future work the question of how to dualize such cases with a boundary as this is not

a straightforward problem.

7 Star-shaped quivers

We now state our general conjecture for Seiberg-like duals of quivers with fundamen-
tal and bifundamental matter which contains star-shaped quiver gauge theories. We
describe this in terms of Seiberg-like duality of a gauge node G connected with bifun-
damentals to arbitrary gauge nodes GG; and with F' fundamental flavors. We then give

one specific example involving a total of four gauge nodes.
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71 G- [F] -], G

Consider a gauge node with gauge group G which can be a unitary, orthogonal or
symplectic gauge group. We allow fundamental (@) and bifundamental (B;) ] matter
with R-charges rg and rp, for G, with the bifundamental chirals coupling to other
gauge nodes with gauge groups GG;. Each of these chirals is charged under a separate
axial U(1) group . Again we assume each (; is unitary, orthogonal or symplectic.
This gives a star-shaped quiver with centre G. However, this may be embedded in a
larger quiver diagram where we allow the gauge nodes GGy to have arbitrary matter
content and couplings to any gauge nodes other than G, including other GG; nodes.

The Seiberg-like duality of G then produces a dual gauge node G determined
in the usual way by the gauge group G and the total number of fundamental and
bifundamental chirals for G. The node G is at the centre of the quiver with the same
star-shape but now the fundamental (¢) and bifundamental (b;) chirals have R-charges
1 —7rg and 1 — rp, and the signs of the axial charges are reversed. In addition all the
gauge nodes Gy now gain (in addition to any flavors they already had) the same
number of flavors (pr) as G, a rank-2 representation chiral (¢;) and a bifundamental
chiral (b;; = by) for each pair Gy, G;. There is also a rank-2 flavor symmetry chiral M.
If G is orthogonal /symplectic, M and all ¢; are symmetric/anti-symmetric. Finally,
there is also a singlet chiral o, or two singlets o if G is unitary.

The general structure of this duality is to map the star-shaped quiver to a bi-
pyramidal shaped quiver as illustrated in Figure I3l

Clearly the dual quiver now has additional closed triangles, and for each of them
we get a cubic contribution to the superpotential. Also each rank-2 chiral together
with the (bi)fundamental chirals for G gives a cubic term in the superpotential. The
final ingredient in the superpotential is a quadratic term coupling ¢ to the monopole
v with minimal flux for G and no flux for any other gauge node — for the unitary case
o* couples to v* which are the minimal positive and negative flux monopoles. The

resulting superpotential is of the form

W =ov + Tr(qMq) + > (Tr(brrbr) + gbipr) + > Tr(bibrsb,) (7.1)
1

I<J

with obvious modification to the case with unitary groups to include appropriate

additional or replacement terms with anti-fundamental operators and replacing ov

14We also have the conjugate representations for unitary gauge groups.
15For the cases involving a unitary group the chirals are paired, although for unitary G we can also

consider conjugate representations and the two members of each pair of chirals have the same charge
under the same axial U(1). For unitary G we can also consider the case with different numbers of

fundamental and anti-fundamental flavors, but they still have the same axial charge.
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Figure 13: A star-shaped quiver with a single G' gauge node coupled to k adjacent

gauge nodes and its dual k-gonal bipyramid quiver.
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with o*v*. This fully determines the charges of the chirals M, ¢; and b;; as follows

UM)a; | UM)ay | U(Wap | U(L)r
By 0 0 B,
Q 0 0 1 rQ
br -1 0 0 1—rp,
bry 1 1 0 rE, + 7B, (7.2)
o1 2 0 0 2rp,
Pr 1 0 1 e, +TQ
M 0 0 2 2rg
q 0 0 —1 1—rg

with the charges of o similarly determined by the charges of the monopole v.

In the case of unitary gauge groups we also need to map the topological fugacities.
We expect that when dualizing a gauge group G = U(N) with topological fugacity
z and a non-zero number of flavors, the dual theory has topological fugacity 1/z for
gauge node G. Also, for all the gauge nodes G; = U (N7) connected to G in the quiver
having topological fugacities z;, in the dual theory they have topological fugacities
zzr. However, if G has no flavors, the mapping of topological fugacities is trivial.

In terms of matching indices, the conjectures here, allowing arbitrary extensions
of the basic star-shaped quiver, are equivalent to conjecturing that the duality holds
if we take the minimal star-shaped quiver (i.e. not including any fields not defined
above) and also remove the vector multiplets for every G, (i.e. consider these as global
()

symmetries) but still keep the dependence on the magnetic charges m,;’ in the con-
tributions from the chirals coupled to GG;. In the case of a boundary, the conjecture
for the half-indices is similarly equivalent to an identity without the vector multiplet
and any 2d matter contributions associated to the GG; nodes. In this sense it is pos-
sible to check the matching of half-indices without knowing the details of the matter
coupled to the G nodes. However, while this would be the approach for any attempt
to analytically demonstrate the exact matching of indices and half-indices, it is rather
challenging for direct checking of the expansion to a given order in ¢ due to the very
large number of terms in the expansion. Indeed, in the examples we have presented

we have set the flavor fugacities to one for precisely this reason.

7.2 Chern-Simons levels

It is also possible to derive dualities with non-vanishing Chern-Simons levels for some
or all gauge nodes. We do this simply by considering the duality with Chern-Simons

levels zero but including additional fundamental chirals for each gauge node. Turning

69



on masses for these additional flavors and integrating them out gives rise to a Chern-
Simons level for each gauge node as in the case of a single gauge node [112 [3]. For
a unitary or symplectic gauge node we shift the Chern-Simons level by 1/2 for each
fundamental (or anti-fundamental) chiral integrated out, with the sign correlated with
taking the mass to +o0o. For orthogonal gauge groups the shift is by 1 for each
fundamental flavor. If we consider such a limit for some chirals ) to generate Chern-
Simons level k£ for gauge node G, then in the dual theory we need to remove the same
number of chirals ¢ which are flavors for G. However, in the dual theory this also
requires removing the same number of flavors p; for each gauge node G; which is
connected to G in the dual quiver (equivalently, to G in the original quiver). In the
indices and half-indices this limit can be taken by send a combination of axial and
flavor fugacities to either 0 or co. As the chirals ¢ have opposite charges to @) this
means the dual gauge node G will have Chern-Simons level —k. However, the gauge
nodes G will get a shift in the Chern-Simons level by k (or 2k if G is orthogonal
and G is not, or k/2 if G is orthogonal and G is not) since p; have opposite relevant
charges to ¢ due to the superpotential term Tr(gbrpr). In all cases the singlet(s) o

(0%) are removed in this limit.

7.3 Boundary conditions

We further conjecture that with a boundary these theories are dual with the boundary
conditions being all Neumann in the original theory, while in the dual all boundary
conditions are Neumann except for the G vector multiplet and the chirals by, ¢ and
o which all have Dirichlet boundary conditions. For anomaly matching and to cancel
gauge anomalies we need to include for each gauge node in the original theory a
Fermi which is bifundamental under the gauge group and its Seiberg-like dual. Note
that to specify these bifundamental Fermis for gauge nodes G requires details of the
matter content of these gauge nodes, i.e. knowledge of additional parts of the quiver
diagram. In the dual theory we need the same Fermis for each G; but no Fermis for
G. In the case of unitary gauge groups we also need bideterminant Fermis for each
unitary bifundamental Fermi, and for all unitary G; (but not G) in the dual theory a
determinant 2d chiral — however, we remind the reader that we have not been able to
check examples of dualities with boundaries for unitary groups due to the presence of
these 2d chirals.

Alternatively we expect the duality with boundaries to hold if we swap all Neumann
and Dirichlet boundary conditions and then we need a bifundamental Fermi only
for G. Again, for unitary groups we will need additional 2d matter in determinant

representations.
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M

Figure 14: A star-shaped quiver with a single USp(4) gauge node coupled to SO(2)®?
gauge nodes and its dual triangular bipyramid quiver with a single U Sp(2) gauge node
coupled to SO(2)®3.

We now present one example to illustrate the generalization to a star-shaped quiver

with the central node connected to three other gauge nodes.

7.4 USp(4) —[1] x SO(2)®3

Let us consider a star-shaped quiver with gauge group USp(4) x SO(2)®* and bifun-
damental chiral multiplets between USp(4) and each of the SO(2) gauge nodes while
there are two USp(4) flavors. Taking the Seiberg-like dual of the USp(4) gauge node
gives a theory with gauge group USp(2) x SO(2)®3, bifundamental chirals for each pair
of gauge nodes and 2 flavors for each gauge node. The dual theory can be described
as a triangular bipyramid quiver (see Figure [I4]).

As we conjecture, the full-indices of the proposed dual theories beautifully agree
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with each other! In the following we show the indices for ro = 1/14 and all 5, = 1/5

Jstar USp(4) — SO(2)®3 _ Ibipyramid USp(2) — SO(2)®3

23135

aba?
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6
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1
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